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JEREMIAH'S SFVENTY YEARS FOR BABYLON:
A RE-ASSESSMENT
PART 11: TIIE IIISTORICAL DATA

ROSS E. WINKLE
Salemn, Ovegon 97505

In my previous arliclc on Jeremiah's seventy-vear prophocy
{AUSS 25 [19877: 201-214) I sought to demonstrate thar an analysis
of Jer 25:11-12, Jer 29:10, 2 Chr 36:20b-21, and Pan 9:2 produccs
three itemns of significance tor the inerpretation of the sevenry
vears. First, the seventy years dealt primarily with Babylon (espe-
cially in the MT of Jeremish), and the return trom exile was
understood to be conungent on their fulhllment. Second, the
seveniy yvears in Jeremiiah seemn best interpreted as a literal period of
time. And third, 2 Chr 36:20b-21 and Dun 9:2 do not require that
there be a symbolic understanding of the seventy years.

In the presenc ardcle, 1 follow up that earlier discussion by
investigazing whether my analysis given therein is verified and
validated by historical data (or is a1 least lully compadible with
such data). Since [ have suggested on the basis of the biblical
evidence that the period of domminanon of the Neo-Babylonian
Fmpirc is central to the question of the beginning and closing
termini [or Jeremiah's scventy-year prophecy, an appropriate start-
ing point for the present essay is the question of just when Neo-
Babylonia replaced the Assyrian Empire as the dominating lorce
oppressing the people of Yahweh, Or put another way: When did
the Assyrian Fmpire come to its end and thereby enhance the status
of Neo-Babylonia to the extent that the lauer came to be the
dominating political power in Syro-Palestine?

1. The End of the Assyrian Empire

Scholars often point 10 the destruction of Nineveh in 612 p.c.
as signifving the end of the Assyrian Empire. It is true that Assyria
had been devastated by this time But, as G. Roux remarks, “The
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ghost of an Assyrian kingdom survived for three years.”! One of
Sin-shar-ishkur’s officers took the name ol Assur-uballit IT and
ruled what was lefr of Assyria (or rather, led the Assyrian vesis-
tance), causing problems {or the Babylonians until 609 s.¢. In the
month of Nuzu (June 25-July 23), Assur-uballit advanced on the
city of TTaran in order (o recapture it. The Babylonian Chronicles
imply that a large Egyptian army accompanied him?—undoubtedly
the army of Necho 11} who had just killed Josiah in Josiah’s
attempt 1o stop the Egyplans from further advance {described in
2 Kgs 25:29-530 aund 2 Chr 35:20-25).

The Assyrian king maintained the sicge of Taran until the
mointh of Ululu (August 23-September 204, when Nabopelassar
arrived on the scene. The Babylomian text here contains several
lucunae.t A banle may never have taken place, for Nabopolassar
immediately turned northeast towards the area of Lalla In any
case, after this event Assur-uballit disappeared from history. Ronx
concludes that "thus ended miserably within the short space of
three yeurs cthe giant whe, for three centuries, had caused the world
to trenthle with fear.”? John Bright 1s even more succinet: " Assyria
was finished.”®

Although Assyrian resistance had thus ended, the Babylonians
did not yer, however, bave a free hand in Syria-Palestine, tor Necho
1I effectively conwrolled this ares until the Babylonians under
Nebuchadnegzar, the crown prince, trimphantly defeated the Egvp-
van forces ar Carchemish in May-June of 605 p.c.” Nevertheless,
the final defeat of Assyria in 604 s.c. certainly marked a significant
rurning poind for Babylon.

'Georaes Roux, Ancient frag {London, 1964), p. 313,

R 21900, lines 66-67. See I ], Wiseman, Chronicles of Chaldean Kings
(626-356 .. ) in the Brijish Musewsn (London, 1956), p. 63.

Wisemnan, p 24,
B.M. 21901, line 70: Wiseman, p. 70.
*Roux, p 314

8John Brght, A Tistory of Isvael, 3d ed. (Phaladelphia, 19810, 1o 316, See also
Siegtricd Hovinann, 4 Hustory of fyreel in Gld Festosnent Times (Philadclphia,
1975], pp. 26:1-263, B71-272, and 2¥1; and J. A FPhompson, The Book of Jeremiah,
NICO'U {Grand Rapuds, M1, 1980), p. 343,

‘Roux, p. 315 Wisernan, p. 25.
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2. Jeremiah's Temple Sermon

The Dute of Jererwah's Temple Serman

Jercmiah®s Temple Sermon (Jer 7:1-15; 26} clanfies the
religious-political scene in Judah m 609 B.c.

Contrary to the arguments of C. F. Whitley, wha dates
Jeremiah's T'emnple Sermon o 605 5.8 recent scholarship main-
tains thar 1ts dating is 609 B.c.? Jer 26:1 states that this sermon
began “in the beginning of the reign ot Jehoiukim. .. . There is
general agreement that the phrase 12 &t mamikiz (“heginning of
the reign’) corresponds 10 the Babylonian ref Sarrdita, a levm which
desigrmtes the accession year of a king."® There 1s sharp differ-
ence of opinion, however, concerning the questions of whether
Jehotakinn's accession year began helore or alter Tishri 1 {Scpiember
213t and of whether Judah empioyed a Nisan-ro-Nisan or lishri-
to- Tishri regnul year.!? These problems arc incredibly complex,

C.F. Whitley, “Carchernish ane Jeremiah,” ZA P 80 {1968):38-14; reprinted in
A Praphel to the Nations: Bssays in fevemiahk Studies, od. Leo G, Perdue and Taun
W Kovacs (Wimong Lake, TN, 1684), pp. 163-F75.

4], Philip Hyart, *The Beginming of Jercmiah's Propheey,”™ Z4F 78 (1966):204-
214; reprinied in Perdue and Kovacs, pp. 63-Y2 (see esp. pp. 62-67); Willlam L.
Holladay. ""The Years of Jereniah's Preaching,” fra 57 (1985): 148-149; Francix
Kenro Kamaki, " Che Temnple Sermon: Jeremiah's Polemic Agains dhe Deater-
onomists (D (1)) (Ph T dissertanon, Umion Theologies] Sominary in New York,
19805, pp. 38-3% and Thompson, pp. 274, 525,

i Jack Finegan, Handbook of Bibheal Cheonology (Ponceion, Nj, 19649,
p. %3 and Hvart, pp. O1-63.

NFoz those who maintain a pre-'lishoi- | acoessien, see Finegan, pp, 202-208,
and yait, po 66, For those who maintain a post-Tishri-1 accession. see Edwin B
Thicle, Fhe Aysterious Noaraders of the Tedrew Kings, rev. edl (Grand Rapids, MT,
19623, p. 165 A Malwrnae, " The Taase Kangs of Judah and the Fall of Jerasalemn: A
Iisorical-Chronologicat Swdy,” fEQ I8 (19683111 William L. [iolladay, A
Coherert Chrenology of Joremiab™s Farly Gureer,' in PUM, Togaen, od., e Livre
de Jévémge: Le frrophéte of son milicu, les ovacles et tewr transnmission (Leuven,
1981, p. 68; and Williamn H. Shea, “Wrestling with the Prinee of Persiz: A Swdy in
Drandel 10,7 ALSS 21 (1983225224,

T hose lavoring Nisan include Lhiele, p. 161 {for Jeremiah, Ezekiel, [Taggai,
und Zechariah); Holluday, “Cohevent Chronology,” p. 58; I . A. Clincs. “Regnal
Year Reckoning in the Last Years of the Kingdom of Judah,” Auwstralion foureal of
Biblical Archacology 2 (19721:9-34; and wdem, "The Faidence for an Autumnal New
Yeur in Pre-oxilic Tsrac] Reconsidered,™ JBEL 93 {1974):22- 40 For those who favor g
Tishri-to-Tishinn year. see Sicghned H. Horn, “The Babyloman Chronicle and dhe
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and their solutions—it possible—are outside the scope of this
article. Nevertheless, no marter how rhese problems are resolved,
Jehoiakim’s accession vear would probably have [allen between the
motiths of Elul {August 23-September 20) of 609 and Adar {February
15-March 16} of 608 {although with a post-Tishri-1 accession and
a Tishri-to-Tishri regnal year, it could have cxtended up 1o
Septemnber 10, 608).

Mainwaining an carly dare for Jeremiali's Temple Sermom,
J. P. Hyauw has conjectured that the phrase “We are delivered” in
Jer 7:10 possibly relers w a view of the people that Jehoiakim’s
accession represented deliverance fvom the and-Fgyprian policics
of Jehoahue and his lather Josiah.!3 Jehoiakim’s younger brother
Jehoahar and his father Josiah gertainly maintained an anti-
Egypuan stance. One can demonstrace this from the face that the
“people of the land” made bath Josiah (2 Kas 21:24) and Jehoahaz
(2 Kgs 25:30) kings, but when Necho 1T deported Jehoabaz and
installed Jehoiakim as king, Jehoiakim cxacted a heavy tax from
“the people of the land” (2 Kgs 23:35). Thus, the accession of
Jehoiakim represented a reversal of the anti-Egyptian policies of
Jehoahas und Josiah,

Although C. F. Whitley has denied the plausibility ol Hyatt's
conjeetare,’t rhis sugegestion does have merit, including considera-
tions that Hyau himself did not explore.

Fivst, the word nasal ('to deliver”) elsewhere In Jeremiah
always refers to deliverances from evildocrs, enemies, or oppressors
{Jor L:8, 19; 15:20, 21; 20:153: 2i:12; 22:5; 39:17; 42:11). It never vefers
ir deliverance from sins (as Whitley has argned).

Second, three major mouifs in the Lemple Sermon—the refer-
ence 1o Shiloh {7:12, 14; 26:6), the worship of foreign gods {7:4, 9),
and the cry of deliverance {Irom ndasal, 7:10)—all find paraliels in
the story of the Philisting capture of the ark of God during the
early part of Samuel’s judegcship of Istael (1 Sam 1-7). The capture
of the ark brought an cnd 1o Shiloh as the locale of the sancluavy
£l Sam 4:3-4, 10-11, 22; 7:1-2). 'The inain impediment to deliverance

Ancient Calendar of the Kmgdom of Judah" AUSSE 5 (186701227, Malamat,
pp- 115-150; and Alherto R, Green, ““1The Chronology of the Last Davs of Judah:
Two Apparent Discrepancies,” f8L 10! (1982):57-73,

UELyan, pri. GH-66.

WWhitley, pp. 165166,
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trom the Phabisiines was the worship by the Israelites of forcign
gods and the Ashtarolh (1 Sam 7:3).

Finally, crics for, concern about, amd promiscs of “deliverance”™
{lrom ndsal and yaia®, terms apparcently vsed synonymously) ocear
five times in this paracular narrative about the ark, all of them
relerring to political/military deliverance {(as opposed o a cultic
sense of salvation [rom sin): (1} the Israclies wake the ark o insure
deliverance {yafa®) in baule {4:3%; {2) the Philistincs wonder who
will deliver (ndgal) them from the Israelite “gods” (4:8): (3) Samuel
promises deliverance (ndsal) on condition of hdelity o God (7:3);
{4) the Isracelites plead for Samuel 10 coniinue to pray so they will
be saved (yasa®) trom the Philistines (7:8); and {5) Israelite territory
1s finally delivered (rasal) from Philistine rule (7:14).

These two observations—that Jeremiah {aside {from ¥:10) never
uscs nasal in the cultic sense of salvation from sin but in terms of
dcliverance from enemies, and that the Temple Sermon in Jer 7
contains parallel motifs with the ark narrative in | Sam 4-7 {with
its strong military/poliucal overones)—indicate that the cry ol
deliverance by the Judeans to which Jeremiah referred also carried
military/political overlones, as opposcd to purely cultic connota-
tions. With this probability, the Temple Sermon cerainly fits well
within events surrounding Jehoiakim’s installation as king by
Necho, thus supporting a 609-8.c. date for the Temple Sermon.

Not only have a number of OT scholars advocated a 609-s.c
date for Jeremmiah's Temple Sermon, but W. L. Holladay has
recently further argued that this sermon is the earliest utterance of
Jeremiah's prophetic career.* This he maintains in spite of the fact
that Jeremiah's call to ministry has been usually dated in the reign
of Josiah (cl. Jer 1:1-3)¢ and that there ure events mentioned in the
book of Jeremiah which occurred prior to Jehoiakim's reign (cf.
Jer 3:6-10; 22:10-i2). It this argument could be maintained, it
would lend considerable additional support 1o the significance of
the sermon for Jercmiah.

The Desolator in the Sermon

The heart of Jeremiah’s Temple Sermon was the threat that
the ternple would become like Shiloh {i.e., abandoned; of. Ps 78:60}

SHolladay, “Years,” po 149: of. also idon, “"Coherent Chronology,” 1. 68.
tF5ee tire discussion in Thompson, ppr. 50-56.
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and thar Jerusalem would become a curse o all the nations unless
the judeans listened to God's prophers and obeyed him (Jer 7:12-
14; 26:4-6). Because of this sharp message, (he priests, prophets,
and people who hcard Jeremiah speak these words in the remple
complex demanded the death sentence for him (26:7-9). Upon
Jeremiah's defense of his prophesying (26:12-15}, however, and
with the help of the clders of Judah, who cautioned against the
death decree (26:17-19), and also widh the help of Ahikam the son
of Shaphan (26:24), tlie charge was dropped and Jeremiah's 1ifc was
spared.

Although Jerenuah prophesied the abandonment of the wemple
and the {apparent) destruction of Jerusalem, he gave no evidence as
to what lorce/manon/enemy would be the catalyse lor Uhis devasta-
ton. There are, nevertheless, several implicit pieces of evidence
that T believe point in the direction of Babylon, rather than Egypi,
as the understood cause of this prophesied devastavion.

First, at this oime Judah was a vassal to Fgvpt, clearly indicated
by Necho Tl's installavon of Jechotakim as king (2 Kgs 23:54; 2 Chr
36:4). Thus, the pro-Tgyptian party was in dominancc in the
Fudean ruling circles ac the time. To prophesy about imminent
danger to Jerusalemn from Egyvptian quarlers would have only
played inio the hands of Pharaoh, who desired 0 keep Judah
subjection.’” On the other hand, imminent danger from Babylon
would cortainly have upsel the political status quo in the capital
and angered the pro-Fgyptian party. Thus, Babylon appcars 1o be
the likeliest source ol (rouble.

Sccond, a certain Uriah, the son of Shemaiah from Kirath-
Jearim, prophesicd a message similar to that of Jeremiah (Jer
26:20-28); but this ime, King Jchoiakim tried o put him to death,
Although Uriah fled to Egypt, Jehomakim’s officers brought him
back and Jehoiakim summarily executed him. If Uriah had
prophesied about Egypt as bringing calamity upon Jerusalem, it
seems odd that Pharaoh allowed hin to be extuadited.'® A prophecy
rclerring o Babylon as the source of trouble, on the other hand,
would have almasi assuredly caused Pharach o allow Jehotakim
o “take carc” of this troublemaker.

Third, Ahikam the son of Shaphan was instrumental in pro-
tecting Jeremiah from the angry priesis and prophets (20:24). It is

Yo Whitley, p. 166,
“hid.
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important o note that Ahikam came from a pro-Babylonian
family.1? What we know of his father Shaphan {2 Kgs 22:8-14) only
mdicates that he was a key figure ac the beginning of Josiah's
reform. Bui his son Gemariah was one of three officials who
opposed Jehoiakim when he burned Jeremiah’s scroll—a scroll
which specthcally mentioned that the king of Babylon would
destroy Judah (Jer 56:10-12, 25, 29). Ycars later King Zedekiah,
a wvassal of Nebuchadnezzar, entrusted Flasah, another son of
shaphan, with carrying Jeremial’s basically pro-Babylonian letter
to the exiles in Babylon (Jer 20:3). Finally, Ahikam’s own son
Gedalizh was entrusted by Nebuchadnezzar with guarding Jeremiah
atter the capture of Jerusalem by the Babylonians {Jer 39:11-11)
and eventually, Nebuchadnezzar appointed him governor of Judah
{2 Kgs 25:22; Jer 40:5). Jeremiah's close relations with this family
are evident in the Tact that he stayed [or some ume with Gedaliah
in Mizpah (jer 40:6). Thus, two sons and a grandson of Shaphan
were certainly favorable to Babylon. One can assume that the third
son, Ahikam, had similar political leanings or sympathies. And
Ahikam’s assistance 1o Jeremiah, while certainly not conclusive
evidence that Babylon lay behind the threat of calamity to Judah in
Jer 26, seems to point in that direction.

Fourih, the prophecy by Micah of Moresheth about the ruina-
tion of Jerusalem (Jer 26:18), spoken by the elders of the land in
defense of Jeremiah, most probably implics that the enemny would
come from the North. During the reign of King ITezckiah, the time
in which Micah spoke this prophecy, Assyria was a real threar,
whercas Egypt was not.?® Although Babylon was no threat to
Judah either at this time, Isaiah prophesied (2 Kgs 20:17-18; Isa
39:5-7) that it would be. Thus, the moast probably nemesis undex-
lying Micah's prophecy was from the North (cf. Mic 3; 2 Kgs 18-19;
20:12-19).%

Eor an analysis of Shaphan’s family's political svmpathies. see T'hoinas W.
Overholt. The Threat of Falsehood: 4 Study in the Theolugy of the Bool of
Jeveriah, Stadics in Riblical Theslogy, 2d ser., |8 (Naperville, 1., 1970). pp. 31-32.
bor an excellent discussion of politics during this ume and (he inHuenee of Jehoahar
and Zedekiah's mother on ther policies, see A Malarat, “The Twilight of Judah
In the Fgypuian-Babylonian Maelstrom," Supp ro FT 28 (19755:125-127.

HBright. pp. 278-2HY,

Tor the historical comext of Micah’s prophecy and i reladon w Hezekiah's
reign, see Delbert R, Hitlers, Micah, Hermencia (Philadelphia, 1984}, pp. 5-6, 9, and
A8, CL also Leslie O Allen, The Books of joel, Obadiak, fonak, and Micah,
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3. Babvlon as the New Threat

The end of Assyria under Assur-uballic IT ad the hands ol the
Babylonians and Jercrmiah's Temple Sermon {with its anplicir
understunding of the Babylonians as the real threat (o Jerusalem)
justify our considering 609 B.c. as a filtng terminus a quo {or the
seventy years. Of these wtwo cvenis, the defcat of Assyria s the
obvious choice for the acltual beginning of the seventy years. This
is because of the fact that with Assyria out of the way, Babylon was
wuly the deminant power in the North, On the other hand,
Jevemiah’s Temple Sermon, while clarifving the religions and
political sitnaton in 509 k.c., does not mention Babylon by name
or cven allude specifically o forces from the North. 'The corrobora-
tive nature of Jeremial's cvidence is, nonecheless, more than merely
an “argument rom silence™; the refleccon it gives of the situa-
tion 15 mmplicit. Indeed, the two events—rthe fall of Assyria and
Jeremiah's sermon—seemn to have heen closely related, and thus it
15 easy to understand the force of M. B, Rowton’s observation:

News of the Assyrian king's downfall would have reached a
people sall bowed in grief over the death of their own heloved
king. To Jerermah it would have brought, not consolation, but
the dawn of an appalling thought: Assyvria was indesd no more,
but Yahwe had chosen an avenger elsewhere,

4. Further Basic Questions Concerning
the Seventy Years

Twa questions remain to be answered concerning the seventy
vears: First, how precisely can one determine the termintes a quo ol
the seventy vears? And second, how is 1t possible tor the seventy-
vear prophecy 1o he first given in 605 B {Jer 25:1) when ut
supposedly went inwo elfect in 509 8.c.—four years earliers

Precision Regarding the Beginning Date

As lor rhe hrst question, one muost understand that neither
biblical nor hisrarical records give the precise dates for Josiah's
death, Jehouhue's accession, the Assyrian-Fgyplian campaigs

NICOL (Grand Rapids, ML 1976), p. 521 Allen asseres that this prophecy sputned
an Hewekialv's reforrm,
#M. B Rowton, "' Jeremiah and the Death of Josiah,"” fAES 10 (19513150,
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against Havan and that ciiy’s subsequent defeat, the accession of
Jehoiakim, or the Temple Sermon of Jeremiah; the dates arc
approximute a1 best. The sharp differences ol opinion concerning
calendrical dating also complicate the issue.

Simple calculations would indicate, However, that the terminus
a que must be dated no earlier than Qoober of 609 e.c., since
Babylon fell on October 12, 539 g.c. 'This general date in 609 falls
after Tishii I {September 21), thus autematically and absolurely
excluding every event previously mentioned except the accession of
Jehoiakim and Jeremiah's Temple Sermon. And the combination
ol an acceplance of a Tishri-to-Iishr regnal year and a pre-
Tishri-1 accesston lor Jehoiakim® would exclude &l of these events.
Thus, by pushing these events back into the preceding year, the use
of any of these events as a terminus a guo would indicate a termn of
seventy-one years instead of seventy vears.

Such nced not be the case, however, for there are at least two
possible solutions 1o this problem. First, none of the events ocourred
earlier than Iyyar 1 (April £7) of 604 8.0, a date fesy thun six
months earlier than Oclober of the same “year.” It may be the cuse
that rounding seventy vears plus a time period of up to six months
[0 AN even seventy years was an accepiable practice.?” For example,
in 2 Chr 36:9 one reads that Jchorachin ruled three months and ten
days, whereas in 2 Kgs 24:8 the same time periend is expressed as
three months. Il this were the case also wich the seventy yvears, the
problem of pre-October events would be solved. However, since
recent scholarship has questioned the accuracy of 2 Chr 36:9,25 1(
would seem desirable to look for a less problemalic solulion.

Onc finds, in fact, a bewer solution o this problem within the
book of Jeremiah iwself. In the fifth month of the fourth year of
Zedekiah's rcign {(Jer 28:1), Jeremiah prophesied that the falsc
prophet Hananiah would die in that very year (28:16). TTananiah
promplly dicd in the seventh month of the same year (28:17)
Jeremiah apparenily considered some events preceding and follow-
ing Lishri 1 to be within the same year. Thus, any of the events

“iFinegan, pp. 202-203,
MGee Malamat, “Last Kings.” p. 159, and idem, "Usnlight of Judah,” po 125,
4ee the discussion in Clines, “Regoal Year Reckoning.” pp. 9-34.

Ao R, Green, ““L'he Fate of Jeholakim,'" 4USS 20 (1982):105-109. especially
B 105,
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{from Jostal’s death on} could be considered as occurring within
the same vear as post-'Tishri-1 events. Applied 10 the terminus a
quo of the seventy-year prophecy, this would solve the problem
thar we have noted %

“Hetrospective” Prophectes

As for the second question raised above (Le., how a future-
sounding tiine prophecy spoken in 605 B.c. could have had its
tereminus @ gquo [our years carlier in 609 2.¢.), once again material
within Jererntah helps 1o clarily the issuc. First ol all, 1t must be
recognized that Jeremiah relerred (o the seventy years for Babylon
more than five years alter he originally prophesied abowt icicf. Jer
20:1-2, 10). It is important (o note that Jeremiah did not refer to
“the seventy years bui simnply 0 “sevently yeass,” thus indicating
that this time period began, not when Jeremiah uttered Lhe
prophecy, but rather when some event {disassocizied from the actual
utterance) ook place.?®

A second consideration is that st the beginning of Zedekiah's
reign (Jer 27:1) Jeremiah prophesied 1o the ambassadors ol Edom,
Moab, Ammon, Tyre, and Sidon (hat all nations would serve
Nebuchadnezszar and Nebuchadnezzar's son and grandson until the
time of his own land would come {(27.7). Jeremiah also spoke
virtually the same thung to Zedekiah himselt (27:12). The fact thar
these ambassaders were al Zedekiah's court o discuss plans for a
revolr® shows that they were already vassals of Nebuchadnezzar.

Zile 15 possihle that when God spoke to Jeremiah (28:19), iv was already the
seventh month, e, ihe next vea. Thus, this would disprove the argument. Bur this
seearts iprobable. First, why would God wait abrost two months o give Joremiah
this message? Second, why would God refer o Vrhis very vear'™ (vs. 16) when it
would be, in actuality, more precise to reler 1w the month (if Jeremiah spoke in the
sevenith momh? Third, moving Jeromiab's resporse up te the severuh month
destrovs the rwo-vear two-month analogy. Fourth, the phrasing of 28:07 {In thae
same year, in the severih mondh, the prophel Hanuniah died™) indicates thai
Hananiah's death did not happen within the same monh as Jeremiah's prophecy,
And Lk, with the chronalogy so carefully lard out i this chapeer (28:1, 16, 17}, it is
steange that vs, 12 dows not clearly indicate that God spoke o Jeremiah in the
severth month 5 indeed such were the case.

BEor agreement {but with a different time-lrame in mind}, see “Chronology of
Fxile and Restoradon,” Seventh-day ddventist Bible Commentary, rev, ed. {19763,
LRILIN

#CE Briphe, p. 320,
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Judah itself had become a vassal at least as carly as ca, 605 w.c. %

Here, then, we have what one might call a “retrospeciive
prophecy” —one which, though Iuture-oriented, related o events
in the past and up to the present. An objection ay be raised, of
course, that Jer 27:7, which is of key importance to the designation
of this prophecy as a “retrospective” ane, is missing from the LXX.
This objection is not unassailahle, however, for there is reason o
believe that the literalistic translators of the LXX dropped the verse
because Nebuchadnezzar's son Armel-Marduk was not succeeded by
his son but by his brother-in-law Nergal-shar-usur® In short,
then, the retrospective natwure ol Jeremiah's prophecy in chap. 27
cun be considered as clarilying the date of the prophecy about the
severiy years in chap. 2h,

It is thus both logical and consistent with the historical evi-
dence to fix the terminus a quo in 609 8.c. The levminus ad quem
would then be the well-auesied date of the fall of Babylon seventy
years later, on October 12, h39 m.c.

5. Conclusion

This article and its predecessor have entailed a search tor a
better understanding of the seventy-year prophecy in Jeremiah,
The evidence, 1 belteve, demonstrates [irse of all that fireral inrer-
pretation of the seventy years is not incompatible with an under-
standing ol either the relevant biblical texts (Jer 2b:11-12, Jer 29:10,
2 Chr 36:20b-21, and Dan 9:2) or the historical data. In the first
article T showed that these hiblical (exts do not necessitate a
symbolic application of the seventy years and that at the same time
they allow for a primary reference to Babylon. In the present article
I have set forth evidence suggesting that the defeat {or, withdrawal)
of Assur-uballit IT of Assvria and the Assyrian-Egyptian forces at
ITaran at the hands of the Babylonians constitutes a viable event
for the terminus a gue ol the seveniy vears in the summer of 609
k... This correlates well with a terminus ad gquem for those seventy
years in h39 s.c.

MW iseman, . 25 B.M. 21946 line 8 states that Nebuchadnezaar conquered a1l of
what 15 knessen as Syria amd Patestine soon afier the Baole of Carchemish in 605 s.c.
A Thaormpwson, f. 535, n. 19



