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Abstract

The Book of Jeremiah is closely tied to the word n°72 which appears twenty-four times in nine
units (3:12-18; 11:1-17; 14:19-22; 22:6-9; 31:31-34; 32:36-44; 33:19-26; 34:8-22; 50:1-5). The
covenant theme penetrates the whole book by playing a pivotal role in revealing God’s ultimate
plan for the nation through divine judgment and restoration. The tapestry of the covenant
concept throughout the book serves to understand the significant meaning of the new covenant
in 31 as well as the book as a whole.

This thesis discusses the meaning of covenant in general and the ‘new covenant’ in
particular in the context of the book as a whole. The covenant units stand at the heart of the
thesis, which aims to present the meaning the 'new covenant' unit (31:31-34) conveys. Based
on the understanding of the essentiality of the covenant theme in the book, the thesis examines
each of the covenant units through a literary reading. So, it analyzes the meaning of each
covenant unit and the new covenant unit in particular, the nature of the connection between the
new covenant unit and other covenant units, the structure of the whole book related to the new
covenant unit, and the centrality of the new covenant within the frame of the whole book. The
way of analyzing all the covenant units reveals the recurring characteristics of covenants and
the significance of the place the new covenant takes within the book. Consequently, this thesis
demonstrates that the new covenant is a renewed covenant that has an inseparable relationship

with other covenants within the structure and process of the covenant units.

This thesis contains the following three parts: the first part is the introduction of the
thesis, the central one is the literary analysis of the covenant units, and the last part is the
conclusion. The introduction presents the thesis subject, structure, methodology, and
justification, reviewing the central scholarly approaches regarding the book—its historical
context, textual background, composition and authorship, structure, and central issues—and
covenant in the Bible—research trends toward the covenant, covenant types, and the new
covenant. The second part is divided into nine sections to present a detailed literary analysis of
each covenant unit. Each part examines an individual covenant unit with its distinctive context
based on covenant character, type, literary design, tiding, initiator, speaker, addressee, and so
on. As each unit is analyzed separately, the literary analysis of all the units can hint at the
connections between the units, which are explicitly discussed in the last part. The conclusion

presents the overall picture based on the detailed analysis and the covenantal process of the



book, emphasizing the recurring characteristics of the covenant throughout the units, the
similarities and various connections between the units, and the place and meaning of the new

covenant in the overall structure and process.

Below I present the main findings in relation to each of the units, as they are presented

in the thesis, and the main conclusions included in the summary chapter of the thesis:

The unit 3:12-18 is a consolation prophecy. It does not describe making a covenant but
rather, its consequence. It shows that the fate of apostate Israel as a negative example serves to
demonstrate that Judah’s current behavior is leading to the same historical destiny. God’s urge
for the backslidden Israel to come back, Return, faithless Israel 57> 72wn 2w (v. 12), is
used to reveal God’s strong wish of the faithless Judah to return, 0°22i% 0°32 123 (v. 14). The
word 23w here implies that God does not require repentance 121wn but just demands the people
of Judah to return to God in the setting of the intimate relationship as it is followed by the verb
n7va in v. 14. God’s urgent call for covenant partner Judah to return goes with His faithfulness
in her restoration and God’s universal control of the nations. God wills to provide the
momentum for their restoration after devastation through His concrete actions—nx27) in v.
14,°pny in v. 15, ap»»1 1270 in v. 16, Mp1y in v. 17, and 1772 3832 in v. 18. They will not need
the ark of God’s covenant 1) N2 7398 since Jerusalem as the throne of God n)m &2 will
replace the ark in days to come. Comparing two phrases, 717 n*2 719% and 77 X3, the unit
highlights that their religious faith with the ark of God’s covenant will be transformed by God’s
glorious presence. The ark of the Sinai covenant is temporary; it will never enter their minds
or be remembered. While the nation faces calamity that the conditional covenant accuses their
sin, Jerusalem as God’s throne embodies the everlasting promise for restoration. Their
promising future only depends on God Himself in spite of their present situation doomed by
their sin. In this unit, God is explicitly characterized as One who enthusiastically embraces
Judah’s return, fulfilling His promise of Judah’s physical and spiritual restoration, including a

promise for Israel and nations.

The unit 11:1-17 portrays Judah’s rejection of God’s covenant and a divine judgment
as a result of the covenant violation. It represents the rebuke and the severe condition of the
nation through four oracles followed by a poem. The oracles contain basic elements of the Sinai
covenant; the first oracle (vv. 1-5) is about the covenant curse, the second (vv. 6-8) about failure
to follow the covenant, the third (vv. 9-10) about a conspiracy of idolatry, the fourth (vv. 11-

14) about the upcoming judgment, and the poem (vv. 15-17) about the disaster for evil schemes.



In particular, the recurring words—yn¥ (wv. 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 14), nn2 (w. 2, 3, 6, 8, 10),
Ay (w. 4, 6, 8), and niax (wv. 4, 7, 10)—reflect God’s appeal to the nation and their severe
reality from the covenant breach. The word y»n¥ represents various meanings: a demand to hear
God’s voice and obey the covenant (vv. 2, 3, 4), the process of their disobedience on God’s
command (wv. 6, 7, 8), their stubbornness yinw5 1xn (v. 10), and God’s decisive rejection upon
their cry ynwx Xo/vn »3°x (vv. 11, 14). Another recurring word n12—this covenant nxi n°123
(vv. 2, 3, 6, 8) and my covenant *n>72 (v. 10)—refers to the Sinai covenant in the unit with its
different characters; while n>72 implies a historical covenant to recall that God’s promise was
given to Israel through the covenant (vv. 2, 3), it denotes a present covenant to show that the
Israelites’ evil hearts have brought all the curses of the covenant on them (vv. 6, 8) and also
that the house of Judah has broken the covenant (v. 10). Since God had delivered the Exodus
generation out of Egypt and made a covenant with them at Sinai, they had to listen only to
God’s voice, but they have hastily overlooked their responsibility and their identity as the
covenant people. Their infidelity, their conspiracy 2w (v. 9) and lewdness nnpma (v. 15),
thwarts covenant blessings and provokes God to bring the covenant curse in a context of their
idolatry. This idolatry as spiritual adultery is the essential reason for the broken covenant. The
operation of the curses is revealed in God’s judgment, that is, the culmination of a long history
of their apostasy. God has continually compelled His people to keep the words of the covenant,
but My beloved >7>7 (v. 15) has become a harlot as if the wife Israel is divorced from her
husband God. God’s gracious initiative of planting His people, I%h *39 119> 11971 n°1 (v. 16), has
been thwarted by their apostasy and resulted in the destruction of the tree rather than into its
growth and fruitfulness. This unit explicitly shows that they cannot avoid the divine judgment

as God is decisive to punish their covenant violation and idolatrous apostasy.

The unit 14:19-22 describes Judah’s urgent request to God to remember the
unconditional covenant, presenting Jeremiah’s own communal laments, which are even
expanded to include a confession of Judah’s sin. Making strategic petitions based on their
covenant relationship with God, Jeremiah expresses their grief with rhetorical questions to God
(v. 19), confesses their wickedness and our fathers’ iniquity 11°niag 1y (v. 20), reminds God of
for the sake of Your name s»w 1wn’% and the throne of Your glory #7125 x93 for the request to
remember, not break Your covenant with us 31ax 70°72 797 98 157 (v. 21), and urges divine help
through the declaration that their trust and hope are in God as the Creator but in no other gods
(v. 22). They looked for peace but have found no good, and they hoped for a time of healing
but faces terror instead. It is a gap between their desire that peace would be their continuing



experience and their reality that God has rejected them and brought them trouble. Their
deliberate request to God for remembering the unconditional covenant in this unit ends with
their praising God the Omnipotent. The covenant in this unit implies comfort and hope for the
nation in the midst of the divine judgment upon them. Even though repentance is shown as part
of their petition in the unit, it is not a condition for the unconditional covenant. This unit indeed
embodies that God Himself guarantees the everlasting covenant relationship with them for the
sake of His name and glory, maintaining that the covenant does not depend on the nation’s

behavior.

The unit 22:6-9 delivers God’s oracle regarding the fate of the nation Judah. The unit
contains two sub-parts, vv. 6-7 and vv. 8-9, which have a causal relationship between them.
The first sub-unit shows the covenant curse by using the images of 7737 7927 N2 such as 7y%3,
11253 WX, and 7178 1127 (vv. 6-7). God will destroy the magnificent palace by commissioning
His agents, destroyers o>niwn (v. 7). In particular, the phrase they will cut up your fine cedars
IR 722 I07) (V. 7) represents the dynamic transition of the fate of the king’s house. As the
king is a representative of the nation, the king’s fate symbolizes the punishment for the nation.
The second sub-unit describes the reason of the curse, the nation’s forsaking the covenant and
worshipping idols. The destruction of the royal palace and Jerusalem is significantly described
as an inevitable consequence of Judah’s violation of God’s covenant. The fact that the phrase
n2 2ty? is used in parallel with the phrase 2372y ok 2°7%K% nopw» here in v. 9
demonstrates that Judah’s communal practice of pagan worship ends up in the covenant breach.
The unit represents the conditional covenant from God’s point of view as it explicitly shows

that their breaking God’s covenant will result in the covenant curse of national destruction.

The unit 31:31-34, the only passage to mention a new covenant 7¢7 n>72 (v. 31) in the
OT, introduces God’s proclamation that He will make a new covenant with the house of Israel
and with the house of Judah, not like the old covenant that was made between God and their
forefathers at Sinai. The word but 3 in v. 33 emphasizes the distinctive characteristics of the
new covenant contrary to the ones of the old one, and the repeated phrases )72 o3 (vv. 31, 32,
33, 34) and o/aia (vv. 31, 32, 33) represent God’s compelling intention for the new
covenant in the future. When the days are coming, God will give His people a new covenant
unconditionally. The characteristics of the new covenant are described by the alternated
rhetorical expression of positive vocabularies (vv. 31, 33) and negative ones (vv. 32, 34), which
makes an explicit comparison between the new covenant and the old covenant. The

metaphorical verb °n%y32 in v. 32 indicates the husband-wife relationship, emphasizing Israel’s

iv



covenant breaking in the form of apostasy; they have violated the essence of the covenant, the
intimate relationship with God. Nevertheless, God will renew the covenant relationship with
them in the new covenant; God proclaims, | will be their God, and they shall be my people
ayh °% i e oonoR? on? oned (v. 33). The eternal nature of the new covenant is revealed in
the comparison between the old and the new covenants. God will write His law on their hearts
and forgive their sins (vv. 33-34), so that all of them will know Him based on a renewed
relationship between God and them. Writing on the heart will eradicate the external constraints
and liability of the old system of written documents and human mediators as well as break
through the internal hindrance to the perfection of the covenant relationship. The emphasis on
this internal transformation serves to perceive the new covenant as a renewed Sinai covenant.
The religious renovation will be fulfilled by the new covenant as all the people, 7y ojopn?
o717 (v. 34), will know God through the new covenant written on their hearts without the
condition of human teaching and learning, 737 NX 37 9HRY AR DR WOR) 1797 DR UK 71V 1799 XD
(v. 34). Furthermore, God promises to bestow the divine forgiveness o3%y% n?o% and also not to
remember their sin anymore 7iv 1218 K> onRwn?, so their heart and mind written with the
knowledge of God cannot turn to sin again. Therefore, the unit argues that the new covenant
does not replace the old covenant but renews the old covenant, revealing that the new covenant
as a renewed covenant magnifies God’s unfailing love and faithfulness revealed through the
dynamic continuity with the old covenant throughout His salvific history toward His people

Israel.

The unit 32:36-44 discloses God’s initiative to restore the covenant relationship with
His people and the land prosperity; the renewed covenant promise (vv. 36-41) and its guarantee
(vv. 42-44). God’s dynamic action for the nation’s restoration is disclosed in the opposite word
pairs, o¥apn-o°anTn (v. 37) and nyq7-n2iva (v. 42). God will gather His people (oxapn) from
all the countries where He drove them (2°n17:7) in His furious anger and great wrath (v. 37).
Just as God has brought all the great evil/calamity (7y77) upon them, He will bring upon them
all the good/prosperity (:121vi) that He has promised them (v. 42). The repeated assonance verbs
(o turn back, return) and 2w (to sit, remain, dwell) also serve to define the coherency of
the unit; God will bring them back to the land and make them to dwell (v. 37), He will not turn
away from them (v. 40), and He will restore them to their original situation and make their
captivity to return (v. 44). Making an everlasting covenant, God will deliver His people from
exile, reinitiate a covenant relationship with them, create a transformation, and give them one

heart and one way 708 7771 708 22 (v. 39) to fear Him forever o231 %2 (v. 39) and not to stray



into apostasy. The oracle of hope claims the ironic relationship between the present harsh
reality and a future restoration by showing that the present terror of God’s wrathful scattering
will be overcome by the future gathering of God’s merciful power. God promises an
unconditional restoration without a precondition of repentance, breaking through all seeming
constraints to create a new reality and turn punishment into restoration, destruction into good,
and danger into security. God Himself reveals His willingness to do good forever to His people
during the doom of Israel’s history (v. 40). God rejoices to restore the nation because of His
unbreakable and irrevocable covenant relationship with them. God Himself renews the
covenant unconditionally and reassures the covenantal relationship through the everlasting
covenant. The everlasting covenant in the unit continues the new covenant concept by putting
the covenant on people’s heart and renewing the covenant relationship between God and them.
While the new covenant in 31:31-34 looks like an inclusive concept to cover all the aspects of
the restoration of Israel and Judah, the everlasting covenant in 32:36-44 as a new covenant
offers a very concrete concept by guaranteeing their physical and historical return from exile

with prosperity.

The unit 33:19-26 conveys God’s everlasting promise through God’s oracles with the
repeated key phrases, My covenant with the night and the day 1%°%3 °n*72) oi*3 *n»32 (vv. 20,
25) and the seed of David My servant >72v 717 371 (vv. 22, 26). Two oracles, vv. 19-22 and vv.
23-26, parallel in the protasis-apodosis argumentative form and in content, which fortifies the
divine guarantee of the stability of God’s covenant. The eternal nature of God’s promise is
supported by the creation covenant. The constant alternation of day and night ensures the
everlasting covenant with David, aiming for the eternal covenant with the nation. The eternal
nature of God’s covenant is interestingly revealed in relation to the Noahic covenant and
Abrahamic covenant as the creation covenant echoes the story of the Flood (Gen 9:8-17) and
the blessing of Abraham (Gen 13:16; 22:17). The perpetuity of God’s covenant ties with His
chosen people. God’s everlasting covenant assures His fidelity to David, the Levites, and the
nation. God promises numerable servants to come and Davidic ruling over the descendants of
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. The Davidic covenant, which is unbreakable and unconditional,
sustains the promising destiny of the nation, the continuance of the Davidic dynasty, and the
return of their captivity to the homeland in God’s appointed time. Although the main tiding of
the unit is comfort, this unit partially contains the mood of threat that comes from the negative
formulation used throughout the unit—sa (v. 20), 7an (v. 21), ooxn2 (v. 24), 85 (v. 25), oxng
(v. 26). Since the nation does not deserve the promise in their own right, God Himself grants

Vi



them the unconditional promise. From this perspective, the unit continues the new covenant
concept. The everlasting covenant neither depends on the nation’s behavior nor their merit but

on the eternal nature of the previous covenants.

The unit 34:8-22 is exceptional in its context, in opposition to the previous two units
and the one that followed. When Zedekiah made a covenant with all the people in Jerusalem to
proclaim emancipation for Hebrew slaves, they obeyed and set their slaves free. However, the
slave liberation was a short-lived freedom since they changed their minds and returned the
slaves whom they had set free. Although the covenant of liberty was solemnly undertaken in
God’s sight "»y2 (v. 15), it was turned over at their pleasure owo1? (v. 16). The unit
strategically delivers God’s judgment on the violation of the covenant regarding slaves,
implying that Zedekiah’s covenant is in the continuation of Sinai covenant. Based on the whole
context of the unit, the Sinai covenant made between God and their forefathers o3°niax nx n°12
(v. 13) is set alongside Zedekiah’s making covenant before God in the temple (vv. 8, 15) that
God refers to as My covenant °n72 (v. 18). A demand of obligation to obey a conditional
covenant is well described in a covenant ceremony (vv. 18-19), cutting the calf in two and
walking solemnly between its pieces 102 12 172v7 22wW? 1n72. The severity of breaking
Zedekiah's covenant is explicitly revealed in the phrases, *n% x93 in v. 15 and *n@ n¥ 1%%0m in
V. 16. The double use of God’s name is a rhetorical device to show the solemnity and
seriousness of Zedekiah’s covenant. In particular, the unit is characterized by considerable
repeated keywords—n93 (vv. 8, 13, 15, 18), 1in7 (vv. 8, 15, 17), 23w (vv. 11, 15, 16, 22), and
"2y (vv. 18, 19)—that justify God’s actions of judgment and also embody the severity of the
punishment. These recurring terms represent the connection between covenant making and
breaching as well as reinforce the connections between disobedience and judgment. The unit
sharply rebukes the covenant breakers through these rhetorical devices of many parallels and
contrasts to manifest a horrible judgment upon the great sin committed against God. The unit
ends with the vivid picture of divine punishment by employing the hiphil form of 23%; God will
bring back (v. 22 o°nawg)) the Babylonian army to destroy Jerusalem and the cities of Judah
since they sinned to bring back (v. 11 1™, v. 16 12wm) their former slaves. God holds them
accountable for their act of infidelity because the covenant they entered and broke demands

their obedience.

The unit 50:1-5 represents the decline of Babylon (vv. 1-3) but the restoration of Israel
and Judah in an eternal covenant (vv. 4-5). These two themes are intimately interwoven by a

linking phrase ®>71 ny2y oo o2 (v. 4a). When a nation from the north makes Babylon
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desolate, the restoration of God’s people will start dramatically. The unit emphasizes the fall
of Babylon itself as a critical factor directly related to a significant change in the exile’s fate.
As the defeat of Babylon entails the end of exile for the Israelites, the destruction of Babylon
is a new chance for the exiled to return to their homeland. The repeated verb 727 (vv. 3, 4) is
employed in describing Babylon’s decline on the one hand and united Israel’s restoration on
the other hand. While 3597 in v. 3 represents the dissolution of both men and animals in the
land of Babylon, 7197 and 313%2 in v. 4 refer to Israel’s restoration of covenant relationship
alongside returning to the land of Zion. Therefore, Babylon’s destruction rhetorically serves
the renewed relationship between God and His covenant people through dynamic comparisons.
At the time of Babylon’s fall, the nation will come back to Zion and take the initiative to bind
themselves to God in an everlasting covenant that will never be forgotten. The everlasting
covenant 0% n>732 in the oracle of 50:4-5 continues to carry on the new covenant concept of
Yo n2 in 31:31 and o%iv n12 in 32:40 by expressing the everlasting relationship between
God and the nation. The everlasting covenant in v. 5 as a new covenant highlights a human
initiation in returning from the Babylonian exile to their homeland as well as in seeking the
covenant relationship with God.

The conclusion chapter confirms the significant meaning of the new covenant in
relation to the meanings of other covenants in the book. It examines the recurring
characteristics throughout the units, the covenant meanings created from the similarities and
various connections between the units, and the place and meaning of the new covenant in the
overall structure and process. Each of the nine covenant units has its distinctive context
regarding the recurring parameters, such as covenant type, time, tidings, initiator, speaker, and
addressee, which can show the dynamic process of covenant terms in the book. While various
biblical covenants are enumerated in the book, the Sinai covenant plays a governing paradigm
in representing a conditional character of the covenant. In particular, there is a significant
division between conditional covenants (3:16; 11:2, 3, 6, 8, 10; 22:9; 31:32a, 32b; 34:8, 10, 13,
15, 18a, 18b) and unconditional covenants (14:21; 31:31, 33; 32:40; 33:20a, 20b, 21, 25; 50:5).
Interestingly, the new covenant in 31:31-34 continues in the other units—32:36-44, 33:19-26,
and 50:1-5—that repeat the new covenant concept with their distinctive expressions. The book
deals with the conditional covenant first to indict Judah’s covenant violation alongside the
tiding of calamity and then highlights the unconditional covenant in the later parts to convey
God’s promise of all Israel’s restoration alongside the tiding of comfort. The whole structure
of the covenant units in the book and the process it builds present all the meanings and essences
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encapsulated in the ‘covenant.’ It also accentuates the new covenant concept, conveying rebuke
and doom for those who have broken the covenant on the one hand but an unconditional hope
and promise for the restoration of the covenant people on the other hand. While the conditional
covenant reflects human behaviors, the unconditional covenant depends on God Himself, not
on His people. While the literary reading of the units focuses on the significance of the covenant
and the new covenant in particular, it succeeds in presenting the central themes of the book,
which are the themes of sin, punishment, return, repentance, hope, and restoration that
cooperate together to form the whole message of the covenant.

The tapestry of the covenant concept in the units weaves the new covenant into the
fabric of the former covenants, strategically revealing the centrality of the new covenant and
highlighting the restoration of united Israel and Judah in comparison to divine judgment on
Judah. The new covenant makes a turning point between calamity and comfort, representing
not only a new beginning of the nation but also the climax of prophecies in the book. Reviewing
the literary analysis of all the covenant units, this conclusion chapter clarifies that the new
covenant in 31 is a renewed covenant along with the inseparable relation to old covenants in

light of the framework of the covenant in the book as a whole.



1. Introduction

1.1.  Thesis Subject and Objectives

The Book of Jeremiah is closely tied to the word ‘covenant n°72” which appears twenty-four
times in the book (3:16; 11:2, 3, 6, 8, 10; 14:21; 22:9; 31:31, 32a, 32b, 33; 32:40; 33:20a, 20b,
21, 25; 34:8, 10, 13, 15, 18a, 18b; 50:5) within nine units (3:12-18; 11:1-17; 14:19-22; 22:6-9;
31:31-34; 32:36-44; 33:19-26; 34:8-22; 50:1-5). All these covenant units convey the various
meanings of covenant, but not all of them are ‘covenant units’ par excellence. There is a diverse
representation of the covenant theme in the units. As | will exemplify in the following thesis,
the covenant penetrates the whole book by playing a key role to reveal God’s ultimate plan for
Israel dynamically. The tapestry of the covenant concept throughout the book indeed serves to
better understand the significant meaning of the new covenant in 31 as well as the book as a

whole.

Based on the understanding the ‘new covenant’ as the core of the book, or at least of
the covenant subject in the book, this thesis will discuss a few significant questions in light of
the arrangement of the book. What is meant by each covenant unit and the new covenant unit
particularly? How does the connection between the new covenant unit and other covenant units
look like? What is the relationship between the new covenant and the other covenants? How
does the structure of the whole book affect the content and interpretation of the new covenant
unit? What is meant by the new covenant within the frame of the whole book—is it totally new

and replacing the Sinai covenant, or is it only renewed in preserving the Sinai covenant?

The aim of this thesis is to comprehend the meaning of the new covenant by analyzing
the recurring characteristics of covenants in all the units and the significance of the place the
new covenant takes among the units. Therefore, although the new covenant seems like a totally
new one based on the immediate context of the unit 31:31-34, this thesis demonstrates that the
new covenant is a renewed covenant with an inseparable relation to the old covenants which

are presented in the other units in the book.



1.2. The Book of Jeremiah

1.2.1. Historical Context

Some scholars analyze the historical context of the book in depth and the dating of the
commencement of Jeremiah’s ministry. Scholars such as Nelson, House, Brueggemann, and
Thompson examine political motivation during Judah’s final period.! While Bright, Thompson,
Craigie, Eaton, and Keck regard the date 627/626 BCE as the beginning of Jeremiah's active
ministry,? Holladay, Hyatt, and May assume that this date refers to the birth of Jeremiah.®
Clements refers to a clue for Jeremiah's silence during his early years, arguing that “the
beginning of Jeremiah's work as a prophet therefore was not conterminous with the concern to

preserve a record of his prophecies on a scroll.”*

In terms of reality and history in the book, while Carroll denies the historical Jeremiah,®
Thompson, Martens, Holladay, Brueggemann, and Lipschits claim that the book is plausibly

constructed upon the reliable and historical information of the life and times of Jeremiah.®

1.2.2. Textual Background

Scholars have discussed the text of the book. They conclude that there is the significant
variation between two ancient manuscripts of the book, the older Greek Septuagint text (LXX)
and the Masoretic Hebrew text (MT).” Tov maintains that the LXX has profound variances

! Nelson (1983, 177-89) examines the last years of Judah through the motivations of political action and attitude
in Judah during this vital seventh-century period, which can provide the reasons for changes of policy by Judaean
rulers. House (1995, 349) claims that Jeremiah’s prophecies must be recognized in the context of Judah’s betrayal
of Yahweh with the fulfillment of all the prophecies about devastation, as Jeremiah’s ministry was under the final
periods of Judah’s declining situation. The historical context of Jeremiah was characterized by political ambitions
between the Assyrian and the Babylonian empires (Brueggemann, 1998, 1). Jeremiah’s ministry was under a
shifting political climate. The Assyrian power was fading, but Babylonian kingdom was growing (Thompson,
1980, 50).

2 Bright 1965, xc; Thompson, 1980, 50; Craigie, Kelley and Drinkard, Jr., 1991, 3; Eaton, 1997, 100; Keck, 2001,
556.

3 Holladay, 1989, 25-26; Hyatt, 1966, 204-214; May 1945, 227.

4 Clements, 1988a, 5.

5 In his opinion, the figure of Jeremiah fades away from both the poetry and the prose of the book without the
later Deuteronomistic redactional framework (Carroll, 1986, 48). The literary figure of the prophet reflects the
fortunes of various Jewish communities during and after the Babylonian period; the prophetic character does not
have to be built upon historical reality (Ibid, 62-64). He assumes, with a sociological approach, that the Book of
Jeremiah is composed from traditions stemming from various spheres active after the fall of Jerusalem and during
the Persian period as well as from the backgrounds involved in a power struggle during the time of Ezra and
Nehemiah (Ibid, 69-71).

& Thompson, 1980, 94-106; Martens, 1986, 18-19; Holladay, 1986, 1-10; Holladay, 1989, 24-35; Brueggemann,
1988, 11-12; Lipschits, 2005, 36-359.

" Becking, 2004. Keck (2001, 557) says, “Sometimes the differences are just a word or a phrase, but often they
are several verses (e.g., 8:10-12; 33:14-26; 39:4-13 are not present in the Greek).” Sweeney (2010, 94) argues that
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from the order of arrangement in the MT on which English Bible translations are based for the
most part.2 Tov made several studies about the problematic existence of the two texts, the MT
and the LXX, in his essay.? Rofé also makes a fuller treatment on the difference arrangement
between the MT and the LXX in the book.°

Driver, Craigie, Rofé, and Lundbom claim for the superiority of the MT! while Smith,
Cross, Holladay, Jones, Williamson, Sharp maintain that the LXX is superior to the MT which
was developed either from the Greek Septuagint text or from a closely related version.!?
Becking argues that there is no superiority between the two versions.®* Lundbom emphasizes
that it must be careful “not to overgeneralize the tendentious qualities of each version” in
textual criticism, making a very thoughtful comment about the relationship between the MT
and the LXX.14

1.2.3. Composition and Authorship

There are discussions about the composition and authorship of the book based on the MT
version. The book, according to Duhm, consists of three major sources: the poetic speeches of
Jeremiah (chs. 1-25), a biographical prose of Jeremiah (26-45), and a number of supplements
throughout the book influenced by a Deuteronomic style.*® Later, Mowinckel developed three-

source theory based on Duhm’s classification.*® However, Holladay and Thompson have

the LXX shows concerns typical of the early Persian period, while the MT implies perspectives which did not
reach their realization until the 2nd century BCE in spite of being known in the Persian period.

8 For instance, in terms of the oracles against the nations, they are the last major unit in MT (chapters 46-51) but
roughly the center of LXX, which can offer a very different sequence between two different text versions (Tov,
1992, 319-27).

®Tov, 1981, 145-67.

10 Rofé (1989, 396-98) points out that the oracles against the nations, which are chapters 46-51 in the MT, are
inserted into chapter 25 in the LXX and that the order of the nations are different between two texts.

1 Driver, 1889, 333-36; Lundbom, 1999, 57-62. Craigie (1991, xliii) says, “one could hardly but agree with the
principle of accepting the primacy of the Hebrew text, for in many places the LXX represent a thoroughly
inadequate translation of the Hebrew original.” Rofé (1997, 43) insists, “The MT arrangement is the original one,
whereas the LXX version discloses a secondary intervention and editing which was not introduced in all MSS.”
12 Smith, 1887, 199; Cross, 1958, 186-94; Jones, 1992, 49; Williamson, 2009, 168; Sharp, 2016, 456. LXX is
shorter than MT: about 2,700 words of MT are lacking in LXX, while LXX has about 100 words lacking in MT
(Holladay, 1986, 3). Over 300 words of LXX are not found in MT, but over 3,000 words of MT are not found in
LXX.

13 Becking, 2004, 18.

14 undbom, 1992, 708.

15 Duhm, 1901, xi-xx.

16 Mowinckel (1914, 20-45) argued that the original book consists of chapters 1-45 with four literary sources—a
collection of poetic oracles (source A, 1-25), prose sermons by an anonymous author (source B, 26-45), prose
speeches written in a Deuteronomic style and theology (source C, 1-45), and oracles about the future salvation
(source D, 30-31)—and regarded 46-52 as later additions.
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different thoughts from the Duhm-Mowinckel idea.’ Holladay’s argument is based on
distinctive Jeremianic vocabulary across the various "sources” and the identification of the
"authentic voice" of Jeremiah in all the alleged sources.'® Thompson, based on the agreement
with the Duhm-Mowinckel source divisions, makes some modifications that prose speeches
throughout chapters 1- 45 are authentic to Jeremiah. Thompson claims that chapters 1-25

contain authentic poetic sermons of Jeremiah.*®

Bright, Craigie, and Jones argue about the Jeremiah traditions with deuteronomic
influence in Jeremiah’s prose. According to Bright, the Jeremiah traditions were
simultaneously transmitted over a long period of time both as the oral tradition which is more
flexible and easily supplementing materials over time and the written tradition which is more
static and serving as a control of the oral and would have interacted with each other.?® Craigie
assumes that the prophet employed both poetry and prose in his speeches.?! Jones argues that
the prose of the book is Deuteronomistic in style but reflects a specific Jeremianic tradition
preserved by distant disciples of Jeremiah educated in the Deuteronomic schools, not the
Deuteronomists of the post-exilic synagogue or in the Babylonian exile.?? In particular,
Robinson, Bright, Thompson, and Sweeney regard the ‘new covenant’ passage of chapter 31

as Jeremiah’s authentic preaching, not as postexilic prose.?®

1.2.4. Structure

There are various attempts to analyze the structure of the book (MT) with different principles
even though it is not easy to understand the structure of the book which is not organized by a
clear chronology or topic.?* Bright examines the structure based on a thematic approach.?®

Lundbom investigates the arrangement of the book with chronological factors, arguing that the

17 Holladay (1960, 354) disagrees with the Duhm-Mowinckel idea of sources regarding authorship. Thompson
(1980, 46-47) makes some modifications that prose speeches throughout chapters 1- 45 are authentic to Jeremiah.
18 Holladay, 1989, 15.

19 According to Thompson (1980, 46-47), prose sermons in chapters 26-45 are the historical material most likely
from Baruch who was a contemporary eyewitness with the events; unlike the consensus view, prose speeches
throughout chapters 1- 45 are probably also authentic to Jeremiah, as prose sermons could be already well
developed in Jeremiah's lifetime, as Deuteronomistic histories and the Jeremiah prose may share the rhetorical
prose style of the late seventh and early sixth centuries in Judah.

2 Bright, 1965, 32.

2L Craigie, 1991, xxxii -xxxvii. It seems that there is a Deuteronomic influence in Jeremiah, but not necessarily a
Deuteronomic redactor (Ibid.).

22 Jones, 1992, 19-22. Although Jeremiah’s prose is Deuteronomic in form, it is the pattern employed by learned
circles during the seventh and sixth centuries BCE (lbid.).

2 Robinson, 1924, 209-21; Bright, 1951, 15-29; Bright, 1965; Thompson, 1980; Sweeney, 1996, 569-83.

24 Bandstra, 2011, 438.

% Bright (1965, LVI-LIX) proposes three collections (1:1-25:13a; chs. 30-31, if not 33; and chs. 46-51) added by
biographical narratives (chs. 26-29 and 34-35).



book consists of an original scroll prepared in 605 (chapters 1-20) and a supplementary part
(chapters 21-51).26 Rosenberg outlines the overall structure of the book with the symmetrical
literary pattern.?’” Rofé views the structure of the book with two principles—the formation
based on the topical or formal homogeneity, and the symmetrical inner construction—which

cooperate for the arrangement of the book.?®

1.2.5. Central Issues in the Book of Jeremiah

There are studies devoted to discussing the major issues in the Book of Jeremiah. Biddle, Allen,
Murphy, and Yates focus on the concepts of judgment and hope which are constructing
Jeremiah’s holistic message in the book.?® Holladay and Unterman talk about repentance,
return, and redemption and discuss their relations with each other.3® Lundbom uses different

words, grace and salvation which are given simultaneously with judgement, arguing that the

2% The following is a series of additions, according to Lundbom (1999, 92-101), “The King and Prophet Appendix”
(chs. 21-23), collections of narrative prose (chs. 24-29, 34-36, and 37-44), “Book of Restoration” (chs. 30-33),
and oracles against foreign nations (chs. 46-51). Chapter 52 is a historical appendix.

27 A, Historical headnote (1:1-3); B. Commission (1:10); C. “Prophet to the nations” theme introduced (1:5-10);
D. Doom for Israel; poetic oracles predominate (1:11-10:25); E. Prophet cut off from Anathoth; focus on prophet’s
trials and conflicts; prose predominates (11:1-28:17); F. Optimistic prophecies; renewal of Israel; prose brackets
poetic center (29:1-31:40); E'. Prophet Returns to Anathoth; focus on prophet’s trials and conflicts; prose
predominates (32:1-45:5); D". Doom for the nations; poetic oracles predominate (46:1-49:39); C'. “Prophet to the
nations” theme culminates (50:1-51:58); B". Prophet’s concluding message (51:59-64); A". Historical appendix
(52:1-34) (Rosenberg, 1987, 190-191). Rosenberg (Ibid, 192-93) also shows the symmetrical pattern of Jeremiah
20-40 with “Book of Consolation” (30-31) as the center of the symmetrical structure.

28 According to Rofé (1989, 390-98), . Chs. 1-24: Visions, prophecies of judgement, laments, mostly undated; II.
Chs. 25-36: Speeches of Jeremiah and stories about him; I1l. Chs. 30-33: Words of consolation, a collection
organized around the restoration story and speech of ch. 32; IVV. Chs. 37-45: A continuous biographical account
of Jeremiah before and after the fall of Jerusalem; V. Chs. 46-51: Oracles about the nations; V1. Ch. 52: Historical
appendix, the fall and exile of Jerusalem. Rofé (1997, p. 42) presents that the first collection begins with visions
(1: 11-16) and ends with a vision (ch. 24), and the second one begins and ends in the fourth year of Jehoiakim (ch.
26; 36). Especially, Rofé (1989, p. 390) makes a significant point for the structure of the book; there are two
principles of literary organization in the Book of Jeremiah, the formation based on the topical or formal
homogeneity, and the symmetrical inner construction, and both principles cooperate together for the arrangement
of the book, arguing, “the identification of single collection on the basis of their homogeneity is confirmed by
their symmetrical design, while the detection of symmetrical elements finds its corollary in the unity of the subject-
matter.”

2 Yates (2010, 144-65) examines Jeremiah’s message in light of God’s judgment and hope which form the whole
message of the book. Biddle (1990, 220-28) regards judgement and hope as the penetrating themes of the message
of the book as a whole. According to the outline of the Book of Jeremiah by Murphy (2009, 317), Judgment seems
like the most common thought of the book. Allen (2008, 17-18) claims that hope as the “overruling message” of
the Book of Jeremiah is “the purposeful trajectory of overriding grace that stretches over the book like a rainbow.”
%0 Holladay (1958, 116-57) regards repentance as spiritual return, saying that the occurrence of covenantal 21 in
Jeremiah is about 30% of all instances in the OT (lbid, 117-18). Unterman (1987, 11) discusses about the meaning
of return in relation to repentance; prophetic return consists of three steps such as “acknowledgment of sin,”
“cessation of sin,” and “the return of the people to the path of obedience and faithfulness.” Unterman (Ibid, 23-
116) examines the Book of Jeremiah based on an overarching theme, redemption, specifically focusing on
Jeremiah’s prophecies of redemption to Ephraim during the reign of Josiah, to the Judeans exiled with Jehoiachin,
and to Judah and Ephraim on the night of destruction. For Unterman (lbid, 11), while repentance is regards as
“the spiritual act of the people’s will,” redemption is “the spiritual act of God’s mercy” for restoration.
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messages of grace and salvation are interweaving throughout the book.3! Interestingly, Barton
and Knight examine questions of morality and social life as the context of Jeremiah’s

messages.>?

Some scholars particularly discuss the covenant which portrays God-people
relationship, concluding that it is impossible to understand the book without the perception of
the covenant which is the main theme to construct the whole book. Holladay views the covenant
as the dominant motif penetrates through Jeremiah’s understanding of himself, his God, and
his message to Israel.>® Martens talks about the objective of the covenant which is “intimacy
with God.”®* Thompson understands the restoration of Judah based on Yahweh's new acts of
grace and His ancient covenant relationship.® Brueggemann argues that the Sinai covenant is
the governing paradigm for the Jeremiah tradition based on the obvious connections between
Jeremiah and Deuteronomy as the classic expression of the Mosaic covenant.®® Rom-Shiloni

discusses the covenant in Jeremiah with the concept of its political and family metaphors.3’

1.3.  Covenant (n>12 berith) in the Bible

Covenant (nn2 berith) is the one of major themes in the Bible. All forms of the Hebrew berith
are attested about 290 times in the Bible, not attested in Joel, Jonah, Mic, Nah, Zeph, Hag, and
Megillot but frequently mentioned in Gen 27 times, Exod 13, Lev 10, Deut 27, Josh 22, 1-2
Kgs 27, 1-2 Chr 29, Ps 21, Isa 12, Jer 23, and Ezek 18.%

81 Lundbom, 1992, 719-20. Lundbom (lbid, p. 719) introduces many passages about grace and salvation:
Yahweh’s prior grace to Israel in Jeremiah’s earliest preaching, Jeremiah’s profound gratitude to Yahweh,
Yahweh’s grace to the exiles, a salvific word given to Baruch, salvation presented as an eschatological hope,
calling to return to Zion, Zion’s restoration, etc. Lundbom (Ibid, p. 720) makes an insightful implication of grace
and salvation, saying, “Unlike judgment, divine grace and salvation do not require from Yahweh a reason; in fact,
they most often come without a reason. It is entirely due to Yahweh’s initiative that Israel can hope for national
restoration, and also that a new covenant will be made where Yahweh’s law will be written on people’s hearts.”
32 Barton (1978, 44-64) radically engages in handling of the problems of interpreting comments on social and
ethical matters to understand not only prophetic but Old Testament thought in general. Knight (1980, 87-105)
clarifies the nature of the Jeremiah material by providing a survey of the categories of ethical thought.

3 Holladay, 1989, 70-71. Holladay (lbid, 15) distinctively observes Jeremiah’s use of the verb shuv “(re)turn” in
“covenantal contexts” where Israel or God expresses a change of loyalty to the other party.

3 Martens (1986, 23-24) draws out the significance of the covenant formula, “I will be your God and you shall
be my people.”

3 Thompson (1980, 114-16) discusses about Judah’s royal-temple ideology with the concepts of God's
sovereignty and pathos that Yahweh would not totally desert His people without a future hope.

% Brueggemann, 1988, 3. For Brueggemann (lbid, 4-5), God's pathos and covenant are Jeremiah’s theological
platform; the pathos of God is set in tension with the curses of the Sinai covenant.

37 Rom-Shiloni, 2015b, 155-71.

% HALOT, 1994, 157.



Covenant, according to Anchor Bible Dictionary, is defined as “an agreement enacted
between two parties in which one or both make promises under oath to perform or refrain from
certain actions stipulated in advance.”*® Etymologically, it relates to many other meanings such

99 ¢

as “the festive meal accompanying the covenantal ceremony,” “recuperation or convalescence,”

99 ¢¢

“between, among,” “selecting,” and so on. However, it is most plausibly associated with the
meaning “bond” related to “the Akkadian and Hittite terms for treaty”; this “bond” metaphor
can be an expression to strengthen and validate the treaty.“® Therefore, its etymological
discussion maintains that it is the legal obligation to fasten the treaty as a bonding relationship

between two parties.

1.3.1. Research Trends toward the Covenant

As the study of the covenant in biblical studies has been developed, the characteristics of the
research have been changed. Since the seventeenth century, the study of covenant had become
the central theme of the Bible.* In this period, the harmonization between the textual data on

covenant and other theological constructs was the way to understand biblical covenants.*

Since the mid-twentieth century, a comparative attitude has been developed. The close
relationship between the biblical covenants and treaty documents of the ancient Near East had
been discovered, especially between some of the covenants recorded in the Bible and the 2™
millennium Hittite treaty form.*® Some scholars assert that biblical covenants need to be
understood in light of the treaty documents of the ancient Near East.** There are two different
views regarding understanding the Sinai covenant, focuses on the closeness between the Sinai
covenant and the 2nd-millennium Hittite treaty as a mutually beneficial and satisfactory one or

between the Sinai covenant and the 1st-millennium Assyrian treaties as loyalty oaths.*

39 Mendenhall and Heroin, 1992, 1179.

40 Weinfeld, TDOT, 1975, 254-55.

41 Cocceius, 1648. The seminal work of Cocceius in 1648 was one of the beginnings to view covenant as the
central theme of the Bible and became the basis for Covenant theology in the Reformed tradition.

42 Niehaus, 2007, 259-73; Poythress, 1988, 139.

43 Williamson, 2007, 24; Niehaus, 2009, 225.

4 Weinfeld, 1972, 59-80; McCarthy, 1978, 51-52; Kalluveettil, 1982; Mendenhall and Herion, 1992, 1183, 1189;
Haran, 1997, 203-19; Weeks, 2004, 38-50; Niehaus, 2008; Ibid, 2010, 535-559; Ibid, 2013, 249-71. The Hittite
treaties as the suzerain-vassal treaties had to be based on a written document as it played a significant role in the
religion of Israel; the relationship between God as king and Israel as vassal should be described in written form,
i.e., the tablets of the covenant (Weinfeld, TDOT,1975, 276). A treaty type of covenant is based on the political
and legal relationship between God as king and Israel as vassal; God was conceived as king by the Israelites, as
the belief that God is the real king of Israel was prevailing in ancient Israel (Ibid, 275).

4 Mendenhall, 1954, 50-76; Hiller, 1969; Perlitt, 1972, 110-21; Nicholson, 1986. The former group believes that
the Sinai berit related with the Hittite treaties is originally regarded as a covenant in the true sense of the word,
not as an imposed obligation, while the latter one argues that the Sinai berit connected with the Assyrian treaties
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1.3.2. Covenant Types

Scholars attempt to define the different covenant types according to covenant parties: the
biblical covenants were made not only between persons but also between God and man.*
Scofield develops his arguments upon the biblical covenants by focusing on the covenants
between God and specific individuals which penetrate the whole Bible.*” Hahn, in particular,
presents the covenant with Abraham which corresponds to the three essential covenants in
Israel’s history such as “the formative covenant at Sinai, the second covenant on the Plains of
Moab (i.e., Deuteronomy), and the Davidic covenants associated with Zion.”*® Relating to
three covenants between Abraham and God in Genesis chapters 12-17, scholars like Boadt,
North, Williamson, Coogan, and Hahn discuss the unique application of the covenant in the P

source in comparison to the other sources.*

Some scholars discuss the definition of biblical covenants regarding the degree of
commitment between two parties. While Kohler talks about a covenant between two people as
a “partnership,” an agreement voluntarily accepted by both parties,>® scholars such as Vos,

McCarthy, Kline, and Mendenhall and Herion understand a covenant between unequal partners

traditionally means a loyalty oath as an imposed obligation. However, both of groups agree that there is a
familiarity between the Sinai covenant and the international treaties, the Hittite and the Assyrian treaties, prevalent
in biblical times (Herion, 2000, 291).

46 The covenant between men is regarded as a treaty, constitution, agreement, alliance of friendship or “brotherly
obligation” and relationship of marriage or “bond of matrimony”; coming to an agreement, granting an agreement
to someone, entering into an agreement, accepting someone into a formal arrangement, and so on (HALOT, 157).
The covenant between God and man emphasizes on “a divine constitution or ordinance with signs or pledges” to
show that the kingship of God over the Israelites is based on the covenantal relationship between God and them
(ALHATORAH, http://mg.alhatorah.org/Dictionary/1285).

47 Scofield (2002) describes different covenants between God and Man regarding the relationship with the salvific
plan of God: the Edenic (Gen 2:16), the Adamic (Gen 3:15), the Noahic (Gen 9:16), the Abrahamic (Gen 12:2),
the Mosaic (Ex. 19:5), the Palestinian (Deut. 30:3), and the Davidic (2 S. 7:16) covenants.

48 Hahn (2009, 101-35) focuses on the covenant with Abraham based on God’s promises to Abraham (Gen 12:1-
4) with three covenant making episodes between God and Abraham—nationhood (Gen 15), a great name (Gen
17), and blessing for all nations (Gen 22).

49 North, 1993, 5. Boadt (1984, 103-105) states that P source, as the last great narrative source to supplement J
and E sources, actually weaves “the themes of blessing, promise, covenant, the revelation of the divine name, and
human response to God around the stories of the major patriarchal figures before Moses.” Distinguishing three
covenants between God and Abraham based on Jahwist, Elohist and Priestly sources, Coogan (2008, 62—68)
argues that the covenant of circumcision in Gen 17 (P source) is conditional, while the covenants in Gen 12 (J
source) and 15 (E source) are unconditional that God grants Abraham land and descendants without any
stipulations. Williamson (2007, 89) regards the Genesis 17 covenant as a bilateral covenant on the contrary of the
Genesis 15 covenant as a unilateral covenant. Hahn characterizes Gen 17 as a conditional suzerain—vassal type
treaty (Hahn, 2009, 115) but Gen 15 as an unconditional grant type treaty (Ibid, 102).

50 Kohler (1957, 61) presents a covenant between individual partners as an agreement or arrangement with one
another Abraham and Abimelech (Gen 21:27), Laban and Jacob (Gen 31:44), Jonathan and David (1 Sam 23:18),
and Solomon and Hiram (1 Kgs 5:12).


http://mg.alhatorah.org/Dictionary/1285

as obligatory and legal bondage between parties.®® Interestingly, Hahn argues, “Covenants

have not only legal but social, ethical, familial and cultic-liturgical aspects.”>?

Pink, Brueggemann, and Kline distinguish the covenant of grace as an unconditional
covenant from the covenant of works as a conditional one upon the requirement of personal
obedience.> Weinfeld and Murray emphasize that a grant type of covenant like the Abrahamic
and Davidic covenants is the royal grant with the unconditional nature of the gift.>* In the
meantime, Eichrodt and Kline try to make a balance between the covenant of works and the
covenant of grace.>® However, Walton made a slightly different grouping by regarding the
Noahic covenant as a common grace covenant and grouping all subsequent covenants together

as one covenant.®® Dumbrell and Hafemann also argue about God’s one covenant.®’

1.3.3. The New Covenant
The term ‘a new covenant’ is only found in Jer 31:31 in the OT. The new covenant, according

to Bright, von Rad, Nicholson, Carroll, Clements, and Brueggemann, has been regarded as one

of the most insightful texts in the Bible.*® Kaiser Jr., Fredrickson, and Gunn argue that many

51 Mendenhall (1992, 1179) describes that a covenant is “an agreement enacted between two parties in which one
or both make promises under oath to perform or refrain from certain actions stipulated in advance.” According to
Vos (1948, 32-33), a covenant is a legally binding obligation with the addition of a religious sanction. For Kline
(1964, 17), a covenant is “a sovereign administration of the Kingdom of God” and “an administration of God’s
lordship, consecrating a people to himself under the sanctions of divine law.”. Kline argues that the essence of
covenant is an obligation which is a relationship under sanctions (Ibid, p. 3). McCarthy (1978, 54) claims that the
Hebrew word berith (covenant) reflects the idea of a binding tie.

52 Hahn, 2005, 285.

%8 Pink (1973, p11) divides covenants into the covenant of works made with Adam and the covenant of grace
made between God and fallen humanity such as the Noahic, Abrahamic, Mosaic, Davidic, and new covenants.
Meredith G. Kline (2006) did a more nuanced reworking of this scheme. Brueggemann (1997, 418) makes a
transition from the Abrahamic covenant to the Sinaitic covenant, claiming that the covenant made with Abraham
is an unconditional covenant of divine initiative, but the covenant made at Sinai is a covenant of human obligation.
5 Weinfeld (TDOT, 1975, 270) maintains that a grant type of covenant is based on the promise through God’s
faithfulness to fulfill His covenant from generation to generation; even when the Israelites sin against God, He
intercedes to help them overcome their problems, because He will not withdraw His everlasting covenant (Lev.
26:44). Murray (1954, 31) defines a grant type of covenant as “a sovereign administration of grace and promise,
arguing that it is not a ‘compact’ or ‘contract’ or ‘agreement’ which provides the constitutive or governing idea
but that of ‘dispensation’ in the sense of disposition.”

5 Kline (1964, 27) argues that when men swear to a binding obligation there arises a covenant of law, but that
when God does there arises a covenant of grace. For Eichrodt (1961, 37), a covenant is being at once both grace
and rule.

%6 Walton, 1994, 47.

5" Dumbrell (1984, 42) focuses on the overarching unity in God’s purposes in creation with only one divine
covenant. Hafemann (2007, 20—65) also emphasizes on God’s one covenant relationship with humanity.

%8 Nicholson (1970, 83) regards Jer 31:31-34 as the highest point of the OT. Bright (1965, 287), Clements (1988a,
189), Carroll (1986, 612), and Brueggemann (1998, 291) consider the text as one of the most profound prophecies
in the Bible. Rad (1965, 212) towers it “above any previous prophetic prediction.”
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passages in the OT imply the new covenant idea.*® This fact motivates me to define the unique
characteristics of the new covenant in the Book of Jeremiah. Fackenheim and Wolff made
deeper attempts to consider this passage and its context in relation to Jewish-Christian

discussion.5°

Many biblical scholars have examined the meaning of the new covenant in relation to
the Sinai covenant, wondering whether it is a new covenant or a renewed covenant. Some
scholars—Childs, Anderson, von Rad, Potter, Wolff, Carroll, Hoch, McKane, Bozak, Keown,
Pettegrew, Robinson, Lundbom, Adeyemi, and Kartveit—argue that the new covenant is
authentically a new covenant, not a renewed old covenant, maintaining that the old covenant
was really broken.®* On the other hands, other scholars—Kline, Kaiser, Swetnam, Weinfeld,
Lohfink, Rendtorff, Walton, Holmgren, Lewis, Otto, Rom-Shiloni, and Rossi—claim that the
new covenant is a renewed covenant, focusing on the continuity between the new covenant and

preceding covenants, that is, a renewal of the old covenant.? In this view, Hiller and Pettegrew

%9 Kaiser (1972, 14) argues that the new covenant idea is widespread although Jer 31:31 is the only place in the
OT for the phrase, “new covenant,” showing Bible passages based on similar content and contexts to the new
covenant. Fredrickson (2010a, 97-126) proposes new covenant passages in the OT, such as Deut 30:1-6; Isa 32:9-
20; 1sa 42:1-7; 1sa 49:1-13; 1sa 59:15b-21; Jer 31:27-40; Jer 32:36-44; Ezek 16:53-63; Ezek 36:22-38; Ezek 37:21-
28. He (2010b, 79-104) makes a comparison four different lists of the new covenant elements and passages in OT
according to Walter Kaiser, Pierre Buis, John Master, and David Fredrickson. Gunn (2013, 37-77) proposes an
overview of all the major texts referring to the new covenant with a preliminary evaluation on the passages.

80 Wolff (1983, 49-62) presents the Jewish-Christian dialogue on Jer. 31:31-34. Fackenheim (1980, 191-205) did
a much more radical exposition.

61 Wolff, 1983, 53, 60; Bozak, 1991, 118; Carroll, 1993, 68; Hoch, 1995, 105; McKane, 1993, 232; Ibid., 1996,
818; Keown, 1995, 130-31; Robinson, 2001, 187-89; Kartveit, 2018, 167. Childs (1960, 79-80) argues that
newness in the Old Testament is both new in time and new in quality. “The new covenant . . . is not simply a
renewal of the Sinai covenant as occurred in the yearly festivals.” Anderson (1963, 231) says, “But Jeremiah’s
oracle cannot be understood as reactualization of the past sacred history. He speaks of a new covenant, not a
covenant renewal, and thereby assumes a radical break with the Mosaic tradition.” Rad (1965, 212) states, “What
is important and towers right above any previous prediction, lies in the prophecy of a new covenant which Jahweh
intends to make with Israel. This is clearly something quite different from Jahweh’s saying that days were coming
when he would again remember his covenant which he made with Israel. No, the old covenant is broken, and in
Jeremiah’s view Israel is altogether without one. What is all important is that there is no attempt here—as there
was, for example, in Deuteronomy—to re-establish Israel on the old bases. The new covenant is entirely new,
and in one essential feature it is to surpass the old [that is that Jahweh is to give his people a heart to know Him
(Jer 24:7)].” Potter (1983, 350) writes, “The whole point of these verses is that they are a deliberate contrast to
Deuteronomy, not a complement to it, or a restatement of it.” Pettegrew (1999, 253) argues that the new covenant
is a new covenant, “not a renewed old covenant,” as Jeremiah 31:32 implies that it will not be like the Mosaic
Covenant: newness in the Old Testament means “both new in time and new in quality.” Adeyemi (2006, 319)
claims that the meaning of the Hebrew adjective w71 is not “renewed” but “new, fresh,” while the piel form of the
verb w7 sometimes means “to renew” and its hithpael form does “to be renewed.” Lundbom (2004, 466) argues
about a new beginning in the divine-human relationship through the new covenant. “Although this new covenant
will have admitted continuity with the Sinai covenant, it will still be a genuinely new covenant, one that marks a
new beginning in the divine-human relationship because 1) it is given without conditions; 2) it will be written in
the hearts of people in a way the Sinai covenant was not (v 33); and 3) it will be grounded in a wholly new act of
divine grace, i.e., the forgiveness of sins (v 34).”

82 Kline, 1968, 53-75; Swetnam, 1974, 112-15; Weinfeld, 1976, 17-56; Lohfink 1991, 45; Rendtorff, 1993, 198;
Holmgren, 1999, 75-95; Lohfink, 2003, 48; Otto, 2006, 947; Rom-Shiloni, 2015h, 170-71; Rossi, 2018, 202-25.
Lewis (2002, 56) says, “The New Covenant not only enlarges and fulfills all the promises of the Abrahamic
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maintain that the covenant in the Bible is everlasting and irrevocable based on the promise of

faithful and sovereign God.®

There are arguments regarding whether covenant confirms an existing relationship
between two parties or creates a new relationship between them. While Dumbrell and
Hafemann both affirm that the idea of covenant ratifies an existing relationship between the
parties,® Niehaus asserts that a covenant brings about a new relationship, which is also

accepted by Hahn and Williamson.®®

1.4. Thesis Structure

This thesis discusses the meaning of covenant in general, and the ‘new covenant’ in particular,
in the context of the book as a whole. In the introduction chapter, | reviewed the book regarding
its historical context, textual background, composition and authorship, structure, and central
issues as well as covenants in the Bible regarding research trends toward covenant, covenant

type, and the new covenant.

The central part of my thesis is divided into nine chapters, each chapter analyzes one
of the nine units containing the term ‘covenant’ in the book and, therefore, separately relevant
to the discussion. Each unit has its distinctive context regarding covenant type, tidings, initiator,
speaker, addressee, and so on. This analysis can firstly clarify the various characteristics the

term covenant can contain within the context of the Book of Jeremiah. Secondly it helps me to

Covenant, but also supersedes the Mosaic Covenant (the Law).” According to Kaiser (1972, 17), the new covenant
is a renewed covenant as being “new in time and renewed in nature.” He (Ibid, 21) also claims that “the new
covenant is a continuation of the Abrahamic and Davidic covenants with the same sing, promise doctrine sustained
in them all.” He (lbid., 1974, 307) regards the various biblical covenants as a beautiful covenant tapestry; God is
weaving each new covenant into the fabric of the former covenants throughout the OT. Walton (1994, 60-61)
argues that the old and the new covenants as one covenant overlap and are consistent with each other, stating, “I
would propose that there is one covenant in two major stages, Old and New. The former is articulated in phases
that are linked, yet distinct. The purpose of this one covenant is to serve as a mechanism for God’s self-revelation.
That purpose is expressed in the original proclamation of the covenant in terms of Abraham and his family serving
as instruments of God’s blessing on the world.”

83 Pettegrew (1999, 254) argues, “According to the prophets, the New Covenant, once inaugurated, would be an
everlasting covenant (Jer 32:40; cf. Isa 55:3; 61:8; Ezek 16:60; 37:26). God began His marvelous covenant
program with a series of promises to Abraham and his heirs”. Regarding the covenant rite in Gen. 15, Hiller (1969,
103) says, “What makes this ancient account eerily impressive is the bold way in which it depicts Yahweh as
swearing to Abraham. Abraham makes all the preparations for a covenant ceremony; he splits up animals and
arranges the parts for the swearing of an oath. Then he falls asleep, and Yahweh, as a smoking oven and a flaming
torch, passes between the parts. The author is discreet; he does not flatly say that Yahweh invokes a curse on
himself. But the vision he has related makes the literal restatement unnecessary, and the imagination of the reader
can supply: “Just as this heifer is cut up, somay I. . . .””

6 Dumbrell, 1984, 16-20; Hafemann, 2007, 30-34.

8 Niehaus (2009, 234) describes that “a covenant establishes a new relationship, although on the basis of some
historical background of relationship between the covenanting parties.”

8 Hahn, 2009, 5- 6; Williamson, 2007, 39.
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better understand the unique characteristics of the new covenant unit (31:31-34). Above that,
it can also show an organic and dynamic process of covenant terms in the book. After
discussing every unit by itself, while emphasizing its individual characteristics, the conclusion
chapter defines the process that these units create during the book. As a result, it can reveal a
structure of the book based on the process between these units: the individual covenant unit
does not only stand by itself but rather becomes a unique part of the beautiful covenant tapestry
of the book. Furthermore, the centrality of the new covenant unit (31:31-34) is distinctively
disclosed among other covenant units. Through the interpretation of all the covenant units, this
thesis examines the various meanings of the covenant in the book, and the process created
between the units that can decipher the meaning of the new covenant in the current structure
of the units. In short, the new covenant concept is evidently revealed and enhanced by the
structure and the process.

In sum, this thesis on the new covenant in Jer 31:31-34 consists three main parts: (1) an
introduction, which concludes the problem statement and thesis objectives as well as reviews
on the book and the biblical covenant, thesis structure, methodology, and justification, (2) the
body part as a literary analysis, which interpretates all the covenant units of the book for the
organic process of the covenant in the book, and (3) a conclusion, which presents an overall

view of the study and a review of the major conclusions.

1.5.  Methodology

Based on the research that had been done on the Book of Jeremiah in general and the covenant
in the book in particular as well as the lacunas that have been left, this thesis makes plausible
arguments accordingly. In order to achieve the aim of the thesis, as elaborated above, it uses
the following methods.

As abovementioned, there is a significant variation between the LXX and the MT of
the book,®” but textual criticism between the different versions will not be considered here.
This thesis follows scholars like Driver, Craigie, Rofé, Lundbom, and Kessler who claim that
the MT Jeremiah as the original arrangement is a coherent composition.®® Like scholars, such

57 Tov, 1981, 145-67; Rofé, 1989, 396-98; Tov, 1992, 319-27; Keck, 2001, 557; Sweeney, 2010, 94.

88 Kessler, 2004, 13. Rofé (1997, 43) insists, “The MT arrangement is the original one, whereas the LXX version
discloses a secondary intervention and editing which was not introduced in all MSS.” Some other scholars, such
as Driver (1889, 333-36), Lundbom (1999, 57-62), and Craigie, also claims about the superiority of the Masoretic
Text. Craigie (1991, xliii) says, “one could hardly but agree with the principle of accepting the primacy of the
Hebrew text, for in many places the LXX represent a thoroughly inadequate translation of the Hebrew original.”
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69

as Thompson, Benett, Carroll, Holladay, Rosenberg, Patterson, and Rofé, * it makes a

synchronic analysis of the book.

For the interpretation of the ‘covenant units’ of the book, this thesis uses ‘Literary
Criticism’ approach focusing on “the literature as such—the artistry and interrelationships
within the biblical text as we have it, regardless of how it came to be.”’° It can help the study
of all the covenant units of the book, providing the literal sense of each unit separated from its
historical layers.”* Therefore, the literary criticism is implemented for the discussion based on
the clarification of all the covenant units in the book.

While analyzing the literary aspects of the units, this thesis uses specifically the tools
of ‘Close Reading’ method. Close reading as the careful interpretation of texts serves, first and
foremost, to analyze the covenant units as they stand for themselves.’? It thus helps, on the next
step, to define the whole process: each covenant unit works with its distinctive context within
the organic process of covenant terms in the book, so the small parts of text clues help to

understand the whole.

While interpreting each prophetic unit, the initial step is to clarify the main subject and
ideas of the unit and define the literary means, paying attention to the wording and formulation
of the verses expressed in the unit. Furthermore, it is very crucial to move on interpreting it as
part of the whole book. It is fundamental to read the text as an independent pericope not only
with its immediate context but also in light of the prophetic book’s or its author’s worldview

penetrated throughout the whole book.”

The synchronic method deals with each text as a closed system based on a single stage

of time, as well as focusing on logical connections between texts without considering the

% Thompson, 1980; Bennett, 1981, 19-75; Carroll, 1986; Holladay, 1986, 1989; Rosenberg, 1987, 184-206;
Patterson, 1989, 109-31; Rofé, 1989, 390-98.

0 McKenzie (2010, 26) explains two basic kinds of academic methods of Bible study, diachronic as historical -
critical and synchronic as literary- critical, saying that the diachronic method which is concerned with the
relationship of the biblical materials to history attempts to trace the development of the biblical literature through
time, while synchronic method focuses on “the literature as such - the artistry and interrelationships within the
biblical text as we have it, regardless of how it came to be.” See also: Powell, 1992, 18.

"1 Barr (1973, 20-21) defines literary criticism as “a study of the structures and the imagery of works, their modes,
symbols and myths, their poetic, dramatic and aesthetic effect,” distinguished from “historically different layers
in composite works, the history of the tradition during the period of its development in written form, as distinct
from its development in a spoken form before it was written down.”

2 Watson and Hauser (1993, 4) claim that close reading focuses on the particular over the general and helps to
understand “how the literary conventions used in ancient Israel were given particular shape and content in order

to convey a specific, unique message.”
3 Zimran, 2020, 181-83.
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changes through time.” Through the synchronic analysis of the MT Jeremiah, this thesis can
examine the book as a coherent composition and structure of its current form and also
investigate literary unity across many parts of the book for the synthetic relation of the new
covenant in 31:31-34 to the book as a whole. ‘The book as a whole” method is used to analyze
processes created through units which are considered by their wider literary connections in the
book as a whole,” so this process can serve to interpret the units within the comprehensive
context of the whole book from “increasingly widening perspectives.”’® Since this thesis
intends to analyze the process that emerges from the connections between the ‘covenant units’,
this approach is also utilized. Therefore, the significance of the units is revealed by examining
the book’s intention to communicate as well as by considering the literary context of the book

for the coherence between each unit and the whole book in terms of the covenant theme.

1.6. Justification

As mentioned above, many scholars have discussed the ‘new covenant,” which is intended to
stand at the core of this thesis. Some of them have discussed the meaning of the new covenant
in 31:31-34 based on the comparison between the old covenant and the new covenant, while
some have defined the characteristics of the new covenant based on the exegetical study within
31:31-34 or the Book of Consolation (Jer 30-31), as elaborated above. These researches are
meaningful and insightful. However, the new covenant has not been fully examined by the
perspective penetrated throughout the whole book. Without discussing the passage 31:31-34
from ‘the book as a whole’ point of view, in addition to a literary analysis of the unit in its
isolation, the literary angle can overlook what the book intends to communicate through the
new covenant passage. Therefore, the connection between the new covenant unit and the rest
of the covenant units in the book should be analyzed, and the relationship between the
conceptions of ‘new covenant’ and the other covenants must be explored. In other words, the

new covenant unit must be examined in light of the structure of the whole book.

4 Saussure (1986, 98) states that synchronic linguistics regards “logical and psychological connexions between
coexisting items constituting a system, as perceived by the same collective consciousness.”

S For example: Clements, 1988b, 190-92. Clements (Ibid, 192) argues that “once the basis of interpretation of a
passage is lifted beyond the question of its historical point of origin and its wider literary connections are
considered, then its meaning becomes much clearer.”

76 According to Zimran (2020, 181), “the best way in which to read a prophetic unit is from increasingly widening
perspectives, the clear line of demarcation between which presents them as alternative hermeneutic bases—from
the prophetic pericope, to the immediate context, to all the prophecies attributed to the prophet under discussion,
to the book as a whole, and to later prophecies that make use of this unit.”
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Based on this way of thought, this thesis can shed a new light on the structure definition
of the book. Since the structure of MT Jeremiah is complicated due to its unclear chronology
and topic, there are various attempts to analyze the structure, as | have elaborated above. This
thesis helps to support the ‘symmetrical structure’ definition from the covenant point of view,

as well as to develop the covenant perspective through the symmetrical formation.”

7 As | already mentioned in the structure review above, Rosenberg (1987, 190-93) shows the symmetrical pattern
of the whole book and, in particular, Jeremiah 20-40 with “Book of Consolation” (30-31) as the center of the
symmetrical structure.
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2. Literary Analysis on the Covenant Units

The term covenant contains diverse meanings in the Hebrew Bible, as exemplified above. Since
each develops a different theme and aim, it is crucial to clarify the meanings the term contains
within the Book of Jeremiah and as part of its overall contents. This clarification, which will
be held through a detailed analysis of each of the nine covenant units in the book, 31:31-34
(MT 31:30-33) included, will help to present the covenant’s character in each unit and the
meaning of the new covenant in chapter 31. Since 31:31-34 discusses the making of a new
covenant, it is essential to confirm what is considered as the ‘old covenant’ in the book, what
the consequences of this new covenant are, and why it is needed to make a new covenant. All
of that will help me to understand the unit and its contents themselves in a better way.

In the following chapters, | will present a detailed analysis of each unit of the nine
covenant units, 31:31-34 in particular, in the Book of Jeremiah. Through this analysis, | will
be able to demonstrate the meaning of each unit and discuss the process created between the
units and the process the nation undergoes alongside the covenant. Therefore, the sequential
reading of the units will enable an understanding of the new covenant unit from the perspective
of the book as a whole to show the connection between the new covenant unit and all the other

covenant units and represent the meaning of the new covenant within the process.
2.1, Jer 3:12-18

2.1.1. Introduction

The unit describes that the two sisters, apostate Israel and faithless Judah, are called for
returning which leads to restoration in Zion (Jerusalem).! Although the unit mentions both
Israel and Judah, it seems that the recipient of the prophecy is Judah. The fate of the northern
kingdom is shown as a negative example to the Southern to demonstrate that Judah’s current
behavior is leading to the same historical destiny. However, the treacherous Judah ignored this

lesson and stood condemned for not returning.?

God urgently calls for Judah’s return 2°22i% 0°32 123, not only through the negative
example of apostate Israel but also based on the marriage relationship with her people- °2i%
0232 °ny3a and then promises Judah’s restoration without the ark of His covenant -77377° n>32 7398,

The unit employs a literary device of comparison between the ark of God’s covenant and

! Thompson, 1980, 197; Lundbom, 1999, 305.
2 Thompson, 1980, 197.
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Jerusalem as God’s throne to emphasize the theme and the covenant’s character, arguing that
the ark of God’s covenant will be replace by Jerusalem as the throne of God (77 X93) for
Judah’s restoration. Regarding the relationship between the theme of Judah’s return and the
covenant, the relationship between the northern kingdom Israel (v. 12) and the ark of God’s
covenant contrasts with the one between the southern kingdom Judah (v. 14) and the throne of
God. As Israel rebelled against God by disobeying His commandments, the ark of God’s
covenant embodies the covenant’s conditional character which demands obedience.
Nevertheless, Jerusalem as God’s throne represents God’s eternal character since God
unconditionally promises Judah’s restoration without demanding her obedience. God Himself
guarantees the promise of Judah’s restoration. While Israel’s hopeless fate came from her

disobeying the covenant, Judah’s future restoration depends on God’s unconditional promise.

In this chapter, | will argue that the threat of the nation’s calamity is based on the
conditional covenant while the nation’s hope is based on God’s eternal promise by clarifying

the relationship between the nation’s fate and the covenant.

2.1.2. Boundary Justification

The unit can be divided into two sub-units: vv. 12-13 and vv. 14-18.3 Israel is depicted as a
legitimate warning (vv. 12-13) to Judah in order to command Judah’s return and highlight
God’s concrete promise for Judah’s restoration in Zion (vv. 14-18). God indeed focuses on

Judah’s return and restoration through the lesson of Israel’s fate.

Israel’s Fate as a Lesson w. 12-13
God’s Call for Judah’s Return and God’s Promise for Judah’s Restoration wv. 14-18

In this process, God is represented as forgiving sins and making an unconditional and eternal
covenant with His covenant people. Furthermore, the unit offers a fuller picture of the covenant

in which all the nations will be also included.

The unit is developed based on the idea of the covenantal relationship to embody the
theme of Judah’s return and restoration. The root verb 23 (vv. 12, 14) enhances the coherence
of the unit with its different nuances in representing the intimate relationships between God
and His people.* God’s oracle in the first sub-unit employs the word 721 in v. 12 to emphasize

God’s solemn warning to the northern kingdom as their relationship with God was already

3 Ibid., 197-204; Carroll, 1981, 146-51; McKane, 1986, 69-77; Craig et al., 1991, 56-61; Lundbom, 1999, 309-16.
4 Craig, 1991, 55.
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broken because of their unfaithfulness—your iniquity 73%, you have transgressed and have
scattered *71om nyYs, and have not obeyed anynw ¥> (v. 13).° The second sub-unit begins with
the word 123% in v. 14 to express God’s desperate heart for Judah; God promises the return of
His covenant people Judah to Himself and their prosperity in Zion—and | will bring *nx27) (v.
14), and I will give *nny) (v. 15), you are multiplied and increased an»191 31270 (v. 16), shall be
gathered npn (v. 17), and and they shall come together 137> &3 (v. 18). The broken
relationship between God and Israel serves to accentuate the renewed relationship between
God and Judah as well as the future restoration of Judah. The word 23 in the unit is an
allegorical expression for Judah’s return to God and Zion. In short, the unit is interestingly built
up within the opposite sceneries of Israel and Judah. Israel’s doomed fate as a lesson plays a

critical role to reinforce God’s call for Judah’s return and God’s promise for Judah’s restoration.

2.1.3. God’s Call for Return, 223w %3 12

God calls Judah through the fate of the northern kingdom lIsrael. The incident that God assures
Israel of His mercy (v. 12) is used as God’s intention for summoning Judah to return. God
urges the backslidden Israel to come back, Return, faithless Israel 7> mawn aw (v. 12).°
The word return 23 here has a meaning beyond a geographical significance—return from exile;
it contains a prior reference to forgiveness and reconciliation.” God passionately appeals that
they return to Him thoroughly and sincerely, showing His faithfulness (v. 12). Although
obedience that leads to blessing is a basic requirement for God’s covenant people, Israel neither
heard His words nor committed herself to the words in obedience (v. 13); God refers to Israel’s
wrongdoing that she had rebelled (¥¢'s) against God and lavished her favors on foreign gods
under every green tree.® They turned from the path of true faith and pursued the ways to the
idol worship, running into the opposite direction from the covenant faith, a way of obedience

to the divine voice which springs from the loving heart of the covenant relationship.® Apostate

®> The broken marriage relationship is revealed through the divorce idea in vv. 12-13 (McKane, 1986, 68).

& Thompson, 1980, 200. Three oracles in vv. 12-13 call sympathetically for Israel to return to God (Lundbom,
1999, 309), reaffirming His faithfulness in v. 12, o?iv% 2oy X% 7370 ox3 °3% 797 °, and urging Northern Israel to
confess their guilt and rebellion against God in v. 13 (Lundbom, 1999, 311). Interestingly, there is a word play in
the phrase “ox7 12wWn 123w”; the consecutive words “T123W return” and “ay» turned-away, faithless” which have
the same root are forms of the verb 23 (Lundbom, 1999, 310). Craig (1991, 55) also argues that “ox7t° nawn”
means Israel’s turning from God to wickedness. Therefore, the word n2y/n can rhetorically accentuate the meaning
of the previous word 721,

"McKane, 1986, 70. Holland (1986, 118) also argues that the word “return, 23 refers to a return to God, that is,
repentance and also implies geographical return from exile and “return in loyalty from political and cultic schism,”
a reunion of the north and the south in loyalty to Jerusalem.

8 Thompson, 1980, 201.

% Craig et al., 1991, 57-58.
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Israel, guilty in her own right, is an allegorical entity as a rhetorical device designed to enable
the turn towards Judah. This allegory presents God’s earnest call for Judah as a comparative

warning in the face of the text’s explicit rejection of Judah.°

God’s urgent call to Judah’s return 0°221% 0°32 323 is based on the intimate relationship
between God and Judah (v. 14). Now God is calling Judah for a prompt reaction of returning.
While the call for Israel is used allegorically, the call for Judah here is realistic and imminent
at present. Since the content of v. 14 raises the possibility that the imperative “323%” has a
physical meaning of coming back to Zion and mentions no further action from their side, it
seems that repentance is not a condition for this renewed relationship. Therefore, the word 23w
here implies that God does not require repentance 72:n but just demands the people of Judah
to return to God in terms of the relational meaning. Interestingly, it is followed by the verb y2
“to be master (husband, lord)” in v. 14; the sovereign Lord of the covenant calls Israel to be
His servant in the setting of the covenant.!! God, who is the only true master Sya to Judah (v.
14), will bring the exiles of Judah back to Zion and also the north back into unity with the south
(v. 18).1%2 As for a marriage metaphor, God’s marriage to Judah reveals the exclusive and pure
relationship between God and His people.® Although the treacherous Judah does not deserve
the marital relationship with her holy husband, God declares, 032 *n>¥2 *218. Whether Hva refers
to master or husband, this phrase implies that Judah is no longer bound to any other gods which
had taken them away from the true covenant faith.* God desperately wants the sole
relationship with Judah. God will not keep His anger forever but will show His mercy. The
gracious invitation to Judah’s return comes from God’s covenant character such as His

perpetual love and kindness.

2.1.4. God’s Promise
The unit not only contains a call, but rather also a promise. The future promise in verses 14-18,

“the first hope-centered oracles” in the book, is explicitly described with concrete pictures for

restoration, a renewal of the marriage relationship and a restoration of good government in

10 Shields, 2004, 79, 86-87; Ibid., 83 n. 40.

11 Thompson, 1980, 201.

12 Holland, 1986, 120.

13 Crouch, 2020, 594.

14 Craig et al., 1991, 60. There are several verses in the Book of Jeremiah (2:2; 3:1-2, 6-8, 10-14; 31:32) to
represent the nation married to God. Especially, Jer 3 expresses the marital relationship between God and Israel
through the words such as n°3; (v. 1), 720352 (v. 2), “im (v. 6), 7983, 30012 799, and 1m (v. 8).
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Zion.™® The promise for Judah in vv. 14ff is not dependent on their deeds but rather on God’s
will. Urging Judah to end their rebellion (o°22i% 0°33 123%) with an affirmation that He is their
true Lord (223 *nby3 *23x), God promises them a return to Zion (apny “nxam 19°%).1° On the days
of restoration, God will replace the unfaithful shepherds with His own faithful ones. This new
line of kings would rule (7y7, “shepherd, pasture”) people with knowledge and understanding;
the faithful leaders after God’s heart, not their own, will look after their citizens properly with

true insights (v.15).Y

Within the prophetic context of the exile of Judah, God promises to plant the seed of
hope in the hopeless people (vv. 16-18).18 In particular, the picture of the days of restoration is
enlarged by material prosperity (7»a0 0o2 Y82 on°191 3290 %3 707)) and true religion (X X9
M N2 7 TiY) in v, 16.° 1t represent the measure of restoration and also indicates the next
period of redemption; after calling them, their prospective return to Zion will be necessary to
increase their population in the land, and Jerusalem will be mm° x93. God assures them of
religious revolution that the ark of the covenant 737> n°72 1398 will no longer be needed (v. 16).
The ark, as the most sacred object in the Temple’s holy of holies, seems to be the throne of
God in this specific unit.2° However, at that time x> nya (v. 17) of the restoration, Jerusalem
will be called as the throne of God mm &2 (v. 17) instead of the ark of God’s covenant.?
Jerusalem community adorned with righteousness and wisdom, which depends wholly on God,
is a more glorious throne for God than the cherubim and the ark.?2 God will be enthroned in
the hearts of His people who trust in Him, as the ark of the covenant would not enter people’s

mind (27 %y 7%y ¥9, v. 16) but be disappeared and forgotten.?® Abandoned Jerusalem will

15 Ibid.; Lundbom, 1999, 309. The verses affirm that one day God’s people in exile will return to Zion, and the
whole nation Israel will be reunited by presenting the pictures of a return to Zion, the reunification of the whole
nation Israel, the new rulers with wisdom and understanding, the replacement of the ark of the covenant with
God’s own presence in Jerusalem, and the renewal of worship in Zion (Thompson, 1980, 199; Crouch, 2020, 596).
16 L_Lundbom, 1999, 315

" Thompson, 1980, 202.

18 _Lundbom, 1999, 316.

1 Thompson, 1980, 202.

2 Eichler (2021: 150-51) argues that “[t]he temple is not the locus of divine presence at all, but merely the focus
of divine attention,” introducing other portrayals of God’s throne beyond the temple; Jerusalem constitutes God’s
throne, the throne is observed in Chaldea (Ezek 1:3; 3:23), an animate supernatural creature such as living beings
nin (Ezek 1:1-3:14) accompanies the throne, heaven is His throne (Isa 66:1; Ps 103:19), and law (Ps 9:8) or justice
and law (Pss 89:15; 97:2) is the very foundation of the throne. He (Ibid., 151) continues to claim that even heaven
cannot really contain God based on the theology of the Prayer of Solomon (1 Kgs 8:27; 2 Chr 6:18).

2 Craig et al., 1991, 61.

22 McKane, 1986, 74.

23 Haran (1963, 46-58) claims that the ark did not exist throughout much of the monarchic period, arguing that the
disappearance of the ark had already occurred by Manasseh. However, Eichler (2021, 8) asserts that this
assumption has no positive evidence to defend it and has difficulty to contend with some exceptions raised from
a recent discussion about the ultimate fate of the ark (see Day 2005: 250-270). Weinfeld (1976, 23) dates verses
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become a center to worship God, and God’s people, including all nations, would be united once
again. All nations will be gathered in Jerusalem to worship the name of God 77 aw and be
transformed by walking away from the stubbornness of their evil heart y17 025 N (v. 17).24
Lundbom explicitly describes a vivid picture of the holistic restoration and transformation of
His people in Zion.

Returnees will become fruitful, and life in the land will be made anew. The ark will be gone,

and Jerusalem will now be Yahweh’s throne. There need be no nostalgic remembrances of the

ark, nor should people think of remaking it. To Yahweh’s expanded throne will come an

expanded people—one that includes Gentiles. The covenant people will no longer be stubbornly

evil. In conclusion, it is stated once again that both Israel and Judah will return to the land
promised to their fathers.?®

Indeed, God’s anointing presence will be upon the Jerusalem community, and all the nations
will also stream to Jerusalem.?® Jerusalem as 1y x93 will become a symbol for a new period
when the ark is not needed. Since the absence of the ark is not taken as a testimony of loss and
exile anymore, Jerusalem as 77> x93 is undoubtedly a part of symbols for an everlasting

covenant.

God ensures that Judah will physically restore the united kingdom in those days %22
maaa (v. 18) which refers to the time after Judah will undergo exile.?” It seems like a return to
the days of David and Solomon—especially, 1 Kgs 8, which describes the key moment of the
Temple dedication, embodies the willingness that everyone, even the foreigner who does not
belong to the people of Israel, can come to Jerusalem and pray toward the temple. The
restoration of the kingdom given to Judah is depicted as a vivid picture with the splendid
anticipation that the house of Judah will walk with the house of Israel and return together from
the places of their exile to the promised land in order to reoccupy the land (v. 18). Thompson

portrays this reunification as follows.

16-17 to the reign of Josiah. Lundbom (1999, 316) argues that it is best to date the oracle of vv. 16-18 around the
time of Jerusalem’s destruction since the ark being replaced is mentioned in this oracle. Thomson (1980, 203)
claims that “if the text implies that the Ark was no longer in existence, then the original words of v. 16 should be
dated either to the days of Zedekiah or shortly after the destruction of Jerusalem and the temple.” Bright (1965,
27) states that verses 16-18 were probably added after 587.

24 Jeremiah looks forward to a transformation of all nations as God will be also enthroned in all the nations (v.
17). It is a covenant neither with Judah nor Israel, but rather with all nations, which is something new that is not
grounded in the special connection between Israel and their God.

% Lundbom, 1999, 316.

2 [saiah describes that God’s enthronement is above the ark in His earthly temple (Isa 6:1). However, “in the last
days o3 ngRa 1)” Jerusalem will become the God’s appointed place under His sovereignty, so that many
people from the nations will also join this spiritual movement in Jerusalem (Isa 2:2-5). o°21 2 %% 1pn can be
depicted as a variation of o°ny 79X 17711 from Isa 2.

2" Thompson, 1980, 203.
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In the days of the united monarchy, Zion (Jerusalem) was the symbol of unity both of the state
and the cult. When the North returned to Zion, the whole of Israel would again be united and in
place of rival sanctuaries there would be one. The external indications of division would then
be removed and there would be one people, and one Lord.?

Restoring the land of Judah will be fulfilled because of God’s faithful and everlasting promise
to His people. Jeremiah looks forward to seeing Judah’s victorious return to the land that God

gave for an inheritance to their forefathers.

2.1.5. Conclusion

This unit is not a description of making a covenant but rather a description of its consequence.
It foresees the renewed relationship between Judah and God and what will happen afterwards

thank to God’s action.

God wishes the faithless covenant partner Judah to come back home, so He urges
adamantly Judah to return. God wills to provide the momentum for their restoration after
devastation.?® They will not need the ark of the covenant in order to represent their new
connection with God. Instead, in days to come, Jerusalem will replace the ark and be called as
the throne of God (7)1 ®92), and even all the nations will be gathered to Jerusalem and worship
mm aw. Indeed, Jerusalem as 1)1 X9 embodies part of God’s work and part of the eternal
covenant. Furthermore, the house of Judah will walk with the house of Israel and return
together to Zion. In this unit, God is explicitly characterized as One who enthusiastically
embraces Judah’s return, fulfilling His promise of Judah’s physical and spiritual restoration,

including a promise for Israel and nations.

28 |bid., 202.
2 Brueggemann, 2007, 84.
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2.2.  Jer11:1-17

2.2.1. Introduction

Jer 11, that stands within the larger context of Jer 11:1-28:17,* depicts Jeremiah’s preaching
on the broken covenant (11:1-17) as well as the conspiracy and threat of his fellow townsmen,
the men of Anathoth (11:18-23).2 The unit (11:1-17), Jeremiah’s preaching to the people of
Judah and Jerusalem, accuses that the house of Judah has broken the covenant made between
God and their forefathers at the time of the national deliverance of Israel from Egypt. It also
shows that God will bring the divine judgment upon them because of the stubbornness of their

evil hearts (v. 8).

The indictment toward the nation in the unit is very straightforward and heavy. The
previously analyzed unit, 3:12-18, deliberately threatened Judah by reminding Israel’s fate and
even gently persuaded Judah to return to God by showing God’s promise of Judah’s restoration.
However, starting to mention the covenant curse, this unit acidly charges that they have refused
to hear God’s word, turned back to the iniquities of their forefather, and turned away from God
by following other gods to serve them, claiming that the judgment is a result of the covenant
violation. As the unit has five references of the covenant, such as this covenant nXr3 n>323 (vv.
2, 3, 6, 8) and my covenant °n12 (v. 10), the successive reading of its context makes an
impression that the covenant they have broken is the very Sinai covenant made with their
fathers despite the time gap between the two covenants. The reason for the broken covenant
and the consequence of the covenant breach are described specifically through repeated
keywords, such as yny/, n*73, Atvy, niax, 7y7, and Hv2a? “wps. All that Judah has done are against
God and His covenant, such as disobedience wn»w %), conspiracy “wp, idolatry o708 o°i%%
n72v%, and lewdness nnnimia. The covenant relationship between God and them seems to be
totally crashed because of their breaking the covenant. God will not only leave them in a
disaster as the covenant curse that they cannot escape but also refuse to listen to their crying

prayers "28 oxp nya yat o3px.

! According to Rosenberg (1987, 190-91), a. Historical headnote (1:1-3); b. Commission (1:10); c. “Prophet to
the nations” theme introduced (1:5-10); d. Doom for Israel; poetic oracles predominate (1:11-10:25); e. Prophet
cut off from Anathoth; focus on prophet’s trials and conflicts; prose predominates (11:1-28:17); f. Optimistic
prophecies; renewal of Israel; prose brackets poetic center (29:1-31:40); e". Prophet Returns to Anathoth; focus
on prophet’s trials and conflicts; prose predominates (32:1-45:5); d*. Doom for the nations; poetic oracles
predominate (46:1-49:39); ¢'. “Prophet to the nations” theme culminates (50:1-51:58); b*. Prophet’s concluding
message (51:59-64); a’. Historical appendix (52:1-34).

2 Lipinski and Sperling, 2007, 132.
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In this chapter, | will prove that the covenant in the unit has a conditional character that
will bring Judah calamity as the covenant curse, showing how severely the people of Judah

have sinned against the covenant and why God will bring them the covenant curse.

2.2.2. Boundary Justification

The style of the unit is Deuteronomic in a way of a conversation between God and the prophet
Jeremiah regarding the Sinai covenant. Jeremiah in the unit as a preacher of the covenant uses
the Deuteronomistic language and ideas: the words of this covenant (vv. 2, 3, 6, cf. Deut 29:1,
9; 1l Kgs 23:3), cursed be . . . Amen (vv. 3-5, cf. Deut 27:15-26), from the iron furnace (v. 4,
cf. Deut 4:20; 1 Kgs 8:51), a land flowing with milk and honey (v. 5, cf. Deut 6:3; 11:9; 26:9,
15; 27:3; 31:20), and to go after other gods (v. 10, cf. Deut 6:4; 8:19; 11:28; 13:2; 28:14).3
Nevertheless, the style reflects Jeremiah’s genuine emotion and activity to urge obedience to
the covenant.* The reference to Deuteronomic traditions seems to stem from the prophet
himself as “rhetorical and literary strategies of allusion and exegesis with the prophecy.”®
Jeremiah creates a truly “new” idea of covenant conditioned by obedience, rather than merely
following the Deuteronomistic model while using Deuteronomic traditions.® As Jeremiah had
a strong personal conviction that he stood in the succession of Moses,’ the unit strongly reveals

the characteristic of his own preaching.®

3 Carroll, 1986, 267. According to Nicholson (1970, 67-68), as the Deuteronomistic phrases are repeated
throughout Jeremiah’s sermon, his presentation is characteristically Deuteronomistic. Stulman (1999, 53-54)
claims that the unit offers the recital of the covenant in the introductory part as a justification for God’s righteous
decision on Judah’s failure to listen to the terms of the covenant, referring to a Deuteronomic curse upon those
who are disobedient to the covenant. Jeremiah’s presentation of the Deuteronomic curse formula foreshadows the
future fate of Judah (Holladay, 1976, 160-62; O’Connor, 1988, 131). Holladay (1986, 353) argues that Jer 11:3-5
imitates the diction of Deut 27:15-26,3 and Henderson (1851, 73) also asserts that the phraseology of Jer 11:5 is
borrowed from Deut 27:26.

4 Bright, 1965, 88-89.

5 Rom-Shiloni, 2015, 622. Bright (1965, 1xxi) considers the Deuteronomic character of Jeremiah to be “a style in
its own right with peculiarities and distinctive expressions of its own,” arguing that it is not simplistically to be
categorized as Deuteronomistic. Craigie (1991, 168-69) claims that Jer 11:1-17 as Jeremiah’s prose sermon shows
unique characteristics of Jeremianic prose despite parallels with Deuteronomistic language and style. The unit,
according to Lundbum (1999, 615), is Jeremiah’s actual preaching during the years of Josiah’s reform before the
exile, having the unique vocabulary and phraseology not found in Deuteronomy such as “conspiracy “Wp” in v. 9
and “the first 273" in v. 10. Nevertheless, according to Rom-Shiloni (2015, 624), some scholars such as Duhm,
Mowinckel, Hyatt, Bright, Thiel, and Holladay argue that the unit is Deuteronomistic without Jeremiah’s unique
character. In particular, Duhm (1901, 107-8) and Mowinckel (1914, 31) claim that Jer 11:1-14 is non-Jeremian
passage by addressing the issue of formal and thematic literary resemblances between Jer 11:1-14 and Deut 27.
Holladay (1986, 353) maintains that Jer 11:3-5 imitates the diction of Deut 27:15-26.

& Rom-Shiloni, 2015, 644. Jeremiah and Ezekiel, as well as their followers or editors strategically shared allusion
to and exegesis of pentateuchal materials, each in his own ways and contexts (Rom-Shiloni, 2012, 203-30).

" Holladay, 1964, 153-64.

8 Thompson, 1980, 342.
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The unit contains some basic elements of the covenant, such as the curse with the recital
of God’s actions on Israel’s behalf (vv. 3-5), the stipulations and the people’s commitment to
be obedient (vv. 6-8), the judgment that curse entails (vv. 8, 11-12, 16-17), and a covenant
witness Jeremiah (v. 5).° It is also interwoven by several repeated vocabularies and

phraseologies as follows:

bl w. 2,3,4,6,7,8,10,11, 14
127 w.1,2,3,6,8,10
12 (0137) w. 2,3,6,8,10

Ay w. 4,6, 8, 15, 17
07X YRR w. 4,7

niaR w. 4,7,10

my w. 4,8

70 a¥a wW.5,7

a7 YOR/OPYINY 2w w. 2,9

77 /P nixn w. 6,13

akyinhs wv. 10, 12, 13

bl vwv. 8,11, 12, 14, 15, 17
Sya% wpY wv. 13,17

In particular, the recurring terms yn¥, 927, n°73, Ay, ¥7, and Hv2% P represent expecting
obedience and its breaking by disobedience. The nation has been expected to hear God’s voice
and obey the words of the covenant, but they have disobeyed God’s words and broken the

covenant by walking in the stubbornness of their evil heart and worshipping Baal.

Despite the linguistic similarity, there are some significant differences between vv. 1-
14 and 15-17. The former (vv. 1-14) is the prose integrated with messenger formulas (wv. 1, 3,
6, 9, 11) and takes Deuteronomistic diction, while the latter (vv. 15-17) is a poem with
imaginaries and takes the general pattern of Jeremiah’s diction.** However, these two parts are

closely linked by catchwords such as miy, ¥, and 2y322 Twp5.12

vv. 1-14 vv. 15-17
vy w. 4,6,8 wv. 15, 17
¥7 wv. 8,11, 12, 14 wv. 15, 17
525 wp? v. 13 v. 17

® Fretheim, 2002, 179. Interestingly, there are similarities found between the biblical covenants between God and
Israel and the Hittite treaties between suzerainties and vassals. In the ancient world, the formulation of the
covenant relationship presents a suzerain’s will and a vassal’s accepting the will by oath with the conditional
curses and blessings as sanctions to the obligations in the stipulations. According to Mendenhall (1954, 66-87),
the basic elements of the Hittite suzerainty treaties, as follows: titulary, historical introduction, stipulations, a list
of divine witnesses, blessings and curses, and recital of the covenant and deposit of its tablets. McCarthy (1978,
67) suggests a slightly revised form of the treaty: the titulary, history, statement of relationship, stipulations, list
of divine witnesses, and curses and blessings. The treaty was more than the word, being tied closely to ritual:
“taking the oath was a ritual act, curses were represented ritually and not merely spoken, the treaty text was
deposited in a shrine and treated as a sacred object” (Ibid., 157).

10 Craigie, 1991, 169; Lundbom, 1999, 616, 619.

1 Holladay, 1986, 353-54.

12 Lundbom, 1999, 619-20, 632.
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In particular, v. 17 as “a secondary pastiche” makes a connection between the prose of vv. 1-
14 and the poetry of vv. 15-16.12 It also plays a role of a conclusion by relating to the preceding
section of chapter 11 in respect of topic and vocabulary.** God will bring disaster 7y7 on His
people (v. 11), and He decrees disaster 7y for them (v. 17); they build altars to offer to Baal
Sy2% Ry (v. 13), and they provoke God by offering to Baal Hv2% ~wp5 “10va1% (v. 17).
Furthermore, v. 17 also functions as a secondary commentary on vv. 15-16; the 2" person
feminine singular suffix of the phrase 7nix yviaz in v. 17 refers to Israel as the beloved in v. 15
and the olive tree in v. 16.2 Therefore, the unit is intimately constituted as one organic and

coherent composition.

2.2.3. Internal Structure

The unit can be broken down into five subunits based on content, variations of the messenger

formula,® and the poetic insert as follows:’

1-5: The Curse of the covenant

6-8: Failure to follow the covenant
9-10: Following other gods

11-14: Judgment is coming

15-17: Judgment because of idolatry

®o0 o

In particular, four oracles on the covenant are found in vv. 1-14—Oracle | (vv. 1-5), Oracle Il
(vv. 6-8), Oracle 11l (vv. 9-10), and Oracle 1V (vv. 11-14)—and followed by a poem about
God’s judgment upon Judah’s idolatry in vv. 15-17. Interestingly, these oracles have similar
introductions: 31%77 9% 727 WK 0273 (V. 1), 228 73 mRn (vv. 6, 9), and mm nk a3 (v. 11).
Oracle | describes the theoretic consequences for disobeying covenant, being concerned with
the intended blessing of the covenant (v. 5, which opens with the word: j¥17%). The core of wv.
1-5 is a curse uttered by God (v. 3), to which Jeremiah responds with Amen, Lord 77 nX.
Jeremiah gives his consent to the curse laid on those who do not keep the terms of the covenant.
Oracle II depicts Israel’s actual disobedience and rebelliousness, focusing on the warnings

given of loomed judgment (v. 8). God has consistently warned the Israelites again and again
from the Exodus time up to the present time, recalling the curse caused by the stubbornness

13 Holladay, 1986, 349.

14 McKane, 1986, 252.

15 Ibid.

18 1t is clear that the prose of vv. 1-14 is structured with variations of the messenger formula: “The word that came
to Jeremiah from the LORD 7 %% 27 2R 12737 (v. 1), “Thus the LORD, the God of Israel said 7337 998 715
ORI TR (v. 3), “And the LORD said to me “28 ,73m 8” (v. 6), “And the LORD said to me “7& ,7)m 98"
(v. 9), “Therefore thus the LORD said 77 % 715 ,397” (v. 11). These parallel formulas are ruled by the phrase
“speak . . . and say to them” of vv. 2-3, while the words of v. 1 serve as a general title of the unit (Holladay, 1986,
348).

7 Craigie, 1991, 169.
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and evil heart of the wilderness generation.*® Oracle 111 portrays a current conspiracy returning
to the iniquities of former generations, and Oracle IV announces judgment upon the breach of
the Sinai covenant by burning incense to Baal.

It is important to pay attention to the way the recurring words appear in the sub-units:
Y (w. 2, 3,4,6,7,8, 10, 11, 14), n™3a (vv. 2, 3, 6, 8, 10), avy (vv. 4, 6, 8), and niax (wv. 4,
7, 10). These repeating words play a different role in each sub-unit, emphasizing that God has
continually compelled His people to hear His voice and keep the words of the covenant as well
as revealing the heartbreaking reality that they will be cursed/punished as they have not obeyed
Him. In particular, the recurring word v» expresses a demand to hear God’s voice and obey
the covenant in Oracle I (vv. 2, 3, 4), indicates the process of their disobedience on God’s
command in Oracle Il (vv. 6, 7, 8), represents their stubbornness ying'> 1uxn in Oracle 11 (v.
10), and shows God’s decisive rejection upon their cry ynwix Xo/ynty »33°% in Oracle 1V (vv. 11,
14). Another recurring word n»a refers to the Sinai covenant in the unit, but there are different
characters of its occurrence in the sub-units; while n>732in Oracle | (vv. 2, 3) implies a historical
covenant to recall that God’s promise was given to Israel through the covenant, n°72 in Oracle
Il (vv. 6, 8) and Oracle 11l (v. 10) denotes a present covenant to show that the Israelites’ evil
hearts have brought all the curses of the covenant on them (vv. 6, 8) and also that the house of
Judah has broken the covenant (v. 10). Therefore, the role they play serves to support the
division of vv. 1-14 as well as to define the process of breaking the covenant expressed
throughout the unit as a whole.

These four oracles are followed by the section 11:15-17 that reinforces the statement to
confirm God’s divine anger upon His covenant people; the judgment was promised with
literary expressions such as divine fire, the roar of a mighty storm, and broken branches.®
Metaphorically portraying Judah as God’s chosen people, vv. 15-17 emphasize God’s rage
upon how Judah has gone astray from the way of keeping the covenant. Judah as God’s beloved
(v. 15) has practiced her wicked schemes in the temple, which is the cause of God’s disaster.?
Judah as a green olive tree (v. 16) will be burned and broken due to burning incense to Baal (v.
17); God’s judgment will bring catastrophic destruction upon Israel as a once green olive tree.

Judah’s bad fate is inescapable and inevitable as she has broken the covenant.

18 _undbom, 1999, 623.
19 1pid., 626, 632.
20 Carroll, 1986, 273.

27



2.2.4. The Broken Covenant

As mentioned above, the unit has five references of the covenant: this covenant nxXra n»2a (vv.
2, 3, 6, 8) and my covenant °n>72 (v. 10). What is the meaning of the expression this covenant?
A lot of discussions have been done on this question.?! There are two different interpretations
of the expression this covenant n¥ra n»aa, that is, Josiah’s covenant and the Sinai covenant.
At first sight, it may seem to be Josiah’s covenant that was so familiar with Jeremiah’s
audience. 2 While several scholars—Duhm, Cornill, Giesebrecht, Condamin, Eissfeldt,
Kimchi, and Bright—view it as a reference to Josiah’s covenant at the time of the reform
stimulated by the discovery of Deuteronomy in 622, other scholars—Volz, Rudolph, Weiser,
Carroll, Holladay, Lundbom, and Fischer—regard it as the Sinai covenant.?® Nevertheless, the
context of the unit serves to clarify what “this covenant” means. Brueggemann comments on

vv. 1-5 as follows.?*

There is no hint of what covenant, but the following verses make it clear that it is the covenant
of Sinai with its Torah demands. . .. The community was summoned to listen but did not
listen . .. Yahweh reminds Jeremiah that the old generation of Sinai and wilderness was judged
for disobedience.

In my opinion, there is no doubt that it is the Sinai covenant as vv. 3-4 explicitly state that God
made the covenant with the exodus generation at the time of the national deliverance of Israel
from Egypt: the words of this covenant that | commanded your fathers in the day | brought
them out from the land of Egypt yx» onik "X°Xin o2 22°niak NX °NAIY WK DT D20 °727
01xn.2% Jeremiah uses the phrase o¥» yIxn onix "X°¥in in v. 4 to emphasize the God of
deliverance who entered a covenant relationship with Israel at Sinai.?® The Sinaitic covenant
relationship between God and Israel can be kept on the condition that Israel is to worship God
only. However, they have forsaken the God of covenant and have broken (3123, v. 10) the
covenant by following other gods to serve them. Therefore, when Jeremiah refers to the broken

covenant, it is sure that he points to the Sinai covenant.

2L Feinberg, 1982, 96.

22 Thompson, 1980, 343.

2 Holladay, 1986, 349; McKane, 1986, 244; Carroll, 1986, 269; Lundbom, 1999, 621; Fisher, 2005, 408-09. In
terms of “this covenant,” Rom-Shiloni (2015, 626) claims that “Jeremiah intentionally, and consistently with other
prose passages, avoids invoking Sinai/Horeb.”

24 Brueggemann, 1988, 104.

% Lundbom, 1999, 621.

%6 In Exodus 20:2-3, God says, | am the Lord your God who brought you out of the land of Egypt, out of the land
of slavery. You shall have no other gods before me. In Leviticus 26:12-13, God says, | will also walk among you
and be your God, who brought you out of the land of Egypt so that you should not be their slaves, and | broke the
bars of your yoke and made you walk erect.
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Interestingly, in defining this covenant, there is a sharp distinction between the Sinai
covenant and Josiah’s covenant as the expression of this covenant may imply “a recent and
specific covenant rather than the ancient and well-known covenant made at Sinai.”?’ Josiah’s
covenant was the renewed Mosaic covenant as ratification and reactivation of the Mosaic
covenant in the time of Josiah. However, the words of this covenant in v. 3, which refer to the
newly discovered law, are the words of the Sinai covenant because it is clear from the
succeeding context.?® The covenant in the unit as a reference to the Sinai covenant has its strong
emphasis upon the moral law with the condition of God’s continued blessing.?® The Sinai
covenant between God and Israel compels God to uphold and bless her as well as obligates
Israel to obey Him. As the reform was based on the discovered book of Deuteronomy that
expounded on the Sinai covenant, Jeremiah could have underlined obedience to the Sinai
covenant rather than Josiah’s covenant. Holladay also claims that “this covenant” is not
Josiah’s covenant but the Sinai covenant summarized by Deuteronomy, the covenant expressed
in the recitation of Deuteronomy.®® Therefore, it is more plausible that the broken covenant in

the unit is identified with the Sinai covenant.

2.2.5. The Covenant Essence

The heart of the covenant is to hear God’s word and voice and also to obey God and do what
He commanded, expressed through the recurrence words—y»w (vv. 2, 3, 6, 8, 10, 11), wnw
ipa (w. 4, 7), avy (vv. 4, 6, 8), and mx (vv. 4, 8). Jeremiah urges the people of Judah to hear
God’s voice and obey the terms of the covenant (vv. 2-4). The call to obey God is rooted in the
covenant formula as well as in the historical context of national deliverance in v. 4.3! Israel’s
acceptance of God’s demands establishes their covenant relationship with God.3? Obedience to
God’s voice as an essential requirement at the Sinai covenant confirms the covenant
relationship between God and His people (v. 4).3 The pronoun “I” within the covenant formula
inv. 4 is repeated to emphasize who God is for them; and I, | will be God to you 2% 2% *21%)
o723 God Himself expresses His strong desire to be their God. This covenant relationship
is guaranteed when they obey God and do everything He commands them.

27 Bright, 1965, 89.

28 Keil, 1985, 210.

29 Hyatt, 1956, 905.

30 Holladay, 1986, 352.

31 Edwards, 2018, 43.

%2 McKane, 1986, 237.

33 Exod 19:5 says, Now then, if you will indeed obey My voice and keep My covenant, then you shall be My own
possession among all the peoples for the earth is Mine.

3 Lundbom, 1999, 622.
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A historical retrospect reminds that the terms of this covenant were laid on the
forefathers of the nation at the time of their deliverance from Egypt (vv. 4-5, 10). When they
experienced God’s salvation from Egypt and His covenant-making with them at Sinai, they as
His people were summoned and obligated to obey Him and observe all the terms of the
covenant. Their historical experience provides a significant message for their future shape that
is wholly determined by their attitude to the covenant. God promised His people for the material
and spiritual needs in their infancy as a nation through their obedience to the Sinai covenant.®
Israel would be able to keep staying at the promised land with blessings on the requirement of
her obedience, while she would have to be under curses on the condition of her disobedience.
God’s solemn promise to the patriarchs in the condition of their obedience implemented Israel’s
possession of the land flowing with milk and honey wamy 297 na; v (vv. 4-5). Indeed,
obedience is the central essence of the covenant.

2.2.6. Breaking the Covenant

God instructs Jeremiah to proclaim the covenant stipulations that people must follow, the words
of this covenant nX13 n»23 °727, in the cities of Judah and the streets of Jerusalem with a
reminder of Israel’s unfaithful past (vv. 6-8). However, they have disobeyed it and have broken
(93, v. 10) the covenant God made with their forefathers (oniax nx °n12 "Wy °n*32, v. 10).
Jeremiah describes not only God’s disappointment and sorrow but also God’s judgment upon
those who abandoned their God, emphasizing the curse as the result of breaking the covenant.
Jeremiah recalls that his contemporaries do not still listen or pay attention although God’s
prophetic spokesmen have warned the Israelites again and again, from the time of the Exodus
up to the present, to obey the terms of the covenant (vv. 7-8). The long process of reversion of
their fate has been underway, and its final outcomes are about to be unveiled. Both the ancestral
community and the current community are guilty of covenant-breaking, so they must be
responsible for its consequences, all the curses of the covenant (v. 8). God’s judgment caused
by breaching the covenant is justified by the inner structure presented earlier and also by the
recurring words related to covenant, warning, and breaking. According to the internal structure,
the unit begins with a reminder of the terms of the covenant, mentions God’s warning on
Israel’s disobedience, and announces God’s irrevocable judgment upon the people of Judah
who broke the covenant by their disobedience as a spiritual conspiracy to serve other gods. The

recurring terms °%ip2 wnw and 2°7%n PIRD oIk Conivya/Axewin oba L.opniar (vv. 4, 7) are

3 Thompson, 1980, 344.
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intended by Jeremiah to reveal their disobedience. As the center of the covenant is obedience
Wwnw, the expression “not listening” represented through the same words embodies the

seriousness of breaking the core of the covenant.

The essential reason for the broken covenant is idolatry as spiritual adultery (11:10;
22:9). The issue of idolatry can connect the unit and the covenant theme to the whole book.
Throughout the history of Israel, idolatry is a critical sin to demolish the root of their covenant
relationship with God. Judah’s apostasy is specifically described in the phrase they have turned
back to the iniquities of their fathers o°tx97 aniak niw %y 12 (v. 10). Like their forefathers,
they have refused to hear God’s words, God’s covenant demands, and have followed the
stubborn and apostatic ways to serve other gods with their evil hearts. A recurrence to the sins
of forefathers is a history of apostasy as idolatrous worship happened in both the house of Israel
and the house of Judah.®® The long history of apostasy extended to the present brought them
the curses of the covenant.” Their apostasy renounced God’s lordship and their covenant
obligations.® Judah’s sin of apostasy is portrayed here through three different terms—not
listening wny X9) in v. 8, conspiracy Wy in v. 9, idolatry o72y% o708 2R in v. 10. The
expression not listening refers to a passive attitude, conspiracy is a betrayal of God, and
“idolatry” is an active deed to the other direction, toward other gods. This is part of the process
Israel had sinned against God. Furthermore, as the order of these terms shows the increase of
the severity in the portrayal of their action, Judah’s sin has become more hostile against God.
Breaking the covenant starts from the description with the word not listening to God (v. 8).
Afterwards, the distinctive term conspiracy “wp (v. 9)%® depicts spiritual infidelity as a failure
in listening to God’s covenant terms*® and portrays a formal uniting of the people of Judah
against God and expose the nature of Judah’s defiance in relation to God.* Therefore, the
conspiracy among the people of Judah and the inhabitants in Jerusalem has led them into
idolatry, which has broken the Sinai covenant made with their forefathers (v. 10). The reference
to their forefathers aniax is not to the reforms of Josiah, but it could partially refer to Josiah’s

reform as a revival of the Sinai covenant. Nevertheless, Jeremiah does not lose his

% McKane, 1986, 239.

37 Ibid.

3 Thompson, 1980, 345.

3% McKance (1986, 239) states that the context of the conspiracy 7wy (v. 9) is political in other Old Testament
passages (2 Sam 15:12; 1 Kgs 16:2; 2 Kgs 11:14; 12:21; 14:19; 15:15, 30), describing the overthrow of
government. Lundbom (1999, 624) claims that the conspiracy reflects the political climate change of Jerusalem;
because of Josiah’s death and Jehoiakim’s accession, the reform was fully stopped. However, Craigie (1991, 170-
71) argues that it has a spiritual implication within the political setting.

40 Allen, 2008, 140.

4L Thompson, 1980, 345.
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concentration on the Sinai covenant. Thompson argues, “Judah needed to be called to the
historic Sinai event when God promised to supply the material and spiritual needs of the people
in their infancy as a nation in return for their undivided worship and obedience.”*? There was
an expectation that the covenant would be fulfilled. However, Judah did not listen, committed
a sin of the conspiracy, and worshipped other gods. As a result of her apostasy, the Sinai
covenant given as a blessing has become a curse, and even the punishment upon them is
justified.*

2.2.7. God’s Irrevocable Judgment

God proclaims that the curses of the covenant will be coming upon the people of Judah because
they have broken the covenant through their apostasy. As v. 11 starts with the word 12%, the
conspiracy of Judah’s apostasy in vv. 9-10, as the preceding context, offers the direct cause of
an upcoming calamity upon them. Breaking the covenant brings the threat of imminent disaster
that the present community cannot avert. They had turned to idols from serving God, so God
will not hear them when they will cry to Him and even prohibits a prophetic intercession for
them (vv. 11-14). It is too late for them to seek God’s help as God already decided to bring all
the curses of the covenant on the inhabitants of Judah and Jerusalem. Although they will appeal
to the gods that they worship, they will recognize that these gods cannot help them when the
calamity approaches them (vv. 11-12). It is specifically stated that God’s judgment comes from
a lot of alters on which Judah offers sacrifices to the shameful god Baal in Judah’s territory and
Jerusalem’s streets (v. 13). Because of their worshipping Baal, God forbids His prophet
Jeremiah to intercede on behalf of them as He will not listen to any plea or petition for them
(vv. 13-14).

The section of vv. 15-17 describes more dynamically about God’s divine judgment
upon His people as a result of their breaching the covenant, using rhetorical expressions such
as my beloved >77> and a thriving olive tree, fair with goodly fruit 9xh *79 792 3371 021 in vv. 15-
16. God’s beloved has become a harlot as if the wife Israel is divorced from her husband God
(v. 15). They render themselves into the object of a destructive judgment that is the opposite
of their nature as the beloved. The juxtaposition of love and threat here shows that the deep

relationship between God and His beloved Israel intensifies the threat of imminent judgment.*

42 |bid., 344.

43 However, there is an assumption that the existence of the Sinai covenant will enable the renewal of the
relationship.

4 McKane, 1986, 251.
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The word lewdness nn»ing in v. 15 indicates a practical denunciation of God’s will for His
people in a context of idolatry in Baal shrines. The evil idolatry provoked God to decree disaster
for those who were His beloved, which is the evitable consequence of their breaching the
covenant. Their wickedness carried on in God’s house, the Temple, causes God’s refusal to
hear His people’s cries; their offerings in the temple will have no effect upon the deity because
of their evil schemes and wickedness (v. 15). Ritual sacrifice without faithfulness and
obedience to God is empty. Such a futile sacrifice humiliates God who really wants an intimate
relationship with His people rather than just satisfying people’s needs only.*® God does not
accept their ritual zeal combined with a general contempt of His moral demands, asking a
question, what is my beloved doing in my house? *n>22 >7>7°% nn (v. 15). It refers that they have
forfeited their right to come before God’s presence and worship Him alone.*® God Himself
planted them and called them a leafy olive tree, but His divine judgment was pronounced upon
them because of their evil against the covenant made between God and them. God will set them
on fire and destroy them by a mighty storm (v. 16). Their evil apostasy, burning incense to
Baal, provoked God to anger with this disaster as divine punishment (v. 17). God could not
delay His judgment upon them anymore even though they were God’s chosen people (v. 4),
His beloved (v. 15), and the tree He has planted (v. 16). Judah’s fate described with a metaphor
of fire is ironically combinate with a thriving olive tree as an image of beauty and vitality (v.
16). The olive tree Israel, as the covenant partner, became unfaithful and treacherous people
because they neglected and even deserted their covenant relationship.*” God changed His
attitude to them by announcing a judgment and disaster upon them, which is a natural
consequence for them to break the covenant. Indeed, the covenant partner is responsible for the

blessing of obedience and the curse of disobedience.

2.2.8. Conclusion

This unit makes the impression that the covenant is broken, and the punishment that expresses
the separation between God and Judah is inevitable and therefore justified. The people of Judah
must bear God’s judgment as the curse of the covenant as they have broken the covenant. The
broken covenant in the unit is the Sinai covenant, not the covenant made by Josiah during his
reform after the discovery of the Book of the Law. Jeremiah as a prophet of doom confronts

the people to claim the responsibility laid on them in virtue of the Sinai covenant; the blessing

45 Thompson, 1980, 346.
46 McKane, 1986, 248.
47 Allen, 2008, 141.
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flows from their obedience, and the curse comes from their disobedience. Since God had
delivered the Exodus generation out of Egypt and made a covenant with them at Sinai, they
had to listen only to the voice of the One who summoned them. However, they have hastily
overlooked their responsibility and recklessly violated their identity as the covenant people.
The fact that Israel’s infidelity, which thwarts the blessing of the covenant, provokes God to
bring the divine judgment upon His people, reminds them of the exodus event and the

subsequent covenant. The covenant curse indeed depends on the way the nation behaves.

The Sinai covenant had been continually broken, but all the curses as a result of its
breach were not executed until the national disaster in 587 BCE.* The operation of the curses
of the covenant is revealed in God’s judgment, that is, the culmination of a long history of their
apostasy.*® God’s gracious initiative of planting His people, the olive tree, has been thwarted
by their apostasy and resulted in the destruction of the tree rather than into its growth and
fruitfulness.

In short, the unit explicitly shows that the fate of Judah is indeed doomed as they cannot
avoid God’s divine judgment due to their breaching the covenant. The notion of the broken
covenant in the unit highlights that God is decisive to punish the community’s failure in
obeying His Word and their conspiracy to follow other gods. Is there any possibility of keeping
the covenant between Israel and their God? This question will be able to be examined through

the next units, especially in the new covenant unit.

48 Carroll, 1986, 270.
49 McKane, 1986, 245.
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2.3. Jer 14:19-22

2.3.1. Introduction

The unit is a prophetic petition of Jeremiah to God on behalf of the nation Judah in the midst
of divine punishment upon them. Jeremiah’s own communal laments are expanded to include
a confession of Judah’s sin. Judah’s community also participates in the symphony of sorrow
by crying out in grief, acknowledging its transgression, and petitioning for God’s mercy and
help.! However, it is unveiled throughout the unit that God’s judgment upon the people of
Judah is irrevocable.

It is interesting to see the meaningful connection between the previously analyzed unit
and the current one; the previous unit ends with God’s prohibition of Jeremiah’s plea for the
nation, but this one begins with Jeremiah’s prophetic petition to God on behalf of them. In my
opinion, it seems to show his desperate response to the nation’s urgent situation rather than his
disobedience to the prohibition of praying for them. Even if these two units are not directly
connected to each other, the thematic unity between the two units makes the current unit an
answer to the previous one and gives a hope that this is not the end of the story. The nation
desperately requests God to remember His eternal covenant (3n°72 957) in order to seek His
favor. When read sequentially, it seems that, in this unit, the nation is trying to escape from the
divine punishment of the broken covenant presented in the previously analyzed unit by
confessing their sin and even by appealing to God’s character, Jn¥ 1v»% and 37122 Xp3, and the
everlasting covenant. The unit exceptionally discusses Judah’s sins, which seems to show that
God requests their repentance. However, from God’s side as can be seen from other units in
the book, the covenant or the new covenant is not dependent on repentance. The fact that they
confess their wickedness and sin is not a condition for the covenant but just shows their
desperate attitude before God. Therefore, the unit is unique in terms of perspective regarding
the covenant, such as the character of the covenant and the way Jeremiah regards the covenant

here.

In this chapter, | will demonstrate that the nation can hope for salvation which only
comes from God’s unconditional covenant in the midst of their doomed destiny from the

conditional covenant breach. By that, the unit represents this aspect in the term ‘covenant’.

1 Stulman, 2005, 144.
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2.3.2. Internal Structure

Lamentation, according to Sweeney, has typical elements such as exhortations to mourn and
petitions to save the remnant; people in a disaster are called to lament, repent, and urge God to
rescue the remnant.? This unit fits this typical structure of lament in prophetic literature, which
besides helping to define the unit's subject, enhances the definition of its boundary. Through
the communal laments in the unit, Jeremiah conveys Judah’s hopelessness over the
uncertainties of life as well as pleads the divine responses for their deliverance and restoration
out of the calamity. Jeremiah expresses their grief with rhetorical questions to God (v. 19),
confesses their wickedness and their forefathers’ sin (v. 20), reminds God of for the sake of
Your name »% 1wn? and the throne of Your glory 37122 ®p3 for the request to remember His
covenant with them (v. 21), and urges divine help through the declaration that their trust and
hope are in God as the Creator but in no other gods (v. 22).2

Through all the three rhetorical questions in v. 19, Jeremiah tries to figure out if God
indeed intends to break the relationship with Judah; he asks whether God has completely
rejected Judah, despises Zion, and has afflicted the people of Judah so that they cannot be
healed. They seemingly accuse that God is responsible for the tragedy happened to Judah.*
These questions in v. 19 represent the fact that it is very difficult for them to face the present
situation as it does not make sense to them. They are frustrated and terrified with their broken
relationship with God.

The covenant at the end of v. 21 is the main request that represents not forgetting Judah.
The plea that God remember, not break Your covenant with us 1% 5n°72 295 %% 197 is the heart
of the matter in the unit.® In order to plead God to keep the covenant with Judah, Jeremiah uses
two different strategies here; Judah confesses their sins first (v. 20), and then they speak about
God’s name and glory (v. 21), and God’s might (v. 22). The first strategy deals with their own
problem, but the second one turns to God’s character. All these strategies, before and after, are
meant to convince God to fulfill the request of not abandoning them, emphasizing God’s merit
and ability, not the nation’s. Therefore, this emphasis on God’s character, not depending on
their repentance, deliberately reveals the unconditional nature of the covenant, and goes hand

in hand with the previous unit that discusses the nation’s sins.

2 Sweeney, 1996, 523.

3 Thompson, 1980, 385.
4 Fretheim, 2002, 225.

5 Bracke, 2000, 130.
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v. 19 Judah’s grief through rhetorical questions

v. 20 Confession of sin

v.21a For the sake of God’s name and glory
v. 21b Remember Your Covenant

v. 22 God the Almighty

2.3.3. Remember Your Covenant 032197

God’s covenant with His people is a crucial foundation for Jeremiah’s plea in the unit. Judah
expects the word of deliverance by pleading God’s obligation upon the unconditional covenant
which is “the most profound of obligations” to deliver them from the upcoming calamity.®
According to Lundbom, the covenant which Judah asks God to remember is the covenant with
Abraham renewed with the other patriarchs.” The covenant with Abraham, which is built on
God’s promises to Abraham (Gen 12:1-4), is the covenant of grace as the royal grant with the
unconditional nature of the gift.® Judah asks God to remember His everlasting covenant with
them and anticipates God’s promise to bestow unconditional blessings upon them. Their hope
is in the God of Israel > only who can bring rain.® They acknowledge that God is almighty
and that none of the false gods can bring rain, desperately expecting that God will bring rain
by pleading that God remembers the covenant of grace.

On behalf of Judah’s ardent appeal, Remember Your covenant, they confess their sin
first (v. 20). Here we can see the repentance from the prophet Jeremiah’s point of view. It seems
that their behavior has to be urgently taken into account by the prophet. Jeremiah is desperate
for the hope that they will come back to God and make a repentance. Since Judah’s relationship
with God was broken, Jeremiah, in the typical lament, identifies himself with the nation to
confess guilt on their behalf and acknowledge their own wickedness v and sin &vi against
God as well as the iniquity 13y of their forefathers which portray a picture of three different
types of transgression (v. 20).1° The phrase our fathers’ guilt 1>niax 11y refers to “the corporate
guilt of the nation accumulated through the generations.”'! As the fathers’ past iniquity to
worship the false gods has been accumulated over time and inherited to their children, the
present generation must be also responsible for the iniquity of prior generations.? From God’s

side, as much as | can say from 14:19-22, repentance is not a condition for an unconditional

& Thompson, 1980, 386.

" Lundbom, 1999, 717.

8 Murray, 1954, 31; Weinfeld, 1975, 270; Hahn, 2009, 101-35.

% There is the interesting relationship between water and hope; the word “hope mp»” can be interpreted as “pool
of water” (Craig et al., 1991, 202).

10 Thompson, 1980, 386.

11 Bright, 1965, 102.

12 Lundbom, 1999, 716.
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covenant; God does not demand repentance for the keeping the covenant. The unit indeed

shows that the covenant does not depend on the nation’s behavior.

The people of Judah move to another strategy for the request as God ignores their first
scheme. During their acknowledge sinning against God, He keeps silent without any response
to them; it seems that God does not change His stern attitude to them. Therefore, they try to
stimulate God’s favorable response to their petition by taking advantage of God’s divine
character (vv. 21a-22). Their plea changes its direction to God being asked to act on behalf of
God’s sake while their communal lament was expressed on behalf of the people by Jeremiah.®
They desperately persuade God to sustain the covenant relationship with them not only by
making repentance (v. 20) but also by pleading to God through His name and glorious throne
as the ground of their appeal to God (v. 21).}* They also urges divine help through their
proclamation that their trust and hope are in God the Almighty who can control rain (v. 22).
Judah indeed anticipates that God Himself will guarantee their security for the sake of His

reputation.

2.3.4. Conclusion

The unit describes Judah’s communal laments which is Jeremiah’s petition to God for the sake
of the people of Judah when they confront their own bewildering situation. They looked for
peace but found no good, and they hoped for a time of healing but faces terror instead. It is a
paradoxical gap between their desire that peace would be their continuing experience and their
reality that God has rejected them and brought them troubles.'® Even though they look forward
to God’s deliverance, God shows His irrevocable judgment upon them in spite of their

confession and petition.

Judah’s strategic petitions based on her covenant relationship with God is indeed
highlighted in the midst of her fate following a national catastrophe. As their covenant
relationship with God was broken because of their sinning against Him and their forefathers’
iniquity, they make a repentance to get God’s favor. Furthermore, they do their best to pacify

and persuade God through mentioning His name and glory in order to restore the broken

13 Craig et al., 1991, 205.
14 Stulman, 2005, 144-45.
5 Thompson, 1980, 386; McKane, 1986, 331.
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relationship. Their deliberate request to God for remembering the unconditional covenant in

this unit ends with their praising God the Omnipotent.

39



2.4. Jer 22:6-9

2.4.1. Introduction

The unit describes that Jeremiah delivers God’s oracle regarding the fate of the nation Judah;
the destruction of the royal palace and Jerusalem is significantly described as an inevitable
consequence of Judah’s violation of God’s covenant. The divine oracle is conveyed with
theological reason, the covenant breach resulted from Judah’s communal practice of pagan
worship; the nation’s disaster is evidence of the abandoned covenant.! As idolatry is the very
reason for the covenant breach and God’s irrevocable judgment, the theme of idol worship can

connect this unit and the covenant theme to the whole book.

God sternly wills to fulfill the nation’s destruction as the curse of the covenant because
of their idolatry. The faint hope was revealed in the previous analyzed unit 14:19-22, as they
appealed to God to remember the unconditional covenant. However, in the current unit, God
sticks to His original plan of punishment upon them by taking the initiative to demolish their
palace and towns through destroyers (o°niwn) as God’s agents. The nation’s apostasy (v. 9)
issue that was seriously mentioned in unit 11:1-17 is the very reason for the covenant breach
in the unit, so the theme of idol worship indeed makes a meaningful connection between this
unit and unit 11:1-17. The unit uses literary devices of simile and imagery to describe how the
total destruction of the nation will look like and also employs the perspective of many nations
(22271 @%13) to portray the nation’s daring and shameless idolatry and increase the impression of

the destruction tiding.

In this chapter, I will confirm that the covenant the nation has forsaken is conditional
by representing the character of the conditional covenant shown in the nation’s severe

devastation as the covenant curse.

2.4.2. Boundary Justification

The unit shows coherence in imagery and theme.? The king or the king’s palace is denoted in

vv. 6-7, and then the city and the nation are represented in vv. 8-9. The phrase the house of the

! Carroll, 1986, 421.

2 Lundbom, (2004, 121-27) distinguishes the unit 22:6-9 with the topic of “A Cutting in Lebanon South.” Brake
(2000, 168) claims that the theme of Jer 21-25 is covenant curse, introducing life as covenant blessing and death
as curses (Deut 30:15-20) directly connected with Israel’s choice of obeying God’s commandments or not; a
broken relationship with God results in misfortune and hardship, particularly the loss of the land.
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king of Judah 73 79 nog in v. 6 refers to the royal palace.® The terms 7y3 and 131257 WA (V.
6) as the images of 773 791 n°2 also refer to the king or the king’s house. The great city in v.
8 is certainly assumed as Jerusalem from the context. These images enhance the covenant
theme by visualizing the covenant curse. The covenant curse is symbolically described as the
total destruction of the royal palace and the great city Jerusalem.* The destruction of the king’s
royal palace described in vv. 6b-7 is shifting to the fall of the city Jerusalem in v. 8. As the city
is an individualized component of the nation, the city’s destruction is a symbol of the
punishment for the nation; it is possible to understand it as a personification of the nation. Even
though it seems, at the beginning, that the unit deals with the covenant curse upon the king and
its royal house, it moves to argue the nation’s wicked behaviors. The unit, despite its direct
appeal to the king, doesn’t discuss the monarchy alone but rather the nation. It aims to the
whole nation’s covenant breach through the Davidic monarchy’s destruction; it expands its
context from the house of the king of Judah (vv. 6, 7) to the great city Jerusalem (v. 8) and the
people of Judah (v. 9).° The unit coherently succeeds in depicting how God will bring the

covenant curse to the nation through the symbolic description of the divine judgment process.

2.4.3. Internal Structure

The unit contains two sub parts, vv. 6-7 and vv. 8-9, arguing God’s adamant judgment caused
by the nation’s failure to obey God’s covenant.® It is unfolded from the Davidic dynasty to
many nations, moving from singular (vv. 6-7) to plural (vv. 8-9); it makes a transition from
God’s oracle to many nations’ speaking. The first sub-unit (vv. 6-7) shows the covenant curse
that the king’s house will be destroyed and uninhabited like a wilderness, describing God’s
inevitable punishment upon the king’s house as ‘covenant curse.”’ The second sub-unit (vv. 8-
9) describes the nations’ conversation of Judah’s forsaking the covenant and worshipping idols,
arguing the issue of the abandoned covenant as the definite reason for the devastation upon the

great city Jerusalem and the nation.

wV. 6-7 Covenant Curse
wv. 8-9 Abandoned Covenant

3 Lundbom, 1999, 123-24.

4 Bright, 1965, 145. Brake 2000, 168.

® Lundbom, 1999, 123-24. According to v. 9, the people of Judah forsook God’s covenant and worshipped idols.
6 Scholars such as Craigie (1991, 299-304), Holladay (1986, 583-86), McKane (1986, 517-22), and Carroll (1986,
418-22) argues the unit with two individual parts, vv. 6-7 and vv. 8-9.

" Lundbom (2004, 121) argues that the covenant curses will fall upon the king’s house if the king has failed to
obey the commandments of God’s covenant.
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God’s covenant has been abandoned because the nation has deserted their covenantal

responsibility, which has brought the covenant curse to the nation.

2.4.4. The Conditional Covenant

The covenant in the unit is presented from God’s point of view. Although it is expected to read
about God’s absolute blessing based on the Davidic covenant due to the unit that opens with
an appeal to the king, there is no allusion to the unconditional covenant here.® The covenant
mentioned here in v. 9 is conditional as the upcoming disaster of the nation’s fate in the unit
has been caused by the nation’s violation of God’s covenant. Many nations 2 will pass by
and see the devastated Jerusalem, and they will wonder why God has done the destruction of
this great city.® Its answer is simple and specific (v. 9); Judah as the covenant people has
departed from God by forsaking God’s covenant 2728 7)1 n*72 nX 137v through worshiping
and serving other gods 217271 o* 8 2 >R, noAY.1% Judah’s idolatry represents the breach of
the covenant which leads to curse and death.!! Their forsaking the covenant and their
worshipping idols are not two different actions but one action as the covenant breach is
expressed through the idolatry. The decisive term a1yin the phrase abandoning covenant 2iy>
n2is used in parallel with the worship of other gods here; the pagan worship ends up in the
breach of God’s covenant that is the most fundamental violation for the harshness of
judgment.t2 Their abandoning covenant refers to abandoning their relationship with God and
furthermore abandoning God.™

The abandoned covenant has brought a critical change in the nation’s fate from
prosperity and stability to doom. The unit, literally, is shifting from the king to the nation, from
representing the king’s status to presenting the nation’s fate. The Davidic monarchy or the king
house has self-meaning at the beginning and gains national-symbolic meaning at the end.
Therefore, the miserable catastrophe upon the king’s palace implies a tragedy for the whole
nation. The allegorical oracle with the images of Gilead and Lebanon highlights a covenant

curse that depended on the nation’s disobedience of the conditional covenant, moving from the

8 1bid., 1999, 119-21. Brake argues (2000, 173) that God’s promise to David ensures the kings of Judah of well-
being and place forever (2 Sam 7:12-17).

® The foreign people mentioned here might be assumed as the very soldiers who will cause the destruction as the
verb 92y is used in a military sense of “cross over against, but it is not stated explicitly (Craigie et al., 1991, 303).
10 Lundbom (1999, 125) argues that verses 8-9 are an adaptation of Deut 29:24-26.

11 Thompson, 1980, 475. Deut 28:25 describes the covenant curse, You shall become a thing of horror to all the
kingdoms of the earth (Brake, 2000, 174).

2 Brueggemann, 1988, 190; Ibid., 1998, 197; Allen, 2008, 245.

13 Fretheim, 2002, 318. Holladay (1986, 585) finds the phrase “abandon me [= Yahweh]” in Jer 1:16, the phrase
“break my covenant” in 11:10 and 31:32, and the equivalent phrase “abandon my law” in 9:12.
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positive image to the strong oath language. The king’s house like 7993 and 71127 with a full of
trees symbolizes its fertility. The Davidic dynasty has been great and majestic like the fertile
land of Gilead and the powerful cedars of Lebanon as these places richly forested in biblical
times are metaphors for the royal palace’s strength and beauty.* However, God decided to
make the palace desolate like uninhabited towns and turn the fertile land into a wilderness (v.
6b). The destruction of the choice palace is represented by the phrase they will cut up your fine
cedars 7178 7m2an 3072 (v. 7), whose expression enhances the dynamic transition of the fate of
the king’s house. The image =°17% 7n2n» recalls the rhetorical expression of a thriving olive tree,
fair with goodly fruit 2xh »99 719> 337 071 in 11:16 that is the nation’s original imagery of beauty
and vitality as the covenant partner. The dynasty itself has created a hopeless situation and is
under severe judgment without an invitation to repent.’® The image of trees indeed represents
the whole process from glory to destruction, demonstrating the connection between the king

and the nation.

God adamantly shows His initiative in carrying out the conditional covenant upon the
nation by commissioning destroyers as God’s agents.'® God Himself will execute the
devastation through His agents, destroyers o>nnwin (v. 7). The destroyers ooniwn will involve
in God’s sacred act, the holy war against Judah, with their weapons of destruction by cutting
down the choicest cedars and burning them down (v. 7).1” The interpretation of a°nmyn as the
hostile forces is the allusion to holy war idea in the phrase *nw7p).18 The verb wiph is literally
“consecrate” and also can be translated as “commission” or “prepare (battle)” in the context of
war; here God uses “holy-war phraseology” against His own people!'® God’s wrath upon the
house of the king of Judah with burning fire is described as the consequence of the holy war
against the nation.?° Nothing will be able to prevent the destruction as God Himself will release
the destroying forces to do so. In this catastrophe, all the valuable and cherished things such as
the royal house, family, and palaces will be devastated. God intimidates Judah by using the

metaphor of destroyers as ‘demolition agents’ rather than ‘lumberjacks’ (v. 7).2! God

14 Craigie et al., 1991, 300; Lundbom, 1999, 124.

15 Brueggemann, 1988, 189; Ibid., 1998, 197.

16 According to Thompson (1980, 475), the Babylonians are portrayed as “woodcutters” who defile the temple
with axes, hatchets, and hammers as well as burn the sanctuary to the ground (Ps 74).

17 The term “your choicest cedars 7°18 702»” refers to the Temple and king’s palace in Jerusalem which Solomon
built with cedars from Lebanon (Brake, 2000, 174). The palace was burned by Babylonians after Jerusalem was
sieged in the ninth year of Zedekiah.

18 Carroll, 1986, 419.

1% Holladay, 1986, 584.

20 Craigie et al., 1991, 302.

21 McKane, 1986, 520.
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emphasizes the point that He would not fight for Judah against the Babylonians but prepare the
warriors to fight against her.?2 The abandoned covenant will indeed arouse God’s holy anger
with His particular action of preparing destroyers against the nation Judah as God’s covenant
partner. Although it is certain that the nation has God’s covenant, God will attack His own
nation as His own covenant partner; this severe situation indeed shows that the covenant is

conditional.

2.45. Conclusion

The unit reveals a critical view on the nation Judah’s disobedience in keeping the conditional
covenant; the disaster coming upon the nation is trouble caused by their violating the covenant
(v. 9). Jeremiah explicitly delivers God’s oracle based on the conditional covenant to show that
the national destruction as a covenant curse will come from their breaking God’s covenant,
representing the covenant from God’s point of view. God is the ultimate one who will make
the devastation happen by commissioning God’s agents, 2°nnwn, for the holy war as well as
will carry out God’s covenant with them although this process will be indeed difficult and
painful for the nation to go through. Even though the type of covenant is not explicitly stated

in the unit, it could be the Sinai covenant as the conditional covenant.?3

22 Craigie et al., 1991, 301.
2 Lundbom (2004, 125) maintains that the destruction of the nation is the curse of the Sinai covenant upon the
covenant people, regarding verses 8-9 as an adaptation of Deut 29:24-26.
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2.5.  Jer 31:31-34 (MT 31:30-33)!

2.5.1. Introduction

The Sinai covenant was broken (379, v. 32) by the Israelites’ disobedience and sin against God,
and they face God’s punishment. In the midst of the national calamity, God announces that He
Himself will make a new covenant 7w7n n°92 (v. 31) with the house of Israel and the house of
Judah n73 n°2) 9% noa (v. 31) after those days onn oon23 % (v. 33) based on the covenant
relationship between God and His people Israel.? The two houses will be united into one house
of Israel in v. 33, which is different from the meaning of the term %%%» n°a in v. 31; the house
of Israel in v. 33 should be understood as the whole people of Israel, not the house of Israel as
the northern kingdom.® The whole book of Jeremiah also demonstrates that both houses as one
community share a common destiny for God’s plan: these two houses stand together under
judgment (5:11; 11:10, 17) and promise (31:31; 33:14), their reunification is part of the
promised restoration (3:18), and they will return together to Zion in tears (50:4-5).% The phrase
after those days o:71 223 *2R in v. 33 is not the specific dating formula but indicates sequence
as a later time, playing a critical role to magnify God’s divine inauguration of the new

covenant.®

1 Jer 31:31-34 is set in a series of Jer 30-31, the Book of Consolation. Based on the relationship between the unit
31:31-34 and chapters 30-31, there is no agreement regarding the dating of the ‘new covenant’ passage (Potter,
1983, 347-49). In particular, Duhm is the first and most vigorous opponent to assert Jeremiah’s authenticity of the
new covenant passage (Duhm, 1901, 254f), and scholars such as Swetnam and Lindars follow Duhm’s view by
dating it to the exilic period (Swetnam, 1974, 111-15). Lindars (1979, 47-62) claims that the new covenant unit is
the oracle after 587 BCE. Carroll and Maier also assert that it is a postexilic text as a redactional addition (Carroll,
1986, 613-14). However, scholars such as Volz, Robinson, Bright, Rudolph, Weippert, Thompson, and Rom-
Shiloni regard it as Jeremiah’s authentic preaching, not as a postexilic prose (Robinson, 1924, 209-21; Bright,
1951, 15-29; Bright, 1965; Weippert, 1973; Thompson, 1980). For example, Volz (1922, xxiv) regards it as
oracles between 594 and 588 BCE, and Rudolph (1968, 201) regards it as oracles between 621 and 609 BCE.
Rom-Shiloni (2009, 254-81; 2014: 757-75; 2015:621-47; 2016:913-42) argues that that Jer 31:31-34 is a Jeremiah
authentic sermon based on the relationship of Jeremiah to the Torah.

2 Some scholars try to eliminate the house of Judah as a gloss in v. 31, as v. 33 does not have “Judah” (Volz, 1922,
xxiv; Rudolph, 1968, 201; Hyatt; Bright, 1965, 283; Wolff, 1983, 50-51). However, the preceding context of 30:3-
4 and 31:27 serves to claim that Israel in v. 33 refers to all Israel, the house of Israel and the house of Judah
(Lundbom, 2004, 466).

3 Hubbard, 1982, 132; Carroll, 1986, 610. Jer 3:18 emphasizes the united restoration of Judah and Israel by
specifically mentioning both the house of Judah and the house of Israel. As the doomed fate of Israel is used for
the lesson for Judah’s return, Israel’s return with Judah is a significant sign of restoration. Nevertheless, 31:33
mentions the house of Israel only for the nation’s restoration. Although v. 31 mentions a new covenant made with
both the house of Israel and the house of Judah, v. 32 comes to remind that their forefathers, before the division
of Judah and Israel, broke the Sinai covenant. As v. 32 and v. 33 are within the continuing context of the turning
point from the covenant breach to the new covenant, the house of Israel in v. 33 can represent the whole Israel.

4 Keown, 1995, 131.

5 Rudolph (1968, 188) regards those days as the time of the promised return of Ephraim. However, Keown (1995,
132) argues that those days could be the days when God will begin to plant, build, and repopulate the land after
the complete of His judgment (31:27-30) based on the context of the Book of Consolation.
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The unit shows a totally different picture of the nation’s fate with the new covenant that
will guarantee the future restoration of the united nation. The previously analyzed units (3:12-
18; 11:1-17; 22:6-9) delivered the tiding of the nation’s calamity caused by the broken covenant,
emphasizing the conditional characteristic of the covenant. However, the current unit
dramatically makes a turning point of the nation’s destiny, from punishment to restoration,
through the new covenant. The need for making the new covenant is much emphasized since
the previously analyzed units have represented the severe covenant breach and the serious
consequences of the breach.

The unit highlights the new covenant and its eternal nature by using a literary device of
comparison between positive and negative phrases and also by making distinctive contrasts
between the old covenant and the new covenant. Regarding the concept of the new covenant
in relation to the Sinai covenant, biblical scholars have examined whether the new covenant is
a new covenant or a renewed covenant. As mentioned in the introduction chapter, some
scholars argue that the new covenant is authentically a new covenant, not a renewed old
covenant, maintaining that the old covenant was really broken.® Nevertheless, other scholars
claim that the new covenant is a renewed covenant, focusing on the continuity between the new

covenant and preceding covenants, that is, a renewal of the old covenant.’

In this chapter, | will clarify the differences and connections that the new covenant unit
makes between the old and new covenants in order to demonstrate that the new covenant is a
renewed covenant with a significant relation with the old covenant despite its distinctive

characteristics that can differentiate it from the old covenant.

2.5.2. Boundary Justification

Jer 30-31 is generally regarded as a homogeneous unit; two chapters of Jer 30-31 form a distinct
unit and are closely joined by both content and style.® Bozak determines the text boundaries of

Jer 30-31 through the close reading of two chapters.® These two chapters as a literary unit have

® Childs, 1960, 79-80; Anderson, 1963, 231; Rad, 1965, 212; Potter, 1983, 350; Wolff, 1983, 53, 60; Bozak, 1991,
118; Carroll, 1993, 68; Hoch, 1995, 105; McKane, 1993, 232; Ibid., 1996, 818; Keown, 1995, 130-31; Pettegrew,
1999, 253; Robinson, 2001, 187-89; Lundbom, 2004, 466; Adeyemi, 2006, 319; Kartveit, 2018, 167.

" Kline, 1968, 53-75; Kaiser, 1972, 17, 21; lbid., 1974, 307; Swetnam, 1974, 112-15; Weinfeld, 1976, 17-56;
Lohfink 1991, 45; Rendtorff, 1993, 198; Walton, 1994, 60-61; Holmgren, 1999, 75-95; Lewis, 2002, 56; Lohfink,
2003, 48; Otto, 2006, 947; Rom-Shiloni, 2015b, 170-71; Rossi, 2018, 202-25.

8 Bright, 1965, 284.

% Bozak (1991, 18-128) divides Jer 30-31 as follows: Prose Introduction ‘Words of Restoration’ (30:1-4), Poem |
‘A Study in Contrasts (30:5-11), Poem II ‘Healing of the Incurable Wound’ (30:12-17), Poem III “Yhwh’s Caring
and Chastising Presence’ (30:18-31:1), Poem IV ‘Once...; Again...” (31:2-6), Poem V ‘Yhwh’s Great Assembly’
(31:7-14), Poem VI ‘Hope Renewed’ (31:15-22), and Prose conclusion ‘Total Newness’ (31:23-40).
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poetic character, describing the restoration of both the southern kingdom of Judah and the

northern kingdom of Israel .2

Bracke demonstrates the coherence of Jer 30-31 through their theological content and
their affirmation of God’s promise of restoration as well as argues that the promise of a new
covenant is the base for God’s restoration of His people in Jer 30-31.! Bozak considers the
unit Jer 31:23-40 as the conclusion of Jer 30-31 that consist of prose introduction (30:1-4), six
poetic parts (30:5-11, 30:12-17, 30: 18-31:1, 31:2-6, 31:7-14, 31:15-22), and prose conclusion
(31:23-40).'2 Regarding the prose conclusion part 31:23-40 that has a series of five short
salvation oracles (vv. 23-26, 27-30, 31-34, 35-37, 38-40), “a chiasm centered on 31:31-34, the
promise of the new covenant,” is found thematically.*® The third oracle 31:31-34 is the central
unit of the five oracles within the passage 31:23-40 that forms a chiastic structure: the first
(31:23-26) and fifth (31:38-40) oracles refer to Jerusalem, and the second (31:27-30) and fourth
(31:35-37) oracles create a comparing tension between human being’s sin and God’s faithful
promise. Therefore, the initiation of the new covenant in 31:31-34 will be the solution for the
tension, bringing forgiveness of sin and transformation of broken relationship between God
and Israel.!* In short, the unit 31:31-34 is the climatical oracle of the five oracles in the passage
31:23-40 that is the prose conclusion of Jer 30-31; the unit Jer 31:31-34 stands within the close
context of 31:23-40 and also within the broad context of Jer 30-31 the “Little Book of

Consolation.” The new covenant unit Jer 31:31-34 is the thematic center of Jer 30-31.

a. Firstoracle (vv. 23-26): Promise of a restoration of the land and cities of Judah
b. Second oracle (vv. 27-30): Declaration of a restoration of the house of Israel and
the house of Judah (God’s faithfulness in spite of Israel’s sin)
c. Third oracle (vv. 31-34): Announcement of God’s promise of the new
covenant for His people Israel
b". Fourth oracle (vv. 35-37): Declaration of God’s everlasting love for Israel (God’s
faithfulness in spite of Israel’s sin)
a’. Fifth oracle (vv. 38-40): Promise of a restoration of the city of Jerusalem

The new covenant unit is also strengthened by the chiastic pattern of Jer 31:23-40.
Lundbum supports the centrality of the unit 31:31-34, arguing that there are 11+ lines of text

10 Keck, 1994, 804.

11 Bracke, 1983, 88-102.

12 Bozak, 1991, 71-128.

13 Keown, 1995, 126. The first oracle 31:23-26 promises a restoration of the land and cities of Judah. The second
oracle 31:27-30 declares a restoration promise to the house of Israel and Judah by building and planting them.
The third oracle 31:31-34 announces God’s promise of the new covenant for His people. The fourth oracle 31:35-
37 proclaims God’s everlasting love for Israel. The fifth oracle 31:38-40 promises the rebuilding of the city.

4 1bid., 126-27.
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and 101 words for vv. 23-30 and 12+ lines of text and 101(2) words for vv. 35-40 in BHS.%
The unit 31:23-40 contains two groups of paired units (vv. 23-30 and vv. 35-40) with two
introductory phrases: 7 % 75 (vv. 23, 35, 36) and a°x32 o> mam (wv. 27, 31, 38).1° The first
unit of each pair starts with the phrase 77> 8-13, and the second unit of each pair begins with

the phrase o>&2 o°»> 737 as follows:

vv. 23-26 I R 715 (V. 23) :I

vv. 27-30 o°x3 o 3 (v, 27)

wv. 31-34 o°x3a oon 3m (v. 31)

wv. 35-37 7 R 15 (v. 35)

vv. 38-40 o°x3 o 13 (v. 38) :I

This chiastic structure shows the close connection between these five units; the third unit 31:31-
34 as a climax is surrounded by two groups of paired units. Nevertheless, as the phrase behold,
the days are coming o°x32 o°»> 737 in v. 31 indicates that a new unit begins, the chiastic structure
serves more dynamically to highlight the unit 31:31-34 as one organic unit that makes a divine
announcement that God will make a new covenant with His people Israel. In conclusion,
despite the contextual connection between the oracle of 31:31-34 and other oracles, Jer 31:31-
34 as the only reference of a new covenant in the Old Testament is explicitly distinguished and

isolated from other four units.

The similes of marriage and family in the unit 31:31-34 are one of the parameters to
unite the verses all together and distinguish them from their surroundings, highlighting God’s
love and care for His people Israel based on the covenant relationship. When God makes a
covenant with the Israelites at Sinai, the religious and ethnic status of Israel is radically changed
by being adopted as God’s people; the Sinaitic covenant promises the familial intimacy with
God, not political supremacy.” The similes of marriage and family are expressed through the
phrase 0722 "1y 0122 (v. 32), the verb *noya (v. 32), and the phrase > 70 2°09R? 077 *n»m
ay? *% (v. 33). The phrase in the day | took them by the hand o722 *p 13 01°2 in v. 32 is the
metaphoric expression to describe God’s intimate guidance in the exodus deliverance,
reflecting the marriage relationship between God and Israel (Isa 40:11b; 41:13; 42:6; Hos
11:3).%8 According to Holladay, this exodus expression in the day | took them by the hand in v.
32 is not common in the OT, as the similar expressions of the phrase in the day | brought them
out of the land of Egypt found in Jer 7:22 are widespread.'® Therefore, the exodus event is

15 Lundbom, 2004, 465.
16 Bracke, 1983, 56-57.
17 Muffs, 2005, 45-51.

18 |_undbom, 2004, 467.
1% Holladay, 1989, 197.
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intentionally described with God’s parental affection on His people Israel within the phrase

073 P g o3,

The metaphorical verb n%v2 in v. 32, which also appears in 3:14 (232 °n%y32 *y),
indicates husband-wife relationship, emphasizing a husband’s rights and authority exercised
over his wife to point out Israel’s covenant breaking in the form of apostasy.?® God loves Israel,
gives her a sweet honeymoon in the desert, and brings her into the promised land. However,
the Israelites have violated “the substance of the covenant by their apostasy,” and their marriage
relationship with God has been broken.?! The love of God through a family experience is the

simile of the experience concerning God and His bride, the nation Israel.?

The covenant formula of I will be their God, and they shall be my people o3% *n»m
ayb °% 1 npo) oIoKRY in v. 33 appears four other times in the book, twice related to the Sinai
covenant (7:23; 11:4) and the other twice for the future promise (24:7; 32:38).2% The phrase
oy *% Py mem ooRY 077 n»a) reflects the renewed relationship between God and His people
Israel that will be established within the new covenant, portraying this relationship as a mutual
comment.?* The familial phrase my people . . . your God (Exod 6:7; Lev 26:12; Deut 27:9; Hos
1:9) is the vocabulary of the Mosaic covenant; in particular, Israel’s rebellion must lead to the
dissolution of their familial relationship with God, % offering two family-establishing

relationships between God and Israel, God-people and husband-wife relationships.?®

2.5.3. Internal structure

The structure of Jer 31:31-34 is built upon chiasmus, which contributes for defining the self-
stand of these verses. The first part (vv. 31-33a) explicitly shows a chiastic structure. It is
framed by the days to come in the beginning and the end as well as by the day of the exodus in
the center. It begins with the days/time o>, being followed by the reference to the new
covenant, I shall make with the house of Israel...a new covenant n°2 NY) 2R N°2 DR A1)
Y0 072 A7Pm,” and the reference to the old covenant, not like the covenant | made with their
fathers oniax nX °n72 "W 120 X2. The centerpiece in the first part is the word of salvation

history, on the day | took them by hand to bring them out of the land of Egypt 272 P17 012

20 Keown, 1995, 132. The root verb Hy2 occurs only two times in the Book of Jeremiah, 3:14 and 31:32).
2 |bid., 131.

22 Harper, 1905, 205.

23 Keown, 1995, 132-33.

24 1bid., 133.

2 Stuart, 1987, 32.

% Muffs, 1992, 49.
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oxn yNn ox0xin;. Then it moves on the reference to the old covenant, it was they who broke
my covenant, of whom | was master o3 °n%y32 °21R) *n>12 NY 1797 A WK, and the reference to
the new covenant, this is the covenant I shall make with the house of Israel n92% WK N2 NXT

X7t n°2 nx. Finally, it ends with the days/time o’

a. days are coming o°x2 o°n
b. I shall make with the house of Israel...a new covenant n°2 nR) X7 N°2 N§ A7)
aYIn 2 AP
c. not like the covenant | made with their fathers oniax n¥ *n72 WK n120 X?
d. on the day | took them by hand to bring them out of the land of
Egypt om3» I o¥°¥in? 0733 P10 02
c’. it was they who broke my covenant, of whom | was master 37937 mn3 Wy
02 °N7Y3 “2IX) N3 MY
b". this is the covenant | shall make with the house of Israel n>a nx n92% WK N2 NXr
W
a’. after those days 027 g

The second portion (vv. 33b-34) also shows a chiastic structure; it begins and ends with “two
bicola, each of which contains a pair of first-person singular verbs; each of these bicola offers

a chiasmus with respect to verbs and prepositional complements.”?®

Verses 31-34 as a whole show anaphora with the repetition of the phrase declares
God/oracle of God m7> ag) in each verse, which demonstrates that God Himself reveal His

compelling intention for the future of Israel through the new covenant.

v.31  Behold, days are coming—oracle of God—when I will ;77> a1 k2 oo g

make ... a new covenant awvIn N2 ... R
V.32  not like the covenant ... oracle of God. ST ARy ... M2 XD
V.33 But this is the covenant ... oracle of God: 7T ARI ... D27 NNT D
v.34 .. oracleof God ... LM ENT L.

In particular, there is a turning point from v. 33 that begins with the word but >3; the structure
with two groups, vv. 31-33a and 33b-34, serves to highlight the distinctive characteristics of
the new covenant related to the ones of the old one. While the former, vv. 31-32, stresses that
the new covenant is not like the old covenant made in the day God took the Israelites out of
Egypt, the latter, vv. 33-34, emphasizes that the new covenant will bring about an internal
transformation and a religious renovation that differentiate the new from the old. While the old
covenant was made with the exodus generation, the new covenant will be made with the future
generation who will undergo “spiritual return and geographical removal from a different place

of captivity (31:15-22; 50:4-5).”2°

2 Holladay, 1989, 164-165.
28 1pid., 165.
29 Keown, 1995, 131.

50



The presentation mode of the contrast between the old covenant and the new is also
manifested by the contrast between prose (vv. 31-33a) and poetry (vv. 33b-34) as a part of the
intentional effect of the passage.®° It seems that the prose section as the big picture of the new
covenant leads readers to better focus on the dynamic nature of the new covenant in the poetry
section. Then, what does it mean by the phrase not like the old covenant in v. 32? The phrase
is a metaphorical expression to compare the nature of two covenants. It means that the new
covenant contains its distinctive characteristics that can be differentiated from the old one; its
uniqueness is specifically depicted in vv. 33-34. However, we must remember that the phrase
does not negate the old covenant itself, as it does not say that the new covenant will replace the

old one.

2.5.4. Positive and Negative

The characteristics of the new covenant are dynamically described by the alternated rhetorical

expression of positive and negative vocabularies as follows:

positive (v. 31) I will make ... a new covenant YT N2 ... 0R0D)
negative (v. 32) not like the covenant I made ... ... PP YR N2 XD
positive (v. 33) but this is the covenant that ... ... WX N°127 DN 02
negative (v. 34) they shall not teach anymore ... .. TR KD

According to Wolff, certain “antithetical word-pairs” are used to convince audience in
exhortation speech.3! This positive-negative device in this unit can serve to reveal more
effectively God’s oracle about the new covenant for His people Isracl with an intimate
relationship. As Jeremiah adeptly employs these alternative phrases with antithetical word pairs
in the unit, he can lead his audiences more dynamically to understand the distinctive
characteristics of the new covenant, “what the new covenant will be” and “what it will not

be.”3?

The whole structure of positive-negative shows the contrast between the old covenant
and the new covenant. However, the comparison does not refer to the change in the role or
requirements of either Israel or God in the covenant but the change in the way the covenant is
kept.3® The Israelites were at fault, not the covenant itself; there was no failure or discrepancy

in the old covenant.3* The Israelites were required to obey the requirements of the old covenant,

%0 Holladay, 1989, 164-65.
31 \Wolff, 1973, 67.

32 Lundbom, 2004, 464.

3 Clements, 1988, 191.

3 Norris, 1991, 56.
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but they failed to keep the covenant and were under the judgement of God. Even though God
gave them the old convent on the stone tablets, they could not help failing to keep the old
covenant because of their disobedience and stubborn heart (12:2; 13:23). While Israel was the
one who had to satisfy the requirements of the covenant in the old covenant, God is the one
who is responsible to fulfill the requirements of the covenant in the new covenant. God will
make the new covenant in a different way; God will put His Torah within them and write it on
their heart, n3ano% 027 %¥) 027P2 °n7iA N& °nApy MM aXy (V. 33). God Himself guarantees the
fulfillment of the new covenant as He will transform their will and heart and empower their
inner capacity to keep the covenant. Moreover, there is no conditional characteristics of the
new covenant described in the unit.>® God does not require people to do anything for their
restoration, but rather He explicitly promises to bestow them the spiritual blessings such as the
religious transformation, o%i73 737 D3vpn? *niv w7 0910 °3 (v. 34). While their fathers broke the
old covenant because of their incapability to meet its conditional requirements, the new
covenant goes beyond the conditionality through God’s divine mercy of forgiveness, n2ox °2
79y 2% ¥2 anxuny oy, without the condition of obedience (v. 34).3¢ God is not only the
maker of the new covenant but also the guarantor of its accomplishment, so that all the
responsibilities related with the new covenant are upon God Himself. The identity of Israel in
the new covenant will be totally changed; God will not demand her any obligation because He

will solve the problem of her inability to keep the covenant.

The new covenant unit makes a transition in the third verse (v. 33) that starts with the
transitional word but °> that can lead to the emphasis on the significant nature of the new
covenant different from the old one. Jeremiah describes how different two covenants are from
v. 33. While the old covenant was written on the stone tablets, the new covenant written on the
heart will bring about the promised relationship between God and His people Israel, a religious

transformation, and God’s divine mercy of pardoning the new covenant generation’s sin.

2.5.5. Eternity

The eternal nature of the new covenant is revealed in the comparison between the old and the
new covenants. The distinction between the promised future and the past (no longer 7iv... X%

in v. 34) is emphasized as the accent in the new covenant passages; although the Torah will

% Becking, 2004, 260; Frish, 2020, 161.
3% Brueggemann, 2007, 143.
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remain in the new covenant and still demand its obligations, conditions to comply with its

demands are vastly improved as God promises to write His Torah on the human heart.®’

Being written on the human heart (v. 33) is the crucial characteristic of the new
covenant, which is one of reasons that the new covenant is innovative.® The heart in the book
is deceitful, evil, stubborn, and rebellious, so people do not have an ability to obey God’s law.
God was far from the stubborn hearts of the people of Judah (12:2), so that only a heart
circumcision (4:4) and inscription by God’s own hand can break through the hardness of their
heart and prepare them for faithful obedience. Thing written on the heart is deeper, more
internal, and indelible, so it becomes part of the human personality.*® Writing on the heart by
God’s hands is fundamentally different from writing on the stone by human hands since the
writing of the new covenant cannot be deleted and lose its validity. When God will make a new
covenant with Israel, He will penetrate their hearts, write His law in them, and let them know

Him. God Himself promises to make it happen through the new covenant.

The concept of heart 2% in v. 33 relates to the circumcision of heart in Deuteronomy
(10:16; 30:6).*° God demands a new kind of obedience to keep the covenant requirements.*!
The notion of the law being in Israel’s heart (Deut 6:6; 30:6, 14) portrays that God would place
His law within them and write it on their hearts.*? The question of Israel’s obedience to the law
was central to the whole issue and to the very existence of Israel as God’s people. However,
the Deuteronomic history (Deuteronomy to 2 Kings) shows how Israel had repeatedly failed to
live in accordance with the terms of the covenant and judgment thus came upon first the
northern kingdom in 722 BCE and finally Judah in 587 BCE. Their failure to obey the covenant
laws brought about judgment upon the nation; the book of Deuteronomy describes a long list

of the curses for the failure to obey these laws. The real problem was that Israel had not only

37 Lundbom, 1992, 1088-89.

% Rad, 1965, 213-14; Wolff 1983, 54.

3% Holladay, 1986, 486.

40 There are similarities in the motifs and ideas between Jeremiah and Deuteronomy as the period of Jeremiah
largely overlaps with that of the Deuteronomic history before the First Temple destruction (Frish, 2020, 172).
Regarding the covenant conception between two books, the Book of Jeremiah contains not only “thematic
resemblances to the book of Deuteronomy” but also “clear echoes of phrase and style, and even specific literary
allusions” to prominent passages of Deuteronomy for the prophetic message of Jeremiah (Rom-Shiloni, 2015,
621). In particular, Hyatt (1942, 15-73) and Rowley (1950, 157-74) argue that the prose sections of Jeremiah
reflect the rhetoric and theological assumptions of the tradition of Deuteronomy in the claims of covenant theology.
The poetic materials of Jeremiah, according to Brueggemann (2007, 140-41), is also influenced by the covenantal
insistence of Deuteronomy, staying close to the covenantal commitments of Deuteronomy. Interestingly, Rom-
Shiloni (2015, 621-47) challenges the simplistic perception of the use of Deuteronomic expressions in Jeremiah
by claiming the influence of both Deuteronomic and Priestly Pentateuchal materials on Jeremiah’s conception of
covenant.

41 Keck, 1994, 804.

%2 Nicholson, 1975, 71.
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failed to obey the law but also was not capable to obey it, which Jeremiah indeed wants to point
out (13:23).*® Therefore, God Himself graciously announces the new covenant to bring about
the necessary change in His people’s will and ability by putting His law in His people’s inner
nature and writing it on their hearts in a way that prevents their violation, so that each of them

will know Him and spontaneously obey and love His ways.

The unconditional character of the new covenant is described in the metonymic phrase
from the least of them to the greatest of them a%i73 7v) o3vpn? in v. 34. It is the expression of
merismus: two contrasting vocabularies, the least ojup and the greatest oi73, are used here
together to stand for the whole, all ages and classes. According to Holladay, it can refer to
“from young to old” or “from the lowest class to the aristocracy.”** God Himself will reveal
the knowledge to all ages and classes in the new covenant (v. 34).% The religious
transformation will be fulfilled by the new covenant; all the people, from the least of them to
the greatest of them, will know God without the condition of human teaching and learning as
God will instill His Torah directly in their hearts. The expression of the sentence, everyone will
teach no more his neighbor knowing God 1) n& W7 2MKY 1PIR DY WOR) Y7 DR UOR 719 1192 X

(v. 34), describes the eternal nature of the new covenant.

The eternal nature of the new covenant is also shown in God’s divine mercy of pardon
as a gift of the new covenant (v. 34). God will not remember sin of the new covenant generation
anymore, so they will be free from the guilt of their ancestors’ sin and their own sin. The phrase
71y X7 appears twice in v. 34; the first appearance is related to teaching, and the second one to
forgiveness. As the two convey the semantic emphasis to demonstrate God’s never-failing
intention by employing the same phrase repeatedly within the same verse, they create together
the everlasting covenant. While the old covenant did not last because of their unforgiven sin,
the new covenant will bestow the divine forgiveness, o032 n>py, without the condition of
obedience. Furthermore, God promises not to remember their sin anymore 7iv 221% X7 onxen?,
so their heart and mind written with the knowledge of God cannot turn to sin again.*® God’s
gracious gift of pardon as well as the heart and mind inscribed with God’s revelation will be

granted to the people of the new covenant, which is not a human achievement but God’s

43 Nicholson, 1975, 70-71.

4 Holladay, 1989, 198.

45 Keown, 1995, 135.

46 Rudolph, 1968, 185; Brueggemann, 1988, 71; Keown, 1995, 135.
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willingness and mercy.*” God does not expect the faithfulness of His people anymore, so He

promises to make the covenant eternal.

2.5.6. Conclusion

Jer 31:31-34, as the only passage to mention a new covenant in the Old Testament, is not only
the high point of Jeremiah’s theology but also “one of the profoundest and most moving
passages in the entire Bible.”*® When the days are coming, God will give His people a new
covenant unconditionally, write His law on their hearts, and forgive their sins, so that all of

them will know Him based on a renewed relationship between God and them.

The unit skillfully highlights the characteristics of the new covenant by making a
comparison between the old covenant and the new covenant. Keown emphasizes the
discontinuity between the old covenant and the new one, arguing that the new covenant
promised in Jer 31:31 means the changed relationship between God and His people for some
time in the future.*® However, there was no failure or discrepancy in the old covenant, but the
Israelites failed to keep the covenant. The contrast between the old covenant and the new
covenant does not refer to the change in the role or requirements of either Israel or God in the
covenant, but the change in the way the covenant is kept and the identity of the one who is in

charge of keeping it.

The covenantal relationship between God and Israel is not changed but everlasting. The
Sinai experience in Exodus is based on the concept of the relationship to God in ancient Israel,
showing the most ancient picture of Israel’s perception regarding its relationship to God.> The
covenant formula of | will be their God, and they shall be my people in v 33 serves to claim
that the new covenant is not a totally new covenant but a renewed Sinai covenant, as it appears
four other times in the book related to both the Sinai covenant (7:23; 11:4) and the future
promise (24:7; 32:38). The new covenant in the unit confirms this covenantal relationship that
occupies a central position between the declaration that the Torah will be written on the hearts
of the Israelites and the other declaration that all of them will know God without any external
help.>!

47 Keown, 1995, 135.

“8 Bright, 1965, 287.

49 Keown, 1995, 130.

50 McCarthy, 1978, 244,
51 Rendtorff, 1998, 34.
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The new covenant does not replace the old covenant but renews the old covenant by
writing God’s law on the people’s heart. Writing on the heart will eradicate the external
constraints and liability of the old system of written documents and human mediators as well
as break through the internal hindrance to the perfection of the covenant relationship.>? This
emphasis on the internal transformation serves to perceive the new covenant as a renewed Sinai
covenant; some passages of Deuteronomy (6:6; 30:6, 14) which highlight a heart circumcision
and God’s Word on the heart are renovated by the new covenant passage that God Himself

would place His Torah within the Israelites and write it on their hearts.

The Torah will remain in the new covenant, even though Jeremiah does not mention
what it will consist of. Keown argues that the content of the Torah will be modified in the new
covenant, maintaining that my law/Torah (v. 33), in the book, usually indicates “the revelation
of God’s will and way in the form of commandments, statutes, and words.”>® However, the
new covenant passage does not have any reference to something new of the law, rather it
underlines that God will write His law on the heart, not on the stone, reveal His knowledge to
all ages and classes, from the least of them to the greatest of them, not through human teaching
and learning anymore, bestow His divine mercy of forgiveness, and remember sin of the new

covenant generation Nno more.

In conclusion, the comparison between the old and new covenants distinguishes the
new covenant from the old covenant through its distinctive characteristics. While Israel is the
one who failed to satisfy the requirements of the covenant in the old covenant, God is the only
one who will fulfill the requirement of the covenant in the new covenant. Not implying the
discontinuity between the two covenants, the comparison adeptly argues that the new covenant
is a renewed covenant that magnifies God’s unfailing love and faithfulness for His people Israel

revealed in the dynamic continuity with the old covenant.

52 Keown, 1995, 134.
%3 |bid. Frish (2020, 161) argues that the term ‘Torah’ in Jeremiah does not refer to a law or instruction in the
narrow sense but rather indicates the terms of the covenant that God will be with the people.
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2.6. Jer 32:36-44

2.6.1. Introduction

The unit, following 31:31-34, continues to deliver God’s oracle about the promise of the future
restoration of the nation, indicating how God’s people will return to their land from the
judgment at the hand of the Babylonians.! It is located within the broader context of Jer 30-33,
the Book of Restoration commonly confined to the poetic oracles of 30-31 that emphasize the
hope of a new covenant and extended to the proses of Jer 32-33 that underline the joy of a new
covenant.? As the unit proclaims an everlasting covenant (a1 n°12) for the restoration promise,
it repeats the new covenant concept of the previous unit with linguistic connections such as the
covenant on people’s heart (31:33; 32:39) and the covenant relationship between God and the
nation as His people (31:33; 32:38). Nevertheless, this unit shows a more concrete description
than the previous unit by portraying how the nation will return from exile physically and
historically.

The unit contains God’s oracle, this is what God says 71 “»% 75 (wv. 36, 42),%as a
divine answer from God that shows why He commanded Jeremiah to buy the fields in a context
of communal lament. God explicitly speaks to His people about His redemptive plan for them
while the key negative motif is echoed (vv. 36, 42, 43).*

(V. 36) 12727 2y 2702 232 ToR T3 TINI 0IOR DOX W NRTT Y 08

.(v. 42) nXr3 avi733 1y73 92 DR 710 oYT OR ODRaT

((v. 43) D733 722 7303 MR DTN TRR XOT Y
Although those in Jerusalem or Judah will be exiled, God promises a restoration for the next
generation in the exile, not the current Jerusalem community or “co-extensive with the
inhabitants of that city.”® In the midst of the fulfillment of the inevitable disaster, the good
news of restoration is revealed to Jeremiah; God will readopt His people who were rejected (v.
38), and the covenant will be reinstituted with Exiles upon their return (v. 40).% It seems

paradoxical that a word of promise regarding the future restoration of Israel is announced in

! According to Lundbom (2004, 522), the unit reflects the period of the final siege a year before the fall of
Jerusalem.

2 Allen, 1990, 330-80; Fretheim, 2002, 453.

3 According to Holladay (1989, 218), it is “a self-imposed affirmation of what Yahweh will say in time to come.”
4 Allen, 2008, 370.

> McKane, 1996, 850.

& Rom-Shiloni, 2015, 159-60. According to Rom-Shiloni (Ibid.), the covenant relationship between God and the
people is chronological: “[t]he God-people relationship is set on the axis of time, tracing its past, referring to or
rather neglecting its present, and projecting its future. While judgment prophecies are the context for observing
the covenant from its constitution to its present violation, exhortations and prophecies of consolation are the
framework in which the contemporary state and the future fate of the covenant are examined.”
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the present catastrophe, the Babylonian siege of Jerusalem, which is used as the divine

judgment to fulfill God’s redemptive plan as the divine promise.

The unit embodies the word of hope, a salvation oracle for Jerusalem. God joyfully
promises the future blessing as an unconditional restoration of the eternal covenant, without
the precondition of repentance.” God’s promise of the restoration is “a powerful word about
the future and the renewal of life in the land, not in a series of oracles but the story of Jeremiah’s
purchase of a field in his home territory” before the Babylonian captivity.® God will bring the
scattered Israelites from exile to their homeland, let them live securely in the land, and give
them one heart and one way to fear Him. God Himself reveals His willingness to do good
forever to His people during the doom of Israel history and also makes sure that the land of
Judah, which has been handed over to the Babylonians, will be restored as a process of the

restoration.

In this chapter, I will demonstrate that the eternal covenant only depends on God,
without a precondition of repentance. God Himself joyfully reveals a hope for the exilic
community and fulfills their future return to their homeland through the everlasting covenant
when the day comes.

2.6.2. Boundary Justification

Jer 32 presents accounts of Jeremiah’s purchase of land during his confinement in the court of
the guard (vv. 1-15) and Jeremiah’s praying to ask why he had been commanded to buy the
land (vv. 16-25).° Jeremiah’s dialogue with God in Jer 32:16-25 shows that it was not easy for
him to believe the promises that he had uttered simply because of the compulsion of God’s
divine word that had come to him.2° Subsequently, there are oracle of threatening nature as the
promise of judgment (vv. 26-35) and oracle of an everlasting covenant as the promise of

restoration (vv. 36-44).

The unit 32:36-44 begins with the word but/and now 1ay (v. 36), which is an indication
for a new unit by referring to a discourse shift from present to future.!! God’s dramatic plan
for His people is revealed throughout the unit, from present judgment to future restoration; God

promises the return of Israelite and Judahite exiles, resettlement of exiles and restored

7 Keck, 2001, 821.

8 Keck, 2001, 819.

9 Bright, 1965, 297-98.
10 Ibid., 297.

1 |_undbom, 2004, 518.
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community life in Judah, and new and ongoing covenants between God and Israel-Judah.*?
This dynamic characteristic of these verses is disclosed in the opposite word pairs: oxapn-
o nnTa (v. 37) and yag-n2iva (v. 42). God will gather His people (oxapn) from all the countries
where He drove them (o°nr73) in His furious anger and great wrath (v. 37). Just as God has
brought all the great evil/calamity (7y73) upon them, God will bring upon them all the

good/prosperity (n2iw3) that He has promised them (v. 42).

The unit includes a few repeating words to support its boundary. The recurring phrase
of this is what God says 737 9 15 (vv. 36, 42) shows that God Himself will change Judah’s
doomed reality into a hopeful future by promising the restoration based on an everlasting
covenant. The repeating assonance verbs 23w (to turn back, return) and 2w (to sit, remain, dwell)
also serve to define the coherency of the unit. God will bring them back to the land and make
them to dwell (v. 37), He will not turn away from them (v. 40), and He will restore them to
their original situation and make their captivity to return (v. 44). The same is true also to the
recurring term 2iv. God will do them good from their falling into despair because they are His
covenant people.

.(v. 39) o7gr 07°337) 077 2iv?

.(v. 40) onix 20177

.(v. 41) onir 2077
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What does it mean that God will do them good? It refers to God’s promise that they and their
descendants will return to their homeland and also have a prosperity in the land. They will
inherit all the good that God has promised them (vv. 42-44) as God will fulfill His word o°nyun
nX13 vx2 (v. 41); fields in the land of Benjamin and every other region of Judah will once
again be bought with silver, deeds will be sealed, and witnesses will be summoned for land

transactions.

The unit has a thematic distinction from the whole chapter, Jer 32, which discusses the
field purchase. It is part of the chapter but presents another layer, not only coming back to the
land but also the renewed covenant that depends on God. The unit highlights that the land
purchase is the consequence of the covenant renewal as the significant present for the covenant
people. God does not demand anything from them for the land restoration. Jeremiah’s land
purchase is a covenantal example for all future purchases to actualize the future restoration of

Israel’s fortunes in his present,’® and also a covenantal symbol and action to make the

12 1pid., 499.
13 Keown, 1995, 162.
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restoration realistic and vivid in anticipating God’s restorative work for His covenant people.'*
As their homeland is the promised land that God has given to them as a blessing, their returning
from exile to the land and thriving in the land is an essential part of their restoration. Therefore,
the unit 32:36-44 is organically interwoven based on God’s unconditional covenant,
demonstrating that God’s faithful sovereignty for His covenant people never fails in spite of

their unqualified behaviors and lives.

2.6.3. Internal Structure

Jer 32:36-44 discloses God’s initiative as His unilateral grace for underserved Israel in light of
the covenant relationship between God and His people, highlighting the inner transformation
as the significant characteristic of the restoration and the land prosperity as a concrete
consequence of the restoration. The unit can be divided into two sub-units: the renewed
covenant promise (vv. 36-41) and its guarantee (vv. 42-44), under the theme of God’s promised
salvation.'® As the second part begins with the word °3, there is an intimate causal connection

between the first one and the second one.

Renewed Covenant Promise (vv. 36-41) The Guarantee (vv. 42-44)
Announcement of God’s oracle (v. 36) God’s decisive resolution to bless
Return of the exiles (v. 37) His people (v. 42)

Covenant relationship/formula (v. 38) Land purchase amid a desolate
Transformation through one heart and one way (v. 39)  situation (v. 43)

Making an everlasting covenant (v. 40) Fortune Restoration through field

Doing them good by planting them in the land (v. 41) transactions (v. 44)

The first subunit (vv. 36-41) talks about a renewed covenant, beginning with the
promise for the return of God’s people to the land of Judah. It depicts the process of Israel’s
restoration: God’s intervening to deliver His people from exile (37), God’s reinitiating a
relationship with His people, and God’s creating a transformation.'® God promises to give them
one heart and one way 7% 7771 70% 22,17 so they will fear him forever (v. 39) and will not stray
into apostasy (v. 40). In terms of the process of the restoration here, it is interesting that the

covenant formula (v. 38)!8 precedes God’s deed in giving one heart (v. 39) and making an

14 Fretheim, 2002, 469.

15 Lundbom, 2004, 498, 524. Keown (1995, 145) divides vv. 36-41 into two sub-themes, restoration (vv. 36-37)
and the eternal covenant (vv. 38-41).

16 Raitt, 1977, 132. The new covenant unit Jer 31:31-34 is the passage with two components, God’s reinitiating a
relationship with His people and God’s creating a transformation.

17 Interestingly, LXX has a different translation, “another heart and another way” (Bright, 1965, 295), and Peshitta
also has a distinctive expression, “a new heart and a new spirit,” which has been assimilated to Ezek 18:31, 2%
7w mn L, wn (McKane, 1986, 850).

18 Stuart (1987, 32) argues that this formula is the vocabulary of the Mosaic covenant. There are two family-
establishing relationships between God and Israel, God-people and husband-wife relationships (Muffs, 1992, 49).
The familial relationship with God and Israel, “my people . . . your God” (Exod 6:7; Lev 26:12; Deut 27:9; Hos
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everlasting covenant (v. 40). The restoration is unconditional; the heart and covenant are not
the condition for the restoration. The heart and covenant were given to the Nation in order to
maintain the everlasting relationship with God. His people will be brought to the land of Israel
(v. 37) and be settled in the land forever (v. 41); the situation will be same, but forever. God
reinforces an unbreakable and irrevocable covenant relationship between God and His people,
without apostasy (v. 40b); because of the everlasting covenant, God will not turn away from
them but bring divine blessing as “good” upon them and plant them in their homeland, and
they will not depart from God but fear God from their hearts forever (vv. 40-41). In short, the
first part, which is constituted based on the covenant as the core of this subunit (40), presents
promise for the restoration of the people and the land (vv. 36-38), new heart and covenant (vv.

39-40), and everlasting promise (v. 41).

The second subunit (vv. 42-44) speaks about all the prosperity God have promised His
people by expressing concretely a restoration with geographical terms as a direct reference to
Jeremiah’s query about a field purchase, closing with the promise for the restoration of fields
in the land (v. 44).2° Contrasting the good and bad, verse 42 claims that God’s good gifts are
just as sure as his tremendous judgment; the promised prosperity will be sure to happen as the
threatened calamity had come true.?° While this contrast reinforces the tension between
judgment and hope,? the great calamity upon the people serves as a guarantee that the blessing
of salvation will come. Jeremiah’s present purchase of land in vv. 43-44 is the sign of God’s
promise. The future land transaction makes a clear connection between present disaster and
future restoration. The fortune restoration in substantializes the return of the Israelites and the
renewal of their covenant relationship with God. As Jer 32:26-35 points out the betrayal of the
nation as God’s judgment, it is significant that the unit deals with God’s promise of the land
restoration and the covenant restoration. In opposition to the previous parts of chapter 32,
Jeremiah’s land purchase in the unit is not a symbol just for the land restoration, but an anchor
of the whole renewed relationship. While the land purchase in v. 15 plainly refers to a symbolic
act that affirms a significant prediction of future restoration, the land purchase in the unit,

beyond the divine settling and planting in the ordinary form of real estate transactions,??

1:9), depends on Israel’s obedience; her rebellion must lead to the termination of her familial relationship with
God (Stuart, 1987, 32). According to Muffs (2005, 45-51), the religious and ethnic status of Israel is radically
changed by being adopted as God’s people when God makes a covenant with the Israelites at Sinai; the Sinaitic
covenant promises the familial intimacy with God, not political supremacy.

1 Thompson, 1980, 596.

20 | _undbom, 2004, 521; Allen, 2008, 371.

2 Holladay, 1989, 209.

22 McKane, 1986, 851; Fretheim, 2002, 453; Allen, 2008, 371.
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highlights that the restoration of Israel’s fortunes is guaranteed by their covenant relationship
with God. It is a comforting prophecy for the continuity of settlement in the land as privileges
of inheritance.? The restoration of fortunes refers to both economic and moral renewals and
also different modes of life, so that the renewal and transformation cannot be limited to one
area of life but will cover all the complexities of life.?* The promise of restored fortunes
includes all the geographical areas such as villages and towns in the land as the sites of the
future purchase transactions (v. 44).2° Jeremiah’s single purchase becomes the model for all
future purchases?® that will bring freedom from foreign occupation, self-conducting their

affairs in traditional ways, and being repopulated with people in their homeland.?’

Therefore, the first part (vv. 36-41) that reveals God’s promise for the restoration of
His people is reinforced by the second part (vv. 42-44) that shows the significance of their
buying fields as a concrete anchor for His redemptive promise. The unit as a whole is
intrinsically constructed with an optimistic theme of Israel’s restoration that linguistically
focuses on the next generation in exile, emphasizing God’s character and role in the restoration

assurance with His concrete plan for their physical restoration in the land.

2.6.4. God’s Role

The way God is presented in the unit is quite different from how o723 and 222 9% are
described as a tool of God’s judgment to destroy the nation in vv. 26-35. No matter what
circumstances the nation is facing, all hope for their future depends on the very character of
God.? God is willing to do them good because of His faithfulness. Disaster and restoration are
not a contradiction but a paradoxical confirmation; “God’s power to destroy was also available
for renewal and restoration, which were guaranteed by Yahweh’s deep commitment to the

covenant between God and people.”?®

God Himself is actively working for His people in the midst of their present doom that
serves their future restoration within His holistic plan. God’s divine judgment upon Israel’s
wickedness and God’s faithfulness in restoring Israel are working together to fulfill His

ultimate plan for Israel. Just as He punished them for their apostasy, God will bring all the

2 Rom-Shiloni, 2003, 206.
2 Keck, 2001, 823.

% Fretheim, 2002, 468.

% Keown, 1995, 161-62.
27 Lundbom, 2004, 521.

28 Brueggemann, 1986, 79.
2 Allen, 2008, 371-72.
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prosperity that He now promises to His people.®® Although the land is desolate now, God will
bring the good to the land. God is urging the people of Jerusalem and Judah to accept the fall
of Jerusalem as the divine judgment and be exiled to Babylon without hesitating to leave the
land because God will bring the next generation back to their fathers’ land and giving them all
the good that He has promised. Jeremiah perceives the exile as an inevitable step that will be
for the benefit of the nation at the end. Nevertheless, the restoration of Israel will come true by
God’s unconditional pledge, not by a political factor such as the collapse of Babylon’s power.
Therefore, God’s oracle of their return and land restoration in the midst of fall and exile
dynamically reveals how God Himself has been controlling human history for His people with
His willingness and sovereignty to accomplish an eternal covenant made with them ( o3% *n2

073y N3, v. 40), without regard to any circumstance.

God’s plan of Israel’s restoration based on the unconditional covenant is initiated by
God not because Israel deserves it. God takes an initiative in the process of the restoration of
Israel to gather them from all the countries although He Himself drove the people out of their
land and scattered them among nations because of their evildoing and disobedience (32:28-35,
36, 42). God promises to accomplish Israel’s restoration by Himself: 7 will gather them...I will
bring them...I will make them (v. 37); | will be their God (v. 38); I will give them one heart and
one way (v. 39); I will make with them an everlasting covenant...I will not turn away from...,
and | will put the fear of me in their hearts (v. 40); 7 will rejoice..., and I will plant them (V.
41); | will bring upon them all the good (v. 42); | will restore their fortunes (v. 44). All this
repetition represents God’s initiative acting and also emphasizes that Israel stays passive in this
process—they neither repent nor do anything else. God is the only active agent who transforms
their hearts and makes them to permanently revere Himself. On the day of restoration, God will
be delighted to bestow His goodness on His people; God will not turn away from them but
plant them firmly in their land with all His heart and soul (vv. 40-41).3! All these declarations

of the restoration are irrevocable, emphasizing God’s centrality in this restoration process.

2.6.5. The Everlasting Nature of the Covenant

All the happenings upon God’s people depend on the renewed covenant between God and them.
Israel as the covenant partner violated the covenant, so she is responsible for the curses of the

covenant. Israel had come under judgment due to her rebellion; the sword, famine, and

30 McKane, 1986, 849, 851.
31 Thompson, 1980, 596.
%2 |bid., 595.
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disease had been in the city’s fall (v. 36).%3 God’s irrevocable judgment has been determined
(v. 37). However, God reveals a redemptive plan to gather the exiles from all the countries
where He scattered them in His furious anger,® bring them back (z>nawm, v. 37) to their
homeland, this place 33 oipna, and let them dwell in safety (v. 37). The phrase from all the
lands where | banish them oy o°an77 WK nixRg 21 (v. 37) highlights the ironic contradiction
between God’s previous judgment and His present deliverance. It also demonstrates that God
IS in charge of the punishment and the restoration as well. The unit explicitly assures that God
promises the fulfillment of the restoration in the midst of the desperation of the current
situation.®® While the unit Jer 11:1-17 shows that there is no hope since Israel disobeyed God,
this unit emphasizes that the everlasting covenant neither demands Israel’s obedience nor

depends on her behavior.

The covenant formulain v. 38,%" as the divine cause of Israel’s return,® plays the central
role of the unit in light of the continuation with the everlasting covenant (v. 40). God Himself
comes to renew the covenant unconditionally and reassures covenantal formulations through
an everlasting covenant. The covenant relationship between God and Israel is the climax of
the restoration proclamation. It is God’s declaration of the eternal covenant as a covenant of
grace, from which God will not desert and leave them.*® Verse 38 explicitly shows that Israel’s
obedience is not prerequisites for the covenant relationship, which is only sustained by God’s
divine initiative.*! The unconditional covenant relationship with God indeed guarantees their

return to the land and their safe living in the land.

33 «“Sword, famine, and pestilence/disease” are the three typological disasters that play a major role as God’s
instruments of war; these disasters from God impacted the city first and then caused its fall (Rom-Shiloni, 2003,
209).

3 God’s divine outrage, 2973 1¥p1 *0n021 *983, denotes His warlike action against His own people; the first-person
singular pronoun >n»123 *o%32 emphasizes on His direct divine action (lbid., 211-12).

% Ibid., 210. The word “o°nn77” as the causative form (Hiphil verb) indicates God’s active action regarding His
role in the exile (Ibid., 211).

% God also speaks that He is the God of all mankind for whom nothing is impossible in vv. 26-27.

37 Rendtorff (1998, 13, 31, 35-36) explores the different ways covenant formula is used in the Bible, introducing
the three versions of covenant formula in the Old Testament: Yhwh’s being God (formula A); Israel’s being God’s
people (formula B); the combination of Yhwh’s being God and Israel’s being God’s people in a single formula
(formula C). The Book of Jeremiah has only the covenant formula C, with two exceptions (Jer 13:11, formula B).
% Ibid., 34.

39 The expression “everlasting covenant” appears eighteen times in the Old Testament; in particular, the rainbow
is portrayed as the sign of the everlasting covenant between God and all living creatures in Gen 9:16, and God
makes an everlasting covenant with David and his house in 2 Sam 23:5 (Holladay, 1989, 220).

40 Rendtorff, 1998, 34-35, 44,

41 Keown, 1995, 160. Keown (lbid) distinguishes the covenant relationship of Jer 32:38, which has the absence of
the command to obey God, from the original offer of the covenant in Jer 7:23, Obey my voice, and | will become
your God and you will become my people. Lundbom (2004, 518) points out the repetition of the pronoun “I” as
the emphasis on God here in the standard covenant formula, also found in the formulas of 11:4, 24:7, and 30:22.
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The heart is the foundation for the covenant. God will make an internal transformation
upon the human heart by giving His people one heart 7mx 27 to fear Him all the time (v. 39).%2
The internal transformation of the heart is prior to the reinstitution of the covenant between
God and the exiles.** God will prepare Israel’s heart for participation in the promised covenant,
so that the internal transformation will be expanded into “the corporal site of the mind in its
capacity to reason, will, decide, make commitments, and control actions,” enabling people to
fulfill God’s call upon their lives.** When God will regather the people from exile, He will
solve their spiritual problem by removing their stony hearts and giving them a new heart in
order to help them to obey Him easily and follow His statutes and ordinances.*® The Israelites
were free to choose God, but they did not choose Him due to their stubbornness and
disobedience as a stony heart. Their ears could not hear His words because their ears were
uncircumcised (Jer 6:10). However, the self-forged chains of sin can be broken only by a heart
transplant which could achieve obedience to God’s revelation, uttering that only God can grant
sufficient inner resources.*® God will replace their hopelessly corrupted heart with His own
desire to goodness and righteousness, which will bring to pass that they revere Him.*” Although
God indeed wants the covenant to last forever, they themselves will not be able to make a
repentance that enables the new covenant. Therefore, God will unilaterally perform the heart
transplant to assure their absolute and continuous obedience; a new heart will empower them
to follow God’s statutes and carefully observe His ordinances.*® Heart as “the hidden center of
thought™ goes through an internal transformation, a way 777 as the “an outer expression of
behavior” refers to “religious conduct” in the Bible, and the repetition of Tox implies an
absolute commitment to God (v. 39).*° Allen explains well about the inner renewal in light of
the concept of a new covenant relationship between God and Israel:

Yahweh would creatively endow Israel with new wills that were to be sensitive rather than
stony and hard in their reactions to Yahweh’s will. Thanks to him, their lives would be governed
by a new impulse that was to be an expression of Yahweh’s own spirit. He would re-make their
human natures, so that they marched to the music of the covenant terms that expressed

42 Itis also depicted as circumcision of the heart (Deut 30:6; Jer 4:4, 9:25-26), giving a heart (Jer 24:7), and writing
the law upon a heart (Jer 31:33).

43 Rom-Shiloni, 2003, 213; Ibid., 2012, 217.

44 Keown, 1995, 160.

5 Lundbom, 2004, 520; Block, 1998, 428.

46 Allen, 1990, 180.

47 Greenberg, 1997, 730.

48 Keck, 2001, 1492. Greenburg (1997, 737) claims that “[t]he future change will consist of a total identification
of the human will with the divine teaching; “knowledge of (= devotion to) God” will be internalized, so that a
perfect harmony will exist between God and man. It is a scene of bliss unmarred by coercion or remorse.”

49 Rom-Shiloni, 2003, 215.
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Yahweh’s nature and will. Only thus could the covenant relationship become a living actuality
rather than a doctrinal truth.%

As heart is the seat of the mind, inclinations and resolutions,* a new heart transplant will bring
about the resolution of human will to follow God’s will. Emphasizing God’s initiative and
centrality as well as indicating the disappointment from Israel’s disability to repent by
themselves, the new heart as a basis for the renewed covenant promises the everlasting nature

of the covenant.

God’s genuine commitment to doing them good indicates the eternal characteristic of
the covenant. God said to them, “I will not turn away from them to do them good 23Wx X
anix 2w e ogRn” (v. 40). The eternal duration of God’s loyalty to Israel makes possible
their devotion to fear God forever (oon3 %2/always, v. 39), which is the first and most important
“good” that God can do for them (vv. 39-42).52 Because of God’s loyal fidelity to the covenant,
His people could go from being exiled in Babylon to being planted in their homeland as well
as how they could be transformed from the people of God’s great wrath to the people to whom
God delights to do good. The Sinai covenant with its blessings and curses was never guaranteed
to be eternal. However, the everlasting covenant and the new covenant are both without
conditions; they really are for all the time.>® God will unconditionally do good to this and each
succeeding generation by restoring them and planting them in the land (vv. 41-44), so that they
will be able to experience the everlasting covenant with a holistic renewal “in the form of
justice, the elimination of oppression, the protection of life, and the blessings of God’s
presence.”®* God Himself promises their future by declaring, “I will cause their captivity to

return onaaYy nX UK (v. 44).
2.6.6. A Comparison to 31:31-34

The prophecy of the new covenant in 31:31-34 seems to be repeated in the oracle of 32:36-44
which demonstrates the promise of the nation’s restoration with the prophecy of the everlasting
covenant. It is generally agreed that the eternal covenant in 32:36-44 is the ‘new covenant’
promised by God in 31:31-34.% The restoration with the everlasting covenant will come true

not by a purely political factor such as a promise that Babylon’s power would fail, but by the

50 Allen, 1990, 179.

51 Brown, 1957, 524-25.
52 Keown, 1995, 161.

53 Lundbom, 2004, 519.

5 Keown, 1995, 161.

%5 \von Rad, 1965, 214-15.
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promise of a new covenant.*® Both passages mention that God will put the covenant on people’s
heart and confirms the relationship between God and the people of Israel and Judah as His
people. In both passages the following terms are repeated: covenant (31:31; 32:40), heart
(31:33; 32:39), and covenant formula (31:33; 32:38).

Jer 31:31-34 Jer 32:36-44

a new covenant 7¢g 002 (v. 31) an everlasting covenant o1y n»2 (v. 40)

I will be their God, and they shall be my people. They shall be my people, and I will be their
(v. 33) God. (v. 38)

on their heart 027 %y (v. 33) one heart and one way 7§ 777 708 22 (v. 39)

The prophecy for the everlasting covenant (32:38-44) starts with the covenant formula
in v. 38 (2°7%K? o2 7N "I oyY °% 7)) and then God’s deed in v. 39 (777) 708 2% 077 *A0N
7n%). One heart and one way are gifts of the covenant relationship that will sustain and
encourage the integrity of individuals in fearing God and committing their lives and thoughts
to Him with respect, awe, worship, and love.>” The restoration of Israel through the internal
transformation is the integrity between the divine gift of one heart and one way and the
consecrated human will. Within this restoration process, God will provide His people perpetual
security based on divine protection and also “a tenderness, joy and concern implemented by
the deity” which contrast with God’s brutal anger, rage, and wrath (32:29-31) in the past.®® On
the other hand, the new covenant passage (31:33-34) has God’s deed ( %¥) 02792 *n7in DX °AN]
m2n7% 02Y) first and then the covenant formula (ay% *% ¥ mem 2°oR? a2 *n»m).>° The new
covenant written on the heart will bring about the promised relationship between God and His
people Israel, a religious transformation, and God’s divine mercy of pardoning the new
covenant generation’s sin. God Himself guarantees the fulfillment of the new covenant by
transforming their heart and empowering their inner capacity to keep the covenant. Writing on
their heart is part of the everlasting nature of the new covenant, which is a different expression

of the same idea of the everlasting covenant.

The different order between the two units shows that each unit can have a different
emphasis in the process of the covenant fulfillment. However, it is more significant to perceive
the considerable difference between mentioning the Torah in 31 for the connection to the past,
Sinai Covenant, and not mentioning it with the content of restoration in 32 for the connection

to the future. Therefore, while Jer 31 unit indeed highlights the continuity of the new covenant

%6 Keown, 1995, 160.

57 Ibid., 160-61. Keown (Ibid.) states that both “one way” and “one heart” mean “integrity, the complete
compatibility of will and way of life,” and indicate “unity and solidarity among God’s people”

%8 Carroll, 1986, 629-30.

% Rom-Shiloni, 2003, 219-20.
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with the old covenant, Jer 32 unit, which stands together with Jer 31 unit and creates a seamless
process in the book, emphasizes the everlasting character of the new covenant that tangibly
guarantees the very future hope of the restoration based on the unchangeable covenant
relationship between God and His people. Jer 31 offers the firm foundation of the new covenant,

and Jer 32 presents its future-oriented dynamics for God’s divine plan for Israel’s destiny.

The everlasting covenant in 32:36-44 is formulated in the context of two significant
events, the nation’s exile and return, while the new covenant in 31:31-34 is highlighted in the
setting of divine time, the days come o°x2 o°n (31:31) and after those days onn o "R
(31:33). The new covenant promised in 31:31 refers to the changed relationship between God
and His people for some time in the future.®® The phrase onn o3 70k in 31:33 is not the
specific dating formula but indicates sequence as a later time; based on the context of the Book
of Consolation, those days could be the days when God will begin to plant, build, and
repopulate the land after the complete of His judgment (31:27-30).%* However, 32:36-44 has a
concrete context to describe that God promises to bring the people back to their own land and
let them live in safety, which will confirm the new covenant with the renewed relationship
between God and His people as well as the renewed heart of the people. In short, the new
covenant of 31:31-34 looks like an inclusive concept to cover all the aspects of the restoration
of Israel and Judah, whereas the everlasting covenant of 32:36-44 as a new covenant is
particularly connected with their physical and historical return from exile. As the everlasting
covenant unit goes with a very concrete description, the people of Judah can tangibly look

forward to anticipating what God promises for the return and prosperity.

2.6.7. Conclusion

Jeremiah’s people hear God’s promise that He will eventually bring them back to their
homeland although they will be scattered in the near future because of the divine punishment
of God’s furious anger and great wrath. The oracle in the unit claims on the ironic relationship
between present harsh reality and a future restoration, showing that the present terror of God’s
wrathful scattering can be overcome by the future gathering of God’s merciful power.®? God’s
power and grace are at work to accomplish a radical reversal of present reality; God of covenant
will break through all seeming constraints to create a new reality and turn punishment into

restoration, destruction into good, and danger into security.®®> God promises to bring good to

60 Keown, 1995, 130.
61 1hid., 132.

62 Keck, 2001, 821.
63 1hid., 822.
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the people of Judah and Jerusalem just as well as evil. The restoration and prosperity will come
after banishment and calamity. So, the restoration to the land is totally God’s mercy, and all
the prosperity there will last as God will give them obedience as a gift.* God Himself will
accomplish His promise for the restoration, without the precondition of their repentance. It
seems that God does not want the repentance as a testimony for the perception that the exile is
the only way to recreate the connection between Israel and God. The exile is inevitable not in

order to punish Israel, but rather in order to create the everlasting covenant.

God’s joyful act of restoration will dynamically prove and reinforce the unbreakable
and irrevocable covenant relationship between God and His people Israel. God shows the hope
for the exilic community’s future return to their fathers’ land. Despite this national tragedy, the
Israelites should not lose their faith on God of the everlasting covenant who will fulfill the
promise, because the promise of restoration will be given to their next generation in exile. The
oracle in the unit strongly encourages the people in Jerusalem to look forward to seeing the day
of restoration when their captivity will be free, and their lands of Israel will be brought back.
When the day comes, fields in Benjamin and every other region of Judah will be restored. This
land restoration does not only refer to “the socioeconomic recovery of land and place” but also
to “the theopolitical renewal of the covenant.”® The field purchase is an enacted prophecy that
God will bring the exiles back to their homeland and let them live in safety.

64 Keown, 1995, 162-63.
65 Keck, 2001, 821.
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2.7. Jer 33:19-26

2.7.1. Introduction

The unit continues to highlight God’s everlasting promise after 31:31-34 has announced the
new covenant. It develops the new covenant concept through presenting the creation covenant
and the unbreakable covenants between God and His chosen people, appealing to what God
has unconditionally promised for the nation’s future. Therefore, it carries on the new covenant
concept, which starts in 31:31-34 and repeats in 32:36-44, through a different way to guarantee
that the new covenant is unconditional and everlasting. The creation covenant represents the
heavenly bodies as a security deposit for the covenant. Noahic covenant, Abrahamic covenant,
and Davidic covenant guarantee the promise for the nation, showing the permanency of God’s
covenant and God’s fidelity to His people. In particular, two parallel oracles with the protasis-
apodosis argumentative form deliberately assure the unbreakable covenant with David (vv. 20-
21, 25-26). Although the main tiding of the unit is comfort, the unit partially contains the mood
of threat that comes from the negative formulation used throughout the unit—31n, 150, Dox»N,
X7, oxny. This point reflects both calamity and hope revealed in the sequential reading of the
previous units. Divine punishment on the nation is inevitable due to the stubbornness of their
evil heart in the previous units, but the reason for making the new covenant with them becomes
more apparent because of God’s ultimate ruling over them in this unit. It shows that God
Himself promises them the permanent Davidic dynasty and the return from captivity because
of the unbreakable and unconditional covenant while the nation does not deserve the promise.

Indeed, God’s promise and compassion endure forever in the midst of their upcoming captivity.

In this chapter, | will represent that the new covenant concept continues in this unit with

its unconditional and everlasting nature, demonstrating its unique expression in this unit.

2.7.2. Boundary Justification

The unit develops the coherence of God’s oracles through the repeated key phrases such as My
covenant with the night and the day n%%3 *n>2) ai*3 °n*72 (vv. 20, 25) and the seed of David
My servant >72v M7 ¥ (vv. 22, 26). It assures the continuance and fulfillment of God’s
unbreakable covenant with the nation by employing the constancy of the cosmos.! It also
grounds the covenant promise to David in God’s creation covenant with a recall of the covenant

to Abraham, o231 2in 20 X9) 0oawa &2x 199 X9, in v. 22a which promises a multiplication of his

I Lundbom, 2004, 543.
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descendants like the dust of the earth y-x7 79y2 (Gen 13:16) as well as like the stars in the sky
and the sand on the seashore o1 not 2y WX 2in2) onws 227103 (Gen 22:17). God’s covenant
with the nation is indeed unbreakable like the firm stability of the cosmos and nature as well
as everlasting like God’s faithful promise to the Davidic dynasty.

2.7.3. Internal Structure

The unit consists of two oracles that are parallel divine guarantees of the stability of God’s
covenant.? The oracles parallel in form, the protasis-apodosis argumentative form, and in

content, as follows.® This parallelism enhances the coherence of the unit, demonstrated above.

Oracle | (vv. 19-22) Oracle 11 (vv. 23-26)
v. 19 M 127 "M v. 23 A 37
v. 20 ax v. 25 v ats
n7777°003) 0 03 Y DRt n3
v.21 ...03 V. 26 ...03
T NI TN LYY
v. 22 72V T V)

In particular, both oracles connect two issues as an assurance to the covenant with David, but
in a different way; the first one is a threat, and the second one is a promise. Oracle I is delivered
with a threat that if the covenant of the night and the day n%°%3 °n°72) o¥7 °n°12 can be broken,
then the covenant with David will be also broken (...03 ...ox). Oracle 11 ends with the promises
of their restoration to the land and their ongoing experience of God’s mercy nN¥ (2°WX) WK
oonnnT) amay (v. 26b),* saying that if God has not made the covenant with day and night *n»13
72291 and> and has not appointed the ordinance of heaven and earth, then also God will reject
the seed of Jacob and David m7) 2ipy? ¥71 but will not take one from David’s seed M7 ¥ to

rule over the seed of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob 2py>) priy> 07728 ¥1 in v. 26a (.03 .08 §9).°

2.7.4. The Everlasting Covenant

The eternal nature of God’s promise is supported by the creation covenant.® As God the Creator
appointed the ordinances of heavens and earth, the constant alternation of day and night is

secured by divine promise. Implying God’s faithful and powerful capacity to do what God

2 Holladay, 1989, 230.

3 Lundbom, 2004, 543. According to Allen (2008, 378), these two oracles have similarities to 31:35-37; vv. 20-
21 and 31:35-36, v. 22 and 31:37, and vv. 24-25 and 31:35-36.

4 Fretheim, 2002, 480.

5 The two families ninswna *pw in v. 24 may refer to Israel and Judah or the Davidic line and the priesthood from
v. 22 (Lundbom, 2004, 545). However, ninown»3 *aw are more likely the houses of Israel and Judah (Bright, 1965,
97; Thompson, 1980, 603; Carroll, 1986, 638; Holladay, 1989, 230-31; Keown, 1995, 175; Allen, 2008, 379).

6 Brueggemann, 1998, 321. Carroll (1986, 638) argues that the creation covenant described by the term n>7a (vv.
20, 25) implies a fixed and permanent obligation rather than an agreement between two parties.

71



promises, historical structures rooted in God’s promises are as certain as cosmic orders, the
assurance and regularity of day and night, authored by God the Creator.” The promise rooted
in reliable cosmic sequence indeed reveals the voice of hope for the nation’s future. The fact
that God does not break the order of day and night is God’s assurance for the future of all of
Israel by offering the reliability and permanence of God’s promises.® The orders of creation
maintain their inexorable course no matter what people do. In the same manner, God fulfills
the inexorable Word of His promise no matter how present circumstance is. The Word of God’s

promise is surer than the orders of creation, so God’s covenant with the nation is everlasting.

The eternal nature of God’s covenant is interestingly revealed in relation to Noahic
covenant and Abrahamic covenant as the creation covenant echoes the story of the Flood (Gen
6-9) and the blessing of Abraham (Gen 13, 22). God promises that day and night will never
cease 102y X5 77721 oi* (Gen 8:22), and the covenant with Noah—God’s absolute commitment
to maintain the inherent relationship with creation 22 %232 720 W3 92 121 0% 12 02 N2
TIRT O¥ W (Gen 9:16)—is unconditionally established by God in Gen 9:8-17; oopn *137 X}
0onX *n°72 N (Gen 9:9) and opnx °n>12 n nipd (Gen 9:11).° Furthermore, the phraseology of
“0r 2in T X9) ,0mYn XX 1992 X7 in verse 22 is evocative of God’s promise to Abraham, and
this is another expression of the everlasting nature of this covenant. God blesses Abraham with
an unilateral promise that his descendants will be numerous like the dust of the earth yx7 “5y2
(Gen 13:16) as well as like the stars in the sky and the sand on the seashore 2in2) onwa 22102
o7 nofp Sy W (Gen 22:17).2° The guarantee in v. 22 is an appeal to the Abraham-Sarah
promise about future fertility and productivity as the stars of the heavens and the sand of the
seashore; the ancestral tradition explicitly moves from stars and sand to the royal, priestly

families.t

The perpetuity of God’s covenant ties with His chosen people. God’s everlasting

covenant appeals to His fidelity to David, the Levites, and the nation. God neither breaks the

" Brueggemann, 1998, 320.

8 Thompson, 1980, 603. It is parallel with Jer 31:35-36 in form and in content (Lundbom, 2004, 543).

% Bracke, 2000, 41-42. The Noahic covenant is a divine pledge given unconditionally to Noah and to every living
creature on earth in order to preserve God’s relationship with the natural order; God promises never again to
destroy the earth with a flood.

10 Holladay, 1989, 230; Bracke, 2000, 42; Lundbom, 2004, 545-46. Jer 31:35-37, as the close reference of the unit,
does not use “covenant,” but its expressions are reminiscent of the covenant with Noah (Gen 9:9-17). God reminds
Abram of His promise to give him many descendants as the dust of the earth (Gen 13:16) and reconfirms His
promise to Abraham that God will multiply his descendants as the stars of the heaven and as the sand on the
seashore (Gen 22:17). The Abrahamic covenant as the covenant of grace comes in the form of a promise to
Abraham; God takes the initiative with him and gives promises to him unilaterally.

11 Brueggemann, 1998, 320.
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covenant with David or the Levites (vv. 21-22) nor rejects the offspring of Jacob and God’s
promises to Israel’s ancestors (v. 26) as God does not break the covenant with the day and night
(vv. 20, 25). The permanency of God’s covenant and God’s fidelity to His people is reinforced
by the constancy of the cosmic rule.'? God’s faithful pledge to them is as certain as the
unchanging order of creation. The divine covenant with time, as one that people cannot
interrupt, participates in a covenant relationship between God and His people.™® As God fixed
the succession of day and night and the ordinances of heaven and earth, the foundation of God’s
chosen people and of Davidic kingship is unshakable and enduring.!* The Davidic covenant
and the priestly covenant endure forever (v. 21), so permanent Davidic monarchy and perpetual
Levitical priesthood are parts of God’s plans.'® The covenant with David was that his seed
would reign forever on the throne of David. Jeremiah expands this covenant, saying not only
that God will increase the descendants of David but also that one of David’s sons will rule over
the seed of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. The Davidic kingship should not be annulled but will
rule over all of Israel as the seed of Jacob and of David in v. 26 refers to Israel as a whole.
God’s covenant with His people, the promise to the ancestors in Genesis and to the Davidic
dynasty, continues from generation to generation as it is unbreakable and everlasting in spite
of any circumstances. Although the main tiding of the unit is comfort, this unit partially
contains the mood of threat that comes from the negative formulation used throughout the
unit—9n (v. 20), 190 (v. 21), opynn (V. 24), X7 (v. 25), oxnx (v. 26). The root verb 119 means
“to break, violate” in the context of covenant, appearing also in 11:10, 14:21, and 31:32.1® The
root verb oxn with the subject as God refers to the meaning of “to reject” and even means “to
despise,” occurring twelve times in the book (2:37; 4:30; 6:19, 30a, 30b; 7:29; 8:9; 14:19aq,
19ap; 31:37; 33:24, 26).Y" It shows that since the nation does not deserve the promise in their
own right, God Himself grants them the unconditional promise. From this perspective, the unit
continues the 'new covenant' concept. The everlasting covenant neither depends on the nation’s

behavior nor their merit but on the solid nature of the previous covenants.

12 Holladay, 1989, 229.

13 Allen, 2008, 378-79.

14 McKane, 1996, 864-65.

15 Keown, 1995, 174; Allen, 2008, 379. 1 Sam 23:3 states the eternal covenant with David, and Num 25:12-13
describes a covenant of eternal priesthood that God grants Phinehas and his descendants (Keown, 1995, 174).

16 ALHATORAH, https://mg.alhatorah.org/Dictionary/6565.

7 Ibid., https://mg.alhatorah.org/Dictionary/3988.
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2.7.5. Conclusion

The unit highlights God’s everlasting covenant by engaging with the constant alternation of
day and night as a solid guarantee. The creation order ensures the everlasting covenant with
David, aiming the eternal covenant with the nation. The covenant is made with David and bears
on the nation. This unbreakable and unconditional covenant sustains the promising destiny of
the nation, the continuance of the Davidic dynasty, and the return of their captivity to the

homeland in God’s appointed time.
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2.8.  Jer 34:8-22

2.8.1. Introduction

Zedekiah declared the emancipation of Hebrew slaves, both male and female,* and slaveowners
obeyed the proclamation and entered decisively into the covenant.?2 When Zedekiah and the
people of Jerusalem made the solemn covenant, they repented and did what was right based on
the covenant made between God and their forefathers. But then they turned around and

profaned God’s name by subjugating the slaves.

The current unit argues that Zedekiah’s covenant is the continuation of the Sinai
covenant with respect to a legal tradition regarding Hebrew slave liberation. The last three
analyzed units were future-oriented to emphasize God’s unconditional promise for the nation’s
restoration based on the new covenant. However, highlighting the conditional covenant, this
unit changes its tiding from hope to calamity through a narrative of Judah’s capricious act of
infidelity and disobedience during the days of King Zedekiah. As the unit goes back to the
doomed tiding, the divine judgment of the nation based on the conditional covenant maximizes
the tension between hope and calamity. The alternate appearance of calamity and hope in the
analyzed units increases a threat within the complicated situation of the nation despite the hope
of their restoration through God’s everlasting promise and covenant. The current state of
Judah’s incapability confirms that they cannot have any hope under the conditional covenant.
The unit is characterized by these repeated keywords—n923, 2in37, 23w, and “2y—which
represent the connection between covenant-making and covenant-breaking as well as reinforce
the connection between the sin of the people’s disobedience and judgment for their

disobedience throughout the unit.

! The terms 12y *72va (v. 9) are unusual here as the Covenant Code (Exod 21:2-3) mentions only the release
of male Hebrew slaves after six years. Hebrew and Hebrewess occur in Deut 15: 12; “the inclusive nature of the
law” is stated in Deut 15:12 (Lundbom, 2004, 561-62).

2 The phrase “enter into the covenant” n>322 w2 (v. 10) found in 2 Chr 15:10-14 of Asa’s covenant that people
entered into a covenant n»122 337 in the fifteenth year of the reign of Asa (Holladay, 1989, 239). Zedekiah’s
covenant was made during the initial siege of Jerusalem, and the incident of the covenant breach took place during
the period that the Babylonians temporarily withdrew from Jerusalem, since vv. 21-22 mention that God will bring
the Babylonian army back to Jerusalem again to punish the nation (Keown, 1995, 186; Lundbom, 2004, 568). The
last two verses (vv. 21-22) of the unit provide the chronological information that the divine judgment was
pronounced during the temporary withdrawal of the Babylonian army from Jerusalem (Holladay, 1989, 239;
McKane, 1996, 882; Keown, 1995, 189; Allen, 2008, 388).
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In this chapter, I will analyze the close relationship between Zedekiah’s covenant and
the Sinai covenant to show how severely the nation has sinned against God and has broken the

conditional covenant, therefore the unit justifies the following punishment.

2.8.2. Boundary Justification

The term n72 appears six times in the unit; Zedekiah’s covenant regarding Hebrew slaves (vv.

8, 10, 15, 18a, 18b) and a covenant made between God and forefathers (v. 13).

V.8 0y7 22 DY N3 MPTE 993 13
v. 10 nM22R3

v.13 02°DIAX DY 17732 90712 "R

v. 15 23 °19% N2 3n79m)

v. 18a N2 DR YD

v.18b 2397197 172 WX 133 137

Although Zedekiah’s covenant does not seem relevant to the covenant theme of the book at
first sight, the unit examines it as a continuation of the Sinai covenant. This way of discussion
makes the unit coherent. The covenant of slave release is based on the Sabbatical release law
(mvenw) and a Jubilee Year release.® The covenant was sworn before God in the temple (v. 15).
The covenant between Zedekiah and the slaveowners took place within the political situation
with Babylonian army’s sieging Jerusalem and temporary lift of the siege as well as within
religious context with a covenant ritual that God as a covenant partner was involved with.*
Unfortunately, the covenant of liberty was turned over at their pleasure. The covenant that was
solemnly undertaken in God’s sight was easily breached because the people turned around by
taking back their male and female slaves (vv. 15-16). As the cut calf is a victim in a religious
ritual, the people who entered into the covenant and reneged will be victims of God’s judgment
(vv. 18-20).° God holds them accountable for their covenantal action, so their act of infidelity
brought the destruction of Jerusalem and Judah’s towns as divine punishment (vv. 21-22). The
unit demonstrates that a reason for the destruction is disobeying Zedekiah’s covenant. As
Zedekiah's covenant is the succession of the Sinai covenant, their turning around from the slave
liberation represents the disobedience of the Sinai covenant which is the common reason for
the temple destruction in the book. The problem is not with the slaves but rather with the divine

covenant.

8 Lundbom, 2004, 561.
4 McKane, 1996, 881-82.
5 McKane, 1996, 882.
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Recurring terms 2"a7 (vv. 8, 12, 18) and v¥"nw (vv. 10, 14, 17) in the unit are employed
to demonstrate a meaningful connection between the nation, God, and His covenant.® God says
that they have neither heard Him nor obeyed the words of His covenant. They have been
expected to hear God’s voice and obey the words of the covenant, but they have broken the
covenant by disobeying God’s words. Therefore, these two recurring terms serve this unit to
highlight that God’s expectation for their obeying the covenant has been destroyed because of
their disobedience.

2.8.3. Internal Structure

The unit contains a prose narrative (vv. 8-11) and oracles (vv. 12-22) that coherently build up
a concentric formation as the narrative is carefully structured to introduce the divine oracles.’
The narrative describes the covenant of slave emancipation made between Zedekiah and the
inhabitants of Jerusalem (vv. 8-10) and the people’s surprisingly disobeying the covenant (v.
11). The oracles deliver a short historical review to mention the disobedience of their
forefathers (vv. 12-14), pronouncement of the indictment for their disobedience of subjugating
the slaves (vv. 15-16), and divine judgment as a covenant curse which is the consequence of
Judah’s covenantal disobedience (vv. 17-22). The accusation against Judah in vv. 12-16 serves
as the basis for an announcement of judgment in vv. 17-22.8 There are three divine oracles
found. Oracle 1 is accusation and Oracles Il and Il are judgments; in particular, Oracle 11
condemns the king and the people of Jerusalem while Oracle Il judges Jerusalem and the cities
of Judah.®

Oracle | (vv. 13-16) (v. 13) 289> o8 M mR nd
Oracle 1l (vv. 17-21) (v. 17a) mm mx 2 19Y

(v. 17b) mym oxa
Oracle 111 (v. 22) (v. 22) mym oKy

The unit indeed provides a solid ground for God’s judgment of covenant violation through the

larger contrast between historical view (vv. 8-11) and the prophetic comment (vv. 12-22).

8 Verb 127 occurs five times in the covenant units (11:2, 17; 32:42; 33:24; 50:1), and noun 127 occurs thirteen
times in the covenant units (3:12; 11:1, 2, 3, 6, 8, 10; 33:19, 23; 34:8, 12, 18; 50:1). Verb vay occurs fourteen
times in the covenant units (3:13; 11:2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 14; 34:10, 14, 17; 50:2).

" Lundbom, 2004, 557-58.

8 Brack, 2000, 48-50; Stulman, 2005, 286. Nicholson (1970, 34) proposes the structure of the unit as follows:
introduction (vv. 8-12), call to obedience (vv. 13-14), the nation’s apostasy and disobedience (vv. 15-16), and
judgment announced (vv. 17-22).

® Lundbom, 2004, 556.

10 This oracle as part of Oracle Il is the reason of punishment.
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2.8.4. Conditional Covenant

Zedekiah’s proclamation to release slaves was made in the temple, compared with the Sinai
covenant (vv. 13-16). God reminds us that the emancipation of Hebrew slaves is required in
the seventh year after they have served for six years based on the Sinai covenant stipulations
regarding slaves’ sabbatical liberation (vv. 13-14).* Zedekiah’s covenant as the succession of
the Sinai covenant was motivated by obeying the covenant at Sinai. Supporting the whole
context of the unit, the Sinai covenant made between God and their forefathers (v. 13) is set
alongside Zedekiah’s making covenant before God in the temple (vv. 8, 15) that God refers to

as “my covenant >n72” (v. 18).12

v.8 M2 3PTY IPpa N2 a covenant between Zedekiah and the people

v.13 0°niak Ny n°72  the Sinai covenant made between God and their
forefathers

v. 15 MY XIPI YR N°22 ,°197 2 Zedekiah’s covenant made before God in the temple

v.18 'n72 My covenant, God’s divine covenant

In particular, the repetition of the verb n23 here serves to reinforce the significant connection
between Zedekiah’s covenant and the Sinai covenant. This connection shows that in God’s
eyes Zedekiah’s covenant is a divine covenant made with God. Zedekiah’s covenant is indeed
the reflection of God’s covenant with the nation! Although it is a human covenant made
between King Zedekiah and his people, it should not be ignored or broken because of its divine
nature. Therefore, the abrogation of Zedekiah’s covenant represents the violation of the Sinai

covenant, bringing the destruction of Jerusalem as a divine punishment.

A demand of obligation to obey a conditional covenant is well described in a covenant
ceremony (vv. 18-19), cutting the calf in two and walking solemnly between its pieces 72
P02 12 M 03w, The ceremony parallels Zedekiah’s covenant in demanding a covenant
obligation. The slaveowners, as the party to the covenant, made an oath at the covenant
ceremony as they passed through the cut calf %3v:7 °7n2 12 0272973, but they violated the covenant
and did not fulfill the words of the covenant n>923 *227 nX P &2 WK N2 DX 21295 DWINT
(v. 18). The covenant breakers are specifically stated in v. 19; the nobles of Judah and
Jerusalem, the palace officials, the priests, and the people of the land passed between the parts
of the calf. At this point, the fate of the calf is a symbol of their fate, judgment on the covenant-

breaker; they will become like the calf cut in two 235 1072 W 2w because they broke the

11V, 9 does not mention that this slave liberation is limited only to those who had been slaves for six years,
indicating that all slaves should be free (Fretheim, 2020, 488). The law is articulated in Exod 21:2-6 and Deut
15:12-18. While the former law does not mention female slaves, the latter refers to them (Thompson, 1980, 611).
12 Fretheim, 2020, 487.
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covenant.*® Interestingly, Gen 15:7-21, a biblical precedent for this covenant ceremony,**
describes the covenant that God Himself made with Abraham unilaterally as an example of a
covenant ceremony that uses particular terms such as 2032, 12y, and n23. The procedure of the
covenant ritual in the Covenant between the Parts oqn°23 1°2 n°72 (Gen 15) is a reference for
God’s punishment of those who broke the covenant (v. 18).1® This connection transforms the
covenant between Zedekiah and the slaveowners into the covenant between God and Abraham
in terms of the notion of ‘victimization’; those who made the covenant and revoked will be the
victims of God’s judgment.® This Abraham’s covenant was unconditional as there were no
demands on Abraham, “no chance for either noncompliance or abrogation.”*’ In the covenant
ritual between God and Abraham in Gen 15:7-21, Abraham was not a covenant party unlike
Zedekiah and the people of Jerusalem who were party to the covenant of slave manumission.
The covenant ceremony in both Gen 15 and Jer 34 also symbolizes a solemn pledge before the
divine presence; Gen 15 presents the scene that a smoking fire pot and a flaming torch passed
between the pieces of animals in the darkness (v. 17), and Jer 34 highlights that the ceremony
took place before God (v. 18).!8 Although Zedekiah’s covenant is related to Abraham’s
covenant by employing the ceremonial vocabularies and picture, it is a concrete parallel to the
Sinai covenant in its conditional nature. Only the character of the ceremony is Abraham’s
covenant, and the nature of the covenant is the Sinai covenant. The oath ratified covenant of
slave manumission indeed demands obedience from Zedekiah and the people of Jerusalem as
a covenant party. In short, the covenant ceremony described in vv. 18-19 represents a solemn
covenant made in the midst of God’s divine intervention and also vividly sheds light on a

legally binding obligation of obeying a conditional covenant made with God.

2.8.5. Disobedience: Making Covenant and Breaking Covenant

Based on the unit’s formulation, Zedekiah’s covenant reflects the Sinai covenant on the one
hand and Abraham’s covenant on the other hand. Although the divine covenant demands
obedience, people turning around to follow the significant decision of slave liberation. Why
did Zedekiah and the people so easily break the covenant of slave liberation that they made

recently? The reason of their breaking the covenant is well represented in the word owa15 at

13 Thompson, 1980, 611-12; Lundbom, 2004, 565. Keown (1995, 186) says, “The oath-taking ceremony involves
cutting up a calf, as in Gen 15:7-21, the LORD’s covenant with Abraham.”

14 McKane, 1996, 881; Holladay, 1989, 239.

15 Holladay, 1989, 239.

16 McKane, 1996, 882.

7 Lundbom, 2004, 566.

18 1bid.
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their pleasure (v. 16) that highlights the people’s recklessness of bringing back the slaves with
selfish desire. It was not a counterfeit that they had repented and done what was right, but they
turned around from the covenant by themselves for their selfish purpose. Even though this is
not the main concern of my study, in order to figure out the reason of making and breaking the
covenant, it is very helpful to comprehend historic-realistic aspect of the context of the unit.
They repented and entered into the covenant in the midst of the awful siege of Jerusalem. Why
should Zedekiah and his nobles suddenly decided to liberate their slaves? Regarding the
motivation for releasing slaves, there can be three possibilities: an economic reason to reduce
the number of people to feed, a military reason to have more available people to defend the
city, and a religious reason to gain God’s favor.!® There was a religious justification for the
liberation ostensibly. Zedekiah and slaveowners might try to motivate God to lift the siege and
save the city through their decision to comply with the law.?° However, it could be more an
economic move than a religious motivation as slaves would be useless to their owners during
the siege, rather a burden to the owners to feed them.?! During the siege, it may have been a
matter of convenience since slaves had to be fed and could no longer be used for work in the
fields. Both the obedience of their repentance and the disobedience of their turning around from
the covenant came from the historical and economic situation that they were in. They were
overanxious to make a satisfaction of their own desire. The covenant was degraded to a human
trick for them to escape temporarily from the realistic adversity. Indeed, the issue of
disobedience in the unit was totally dependent upon their pleasure ows15.

The severity of breaking Zedekiah's covenant is explicitly revealed in the phrases, %773
Y and Y Nk 1990m. The people sworn the covenant of slave release before God in His name
Y &3 (v. 15), but they turned around from the covenant and profaned His name nx 1%%nm
"nY (V. 16). The double use of God’s name, is a rhetorical device to show disobedience of their
cruel betrayal through the violation of their covenant relationship with God, highlighting the
solemnity and seriousness of what Zedekiah and the slaveowners agreed.?? Additionally, as
claimed above, Zedekiah’s covenant made in God’s name iS a continuation of the Sinai
covenant. This way of presenting the covenant raises its value and importance and accordingly

increases the severity of its breaching. Furthermore, describing the slaves as brothers and

19 Carroll, 1986, 647; Keown, 1995, 187; Stulman, 2005, 289.

20 Stulman, 2005, 289. Mayhbe it is better to represent the disputation in the chapter itself and then just to cite the
scholars in the footnotes. You have also to explain why you think that Stulman’s explanation is the right one

2L LLundbom, 2004, 562.

22 Holladay, 1989, 242; Brueggmann, 1998, 328.
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neighbors in v. 17 represents the severity of the covenant breach. The terms, “his brother 118"
and “‘his neighbor 377y7,” refer to the ideal relationship between the slaveowners and their slaves
that precedes their economic relationship. 2 They should have been generous and
compassionate to their slaves as they all were set free from the slave bondage of Egypt.
However, they disobeyed the divine covenant made in God’s name and brought back the

Hebrew slaves who were liberated for a while.

Proving their unfaithfulness to God’s covenant, a play on the word 23 highlights the
issue of disobedience and repentance.?* The term 23 in the unit is dynamically employed to
describe the right and wrong directions of the people, their obedience to the law of slave
emancipation (v. 15) but their disobedience against the law (vv. 11, 16).%°

Y v. 11w They turned around (from the covenant)/changed their minds.
v. 11 13w They caused (the slaves) to return.
v. 15 1aym They turned/repented.
v. 16 1ym They turned around (from the covenant).
v. 16 12vm They brought back (the slaves).

When Zedekiah made the covenant of slave release with the people, they turned
around/repented 1wm (v. 15) from their sin and proclaim liberty of their Hebrew male and
female slaves in God’s eyes.?® This emancipation should be executed according to the law of
releasing slaves every seventh year.2” However, they overlooked the law, turned around (123w
in v. 11 and »ym in v. 16) from the covenant recently made with Zedekiah, and caused the
slaves, whom they had let go free, to return (3av»1 in v. 11 and 1wm in v. 16). The terms 123w
and 12w (v. 11) as well as 1:wm and 12w (v. 16) are critical vocabularies as it indicates
Judah’s rebellious attitude to the covenant.?® Besides the term 23w, there are other expressions
for the concept of disobedience with these particular phrases—«> *9% oaynw (v. 17) and x>
n"™a3 °727 Ny P (v. 18)—that evidently point out their disobedience to the covenant also
indicate their disobedience. The parallel of their two opposite behaviors deliberately points out
a specific incident of the people’s changing loyalty.?® They did exactly the opposite from what

they were expected to do as well as from what their initial covenant was meant.

23 Keown, 1995, 189.

2 Fretheim, 2020, 487.

% Lundbom, 2004, 563-64.

2 In the OT, the term Hebrew »2y was not normally used by the people of Israel but appeared during periods in
their history when they were in Egypt in the pre-Exodus days and at the time of the Philistine domination
(Thompson, 1980, 610).

27 Bright, 1965, 223.

28 Brack, 2000, 49.

2 |t is reinforced by the hiphil form 12wm (v. 16), bringing back their former slaves, and the hiphil form o°nawm
(v. 22), bringing back the Babylonian army to Jerusalem (Holladay, 1989, 241).
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As mentioned above, there was a possible reason for their changing minds to take back
their slaves they had freed and enslaved them again. When the Babylonian siege was lifted, the
threat was gone. So, there was no more need for them to radically repent. The Babylonian
withdrawal could be God’s favor to their obedience as an effort to behave in accordance with
the Sinai covenant, but their subsequent turnaround indicates a continuation of the covenant
violations of their forefathers.*® The people could not even follow through on their own good
intentions, observed in their turnaround from the initial covenant to release slaves according to
the law (vv. 8-11).3 This covenant violation reveals their inability to stay with a covenant to
which they have committed themselves.? Zedekiah’s covenant could not be revoked arbitrarily
by any situation as the covenant was a divine proclamation made as a temple ritual before God
(v. 15). All the people involved in the covenant were given to a divine judgment as they had

abrogated the covenant made in God’s eyes.

2.8.6. Sin and Punishment

This unit is characterized by considerable repeated key words: n12 (vv. 8, 13, 15, 18), 1117 (wv.
8, 15, 17), 2w (vv. 11, 15, 16, 22), and "2y (vv. 18, 19). These repeating words not only
represent the connection between making covenant and breaching it, but also reinforce the
connection between the sin of the people’s disobedience and judgment for their disobedience
throughout the unit. The repeated words, as I explain below, justify God’s actions of judgment
and also embody the severity of the punishment. Ironically, some of the words that describe

the punishment are taken from the description of the initial covenant.

Making Covenant Sin Judgment
M v.8n9y, making a covenant
v. 13 °m3, (Zedekiah’s
v. 15 1n7om covenant, the Sinai
covenant)

v. 18 1n72 cutting an animal
as a symbol of
judgment

a7 V. 8910, release/liberty of

v. 15 9in3 Hebrew slaves
God’s release of

v. 17 9ing the sword, plague,
and famine

T2y V.18, They passed
v. 19 omMavg between the pieces

of the calfas a
covenant ritual.

30 Keown, 1995, 187.
31 Fretheim, 2020, 483.
32 1hid., 489.
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v. 18 oMb They violated or
transgressed the

covenant.

Y v. 11 gal 1w They turned
around from the
covenant.

v. 11 hiphil 12w» They caused the
slaves to return.

v. 15 gal »aym They repented

from sin.

v. 16 gal »aym They turned
around from the
covenant.

v. 16 hiphil 1avm They brought
back the slaves.

v. 22 hiphil o°navm God will bring

back the
Babylonian army.

First of all, the word cut n22 in the unit is used for made a covenant—the parallel of
God who made a covenant and Zedekiah who made a covenant®*—and also for a ritual act of
“cutting” an animal. Those who cut 372 a covenant to liberate their slaves (v. 8) and then
revoked their vow will undergo the same destiny as a sacrificial calf cut 172 into halves (v.
18).3* The cut calf is a radical symbol to portray God’s cruel punishment for those who cut a
covenant and then turned around from the covenant. The word 12y is used allegorically in the
unit with the contrast of God, who kept a covenant, and Judah, who violated a covenant,
demonstrating their hypocritical actions in both making a covenant and breaking a covenant.
These two terms, n12 and "2y, indeed show a dynamic wordplay related to covenant-making
and covenant-breaking within the context of the covenant ritual here. Those who made (n12, v.
8; 1n75m, v. 15) a covenant with God by passing (112y2, v. 18; 0*12¥3, v. 19) between the parts
of animal will be like the ceremonial animal that they cut 1nq3 (v. 18) in two because they have
transgressed (oava, v. 18) the divine covenant.3® The association with the oath-taking
ceremony denotes the seriousness of the covenant violation when they revoke their own
pledged covenant, vividly portraying the consequence of the violation sin.®” Employing the
same words denotes the severity of disobeying the covenant—they did exactly the opposite of

what was demanded. They should have remembered the calf through whose parts they passed.

33 Brueggmann, 1998, 328.

34 Fretheim, 2002, 490; Stulman, 2005, 291.
35 Brueggmann, 1998, 328.

36 Miller, 1984, 611-13; Fretheim, 2002, 490.
37 Keown, 1995, 186.
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Those who cut the covenant accepted the warning of the curse, so they will be cut like the calf

as they violated the covenant.

The word release 1117 in the unit matches slave liberty/release as well as divine
punishment.® Zedekiah’s covenant is to proclaim 7117 (vv. 8, 15) for Hebrew slaves while 117
in v. 17 shows God’s furious reaction to the unfaithful, that is, God’s intentional punishment
on those who turned around from the freedom proclamation.®® God’s declaration of the release
1§77 of the sword, plague, and famine (v. 17) is an ironic adaptation of the liberty 217
proclamation (vv. 8, 15).#C As Zedekiah and the slaveholders failed to proclaim 1177 of their
Hebrew slaves, God proclaims 297 of the sword, plague, and famine against them. They will
face trouble among all the kingdoms of the earth because God will free them from His

protection.

The term 23w shown as two different forms in the unit—its gal form and hiphil form—
reveals the connection between sin and punishment. The gal form of 23w (vv. 11, 16) represents
the people’s sin by describing their impulsive attitude as they turned twice in capriciousness.
They did wrong to turn around (v. 11 121w, v. 16 12wm) from their recent covenant fidelity.*!
On the other hand, the hiphil form of 2% (vv. 11, 16, 22) is employed to reveal both their sin
and God’s punishment by underscoring the inconsistency of the people in obeying the covenant
as well as God’s adamant punishment upon their evil caprice. They sinned to bring back (v. 11
12w, V. 16 12wm) their former slaves, so God will punish them by bringing back (v. 22 o°nawm)
the Babylonian army to capture Zedekiah and his officials, destroying Jerusalem, and making
the cities of Judah a desolation without inhabitant as they have transgressed the words of the
covenant regarding emancipation for their slaves (vv. 20-22).%2 As they went against God’s law
by aborting the whole exercise of proclaiming emancipation, God will punish Jerusalem
through the Babylonian. The poignant fate of Jerusalem is directly related to their disobedience.
God determined to complete the work of judgment, so they cannot escape the judgment with
the hand of their enemies and the hand of those who seek their life. God shows His freedom to

bring back the Babylonian army as divine judgment while the people reveal their own

38 The phrase proclaiming liberty 2177 8% (vv. 8, 15, 17) is found in Lev 25:10; the liberty in Lev 25 is to be
proclaimed in a jubilee year while the release in Deut 15 is to be in a sabbatical year (Holladay, 1989, 238).

39 Brueggmann, 1998, 329; Keown, 1995, 189; Fretheim, 2002, 490; Stulman, 2005, 290. The term 1§77 is used
for “the various social transformations in the jubilee year” intended to make the poor return to their families and
their inherited land, such as “manumission of slaves and cancellation of debt” (Keown, 1995, 188).

40 Allen, 2008, 387.

41 Brueggmann, 1998, 328. Regarding the wordplay of gal 21w, the words repented (v. 15) and reneged (v. 16) are
translations of an identical verb, 1aym (Keown, 1995, 189).

42 Carroll, 1986, 650; Keown, 1995, 185.
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disobedience in revoking the covenant of slave freedom and bringing back all their slaves. In
short, the plays on these words are simply rhetorical maneuvers to proclaim a theodicy—a
horrible judgment as the great sin committed against God.*® These rhetorical devices make the
unit vibrant by offering dynamic progress with many parallels and contrasts.

2.8.7. Conclusion

The unit describes a narrative of the infidelity of the nation Judah during the days of King
Zedekiah, highlighting Judah’s disobedience with respect to a legal tradition regarding slave
liberation.** When Zedekiah had made a covenant with all the people in Jerusalem to proclaim
emancipation for Hebrew slaves, they obeyed and set their slaves free. However, the slave
liberation was a short-lived freedom; afterwards, they changed their minds and returned the
slaves whom they had set free. They had a great opportunity to obey God and do good to their
fellow Hebrews by proclaiming liberty of the slaves. They missed this great opportunity by
disobeying God.

God had appointed a special judgment for those who broke their promise to set their
slaves free in obedience to the law. The emancipation carried out by Zedekiah is parallel to the
procedure of a covenant ceremony. As they turned back from the covenant, they will bear a
curse embedded in the ritual making of the covenant; they made the covenant before God as if
they passed through the pieces of the calf.*® God will bring back the Babylonian army to
Jerusalem as the consequence of their breaking the covenant. They invoked the curse on
themselves by disobeying the words of the covenant. Judah’s failure to keep the covenant

causes God’s harsh condemnation and warning upon Jerusalem and the cities of Judah.

Zedekiah’s covenant is basically the continuation of Sinai covenant as the unit clearly
shows that the covenant of slave liberation is built upon the covenant made between God and
forefathers at Sinai. The repeating key words—n13, 9in7, 23, and =2y—rhetorically
emphasizes a covenant violation as severe sin against God and a divine punishment as its
consequence, representing that the covenant demands continuous obedience regardless of any
realistic condition. The sin is exactly the opposite of what was expected, and the expectations
represent the Sinai covenant, so the punishment is so serious. Furthermore, a triple connection

is discovered in this unit: the Sinai covenant-Zedekiah’s covenant (n12), Zedekiah’s covenant-

43 Brueggmann, 1998, 329.
4 This tradition is found in Deut 15; the release of debt slaves should be done every seven years.
45 Carroll, 1986, 650.
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breaking this covenant (21%/), and breaking the covenant-punishment (2197, 22y). Through the
dual literary and linguistic contrast, the unit as a whole demonstrates that the sin of

disobedience causes the divine judgment based on the conditional covenant.
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2.9. Jer50:1-5!

2.9.1. Introduction

The unit proclaims the fall of Babylon as an accomplished fact under the nations (vv. 2-3) and
delivers hope for Israel and Judah to return to their homeland (vv. 4-5).2 Babylon had been the
agent of God’s judgment against Judah, but now she is to be attacked by a nation from the north
in the unit. As the defeat of Babylon entails the end of exile for the Israelites, the destruction
of Babylon is a new chance for the exiled to return to their homeland; “the people are urged to
take advantage of their new opportunity for freedom by returning to the land of God's
promise.””® When the fall of Babylon will take place, the nation come back to Zion and bind

themselves to God in an everlasting covenant.

The unit goes back to a tiding of hope by showing the opposite picture of the previously
analyzed unit regarding the nation’s fate and the direction of the people’s behaviors. The
sequential reading of the units does not undermine the message of threat and calamity but rather
constructively utilizes the message to increase the need for hope of restoration. The previous
unit described a calamity of the nation’s judgment under the conditional covenant, claiming
that the people of Judah turned around from the covenant at their pleasure. However, the current
unit focuses again on an everlasting covenant for the guarantee of the nation’s return to Zion,
demonstrating that Babylon will be declined in the future and that the nation will turn to the
everlasting covenant by getting actively involved in the restoration process. Like the unit
32:36-44, it continues to repeat the new covenant concept with the term o%iv n>73, since unit
31:31-34 has made a turning point between the covenant units that mainly discuss calamity and

those that deal with comfort. Whereas the new covenant concept in 31:31 and 32:40 represents

! The unit emphasizes the fall of Babylon itself as a critical factor directly related to a significant change in the
exile’s fate. No power in ancient times affected the fortunes of Israel in a more catastrophic way than did Babylon;
she started to be dominant in the ancient Near Eastern world by defeating Egypt at Carchemish in about 604 BCE
and lasted its domination until 538 BCE when the Persians conquered Babylon (Bracke, 2000, 143). Babylon was
replaced by Persia as a new superpower. The historical background of 50:1-5 is the period of the power shift from
Babylonian to Persian forces (Carroll, 1986, 818). When Babylon was fallen, it was not by the Medes from the
north but by King Cyrus of Persia from the east (Allen, 2008, 508). McKane (1996, 1253) argues that although
the Persians were from the east rather than the north, they already had territory in the north when Cyrus attacked
Babylon. However, Jeremiah did not know that Persia was the nation from the north 1iox» *i to attack Babylon (v.
3) because the first Persian Empire was founded by Cyrus the Great in 550 BCE after Jeremiah’s death.

The unit was composed when Babylon still had an imperial power, reflecting an earlier period than Cyrus’
overthrow of the Medan king Astyages in 550 BCE (Bright, 1965, 360; Thompson,1980, 732; McKane, 1996,
1250; Fretheim, 2002, 621). However, some scholars, such as Duhm, Cornill, Weiser, Rudolph, Fohrer, and
Christensen, do not regard it as Jeremiah’s authentic material (Kewon, 1995, 357-58).

2 Bright, 1965, 359; Thompson, 1980, 731; Lundbom, 2004, 372; Beuken, 2014, 54.

3 Kessler, 1999, 69.
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God’s divine initiation to lead all the aspects of the nation’s restoration, the everlasting
covenant of 50:5 as a new covenant particularly highlights a human initiation in returning from
the Babylonian exile to their homeland and seeking their covenant relationship with God. The
people’s eager participation in the unit purely shows their desperate hearts for return and

restoration as the everlasting covenant does not demand human obedience.

In this chapter, | will argue that the everlasting covenant endures unconditionally only
by God’s grace beyond human effort and historical situation. Although Babylon’s fall is a
historical opportunity for the exiled to flee from Babylon and return to Zion, the nation’s

restoration depends on the everlasting covenant alone.

2.9.2. Internal Structure

The unit consists of two divine oracles: the first section (vv. 1-3) addresses Babylon, and the
second one (vv. 4-5) addresses Israel and Judah. These two sub-units have two different themes,
the fate of Babylon (vv. 1-3) and the restoration of Israel and Judah (vv. 4-5). These two themes
are intimately interwoven by a linking phrase >33 ny23 a0 o2 (v. 4a) that makes a coherent
transition between two themes. When a nation from the north makes Babylon desolate, the
restoration of God’s people will start dramatically.* It is a chronological continuity between
two significant events, not a causality that their restoration is the consequence of Babylon’s

fall.

Oracle I (vv. 1-3) %22 %% mm 027 (v. 1a) The Fall of Babylon
Oracle 11 (vv. 4-5) X33 nyy oo o2 (v. 4a) The Restoration of
73T 0323 e ORI *32 383 7y oXg (v. 4)  Israel and Judah

These two oracles make a dynamic contrast between the destinies of Babylon and God’s
people, Israel and Judah. Although the downfall of Judah’s archenemy Babylon is announced,
Jeremiah delivers a hope of their return to the homeland and to their God in a covenantal
relationship. Babylon’s idols will be put to shame and dismayed, but God of Israel will be
sought and joined by the people. The unit starts with a divine oracle of Babylon’s doom, but it
is indeed used for guiding the restoration of Israel and Judah in an everlasting covenant.
Furthermore, the repeated verb 727 is employed in describing Babylon’s decline on the one
hand and the united Israel’s restoration on the other hand. While 1%37 in v. 3 represents the
dissolution of both men and animals in the land of Babylon, 7127 and 10% in v. 4 refer to Israel’s

restoration of covenant relationship alongside returning to the land of Zion.® Therefore,

4 Bracke, 2000, 146.
5 Aitken, 1984, 34.
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Babylon’s destruction rhetorically serves the renewed relationship between God and His

covenant people through dynamic comparisons.

2.9.3. The Fall of Babylon

A divine oracle (vv. 1-3) announced to the nations conveys a theological perspective related to
Babylon’s demise. Since Babylon had an impact on all surrounding nations, this oracle needed
to be publicly declared among the nations. When Babylon is conquered, Babylon’s fall is
represented in two ways: the disgrace of her idols in v. 2 and the desolation of her land in v. 3.
First of all, her idols are humiliated, most notably Bel >3 and Merodach 779 (v. 2).° The
primary consequence of the capture of Babylon is the humiliation of the Babylonian deity, so
the defeat of Babylon is the defeat of her god and the triumph of God.” The oracle specifically
focuses on the spiritual judgment on Babylon by mentioning the names of her particular idols.
All the images of this celebrated Babylonian deity will be shamed, and astonishing news of
their fall will be spread to the nations by word.? The discrediting of Babylon’s idols removes a
challenge to God’s own supremacy.’ It is a shift in the theological judgment about Babylon to
affirm the sovereignty of God over nations and kingdoms.? Therefore, the decline of Babylon,
expressed by the shame of Babylon’s idols, is not regarded as a strategic achievement but rather
as a theological event.

The first oracle continues to reveal Babylon’s decline through the desolation of her land
(v. 3). Interestingly, this incident goes within a shift in Babylon’s historical situation. Babylon
has been the agent of God’s judgment against the nations, as Babylon is defined as the typical
foe from the north against Judah in Jeremiah’s early oracles (4:6; 6:1-4, 22). In view of the
destruction of Jerusalem in 587 BCE, Babylon became the target of great hostility as well as
the place where many Israelites lived. So many Judaeans saw Babylon as the destroyer of
Jerusalem and temple.'* However, as God, the ruler of all nations, will arouse a new agent who
will fight against Babylon, God’s alliance with Babylon is now terminated.? Now God’s old
agent, Babylon, will be attacked by God’s a new agent, a nation from the north 7537 >3 (v. 3)
that is not defined in the unit.!®* Babylon will face its doom fate that is really the opposite from

6 Bel 72 and Merodach 779 are the same as the poetic parallelism demonstrates; Bel is the title of the state-god
of Babylon, and Merodach is its name (Thompson, 1980, 732; Holladay, 1989, 415).

" Carroll, 1986, 819.

8 Lundbom, 2004, 372.

% Allen, 2008, 511.

10 Bracke, 2000, 144.

11 Carroll, 1986, 817.

2 Brueggemann, 2007, 112.

13 Allen, 2008, 511.
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her status in the exilic period.** The new foe from the north will make Babylon’s land desolate
and uninhabitable, 73 2w w1 89 (v. 3).° The land of Babylon will be desolate without
inhabitants, neither humans nor beasts. She will not be able to provide them with houses and
food anymore. This upcoming disaster on her will cause the exile in her land to go back to their

homeland.

2.9.4. Restoration of the Covenant People

At the time of Babylon’s fall, the restoration of God’s people will take place; they will come
out of Babylon, go back to Zion in tears, and seek their God. The restoration does not come
from Babylon’s decline, but the unit simply shows a chronological continuity between two big
events with the unique expression for the timing of the restoration, in those days and at that
time X°77 Ny oo o2 (v. 4a), which refers a considerable time interval from the previous
verse.*® It is not the subsequence of the fall of Babylon but the important event in the future
time as God’s appointed time. Even though it will chronologically take place after Babylon’s
fall, it is intentionally designed by God Himself within His divine plan. The exiles, on their
return, will be weeping while marching. While the phrase with continual weeping 1323 7173 (v.
4) can show the tears of joy for going back to Zion out of their bondage in Babylon, it instead
conveys a theological meaning by representing the depth of their repentance to seek God nx)
Wp 0728 M and go back to His covenant’s arms 0% n°2 m3m 98 173 (vv. 4-5), even
though repentance is not mentioned in the verses. On the one hand, the defeat of Babylon would
be a great joy, and the details of the event could be supplied from traditional songs of triumph
over the enemy.” According to Ps 126, the captives that God brought back to Zion had songs
of joy in their tongues. On the other hand, the tears indicate their changed condition, the onset
of contrition, and so they will weep as penitents.'® The weeping process presents their strong
desire of a returning back not only to Jerusalem but also to God as they will be actively engaged
in God’s restoration work through their passionate expression. They will eagerly anticipate
such a privilege to dwell in Jerusalem as the place of God’s presence while going on their way

to Zion.

14 Ibid., 508.

15 Brueggemann, 1998, 465.

18 This exact phrase, “X*17 Ny 077 o3, also appears in Jer 33:15 and 50:20 and Joel 4:1. It does not mean
subsequence but rather a special timing of a very exceptional event in the future.

7 Carroll, 1986, 816. Carroll (1986, 816) says, “Taunt songs furnish their own emotional charge independent of
the actual course of events and, like the folk songs of so many cultures, often are a preferred surrogate to the more
mundane reality they celebrate.”

18 McKane, 1996, 1254,
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2.9.5. lIsrael and Judah

The future restoration of God’s people, the children of Israel 7%7%> °32 and the children of Judah
7737 °32, includes the unity of Israel and Judah, return to the land, and renewal of the covenant
which will not be broken again and never be forgotten (vv. 4-5).1° Jeremiah delivers a salvation
oracle for the whole people of God, a united Israel and Judah. A few other units in the book
demonstrate that both houses as one community share a common destiny for God’s plan such
as the union of Judah and Israel as well as the restoration of Judah and Israel; their reunification
is part of the promised restoration (3:18), these two houses stand together under judgment (5:11,
11:10, 17) and promise (31:31; 33:14), and they will return together to Zion in tears (50:4-5).2°
The return of Israel and Judah to the land conveys the restoration of the relationship with God.
The covenant relationship with God will be restored as a band of weeping people return to Zion
and seek their God.?! The restoration of the people to their homeland goes with the renewal of
their relationship with God as a permanent covenant.??> God does not act in a performative way
when they hear the message of Babylon’s fall, even though He has the ability to intervene.?®
Instead, they are acting in seeking God and returning to Zion, so now they are entering into an
everlasting covenant and have a renewed relationship with God.?* Although God is the acting
power behind this oracle, the people coming back to Zion are actively involved in making the
everlasting covenant, which will undergird the divine-human relationship for all days to
come.® Indeed, Israel and Judah together will join themselves to God and participate in this
unconditional covenant initiated by God.

They will come and join themselves to God in an everlasting covenant 737 %% 1191) 383
0%y N2 (v. 5).28 The verb 193) and join yourselves in v. 5 is the niphal form of the verb 7% to
join.?” According to Lundbom, there are three common readings about Come! And they attach
themselves to God 77> 7% 191y IN3:

1. people are either being called to attach themselves to God,

1 Thompson, 1980, 733.

20 Keown, 1995, 131.

2L Seeking God wip2y o d>y MM Ny in v. 4b means seeking Him in worship (Lundbom, 2004, 375).

22 Carroll, 1986, 823; Fretheim, 2002, 626.

2 Aitken, 1984, 62; Beuken, 2014, 63.

24 Stulman, 2005, 373.

2 Lundbom, 2004, 376; Allen, 2008, 512.

26 Bracke, 2000, 147.

27 BDB, 1972, 530-31; HALOT, 1995, 522; Clines, 1998, 523. It is parallel to the form of niphal verb 1751 in Trito-
Isaiah, participle 771 in Isa 56:3 and plural 27171 in Isa 56:6; 73 9% M1 137 12 “the son of the foreigner who has
joined himself to the LORD” in Isa 56:3 and 5y 02737 7337 °321 M “also the sons of foreigner who join themselves
to the LORD” in Isa 56:6 (BDB, 1972, 530-31). In Trito-Isaiah, 02713 are not from Israel; the sons of foreigner
join Israel. However, 2511 here refers that Israel themselves join God. While Trito-Isaiah represents the human
movement from nations to Israel, Jer 50:5 emphasizes a divine concept of the human approach to God.
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2. they are calling themselves to be attached to God; or
3. they are said to be actually carrying out attachment at a future time when their rebellion is
over.?®

It is certain that they, as covenant people, will willingly join themselves to God when they
return to their homeland. Their returning home implies a return to covenant with God as they
will come back to God on the terms of His covenant.?® Their relationship with God is based on
a perpetual covenant. God’s goodness and care are given to them on the basis of the covenant.
The renewed and restored relationship with God is celebrated as everlasting, so Judah and Israel
will have a solid and enduring destiny with God.® The covenant will not be forgotten by the
people, unlike the Sinai covenant.®! As they failed the conditional covenant, they were exiled
to Babylon. However, when the people of Israel and the people of Judah together will return to
their homeland in the midst of Babylon’s decline, they will join themselves to God in an eternal
covenant. The term o%iy n°12 here in 50:5 seems to repeat the new covenant concept of n°12
"wn in 31:31 and o%iv n»73 in 32:40 in expressing the everlasting relationship between God
and the nation.®? Whereas the new covenant in 31:31 and 32:40 represents God’s divine
initiation to lead all the aspects of the nation’s restoration, the everlasting covenant of 50:5 as
a new covenant particularly highlights a human initiation in returning from the Babylonian
exile to their homeland and seeking their covenant relationship with God. The nation as a whole
will enthusiastically partake in the restoration process by looking for God and joining
themselves to God at His appointed time, while God will be acting behind this oracle.

2.9.6. Conclusion

The unit speaks not only about Babylon’s demise but also about the restoration of Israel and
Judah. Babylon will be destroyed by an enemy from the north, and the reputation of her gods
will be discredited. The unit does not say that Babylon deserves destruction as a punishment,
but Babylon’s fall is simply described as a future event. The oracles against Babylon,
describing Babylon's fall in graphic detail, take one significant step further; Babylon's doom
fate enables the exiled Israelites to flee from Babylon.® These chronological events are
naturally connected to the nation’s return to Zion as a reversal of their fate at the hands of

Babylon as well as the renewal of their covenant relationship with God. The unit is formulated

28 |_undbom, 2004, 375.

2 These are promises associated with the new covenant (Jer 31:31-34 and 23:3-8, Ezek 11:16-20 and 36:24-28).
30 Brueggemann, 1998, 465.

31 Lundbom, 2004, 376.

32 The exact term oYiy n72 appears only in the oracles of Jer 32:36-44 and 50:4-5 in the book.

33 Kessler, 1999, 68-69; Fretheim, 2002, 621.
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as a description of the future. This formulation is a literary representation of the unconditional
and eternal nature of this covenant: the formulation means that it is what it is going to be, and
it is not dependent on their will or behavior but will happen naturally after the collapse of
Babylon. At God’s appointed time in the coming days, the nation’s restoration will be initiated
by the exiled in Babylon. They will return to Zion and take the initiative to bind themselves to

God in an everlasting covenant that will never be forgotten.
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3. Conclusion

3.1. Introduction

Until now, each of the covenant units has been analyzed separately, which could also hint at
the connections between the units. This conclusion chapter will concentrate on the recurring
characteristics throughout the units, the significance of the covenant meaning created from the
similarities and various connections between the units, and the place and meaning of the new
covenant in the overall structure and process. Therefore, it will be able to confirm the new
covenant concept within the meaning of the covenant in the book, which was already revealed
through the literary analysis of the units.

This thesis explores the Book of Jeremiah in general and the covenant in the book in
particular in order to deliberately figure out the meaning of the new covenant in 31:31-34 in
relation to other covenants in the book. As claimed in the introduction, the book exists in two
ancient versions, that is, the older Greek Septuagint text (LXX) and the Masoretic Hebrew text
(MT); since there are different layers and stages of composition, a vast discussion regarding
the original version of the book has been done. Although most modern scholars analyze the
book with a diachronic approach due to the differences between the layers of the book, this
thesis is based on the MT-Jer version as the endtext of the book. The synchronic reading of the
book is used in this thesis to examine the book as a whole, and the covenant units in particular,
so that it could serve to present the meaning of the covenant with the literal sense of each unit
separated from its historical layers. As each unit has its own content and its own historical
background, the units are neither organically connected nor related to the same period.
However, the units are thematically connected through the same central terms closely related
to the theme of the covenant. The recurring verb roots, such as 1"a7, ¥"aw, 83, 2"w, n">, and
2"99, present each of the themes and the process between calamity and comfort. Therefore,
there is a significance in discussing the covenant units together to observe the meaning of the

covenant created from the connections between the units.

3.2.  Recurring Characteristics

The book, as mentioned at the beginning of the thesis, is closely tied to the word “covenant
n132,” which appears twenty-four times throughout the book (3:16; 11:2, 3, 6, 8, 10; 14:21;
22:9; 31:31, 32a, 32b, 33; 32:40; 33:20a, 20b, 21, 25; 34:8, 10, 13, 15, 18a, 18b; 50:5). These
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appearances are divided into nine units in the book which develop the concept of the n°13, as
follows: 3:12-18; 11:1-17; 14:19-22; 22:6-9; 31:31-34; 32:36-44; 33:19-26; 34:8-22; 50:1-5.1

. . « Term " Covenant Covenant . - .
Unit Topic Covenant Character Type Time Tidings Initiator Speaker Addressee
Occurrence
God’s call for the
faithless Judah’s P
iélz' return with His W 116) S':?'_[FJ::S}?:; Conditional Past Calamity Divine God Judah
promise of ' IR
restoration in Zion
The theoretic
consequence,
God’s bl.essmg’ 2 Sinai Covenant Conditional Past Calamity Divine God Judah
for obeying the (wv. 2, 3) M2 M7
covenant
111 15
17 Failure to obey 2 Sinai Covenant
the covenant Conditional Present Calamity Divine God Judah
(vv. 6, 8) nM20 07027
(vv. 6-8)
Breaking the
?g(‘)’;?g?t by (v.llO) Sinai COV%;?:; Conditional Present C;elzwgy Divine God Judah
(vwv. 9-17)
Judah’s urgent
14:19 request to _God for 1 Covenant with - o
_22' remembering the (v. 21) Abraham Unconditional Present Comfort Divine Judah Judah
unconditional ' M2
covenant
The consequences
52'6' Szztatr:]gl?;nudsgnoez (V_lg) Sinai C_ﬁ:?;?:; Conditional Present C;elzwgy Divine God Judah
the covenant
A new covenant New Covenant
with the house of (wv. 31, 33) Unconditional Future Comfort
31.31 | 'srael and with the 4 v. 31 YT 12 Hope o The nation
34 house of Judah, (wv. 31, 32a, V. 33 a0 N Divine God a5 2 whole
not like the old 32b, 33) Sinai Covenant
covenant that (v. 32a, 32b) Conditional Past Calamity
Israel have broken RUREY =)
Restoration of
. Israel based on an Everlasting .
82:36 everlasting 1 Covenant Unconditional Future Comfort Divine God The nation
-44 (v. 40) e Hope as a whole
covenant as a new o%iv ™2
covenant
Creation
God’s everlasting Covenant,
promise of Noahic &
restoration based 4 Abrahamic Unconditional Present
33:19 | onthe covenants (vv. L The nation
-26 unbreakable (W-Ziog’si()b' 20a, 20b, 25) Comfort Divine God as a whole
covenant between ! 72721 opi* *nM32
God and His Covenant with
people David (v. 21) Unconditional Future
Nn7...o0M2
Zedekiah’s
God’s judgment 6 Covenant (vv. (vlireger;to Human Jeremiah
. S 8, 10, 15, 18a) HRS. (wv. 8,10) | (vv.8,10)
34:8- on the violation of (wv. 8, 10, . 15, 18) .
"mMy/n3 Conditional Calamity Judah
2 the czzj\_/enarllt 13, igb 18a, Sinai Covenant P Divine God
regarding slaves ) (w. 13, 18b) als;)(v. (w. 13, (w. 13,
/037 3 15, 18) 15, 18)
Decline of
Babylor_1 but the Everlasting .
50:1- restoration of 1 Covenant Unconditional Future Comfort Divine God The nation
5 Israel and Judah (v.5) e Hope as a whole
; 07y N2
in an eternal j
covenant

As can be seen from the table above (which is based on my previous analysis), each of

the nine covenant units has its distinctive context regarding the recurring parameters: covenant

! Not all the nine units are ‘covenant units’ par excellence. In particular, the unit 3:12-18 uses the term covenant
to represent the relationship between God and Judah in a different way from the way other units use the term.
There is a diverse representation of the covenant theme in the units which shows not only the meaning but also
parameters for its direct discussion and vague representation in using the term covenant.
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type, time, tidings, initiator, speaker, and addressee, which can show the dynamic process of
covenant terms in the book. First of all, the different biblical covenants are enumerated in the
book, such as the creation covenant (33:20, 25), Abrahamic covenant (14:21), the Sinai
covenant (3:16; 11:2, 3, 6, 8, 10; 22:9; 31:32a, 32b; 34:13, 18b), Davidic covenant (33:21),
Zedekiah’s covenant (34:8, 10, 15, 18a), a new covenant (31:31, 33), an everlasting covenant
(32:40; 50:5). The Sinai covenant plays a significant role in the Jeremiah tradition through a
Deuteronomistic influence on the book.2 However, it is interesting that there is the absence of
the Moab covenant in the book. Why is the Moab covenant not mentioned in the book? The
Moab covenant succeeds the Sinai covenant in Deuteronomy by having the same terms of the
covenant with different contexts, being addressed to the Moab generation rhetorically as if they
were the Sinai generation and reshaping the Sinai covenant for life in the promised land as a
new context and situation.® Therefore, it seems that the book does not have to mention the
Moab covenant as a particular one because the Sinai covenant in the book can fully represent

a conditional character of the Mosaic covenant.

The time of the covenant’s happening is past (3:16; 11:2, 3; 31:32a, 32b; 34:13), present
(11:6, 8, 10; 14:21, 22:9; 33:20, 25; 34:8, 10, 15, 18), and future (31:31, 33; 32:40; 33:21; 50:5).
Therefore, the book as a whole shows the movement of the chronological sequence in term of
the time when the covenant takes place. In terms of the identity of the initiator, the speaker,
and the addressee, the covenant units are different from each other: All covenants in the book
have divine initiation except Zedekiah’s covenant (34:8, 10). Those divine covenants were
conditionally or unconditionally initiated by God Himself while Zedekiah’s covenant was
commenced by king Zedekiah to liberate slaves of his people based on the Sinai covenant. God
Himself is a speaker for most covenants, but there are a few covenants with other speakers,

such as the covenant with Abraham (14:21) spoken by the people of Judah, the Sinai covenant

2 Brueggemann, 1988, 3. For Brueggemann (lbid, 4-5), God's pathos and covenant are Jeremiah’s theological
platform; the pathos of God is set in tension with the curses of the Sinai covenant. According to Bright (1965, 32),
the Jeremiah traditions were simultaneously transmitted over a long period of time both as the oral tradition, which
is more flexible and easily supplementing materials over time and the written tradition which is more static and
serving as a control of the oral and would have interacted with each other. Craigie (1991, xxxii -xxxvii) assumes
that the prophet employed both poetry and prose in his speeches; it seems that there is a Deuteronomic influence
in Jeremiah, but not necessarily a Deuteronomic redactor. Jones (1992, 19-22) argues that the prose of the book
is Deuteronomistic in style but reflects a specific Jeremianic tradition preserved by distant disciples of Jeremiah
educated in the Deuteronomic schools, not the Deuteronomists of the post-exilic synagogue or in the Babylonian
exile; although Jeremiah’s prose is Deuteronomic in form, it is the pattern employed by learned circles during the
seventh and sixth centuries BCE.

3 Gentry, 2014, 54. The Moab covenant inaugurates a covenant renewal as an essential facet of the covenant itself
and reinterprets the imposed obligation of the Sinai covenant; the Sinai covenant would be constantly effective as
a continual updating and reapplication in each generation of Israel (Williamson, 2003, 139-55).
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(22:9) by many nations, and Zedekiah’s covenant (34:8, 10) by Jeremiah. While Judah is the
addressee of the units with historical and present context (3:12-18; 11:1-17; 14:19-22; 22:6-9;
34:8-22), the nation as a whole is the addressee of the future-oriented units (31:31-34; 32:36-
44; 33:19-26; 50:1-5). Judah indeed comes to anticipate the hope of a united nation in the future
because of the everlasting covenant.

In particular, there is a significant division between conditional covenants (3:16; 11:2,
3,6, 8, 10; 22:9; 31:32a, 32b; 34:8, 10, 13, 15, 18a, 18b) and unconditional covenants (14:21;
31:31, 33; 32:40; 33:20a, 20b, 21, 25; 50:5).* The book deals with a conditional covenant first
to indict Judah’s covenant violation and then highlights an unconditional covenant in later parts
for God’s promise of all Israel’s restoration. This significant division between the two different
types of covenants can show interesting and remarkable dynamics by comparing to each other’s
characteristics. Firstly, the conditional covenants in the book represent the Sinai covenant (3:16;
11:2,3,6,8,10;22:9; 31:32a, 32b; 34:13, 18b) and Zedekiah’s covenant (34:8, 10, 15, 18a) as
the succession of the Sinai covenant, showing the tidings of calamity (3:16; 11:2, 3, 6, 8, 10;
22:9; 31:32a, 32b; 34:8, 10, 13, 15, 18a, 18b).> They are employed within the historical
background (3:16; 11:2, 3; 31:32; 34:13, 18b) and also within the present context (11: 6, 8, 10;
22:9; 34:8, 10, 15, 18a). Units 11:1-17 and 34:8-22, respectively, have many occurrences of
recurring terms 1"27 (11:1, 2, 3, 6, 8, 10, 17; 34:8, 12, 18) and ¥"»w (11:2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11,
14; 34:10, 14, 17) connected with the conditional covenant to describe both expecting
obedience and its breaking by disobedience. These significant occurrences also strengthen the
thematic connection between the units and present them as part of one sequential process which
will be elaborated below. The nation has been expected to hear God’s voice and obey the words
of the covenant, but they have broken the covenant by disobeying God’s words. Secondly, the
unconditional covenants in the book imply the Abrahamic covenant (14:21), a creation
covenant (33:20a, 20b, 25), the Davidic covenant (33:21), and a new covenant as an everlasting
covenant (31:31, 33; 32:40; 50:5), delivering the tiding of comfort (14:21; 31:31, 33; 32:40;
33:20, 21, 25; 50:5) within present context (14:21; 33:20, 25) and future perspective (31:31,
33; 32:40; 33:21; 50:5). Interestingly, recurring term x™a2 is closely related to the unconditional
covenant. Its gal form (31:31; 50:4) is connected to the restoration process of the nation; at the

days come, the united nation will come to their homeland. Its hiphil form (>nx32:, ®°2n) in 32:42

41 cite here all the references of the term, instead of referring to the units.

5 As for unit 3:12-18, the ark of God’s covenant represents the conditional character of the covenant,
while Jerusalem as 77 Xp2 embodies unconditional covenant. As | focus on the term covenant, | clarify the type
of covenant in the phrase ‘the ark of God's covenant’ as a conditional one. So, the unit itself emphasizes
unconditional character, but the ark of God's covenant refers to the conditional one.
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with a connection with the terms v and 2iv is employed to emphasize that God will bring the
good on the nation as He has brought evil on them. In short, the division between the
conditional covenants and the unconditional covenants shows that the new covenant unit is a
beginning page to change the tiding of the units from calamity to hope based on its significant

connection with the other units.

3.3.  Central Themes

While this thesis focuses on the significance of the covenant and the ‘new covenant’ in
particular, it succeeded in presenting the fundamental issues of the book. The themes of sin,
punishment, return, repentance, hope, and restoration cooperate together to form the whole
message of covenant.® The book is interwoven by the theme of sin and judgment on the one
hand and the messages of grace and salvation on the other hand throughout the book.” It is a
narrow perspective through the lens of the term covenant, but by using the same term and
concept it serves readers to figure out how the fundamental issues are working throughout the
book as a whole. Especially it is one of the most important terms to portray the God-people
relationship, emphasizing “intimacy with God.”® The covenant relation between God and His
people is a central concern for Jeremiah, so the theme of covenant is well depicted by
Jeremiah—IJeremiah’s self-understanding, his understanding of God, and his message to his
people—within “the three-way relation” among God, Jeremiah, and the people.® The covenant

relationship, alongside God’s new acts of grace, provides a foundation for the restoration of

6 Yates, 2010, 144-65. Biddle (1990, 220-28) regards judgment and hope as the penetrating themes of the message
of the book as a whole. According to the outline of the Book of Jeremiah by Murphy (2009, 317), Judgment seems
like the most common thought of the book. Allen (2008, 17-18) claims that hope as the “overruling message” of
the Book of Jeremiah is “the purposeful trajectory of overriding grace that stretches over the book like a rainbow.”
Holladay (1958, 116-57) regards repentance as a spiritual return, saying that the occurrence of covenantal 2w in
Jeremiah is about 30% of all instances in the OT (lbid, 117-18). Unterman (1987, 11) discusses the meaning of
return in relation to repentance; prophetic return consists of three steps such as “acknowledgment of sin,”
“cessation of sin,” and “the return of the people to the path of obedience and faithfulness.” Unterman (Ibid, 23 -
116) examines the Book of Jeremiah based on an overarching theme, redemption, specifically focusing on
Jeremiah’s prophecies of redemption to Ephraim during the reign of Josiah, to the Judeans exiled with Jehoiachin,
and to Judah and Ephraim on the night of destruction. For Unterman (lbid, 11), while repentance is regarded as
“the spiritual act of the people’s will,” redemption is “the spiritual act of God’s mercy” for restoration.

" Lundbom, 1992, 719-20. Lundbom (Ibid, 719) introduces many passages about grace and salvation: Yahweh’s
prior grace to Israel in Jeremiah’s earliest preaching, Jeremiah’s profound gratitude to Yahweh, Yahweh’s grace
to the exiles, a salvific word given to Baruch, salvation presented as an eschatological hope, calling to return to
Zion, Zion’s restoration, etc. Lundbom (Ibid, 720) makes an insightful implication of grace and salvation, saying,
“Unlike judgment, divine grace and salvation do not require from Yahweh a reason; in fact, they most often come
without reason. It is entirely due to Yahweh’s initiative that Israel can hope for national restoration, and also that
a new covenant will be made where Yahweh’s law will be written on people’s hearts.”

8 Martens (1986, 23-24) draws out the significance of the covenant formula, “I will be your God and you shall be
my people.”

° Holladay, 1989, 70-71. Holladay (lbid, 15) distinctively observes Jeremiah’s use of the verb shuv “(re)turn” in
“covenantal contexts” where Israel or God expresses a change of loyalty to the other party.
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His people.l® Therefore, it is critical to understand the book by perceiving the central themes
in relation to the theme of the covenant, which constructs the whole book more coherently and

dynamically.
3.4.  The New Covenant in terms of the Meaning of Structure and Process

Based on the thematic and linguistic connections between the units, when tracking the covenant
units as a sequence, it appears that the book starts with the old covenant and moves to the
present problems caused by the covenant breach, and then it highlights making a new covenant
along with the future of all Israel’s restoration. The new covenant unit, based on the sequence
of the units, is an open page for the hope of the united nation, and the new covenant concept
continues in the following units (32:36-44; 33:19-26; 50:1-5) to guarantee the nation’s future.

In particular, recurring verb roots and terms throughout the units present the process
between calamity and comfort. As elaborated below, this sequence represents the initial
promise and its breaching, the consequences of breaking the covenant, and the future promise
of making a new covenant. The sequence, when discussed in this way, makes the meaning of
the new covenant clearer since it explains the need for making a new covenant after the nation
had broken the covenant. It also explains the significance of making a new covenant for a
nation in the middle of distress. The recurring verb root 2"w delivers the tiding of calamity
through God’s solemn warning for the nation’s unfaithfulness (3:12, 14), their rebellious
caprice to the covenant (34:11, 16), and God’s punishment for their sin (11:10; 34: 22) as well
as the tiding of hope through God’s promise for their restoration (32:37, 40, 44; 33:26). The
recurring verb roots n"5 and 1" can be part of the process by exemplifying expectation, the
derived punishment, and the future hope. The verb n22 (cut) in the book is mainly employed in
making covenants. The fact that they have broken (1193, 11:10; 31:32) the covenant made with
God, such as the Sinai covenant (11:10; 31:32; 34:13) and Zedekiah’s covenant (34:8, 15, 18),
represents that God will punish them to be cut like the sacrifice animal (34:18). However, the
making of a new covenant (31:31, 33) and an everlasting covenant (32:40) reveals the future
hope for the nation. The recurring terms ¥7, 2iv, and X", which | mentioned above, represent
the process through their opposite meanings. As they have not obeyed the covenant by walking
in their evil (3:17; 11:8, 15), God will punish them by bringing evil and trouble on them (11:11,
17; 32:42). Nevertheless, at the days come (31:31), God will transform their fate by bringing

10 Thompson (1980, 114-16) discusses Judah’s royal-temple ideology with the concepts of God’s sovereignty and
pathos that Yahweh would not totally desert His people without a future hope.
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on them all the good that He has promised (32:42) since He announces the new covenant in 31
and repeats its concept through the everlasting covenant in 32. The recurring term 217 is also
employed to show the transformational process under the unconditional covenant. Although
people’s evil hearts have caused the covenant breach (11:8) and will not keep the covenant
(3:16), God will write His Torah in their hearts (31:33) through the new covenant and give
them one heart to fear Him forever because of an everlasting covenant (32:39). God will

unconditionally transform their hearts, so they will never turn away from Him.

The place the new covenant takes in the process reveals another significant meaning of
this unit: it represents that the new covenant is a turning point from the first part, whose tiding
is mostly calamity and rebuke with the feeling of sin and hopeless, to the second part that
begins with the development of the new covenant in the unit 32:36-44. The diagram below
presents the dynamic movement of the structure before and after the new covenant in 31:31-
34.

Comfort Comfort [Calamity] Comfort
‘abiy n3’ 33:19-26 34:8-22 ‘abiy ny’
32:36-44 50:1-5

Hope/Comfort
YTy N3
31:31-34

Calamity ~ Calamity [Comfort]  Calamity
3:12-18 11:1-17 14:19-22 22:6-9

It is interesting to find the insertion of the one comfort unit in the first part and one calamity
unit in the second part; the former hints at calamity in the midst of speaking about comfort, and
the latter alludes to restoration through the tiding of calamity. It enables a glimpse of hope in
the midst of distress and a warning that is inserted in the middle of an optimistic period. The
severe breach of the covenant was represented by the first part, and the future hope of
restoration was highlighted by the second part. On the one hand, the new covenant represents
the severe condition of lIsrael that needs unconditional covenant. On the other hand, it
represents a great hope for the future that can come from the eternal covenant. Both are
emphasized in the covenant units, and even more by their sequential reading. God neither
expects His people to be faithful anymore nor requires anything from them, so He Himself is
willing to prepare their promising future by making a new covenant with them. Both the
nation’s severe condition and future hope indeed provide the need for the new covenant. The

new covenant delivers them from suffering and promises them restoration.* By this means,

11 Keown, 1995, 135.
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the new covenant unit fits its place in the middle of the covenant units, between calamity and
comfort. This structural development of all the units strategically reveals the centrality of the
new covenant, showing that the book highlights hope for restoring the united Israel and Judah
in comparison to divine judgment on Judah.!? From this perspective, the new covenant
treasures all the meanings and open a new future from the beginning, playing a pivotal role in

unveiling God’s ultimate plan for all Israel.

3.5.  The Meaning of the New Covenant

The tapestry of the covenant concepts in the book, revealed in the analyzed covenant units of
this thesis, serves readers to comprehend the significant meaning of the new covenant. The
term covenant encapsulates the initial promise, the mutual commitment, and the derived
potential future, but also the possibility of breaking the expectation and the derived punishment.
Making the new everlasting covenant charges the term with all those meanings revealed
separately in the various units, once again from the beginning. God reminds Judah that He had
given the Sinai covenant to her forefathers and accuses her that the Sinai covenant was broken
by her evil and unfaithful heart (11:1-17; 22:6-9).2® However, God promises to make a new
covenant 7¢'7 n°12 with the house of Israel %% n°2 and the house of Judah 7372 n°2 (31:31-
34), and this new covenant concept repeats in 32:36-44, 33:19-26, and 50:1-5 for representing
His faithful promise to restore the nation. God will change the nation’s fate from doom of
judgment to the hope of restoration through the new covenant, which will be able to open of a
new page between God and the nation. Therefore, the new covenant is not only a new beginning
that represents God’s desperation for the nation but also the climax of prophecies of calamity,

reproach, desperation, and hope of the nation.

The new covenant, as mentioned above, stands at the center of the covenant units.
Although the term 7w77 n2 appears in 31:31-34 only, its concept continues in other units,
32:36-44, 33:19-26, and 50:4-5, with distinctive expressions. Firstly, the prophecy of the new
covenant in Jer 31:31-34 repeats in the oracle of Jer 32:36-44 which proclaims an everlasting

12 Keown (lbid., 131) argues that the Book of Jeremiah as a whole demonstrates that both houses as one
community share a common destiny for God’s plan: their reunification is part of the promised restoration (3:18),
these two houses stand together under judgment (5:11; 11:10, 17) and promise (31:31; 33:14), and they will return
together to Zion in tears (50:4-5).

13 The term Horeb covenant can be used interchangeably here for the Sinai covenant as there is the
Deuteronomistic influence on the Book of Jeremiah. Deut 5:2 says, “The LORD our God mad e a covenant with
us in Horebaqi2 n™2 1mny N2 1% mm” while Exod 19-24 describes the covenant at mount Sinai that God made
with the exodus generation. In this thesis, nevertheless, | prefer to use the term the Sinai covenant not because of
any influence of Exod 19-24 on the covenant units or the book.
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covenant for the promise of Israel’s restoration in the future. Both passages point out that God
will put the covenant on people’s hearts and confirms the relationship between Him and the
people of Israel and Judah as His people. Jer 32 unit, which stands together with Jer 31 unit
and creates a seamless process in the book, emphasizes the everlasting character of the new
covenant that tangibly guarantees the very future hope of the restoration based on the
unchangeable covenant relationship between God and His people. Nevertheless, the new
covenant in Jer 31:31-34 will be accomplished when the time is coming, while the everlasting
covenant in Jer 32:36-44 is related to the very specific event that the people will be coming
back from Babylon. Jer 32:36-41 has a concrete context to describe that God promises to bring
the people back to their own land and let them live in safety, which will confirm the new
covenant with the renewed relationship between God and His people as well as the renewed
heart of the people. The new covenant of Jer 31:31-34 looks like an inclusive concept to cover
all the aspects of the restoration of Israel and Judah, whereas the everlasting covenant of Jer
32:36-44 as a new covenant is particularly connected with the physical return from the
Babylonian exile. As Jer 31 unit offers the firm foundation of the new covenant alongside the
continuity of the new covenant with the old covenant, Jer 32 unit can build up its future-
oriented dynamics for God’s divine plan for Israel’s destiny. Secondly, unit 33:19-26 continues
to convey the new covenant concept by representing God’s everlasting promise of restoration
based on the unbreakable creation covenant and the eternal covenant with David. This
unbreakable and unconditional covenant sustains the promising destiny of the nation, the
continuance of the Davidic dynasty, and the return of their captivity to the homeland. Thirdly,
the concept of the new covenant g7 n°12 in Jer 31:31 is also repeated in the oracle of 50:4-5
that represents the everlasting relationship between God and the nation. ** They will
enthusiastically partake in the restoration process by looking for God and joining themselves
to God at His appointed time, while God will be acting behind this oracle. The everlasting
covenant 0% n»™a of Jer 50:5 as a new covenant particularly highlights a human initiation in
returning from the Babylonian exile to their homeland and seeking their covenant relationship
with God, whereas the new covenant of Jer 31:31 represents God’s divine initiation to lead all

the aspects of the nation’s restoration.

14 The exact term a%iv n>12 appears only in the oracles of 32:36-41 and 50:4-5 in the book.
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3.6. Conclusion

The new covenant unit itself contains the hope and promise for future restoration. Nevertheless,
reading this unit within the covenant units of the Book of Jeremiah enables me to discover
deeper insights related to the new covenant by revealing the significant meaning of the new
covenant concept and the critical place of the new covenant unit based on the structure and the
process created through the units.

Firstly, the sequential reading of the units accelerates the new covenant concept among
all the meanings and essences encapsulated in the ‘covenant’ as the covenant serves different
issues, themes, and essences within the various tidings of calamity, obligation, obedience,
comfort, security, and guarantee throughout the book. It represents the hope of the nation in
the midst of the tension between calamity, the doom of exile and destruction under the
conditional covenant, and comfort, God’s promise of restoration under the unconditional
covenant. It also simultaneously conveys two different tidings: rebuke and doom for those who
have broken the covenant on the one hand but an unconditional hope and promise of restoration
for the covenant people on the other hand. While the conditional covenant reflects human
behaviors, the unconditional covenant depends on God Himself, not on His people.

Secondly, from the perspective of this process, it seems that the new covenant of 31:31-
34 makes a turning point between the units that mainly discuss calamity and those that deal
with comfort, by that it creates an impression of the process that develops between the units.
As they have sinned against God and broken His covenant through their stubborn behaviors
and evil hearts, there is only calamity under the conditional covenant. However, the reality that
the covenant was broken by their evil hearts ironically increases the need for making a new
covenant with them. The broken covenant should be renewed, and the everlasting promise
given to forefathers needs to be assured in the midst of the current punishment upon them. Only
the new covenant’s everlasting character matters for the nation’s fate. God unconditionally
guarantees them a hope of restoration, without a condition of their repentance. As God Himself
is willing to take the initiative in restoring them, the new covenant God will make with the
united nation in the coming days opens a new page between God and the nation.

In short, upon exploring the covenant units from the literary analysis, this thesis shows
that the whole structure of the units and the process it builds weave the new covenant into the
fabric of the former covenants by making a beautiful covenant tapestry and developing the
coherent dynamics of the book with distinctive characteristics of covenants. Thanks to the

repeated use of the same term ‘covenant,” the new covenant cannot be separated from the
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continuous relationship with preceding covenants. In spite of the distinct comparison between
the new and the old covenants throughout the book, the literary reading of all the covenant
units plausibly enables me to demonstrate that the new covenant in 31 is not a totally new

covenant but indeed a renewed covenant with a solid connection with the old covenant.
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