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Abstract

Deuteronomy 18:15-22 offers a criterion of predictive accuracy for judging prophets! It
is argued here that Jeremiah takes up this criterion and renders it problematic. A critical
examination of three passages from Jeremiah reveals the nature of the critique: Jer. 18,26
and 28. One key aspect of this critique involves Jeremiah’s accent on YHWH potentially
changing his mind (Om2). The conclusion is reached that Jeremiah de-emphasizes the role
of prophet as prognosticator in favor of the view that a prophet’s role is to spur moral,
social, and religious change. As a postscript, a brief examination of Jonah’s understand-
ing of this matter demonstrates that not all prophets were in agreement on the value of
Jeremiah’s change.
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1. Introduction

As James Crenshaw demonstrated many years ago, conflict between
prophets in ancient Israel undoubtedly existed and had several sources.!

* This is a revised and expanded version of a paper read at the Israelite Prophetic
Literature Section at the SBL Annual Meeting in New Orleans, November 21, 2009. My
thanks to the participants for their helpful comments on the presentation.

1. James L. Crenshaw, Prophetic Conflict(BZAW, 124; Berlin: W. de Gruyter, 1971).


http://www.sagepub.co.uk/journalsPermissions.nav
http://JSOT.sagepub.com

340 Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 35.3 (2011)

One aspect of that conflict revolved around determining who, as a
prophet, was legitimate and who was not. This debate is often presented
using the categories of true and false prophecy, although this is not
precisely the manner in which the authors of the relevant texts in the
Hebrew Bible present it.2 For the religious and political personnel in
ancient Israel, deciding which prophets were to be heeded—that is, were
true prophets—turned out to be a complicated matter. The problems for
making such a determination were several, but at the heart of the matter
was the difficulty created by the lack of solid criteria. What test or tests
enabled one to determine who was and who was not a genuine prophet?
As Crenshaw and others have shown, there is no comprehensive assess-
ment in the Hebrew Bible that makes answering such questions possible
with any degree of certainty.? It is in the nature of the case that each
prophetic message had to be evaluated on its own merits in the historical,
social, and religious context in which it was offered, and often determi-
nations of legitimacy were only possible after the fact.

That said, it is not the case that the Hebrew Bible contains no attempt
to establish criteria for distinguishing between legitimate and illegitimate
prophecy; however, such attempts are infrequent and the criteria offered
are minimal. In fact, the only attempt to address the issue in any pro-
grammatic way in the Pentateuch occurs in two passages in Deuter-
onomy.* The first, Deut. 13.2-6 (1-5), urges the community to put to
death any prophet who entices Israel to follow other gods, even though
through them YHWH is testing the community’s fealty to himself. In this
case the reader encounters the notion that false prophets are those who
encourage that the community abandon YHWH to follow other deities.

XX which introduces the term yeuSompopnms into the discussion. Of the ten occur-
rences of this term in the LXX, nine are found in Jeremiah (see below).

3. For a full bibliography of studies through the end of the 1960s, see Crenshaw’s
bibliography of works on false prophecy (Prophetic Conflict, p. 124). Subsequent to that,
see Frank Lother Hossfeld, Prophet gegen Prophet: eine Analyse der alttestamentliche
Texte zum Thema, Wahre und falsche Propheten (Fribourg: Schweizerisches Katholisches
Bibelwerk, 1973); Ivo Meyer, Jeremia und der falsche Propheten (Géttingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1977); James A. Sanders, ‘Hermeneutics in True and False Prophecy’,
in George W. Coats and Burke O. Long (eds.), Canon and Authority: Essays in Old
Testament Religion and Theology (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1977), pp. 21-41.

4. On Deuteronomy’s conception of prophecy, in addition to the standard critical
commentaries, see Hans Barstad, ‘The Understanding of the Prophets in Deuteronomy’,
SJOT 8 (1994), pp. 236-51; and Knud Jeppesen, ‘Is Deuteronomy Hostile Towards
Prophets?’, SJOT 8 (1994), pp. 252-56.

\/ 2. To mention one difference: there is no term for ‘false prophet’ in Hebrew. It is the
L
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The second passage that speaks to the issue is Deut. 18.15-22, where the
matter is handled with slightly more depth. Here one reads that the true
prophet is like Moses, and that YHWH puts words in the prophet’s mouth
after which the prophet discharges his® duty by speaking them. The
conditions for disqualification (and hence meriting death) are two: first, a
prophet who speaks in the name of another god;¢ and second, a prophet
who presumes to speak a word that YHWH has not commanded. The
latter introduces a more complicated condition, a fact recognized by the
hypothetical question from the community: ‘How can we recognize a
word that YHWH has not spoken?’ (18.21).” The answer given introduces
the criterion of predictive accuracy for assessing prophets:

If the prophet speaks in the name of YHWH but the word does not take place
or does not come about, it is a word that YHWH has not spoken. The prophet
has spoken it presumptuously; do not be frightened by it. (18.21)%

This is the only real criterion given in the passage, but the evaluative
framework it provides is obvious at best and nugatory at worst. Never-
theless, it is what the text offers. How helpful was a criterion of fulfill-
ment in evaluating prophets and their messages, though?

The remainder of this study argues that certain texts in the book of
Jeremiah take up this criterion of fulfillment and challenge it as a means
for determining prophetic legitimacy. As will be shown, Jeremiah moves
the discussion about prophetic veracity beyond predictive accuracy by
complicating that criterion. False prophets and false prophecy are not
simply a matter of predictive factual deficiency. Interestingly, and per-
haps more importantly, Jeremiah also argues in one important case that a

5. The Hebrew Bible does report female prophets on several occasions, but the
linguistic formulations here are all masculine.

6. This is similar to Deut. 13, but not exactly the same. J. Tigay argues that this text
does not imply that these are non-YHWH prophets, but it seems hard to conclude
otherwise. See J. Tigay, Deuteronomy (The JPS Torah Commentary, 5; Philadelphia: The
Jewish Publication Society of America, 1997), p. 177.

7. Note the way in which the question is framed: the question does not ask how to
recognize a legitimate message, but rather how to recognize an illegitimate message.
Does this suggest that the ‘default’ position for responding to prophecies was to assume
all were valid unless there were reasons to think otherwise?

8. Deut. 13 also utilizes a criterion of fulfillment, but the differences from Deut. 18
are more apparent than the similarities. In the former, the prophet or intermediary in
question speaks on behalf of a deity other than YHWH, so even if the prophet’s words or
dreamer’s dreams take place, it is immaterial with respect to his evaluation as a legitimate
prophet.
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prophet whose prediction did not come to pass exactly as proffered is
still valid. How this can be so is another important aspect of this study.
Finally, the present study concludes by examining an important impli-
cation of the challenge to predictive accuracy as a criterion for evaluating
prophets.

2. Deuteronomy and Jeremiah

The only book in the prophetic corpus that seems as interested in the
question of labeling and defining legitimate and illegitimate prophets as
Deuteronomy is Jeremiah.? Jeremiah’s interest in the prophets is manifest
in several ways. An examination of the concordance reveals that Jeremiah
has more to say about 0'R*2] by a considerable margin than any other
book among the latter prophets: the term %23 occurs in Isaiah seven
times; in Ezekiel 17 times, but the term occurs 95 times in Jeremiah.!
Additionally, the book names more prophets, both true and false, than
any other prophetic book (on which, see below). This indicates that there
is an attempt to concretize what may have been a more abstract dis-
cussion about prophecy by putting flesh and blood to the matter."!

A second issue, one which is decidedly more complicated, also plays a
role in examining Jeremiah’s position on prophets and prophecy: its
literary and ideological connection with Deuteronomy. While the point
is not without dissent, most scholars of Jeremiah recognize some Deut-
eronomistic redaction in Jeremiah, a perspective adopted in the present
study.”? As will be shown below, this is true in the case of certain

9. Inhis commentary on Deut. 18, S.R. Driver wrote that examples of false prophets
‘may be readily illustrated from the book of Jeremiah’, citing Jer. 14.14-15; 23.16, 21-27,
30-33; 27.9-10, 14-16; 28.15-17; 29.8-9, 21-32; and 37.19. See S.R. Driver, Deuter-
onomy (ICC; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 3rd edn, 1965), p. 229. Apparently the LXX
translators concluded similarly, given their introduction of the term YusuSompodntns into
their rendering of passages from Jeremiah; see n. 2 above.

10. They garner 37 references in the Book of the Twelve. The LXX version of
Jeremiah uses wpodnTns or YeuSompodntns only 57 times.

11. This is not to say that the narratives are historical. Indeed, it may indicate the
opposite.

12. The literature on this subject is vast, and there is no need to rehearse all of it here.
See Sigmund Mowinckel, Zur Komposition des Buches Jeremia (Kristiania: Jacob
Dybwad, 1914); R. Davidson, ‘Orthodoxy and the Prophetic Word: A Study in the
Relationship between Jeremiah and Deuteronomy’, VT 14 (1964), pp. 407-16; W. Thiel,
Die deuteronomistiche Redaktion von Jeremia 1-25 (WMANT, 41; Neukirchen—Vluyn:
Neukirchener Verlag, 1973); idem, Die deuteronomische Redaktion von Jeremia 26—45



HIBBARD True and False Prophecy 343

narrative texts in Jeremiah that depict prophetic conflict of one sort or
another. One such example is Jeremiah 26-29, a distinct literary unit in
Jeremiah organized around the theme of prophets and prophetic con-
flict.® Those who see a Deuteronomistic hand in Jeremiah generally view
these chapters as part of that editorial work, although not all agree about
the particulars of that redaction.’* The material may be viewed
structurally in the following manner (with relevant prophetic interest
indicated):

26.1-19 Jeremiah’s trial (invocation of Micah of Moresheth)

26.20-24  Uriah the prophet

27.1-22 Jeremiah and the yoke of Babylon (prophets from neighboring regions)

28.1-17 Jeremiah and Hananiah of Gibeon

29.1-23 Jeremiah’s letter to the exiles (denunciation of 7191 prophets Ahab and
Zedekiah)

29.24-32  Jeremiah’s letter denouncing the 71912 prophet Shemaiah

In these chapters no fewer than six prophets besides Jeremiah are men-
tioned by name. Additionally, one of these episodes, the confrontation
between Jeremiah and Hananiah, appears to invoke Deuteronomy 18.
These factors combine to make Jeremiah 2629 fertile ground for an
examination of the book’s view of prophecy and its critique of the
criterion of fulfillment in particular.'* To be sure, this is not the only
place in Jeremiah in which the issue of prophecy emerges—Jer. 23.9-40

(WMANT, 52; Neukirchen—Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1981); E. Kragelund Holt, ‘The
Chicken and the Egg—Or: Was Jeremiah a Member of the Deuteronomist Party?’, JSOT
44 (1989), pp. 109-22; C.R. Seitz, ‘The Prophet Moses and the Canonical Shape of
Jeremiah’, ZAW 101 (1989), pp. 3-27; idem, ‘Mose als Prophet. Redaktionsthemen and
Gesamtstruktur des Jeremiasbuches’, BZ 34 (1990), pp. 234-45; Thomas C. Romer, ‘How
Did Jeremiah become a Convert to Deuteronomistic Ideology?’, in Linda S. Schearing
and Steven L. McKenzie (eds.), Those Elusive Deuteronomists (JSOTSup, 268; Shef-
field: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), pp. 189-99; Rainer Albertz, Israel in Exile (trans.
David Green; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2003), pp. 302-45.

13. On these chapters as a unit organized around the theme of prophets and their
message about Babylon, see Robert P. Carroll, Jeremiah (OTL; Philadelphia: West-
minster Press, 1986), pp. 510, 529. Carroll argues that ch. 26 is a preface to chs. 27-29.
See also Thomas W. Overholt, ‘Jeremiah 27-29: The Question of False Prophecy’, JAAR
35(1967), pp. 241-49; and William L. Holladay, Jeremiah 2 (Hermeneia; Minneapolis:
Fortress Press, 1989), pp. 114-15.

14. See,e.g., Albertz, Israel in Exile, pp. 332-39. The issue is complicated further by
the significant differences between the MT and LXX in these chapters (as elsewhere in
Jeremiah).

15. In what follows, the issues in Jer. 29 are left to the side for reasons of space.
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comes to mind—but it does so in these chapters in a way that engages
the view of prophets in Deuteronomy most explicitly.

The recognition that Deuteronomistic sections of Jeremiah may, in
fact, be offering a different model from prophecy than is found in Deut-
eronomy is significant. To the degree that the suggestion is plausible, it
indicates that the later Deuteronomistic redactors of Jeremiah were using
this prophet to modify an earlier view of prophecy in Deuteronomy and,
thereby, to offer a different understanding of the prophetic function. As
we shall see, the model at which they arrive is not altogether new and
bears a striking resemblance to eighth-century prophets and the poetic
sections of Jeremiah—that is, the prophet as social and religious critic.
Though this understanding of prophets and prophecy is found throughout
the prophetic literature, it is not the dominant model found in Deut-
eronomy. This suggests that the Deuteronomistic redactors of Jeremiah
used the prophet to critique the view found in Deuteronomy and offer a
new ‘Deuteronomistic’ understanding of prophecy in Jeremiah that
matches the image and model elsewhere in the prophetic corpus. What is
interesting is how they carry this out.

3. Jeremiah and Hananiah of Gibeon

Our starting point for investigating the book of Jeremiah’s attitude
toward Deuteronomy’s criterion of fulfillment is the conflict between
Jeremiah and Hananiah of Gibeon recorded in Jeremiah 28.'¢ The fuller
context requires us to include ch. 27 in our examination, since the critical
issues originate there.!” It must be said that my interest in these chapters
is not historical, but ideological.’® At the beginning of Jeremiah 27 the

16. Gottfried Quell called this passage ‘das grellste und eindriicklichste Beispiel
innerprophetischen Konflikts’; cf. G. Quell, Wahre und falsche Propheten (Giitersloh:
C. Bertelsmann, 1952), p. 43. James Sanders refers to this text as the ‘locus classicus’ of
the problem of true and false prophecy; see Sanders, ‘Hermeneutics in True and False
Prophecy’, p. 22.

17. Cf. Overholt, ‘Jeremiah 27-29°, pp. 241-42.

18. There are considerable historical problems related to the confusion over the dates
of these episodes at the beginning of the two chapters. Carroll argues that such confusion
renders unlikely the possibility that these events are historical (Jeremiah, pp. 529-30),
while Holladay argues that the historicity of the scene in ch. 27 ‘cannot be questioned’
(Jeremiah 2, p. 118). He dates it to 594 BCE. Additionally, Carroll argues that these
chapters are essentially doublets describing the same scene, which also negates their
value as historical sources.
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prophet is instructed by YHWH to fashion a yoke (v. 2), after which he
sends a message to the royal envoys of several surrounding nations that
YHWH has given these lands to the Babylonian king, Nebuchadnezzar
(vv. 3-7).7 Jeremiah informs them that in order to survive intact, these
nations must submit to Nebuchadnezzar. Should they listen to their own
prophets and intermediaries who are counseling otherwise (as elsewhere,
here characterized as Ppw, ‘falsehood’), it will go badly for them (vv. 8-
11). The same message is communicated to Judah’s king, Zedekiah, in a
second scene (vv. 12-15). The chapter then abruptly changes focus in the
last seven verses, where the subject becomes the status of the Temple
vessels (vv. 16-22).2 Whether or not the different subject matter in the
chapter signals redactional activity from different periods,* it does form
the immediate narrative and literary background assumed by the conflict
narrated in ch. 28.22

Jeremiah 28 is a rather straightforward narrative in which two com-
peting prophetic messages, both ostensibly originating with YHWH, are
presented in a public context by the prophets. Building on the informa-
tion in the previous chapter, which assumes the aftermath of Nebu-
chadrezzar’s exile of the Jerusalem leadership in 597 BCE, Hananiah
announces that those persons and vessels taken will return quickly:

Thus says the Lord of hosts, the God of Israel: I have broken the yoke of the
king of Babylon. Within two years I will bring back to this place all the
vessels of the Lord’s house, which King Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon took
away from this place and carried to Babylon. I will also bring back to this
place King Jeconiah son of Jehoiakim of Judah, and all the exiles from Judah
who went to Babylon, says the Lord, for I will break the yoke of the king of
Babylon. (Jer. 28.2-4)

19. Only in Jer. 27-29 is the Babylonian king’s name spelled this way; elsewhere in
the book it is ‘Nebuchadrezzar’, which matches the Akkadian more closely.

20. The perspective in these verses is not entirely consistent. On the one hand,
prophets are admonished to intercede with YHWH to allow the vessels that have not been
taken to Babylon to remain in Jerusalem (vv. 18-20). On the other hand, the section
closes with a prophetic oracle announcing that the vessels in question will be carried off
to Babylon (vv. 21-22). On this theme in general in the sixth-century literature, see Peter
R. Ackroyd, Studies in the Religious Tradition of the Old Testament (London: SCM
Press, 1987), pp. 46-60.

21. For example, Carroll (Jeremiah, pp. 534-35) argues that the concern over the fate
of the temple vessels and other furnishings, ‘belongs to the world of Ezra and the
Chronicler’ (p. 535).

22. Indeed, Jer. 27 never reports that Jeremiah made the yoke as instructed, but Jer.
28.10 assumes so.
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Jeremiah’s initial response to this prediction is interesting, if only
because it can be interpreted in two different ways. He states,

Amen! May YHWH act thusly, may YHWH establish your words which you
prophesied to return the vessels of YHWH’s house and all the exiles from
Babylon to this place. (28.6)

It is unclear whether Jeremiah really hopes for this outcome, or is mock-
ing Hananiah.? Given his certainty about the exile expressed elsewhere
in the book, it would appear strange if he agreed with Hananiah on this
point. At any rate, that does not constitute the whole of his reply. In'28.8-
9 he continues and offers what appears to be a different criterion from
Deuteronomy 18 for understanding prophecy (or at least Hananiah’s
prophecy), one that distinguishes between two types of prophets:

The prophets who were before you and me from of old prophesied to many
lands and great kingdoms about war and disaster?* and pestilence.”* The
prophets who prophesied peace (019%) were known as prophets whom YHWH
had truly sent when the word came about.

At this Hananiah takes the yoke from Jeremiah’s neck and smashes it
and announces that YHWH will, like this, smash Babylon’s yoke within
two years (vv. 10-11). After a brief retreat, Jeremiah is instructed to
return a message to Hananiah re-affirming the earlier pronouncement.
The imagery of the yoke is retained, except now it is re-envisioned as a
yoke of iron which cannot (read: will not) be broken. Like Jeremiah’s
message to the envoys in ch. 27, Jeremiah excoriates Hananiah for
offering a prophetic fiction:

And the prophet Jeremiah said to the prophet Hananiah, ‘Listen, Hananiah,
YHWH has not sent (T70) you, and you made this people trust in a lie (P®).
Therefore thus says YHWH: I am going to send you () off the face of
the earth. Within this year you will be dead, for you have spoken rebellion
against YHWH’. (28.15-16)

Finally, the matter is brought to a close with the brief report of
Hananiah’s fate: ‘In that same year, in the seventh month, the prophet
Hananiah died’ (28.17).

How does the conflict in Jeremiah 28 relate to the depiction of proph-
ecy and specifically the criterion of fulfillment in Deuteronomy 18?
Several scholars have argued that this chapter in Jeremiah is something

23. Holladay, Jeremiah 2, p. 127.
24. Many MSS read 227, ‘famine’. Cf. Jer. 42.22; 44.13.
25. The last two items in the list, 797 and 137, are absent in the LxX.
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like a narrative portraying the description of prophecy in Deuteronomy.
R. Carroll refers to it as both a ‘paradigm case’ and ‘ideal account’ that
reflects the Deuteronomy text.2¢ The central test for prophetic legitimacy
in the chapter is, like Deuteronomy 18, predictive accuracy. Jeremiah
and Hananiah proffer messages about the fate of the exiles that are
diametrically opposed and, therefore, cannot both be accurate.?” The true
prophet is the one whose prediction is correct. On one level, it appears
that the chapter offers narrative confirmation of the idea.?® This is so
because Hananiah turns out to be factually incorrect: nothing is returned
within two years. As such, the report of Hananiah’s death seems to
match the punishment for false (actually presumptuous, 7°7) prophecy in
Deut. 18.20. Further confirmation that the two texts are linked is found in
the ambiguity over how Hananiah died; the text does not specify this.
This is congruent with the ambiguity over the manner of the false
prophet’s death in Deut. 18.20. So, Hananiah speaks a false prediction
in YHWH’s name after which he dies.

If one looks more closely at the two texts, however, subtle ideological
differences can be seen. To start with what may be thought of as the
simplest and perhaps least consequential: Hananiah’s death appears
premature according to the standard of Deuteronomy 18. It occurs a mere
two months after his utterance (28.17), but disconfirmation of his
prophecy qua prediction would require two years.*® The implication may
be that some prophecies cannot be tolerated because to do so would be
too detrimental and, therefore, it must be shown that they are false before
they are allowed to affect political policy and religious attitudes too
greatly, even if that means not allowing the time necessary to confirm or

26. Carroll, From Chaos to Covenant, pp. 186-87.

27. Jeremiah’s message about the exiles is more fully recorded in the letter found in
Jer. 29.4-23.

28. Holladay refers to it as a ‘word of prudent caution, an appeal to precedent and an
attitude of wait-and-see for optimistic oracles probably based on Deut. 18.22° (Jeremiah
2, p. 127).

29. Most have traditionally interpreted Deut. 18.20 to mean that the prophet in ques-
tion is to be executed. In my view, however, the text only indicates that the prophet must
die, while the means of that prophet’s death are left unspecified: 817777 8237 527, Deut.
13.6 also contains a provision for the death of the false prophet (or dreamer), but the gram-
matical construction there (hophal) indicates much more clearly that execution is in view:
"3 501 RYT DDA 09N W R KT M DY 110 127 of. Deut. 17.6; 21.22; 24.16.

30. Does this suggest that Jeremiah registers some dissatisfaction with the wait-and-
see provision of Deut. 18? Somewhat ironically, however, Jeremiah’s own ‘70 years’
prophecy (25.11; 29.10) requires this same perspective.
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disconfirm their predictions. Hence, Hananiah’s death. Additionally,
Jeremiah identifies Hananiah’s message as 7PW@, a charge made by
Jeremiah against false prophets frequently in the book, including the
previous chapter,®® and he asserts that YHWH has not sent Hananiah
mm ‘[H'?W ®Y).22 Neither of these is present per se in Deuteronomy 18,
although the sentiment is there. Finally, it is also worth noting that Jer.
28.16 borrows language from Deut. 13.6, not ch. 18, in charging
Hananiah with speaking rebellion (770) against YHWH, the same charge
made in the next chapter against the {1511 prophet Shemaiah (29.32).3
A different kind of challenge to the criterion of fulfillment as
formulated in Deuteronomy 18 is located in Jer. 28.8-9. As was pointed
out above, this text differentiates between prophets of doom and prophets
of peace. Jeremiah states that the historical, we might say, default role
played by prophets is to announce a message of woe and disaster (cf.
\/ 1.10-19). Deuteronomy 18 assumes as much by noting that the prophet
whose pronouncements go unfulfilled should not induce fear in the com-
munity (cf. Deut. 18.22).3 While the acid test for prophetic legitimacy is,
as in Deuteronomy 18, whether or not the prophetic pronouncement
comes to fruition, the intimation of Jeremiah’s response is that prophets
who declare well-being are working against historical precedent. As
such, they have a higher burden of proof than their more negatively
oriented counterparts.’s This permits the conclusion that Jeremiah builds
on Deut. 18.20-22, but moves beyond it by envisioning a type of pro-
phetic message not considered by the Deuteronomy. Indeed, Deutero-
nomy does not raise the possibility of ‘prophets of peace’.’¢ To put the

31. E.g. 5.2,31; 14.14; 20.6; 23.25, 32; 27.10, 14, 16; 29.9, 21, 23, 31; 43.2; cf.
1 Kgs 22.22-23.

32. This charge allows Jeremiah to make a wordplay about Hananiah’s death: YHWH
is going to send Hananiah off the face of the earth (TR "B Swi Tr%en *377).

33. These are the only two uses of 770 in the book of Jeremiah. Does this indicate
that the redactors of Jeremiah conflated Deut. 13 and 18 in their understanding of
prophecy? In both Jer. 28.16 and 29.32 the portion of the text alluding Deut. 13 is absent
in the LxX. Cf. Davidson, ‘Orthodoxy and Prophetic Word’, pp. 414-15.

34. James L. Crenshaw, Prophetic Conflict, p. 53.

35. This passage and its distinctions were crucial to G. von Rad’s treatment of the
question of true and false prophecy in ‘Die falschen Propheten’, ZAW 51 (1933), pp. 109-
20. In von Rad’s view, false prophets were those who delivered words of weal.

36. Apart from the differences with Deut. 18, this text is surprising because it ignores
the role the prophetic messages of hope played in earlier eighth- and seventh-century
texts, or even elsewhere in the book of Jeremiah (cf. chs. 30-33). Indeed, Hananiah’s
message is consistent with the message of hope found in the early parts of Isaiah, making
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contrast in its sharpest relief, it can be said that Deuteronomy 18 argues
that a prophet’s message is disconfirmed if and when it fails to come to
pass, but Jeremiah 28 argues that a prophet of peace’s message is con-
firmed if and when it does come to pass. So, while Jeremiah 28 under-
stands prophecy as subject to the criterion of fulfillment, its application
of that criterion differs from Deuteronomy 18.

The foregoing analysis indicates that Jeremiah 28 worked within a
framework for understanding prophets established by Deuteronomy 18
(and 13), but also diverged from this text in some respects. The devia-
tions may appear slight at first glance, but within the larger context of
Jeremiah, they may signal a shift away from the rubric for evaluating
prophets offered in Deuteronomy. To consider this question further, it is
necessary to turn to a text that appears two chapters earlier in Jeremiah,
one that also raises questions about prophets and their predictions.

4. Jeremiah’s Trial and Micah of Moresheth

If Jeremiah 28 were the only evidence that the book of Jeremiah finds
Deuteronomy 18’s criterion of fulfillment lacking as a proof of false
prophecy, it would, admittedly, be insufficient. As it turns out, however,
the book offers two other texts that speak to the issue and clarify its
position. The first is found two chapters before the Hananiah episode, in
Jeremiah 26, where the prophet Jeremiah is arrested and put on trial. This
passage serves several important roles in the book. First, as noted above,
it introduces the section highlighting prophets and prophetic conflict in
Jeremiah 26-29. As many others have pointed out, the chapter is also
connected with Jeremiah’s so-called Temple Sermon earlier in the book
(Jer. 7.1-15).7 The present chapter contains a synopsis of the longer
diatribe in Jeremiah 7, focusing its attention instead on the fate of the

all due allowance for later redactional activity (e.g. Isa. 7-8; 36-39); cf. Jack C. Lund-
bom, Jeremiah 21-36 (AB, 21B; New York: Doubleday, 2004), p. 332; Holladay,
Jeremiah 2, p. 126. Lundbom cites specific texts from Isaiah the echo Hananiah’s
preaching (Isa. 9.3; 10.27; 14.25).

37. Inaddition to the standard critical commentaries, see Henning Graf Reventlow,
‘Gattung und Uberlieferung in der »Tempelrede Jeremias«, Jer 7 under 26°, ZAW 81
(1969), pp. 315-52; F.-L. Hossfeld and I. Meyer, ‘Der Prophet vor dem Tribunal. Neuer
Auslegungsversuch von Jer 26, ZAW 86 (1974), pp. 30-50; Carroll, From Chaos to
Covenant, pp. 91-95; Kathleen M. O’Connor, ‘ “Do Not Trim a Word”: The Contribution
of Chapter 26 to the Book of Jeremiah’, CBQ 51 (1989), pp. 617-30; M. Leuchter, The
Polemics of Exile in Jeremiah 26—45 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008),
pp- 25-38.
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prophet rather than the message as such.’® Additionally, K. O’Connor has
explored the connection between this chapter and Jeremiah 36, which
enables the book to contrast Hezekiah and Jehoiakim.* Given the
chapter’s pivotal position as the mid-point of the book, it plays a central
role as well in introducing the biographically-oriented narratives of the
second half of the book (esp. chs. 26—45). For purposes of this study,
however, the chapter is primarily of interest because of its contribution
to the understanding of prophecy in the book and, specifically, its com-
mentary on the insufficiency of the criterion of fulfillment. Here, one
encounters a serious challenge to the description of false predictive
prophecy in Deuteronomy 18.

The chapter begins with YHWH directing Jeremiah to enter the Temple
court to warn the ‘cities of Judah’ about the disaster facing them for their
neglect of torah and the prophets:

You must say to them: ‘Thus says YHWH: if you will not listen to me to walk
in my teaching (*N7MN) which I gave you, to listen to the words of my
servants the prophets whom I send to you early and often—and you have not
listened—then I will make this house like Shiloh and I will make this city a
curse to all the nations of the earth’. (26.4-6; cf. 7.2-15)

In this warning, which incorporates Deuteronomistic language and
themes,® Jeremiah undermines the prevailing political theology in
Jerusalem, a nexus of ideas that focused on the inviolability of Jeru-
salem.* In citing the example of Shiloh, Jeremiah presents a specific

38. See Leuchter’s insightful argument about the purpose of the differences between
Jer. 26 and 7 in his Polemics of Exile, pp. 27-30.

39. O’Connor, ‘“Do Not Trim a Word™’, pp. 625-27; see also Carroll, Jeremiah,
pp. 513-14. Cf. also the contrast between Josiah and Jehoiakim in 2 Kgs 22-23 and
Jer. 36.

40. Cf. the emphasis on YHWH’s {110, the use of the term 199D, and the appellation,
‘my servants the prophets’. On this latter phrase, see C. Sharp’s argument that its use in
Jeremiah differs from its occurrences in the Deuteronomistic History; see Carolyn J.
Sharp, Prophecy and Ideology in Jeremiah (OTS; New York: T. & T. Clark, 2003),
p. 142. Holladay, however, disputes the idea that this chapter is any way the work of a
Deuteronomistic editor (Jeremiah 2, p. 103).

41. Though not all would agree, the view that this type of political theology devel-
oped in the wake of the failed attempt by Sennacherib to conquer Jerusalem in 701 BCE
seems plausible (although Jerusalem’s avoidance of disaster in the decades before this
also undoubtedly played a role). It is best represented in various texts of Isa. 1-39, espe-
cially chs. 36-39 (//2 Kgs 18.13-20.19). Insofar as Jeremiah opposes this collection of
ideas, he stands in opposition to a theological tradition that had powerful political
support, theological precedence, and historical verisimilitude. This is more than a little
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example of the kind of potentiality awaiting Jerusalem and its temple.
Shiloh was apparently an important seat of Yahwism in an earlier era
(cf. Josh. 18; Judg. 21; 1 Sam. 1; Ps. 79.60), but it was destroyed, proba-
bly by the Philistines, some time before this. Jeremiah’s warning is
meant to suggest that a location’s connection to the worship of YHWH is
not insurance against catastrophe. In this, his message is consistent with
Jeremiah 27-28.

As mentioned above, however, the focus of Jeremiah 26 is on the fate
of Jeremiah and the prophetic opposition he encountered. As such, the
bulk of the chapter is taken up with the narrative of Jeremiah’s arrest and
trial.# The audience listening to Jeremiah, which includes priests and
prophets, objects to his message. Consequently, he is arrested and placed
on trial for prophesying the destruction of Jerusalem and the temple.
Jeremiah 26.8-9 states:

And when Jeremiah finished speaking everything that YHWH commanded him
to speak to all the people, the priests, prophets, and all the people seized him,
declaring: “You must die (1N 11)! Why have you prophesied in the name of
YHWH saying, “This house will be like Shiloh and this city will be desolate,
without inhabitant?”’ So all the people gathered around Jeremiah in the house
of YHWH.

Here Jeremiah is the prototypical Moses-like prophet of Deuteronomy 18
who speaks everything that YHWH commands him. His message is inter-
preted by the crowd as meriting capital punishment. As the narrative
unfolds, Jeremiah is placed on trial and recommended for the death
penalty (77T L"R5 N vBWN) by the priests and prophets opposed to him
(26.11a).* In their estimation, Jeremiah’s prophetic message of doom for
Jerusalem and the temple cannot possibly be correct, given the dominant
temple and Zion theology prevailing among the religious and political
elite.*

ironic, however, given Jeremiah’s criticism of Hananiah for offering a positive prophetic
message in 28.8-9.

42. Holladay notes that this ‘is the most detailed description of a trial in the Old
Testament’ (Jeremiah 2, p. 102).

43. There is some disagreement about whether 26.10 can be interpreted as the begin-
ning of a trial proceeding, but at any rate some official determination of guilt or inno-
cence is sought in the matter. Cf. W.L. Holladay, Jeremiah 2 (Hermeneia; Minneapolis:
Augsburg Fortress, 1989), p. 102; P.D. Miller, Jeremiah (NIBC, 6; Nashville: Abingdon
Press, 2001), p. 773.

44. Miller puts it succinctly: Jeremiah’s message ‘is theologically and politically
unacceptable’ (Jeremiah, p. 773).
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Jeremiah speaks in his own defense, claiming that he is a legitimate
YHWH prophet. He contends that if they proceed with his execution they
will simply be compounding their own dire situation, since YHWH has
sent him (26.12-15).4 His defense appears to have been successful, since
a group of officials (0"W) and “all the people’ (@Y 52) concur with him
and counsel against executing him.

This man does not deserve to die (M YBLH 71T LR85 1'R), for he speaks to us
in the name of YHWH our god. (Jer. 26.16b)*

The opinion against applying this penalty to Jeremiah stems from an
apparent belief that a YHWH prophet should not be executed. Evidently
the jury in this episode considers this fate to be reserved only for non-
YHWH prophets (per Deut. 13?). Do they believe that Jeremiah’s pre-
diction is accurate, though? R.-W.L. Moberly claims that ‘there is no
significant constituency...in Jeremiah 26...that believes that Jeremiah
may be speaking truly for YHWH’.#’ If this is true, their reluctance to
execute Jeremiah is not a product of their belief that he is correct, but
rather simply that he claims to speak on behalf of YHWH. Whether or not
his prediction is accurate is immaterial to whether he is executed. We can
provisionally conclude from this, then, that the issues raised in Jeremiah’s
trial are unrelated to the conception of prophetic legitimacy that is tied to
predictive accuracy.

As McKane points out, v. 16 appears to conclude the matter, except
that it does not.”® Jeremiah 26.17-19 adds an unexpected twist to the
scene, which is unnecessary from the perspective of the narrated trial.+

45. Jer. 26 and 28 use the same terminology in the dispute about prophetic legitimacy
(T5W), creating an ironic wordplay in the debate over Jeremiah’s and Hananiah’s
authenticity: YHWH has sent Jeremiah, that is, he is a legitimate prophet; YHWH will send
Hananiah off the face of the earth, that is, he will die.

46. The language about the decree of death is nearly identical to 26.11. There is
debate about whether the phrase 1110 & refers to the carrying out of the death penalty
or simply being brought up on a capital charge. Both are permissible, but in the con-
text the first reading seems more likely in my view. See W. McKane, 4 Critical and
Exegetical Commentary on Jeremiah. I1. Commentary on Jeremiah XXVI-LII (ICC;
Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1996), p. 678.

47. R.W.L.Moberly, Prophecy and Discernment (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2006), p. 105.

48. McKane, Jeremiah, 11, p. 667; cf. O’Connor, ‘“Do Not Trim a Word™’, p. 622.

49. The unity of Jer. 26, and in particular the inclusion of vv. 17-19 and vv. 20-23,
has prompted much discussion. O’Connor (* “Do Not Trim a Word”’, pp. 623-24) argues
that vv. 17-24 are expansions of the narrative, but Holladay (Jeremiah 2, p. 102) argues
for the narrative unity of the chapter.
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In Jer. 26.17-18 a group of elders continues Jeremiah’s defense by citing
words from Micah of Moresheth (Mic. 3.12) a century beforehand:

Zion will be plowed under as a field,
Jerusalem shall become a heap of ruins,
The mountain of the house (i.e. temple) a wooded height.

In this text, which is the only instance of a prophetic book quoting
another by name anywhere in the Hebrew Bible, the Judean prophet
Micah predicted the destruction of Jerusalem and its temple.® As
Jeremiah’s defenders point out, however, this destruction failed to
materialize because of King Hezekiah’s receptivity to Micah’s word of
warning and repentance. Hezekiah entreated YHWH in response to
Micah’s ominous message and, as a result, YHWH reconsidered and
relented (Qr2).5! Their purpose in citing Micah here is to offer him as a
paradigm for understanding Jeremiah’s prophetic role and message.
The inclusion of the Micah text bears on the point at issue in this
study. By the standard of Deuteronomy 18, Micah is a false prophet. His
prediction about Jerusalem’s destruction was factually incorrect: Jerusa-
lem did not fall to the Assyrians in the eighth century. However, that is
not how Jeremiah 26 (nor the book bearing his name) remembers this
prophet. The point made by the defenders of Jeremiah in ch. 26, and by
extension the editors of the book, is that Micah’s message was the
catalyst for change in royal and religious policy. As Jer. 26.3 makes
plain, the same is suggested here for Jeremiah. In their view, the prophet
warns and admonishes with the aim of modifying the community’s atti-
tudes and behavior. As is generally acknowledged, Jeremiah frequently
uses some form of 210 to indicate this.’> Viewed in this light, the pre-
dictive capacity of prophecy recedes in favor of a more strident call for
changes in religious attitude and political policy. As such, the criterion of

50. One wonders whether this passage is chosen based not just on v. 12, but the wider
context including vv. 9-11 which offers a sharp rebuke of the leadership of Jerusalem.
The passage includes a condemnation of rulers, priests, and prophets, all of whom are
exempt from harm because YHWH is with them (3.11). The similarity to portions of the
book of Jeremiah is hard to miss.

51. The history contains no reference to the event in question, but given the paucity
of references to the canonical prophets, this is not altogether surprising. See 2 Kgs 18.3-7.

52. Cf.3.12,14,22;4.1;5.3;8.5,6; 15.7,19; 18.8, 11; 23.22; 24.7; 25.5; 26.3; 35.15;
36.3, 7; 44.5. In view of this, it is somewhat surprising that the authors/editors of
Jeremiah chosg to invoke Micah rather than Hosea or Amos, since both of these prophets
use the language of turning/returning (21%) to YHWH more than Micah (cf. Hos. 2.7; 3.5;
5.4;6.1; 7.10, 16; 12.6; 14.1; Amos 4.6, 8-10).
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Ifillment as an indicator of true prophecy is replaced by prophecy’s
function as a source of reform. One could argue that this is why Jeremiah
disagrees so vehemently with Hananiah in ch. 28: it is not, in the first
place, the latter’s failure as a prognosticator that so vitiates him as a
prophet, but rather the inability of his message to prompt a change of
heart and action. In fact, it produces, from Jeremiah’s perspective, just
the opposite by affirming the validity of the current course of action.

Jeremiah 26 also contains another idea that is potentially much more

,T-\\p troublesome for the criterion of fulfillment: YHWH might change his

ind (@r2). As a spokesperson for YHWH, the prophet announces
9Q,0V\ %ssages and decisions from the divine world. The possibility that
UD;_kOYY HWH might change his mind could call into question the prophet’s
\/7 risimilitude in so far as earlier declarations could be negated or
ot F\)\l\gversed. How could one have confidence in prophets as predictors at all
wy f their messages were subject to revision or reversal by YHWH?
V Jeremiah 26.3 and 13 note the possibility of a divine change of heart as a
@w{% product of the community’s receptiveness to the prophetic message. In
the first instance, the idea is put in the mouth of YHWH himself via the
L(Z s prophet, while in the second it is Jeremiah who broaches the possibility.
. ) % A third reference to this notion occurs in 26.19, where the elders recall
7/t @ G that this is what happened in the case of Micah’s unfulfilled prophecy.
The threatened destruction failed to come to fruition precisely because
Hezekiah and ‘all Judah’ entreated (55M) YHWH and he changed his
mind ‘concerning the evil which he had spoken against them’ (71" OMIM
075 137 0N TTYTT DR).3 This latter phrase points us to an earlier text
in Jeremiah where the idea is first introduced as a hypothetical possi-

bility: Jer. 18.1-12. To this we now turn.

S. Jeremiah’s Trip to the Pottery Barn

In Jer. 18.1-12,% Jeremiah is instructed to go down to the potter’s house
to receive a divine message. While there he observes the potter at work,
making and re-making a vessel (18.3-4). This becomes an object lesson,

53. A somewhat parallel scenario occurs in Exod. 32, where Moses intercedes on
behalf of the Israelites in the wake of the golden calf episode and thereby prompts YHWH
to reconsider his plan to destroy them.

54. On the question of a possible Deuteronomistic redaction of this chapter, see
Albertz, Israel in Exile, pp. 316, 337-38, who argues in favor of such. On the other hand,
H. Weippert argues that the passage is not Deuteronomistic at all; see H. Weippert, Die
Prosareden des Jeremiabuches (Berlin: W. de Gruyter, 1973), pp. 48-62, 191-209.
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one of several such symbolic action narratives in the book,* in which
YHWH asserts his ability to re-make Israel (interestingly, not Judah) since
they are like the clay in the hands of the potter (18.6). Following this
hopeful note, the text as it now stands takes something of an unexpected
turn in the view of many commentators:

At some point I may speak about a nation or a kingdom, my intention to
pluck up and tear down and destroy it, but if that nation about which T have
spoken turns (210) from its evil, I will change my mind (")) about the evil
that I planned to do to it. Conversely, I may speak about a nation or a king-
dom to build and plant, but if it does evil in my sight, not heeding my voice,
then I will change my mind (*f1am3) about the good that I intended to do for it.
(Jer. 18.7-10)

This abstraction, which takes a different tack to the question of national
destiny than the preceding verses, presents the idea that the outcome
of divinely announced plans is contingent on human response (here,
national behaviors). The idea is a late development in the Jeremiah
tradition that applies Deuteronomistic concepts about national turning
(272) to the nations.’” The central point is that national actions can
prompt divine reactions, here described as YHWH reconsidering or
changing his mind (Or). This is, then, a theoretical presentation of the
point made in the narrative of Jeremiah 26 considered above.’

The text is often described as a statement about Deuteronomistic
conception of repentance, and so it is.* The implication of this text for
the prophetic task has been insufficiently recognized, however. Several
aspects of this text suggest a connection with prophecy as envisioned
both in Deuteronomy and Jeremiah. In 18.7 and 9 one encounters
linguistic formulations found in Jeremiah’s commissioning and else-
where in the book where the task of prophecy is in view (1.10; cf. 31.28;
42.10). As already mentioned, 18.7-10 overlaps in language and theme
with 26.1-19, which includes inter alia a discussion about the role of
prophecy. The correspondence between these two texts centers especially
on the potential for YHWH to change his mind (0r) about prospective

55. Cf. 13.1-11, 12-14; 19.1-15.

56. Carroll, Jeremiah, pp. 372-73; Holladay, Jeremiah 1, pp. 512-18.

57. See Deut. 4.30; 30.1-3, 8-10; cf. Carroll, Jeremiah, pp. 373-74. Additionally,
many years ago S.R. Driver raised the difficulty presented by this passage for Deut. 18 in
his commentary on Deuteronomy; see Driver, Deuteronomy, p. 230.

58. Albertz has argued that Jer. 18 evinces connections with the narratives of Jer.
26-45, especially, chs. 26, 29, 36, and 42 (Israel in Exile, p. 316).

59. Carroll, From Chaos to Covenant, pp. 77-83.
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disaster (77Y7), an obvious reference to the destruction of 586 BCE. It may
also be noted that the reference to YHWH speaking in vv. 7 and 9
rendered in the first person (7127TR) calls to mind the image of the prophet
as spokesperson for YHWH in whose mouth YHWH has placed his words
(cf. Deut. 18.18, 19, 20, 22; Jer. 1.6, 9).

From this perspective, the passage may be seen as complicating the
Deuteronomic conception of prophecy that requires fulfillment as a cri-
terion of legitimacy. Two conclusions emerge from this point. First, as
with Jeremiah 26, this observation potentially undermines the confidence
that may be placed in the prophet as the spokesperson for the deity, since
the deity may be given to changing his mind. This is particularly the case
where predictions of the future are in view. Second, if one utilizes only
Deuteronomy 18 in evaluating prophets, this has the potential to render
all true prophets illegitimate. In place of the earlier view, this passage
offers the notion that the legitimate prophet is one who faithfully

(/ announces the divine intention with a view toward eliciting a positive
national response, a position also drawn from the theological resources
of Deuteronomy (cf. Deut. 30.1-3, 8-10).

It is necessary to make one final observation that ties all three of these
Jeremian texts together. This study has analyzed these three texts in their
reverse canonical order. This is because the argument I have pursued
emerges most clearly in this way. However, the order of their appearance
in the book affects how prophecy is perceived. By placing the more
theoretical discussion of ch. 18 first, the authors/editors of the book
announce that prophetic legitimacy must be understood in relation to a
deity who might change his mind. The net result is that in the narratives
of chs. 26 and 28 a clear juxtaposition appears contrasting Micah and
Jeremiah on the one hand and Hananiah on the other. Jeremiah 26 offers
a positive application of the image from Jeremiah 18 because Micah—
and by extension Jeremiah—prompts a change in political policy and
religious attitude. Hananiah of Jeremiah 28 appears in a negative light
because he fails to prompt the same change. His failed prediction is
simply one aspect of this larger failure from the book’s perspective.

6. Postscript: Jonah and YHWH’s Predilection for Reconsideration

An interesting postscript on this matter emerges in the book of Jonah.
After Jonah’s itinerant preaching mission to Nineveh admonishing the
city’s inhabitants to give up their evil ways, the king issues a decree
requiring everyone and everything to ‘turn’ (210) from the evil.
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All shall turn (270) from their evil ways and from the violence that is in their
hands. Who knows? God may relent and change his mind (D131 212"); he may
turn from his fierce anger, so that we do not perish. When God saw what they
did, how they turned from their evil ways, God changed his mind about the
evil that he had said he would bring upon them (@™ 875 MWYYS 937 WK
777 S 0198M); and he did not do it. (Jon. 3.8b-10)

The verbal overlap between this passage and Jeremiah has long been
recognized,® suggesting that the passage may be read as a kind of com-
mentary on Jeremiah on this point. This prophet to a nation found a
receptive audience and they responded appropriately, prompting YHWH
to relent and reconsider the earlier decision to destroy Nineveh in forty
days (3.4).

Oddly, Jonah’s response to this is anything but positive. He becomes
angry, complains that this is exactly what he knew would happen before
he ever came to Nineveh, and therefore, asks YHWH to take his life. He
concludes that ‘it is better for me to die than to live’ (4.3b). Why? One
explanation is that Jonah is now open to the charge of being a false
prophet because his message failed the criterion of fulfiliment. The
theological tradition that espoused YHWH’s predilection for changing his
mind in response to repentance’! apparently created no small consterna-
tion for those who defined their prophetic charge in predictive categories
(as in Deut. 18). By the time of the composition of Jonah, the prophetic
tradition took this conclusion further by making room for the recognition
that one could not readily predict what YHWH might do. The inclusion of
D" "M in 3.9 with reference to YHWH’s behavior indicates as much (cf.
Joel 2.12-14).6

7. Conclusion

My aim in this study has been to demonstrate that the book of Jeremiah
offers a theoretical and narrative critique of the idea of prophecy as
prediction as presented in Deuteronomy 18. The re-evaluation of this
idea coincided with a reconsideration of the prophetic function in light of

60. SeeJack M. Sasson, Jonah (AB, 24B; New York: Doubleday, 1990), pp. 357-64.

61. 1InJon. 3.10, somewhat ironically, YHWH also ‘turns’ (310), not just the Ninevites;
cf. Mal. 3.7.

62. Cf. James L. Crenshaw, “Who Knows What YHWH Will Do? The Character of
God in the Book of Joel’, in Astrid B. Beck ef al. (eds.), Fortunate the Eyes that See:
Essays in Honor of David Noel Freedman in Celebration of his Seventieth Birthday
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), pp. 185-96.
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the exile and centered on the insufficiency of the criterion of fulfillment
as it is found in Deut. 18.20. There, one reads that a true prophet is one
whose prediction comes to pass. Jeremiah’s argument against this idea
emerges in the three related passages that were examined. If the analysis
is correct, the question that emerges is: What prompted this transition in
prophetic ideology in Jeremiah? The first part of any answer to this must
begin by noting that what is being described is, in part, a shift in empha-
sis and not a completely new idea. That said, it must be acknowledged
that the accent on YHWH changing his mind or relenting receives a new
thrust in Jeremiah.®* One likely explanation for this is that the political
disarray from the last decade of the seventh century and throughout the
sixth century must have rendered the idea of prophetic prediction prob-
lematic. Ultimately, prophets (and people) re-interpreted the prophetic
task in other categories, including those persons associated with the
Deuteronomic movement. The sections of Jeremiah examined in this
study pick up on the tradition which envisions the prophet prompting
change in the community, a model found elsewhere in the book of
Jeremiah (e.g. the poetic oracles). Indeed, this is certainly not a new pro-
phetic role, but one which is given new emphasis in the book (indicated
by its development of communal ‘turning’, 210). This developed in tan-
dem with the aforementioned notion of YHWH changing or reconsider-
ing, specified through the use of 0.5 Together, these ideas comprise a
challenge to the portrait of the prophet in Deuteronomy 18 as one whose
value rests solely in accurately forecasting the future.

63. The idea is present in Amos 7.3 and 6, but in a far less developed and more
provisional way than it appears in Jeremiah. In Amos YHWH relents in response to
prophetic intercession, but ultimately this proves unsuccessful in influencing YHWH
against the decision to lay waste Israel. Jeremiah also engages in prophetic intercession,
but its irrelevance in forestalling divine judgment is made clear at the outset (cf,, e.g., Jer.
14.11; 15.1).

64. As it turned out, though, the term 0N was polyvalent enough that it could con-
tinue to be used outside Jeremiah, e.g., in the latter part of Isaiah, but in a different way:
YHWH comforts his people (Isa. 40.1; 49.13; 51.3, 12; 52.9; 66.13).
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