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SAMENVATTING
Mislukte Leiders
De Aard en Inhoud van Profetische Wedijvering in Jeremia 23:9-22
Het boek Jeremia stelt zijn onderzoekers voor vele problemen. De voorliggende
studie richt zich vooral op vragen rond het conflict tussen Jeremia en bepaalde
rivaliserende profeten in Jeremia 23:9-40, en dit tegen de achtergrond van de rol die
de profeten spelen in de Judese maatschappij in de jaren voorafgaande aan de
Babylonische ballingschap. Het onderzoek heeft zich tot op heden vooral gericht op
het profetische conflict zoals dat wordt weergegeven in Jeremia 27-29. De cyclus
over de profeten in Jeremia 23:9-40 heeft daarin weinig aandacht gekregen; meestal
treft men slechts een terloopse verwijzing aan naar het conflict tussen profeten in het
algemeen. Als men al n onderzoek verricht naar deze cyclus in Jeremia, dan maakt
dit meestal deel uit van een grotere studie waarin de hoofdfocus ligt op de
hoofdstukken 27-29. In de commentaren besteedt men wel enige aandacht aan de
cyclus van de profeten, maar slechts in zeer beperkte mate.

In deze dissertatie worden argumenten ontwikkeld en onderbouwd die aantonen dat
het redelijk is om aan te nemen dat het conflict in Jeremia 23:9-40 betrekking heeft
op falend leiderschap. De centrale onderzoeksvraag betreft de aard en inhoud van
dit mislukte leiderschap. Daarbij is een belangrijke deelvraag de kwestie hoe de twee
cycli die betrekking hebben op resp. de koningen en de profeten passen in het totale
blok van Jeremia 21:1-24:10. Om die deelvraag te beantwoorden zijn twee van de
orakels in de cyclus over de profeten geselecteerd voor een gedetailleerde analyse,
te weten Jeremia 23:9-15 en 16-22. Vervolgens zijn deze gerelateerd aan de overige
orakels in de cyclus over de profeten.

De belangrijkste hypothese van dit onderzoek (zie hoofdstuk 1) is gebaseerd op de
premisse dat het profetisch leiderschap in Juda mislukt is. De aard en de inhoud van
ii

het conflict worden namelijk gekarakteriseerd door een discussie over wat het
profetisch leiderschap inhoudt en hoe het heeft gefaald. In dat kader zijn ook de
belangrijke componenten gepresenteerd die uitdrukking geven aan dit conflict tussen
de profeten in de Judese samenleving.

Op basis van de gestelde onderzoeksvraag en hypothese, is de afgebakende tekst
in Jeremia 23:9-40 geanalyseerd. De gehanteerde methoden zijn achtereenvolgens
redactie-kritisch, tekstlinguïstisch, literair en socio-rhetorisch van aard. Het redactiekritische onderzoek in hoofdstuk 2 blijkt het punt van het conflict tussen rivaliserende
profeten te ondersteunen. De tekstsyntactische en rhetorische analyses van de
geselecteerde passages in hoofdstuk 3 en 4 hebben laten zien hoe Jeremia, wiens
visie dominant vertegenwoordigd is in de tekst, zijn rivalen als moreel corrupt en als
niet-authentiek kenschetst. De aard en inhoud van het falend leiderschap van de
rivaliserende profeten is in hoofdstuk 5 verder uitgediept in conceptuele analyses
van vier concepten, te weten ‘overspel’, ‘bedrog’, ‘ ָׁשלֹום-theologie’ en de notie van
‘de raadsvergadering van Jahweh’. Hoofdstuk 6 bespreekt hoe de verschillende
orakels in de cyclus over de profeten in Jeremia 23:9-40 met elkaar samenhangen.
Op basis van de analyses en de gepresenteerde argumenten is de conclusie
gerechtvaardigd dat het onderzoek de hypothese zoals geformuleerd in hoofdstuk 1
bevestigt en onderbouwt.
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ABSTRACT
Failed Leaders
The Nature and Content of Prophetic Rivalry in Jeremiah 23:9-22
The book of Jeremiah poses many questions to researchers. This study addresses
the conflict between Jeremiah and rival prophets in Jeremiah 23:9-40. It is important
to note that the book of Jeremiah focusses on the role the prophets played in the
Judean society in the years preceding the calamity of the Babylonian exile. Prophetic
studies mainly concentrated on the prophetic conflict reported in chapters 27-29 in
Jeremiah. The cycle on the prophets in Jeremiah 23:9-40, has received some
attention from scholars, but in many instances, only as a side reference to the issue
of prophetic conflict.

In commentaries on the book of Jeremiah, covering of the

cycle is usually of a limited nature. By presenting and substantiating arguments
pertaining to the fact that it is a reasonable assumption to make that the conflict in
Jeremiah 23:9-40 revolved around failed leadership, a research question was
formulated with regard to the nature and content of the conflict.

Part of the investigation entailed determining how the two cycles, respectively, on the
kings and the prophets, fit into the block of material in Jeremiah 21:1-24:10. More
specifically, two of the oracles in the cycle on the prophets were selected for a
detailed analysis (Jeremiah 23:9-15 and 16-22) before relating them to the rest of the
oracles in the cycle on the prophets.

The main hypothesis formulated for the study was based on the premise that
prophetic leadership in Judah had failed. It is stated that the nature and content of
the conflict are characterised by the discussion about prophetic leadership and its
failure. Furthermore, some of the main components that reflect the conflict between
prophets in the Judean society are highlighted and discussed. The issue concerning
the conflict between the rival prophets was supported by the redaction-critical
iv

research done in this thesis, but also through the rhetorical analysis of the selected
passages. The rhetorical analysis has revealed how Jeremiah, whose view is
dominant in the discourses, has profiled his rivals as morally corrupt (cf. Chapter 3)
and inauthentic (cf. Chapter 4). The nature and content of the failed leadership of the
rival prophets are further illuminated by conceptual studies of four concepts, namely,
‘adultery,’ ‘deceit,’ ‘ ָׁשלֹום-theology’ and the notion of ‘the council of Yahweh’ (cf.
Chapter 5). In Chapter 6, a discussion is presented regarding how the various
oracles in the cycle on the prophets in Jeremiah 23:9-40 relate to each other. The
research done is approached by means of a text-linguistic, redactional-critical and
literary and socio-rhetoric study of the demarcated texts. In the light of the analysis
and arguments presented, the conclusion was reached that the research
substantiates the hypothesis formulated in Chapter 1.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
1.1 INTRODUCTION
The prophecy phenomenon has captured the interest of many people and many
scholars over the years. There is a long history of prophetic activity in many
societies that commenced long before a prophetic tradition developed in Israel.
Accordingly, many studies have seen the light on prophecy and prophets in the
ancient near East (cf. Zvi & Floyd 2000; Nissinen 2000; De Jong 2007:171-186,
249-313, 395-437; Barstad & Kratz 2009; Stökl 2012 to name a few). It is
therefore, not strange to regard this phenomenon as an integral part of the
Israelite society. Prophets, in particular, played a significant role during the
monarchic period in both Israel and Judah. Since prophets and their prophecies
played such a significant role in the Israelite society, this became a field of study
that interested many scholars. Prophets concerned themselves with aspects such
as the relationship of the people of Israel and Judah and their leaders with
Yahweh. It is important to note that prophets served in many capacities and in
various locations such as the cult, the court and even the temple. Some prophets
were so-called freestanding prophets, whilst others functioned close to the king’s
court. They were often called upon by kings to inform them of issues that had
consequences for the future of the people (cf. Nogalski 2015:6-70). In many
instances, the prophets served as the conscience of society by promoting
aspects such as justice and fairness, care for the poor and the weak and
advocating on moral issues. The prophets were also approached to serve as
mediators between Yahweh and the people and to intercede on their behalf with
Yahweh for guidance and decision-making (cf. Jr 21:1-2; 37:3; cf. Chalmers
2015:18-19).

There is no uniform tradition when it comes to the prophets of the Old Testament
as they acted in various capacities and locations. Some prophets were a part of
groups, whilst others acted as individuals. In this regard, Wilson (1984:87-88)
proposes the central and peripheral prophet categories respectively. Court and
cult prophets would be categorised as central prophets, whilst prophets like
1

Amos, Hosea and the likes of Jeremiah would be regarded as peripheral
prophets. Accordingly, Gottwald (1993:117) distinguishes between “cult prophets”
who were closely related to the temple and worship and “radical prophecy” to
which category Jeremiah and Amos belonged. Approaching prophetic studies
from a sociological perspective, Wilson perhaps somewhat optimistically,
dedicated prophets to either an Ephraimite or a Judean prophetic tradition (cf.
McEntire 2015:16).

This study is concerned with the prophet Jeremiah who seems to be a singleminded prophet often in conflict with kings and prophets. A wide range of texts in
the book of Jeremiah reflect on the conflict between Jeremiah and the kings who
reigned in the period before the commencement of the Babylonian exile. This
conflict is clear, specifically, in the cycle on the kings in Jeremiah 21:1-23:8 to
which some attention will be given in this thesis. However, there is also ample
evidence in the book of Jeremiah on the prophet’s conflict with other prophetic
individuals and groups. This is clear from the passages in Jeremiah 14, 23:9-40
and 27-29.

Many comprehensive studies have seen the light with a focus on the issue of true
and false prophets (cf. Crenshaw 1971; Hossfeld & Meyer 1973; Childs 1985;
Lange 2002; Moberly 2006:41-99; Osuji 2010; Tarrer 2013). Since the period
before the Babylonian exile was such a crucial era in the history of the people of
Judah, tension existed between Jeremiah and other prophetic entities because
their voices were regarded as extremely important for shaping the future of
Judah. The so-called conflict between true and false prophets in the book of
Jeremiah, therefore, occupied a central part in all the comprehensive studies on
this issue. Some of these studies focus mainly on Jeremiah 27-29 and only give
an overview in passing of the contents of 23:9-40 (cf. Osuji 2010).

2

In previous research I have focussed on Jeremiah’s conflict with the kings of
Judah as the political leaders in society. The major part of the research focussed
on the cycle on the kings in Jeremiah 21:1-23:8. However, I have also realised
the important role the prophets fulfilled in the society of Jeremiah in terms of
leadership and influence. My focus of research, therefore, shifted to the adjacent
cycle on the prophets in Jeremiah 23:9-40. This thesis focuses on this cycle
(23:9-40) in the book of Jeremiah that discusses the conflict between Jeremiah
and rival prophets. The view presented in the canonical version of the book of
Jeremiah is that Jeremiah is the true prophet and the other prophets in his
society are the false prophets. For the purpose of this study I will mainly refer to
the so-called false prophets as rival or opposition prophets.

1.2 RESEARCH QUESTION
There are clear traces in the book of Jeremiah of conflict between the prophet
Jeremiah and other prophetic groups. Although various passages in the book
address the conflict between the prophets, the scope of this research is limited to
two passages in the cycle on the prophets in Jeremiah 23:9-40, namely 23:9-15
and 16-22. The question this research project wishes to answer is what is the
nature and content of the conflict between the prophets as reflected in Jeremiah
23:9-15 and 23:16-22.
1.2.1 Hypothesis
The main hypothesis: The nature and content of the conflict are characterised by
the discussion about leadership and its failure, in which the accusation of adultery
and šalōm theology are two of the main components that reflect the conflict
between prophets in the Judean society.

3

This discussion takes place on three levels:


The redaction-critical level: The redactor selects, and arranges the contents in
specific historical circumstances/contexts in order to convey/defend/attack
certain views of true/false leadership.



The text-linguistic level: investigation concerns text-criticism, text-syntax and
text-semantics and concept studies. The words that express these ideas of
leaderships figure in certain conceptual, cultural and linguistic settings.



The literary and socio-rhetoric level: On this level the interest is on how the
author tries to convince the reader of certain views on leadership by offering
the text in a certain way. The aim is also to come to a comprehensive
understanding of the passage analysed.

1.2.2 Approach
In an attempt to answer the research question, two selected passages, Jeremiah
23:9-15 and 16-22, that form part of the collection of oracles in Jeremiah 23:9-40,
were approached in three different ways:


A redactional-critical study of the concerned text corpus.



A text-linguistic analysis of the selected text passages.



A literary and socio-rhetoric study of the demarcated texts.

It is necessary to pay attention to redactional matters as far as they pertain to the
cycle on the prophets as a whole and the cycle’s relation to the cycle on the kings
in 22:11-23:8. In the cycle on the kings the failed leadership of the kings is in
focus. The placement of this cycle juxtaposed to the cycle of oracles on the
prophets within the same block of material in the book of Jeremiah, induces the
suspicion that the cycle on the prophets also concerns failed leadership. The
redactional considerations will establish the framework for the envisaged
research. Keeping this suspicion in mind, the passages under scrutiny need to be
analysed in terms of its linguistic nature as the primary source for addressing the
research question. As a final step the literary and rhetorical aspects of the text
4

need to be observed to come to a comprehensive understanding of how and
what the text communicates in terms of the leadership of the prophets.

1.3 DEMARCATION OF THE SCOPE
Jeremiah 23:9-40 is regarded as a collection of oracles concerning the prophets.
This is clearly indicated in verse 9 with the words “concerning the prophets” that
serve as a heading for what is to follow. This cycle of oracles is preceded by a
cycle of oracles on the kings of Judah who reigned during the time of the prophet
Jeremiah (cf. 21:11-23:8). The cycle on the kings is also introduced in a similar
fashion in verse 11 with the heading “concerning the house of the king of Judah.”

There are many views and approaches to the cycle on the prophets in 23:9-40.
Some attempts were made to read the cycle as a series of criteria on what
constitutes a true prophet (Moberly 2006:70).1 Those who regard the various
oracles as a set of criteria, therefore, see the cycle as a whole and as having a
unitary goal of setting the bar for distinguishing between true and false prophets.
Moberly (2006:70-82) views Jeremiah 23:9-22 as a unit and has the heading
“Setting out the criteria for discernment of prophetic authenticity” as a cover for
his discussion of the oracles.2 It is true that the issues addressed in the various
oracles concern the debate on what constitutes true prophets, but that might be
overstating the purpose the redactors had with this collection.

Others regard the cycle as a collection of a variety of oracles on true and false
prophets (Rudolph 1968:149). Carroll (1986:449) views the cycle of texts in
Jeremiah 23:9-40 as “a series of individual pieces concerning the prophets.” I
agree with the view that the separate oracles reflect instances of clashes

1

Moberly (2006:70) states that the cycle on the prophets comprises 23:9-32. In his view 23:33-40
is a distinctive supplement. Brueggemann (1998:215) refers to 23:33-40 as an appendix to the
texts in the cycle concerned about false prophecy and Schmidt (2013:38) refers to it as an
‘Anhang.’ See also Hossfeld & Meyer (1973:85) who regard this passage as a late addition.
2
Moberly (2006:70) explains the exclusion of 23:23-32 a pragmatic decision ‘on grounds that the
basic logic and pattern of Jeremiah’s critique are already apparent by that point.’

5

between prophets reported from the perspective of the author of the oracle.
However, at some stage in history, the collectors or redactors of the various
incidental oracles most probably wanted to explain in what way the prophets
contributed to the collapse of the Judean society resulting in the Babylonian exile.
The oracles surely address individual instances of differences, but as a whole
aim at explaining the failed prophetic leadership. The purpose of the cycle,
therefore, does not seem to be the setting of criteria, but explaining the prophetic
failures (cf. Carroll 1986:450).

It seems that both the cycle on the kings (Jr 21:11-23:8) and the cycle on the
prophets (Jr 23:9-32) aim at indicating that both the political and religious
leadership have failed the people. It is possible that the collection of the oracles
in these two cycles in later history had the function of explaining why the people
of Judah went into exile. The notion that the cycle reflects on what caused the
dramatic events leading to the Babylonian exile and that history testifies to the
failure of leadership in the Judean society, seems feasible. The point of departure
is, therefore, the failure of prophetic leadership as the overall purpose of the cycle
on the prophets. With this notion of leadership failure as a framework, this
research aims to investigate some individual instances of conflict in the cycle on
the prophets in more detail. This will serve as examples of dealing with supposed
issues that denote failure.

The cycle is generally regarded as a reflection of conflict between Jeremiah and
some opposing or rival prophetic groups (cf. Crenshaw 1971; Schreiner
1981:136-137; Brueggemann 1998:208-209). However, neither the prophet
Jeremiah nor the rival prophets are identified clearly or even mentioned by name.
The fact that these oracles are included in the book the tradition ascribes to the
prophet Jeremiah, creates the assumption that Jeremiah is the prophet who is in
conflict with other prophetic entities. It is true that these oracles reflect conflict
between the prophets, but it is important to note that these oracles actually
6

represent only one voice and therefore, one perspective on why other prophetic
groups are regarded as false.

A close reading of this cycle also brings the realisation that there are no specific
aspects in the text that could support a clear dating of the oracles. In Jeremiah
23:11 there is reference to the temple and therefore, the setting seems to be
Jerusalem, but it would be difficult to use this aspect as a reference point for
dating the cycle. It seems more realistic to accept the fact that these various
oracles were collected over time and that the final product forms a literary unit
deriving from an unidentified period in history. If a period has to be proposed,
then probably the exilic or post-exilic period would be the best fit. There is,
therefore, vagueness as far as dating the various oracles and the cycle as a
whole is concerned. Carroll (1986:450) relates the cycle to a later setting, which
correlates with the anti-prophetic polemic of Zechariah 13:2-6. This view is a
possibility, which one can consider, but it still remains only one probable setting
for the cycle as such.

The aim of this research project is, therefore, first to argue that failed leadership
is the framework within which the various oracles in the cycle on the prophets
should be analysed. The aim is secondly, to provide a detailed analysis of two
selected passages and not of all the separate oracles in the cycle in Jeremiah
23:9-40. In the light of the fact that in the oracles only one voice is heard, the
tradition wants readers to identify with the prophet Jeremiah, the focus will be on
how this voice portrays the opponents to characterise their failed leadership. For
this purpose, the two passages selected are Jeremiah 23:9-15 and 23:16-22. The
intention is to look at the rhetoric the speaker (Jeremiah) uses to profile his
opponents and in the process, to indicate in what way they have failed. By
depicting the rival prophets in a negative light, their authenticity as true prophets
of Yahweh is undermined. As a result, Jeremiah’s authenticity is promoted and
confirmed. After completion of a detailed analysis of these text sections, an
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attempt will be made to relate these two oracles to the other oracles in the
collection in 23:9-40 and other related passages in the book of Jeremiah.

It should be clear that the idea is not to formulate some generalised criteria for
distinguishing between true and false prophets, but provide a focussed look at
two incidents that reveal issues of concern between rival prophetic entities. From
the various oracles that form part of the cycle on the prophets in 23:9-40, the two
passages 23:9-15 and 16-22 serve to display the effective use of rhetoric to cast
doubt on the authenticity of the opposing prophets.

It is interesting to note that Brueggemann (1998:208-215) divides the oracle in
the cycle 23:9-32 into two main sections, namely 23:9-22 and 23:23-32. He
regards 23:23-32 as a prose section, as Allen (2008:263) also does.
Brueggemann also addresses the dispute between rival prophetic views, but
argues that the main concern in this section is the reality and character of God.
The nature and rhetorical style of 23:23-32 are therefore somewhat different from
23:9-22 and thus, render further support for the proposed passage selections. It
should also be noted that 23:9-22 deal with Jeremiah’s critical engagements with
the rival prophets in terms of their behaviour, their message content and their
authenticity. However, in the passage 23:23-32, which Epp-Tiessen (2012:91)
regards as a long divine speech, the emphasis is more on the forms of receiving
and communication of the messages the rival prophets claim to have.

For the prophet Jeremiah, the assumed voice in the passages 23:9-15 and 1622, certain issues contributed to his conviction that these rival prophets do not
qualify to be regarded as authentic spokespersons for Yahweh. According to him,
their views and actions have caused harm to the people of Judah and as a result,
they should be regarded as failed religious leaders, not sanctioned by Yahweh.
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1.4 LIMITATION OF THE STUDY
The purpose of this thesis is not to present a comprehensive study on the issue
of conflict between the true and so-called false prophets in the Judean society,
but to present a more focussed approach. This study will, therefore, not provide a
discussion on generalised criteria for true and false prophets. This research is
also not a detailed analysis of all the oracles in the cycle on the prophets in
Jeremiah 23:9-40, but the first two in 23:9-15 and 16-22.

1.5 METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS
In this section, attention is given to methodological aspects relevant to this study.
1.5.1 Introduction
The matter of a suitable methodology is always a challenging issue. There are a
vast number of methodologies in existence to study issues in the Old Testament.
Even within a particular methodology, there are many different emphases and
nuanced differences with which researchers have to deal. In this study, a multiple
methodological approach will be followed to address the research question. In the
next section, the main methodological approaches will be discussed.

1.5.2 Redaction-criticism
Redaction-criticism is important to come to grips with complexity of the
composition and structuring of the material that now is known as the book of
Jeremiah.

As stated above, redactional-criticism is one of the relevant methodological
aspects used to address the research question. Thomas Römer (2009:63-66)
gives a concise overview of the history of redaction criticism. He traces the idea
of redaction and redactor back to Richard Simon who expressed the view that
some scribes changed some parts of the Bible. At first, the focus was on the
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Pentateuch with reference to sources. The view at this early stage of research
was that the redactors’ shaping was done more or less mechanically. There is,
therefore, a clear distinction between an author and a redactor who worked
mechanically. In the early stages of the 20th-century, research on the prophets
focussed on uncovering the original authentic words of the prophets. In this
regard, important work was done by Bernhard Duhm (1901) on Jeremiah who
regarded those scribes who worked on the book of Jeremiah as “Ergänzer.”

The next important person that contributed to the debate was Martin Noth, the
father of the Deuteronomistic history. For Noth (1967:11),
Dtr war nicht nur “Redaktor”, sondern der Autor eines Geschichtswerkes,
das die überkommenen, überaus verschiedenartigen Überlieferungsstoffe
zusammenfaßte und nach einem durchdachten Plane aneinanderreihte.
Stellenweise hat er aber auch nachweislich aus dem ihm vorliegenden
Material eine planvolle Auswahl getroffen.
There is a move away from the mechanical editing of traditions to the view of
regarding a redactor very similar to an author, although not an author in the
sense in which we know it.

New developments in the theory of the Deuteronomist developed through the
work of Frank Moore Cross who spoke of a double redaction of the
Deuteronomistic history. The first redaction from the time of Josiah consisted of
the organisation of older material for political propaganda purposes for the
Judean king and the promotion of the idea of centralisation of the cult. The
second redactor acted after 587 BCE and interpreted history in terms of the
Babylonian exile (cf. Römer 2009:65). The Gottingen school worked with three
Deuteronomistic redactors, namely, DtrH, a somewhat moderated version of
Noth’s Deuteronomist, DtrP a redactor who added prophetic stories and thirdly
the Nomistic Deuteronomist DtrN, responsible for passages with a focus on
obedience to the law (Römer 2009:65).
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As far as Jeremiah is concerned, there is some evidence of several
Deuteronomistic redactions on the book that were involved in the organisation
and editing of earlier editions of the book Jeremiah (cf. Carroll 1986:41-50).
Research on Pentateuch material has shown that there is a shift of interest from
the reconstruction of the oldest units to the understanding of methods and
intention of the (latest) redactors of the Pentateuch (Römer 2009:66). Barton
(1996:51) also remarks that redactional criticism pertains to the intentions and
assumptions of those who have put together the collected material in the final text
(cf. Floss 2006:610). This is also true of the prophetic literature. Floss (2006:609)
clarifies the term redaction as follows:
Redaction is understood here as the last editorial stage of a written text. Its
result marks the final text. Regardless of whether this editorial work is
compositional activity or indicates a looser joining together of given texts, it
aims to produce a whole.

Floss (2006:608) discusses the view of Richter on redaction criticism. He
indicates that for Richter, redaction criticism focusses on form and not content.
Richter (1971:166) states that redaction criticism is preceded by literary criticism,
form criticism and genre criticism. In addition, he views redactional work as the
uncoordinated juxtaposing of texts. He distinguishes between composition and
redaction where composition is regarded as “stärkeres Eingreifen in vorliegende
Einheiten, ihren gezielten Einbau und die Konstruktion eigener Abschnitte an
beabsichtigter Stelle” (Richter 1971:166). Composition is therefore interested in
the individual text units and the planned way the various units are intentionally
placed together with a desired end in mind (cf. Floss 2006:608).

I concur that redaction criticism concerns itself with both editorial work and
compositional aspects, but in view of what other scholars propound, I do not
agree that redactional work is uncoordinated. On the contrary, redactors collect,
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transmit and actualise existing texts and traditions. I also understand composition
to refer to the broader structuring of sections and even books as a whole for
various purposes inter alia such as a thematic correspondence (cf. cycle on the
kings in Jeremiah 23:11-23:8; cycle concerning the prophets in 23:9-40 and
oracles against the nations to name a few).

Van Seters also weighed in on the debate on redactors and redactions and
expressed the view that people should refrain from using these references.
Römer (2009:66) alleges that, “Van Seters considers Dtr and the Yahwist to be
historiographers and authors who composed the works freely; therefore, any
attempt to reconstruct documents or traditions they may have had at their
disposal is entirely useless.” Römer differs from Van Seters and indicates that
there is evidence in the Ancient Near East of editors and redactors and that it is,
therefore, not anything new to the biblical world (Römer 2009:66).
1.5.2.2 Indications of redactional activity
Römer (2009:67-69) mentions a number of “signs” that could indicate that
redactional work has been done. At times, redactional work can be detected
when a new passage is inserted that causes literary incoherence. Floss
(2006:609) uses the terminology “unconnected juxtapositions” in this regard.
Römer also refers to the situation where an insertion of a passage is made and
the verse preceding the insertion is repeated after the insertion again. A third
indicator of redactional activity is when two passages are juxtaposed as, for
example, has been done when a new preface in a new edition of a book is
inserted before the old preface. Another indicator is when a short passage is
inserted at the end of a book or a longer passage in order for the redactor to have
the last say. In the cycle on the prophets in Jeremiah 23:9-40, I would regard
23:33-40 as such an insertion. The last indicator that Römer mentions is when
changes in style and vocabulary reveal the reworking of an older text.
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A paragraph that summarises Römer’s (2009:72-73) discussion on redactional
criticism in a concise fashion is the following:
Redaction criticism allows us to retrace the formation of biblical texts from
their oldest textual form to their “final” form. Biblical research in the 20 th
century has shifted from fascination with the Ur-text to the reconstruction
of the work of the biblical redactors, since it is their activity that preserved
the texts and transmitted them from generation to generation, showing at
the same time that these texts are not static but need constant
actualization and interpretation. The necessity of interpretation already
occurs in the Hebrew Bible.

The purpose of the redactional reworking of texts was to transmit and actualise
older traditions in a new context and in the process, give them a new meaning.
More recently, Konrad Schmid (2012:36) contributed to the discussion on
redactional criticism. He argues that, at times, wide-ranging passages that had
undergone redactional activity, developed distinguished concepts and theologies,
which make it impossible in the end to distinguish between author and redactor.
A crucial aspect Schmid (2012:37) highlights is his reference to different
redactional methods that can be distinguished when it comes to the writing of the
Old Testament. In this regard, he asks two questions on which he expands. The
following quotations will explain his argumentation (Schmid 2012:37):
First, we must ask how earlier material became part of a particular text?
Does it preserve memories of older, likewise oral traditions or traditional
material that has entered into it but can no longer be reconstructed as prior
levels of text? Alternatively, does it edit existing material that can still be
extracted as such from its present context by source-critical methods? In
the second case, it is helpful in principle to distinguish redactional
insertions and editing according to their respective literary horizons: Is a
particular redactional method directed only at the immediate surrounding
context of the insertion or does it apply to a section of the book, a whole
book, or even a sequence of books?

As researcher I find the nuanced way in which Schmid (2012:39) approaches
redactional work on text helpful since it varies in the texts of the Old Testament.
Schmid (2012:39) also regards prophetic books “as collections of small units that
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were original independent prophetic oracles.” This is the case in the cycle on the
prophets in Jeremiah 23:9-40, which is a collection of a variety of oracles
grouped together through redactional activity. These various oracles concerning
the prophets now have a literary context reflecting the aims and intentions of the
redactors working in a particular context about which we can only hypothesise.
1.5.2.3 Descriptions of what redactional criticism entails
Randolph Tate (2011:181) names four aspects that come into focus when
attending to redactional criticism, namely the selection of traditional material and
sources, secondly, adaption and modification of material; thirdly, arrangement of
the material; and fourthly, the extent of the author’s own theological contribution
to the text. I would rephrase the fourth point somewhat by not only referring to the
extent of the authors’ theological contribution but also to the author’s theological
or ideological contribution.

Schmid (2012:46) expresses the following views on what redactional criticism
entails: The redaction of biblical books was not an uncontrolled process of
multiplication of texts but, as a rule, a textual productive process of inner-biblical
reception and interpretation of existing textual material.

He also explains that “Redaction criticism can therefore be described as an
examination of inner-biblical reception, whose construction can bring to light the
intra-biblical theological discourses in all their historical differentiations” (Schmid
2012:46).

It is clear from the brief discussion of the views on redactional criticism that it has
a long history of deliberation and not strangely, that differences of opinion and
emphases exist. The formulation of what redactional criticism is all about is
summarised clearly and concisely by Tate and Schmid and is helpful for the
purpose of this thesis.
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1.5.2.4 Relevance of the discussion
In order to respond to the research question in this thesis, the compositional
aspect of the book Jeremiah will be discussed as part of the redactional critical
work. This will not only be done to describe the structure of the book as we have
it in the Masoretic Text (MT), but to address the structuring of the two cycles in
21:11-23:40 as a result of intentional redactional engagement. When the two
selected passages from the cycle (23:9-15 and 16-22) will be analysed, attention
will be given to redactional and editorial matters that might arise in these
passages.
1.5.3 Text-linguistic study
In the following discussion, attention is paid to what the syntactic and semantic
analyses of texts comprise.

1.5.3.1 Text-syntactical analysis
The syntax of languages differs and the construction of sentences and verses is
characteristic of the Hebrew language. In order to embark on a text-syntactical
analysis of the two selected passages in Jeremiah 23:9-15 and 16-22 attention is
first payed to what Kamp calls ‘macrosyntactical signals’ (Kamp 2004:61-62).
These so-called signals functions as markers to assist in the division and
structuring of the passage under scrutiny. Some of the common markers are for
instance לכן, הנה, and  כה אמרto name a few.

The next step would be to divide the text into smaller units to determine the
relationship between the various elements in sentences. To determine the
syntactical organisation of the Hebrew texts under discussion, the text selected
would be divided into clauses which will consist of either verbal clause or nominal
clauses.
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In following the divisions of clauses proposed by Niccacci, Kamp (2004:61)
distinguishes three types, namely verbal, simple nominal and compound nominal
clauses. To each of these types particular functions are dedicated. According to
Kamp a verbal clause communicates about what a subject does, a nominal
clause informs the reader who or what the subject is. As far as the compound
nominal clause is concerned, it provides information about the subject, the data
however may concern an action.

The various clauses are hierarchically structured. Subordinated clauses, such as
asher-clauses, ki-clauses and the like, are syntactically embedded in the main
clauses. Direct discourses are narratively embedded in main narrative structures.
This is all marked in the text-syntactic analyses of the discussed passages in
Jeremiah. The syntactic units are structured in a particular way to communicate
information. Therefore the study of the syntax of the mentioned passages is
interested in how the various components of a clause (verbs, nouns, pronouns,
adverbs etc.) are purposefully structured in relation to each other (Van Wolde
1997, 2009).

In making a text-syntactic analysis, I will also make use of secondary sources
such as Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar (Gesenius-Kautzsch1910) and The
Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax of Waltke & O’Connor (1990).
1.5.3.2 Text-semantic analysis
Once the syntax of a clause is analysed, the meaning of the words that form part
of the clause can be determined. This would entail the semantic study of words to
determine their meaning. Price (2016:11) comments in this regard:
The semantics of a language is very complex. It amounts to a symbolic
model of the world of human experience and thought. It is the equivalent of
a knowledge base that is common to the users of the language. Research
in the area of semantics has made much progress, but is still in its infancy.
Theoretically, the semantics of a language would identify the relationships
of its lexemes that could be true in the world of experience and thought.
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In an informative article, Van Wolde (1997:23-25) discusses the “how” and the
“why” in semantic research. She argues that a language has a certain system,
called a paradigm. Such a paradigm relies on agreed rules and elements that
allow for a range of possibilities from which selections are made to create
meaning. She remarks that “a concrete text or syntagm is the result of a selection
procedure and consists of a specific combination of selected elements. Usually
this is described by two axes: the paradigm or axis of selection, and the syntagm
or axis of combination” (Van Wolde 1997:23). A paradigmatic approach
entertains the possible range of meanings a word can have and relies on lexical
information provided in lexicons. It should be acknowledged that words operate in
a field of words referred to as a semantic field. Approached from a syntactic
viewpoint, the interest is in how words and their possible meanings relate to each
other, in both a narrow context, as well as in a sequence of sentences, in a larger
context (cf. Kamp 2004:65). Van Wolde (1997:24) states that there are two
paradigmatic procedures, namely:
The first regarding the conventionally defined relationship between form
and meaning, and the second regarding the functioning of a word in a
semantic field or coherent lexical stock. Together they form the primary
layer of meaning, which create the conditions for a motivated selection in a
text.

The meaning of a word, therefore, does not exist in its root or its lexeme, but in its
relationship with other lexemes that form the context in which meaning can be
determined. A particular defined context that creates relationships is important to
determine meaning, but the broader context of the Hebrew Bible can also assist
in determining the possibility of meanings within a particular timeframe. The
ultimate goal of the whole endeavour is for the text to communicate in such a way
that it is possible for readers or the audience in their worlds to relate to the
information that is communicated. Van Wolde (1997:25) aptly summarises the
semantic analytical process as follows:
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One might say that the language system or paradigm offers the potential
or possible meanings, the syntagmatic arrangement presents the
contextual meanings, and the inferences by the reader is the effect of
meaning. Therefore, meaning is triadic: meaning is dependent on the
language system, is context-bound and is the effect of interpretation.

It is clear that words have different possible meanings and that authors make a
selection from the various possible word meanings to form sense units that
consist of words in relationship with other words. Interpreters of an ancient text
such as the Hebrew text are dependent on lexicons that offer possible meanings
of lexemes, on concordances and theological dictionaries that offer systematic
discussion of the uses of words in related contexts. Both interpreters and readers
of a text are, therefore, involved in the meaning making process (cf. Kamp
2004:82-83).

The approach to semantics followed in this research project is more conventional.
Although some of the insights of cognitive semantics are entertained in the
discussion of some concepts, I do not fully engage with this approach. In the
more conventional approach to semantics, Louw & Nida (1989:xvi-xx) discuss
five basic principles for their semantic analysis and classification of words and
concepts in their Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament that are worth
highlighting. These basic principles are: firstly, “there are no synonyms,” in the
sense that no two lexical items ever have completely the same meanings in all of
the contexts in which they might occur. ” Secondly, “that differences in meaning
are marked by context, either textual or extra-textual. The textual context may
consist of the immediate sentence or paragraph, a larger section of a discourse,
the discourse as a whole, other writings by the same author, other documents of
more or less the same literary genre, and any text in the same language which
deals with similar concepts or a vocabulary.” Thirdly, “that the meaning is defined
by a set of distinctive features. By means of a set of distinctive features, one may
define the limits of the range of referents which may be designated by a particular
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verbal form.” Fourthly, “that figurative meanings differ from their bases with
respect to three fundamental factors: diversity in domains, differences in the
degree of awareness of the relationship between literal and figurative meanings,
and the extent of conventional usage.” Lastly, “that both the different meanings
of the same word and the related meanings of different words tend to be
multidimensional and are only rarely orthogonal in structure, that is to say, the
different meanings tend to form irregularly shaped constellations rather than
neatly organized structures” (Louw & Nida 1989:xvi-xx)

To a great extent, these aforementioned principles form the framework within
which the semantic study of words will be done in this thesis. They will function
as mental guidelines for the study of words in the process of semantic analysis
and not as fixed steps to be followed.

Words have meaning within a specific context. In search of the meaning of words
in the text under scrutiny, words will be studied first in its immediate contexts of
the clause, then a combination of clauses forming sentences, paragraphs and
eventually text units or passages. Where possible, an attempt was made to relate
words to other words that seem to be in the same domain or field of meaning. In
terms of Robbins’ (1996:7) approach, the study of words in their immediate
context of a clause, sentence, paragraph or passage would be the analysis of the
inner texture of a particular text. A next step would be to study the use of a
particular verb or noun as it is used in other text contexts, what Robbins would
describe as the intertexture (Robbins 1996:40). As mentioned before, this will be
done by making use of lexicons, grammars and theological dictionaries.

1.5.3.3 Conceptualisation
In the following discussion, some general theoretical observations will first be
made about what conceptualisation entails, before describing how it is practically
done for the purpose of this study.
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1.5.3.3.1 Theoretical observations
After completion of the redactional and analytical work, the venture is to come to
grips with the meaning of words and concepts in clauses. Conceptualisation is an
important aspect of the research that will feature throughout the process of
determining the meaning of words and concepts, but a study of four concepts will
be done in Chapter 5.

In a general discussion of what conceptualisation in social science research
implies, Babbie (2013:165-166) refers to certain mental images that are evoked
in one’s mind when a certain word is used. He calls such an image a conception.
Babbie argues that it is not possible for us to communicate the images formed in
our minds directly and that restricts communication with others. What we then do
is to use terms we think are suitable for communicating about our conceptions
and observations to arrive at meaning. He observes, “In social research, the
process of coming to an agreement about what terms mean is conceptualization,
and the result is called a concept” (Babbie 2013:166). He continues to note
“concepts are constructs derived by mutual agreement from mental images
(conception). Our conceptions summarize collections of seemingly related
observations and experiences” (Babbie 2013:168). What is clear is that concepts
are mental constructs that assist an individual to arrive at terminology which
enables her/him to communicate meaning. From a cognitive approach to
meaning, Van Wolde (2009:55), states that four characteristics are of importance:
A symbolic conception of language, an identification of meaning with
conceptualization or mental processing, the important role of culture as a
category-defining guide, and the assumption that meaning is critically
dependent both on individual and cultural construals and on their contexts
of use.

What should be highlighted is the context and cultural situatedness of the
individual who engages in the process of conceptualisation. In addition to these
factors, the knowledge capacity of the individual as well as the knowledge
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accumulated by consulting sources and through observations, all play a role in
creating mental images of meaning and relating various images to arrive at some
agreed form of meaning. Meaning is thus communicated by means of concepts.

The aim of this study is to present a discussion in Chapter 5 of some concepts
that will result from the research of the two passages in 23:9-15 and 16-22. The
purpose is to formulate concepts that would encapsulate the nature of the conflict
between the rival prophetic entities on the findings of the text analyses. The
hypothesis is that these findings that will eventually lead to the conclusion that
they are failed leaders.
1.5.3.3.2 Operationalisation process
The process entailing mental structuring and systematising of word-meanings in
concepts commences by first reading the text with some form of understanding
already present. As an informed reader of the text, some comprehension can be
presupposed. The reader is not innocent and comes to the text within a specific
social location and context and with ideological baggage. By embarking on an
analytical process of reading a text, a methodology is chosen to achieve some
form of objectivity, which we should admit remains an ideal.

In a study of this nature that pertains to two passages in 23:2-15 and 16-22, the
meanings of many words and concepts need to be determined. However, during
the analytical process, some concepts would present themselves as more
prominent and central with regard to the research question. A few selected
concepts will therefore form part of the conceptualisation endeavour. The
concepts that will be selected because of the prominence they hold by means of
the normal process of the text analysis, will be discussed in the following
sections.
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During the process of the conceptualisation of word meanings, the texts studied
in this thesis will be subjected to both a syntactical scrutiny as well as a textsemantic analysis of certain words. The aim of the text-semantic analysis is to
establish relationships between the elements that exist, first in the clauses, then
in sentences, paragraphs and finally the demarcated passage. At this stage of
the process, the focus is on words to establish their meanings in a narrow
context, relying on the existing knowledge of word meanings, but mostly lexical
information. In the study of ancient Hebrew texts, exegetes are heavily
dependent on lexicons that provide the range of possible meanings for specific
words. The basic principle, however, is that words have meanings in context.

The next step will be to select the meaning of a word that best suits its relational
position within a clause or a sentence from the possible meanings provided in
lexicons,. The words or concepts identified for the contextualisation process form
part of the particular text and the words and word relations in that text should get
serious consideration to form a provisional meaning of the particular concept.

Once the word or concept has been treated in the immediate context of a clause,
the broader context of the passage as a context should come into play. The
repetition of a concept or a varied form of that concept in the particular passage
should be considered when trying to determine the meaning of the concept or
word. The process can be expanded by investigating other similar uses in other
contexts in the immediate chapter or chapters and eventually in the prophetic
book under investigation. In this regard, the book of Jeremiah will serve the
purpose. In order to perform this broader investigation to determine the meaning
of the concept further, the various uses of the same concept in other related
contexts should be done. This is done to determine the possible relationship of
the meanings of the selected concepts and other uses of those concepts. The
principle again applies that the context in which the words or concepts are used,
assist with determining their meanings.
22

By comparing the uses of a concept in other contexts within a related text corpus,
not only may similar meanings emerge, but related meanings may be
established. During the process of conceptualisation, broader categories of
relationships of meanings can be formed and grouped together. The connection
of various categories of meanings of a concept can result in a shared semantic
word-field of meaning, also referred to as word domains (cf. Louw & Nida
1989:xviii). In order to do the envisaged research on the related uses of concepts
as part of a semantic word-field, a researcher has to rely on lexicons,
concordances, theological dictionaries and also word studies if available. In some
of the theological dictionaries comprehensive studies of the uses of concepts are
done. In some instances, attempts are made to determine the semantic field to
which a concept or word belongs and also to categorise the use of concepts in a
particular text corpus such as prophetic literature.

The approach followed in this study is to focus primarily on the selected texts for
analysis and to determine the meanings of words in this context first. The
meaning of selected words will be related to other similar and related words to
gain an understanding of the broader issues the author of the text wants to
address or communicate. Only after this has been done will the investigation be
broadened to other texts in the Hebrew Bible and even related literature from the
wider contexts of the ancient Near East. This will be done with the use of
theological dictionaries that entertain these broader studies as well as
concordances and even lexicons. In addition, to these sources, secondary
literature such as commentaries and specific studies on the ancient Near East
and monographs focussing on specific themes will be consulted (cf. Stökl 2012;
White 2014 to name a few).

The process of conceptualisation builds on the groundwork laid out above by
categorising meanings into well-defined mental constructs. These mental
constructs are made by the text analyst in order to organise the various related
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meanings into intelligible and communicable concepts. As Kamp (2004:85) has
stated, “This occurs whenever general knowledge about the world, language and
culture becomes activated.” The process of conceptualisation is complex and is
never completed, but aims at, as indicated, the mental structuring of various
categories of meaning in defined categories.

In recent times, cognitive linguistics has gained prominence, resulting in the
creation of new knowledge, especially when it comes to conceptualisation. In this
regard, the work done by Van Hecke (2005), Van Wolde (2009) and Jindo (2010)
on Jeremiah needs mentioning. Some results from studies in the field of cognitive
linguistics will be entertained, though I will not categorise the approach in this
thesis as grounded in the theoretical premises of cognitive linguistics.
1.5.4 Literary and Socio-rhetoric study
Another methodological approach used in this thesis in an attempt to answer the
research question, is the socio-rhetorical approach.
1.5.4.1 Rhetorical criticism
The practice of classical rhetoric was a known phenomenon in ancient Greece
and Rome and influenced people like the Church fathers and, for example,
Augustine. However, the application of rhetorical criticism to the Bible was
promoted by James Muilenburg in 1968 with his presidential address at the
Society of Biblical Literature. He argued that scholars should move beyond form
criticism.

Muilenburg (1969:8) has the following to say:
What I am interested in, above all, is in understanding the nature of
Hebrew literary composition, in exhibiting the structural patterns that are
employed for the fashioning of a literary unit, whether in poetry or in prose,
and in discerning the many and various devices by which the predications
are formulated and ordered into a unified whole. Such an enterprise I
should describe as rhetoric and the methodology as rhetorical criticism.
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Davies’ (2013:107) observation of what Muilenburg attempted to promote was
the view that the rhetorical arrangement of the texts should be examined as well
as how the various components are configured together to achieve the optimal
rhetorical effect.

Rhetorical criticism is interested in the interactions between the author, the text
and the audience (Tate 2011:286). This would imply attention to the formal
aspects of the composition of the text, but also attention to its artistic character in
its attempt to promote some ideas or thoughts to persuade listeners and readers
to accept them (cf. Davies 2013:108). It boils down to paying attention to the
artistic aspects of the text as well as its communicative ability. Davies (2013:108)
declares, “Thus, rhetorical criticism is not simply a study of the writer’s style, but
the techniques that they used to manipulate their readers, to argue the case, and
to persuade their audience of the validity of their argument.” In turn, Sawyer
(2009:225) refers to the following aspects of importance pertaining to rhetorical
criticism: the structuring of a literary unit, the stylistic techniques applied, the
purpose of the literary unit and who the addressees are. One should also revert
back to the classical view of Aristotle on what rhetoric entails. The following
aspects should be considered in rhetorical analysis: how the argument is
presented, the style in which it is presented and the composition of the
demarcated section (cf. Ricoeur 1977:8–9). Kessler (1982:2) also has a high
regard for Aristotle’s view on rhetoric and states, “An obvious advantage of this
definition is that it brings together the formal and functional aspects.”

Of importance, therefore, is the demarcation of text units, the structuring of the
specific text unit, the genre, stylistic devices employed as text strategy and the
communicative elements to persuade its implied audience and other readers of
the text (cf. Mitchell 2006:622; Barker 2012:681).
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Clines (1995:64) states that rhetorical criticism studies “the way the language of
texts is deployed to convey meaning. Its interests are in the devices of writing, in
metaphor and parallelism, in narrative and poetic structures, in stylistic figures.”
This description is in line with what literary criticism attempts to do. Botha admits
that there is a close relationship between literary criticism and rhetorical criticism,
but points out that rhetorical criticism has a more determined aim. He notes:
“Discourse is studied as argumentation, as interaction, and not only as
communication,

or

the

transmission

of

information”

(Botha

1994:133).

Brueggemann, a student of Muilenburg, takes it one step further by arguing that
language not only describes what is happening, but has the persuasive power to
appeal to the imagination to create alternative realities (Brueggemann 1998:15).
The effect of the text on readers/listeners should be considered as well and this is
achieved by how the text is communicating and appealing to it audience.
As Clines has rightly indicated, some of the stylistic techniques that are employed
as part of the rhetoric are metaphors, parallelisms, repetition, binary patterning,
circular structures and imagery, to name only a few (cf. Jones & Peccei 2004:45–
52; Ryken et al. 1998:720–727). This discussion indicates that there is general
mutual agreement amongst scholars on which aspects should be addressed
when rhetorical criticism is employed. The differences, for the most part, are only
matters of emphasis.

It is important to note that rhetorical criticism is done by using multiple
methodologies to determine the intentions of the author or speaker of the text and
further also to come to grips with the intended style and structure of the text and
the responses of the audience (Tate 2011:287). It is however, not always easy or
even possible to determine who the authors/redactors or the audience are and
how the audience responds. At times, the text under analysis would imply who
the audience is, but when there is clear evidence of redactional activity, then the
determination of the audience is unclear and it becomes more speculative.
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1.5.4.2 Socio-criticism
Besides paying attention to the rhetorical aspects of the text, the social aspects
should also be attended to. Language is a social activity and was created to
serve a specific purpose (Gowler 2010:194). All texts are embedded in a social
context, but it is not always easy to address the social location and the relation of
ancient texts to a particular society. Scholars have developed social-scientific
models by engaging relevant social disciplines such as cultural anthropology,
sociology and psychology (cf. Carter 2005:36-57). In an effort to combine the
contributions of literary approaches that regard language as a social
phenomenon with the insights of social-scientific research, Robbins developed an
approach he called socio-rhetorical analysis (cf. Robbins 1996). This approach is
a multidisciplinary and multi-methodological approach that regards the text as a
tapestry consisting of various text textures (Robbins 1996:24). Many studies
emerged that followed or commented on this integrated approach and even
commentaries on books of the New Testament are based on this approach (cf.
Combrink 1999:18-30; 2002:1060114; Gowler 2010:191-206).

However, not everyone is convinced of the viability of the multi-methodological
approach suggested by Robbins. One such critic is Craffert (1996:52) who
argues that this methodology fails philosophically, epistemologically and
methodologically. He expresses the view that:
The alternative to multiple interpretations that can all be embraced is not
one best interpretation but the acknowledgement that different
interpretations do different things to the same document and can therefore
be mutually exclusive (Craffert 1996:53).
This approach is valuable with regard to it alerting interpreters of the text to be
aware of the multi-facetted nature of the process when engaging in analysis,
interpretation and understanding of the text (cf. also Tuppurainen 2006:54).
Accordingly, Gowler (2010:195) comments, “when we explore the text from
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different angles, we see multiple textures of meanings, convictions, values,
emotions and actions.”

When texts are studied with an interest in social aspects, there should be an
awareness of aspects such as “social class, social systems, personal and
community status, people on the margins, and people in positions of power”
(Robbins 1996:1). Two of the textures that relate directly to matters of social
concern are social and cultural texture, on the one hand and ideological texture,
on the other hand. Gowler (2010:195) summarises these two aspects as follows:
Social and cultural texture is where the text interacts with society and
culture by sharing in the general social and cultural attitudes, norms and
modes of interaction that are known by everybody in a society, and by
establishing itself in the relationship with the dominant cultural system as
either sharing, rejecting or transforming those attitudes, values and
dispositions.
Ideological texture concerns the particular alliances and conflicts nurtured
and evoked by the language of the text and the language of the
interpretation as well as the way the text itself and interpreters of the text
position themselves in relation to other individuals and groups. Readers
should recognize and interpret the ideological point(s) of view texts
evokes, advocates and nurtures, as well as their own ideological point(s)
of view as readers.

A study of prophetic texts concerned with social aspects should take note of the
social contexts. Some text sections refer to social matters within that passage
itself. In Jeremiah 23:9-22, certain cultural and societal aspects are accepted as
common knowledge, for instance, what a prophet is and what a prophet does, the
importance of the temple and what takes place in and at the temple. Ideological
aspects are sometimes less obvious in texts, but they do exist and interpreters
should identify and discuss them. Culpepper (1998:75) remarks, “Ideological
texture recognizes the presence of an ideological point of view in texts, in
authoritative traditions of interpretation, in intellectual discourse, and in
individuals and groups.” Ideology often relates to the exercise of power (cf.
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Combrink 2002:116). In this regard, Clines (2009:24) comments, “Since there is
almost always a dissymmetry of power in relations between people and groups of
people, an ideology tends to support and enhance the power of its adherents.” In
the passage of concern, the royal/Zion ideology plays a crucial part and with it,
the power struggles of rival prophets. A final point, there should be an awareness
of and honesty about one's own social, cultural and ideological position and its
possible impact on one's interpretation (Combrink 2002:117 referring to Patte
1995).

Interpreters of texts should acquaint themselves with social and cultural matters
that might be present in the text. For instance, a passage may refer to the temple
in Jerusalem and thereby create a referential context emanating from the text.
However, a text that forms part of a collection or a cycle as is the case with
Jeremiah 23:9-40 has a social context where the redactors are situated. The
reconstructions of social contexts are challenging and remain speculative
exercises. The use of the social sciences in this regard can be of great help and
can render less speculative results (cf. Robbins 1996:1).
1.5.4.3 Relevance for this study
Approaching the demarcated texts in Jeremiah with mindfulness about the social
and rhetorical aspects of this text corpus will entail attention to the compositional,
the persuasive and the social aspects respectively of the text. By analysing
Jeremiah 23:9-22 in the manner outlined above, the possibility arises to notice
various aspects of the text that might go unnoticed. This approach will not only
enable the interpreter to detect the inner structure of a particular text unit, but
also the connection of the components of the particular text unit with other text
units not part of the immediate textual context. A further benefit will be an
appreciation of the type of text that is analysed and perhaps even the exposure of
some theological or ideological aspects by what is communicated in the text or
deliberately not communicated. A further aim of this approach is also to achieve
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some understanding of the social context reflected in the text or the context in
which a particular text originates and perhaps cultural aspects that are revealed
in the course of the interpretive process (cf. Tuppurainen 2012:38-45).

As a result of the close reading of the text and an awareness of not only the
social context alluded to by the text content, the literary context of the various text
units in Jeremiah 23:9-40 will also be highlighted.

1.6 THE TEXT OF JEREMIAH
The text of Jeremiah has always posed challenges to researchers and it is still
the case today. The main concern is the noticeable differences between the
Masoretic text (MT) and the Septuagint (LXX). The LXX is round about one -eight
shorter than the MT, approximately 2700 words. Besides, the difference in length,
there is also a difference in the arrangement of larger literary units. The following
passages are lacking in the LXX: 33:14-26; 39:4-13; 51:44b-49a and 52:27b-30.
As far as the arrangement of literary units is concerned, the oracles against the
nations in 46-51 follow 25:14. Within the collection 46-51 the sequence of the
prophecies also differs from the MT (Wessels 1987:137). However, apart from
these broader differences between the two text versions, there are also many
omissions of words, phrases and shorter passages in the LXX that appear in the
MT. The obvious question that arises is which one of the two versions is the
better text.

Extensive studies have been done on the two versions and there is not a single
commentary on the book of Jeremiah that does not address this issue. There is,
therefore, no sense in simply repeating the history of research on the Jeremiah
text in all its detail.3 In his commentary on Jeremiah, Van Selms argues for the
3

A comprehensive overview of ten pages on research done on the MT and LXX issue is
presented by Gesundheit (2012:29-38) in his article The Question of LXX Jeremiah as a Tool for
Literary-Critical Analysis.
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existence of an early version of the Jeremiah text that eventually developed in
two different locations, namely Egypt and Babylonia. Van Selms gives preference
to the more developed Babylonian version of the Jeremiah text which eventually
formed the MT text. In his view, the Egyptian version formed the basis for the
shoter LXX version. The two text versions of Jeremiah therefore had developed
separately over time (Van Selms 1972:12-15). Janzen (1973) carried out groundbreaking work on the issue of the relation of the MT and LXX versions of
Jeremiah, and so did Tov (1979; 1985). It is in particular the excavations at
Qumran that shed light on the debate. Fragments have been found (4QJer a,
4QJerc and 2QJer) that testify to the longer proto-Masoretic version of the
Jeremiah text. However, fragments were also found in 4QJerb that support the
shorter version of the LXX. Carroll (1986:51) has drawn the following conclusion:
“the developing consensus of scholarship now is that the shorter text on which G*
is based, represents the more original and superior textual tradition of the book of
Jeremiah.”

The choice of the words “original” and “superior” is perhaps not suitable and a
better way is rather to refer to two text editions as Tov (1979) has indicated.
Carroll clarifies the two editions Tov has referred to as that “G represents the first
edition of Jeremiah in which an editor adds his comments at levels A and B. MT
is a second edition made by a later editor from a similar (but not identical) text to
that used by the first editor” (Carroll 1986:52). There seems to have been a
Hebrew Vorlage of the Jeremiah text of which the MT and the LXX are different
text versions. The theory presented here moves away from the translation of a
base text to editorial work on the text. This places the discussion on the versions
we have of the MT and LXX within the domain of redaction criticism. The view is
even voiced regarding the MT as a third edition with the view that the LXX is an
adaptation of an earlier version to which the move of 46-51 after Chapter 25
testifies (Allen 2012:435). The current LXX, according to this view, is therefore,
the second edition with the MT, the third edition. Allen (2012:435) refers to Tov’s
31

(1985) classification of the changes made in the MT under six categories namely:
“text arrangement, additions of headings to oracles, repetitions of sections,
additions of new verses and sections, additions of new details, and changes in
content.” These changes seem to function as exegetical clarifications.

The majority view is that there are at least two versions of the book of Jeremiah
of which the one is the Hebrew Vorlage of the LXX that has priority and a
secondary edition as reflected in the MT. However, there are also important
voices who differ from this view such as George Fischer (2005:39-46) and Rofé
who, according to Gesundheit (2012:35), expresses the view that “each
difference between MT and LXX must be investigated separately in order to
determine in each case which version is primary.” Van der Kooij (1994:59-78)
argues along similar lines by advising for an independent literary critical analysis
of the MT which is not reliant on LXX. He emphasises that a contextual approach
should be followed that might reveal that some of the differences between the MT
and the LXX might be ascribed to the translator. Such an approach might deliver
a different result than the view that the LXX represent the existence of an ancient
Hebrew Vorlage.

Another view regarding the differences between the LXX and MT is presented by
Lundbom. He asks the question “whether the LXX translator abridged his Hebrew
Vorlage, omitting doublets and shortening verbose prose, or whether the MT
expanded over time by taking on secondary material?” (Lundbom 2013:21).
Lundbom is not convinced that the LXX is the better text and refers to the scribal
errors of haplography and dittography that will account for a large part (1715
words) of the shorter LXX text. He mentions the number of 330 arguably LXX
haplographies (Lundbom 2013:24-26). Lundbom argues that the shortening of
the text was already in the Hebrew Vorlage the LXX used and that it was
therefore done before the translation in Greek. Consequently, he therefore
decides in favour of the longer version of the MT.
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From this presentation, it seems that the final word on the two versions of the
Jeremiah text has not been spoken yet. A more suitable conclusion that can be
drawn at this stage according to De Waard (2003:xxii) is that it is not a case of “a
veritas graeca over against a veritas hebraica, but two veritates hebraicae.”

In this thesis, the MT as contained in the Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (BHS) is
used as the basis text. The cycle of oracles concerning the prophets is not
affected by the omission of larger literary units in the LXX. There are several
omissions of words and phrases in Jeremiah 23:9-22 in the LXX version. These
omissions are included in the text critical notes in BHS and will be dealt with
according to merit. The syntax of a clause will be an important contributor to
making decisions on omissions and suggested changes of the MT text. In the
chapter on the redaction-criticism of the cycles of the kings and the prophets,
attention will be given to the differences between the MT and the LXX where
necessary.

1.7 STRUCTURE OF THE INVESTIGATION
Chapter 1 consists of the introduction to the investigation, motivating the need for
this research project. Besides motivating the reason for the study, attention will
also be paid to the research question, the methodology and the perceived
outcomes of this investigation.

Chapter 2 is dedicated to the study of the redactional-critical aspects of the book
of Jeremiah and in particular, 21:1-23:8. Attention is paid to the location of this
particular collection of oracles against the prophets in the book of Jeremiah.
Attention is given to the role of the redactors in the shaping of this cycle of
oracles on the kings.
Chapter 3 is dedicated to the analysis of Jeremiah 23:9-15.
Chapter 4 is dedicated to the analysis of Jeremiah 23:16-22.
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Chapter 5 is a discussion of a number of concepts relevant to the sections
analysed.
Chapter 6 contains a discussion of the redaction and composition of the cycle
concerning the prophets and how 23:9-22 relates to the cycle of oracles in 23:940.
In Chapter 7, conclusions are drawn and the research question and formulated
hypothesis will be addressed. The aim is to determine whether a better
understanding of the nature and content of the conflict between the prophets had
been reached.
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CHAPTER 2: COMPOSITION AND REDACTION OF THE BOOK
JEREMIAH
2.1 INTRODUCTION
Over many decades, the composition and redaction of the book of Jeremiah have
been a bone of contention. Much has been written on these issues and
consensus on these matters is still far from being achieved. Serious engagement
with this book quickly reveals the complexity in terms of its composition, the
thematic grouping of material, various collections, prose and poetry sections,
oracles, narratives, laments, seemingly autobiographical material to name only a
few. There are also clear traces of editorial work and the composition and the
growth of the book, which makes the question of authorship and dating of the
material challenging matters to determine.

In this chapter, I will pay brief attention to the composition of the book as it is
reflected on in various commentaries and secondary literature. The aim is also to
overview redaction critical matters on the book briefly as a whole, but more
specifically on the cluster of materials that concerns the selected passages on
the rivalry between prophetic entities. The research done concerns the Masoretic
text (MT).

2.2 COMPOSITIONAL STRUCTURE OF THE BOOK JEREMIAH
If the book of Jeremiah is approached from a literary perspective, the following
broad divisions can be detected: chapters 2-25 that consist mainly of prophecies
against Jerusalem and Judah. For the larger part, the material in these chapters
is mostly in poetic style. The second main section covers chapters 26-45. It is
mainly in prose form and concerns biographical material about Jeremiah. In
chapters 46-51, we find a collection of prophecies against the foreign nations in
poetic style. The material indicated thus far, is framed by Jeremiah 1, which
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serves as a prologue to the book and chapter 52 which forms a historical
conclusion.

Within these broad divisions, various smaller subsections or collections can be
determined. Chapters 2:1-25:14 can be further subdivided into 2-6, 7-20 and
chapters 21-25 (cf. Wessels 1987:114). The focus of this study falls on the lastmentioned division that reflects the period of King Zedekiah’s reign. Carroll
(1986:38) regards Jeremiah 21:1-24:10 as an appendix to part 1 (2-25).

The material in chapters 26-45, which are for the larger part in prose, concerns
narratives about Jeremiah, amongst others, but within this larger section, some
smaller subdivisions can be determined. To mention two, chapters 27-29 reflect
the conflict between Jeremiah and other prophets and in chapters 30-31 there is
a collection of poetic words of salvation referred to as ‘little book of comfort.’

What should be clear from this brief overview of the composition of the book of
Jeremiah is that the material is not homogeneous, but vastly diverse in both style
and in content (cf. Carroll 1986:38). The collection and composition of the book of
Jeremiah is the result of a long tradition of redactional activity resulting in the
Hebrew text currently contained in the MT.

2.3 REDACTION AND COMPOSITION OF THE BOOK JEREMIAH
The book of Jeremiah has been submitted to redaction-critical investigations by
many scholars and many views have been expressed, but no consensus has
been reached. For the purpose of the investigation in this thesis, a brief overview
of research results concerning the book as a whole will be given, with a more
detailed discussion of the redaction of Jeremiah 21:1-24:10.

In the introduction to his commentary on Jeremiah, Carroll (1986:38-50) has
provided an overview of scholarly opinions on the redaction of Jeremiah. I will
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rely on his presentation to a large extent, but will also expand on it by referring to
views raised after 1986. Carroll commences his overview with reference to Duhm
who wrote a commentary on Jeremiah in 1901. Duhm’s analysis resulted in him
identifying three strands of material, namely the poems of Jeremiah, the book of
Baruch in prose and supplementary material added to the two mentioned strands.

The next influential researcher is Mowinckel (1914; 1946) who has isolated four
sources in the book of Jeremiah, which he calls A, B, C and D, each of them
credited to a redactor. He assigns chapters 1-45 to the redactors Rabcd and
regards chapters 46-52 as a later appendix. He further ascribes the whole book
of Jeremiah to Rj. Mowinckel viewed source A consisting of 1-25, to be the words
of Jeremiah in poetry with little redactional additions. Source B consists of
historical material concerning the activities of Jeremiah, while source C contains
speeches not included in A or B. Important for this discussion, is the fact that he
regarded the language in source C to be similar to what we find in Deuteronomy,
Joshua, Judges, Samuel and Kings, the so-called Deuteronomistic redactional
material. Mowinckel regards the oracles in chapters 30-31, as part of the
collection in source D consisting of positive material about the future of Judah
and Israel. At this stage, the view presented is that one should rather speak of
circles of tradition rather than sources. In research to follow, much attention is
paid to the so-called source C which showed signs of Deuteronomistic influence.

Besides the initial research done on the Deuteronomic edition of the book of
Jeremiah by Hyatt (1942) and Hermann (1965), the most extensive research on
the Deuteronomistic redaction of Jeremiah 1-45 was done by Winfred Thiel in
(1973 and 1981). His view was that this redaction of Jeremiah was done in the
sixth century BCE with Judah as location. In his view, the book of Jeremiah
reflected the central ideas underlying Deuteronomistic theology and typical stock
phrases that correspond with other material ascribed to Deuteronomistic
redactional activity (cf. Thiel 1973:283-289).
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McKane

(1986:xlix)

expresses

appreciation

for

Thiel’s

focus

on

a

Deuteronomistic redaction and his recognition of post-Deuteronomistic additions
of small and large scope. He also appreciates Thiel’s understanding of the long
period of growth and formation of the book of Jeremiah. McKane is, however,
critical of the assumed “cohesiveness and architectonic qualities” that Thiel
ascribes to the editorial engagement of D with the text of Jeremiah 1-25. In this
regard McKane (1986:xlix) maintains:
My particular appeal to corpus is not the claim that 1-25 is a well-ordered
whole, with a cumulative, teleological significance. Rather it is introduced
with the caveat that there is a tendency to underestimate the untidy and
desultory nature of the aggregation of material, which comprises the book
of Jeremiah.
McKane criticises Thiel that he consistently exaggerates the cohesiveness and
coherence of the book of Jeremiah. He contiunues with his criticism of Thiel by
saying:
He attributes to D comprehensive editorial intentions and policies, and
systematic theological principles, which I cannot gather from the text. I am
convinced that there is real danger of calling into existence a
Deuteronomistic editor, investing him with an editorial policy, determining
the contours of his mind, and requiring that the prose of 1 to 25 to be
amendable to this hypothesis.

Thiel’s detailed analysis of the Jeremiah text in terms of redactional activity
greatly influenced the debate on the text of Jeremiah. However, he assigns
sections, phrases and words to redactional activity too easily, perhaps not taking
into account that Jeremiah or the author of Jeremiah might have been acquainted
with Northern Kingdom theology and language. This does not mean that no
redactional activity took place with regard to the Jeremiah text, but perhaps of a
more limited scope in the sense of a commentary or the addition of smaller
sections and words. In this regard, McKane’s (1986:1) description of the
Jeremiah text as a “rolling corpus” is more suitable.
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Another contribution to the debate on the prose sections comes from Weippert
(1973:228-234) who regards these sections as Kunstprosa ascribed to Jeremiah
and not to a Deuteronomistic redactor. Although Carroll (1986:42) shows
appreciation for her skilful lexical analysis of the Jeremiah text, he disagrees with
her conclusions. He argues that besides acknowledging the work done by
Deuteronomistic circles in producing Jeremiah, post-Deuteronomistic sources
that were responsible for nuanced forms of language that stretch beyond the
lexical range of Deuteronomistic editors should not be discounted. Holladay (in
Carroll 1986:43) also argues that Jeremiah was responsible for prose sermons
reflecting a Deuteronomistic style. He also constructed a coherent chronology of
Jeremiah’s preaching career (Carroll 1986:43). Bright (1965:LXXXI) also weighs
in on the issue of the prose sermons and argues that although the style is similar
to the Deuteronomistic literature, it should not be classified as such. He asserts,
“It is, moreover, not the late style but a characteristic rhetorical prose of the
seventh/sixth centuries.” The sharp distinction between the poetic sections
ascribed to Jeremiah is, therefore, not that different from the prose sermons
ascribed to Jeremiah. In this regard, Carroll (1986:44) concludes that the
“Deuteronomistic connection is accepted by many scholars but the degree to
which the sermons have any direct link with Jeremiah is much debated.”

A significant contribution to the debate on the prose sermons in Jeremiah comes
from Nicholson (1970). His focus is on the theological issues that confronted the
people who were responsible for the transmission of the Jeremiah material. His
view is that the circle responsible for transmitting Jeremiah’s sayings not only had
the purpose of preserving what Jeremiah had said at times, but to relate it to
theological and other issues with which they were confronted in their own time
(Nicholson 1970:12). These Deuteronomistic circles in Nicholson’s view were
located in Babylon during the exile and used discourses created for didactic and
kerygmatic purposes (Nicholson 1970:134).
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Carroll (1986:46-47) also discusses the poetry of the book of Jeremiah. In the
past, most scholars ascribed the poetry to Jeremiah, but as Carroll has recently
indicated, there is disagreement regarding the nature of biblical poetry. The
argument put forward is that such a general assumption as the fact that all poetry
could be related to Jeremiah, is not unassailable and should be challenged. In
this regard, Carroll (1986:47) comments “It is the redactional framework which
attributes the poems to Jeremiah; there is nothing inherent in the poetry to
identify who the speaker might be.” He continues by commenting, “Without the
instruction provided by the rubrics of redaction, the poems remain anonymous.
We have no reason to believe the poems of 1-25 to be other than anonymous
utterances from a variety of sources.” Carroll (1986:48) continues to argue that in
the light of this view, the notion of a historical Jeremiah is refuted and what we
have are the created words and stories about Jeremiah by these redactional
circles.

I part ways with Carroll in this regard and am less skeptical about the existence of
a historical Jeremiah. It is clear that redactional circles left traceable signs of their
involvement in the composition and growth of the book Jeremiah. However, it
seems reasonable to assume that they deemed the sayings from Jeremiah to be
significant enough to preserve and interpret and make relevant for their
communities over time. It is true that the focus should be on the book of Jeremiah
and not so much on the historical prophet, but to regard the prophet Jeremiah as
a fictional creation is not convincing. It does not make sense that the tradition
would create a fictional character as an important spokesperson for Yahweh at a
crucial time in the history of Judah.

Carroll (1986:49) remarks that the many differing views on the composition and
redaction of the book of Jeremiah make the interpretation of the book extremely
difficult. He notes in this regard:
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Few exegetes agree on the weight to be given to the role of the editors in
the production of the book, and there is no consensus of scholarly opinion
on such matters as the extent to which the Deuteronomists work on the
different levels of tradition, the relation between the poetry and the prose,
the connections between a ‘historical’ Jeremiah and the tradition, the
figure of Baruch as amanuensis, biographer, creator of the tradition or
creation of one level of tradition, and the dating of the book or its parts.
Such a lack of consensus means that disagreements about every aspect
of the book are inevitable and no appeal can be made to one dominant
line of exegesis.

It has become a complicated task to carry out constructive and satisfactory
research on the text of Jeremiah. Although the historical-critical approach has
unearthed many important aspects of which researchers should take note, it also
problematises almost every aspect of the book of Jeremiah. This left the many
researchers frustrated and discouraged to engage the book and to a large extent,
an impasse has been reached.

However, it is important to take note of the work of Stulman (1998) that attempts
to break this impasse. Stulman (1998:17) advocates a reading strategy that is
sensitive to the final form of the book of Jeremiah. He refers to it as a proposed
synchronic reading that is “informed by diachronic sensibilities.” In contrast with
McKane who overemphasises the non-cohesiveness, non-coherence and
randomness of the Jeremiah text, Stulman argues that “Jeremiah reflects an
intentional literary organisation and final theological message” (Stulman
(1998:17). His insistence that the Jeremiah text displays a “purposeful theological
design” seems to be an argument not that far removed from what Nicholson
(1970:12) has proposed. Stulman further postulates that the literary organisation
of the book of Jeremiah displays larger composite units. In his view, Jeremiah 125 consists of five macro-structural units, namely chapters 2-6; 7-10; 11-17; 1820 and 21-24, with chapters 1 and 25 serving as a frame. He further points out
that four of these text units are introduced by prose sermons (Stulman 1998:19).
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The text unit of interest for this thesis falls within the literary unit, Jeremiah 21:124:10.

Stulman’s third point is to regard the prose sermons as important interpretive
guides for reading Jeremiah. Stulman (1998:18) argues that “these prose pieces
contribute the structural and ideological grid to a composition executed with the
intent to convey a final theological message.” His fourth point is to argue that the
text of Jeremiah is a two-part drama consisting of chapters 1 -25 and 26 -52. The
point Stulman (1998:18) argues in this regard is that:
The book of Jeremiah is a two-part drama that maps out the death and
dismantling of a national-cultic symbol system and piety in preparation for
stunning new theological and social structures arising out of the ruins of
exile. The present shape of the text, therefore, bears witness to a God who
‘shatters and overthrows’ only to ’[re]built and plant.’

Stulman (1998:16-17) is fully aware of the redaction-critical work that has been
done on the text of Jeremiah and he promotes his approach within the framework
of the results of the research done on the redaction in terms of the poetry and
prose issue. In his approach, however, the redactional aspect and the
compositional component of the book of Jeremiah become intertwined. The
composition of the text in larger units as Stulman argues, has a theological
purpose that can be related to redactional activity and purpose.

Another interesting and important contribution to the debate is offered by Carolyn
Sharp (2003:157-159). She accepts the views presented by the traditional
redaction-critical research that the book of Jeremiah was subjected to editorial
work in a number of stages over extended periods of time. She is, however, also
critical of some of the results offered by redaction-critical studies, for instance,
McKane’s idea of a “rolling scroll” for the development of the Jeremiah text. She
argues that his work does not account for what motivated the editorial reworking
of the text and also that he does not entertain “the striking instances of the logical
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congruence in disparate prose passages and their arguably consistent
differences from other prose passages” sufficiently (Sharp 2003:13). She also
agrees in principle with Pohlmann’s thesis that a political group among those who
went into exile to Babylon in 597 BCE were involved in the shaping of the
Jeremiah traditions presented in the prose sections (Sharp 2003:162). However,
Sharp offers a more nuanced and sophisticated approach to redactional activity
by searching for reasons why editorial work was done as reflected in the prose
sections. She does not only speak of Deutero-Jeremianic prose, but identifies two
well-defined opposing trajectories traceable within the prose material in the book
of Jeremiah (Sharp 2003:164). These trajectories consist of the Judean people
who remained in Judah after the exile in 597 BCE and the other one, the pro-gôlâ
group of those who resided in Babylon after 597 BCE. She portrays the Judahbased traditionalists as people who were prophesying imminent doom for the
people of Judah. They were the people who opposed the leaders closely
connected to the Temple in Jerusalem and those prophesying peace for Judah.
The pro-gôlâ group was pro-Babylonian in their sentiments and positively inclined
towards submission to Nebuchadnezzar’s power even before the fall of
Jerusalem. This group believed in the idea that restoration of a remnant, namely
people from the exiled Babylonian community, would transpire in future (Sharp
2003:158-159). These two groups of people were responsible for the shaping of
distinguishable ideological strands or text layers in the prose sections in Jeremiah
by means of editorial work (Sharp 2003:157-159).

Sharp (2003:158-159) has made an important contribution to the debate on the
redaction and composition of the Jeremiah text and thus provided a positive step
forward in dealing with the redactional complexities of the prose sections in the
book of Jeremiah. We are, therefore, not only dealing with poetic sections, but
also with Deutero-Jeremianic prose texts reflecting distinguishable ideological
convictions. Carroll in his 1986 commentary on Jeremiah has already referred to
different strands reflected by the prose texts (cf. 1986:65-82), but Sharp has
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argued this in a more refined and detailed manner. The prose texts are therefore
more nuanced and layered than simply being assigned to Deuteronomistic
editors’ views. Her insights will again come into play in the discussion of
Jeremiah 21:1-24:10 (Sharp 2003:158-159).

In a chapter of his book MANUFACTURING OF THE PROPHETS. The Book of
Jeremiah as Scribal Artifact, van der Toorn (2007:173-204) offers an integrative
redaction-historical model of the formation of the book Jeremiah. Before
mentioning the various main components of his proposed model, a few brief
remarks concerning his presuppositions need to be mentioned. Van der Toorn
dates the prophetic books in the Persian and early Hellenistic periods. He also
expresses the likelihood that the Book of Jeremiah circulated in the community of
the exiles. Another important point he argues is the existence of pre-exilic
prophecies in written form on scrolls and collections of prophetic oracles in the
monarchic period (van der Toorn 2007:173-176). These collections of formerly
individual prophetic oracles consisted of “anthologies and compilations of quite
heterogeneous materials” (van der Toorn 2007:177). This is true of the material
that currently forms the book of Jeremiah. Van der Toorn (2007:178) remarks that
“the presumed authorship of the prophets applies at best to the separate units of
the compositions, their compilation being the work of later editors.” It should also
be noted that the separate oralces already existed in written form before the
composition of the collections. It also seems that the collection of the oralces and
narratives linked to a particular prophet was done by followers and sympathisers
of that prophet (van der Toorn 2007:184).

Following his broader discussion of the above-mentioned apects, van der Toorn
arrives at a proposed redaction-critical model for the formation of prophetic
books. In the discussion of the various components he uses the book of Jeremiah
as illustrative material. The following aspects form the core of his model: Firstly,
he departs form the view that scribes were the key figures in making the
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collections of prophetic material. They followed scribal practices of transcription,
invention and expansion (cf. van der Toorn 2007:188-194). Secondly, in the
process of composition, the scribes used both personal and collective memory. In
this regard the recollections of his followers and admirers played a crucial role.
He also argues for “the prior existence of a source in which sermons and context
were joined, which postulated text we may call the Acts and Oracles of Jeremiah”
(van der Toorn 2007:196). The third aspect of the model concerns the expansion
of the prophetic collections. In this instance it concerns materials that were added
to existing prophetic collections. This took place when various editions of the
book saw the light. Van der Toorn discusses in some detail the shorter JerLXX and
the more expanded JerMT versions. He regards the LXX version as
chronologically earlier than the MT version, meaning that the MT made some
additions. He concludes that as a result of the comparison between the two
versions of the Jeremiah text, that expansion served as a scribal mode of text
production (van der Toorn 2007:201-2002).

It should be clear that van der Toorn regards Jeremiah, but also the other
prophetic books, as scribal artefacts (van der Toorn 2007:188). As a model to
explain the complexity of the growth and compostion of the Jeremiah book, van
der Toorn has offered many constructive insights that might assit in
understanding the composition of collections of oracles of which the two cycles
on the kings and the prophets in Jeremiah 21:1-23:40 are of interest. There is
room within his model to allow for addressing detail matters that arise when the
various diverse oracles and narratives are analysed.

In a book on Jeremiah from a trauma perspective, O’Connor (2011:125-134)
dedicates a chapter to the composition of the book of Jeremiah. She
acknowledges the long process the creation of the Jeremiah text underwent, but
also the literary disorder of Jeremiah which she regards as central to its purpose.
She states that part of the confusion of the book lies in “Its bewildering array of
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voices, themes, metaphors, genres, and its lack of narrative order suggests to me
that similar interpretive dilemmas plagued the lives of its audience” (O’Connor
2011:127). The fragmented composition of Jeremiah is reflected in the tension
between the exiles who returned from exile and those who remained in the land,
the lack of linear development of events that resulted in the chronological
disarray of the book (O’Connor 2011:128, 130-132). O’Connor does not offer a
coherent compositional picture of Jeremiah, but argues that the “chaos” reflects
the confusion caused by the traumatic event of the exile the people of Judah
experienced and the struggle for meaning-making. She states that “The book’s
fragmentation mimics the fragmented memories of the traumatized” and that
“This work of literature is a moral act, for it turns readers from passive victims into
agents” (O’Connor 2011:128). This presentation of O’Connor does not solve the
challenge the book of Jeremiah poses in terms of its redaction and composition,
but offers a creative approach to address the complexities of the book.

Attempts at dating the various levels of redactional activity are as complicated as
the efforts of pinpointing the various stages of editorial and redactional reworking
of the Jeremiah tradition. It is the redactional activity of the prose sections, in
particular, that is challenging to date as well as determining the locations of the
redactors. As mentioned, Pohlmann dates the redactional activity of the Jeremiah
traditions in the exilic period in Babylon. In Sharp’s view, some traditionist editors
remained in Judah after the 597 BCE and did some redactional activity in Judah.
However, she also regards Babylon as the location where the pro-gôlâ group
performed their redactional work after the exile event of 597 BCE. Konrad
Schmid (2012:126-130; 169-173) also argues for multiple phases of the
composition of the book of Jeremiah through redactional activity. He would
ascribe certain sections of Jeremiah to the Babylonian period (6th Century BCE),
and other sections to the Persian Period (5th and 4th centuries BCE). He also
acknowledges the existence of the Babylonian Golah-oriented redactional
programme that interpreted the Jeremiah tradition from this perspective.
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However, Schmid further distinguishes a second redactional perspective during
the Persian period, which he calls the diaspora-oriented perspective. Whereas
the Golah-oriented redactional perspective legitimised and favoured those in exile
to return one day as the dominant group in Judah (cf. Jr 24), the diasporaoriented redaction opposed this claim. According to Schmid, this restrictive view
on salvation and legitimation of the Golah-oriented redactional perspective as
reflected both in Jeremiah and Ezekiel was challenged by the diaspora-oriented
redaction. He alleges:
However, this restrictive program in Jeremiah and Ezekiel was in turn
subjected immediately to a reworking that removed this internal division
within Israel and asserted to the contrary that the future salvation belonged
not solely to the Babylonian Golah but to the entire worldwide diaspora
(Schmid 2012:172-173).
It should be clear from the discussion offered in this chapter, that the last word on
the redaction and composition of Jeremiah has not been spoken. What I
appreciate is the recent developments away from the narrow and almost
suffocating redactional-critical research focussed on the Deuteronomistic
redaction on the Jeremiah text to a focus on larger text units and ideological
strands, interpreting the Jeremiah tradition from various vantage points of
concern. Questions are asked regarding the reason why texts are edited and
reworked and which concerns are they addressing. In the next section, the focus
will narrow to the text unit that is relevant to the discussion of Jeremiah 23:9-40,
in particular 23:9-22.

2.4 REDACTION OF JEREMIAH 21:1-24:10
A number of critics regard Jeremiah 21:1-24:10 as a collection of material that is
grouped together as a text unit (Rudolph 1968:134; Fischer 2005:84, 86). Weiser
(1969:176) views this unit as a collection of oracles mainly about the kings of
Judah and the prophets, probably brought together by the prophet himself.
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Carroll (1986:38) views Jeremiah 21:1-24:10 as an appendix to part 1 (Jr 2-25) of
the book of Jeremiah.

In his discussion of this block of material, Carroll (1986:404) expresses the view
that chapters 21 and 24 in prose style form a framework to two cycles, one on the
kings of Judah in 21:11-23:6 and the other in 23:9-40 as the cycle on the
prophets (cf. Thiel 1973:230, 237; Werner 1997:189). The block of material
consists of both poetic and prose material. He has also indicated that in fact,
chapter 24 should chronologically be placed before chapter 21. He also regards
chapter 24 as part of a strand in the book of Jeremiah that favours the deportees
of 597 BCE over those who remained in Jerusalem. He further argues that the
placement of Jeremiah 21:1-10 is probably due to redactional activity as an
introduction to the two cycles on the kings and the prophets. He (Carroll
1986:404) comments as follows:
…it may be designed to associate the royal leadership with the fall of
Jerusalem in such a manner that responsibility for the disaster may be laid
at the door of the royal house (cf. 23.2). A similar intention may lie behind
the inclusion of the cycle against the prophets (23:9-40) in this block.
Kings and prophets are the guilty men. They are the ones responsible for
what befell city and people.
This view of Carroll supports the line of argument I am proposing when
discussing the selected passages on the prophets.

Stulman (1998:19) argues that 21:1-24:10 is one of five macro-structural units he
has detected, four of which are introduced by a prose passage. In this instance,
Jeremiah 21:1-10 serves as a prose introduction to 21:11-24:10. Stulman regards
the prose as similar to the so-called C material ascribed to the Deuteronomistic
redaction. He is not so much interested in driving the point of redaction activity,
but in the function of the two prose passages in 21 and 24 that frames the two
cycles on the kings and the prophets. Stulman (1998:50-51) avers that “Jer. 21:110 serves as a hinge holding the rhetorical units together that denounce priests,
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prophets, shepherds (kings) and sages, that is to say, the major power breakers
in the old world order.” He agrees with Carroll (1986:404) that chapter 24 is a
passage that favours the Babylonian golah over the remnant in Jerusalem.

In previous research, I expressed the view that both chapters 21:1-10 and 24:110 express negativity towards King Zedekiah (Wessels 2004:478). The difference
between these two passages is that the condemnation of Zedekiah and his
associates in Jerusalem is contrasted with those who went into exile in 597 BCE.
The redactional strand in Jeremiah 24:1-10 mentioned by both Carroll and
Stulman, were positively inclined towards those in Babylonia from the 597 BCE
exile. Jeremiah 21:1-10 expresses both an anti--Zedekiah and anti-kingship
sentiment and so does 24:1-10 by referring to Zedekiah and his associates as
bad figs. Jeremiah 24:1-10 was probably placed in its current position by the
redaction of this block, because of its anti--Zedekiah sentiment.
.
Besides the two prose passages that serve as a framework for the “block” of
material, there are also the two cycles in 21:11-23:6 and 23:9-40 containing a
mixture of poetic and prose passages. Both these cycles show signs of
redactional activity in the introductory words that serve the function of a heading
of the cycle to follow. Jeremiah 21:11 is introduced by the phrase ”concerning the
house of the King of Judah” and 23:9 is introduced by the word “concerning the
prophets.”
2.5 A CLOSER LOOK AT JEREMIAH 21:11-23:8
The point was made in the above discussion that the focus of the block of
material under discussion promotes the point that the kings and the prophets as
leaders in the Judean society have failed and should carry the blame for the
Babylonian exile. In Jeremiah 21:11-23:8, the focus is on the kings as failed
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leaders.4 In the cycle on kings, the various kings are mentioned in chronological
order as they ruled. The first is King Josiah, followed by the Kings Jehoahaz
(Shallum), Jehoiakim, Jehoiachin (Jeconiah) and Zedekiah.

The redactional composition of the cycle on the kings is as follows: The cycle
consists of the following sections: Jeremiah 21:1-10 (prose); 21:11-12 (poetic
section); 22:1-5 (prose section); 22:6-7 (poetic section); 22:8-9 (prose section);
22:10 (poetic section); 22:11-12 (prose section); 22:13-19 (poetic section); 22:2023 (poetic section); 22:24-30 (24, 28-30 poetic section; 25-27 (prose section).
23:1-4 (probably prose- cf. Rudolph 1968:145) and 23:5-6 (poetic section - cf.
Weiser 1969:196). What seems to be the case in this cycle is that the prose
sections were probably added between the poetic sections by redactors to
commentate on a foregoing section or to clarify a verse or a set of verses. A good
example of clarification is 22:11-12 that clarifies the vagueness of 22:10.
2.6 OVERVIEW OF THE CONTENT AND REDACTIONAL SHAPING
In the following discussion an overview is given of the content of the various
passages and the redactional activity traced in the block of material in Jeremiah
21:1-24:10.
2.6.1 Jeremiah 21:1-10
As argued before, Jeremiah 21:1-10 is a prose introduction to the cycle on the
kings and the prophets. It is of particular importance for the cycle on the kings
since it contains a condemning message to King Zedekiah and his servant, the
people and Jerusalem (21:7). The passage can be divided into 21:1-2, 3-6, 7 and
8-10. Verses 1-2 refer to a delegation to Jeremiah on behalf of King Zedekiah to
approach Yahweh for help against the Babylonian threat. In turn, Jeremiah 21:3-6
provides the answer from Yahweh in the form of a judgment oracle announcing

4

I have done extensive work on the cycle on the kings in Jeremiah, since I wrote my first thesis
on the cycle in 1985 and also published several articles. The discussion offered here is to some
extent informed by my previous research (cf. Wessels 1985; 2004:470-483; 2011:78-93).

50

that Yahweh will turn against his own people in annihilating them. Verse 7
condemns Zedekiah as the King of Judah, his servants as well as those left
behind in the city after the Babylonian invasion. Werner (1997:189) is of the view
that verse 7 is a secondary addition to 21:3-6. The next verses, 8-10, also seem
to be a secondary expansion of the original oracle, since it subtly leaves room for
survival of those who will surrender to the Babylonian power.

Some

scholars argue

strongly that

this

passage

shows

evidence

of

Deuteronomistic redactional activity in terms of the language and some phrases
used (cf. Fohrer 1969:256; Thiel 1973:232; Schmidt 1982:125; Rendtorff
1983:187; Stipp 1992:43, 157 and 160). Carroll (1986:411) also admits to the
presence of Deuteronomistic phraseology, but argues that it is used less rigidly.
Room should be left for other people who might have been exposed to
Deuteronomistic theology and thinking to be involved in the formation of this
passage. It seems quite convincing that 21:1-7 was subjected to redactional
activity, but it is not easy to determine the exact nature of this activity. It also
appears that 21:8-10 is part of this passage due to redactional activity, but from a
different hand than that of the previous verses 21:1-7. This redaction which is a
secondary expansion leans towards a more favourable Babylonian strand,
because it offers a glimmer of hope for survival if people surrender (cf. Unterman
1987:75; Thelle 2009:190).

It seems that Jeremiah 21:1-10 is placed at the beginning of the macro-unit
purposefully to make it clear that Zedekiah’s kingship has failed. More than that,
since he was the last king before the Babylonian exile of 586 BCE, it sets the
tone that it should be clear that the kingship, in general, has failed. To quote
Stulman (1998:51):
The prose introduction announces the collapse of the royal ideology with
its power arrangements and networks of meaning. The rejection of
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Zedekiah, the last king of the Davidic line in Jerusalem, represents the
failure and categorical cessation of the historical dynasty.
2.6.2 Jeremiah 21:11-12
The cycle on the kings commencing in 21:11, therefore, should be understood in
terms of failed political leadership in the light of the redactional position of 21:1-10
The cycle on the kings of Judah, as mentioned earlier, is introduced in 21:11 with
the particle  ְל. The heading indicates that what follows concerns the “house” of
the king of Judah. Whereas verses 11 and 12a indicate that the dynasty of David
is addressed, verse 12b sets out the key requirements for the kings: the
exercising of justice ( ) ִּדינּו ִּמ ְש ָׁפטdelivers people from the oppressor ( וְ ַה ִּצילּו גָׁ זּול

עֹושק
ֵׁ ) ִּמיַ ד. The exercise of justice, fairness and care seem to be the criteria for
successful kingship as will be indicated clearly in 22:13-17. The last part of verse
12 spells out that the wrath of Yahweh will be unleashed like an uncontrollable
fire in judgement.
2.6.3 Jeremiah 21:13-14
The placement of 21:13-14 following 21:11-12 is a matter of concern for scholars,
since it pertains to a place (perhaps Jerusalem) rather than the house of David. It
is possibly a later insertion based on Jeremiah 4:4 where the wrath of Yahweh is
also linked to fire and transgressions as is the case in 21:12 (Wessels 1985:26).
Some scholars argue that 22:1-5 follows more naturally on 21:11-12 with 22:1-5 a
prosaic response to the poem in 21:11-12 (cf. Thiel 1973:238; McKane 1986:73).
2.6.4 Jeremiah 22:1-5
Jeremiah 22:1-5 is most probably a response by the Deuteronomistic editor as
indicated in verses 21:11-12 (Carroll 1986:417-418; Schmidt 2013:11-12). This
passage shows a close correspondence with Jeremiah 7:3-7 and 17:19-27
(Rudolph 1968:137; Carroll 1986:417; Allen 2008:243). This passage is a
prophetic reprimand of the king and the people of Judah. The prophet is sent to
the palace of the king with a command to listen to the word of Yahweh. The
vocabulary used in verse 3 corresponds closely to 21:12 with the mentions of
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justice, righteousness, and deliverance from the oppressor. This reiterates what
was said in 21:12, but added to this, is the demand that violence should not be
committed to foreigners, the fatherless and the widow and that innocent blood
should not be shed. The passage is concerned with the appropriate social
relationship between people in society and the obligation of the kings to protect
the rights of the weak and powerless (cf. Schmidt 2013:11). Obedience to these
commands would guarantee the perpetuation of the Davidic dynasty (22:4), but
according to 22:5, disobedience to the commands of Yahweh will result in ruin for
the house of David. According to the Deuteronomistic editor, the future of the
David dynasty depends on the obedience of the Law (Nicholson 1970:86-87).
2.6.5 Jeremiah 22:6-7
The next section in Jeremiah 22:6-7 is a poetic passage that serves the purpose
of pronouncing a judgement on the house of David. As usual, views differ
regarding at whom this short poem is aimed, because there is reference to the
house of the king of Judah as well as to a city. Weiser (1969:185) is of the
opinion that both the palace and the dynasty are meant. Schmidt (2013:13) takes
this as a reference to the palace and so does Allen (2008:244). Carroll
(1986:419) expresses the view that originally, the poem was intended to be a
curse against Gilead or Lebanon because of the reference to the cedar trees. He,
however, regards the poem in its current context as referring to Jerusalem. If that
was the case, one would have expected the pronoun  ַא ָׁתהto be feminine rather
than masculine as is the case in verse 6, because cities are usually referred to in
the feminine form. A better solution is perhaps to keep in mind that this is a poetic
passage and that the references to Gilead and Lebanon with its trees, refer to
pride and prosperity figuratively in contrast with the reference of becoming like a
desert and an uninhabited city as the outcome of Yahweh’s judgement. Verse 7
continues the judgement by referring to an enemy that will destroy what
represents pride in the king’s house. With regard to this poem, Schmidt (2013:13)
remarks, "Erniedrigung der Hoheit begegnet schon zuvor als Thema.” Just as
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precious wood is devoured, so will the highly-regarded house of David be
annihilated in the blink of an eye (cf. Rudolph 1968:137-138).
2.6.6 Jeremiah 22:8-9
These two verses are prose and provide a commentary on the previous two
verses in question and answer style (Schmidt 2013:14). It is important to take
note of the similarities that exist between the passages in Deuteronomy 29:23-26,
1Kings 9:8 and Jeremiah 22:8-9. Both these passages cited are regarded as
Deuteronomistic edited passages, which makes it highly likely that 22:8-9 should
be credited to Deuteronomistic redactional activity (cf. Allen 2008:245; cf. also
Craigie et al. 1991:302)). These two verses perhaps interpreted the previous
passage mistakenly as referring to the city Jerusalem. In 22:8-9 two reasons are
given for the fall of Jerusalem, namely the worship of foreign gods and the
breaking of the covenant with Yahweh. These two complaints advanced against
the city and its people confirm that these verses represent Deuteronomistic
involvement.
2.6.7 Jeremiah 22:10 and 11-12
Verse 10 is the first passage in the cycle on the kings that refers to individuals.
The verse mentions two individuals that are not mentioned by name. People, also
not specified, are demanded not to weep for a person who has died, but rather
for one that has been taken into exile, never to return to his homeland. Without a
concrete context, it is difficult to understand to whom and what is referred in this
verse. One can assume that the audience that was addressed, understood what
was implied here. Westermann (1964:115-116) views verse 10 as a judgement
oracle, lacking the accusation part that ought to motivate it. However, Lundbom’s
(2004:127-128) view that this passage is a lament, seems to be more acceptable.
.
If verse 10 is read in conjunction with the two verses that follow (22:11-12), then it
is clear what is implied in verse 10. Jeremiah 22:1-12 is a judgement
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pronouncement in prose. These two verses were probably added by way of
contextualisation, because the immediacy of the situation was gone, the play on
words lost, the meaning attenuated and the impact on the audience reduced
(Carroll 1986:28-32). Lundbom is correct in saying that verse 10 is a poetic
lament, but the two verses following in prose should be regarded as redactional
additions. It is, however, clear from the prose clarification in 22:11-12 that King
Josiah and King Jehoahaz are implied. Verse 10 contains a lament for a departed
person, for one who will never see his native land again. The oracle in verse 10
probably dates from the reign of King Jehoahaz. It advises the people of Judah to
mourn over Jehoahaz who has been taken into captivity. It is said that Josiah has
died, but that it is better to mourn for Jehoahaz who is still alive, although in the
hands of the enemy.

The historical incidents alluded to in verse 10, refer to events that led to the death
of King Josiah and what happened to his successor. In 609, Necho II of Egypt
advanced to Carchemish on the Euphrates with a strong army to assist Ashuruballit of Assyria in the hope of winning Haran back from the Babylonians. Josiah
tried to intercept him at Megiddo, but unfortunately lost his life in the process.
Although Josiah’s son Jehoahaz (Shallum) succeeded him (cf. Bright 1972:323324; Nelson 2014:159-160), the death of Josiah was a catastrophe: Israel’s
hopes and freedom died with him. Consequently, Job (2006:43-44) feels that this
was a shock to the people of Judah as their nationalistic hopes died with Josiah.

2 Kings 23:30 reports that the people of Judah anointed Jehoahaz, son of Josiah,
as king. Jehoahaz was 23 years old at the time. In 1 Chronicles 3:15, we read
that Jehoahaz was the fourth son of Josiah, and he preceded his older brother
Jehoiakim to the throne. His personal name was Shallum: Jehoahaz was his
royal name (Thompson 1980:476). This young king ruled for a mere three months
before being deported. After the battle at Megiddo, Pharaoh Necho continued his
campaign, but did not succeed in reconquering Haran. He retreated in order to
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start consolidating his position west of the Euphrates. One of these measures
was to summon Jehoahaz to his headquarters at Riblah in Central Syria and to
imprison him there (2 Kgs 23:33; Nelson 2014:161). At a later stage, Pharaoh
Necho deported him to Egypt where he eventually died (Bright 1972:324).
It is clear from the discussion that 22:11-12 were inserted by redactors to assist
later readers and audiences by clarifying the vagueness of verse 10. This is
another example of redactional activity in the composition of the book of
Jeremiah in prose format.
2.6.8 Jeremiah 22:13-19
This passage is one of the more extensive sections concerning a king in the cycle
on the Kings of Judah. This poetic oracle addresses the reign of the Judean King
Jehoiakim (609-598 BCE- Nelson 2014:161-162). Although Jehoiakim is the older
brother, his younger brother Jehoahaz reigned before him, albeit only for three
months. This is probably the section that displays the prophet’s critique of the
Judean kings in its most biting form. Jeremiah 22:13-19 can be subdivided into
22:13-17 and 22:18-19. The passage, 22:13-19, is a prophecy of judgement and
has the tone of a lament. Verses 13-17 are a Scheltrede and verses 18-19, a
Strafandrohung (Rudolph 1968:139). Schmidt (2013:16-17) refers to Jeremiah
22:13-17 as a “Wehewort mit Schuldaufweis” and to verses 18-19 as a
“Gerichtsansage.” Jeremiah 22:13-19 form a single unit in the form of a
judgement oracle. This passage shows little, if any, redactional editing. A case
may be argued that 22:18a is an editorial edition to make it explicit that this
judgement oracle concerns King Jehoiakim (Schmidt 2013:17).

The oracle in 22:13-19 clearly sets out Jeremiah’s criticism and frustration with
King Jehoiakim in particular, but also against the kingship in Judah in general (cf
Collins 2004:339-340). The book of Jeremiah frequently points the conflict out
between himself and the king, particularly in chapters 26 and 36. In all probability,
the entire collection of pronouncements against the kings in chapter 22, is built
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around the section on Jehoiakim (Job 2006:61). This section employs a
comparison to point out how disgraceful the kingship of Jehoiakim is (cf. Wessels
2007:871-874). King Josiah was known for his religious reforms and for his
expansion of Judean territory with a view to re-establishing the kingdom of David.
However, from the critique of the prophet, it is clear that Jehoiakim did not
support the reform efforts for which his father Josiah was known (Schmidt
2013:19). Jeremiah lists exploitation, bloodshed, oppression and extortion as
features of Jehoiakim’s reign (cf. Jr 22:16-17).

Politically, Jehoiakim was an very ambitious king and did not pursue his father’s
reform initiatives. In order to retain and expand his kingdom, he entered into
treaties with Egypt (Nelson 2014:161). Economic conditions in Jehoiakim’s time
were not conducive for Judah: to pay his tribute to Egypt, the king had to tax his
subjects. His building projects, according to Jeremiah, sprang from a flawed
notion of kingship. At a later stage, Jehoiakim changed loyalties and had to pay
tribute to the Babylonian King Nebuchadnezzar. At a time when Egypt occupied
the attention of Nebuchadnezzar, King Jehoiakim withheld his tribute to the
displeasure of the Babylonian king. The end result was that in 598 BCE the
Babylonian army besieged Jerusalem during which time Jehoiakim died (Nelson
2014:162).

The phraseology and keywords in this passage reveal knowledge of and
influence of the Deuteronomistic theology, but also practical wisdom theology. I
do not regard the resemblance to the Deuteronomistic theology as the work of
redactional activity, but rather Jeremiah’s exposure to northern traditions and his
emphasis on covenant obedience. His use of terminologies such as

ִּמ ְש ָׁפט

ּוצ ָׁד ָׁקה
ְ and ין־ענִּ י וְ ֶׁא ְביֹון
ָׁ  ָׁדן ִּדand his concerns that Jehoiakim failed to care for the
widows, the poor and the weak supports the view proposed here (cf.
Gerstenberger 1971:23; Wessels 1994:92-109). Jeremiah regarded the reign of
this King as unfair and unjust, unlike that of King Josiah which Jeremiah held in
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high esteem. Jehoiakim displayed contempt for the rights of others, workers were
not paid their just wages and, in a time of economic hardship, the king enriched
himself. He is accused of violence, killing and oppressing people (22:17).
According to Jeremiah, Jehoiakim’s reign was a complete failure. The final two
verses (18-19) not only expressed contempt for this king, but also the culminating
disregard and frustration with the kingship in Judah. Jehoiakim will not even be
honoured in his death, because he will receive a donkey’s burial. Allen
(2008:251) calls the reference to a “donkey’s burial” an oxymoron, because a
donkey would not be buried. As a political leader, this king has failed dismally.
2.6.9 Jeremiah 22:20-23
In the previous passage, the kings of Judah were discussed in the chronological
order in which they acted. The next king in line is King Jehoiachin, but the
sequence is interrupted by a poetic passage that concerns a city, probably
implying Jerusalem in this context (Craigie et al. 1991:315). The one addressed
in this passage is a feminine figure and due to the fact that cities are referred to in
the feminine form, the assumption is made that it refers to a city (Schmidt
2013:20). There are no real traces of redactional activity in this poem, except for
the fact that its placement in this particular location was the work of an editorial
decision. Allen (2008:251) argues that this poem justifies its inclusion in this cycle
on the kings due to the mention of shepherds, meaning the kings (22:22) and the
association of the palace with Lebanon and cedars (22:23). As in 22:6 where it
was argued that Lebanon and cedars represent mightiness, pride and prosperity,
it most probably has similar associative meanings in this passage (cf. Carroll
1986:435).

In general terms, Jeremiah 22:20-23 is a judgement poem, but it also consists of
elements of accusation and lament (Craigie et al. 1991:315). Allen (2008:252)
notes that this poem “is a call to dirge-like lamentation in response to a
communal catastrophe.” The female is called on to lament because her lovers
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are destroyed. Lovers probably refer to the allies of the city and their death
renders the city vulnerable (cf. Carroll 1986:437). Verse 21 makes it clear that the
woman is to be blamed for the state of affairs. In times of security and prosperity,
the city was complacent and disregarded the voice of Yahweh. Both the leaders
and the allies would go into captivity, leaving the city ashamed (22:22). The poem
ends as it started, expressing grief and pain in 22:23 associated with childbirth
(Allen 2008:252). Carroll (1986:435) aptly summarises the message of this poem
by commenting: “the poem is about the reversal of fortunes, the transformation of
the mighty into the weak and the humiliation of the arrogant.”

The city, palace and the king are closely associated with each other. In addition,
this poem portrays bleak and challenging circumstances for these three entities
about whose future the poet laments.
2.6.10 Jeremiah 22:24-30
The passage that follows is Jeremiah 22:24-30, that focusses on King Coniah
(Jehoiachin), son of Jehoiakim.5 Westermann (1964:102) identifies this passage
as a prophetic judgement announcement to an individual. From the analysis of
this passage, it seems that the original passage consisted of verses 24 and 2830. Whereas these verses are more poetic in nature (Fretheim 2002:322), verses
25-27 inserted between verses 24 and 28-30 due to Deuteronomistic redactional
activity, seem to be in prose However, Carroll’s (1986:436-438) viewpoint differs
slightly with regard to this grouping of verses by regarding verse 24 as part of this
redactional section, namely, 22:24-27.

It seems that both verses 25 and 26 are secondary expansions of verse 24. The
purpose of this redactional addition to the base text in this passage is probably to
provide more detail for later readers on the events that took place. This is done
retrospectively on the basis of the actual history (Thiel 1973:244). Verses 25-27
5

The discussion offered here relies strongly on research I have published 1989 on this passage
in the journal ZAW entitled Jeremiah 22.24-30: A Proposed Ideological Reading.
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explain that Yahweh will give King Jehoiachin and his mother into the hand of
King Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon. It is important to note that Jeremiah 22:25-27
makes it explicitly clear that this king will be taken into exile and that he will never
return to his homeland, but more than that, that he will die in the foreign land. In
an almost superfluous way, it is stated that King Jeconiah will never return to the
land of his birth. King Jeconiah is informed in no uncertain terms that Yahweh
rejects him as the king of Judah. After only three months he, his mother, wives
and officials were exiled to Babel. This happened in 597 BCE.

Following these events, his Uncle Zedekiah was enthroned by the Babylonians. A
graphic image is used to show how this would happen. He (Jeconiah) is like a
signet ring on the right hand of Yahweh, but he will be removed as a sign of
rejection (22:24). The seal of the owner is displayed on the signet ring and has
the function of a signature (Fretheim 2002:323). This action implies that
Jehoiachin has lost Yahweh’s approval as king in the lineage of David.

After the interpolation of verses 25-27, verse 28 continues with the language of
rejection introduced in verse 24 with the image of signet rings that is removed
forcefully. King Jeconiah is referred to as a despised person, a broken pot who
no one cares for. It should be noted that the announcement of the rejection of the
King of Judah is so decisive that Yahweh takes an oath according to verse 24.
Verse 28 again states that King Jeconiah will be hurled into a foreign land from
whence he will not return. To close down any hope of a continuation of the
Davidic kingship, the oracle also announces that there will be no sons of the king
to succeed him (cf. 22:30). As Weiser (1969:195) observes,“Gott selbst schliesst
das Geschlechtsregister der davidischen Könige mit Jojachin ab; sie haben ihre
heilsgeschichtliche Rolle ausgespielt.”

Jeremiah 22:24-30 depicts the culmination of the frustration of the prophet and
the rejection of the Davidic kingship by Yahweh. The kings had not succeeded as
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political leaders, and as a result, Yahweh caused the Babylonian exile to take
place.
2.6.11 Jeremiah 23:1-8
The kingship cycle is ended by two passages, namely 23:1-6 and 23:7-8.6 This
last section seems to be a later addition to the cycle on the kings. Jeremiah 23:16 can be subdivided into verses 1-4 and 5-6. Verses 1-4 are in prose style
(Rudolph 1968:145-146; cf. however Thompson 1980:485-486 differs), whereas
verses 5-6 are poetic in nature (Carroll 1986:446). Jeremiah 23:1-2 is a prophetic
judgment oracle introduced by an exclamation of woe, followed by the indictment.
Verse 2 announces the outcome of this indictment. It is introduced by the word
“therefore,” followed by the verdict that Yahweh will intercede and execute his
judgment (Fretheim 2002:324). Yahweh’s involvement, however, will not entail
judgment alone, but verses 3 and 4 announce how he will act to rectify the
situation for the benefit of the people of Judah and Israel (cf. Brueggemann
1998:205-206). The next two verses (23:5-6), continue to spell out how Yahweh
will change a woeful situation into one that will be favourable to the people.
From a redactional-critical perspective, these four verses continue the trend
throughout the cycle where prose sections follow on poetic passages as a
response or a clarification. Jeremiah 23:1-4 seems to continue this tendency by a
prosaic conclusive passage that responds to the foregoing passages by
identifying the leadership in general terms, referred to here as shepherds (note
the plural) that have failed the people of Judah (23:1-2). The passage however
also states that Yahweh will come to the rescue of the people despite the leaders
(shepherds). Who exactly is responsible for this passage is not clear. They may
be prosaic words by the prophet or due to redactional/compositional activity.
6

For a thorough discussion of this Jeremiah 23:1-8, see the article of Sweeney (2007:308-321)
and for detailed discussions of 23-1-6, see the commentaries of Carroll (1986:443-447), McKane
(1986:491-567), Fischer (2005:676-681) and Allen (2008:255-260). For insightful comments on
the literary detail of Jeremiah 23:1-6, the commentary of Lundbom (2004:164-176) is a good
source to consult.
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Interestingly the passage, consisting of verses 5 and 6, following on 23:1-4, is
poetic in nature. Some scholars argue that Jeremiah 23:5-6 is a later addition to
verses 1-4 (cf. Lundbom 2004:171 who refers to those who regard the passage
as true to Jeremiah and those who deny that he was the author of the passage).
Lundbom (2004:171) ascribes the passage to Jeremiah and argues that
Jeremiah is not against the Zion-temple tradition (Southern theology), but against
the unconditional covenantal promise of an eternal guarantee of the Davidic
kingship. I agree with Lundbom in this regard and do not think that 23:5-6 is
incompatible with the views ascribed to Jeremiah. It is part of the intended
composition of the cycle concerning the kings and a redactional addition. It
should be noted that Jeremiah 23:5-6 appears almost verbally identical to 33:1516. It seems that the latter is a later adaption to a new context in the history of
Judah (cf. Wessels 1991:231-246). Jeremiah 23:5-6 functions in chapter 23 as a
poetic response to the previous sections. Both 23:1-4 and the cycle on the kings
as a whole, state that Yahweh will not abandon the kingship of David totally, but
that hope should not be sought in the kingship of King Zedekiah.

It should be noted that there is a change in subject from the plural in verses 1-4
to a singular subject in verses 5-6. The last two mentioned verses form a
salvation prophecy, indicating what Yahweh is planning for the people of Israel
and Judah in the near future. Allen (2008:258) refers to verses 5-6 as “a royal
proclamation of salvation”. Whereas, reference was made in 23:1-4 to leaders in
the plural, in 23:5-6, a single person is referred to, namely, a descendant of
David. The future leader, therefore, will be a king and the rule of this king will be
righteous and he will do what is just and right in the land (cf. Stulman 1999:58).
Accordingly, the prophet creates a pun on the name of King Zedekiah to imply
that he is definitely not the ruler intended by this promise (cf. Carroll 1986). Thus,
verses 5-6 again show disregard and disappointment with King Zedekiah
(Unterman 1987:130). This section, therefore, expresses a similar positive
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disposition towards the people of Judah, but a negative attitude towards King
Zedekiah. The kingship of Zedekiah is the final nail in the coffin of failed kings
and leaders in general. This explains the above remark that hope for the future
should not be fixed on King Zedekiah, but that Yahweh will see to the
establishment of a future righteous king.

The next two verses, Jeremiah 23:7-8, are a later prose addition to 23:5-6 to
create hope for the future (Sweeney 2007:320). In the Septuagint, verses 7-8
follow on 23:40. In its current position, it serves the same purpose as 23:5-6. As a
redactional addition to the cycle, it has the intention of creating hope in the future
for which Yahweh will take care. Verses 7-8 seem to be a free-floating passage,
since it is also used in Jeremiah 16:14a, 15.
2.6.12 Jeremiah 24:1-10
This prose passage contains a vision of good and bad figs. The good figs refer to
those who were deported in 597 BCE with King Jeconiah and the bad figs to King
Zedekiah. Suffice it to say that as 21:1-10 is concerned with the kingship of
Zedekiah, so does 24:1-10, but from a different redactional strand that was progôlâ biased (Sharp 2003:158; Stulman 2005:219). Carroll (1986:482-487)
emphasises the point that this redactional strand is not pro- gôlâ per se, but in
particular, the group that was exiled in 597 with King Jeconiah. Carroll regards
this passage as a late redactional strand in the Jeremiah tradition on the grounds
of the visionary experience, which is not that prominent in the book of Jeremiah.
As far as content is concerned, this passage is earlier in chronological terms than
21:1-10, which concerns Zedekiah. My view is that the redactors not only wanted
to propagate the possibility of the return of the Jeconiah people, or for that
matter, a remnant in exile, but at the same time, make it clear that Zedekiah is
not the future (cf. Allen 2008:275).
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The framework of 21:1-10 and 24:1-10 emphasises that King Zedekiah’s reign
will come to an end. Within this framework, the reason is then spelled out that the
state of affairs in Judah is to be blamed on the kings and the prophets as
religious leaders in the society.

2.7 CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS
The cycle on kings of Judah commences with a passage regarding King
Zedekiah (21:1-10) and ends in 23:5-6 as well as in 24:1-10 with passages
alluding to King Zedekiah. The cycle on the kings, therefore, emphasises the
failure of the kings with specific reference to the last king, King Zedekiah. Within
this negative frame, the kings of Juda are mentioned in the sequence they ruled
starting with King Josiah and ending with the devastating prophetic proclamation
to King Jehoiachin that he will have no offspring in the land of Judah. Progressive
tension and frustration is detected in the oracles of the prophet on the kings with
King Jehoiakim in particular, as the focal point of condemnation. This resulted in
the deportation of King Jehoiachin and the announcement of no offspring and
therefore, no future kings in Judah from the lineage of David. Jeremiah 23:1-4
announces the rejection of the leadership in Jerusalem in general and the more
specific denouncement of King Zedekiah.
Therefore, it seems that the composition of the cycle deliberately builds up
towards the denouncement of the kings as leaders. They have failed in terms of
loyalty to Yahweh and his covenant stipulations and the people of Judah with
regard to justice and fairness. Redactional activity can be detected in this cycle
with regard to clarification, interpretation and exposition of some of the poetic
oracles. It is not clear who these redactors were since some of the prose
insertions might reflect Deuteronomistic tendencies, but some might be from the
hand of a person, even the prophet himself, that lean towards the
Deuteronomistic theological ideas (Wessels 1989:246-247). What is clear is that
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the kings as leaders have failed and that only Yahweh could salvage the future in
terms of appointing a righteous leader.

At the very beginning of the cycle on the kings, the tone is set concerning the fact
that justice is the criterion for good leadership, in terms of what Yahweh requires.
Already in Jeremiah 21:12 it is said:
12

O house of David! Thus says the LORD: Execute justice ( ) ִּמ ְש ָׁפטin the
morning, and deliver from the hand of the oppressor anyone who has been
robbed, or else my wrath will go forth like fire, and burn, with no one to
quench it, because of your evil doings (NRSV).
This is followed up in the redactional section in Jeremiah 22:3, emphasising what
is at stake for the kings of Judah:
3

Thus says the LORD: Act with justice and righteousness ( ּוצ ָׁד ָׁקה
ְ ) ִּמ ְש ָׁפט,
and deliver from the hand of the oppressor anyone who has been robbed.
And do no wrong or violence to the alien, the orphan, and the widow, or
shed innocent blood in this place (NRSV).

It is clear from the cycle that King Josiah is the idealised king (cf. Wessels
2007:860-876). Josiah is hailed as the reformer of the religion and champion of a
return to the covenant with Yahweh. He has also attempted to re-establish the
former kingdom of David in terms of land expansion. At the height of Jeremiah’s
criticism against the kings, Jehoiakim is singled out as the epitome of failed
leadership. His leadership is compared to King Josiah and he has failed dismally.
It is said of Jehoiakim in Jeremiah 22:13-17:
15

Are you a king because you compete in cedar? Did not your father eat

and drink and do justice and righteousness (ּוצ ָׁד ָׁקה
ְ  ?) ִּמ ְש ָׁפטThen it was
well ( )טֹובwith him.
16

He judged the cause of the poor and needy; then it was well ()טֹוב. Is not
this to know me? says the LORD.
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17

But your eyes and heart are only on your dishonest gain, for shedding
innocent blood, and for practicing oppression and violence (NRSV).

In Jeremiah 23:5-6, the cycle on the kings is concluded with a look at what the
future leader would look like. What is spelled out here is exactly in terms of where
the kings of Judah have failed:
5

The days are surely coming, says the LORD, when I will raise up for
David a righteous Branch, and he shall reign as king and deal wisely, and
shall execute justice and righteousness (ּוצ ָׁד ָׁקה
ְ  ) ִּמ ְש ָׁפטin the land.
6
In his days Judah will be saved and Israel will live in safety. And this is
the name by which he will be called: "The LORD is our righteousness"
( יְ הוָׁ ה ִּצ ְד ֵׁקנּו-NRSV).

The train of thought in this passage makes it clear that the kings of Judah have
failed Yahweh and the people of Judah with regard to the essential aspects of
justice, fairness and righteousness. In the next section, linked to the cycle on the
kings, is a cycle of oracles on the prophets of Judah. Sections in this cycle will be
analysed in detail to determine how the prophets are portrayed as religious
leaders.
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CHAPTER 3: JEREMIAH 23:9-15
3.1 INTRODUCTION
The discussion in Chapter 2 has revealed the complexity of the Jeremiah text and
its redaction. It also became clear that it makes sense to work with the material
collected in Jeremiah 21:1-24:10. The fact that 23:9-40 forms part of this block of
material, therefore, necessitates that the research done on the cycle on the
prophets should consider its relationship with the block as a whole. In line with
the argument of this thesis, a suitable title for this segment of material could be:
failed leadership in Judah.

It is generally accepted today that the composition of the book of Jeremiah, and
for that matter, also the block of material in 21:1-24:10, dates from a later period
in the history of Judah than the events that form the historical backdrop to the
contents of the book. The material in the book reflects on the traumatic historical
period that led to the catastrophic deportations of kings and people to Babylon in
597 and 586 BCE respectively. The prophet Jeremiah was a key figure in this
historical drama.
From the reflections on his role as prophet, it seems that Jeremiah’s message of
impending doom did not find favour in his society and caused serious conflict
between him and the kings as well as between him and prophetic groups in
Jerusalem. The oracles in the cycle on the prophets should be understood
against this background of conflicting views on how the future of the people of
Judah would fan out. The book of Jeremiah reveals that differences existed
between Jeremiah and other leading figures on how the tradition of the Davidic
kingship should be understood.

This involved the interpretation of the

unconditional acceptance of an eternal promise of the continuation of the lineage
of King David. Linked to the kingship are also the role of Zion as Yahweh’s city
and the location of the temple. What is crucial in Jeremiah’s proclamation, is the
concept of the “covenant” and the responsibility of leaders and people in Judah to
honour this relationship with Yahweh and obedience to the covenant
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requirements. This, in a nutshell, lies behind the conflict between Jeremiah and
his rivals.

It is important to note that this chapter is concerned with the rivalry between the
prophetic parties addressed in Jeremiah 23:9-15. The assumption was made in
Chapter 1 that failed leadership by some prophets is the issue at stake in the
conflict between the prophets. The aim of this research project is to investigate
what the nature and content of this failed leadership is by analysing Jeremiah
23:9-15 and 16-22. In this chapter, the investigation will focus on the poetic
passage in 23:9-15. The aim is to analyse this passage by attending to the syntax
of the passage, to address text-critical and redaction-critical matters and also to
determine the meaning of words and concepts. All these aspects will be utilised
to offer an interpretation of the passage in terms of the research question to
determine the nature and the content of the rivalry between the prophets.
Besides the processes already mentioned, the passage will be analysed by
paying attention to socio-rhetorical aspects in the text. It has already been stated
that as far as the social aspect of the cycle is concerned, very little information is
available in the text itself to assist the interpretation in this regard.

3.1.1 Demarcation and structure of Jeremiah 23:9-15
Jeremiah 23:9-40 consists of a collection of oracles which scholars, in general,
divide into six poetic and prose sections, namely 23:9b-12; 13-15; 16-17; 18-22;
23-32 and 33-40 (cf. Stulman 2005:215; Rudolph 1968:150-155). The first
passage of concern is 23:9b-12. I will argue that 23:9-15 should be treated as the
first main section.

Jeremiah 23:9-40 is preceded by two sections consisting of 23:5-6 and 7-8. In the
Septuagint (LXX) 23:7-8 follows on 23:40 and therefore, 23:6 stands immediately
before verse 9, which means the superscription can link to either verse 6 or verse
9. However, the link with verse 6 does not make sense. The superscription in
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23:9 (concerning the prophets) is most probably a secondary addition to the text
and has the same function as the introductory phrase in 21:11 (to the house of
the king of Judah) in the cycle on the kings (cf. Carroll 1986:451; Holladay
1986:624). Both have the function of a “heading” for the collection of oracles to
follow. Besides the uncertainty whether verse 9 should follow on verses 7-8 or 56, the Masoretic text has a setuma at the end of verse eight. Furthermore, 7-8 is
prose in style, whereas, verses 9 and further are poetic in nature. Stylistically,
therefore, it seems that a new section is introduced in verse 9.

As far as content is concerned, the focus from verse 9 onwards is on the
prophets, whereas, in the previous two passages, the concern was about a
righteous king (verses 5-6) and the return of Israel from exile (verses 7-8). The
syntax will show that verses 9-12 belong together if markers such as ( ִּמ ְפ ֵׁנֵ֣יverses
9 and 10) and  ִּכיis (verses 10, 11 and 12) are taken into consideration. Verse 12
introduced by  ָׁל ֵׁכןalso indicates that a conclusion is drawn on what preceded. It
should also be noted that both verses 11 and 12 end with the affirmation
clause הוה
ָֽ ָׁ ְנְ ֻאם־י. Verses 9-11 serves as an indictment, followed in verse 12 with a
verdict.

It is not difficult to see that 13-15 belong together structurally. Verses 13 and 14
are structured similarly and the parallelism sets up a relation between the two
verses purposefully. Verse 15 similar to verse 12 serves as a concluding verse
introduced with  ָׁל ֵׁכן.The content of this passage also makes it clear that these
verses belong together since it places the prophets of Jerusalem on the spot. As
was the case in the previous passage, an indictment in verses 13--14 is followed
by a verdict announced in verse 15. The question is whether 23:13-15 should be
regarded as part of 9-12?
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3.2 TEXT-LINGUISTICS
In this section of the research endeavour, attention is given to the presentation of
the text, text-criticism according to Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (BHS), textsyntax, and text-semantics and concept studies.
3.2.1 Presentation of the text
The presentation of the Hebrew text in this section is structured according to the
various clauses that form the passage.
3.2.1.1 Jeremiah 23:9-15

09a

ַלנְ ִּב ִִּ֞אים

09b

נִּ ְש ַ ַּ֧בר ִּל ִּ ֵ֣בי ְב ִּק ְר ִִּּ֗בי

09c

מֹותי
ל־ע ְצ ַַ֔
פּו ָׁכ ַ
ָׁ ָֽר ֲח ּ֙

09d

ּומ ְפ ֵׁנֶ֖י ִּד ְב ֵׁ ֵ֥רי ָׁק ְד ָֽשֹו׃
הוה ִּ
ּוכ ֶׁג ֶֶׁ֖בר ֲע ָׁ ֵ֣ברֹו ָׁיָ֑יִּ ן ִּמ ְפ ֵׁנֵ֣י יְ ָׁ ַ֔
יתי ְכ ִּ ֵ֣איש ִּש ַ֔כֹור ְ
ה ִּ ּ֙
ָׁ יִּּ֙

10a

ִּ ִּ֤כי ְמ ָׁנ ֲָֽא ִּפ ּ֙ים ָׁמ ְל ָׁ ֵ֣אה ָׁה ַָׁ֔א ֶׁרץ

10b

י־מ ְפ ֵׁנִּ֤י ָׁא ָׁל ּ֙ה ָׁא ְב ָׁלֵ֣ה ָׁה ַָׁ֔א ֶׁרץ
ִּ ָֽכ ִּ

10c

ְיָׁב ֶ֖שּו נְ ֵ֣אֹות ִּמ ְד ָׁבר

10d

ּוצ ָׁת ּ֙ם ָׁר ַ֔ ָׁעה
וַ ְת ִּ ִּ֤הי ְמ ָֽר ָׁ

10e

א־כן׃
בּור ָׁ ֶ֖תם ל ֹ ֵׁ ָֽ
ּוגְ ָׁ

11a
11b

ִּ ָֽכי־גַ ם־נָׁ ִּ ֵ֥ביא גַ ם־כ ֵׁ ֶֹ֖הן ָׁח ֵׁנפּו
אתי ָׁר ָׁע ָׁ ֶ֖תם
יתי ָׁמ ָׁ ֵ֥צ ִּ
ם־ב ֵׁב ִּ ִ֛
גַ ְ
הוה׃
נְ ֻאם־יְ ָׁ ָֽ

11c
12a

ּקֹות
ָֽה ה ַד ְר ָָּׁ֜כם ָׁל ִֶּׁ֗הם ַכ ֲח ַל ְק ַל ּ֙
ָׁל ֵׁכן֩ יִּ ְ יֶּׁ֙

12b

ָׁ ָֽב ֲא ֵׁפ ַ֔ ָׁלה יִּ ַ ֶ֖דחּו

12c

וְ ָׁנ ְֵ֣פלּו ָׁבּה

12d

יהם ָׁר ָׁ ִ֛עה ְש ַנֵ֥ת ְפ ֻק ָׁד ָׁ ֶ֖תם
י־א ִּּ֙ביא ֲע ֵׁל ֶׁ ֵ֥
ִּ ָֽכ ָׁ
הוה׃
נְ ֻאם־יְ ָׁ ָֽ

12e
13a

יתי ִּת ְפ ָׁלה
יאי ש ְֹמ ֶ֖רֹון ָׁר ִּ ֵ֣א ִּ
ּובנְ ִּב ֵׁ ֵ֥
ִּ

13b

ִּהנַ ְב ֵ֣אּו ַב ַַ֔ב ַעל

13c

ת־ע ִּ ֶ֖מי ֶׁאת־יִּ ְש ָׁר ֵׁ ָֽאל׃ ס
וַ יַ ְת ֵ֥עּו ֶׁא ַ

14a

רּורה נָׁ ִ֞אֹוף וְ ָׁהלִּ֤ ְך ַב ֶּׁ֙ש ֶׁק ּ֙ר
יתי ַש ֲע ָׁ ִּ֗
רּוש ָּ֜ ַל ִּם ָׁר ִּ ֵ֣א ִּ
ּובנְ ִּב ֵּׁ֙אי יְ ָׁ
ִּ
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קּו יְ ֵׁ ֵ֣די ְמ ֵׁר ַ֔ ִּעים
ּ֙ ְוְ ִּחז

14b

י־שבּו ִּ ֶ֖איש ֵׁמ ָׁ ָֽר ָׁעתֹו
ַָׁ֔ ְל ִּּ֙ב ְל ִּת

14c

יּו־לי ֻכ ָׁל ּ֙ם ִּכ ְס ַ֔ד ֹם
ִּ֤ ִּ ָׁ ָֽה

14d

יה ַכ ֲעמ ָׁ ָֹֽרה׃ ס
ָׁ וְ י ְֹש ֶׁ ֶ֖ב

14e

ל־הנְ ִּב ִַּ֔אים
ַ אֹות ַע
ּ֙ הוִּ֤ה ְצ ָׁב
ָׁ ְה־א ַּ֙מר י
ָׁ ָֹׁל ִֵׁ֞כן ָֽכ

15a

אֹות ּ֙ם ַ ָֽל ֲע ַ֔ ָׁנה
ָׁ ִּהנְ נִּּ֙ י ַמ ֲא ִּ ִּ֤כיל

15b

וְ ִּה ְש ִּק ִּ ֶ֖תים ֵׁמי־ר ֹאש

15c

ל־ה ָׁ ָֽא ֶׁרץ׃
ָׁ רּוש ַ֔ ַל ִּם יָׁ ְצ ָׁ ֵ֥אה ֲחנֻ ָׁ ֶ֖פה ְל ָׁכ
ָׁ ְיאי י
ֵ֣ ֵׁ ִִּּ֗כי ֵׁמ ֵׁא ּ֙ת נְ ִּב

15d

3.2.2 Text-critical information according to Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia
BHS has raised some text-critical issues that need to be considered. In this
section attention is paid to the various text-critical suggestions.
3.2.2.1 Verse 9
Verse 9 begins with a superscription “concerning the prophets.” The Septuagint
reads “in/among the prophets.” Text critical note b indicates that for the MT word
“drunken,” the LXX has “broken, destroyed.” There is no need to change the MT,
since the next part of the sentence refers to wine. In the c-c note where the MT
has “his holy words,” the LXX reads: “the excellence of his glory.” The MT as it is
makes good sense and needs no change.
3.2.2.2 Verse 10
The text-critical note 10a-a indicates that the words “for the land is full of
adulterers” is lacking in the LXX. 10b suggests the words “of evildoers” and then
reading: “the land is full of evildoers and adulterers.” 10c-c regards the whole
sentence ‘יָׁב ֶ֖שּו נְ ֵ֣אֹות ִּמ ְד ָׁבר
ְ  ’ ִּ ָֽכי־ ִּמ ְפ ֵׁנִּ֤י ָׁא ָׁל ּ֙ה ָׁא ְב ָׁלֵ֣ה ָׁה ַָׁ֔א ֶׁרץas an addition. Footnote 10d
indicates that a few manuscripts such as LXX and Syriac suggest a change of
vowels for  ָׁא ָׁלהto bring about the meaning “these.” This would then refer to the
adulterers who are the cause that the land mourns.
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This is a complicated verse. Holladay (1986:626) considers the verse to be in
disarray. The matter of the repetition of  ִּ ָֽכיis not the only problem; verse 10 has
many more issues with which exegetes have to deal. McKane (1986: 569-570)
provides a detailed discussion of the suggestions made by scholars such as
Duhm (1903), Rudolph (1968) and Janzen (1973) regarding the changes that
should be made to the text. These scholars regard 10b as secondary and
suggest that it should be scrapped (the reference to “oath” or “curse”). However,
as McKane indicates, not much is gained by following their suggestions. It seems
better to accept the Masoretic text (MT) as it is and attempt to understand it in its
current form. McKane suggests that the MT should be followed, but with one
exception, that is, to read miphne elê (the Septuagint and the Peshitta) rather
than  ִּמ ְפ ֵׁנִּ֤י ָׁא ָׁל ּ֙ה. If this suggestion is accepted, then the reference is to Yahweh
and his holy words at the end of verse 9 and not to the adulterers, because 10a is
omitted in the Septuagint. These problems in the MT were discussed by a panel
of academics responsible for a Dutch Bible translation project (cf. De Waard
2003:100-101); the panel concluded that both the MT version (because of a
curse) and the LXX suggestion of a demonstrative pronoun plural (because of
these [things]) are text possibilities. However, it seems better to keep to the MT,
because the changes are not essential for making sense of the verse as it
currently stands. At a later stage the argument will be promoted that the
terminology used in the section under discussion alludes to the covenant and that
the reference to the oath supports this idea. Lundbom (2004:183) also suggests
that “alla” should be retained, because there is assonance with the verb ”abelah.”
3.2.2.3 Note 12a
Note 12a in the BHS, indicates that a few manuscripts have the root  דחהinstead
of דחח. However, the two verbs have similar meanings, namely, “‘to be thrust
down” and “to be pushed” (cf. Koehler & Baumgartner 2001a:218) and does not
necessitate any change.
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The suggestion in critical note 14a, is that the imperfect form of the word should
be read following biltī, not the perfect (Carroll 1986:454). However, although the
incorrect form is used in the MT, the meaning is still clear (McKane 1986:576).
3.2.3 Text-syntax
A discussion of the syntax of the demarcated passage is essential for this study.
In this section careful consideration will be given to the syntax of the various
verses that form this passage.
3.2.3.1 Verse 9
Jeremiah 23:9 is introduced by the preposition  ְלfollowed by the masculine plural
noun  נָׁ ִּביאand serves as a heading for the collection of oracles to follow. This
prepositional phrase serves as the rubric of the passage and indicates that what
follow concerns the prophets. There is a similar prepositional phrase in Jeremiah
21:11 where it refers to the house of the king of Judah.

The announcement of the rubric is followed by four main clauses. The first clause
(9b) of verse 9 refers to a 1st person masculine singular subject who is not
identified at this stage. The 1st person masculine singular suffixes are linked to
this person’s heart and his bones. A 3rd person masculine singular Niphal perfect
form of the verb  שברdescribes the broken state of this person’s heart situated in
the inner part of his body. This is followed in 9c by another Qal perfect 3 rd person
plural form of the verb רחף, and refers to the shaking of the person’s bones. All of
this is a description of the speaker’s emotional state and does not literally mean
his physical heart and bones.

The next clause (9d), continues to describe the state of this person introduced by
a 1st person singular Qal perfect form of the verb היה. Clause 9d is an extended
clause governed by the verb היה. The verb in 9d is followed by the preposition ְכ
to express comparison. The comparison, however, does not end here, by using a
second preposition  ְכ, the comparison is further qualified by stating he is like a
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man overcome by wine. Although a relative particle  ֲא ֶׁשרis expected before the
verb עבר, it should still be translated as if it is there. There is a synonymous
relationship between some elements in this clause. This is further underscored by
the use of the nouns  ִּאישand  גֶׁ ֶׁברin 9d. Clause 9d ends with two verbless
clauses. In both the verbless clauses the causal particle  ִּמ ְפ ֵׁנֵ֣יis used. These
concluding clauses qualify the preceding description, stating the reason for the
state of being of the unnamed speaker. Yahweh and his words are not linked to
an action, but are described as a complex configuration which forms the
background. The clause constitutes the cause of the mental state of the person
referred to in verse 9. Note should also be taken that all the verbs in verse 9 are
Qal perfect.

To conclude: The undisclosed subject is presumably the prophet Jeremiah. What
transpires in 9a-d is the consequence of his experience of Yahweh and his holy
words.
3.2.3.2 Verse 10
Verse 10a commences with  ִּכי, a conjunction particle introducing a causal clause.
The land ( ) ָׁה ַָׁ֔א ֶׁרץis the subject, the verb  ָׁמ ְל ָׁ ֵ֣אהdescribes the circumstance in
which the earth is finding itself. The Piel participle masculine plural form of the
verb  נאףindicates a nominalised form of this verb, namely the noun adulterers.
Because of its fronted position the emphasis is on these adulterers, although the
subject position of the land shows that the perspective chosen is that of the land:
the land is filled with/full of adulterers. In the next clause (10b) the causal particle

 ִּכיis strengthened by its combination with  ִּמ ְפ ֵׁנִּ֤יand serves the function of stating
that, on account of the fact that the land was full of adulterers (main clause), the
result is a curse () ָׁא ָׁלה. The front position of the curse places it in the centre of our
attention. Both clauses 10b and 10c are traced to the one cause, namely  ָׁא ָׁלה.
The words י־מ ְפ ֵׁנִּ֤י ָׁא ָׁלה
ִּ  ִּ ָֽכapply to both  ָׁא ְב ָׁלֵ֣ה ָׁה ַָׁ֔א ֶׁרץand  ְיָׁב ֶ֖שּו נְ ֵ֣אֹותwhich form a
synonymous parallelism. Thus, the perspective chosen is that of the earth: it is
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confronted with the curse as a result of its adulterous inhabitants (10a). The next
two verbs explain the consequences of the curse, namely mourning -10b (אבל
Qal perfect) of the land and drying up -10c ( יבשQal perfect) of the pastures. The
following two clauses (10d and 10e) are jointly introduced by the imperfect
consecutive 3rd person feminine singular form of the verb היה. These clauses
stand in synthetic parallelism to one another and  היהserve as their common
verb. In clause 10d this verb has the feminine singular noun ּוצ ָׁתם
ָׁ ( ְמ ָֽרwith 3rd
person masculine plural suffix -their running) as subject. The noun here
metaphorically refers to patterns of behaviour, defined as wicked ( ) ָׁר ָׁעה. The next
clause (10e) again has a feminine singular noun בּור ָׁ ֶ֖תם
ָׁ ְ( גwith 3rd person
masculine plural suffix - their strength/might/force) as subject with  היהas the verb
as indicated: their power/might is not so/is not good. The 3 rd person masculine
plural forms of the suffixes refer to the adulterers in 10a. Their actions are
marked as destructive in nature: as an unescapable quality.

In summary, 10a and 10d-e correspond, while 10b-10c describe the effects on
the earth and the land because of the adulterer’s evil ways and might that is not
right. The syntax demonstrates that the descriptive nature of these actions is not
merely bound to some actions, but has effected the desolate situation of the earth
as seen in nature. Who these adulterers are, is still undisclosed. Both a process
and a state is described.

It is fascinating that on the one hand the earth is the subject, but on the other
hand the adulterers. The syntax allows for the perspective of the earth to be
seen, because the consequences of the actions of the adulterers for the earth are
presented as a temporal process. Accordingly, readers experience/join in the
process of the action (the earth is filled, is mourning, the wilderness dried up) and
otherwise as result, an unchangeable destructive situation.
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3.2.3.3 Verse 11
Verse 11a does not commence with the 3rd person perfect plural verb חנף, but
with the conjunction particle  ִּכיconnected to גַ ם־נָׁ ִּ ֵ֥ביא, but also referring to גַ ם־כ ֵׁ ֶֹ֖הן
to accentuate that the prophet and the priest are the concern in this verse. The
particle  ִּכcan treated either as asseverative (“indeed”), or causal (“for, because”)
and continues the introductory sound of the clauses of verse 10.

Similarly,  גםlinks the two subjects (נָׁ ִּביא, )כ ֵֹׁהן, whose action is described by a
single verb ()חנפו, and the same particle  גםalso links the concluding description
of the extent of the evil influence of prophet and priest ()בביתי- “even in ‘my
house’ (temple) I found their wickedness.”

In the second clause (11b), the 1st person singular form of the Qal perfect verb

 מצאand the first person possessive pronoun in “my house” shows a change in
perspective. The focus is on what “I” found, in “my” house. Again, as in the case
of the first two nouns,  גַ םis connected to the noun  ַביִּת. The 1st person singular
form of the Qal perfect verb  מצאhas Yahweh as subject. The repetition of גַ ם
three times puts the focus of the general nature of verse 10 on definite groups,
namely the prophets and the priests. It further puts the focus not on the earth in
general, but on “my house.”

To conclude: Not only did they drive the whole earth to doom, but even “my
house” and even the servants of “my house,” the priests. The subject Yahweh
(10b) is concerned about his house ( ַביִּת-temple). The prophets and the priests
(11a) are now unveiled as part of the adulterers mentioned in 10a- those with evil
ways/runnings (10d) and whose might that is not right (10d). The repetition of

 ָׁר ָׁעהin 10d and 11b should also be noticed.
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3.2.3.4 Verse 12
Verse 12a is introduced by  ָׁל ֵׁכןindicating a consequence of what have transpired
in the previous verses. The 3rd person masculine plural suffix to the noun ֶׁד ֶׁרְך
refers to the adulterers, among those the prophets and the priests mentioned in
the previous verse. There seems to be some synonymity between verses 10 and
12. The verb in both sentences is a form of  ָׁהיָׁ הand there is a correspondence
between the words רּוצה
ָׁ ( ְמcourse) and ( ֶׁד ֶׁרְךway). In both cases, this verb gives
expression to a state of affairs. Both these nouns refer metaphorically to patterns
of behaviour. The preposition  ְכattached to the feminine plural for of the noun

 ֲח ַל ְק ַלקindicates a comparison to something slippery. It implies that their ways
(behaviour patterns) will be similar to something slippery.

There is some form of discrepancy between the Masoretic scribe and the way
BHS has structured clauses 12a and 12b. In BHS, the noun  ֲא ֵׁפ ָׁלהis placed in the
next line with the verb דחח. However the Masoretic scribe has indicated a
conceptual division by means of the zaqeph (colon) above  ָׁ ָֽב ֲא ֵׁפ ַ֔ ָׁלהwhich implies
that it forms part of clause 12a.

If BHS is followed, the possibility of a chiasm is displayed. Therefore, it is taken
that  ָׁ ָֽב ֲא ֵׁפ ַ֔ ָׁלהshifts to clause 12b and combines with the verb דחח. For the purpose
of accent then (12b), the feminine noun  ֲא ֵׁפ ָׁלהwith prefixes  ְבand the definite
particle  ַהis placed before the Niphal imperfect 3rd person masculine plural of the
verb דחח.This is an action verb indicating a negative form of movement in this
context. The verb is followed in 12c by a ְ וconsecutive attached to the Qal perfect
3rd person plural form of the verb נפל, followed by the preposition  ְבwith 3rd
person feminine singular suffix, linking backwards to the feminine noun  ֲא ֵׁפ ָׁלה. In
this way, the clauses are structured in a chiasm reading: in the darkness they will
stumble (12b- reflective) and they will fall in her (darkness) (12c). Note should
also be taken of the sound play between the words  ָׁ ָֽב ֲא ֵׁפ ַ֔ ָׁלהand וְ ָׁנ ְֵ֣פלּו. Whatever
one’s preference is, it will not have that big an effect on the interpretation of the
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verse, since it metaphorically alludes to the devastating consequences of the evil
behaviour of the prophets.

The use of  ִּכיin the next clause (12d) indicates that it is a causal clause. The
causal use of  ִּכיis in line with the previous uses in verses 9, 10 and 11. It
introduces the verdict on the behaviour of the above-mentioned offenders. The 1st
person singular Hiphil form of the verb  בואhas Yahweh as subject who will bring
disaster to ( ) ַעלthe offenders referred to by the 3rd person masculine plural
suffixes to the particle  ַעלand the noun  ְפ ֻק ָׁדה. The emphasis is on Yahweh who
will cause negative repercussions with regard to the perpetrators. This last
mentioned noun  ְפ ֻק ָׁדה, forms part of the construct formation with  ָׁשנָׁ ה. Note
should be taken of the repetitive use of the noun  ָׁר ָׁעהin verses 10d, 11b and 12d.

To summarise: 12a corresponds with 12d through  ָׁל ֵׁכןand  ִּכי, signalling a verdict
Yahweh will bring about. Because of their evil doings ( ) ָׁר ָׁעה, Yahweh will bring
evil ( ) ָׁר ָׁעהon them. The emphasis is on the action of Yahweh Himself in 12d.
3.2.3.5 Verse 13
Verse 13a commences with reference to the prophets of Samaria upfront to put
them in focus, followed by a 1st person singular perfect Qal form of the verb ראה
with Yahweh as subject, observing what these prophets have done. The verb is
followed by the direct object, a feminine noun, qualifying the nature of what
Yahweh has observed, namely, something disgusting or unsavoury () ִּת ְפ ָׁלה. The
third person plural imperfect Hithpael form of the verb נבא, a verb of speech,
referring to the prophets of Samaria, introduces the second clause (13b),
indicating that they have been prophesied by Baal. This is followed in 13c by a
waw ( ְ )וconsecutive linked to a second verb 3rd person plural imperfect Hiphil
form of  תעהwith the subjects being the prophets of Samaria. This verb
expressing the action of leading people, governs two objects, namely ֶׁאת־ ַע ִּמי
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and  ֶׁאת־יִּ ְש ָׁר ֵׁ ָֽאל. The second object makes clear that the reference to “my people”
is the people of Israel. The MT has a setuma at the end of verse 13.

In sum, 13c expresses the consequence of the prophets of Samaria (13a)
prophesying by Baal (13b). The Hiphil form of the verb in 13c expresses cause:
my people are infected and now they will act in a similar fashion. In the next
verse, verse 14a, a parallel structure is employed as is the case in verse 13,
except that Samaria is replaced by Jerusalem and the adjective feminine singular

( ַש ֲערּורhorrible thing, something shocking) following the verb “to see” ()ראה
instead of the feminine noun ( ִּת ְפ ָׁלהsomething disgusting) in verse 13a. This is
where the similarity between the structures of the two mentioned verses ends.
3.2.3.6 Verse 14
Clause 14a expands on what is implied by what the subject of the 1 person
singular of the verb ( ראהYahweh) has seen as  ַש ֲערּור. Two infinitives absolutes
follow in 14a (infinitive absolutes of the Qal verbs  נאףand )הלך. These verbal
forms define the reprehensible actions of the prophets of Jerusalem in terms of
them committing adultery and walking in deceit (lies). The next clause of the
verse (14b) is introduced by the verb  חזקPiel waw ( ְ )וconsecutive perfect 3rd
person plural followed by the construct form (plural) of  יָׁ דlinked to the Hiphil
participle masculine plural form of the verb ( רעעto do evil) as the objects. The
result of what has transpired is expressed in clause 14c. The clause is introduced
by the preposition  ְלattached to the  ִּב ְל ִּתיparticle preposition (so that not) and the
verb  שובQal perfect 3rd person plural with the people committing the evil deeds
as subject. The verb expresses action and movement and the preposition ִּמן
indicates that it is a movement away from something. What is interesting is that
although the verb used is 3rd person plural, the reference to people is singular (a
collective) and so is the suffix (3rd person masculine singular) attached to the
preposition  ִּמןattached to  ָׁר ָׁעהthe feminine construct form of the noun. This is a
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generalised way of referring to people as a collective entity. The deliberate
interplay between the words  ְמ ֵׁר ַ֔ ִּעיםand  ֵׁמ ָׁ ָֽר ָׁעתֹוshould not go unnoticed.

The second last clause 14d is introduced by the 3rd person plural Qal perfect form
of the verb  היהthat refers to the evildoers, linked to a 1st person singular suffix of
the preposition  ְלreferring to Yahweh. The comparison with Sodom ( ִּכ ְס ַ֔ד ֹם14d)
and Gomorrah ( ַכ ֲעמ ָׁ ָֹֽרה14e) are both introduced by יּו־לי
ִּ֤ ִּ  ָׁ ָֽהand express the same
notion. The use of כֹל, a noun masculine singular construct with a 3rd person
masculine plural, indicates that the plural verb refers to both the people who have
done evil as well as the prophets of Jerusalem.

The conjunction particle ְו

attached to the verb  ישבQal participle masculine plural construct with a 3rd
person feminine singular suffix is used to refer to the inhabitants of a location
referred to in the feminine form, in this regard, Jerusalem.

Note should again be taken of the repetition of the noun  ָׁר ָׁעהin 14c (cf. 10d, 11b
and 12d) and the related Hiphil verb ( רעע14b). In addition, the Piel participle
masculine plural form of the verb  נאףis mentioned in 10a and in 14a, the infinitive
absolute Qal form of the verb נאף.

To summarise: A definite comparison is drawn between verses 13 and 14,
between what the prophets of Samaria have done (13a) and the prophets of
Jerusalem (14a). What the first group has done is signified as disgusting or
unsavoury, however what the prophets of Jerusalem have done is described as
something “horrible” (14a). In clause 14a, the “horrible” thing is expanded on in
great detail. In the comparison between the two mentioned groups, the rhetorical
intention of the comparison is to indicate that what the prophets of Jerusalem
have done is worse than the actions of the prophets of Samaria. The
consequences of the actions of the prophets of Jerusalem are also worse. There
is intended progression in degeneration from verse 13 to verse 14 indicated by
means of the structure and the content.
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3.2.3.7 Verse 15
The last verse of this section (verse 15) is introduced by  ָׁל ֵׁכןfollowed by the
prophetic formula אֹות
ּ֙ הוִּ֤ה ְצ ָׁב
ָׁ ְה־א ַּ֙מר י
ָׁ ֹ ָֽכto announce the verdict concerning (ַעל
preposition) the prophets as objects regarding what has transpired in the
previous verses. Clause 15a constitutes a subsection within the divine
pronouncement. The announced verdict in 15b commences with a nominal
clause with  ִּהנֵׁ הa particle interjection with a 1st person common singular suffix,
followed by a Hiphil participle masculine singular form of the verb אכל. It is
possible that this participle, following on  ִּהנְ נִּ יplus the subject suffix, indicates the
immediate inception of an action (futurum instans):7 “I am about to…”

The

subject of the nominal clause is Yahweh with the direct object the prophets
indicated by the 3rd person masculine plural suffix of the particle  ֵׁאת. The next
clause (15c) is introduced by the verb ( שקהHiphil waw- ְ וconsecutive perfect 1st
person singular with the suffix 3rd person masculine plural). The consecutive
perfect is the more common form expressing the future nature of an event and its
occurrence here supports the suggested interpretation of the sense of the particle
in the previous clause. A possible translation is “I am about to give them to
drink...” The subject of the verb is again Yahweh and the object the prophets. The
last clause (15d) is introduced by the causal particle  ִּכיto announce the reason
for the verdict. The preposition  ִּמןin combination with the preposition  ֵׁאת, are at
times, used with verbs of removing to express the idea of “away from.” In 15d, the
verb expressing the idea of “away from” is יצא. The 3rd person feminine singular
form of the Qal perfect verb has the feminine singular noun ֲחנֻ ָׁפה
(ungodliness/pollution) as a subject. Note should be taken that in 11a, the 3rd
person perfect plural verb ( חנףbe ungodly/ be profane) is used. In 23:15, it is
said that the ungodliness/pollution has spread over all the land (ל־ה ָׁא ֶׁרץ
ָׁ ) ְל ָׁכ.

7

Cf. Gesenius et.al (1910:360) indicate that the futurum instans means “to announce the event
as imminent, or at least near at hand (and sure to happen).”
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3.2.3.8 Summary conclusion
Verse 15 serves a similar function as verse 12, namely, that of announcing a
verdict. A similar structure is followed by the use of through ( ָׁל ֵׁכן15a) and ִּכי
(15d). Whereas, in clauses 12a-d the references were to third person objects, in
15a, the prophets and in15d, the prophets of Jerusalem are named as the objects
of the verdict and Yahweh as the subject announcing and executing the verdict.
In 15b and 15c, the punishment is stipulated and motivated in 15d. Whereas 11a
refers to the prophets and the priests, 15d ends the passage with reference only
to the prophets of Jerusalem.

As indicated above, I suggest that these two defined sections should be
interpreted together. There seems to be a progression in content with the second
passage making it more explicit who the people are that are of concern to the
prophet. In verse 10, “adulterers” are mentioned without specifying who they are.
It is said of these people that “Their course has been evil, and their might is not
right’ (NRSV). In verse 11, a general statement is made that both the prophet and
the priest are ungodly. It is not specified who they are exactly, apart from the
reference to the “their wickedness” found in the Yahweh’s house, implying the
temple in Jerusalem. The transgressions mentioned in 10-11 are presented in the
rather vague and generic vocabulary. Verse 12 announces disaster as a result of
Yahweh’s judgement. When verses 13 and 14 are brought into play, it is stated
more explicitly that the prophets of Jerusalem are implied in the previous
passage. By comparing the prophets of Jerusalem with the prophets of Samaria,
it further became clear that the accusation of deceit against these prophets
concerned false prophecy. If the vocabulary of these two passages is taken into
consideration, some key words occur in both of them. These consist of words
such as ( ֶׁא ֶׁרץverses 10 (twice) and 12), ( ָׁר ָׁעהverses 10, 11, 12 and 14), the root

( נאףverses 10 and 14) and also the root ( חנףverses 11 and 15). Some
progression is detected from verses 10-15 and some aspects that were vaguer
became more explicit in the second section (12-15). If both the structure and the
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content are taken into consideration, then a strong case can be made to read
these two sections as a single unit. Whether this was the case originally, is
difficult to say, but in the current context it makes perfect sense to read them
together.
3.2.4 Text-semantics and concept studies
In the discussion offered here, attention is paid to key concepts and expressions
in order to contribute to the interpretation of the above-mentioned passage.
3.2.4.1 Verse 9
The noun ( ק ֶֹׁדשholiness) is associated with Yahweh and his word in 9d. This
implies that the contextual meaning of the word should be determined in the
context in relation to Yahweh. It appears from the syntactical analysis that מפני

 יהוהand  ומפני דברי קדשוform a synonymous parallelism. The implication is that
Yahweh is holy as are his words. It is important to note that a prophecy concerns
words conveyed by prophets to an audience. To describe the words of Yahweh
as holy is quite a significant statement. It relates the words to the nature of
Yahweh and therefore, to the sacred.

In a discussion of the noun țimmē’ ()טמא, Van Wolde (2009:207-211) engages
with the significant contributions of Douglas (1966), Frymer-Kensky (1983) and
Milgrom (1991) on the Israelite value system. Douglas presented three circles of
classification of which the third one on space is of particular relevance for this
study. By using concentric circles to indicate spheres of space for Israel, she
describes the inner circle as sanctuary where the priest operates, then the land
which concerns Israel and the gēr and the outer circle as earth where mankind
resides. What is significant about her classification, which will receive more
attention at a later stage, is the mention of land (verse 10), prophet and priest
and the temple (sanctuary) in verse 11.
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Frymer-Kensky applied Douglas’ classification, but made the important distinction
between the categories sacred/holy and profane/common (cf. Van Wolde
2009:208). Milgrom also based his ideas on the previous research, but suggested
the categories of holy/common and pure/impure. He indicated that the term to
express the “holy” is  קדושand concludes that, in fact, the concepts “holy” and
“impure” operate as antonyms (Milgrom 1991:722). The observation of Van
Wolde (2009:209) that “The compound category of [HOLY/COMMON] and
[PURE/IMPURE] forms the basis of the classification system according to which the
Israelites organized their experience of humans and animals that inhabited the
world around them” will be shown to be relevant when 23:9-15 is analysed.

In the light of the above discussion, notice should be taken that Yahweh and his
word are associated with the concept of “holy.” The noun  ק ֶֹׁדשis often translated
with the words “holiness” and “sacredness” in an attempt to capture the essence
of the concept. It is argued that it should be associated with the idea of being
apart from the profane and the impure (cf. McComiskey 1980:787).

It is interesting to note that in 1964, Pop had already expressed the idea that
holiness is not a separation issue, but an issue concerned with belonging to
another category. He regards this concept in a positive light and says of Yahweh
as “de Andere” that “Deze Andere heeft men ontmoet en wat men daarbij positief
ervoer, drukt men uit door het word heiligheid” (Pop 1964:288). Though one can
agree on the view of category difference, a case can be made for the separation
of the holy from the profane, the pure from the impure, the sacred from the
common. Although separate and distinct in character, this does not imply
functioning in isolation from each other, because these categories constantly
interacted in Israel’s world. Yahweh was regarded as holy and so his earthly
abode, the temple. Israel needed rituals to maintain the sacredness of the temple
and to purify the defiled human beings that could threaten the holy and the
sacred. The primary association is with Yahweh and his very nature of being holy
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and pure. The cult is concerned with purity and rituals are the instruments to
safeguard purity and help people to dispose of impurity (cf. McComiskey
1980:787).

In Jeremiah 23:9, the prophet’s brokenness should be understood in terms of an
overwhelming sense of the holiness of Yahweh’s and his word. It is presented as
a point of reference of the prophet’s experience (Müller 1976:599).
3.2.4.2 Verse 10
In clause 10a, land takes centre stage. It is clear from the context that a specified
land is referred to here as is indicated by the definite article to  ֶׁא ֶׁרץ. Since the
context concerns Yahweh, the prophet and the book of Jeremiah placed in the
historical context before the Babylonian exile, land here implies the land of Judah
and in a broader context, the land of Israel. If the classification of Douglas (cf.
Van Wolde 2009:208) is again considered, the spatial category of land pertaining
to Israel is meant here. It does not imply land as earth, but land as a gift from
Yahweh to Judah. Van Wolde (2009:211) assigns land to the central semantic
concept of “purity.”

It is mentioned in clause 10a that the land is full of adulterers. The Qal perfect
verb  מלאdenotes a reality of great consequence. The Piel participle masculine
plural of the verb נאף, indicating intensification, serves the function of a noun
referring to people who have committed adultery. At this stage, it is not clear from
the immediate context who these so-called adulterers are and what the reference
to adultery implies.

The Piel participle plural occurs five times in the Old Testament. In Psalm 50:18,
it is used in the sense of marriage infidelity and in Jeremiah 9:1, in the context of
a reference to people who are branded as traitors. In this Jeremiah occurrence, it
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seems that the reference to adultery leans more towards the idea of disloyalty
and not in the sense of sexual infidelity.

The context of 8:18-9:3 makes it clear that the people are regarded as unfaithful
because they worship useless idols. What is interesting here is that, similar to
23:9, the speaker (the prophet) in this context is also experiencing strong
emotions and bodily imagery are used to depict these strong emotions. In both
instances, the prophets (the speakers) label the people “adulterers” for what they
have been doing.

It is further used in Jeremiah 23:10 and in Hosea 7:4. The last reference in Hosea
again does not seem to have any sexual overtones, but describes the continued
wicked behaviour of the king’s advisers before Yahweh. In Malachi 3:5, the
reference is to people who are unfaithful in marriage. There is a Piel participle
singular occurrence of  נאףin Isaiah 57:3 where there seems to be both the idea
of infidelity in relationship with Yahweh, but also of sexual overtones relating to
idol worship practices. In Proverbs 30:20, the Piel participle of this verb refers to
an adulteress as is the case in Hosea 3:1 and Ezekiel 16:32. The verb  נאףis
used in the Piel in Jeremiah 3:8 and 29:23 and in the Qal in 3:9; 5:7; 7:9 and
23:14.

The Qal form of the verb “to commit adultery” is used in Jeremiah 5:7 as a
reference to worship of false gods and in 7:9, to the worship of Baal and other
gods. This also applies to Jeremiah 3:8 (Piel form of the verb as in 23:10), where
the unfaithfulness of Israel and Judah refers to the worship of idols made of stone
and wood. It is important to note that although the concept of “covenant” does not
occur in many instances in the book of Jeremiah, the language and imagery in
the book reflect the covenant relationship. An example of this is Jeremiah 2
where the relationship with Yahweh is depicted as a marriage and this image is
continued in chapter three where we have the reference to adultery (cf.
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Brueggemann 1998:32-33; 42-43). It therefore seems when adultery is
mentioned, that the covenant should be seen as the context of such utterances.

It is difficult to arrive at any conclusive understanding of the meaning of this verb
in Jeremiah, because it can refer to religious infidelity, political alliances, sexual
transgression and idol cultic practices. The metaphorical uses of this verb make a
clear determination of the meaning difficult. It is perhaps only Jeremiah 5:8 and
29:23 that clearly have sexual infidelity overtones.

The word “adultery” literally means to be unfaithful in the context of a marital or
similar relationship between a party in such relationship and another person not
part of the relationship. Adultery is usually regarded to be committed by a man
with another man’s wife. The major concern regarding adultery is the matter of
infidelity. By committing adultery with another man’s wife, the sacred right of that
husband is violated (Freedman & Willoughby 1998:114-115). Adultery belongs to
the field of words associated with moral transgressions. Coppes (1980:542)
interprets the root to mean “sexual intercourse with the wife or betrothed of
another man.” Freedman & Willoughby (1998:115-117) have argued that the use
of the term “adultery” by the prophets has the Decalogue as background. They
base their assumption on the similarity in wording with the Decalogue. When the
prophets use the concept of “adultery,” they imply a breach or violation of the
covenant. Freedman and Willoughby further argue that beside the breach of the
covenant, adultery can also imply infidelity with regard to Yahweh when idols are
worshipped and idolatrous cultic practices are pursued. It should also be noted
that the relationship of the people of Israel and Judah with Yahweh is sometimes
depicted by prophets such as Hosea and Jeremiah as a marriage relationship.
Disloyalty to Yahweh in this relationship is then labelled as adultery.

With the limited information given by the immediate context of the clause in 10a,
all that can be concluded is that the land of Israel has many people who have
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committed acts of infidelity similar to marriage infidelity. However, the broader
context of the passage 23:9-15 might bring more clarity as to how this concept
should be understood.

Because of the syntax, it was argued that 10b should be understood as follows:
on account of the fact that adulterers filled the land, the result was a curse on the
land. The noun  ָׁא ָׁלהwithout a preposition appears only once in the book of
Jeremiah in 23:10. The noun has the meaning of an oath or a curse (Clines
1993:272). In the context of Jeremiah 23:10, it clearly has a negative connotation
and the meaning of curse seems appropriate (cf. also Jr 29:18; 42:18 and 44:12
where the noun is used with the preposition  ְלand has the meaning of a curse). In
Genesis 26:28 the noun  ָׁא ָׁלהis associated with the making of a covenant and
then oath as meaning is applicable. In Ezekiel 16:59 and17:18, the breaking of
the covenant is seen as an act of despising the oath that formed part of the
covenant agreement. An interesting correspondence is observed between
Jeremiah 23:10 and Isaiah 24:4-6. What is important is that covenant and curse
are directly related in this passage and the context is also that of the land
suffering because of a curse. It is also important to note that the verb  ָׁא ַבלis used
in this passage similar to Jeremiah 23:10.

The noun  ָׁא ָׁלהis also associated with reference to legal matters where someone
has to testify and make a solemn statement (cf. Lev 5:1; 1 Kgs 8:31; Ps 10:7 and
Prov 29:24). What seems to be emanating from the above is that oath and
covenant go together and when the covenant is disregarded the oath results in a
curse (cf. Scott 1980:45). Keller (1971:150-152) indicates that, in essence, the
noun  ָׁא ָׁלהis a legal term belonging to the establishment of a solemn agreement
between parties in the form of a covenant with a curse safeguarding this
agreement. In Deuteronomy 29:9-28, which deals with the covenant between
Yahweh and his people, the noun surfaces several times to indicate that there
are several sanctions (plural of  ) ָׁא ָׁלהaccompanying the covenant agreement.
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These sanctions have the function of safeguarding the covenant (Keller
1971:152). They take on the form of curses when people have acted in bad faith
by breaking the covenant agreement. It is perhaps also what is implied in
Jeremiah 23:10 except that a direct reference to “covenant” is lacking.

The designated land of Judah is used in combination with the Qal perfect
feminine singular form of the verb  ָׁא ַבל, expressing an action of mourning. The
land is personified by an act of mourning. The same form of the verb  ָׁא ַבלcan be
found in Isaiah 24:4 with the land as subject and in combination with the verb נבל,
which has a synonymous meaning, namely, “withers/languishes.” However, this
verse also uses the Pulal perfect verb ( אמלtwice), which is also synonymous in
meaning (to be weak/to languish). The broader context of Isaiah 24:4-6 shows an
even greater resemblance with Jeremiah 23:10b. Besides the verb  ָׁא ַבל, the noun

 ָׁא ָׁלהalso occurs in verse 6. However, what is further significant is the reference to
the covenant in verse 5. The correspondence does not end here; in 23:11, the
verb  חנףappears that also occurs in Isaiah 24:5. The apocalyptic text in Isaiah 24
is a late text and as Brueggemann (2003:164) proposes, perhaps the latest of the
texts in the Isaiah collection. The text is in all probability later than the Jeremiah
reference in Jeremiah 23:10. The important point however that is the withering of
the land due to a curse is related to the breaking of the covenant.

In Jeremiah 12:11, there is again a reference to the land that mourns because
some leaders have ruined the land and left it desolate. The same form of the verb

 ָׁא ַבלis used in Jeremiah 14:2 in a context of a drought that impacts on the land,
but in this instance, it is the people of Judah that mourn and not the land. In Joel
1:10, we again find the same form of the verb  ָׁא ַבל, but the reference is not to the
land but to the ground () ֲא ָׁד ָׁמה. It is also interesting to note that the Pulal perfect
verb  אמלappears in the context of this verse.
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From the preceding discussion, it seems reasonable to conclude that the use of
the Qal perfect feminine singular form of the verb  ָׁא ַבלis associated with
circumstances in which the land suffers a state of drought because of what
people did and because of Yahweh’s response to what they have done. The land
mourns because of the state in which it is due to the negative deeds people have
committed. The metaphorical use of a land that mourns has the implied meaning
that the land has wilted.

In clause 10c, the expression  נְ ֵ֣אֹות ִּמ ְד ָׁברis used. An analysis of the structure
shows that sentence יָׁב ֶ֖שּו נְ ֵ֣אֹות ִּמ ְד ָׁבר
ְ (the pastures of the wilderness are dried
up) forms a synonymous parallelism with ( ָׁא ְב ָׁלֵ֣ה ָׁה ַָׁ֔א ֶׁרץthe land mourns). It also
appears in Psalm 65:13; Jeremiah 9:9; Joel 1:19 and 2:22 and is translated in all
instances as “pastures of the wilderness.” The fact that “wilderness” is used in
combination with “pasture”’ implies that a section of the land is referred to where
some form of grazing is found and where animals can be found or were found
once (cf. Ps 65:13-14; Jr 9:9 [animals have left]; Jl 1:19 and 2:22). According to
Talmon (1997:91), the expression “pastures of the wilderness” is a technical term
referring to land suitable as pasture for livestock “surrounding a permanent or
semi-permanent pastoral settlement nāweh… or adjacent to villages or towns.”
He continues by commenting that this defined section of land.

 נְ ֵ֣אֹות ִּמ ְד ָׁבר- pastures of the wilderness’ comprising of ‘spaces adjacent to
villages and towns, in the borderland between cultivated land and desert,
can serve as the grazing land par excellence, above all for the sheep and
goat flocks of seminomadic small livestock herdsman, although also for
the livestock of sedentary farmers (Talmon 1997:103).

In the light of the above information, it is safe to say that the curse referred to in
verse 10 will result in drought affecting both people and all forms of livelihood and
livestock in Judah with a devastating effect. It will impact on people in the city,
rural communities, herdsmen and nomads. The meaning of the expression
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 נְ ֵ֣אֹות ִּמ ְד ָׁברin Jeremiah 23:10 should be understood as a geographical indicator
as far as its semantic field is concerned.

Clause 10d commences with the verb וַ ְת ִּ ִּ֤הי, indicating a state of affairs. This verb
relates to both 10d and 10e which from part of a parallelism. In clause 10d, the
noun רּוצה
ָׁ  ְמfollows on the verb היה. The feminine noun רּוצה
ָׁ  ְמis a derivative for
the verb רוץ, which has the basic meaning of running rapidly (Maiberger
2004:417). There are only three occurrences of the noun in 2 Samuel 18:27;
Jeremiah 8:6 and 23:10. In Samuel, it refers to a person’s style of running and in
Jeremiah 8:6, where the comparison is with a horse running, the emphasis is on
the speed with which the people of Israel turn away from Yahweh. The use in
Jeremiah 23:10 is figurative and “denotes a way of life, the manner in which a
person lives from a moral perspective” (Maiberger 2004:421-422). In clause 10d
a construct form indicates that the running or style of unidentified adulterers is
evil. If the basic meaning of the verb “to run rapidly” is considered, it might even
show that there is sense of urgency in the way they engage in wrong conduct.
This means that their way of doing is defined as evil ( ) ָׁר ָׁעה. What this means
exactly is unclear if taken in isolation, but as Maiberger has indicated, it has to do
with moral wrong conduct. The ensuing discussion will shed more light on what is
in mind here.

tpe oc ehT  ָׁר ָׁעהappears 787 times in the Old Testament. It is used in many
contexts with meanings varying from “bad,” “evil,” “wickedness” and “disaster.” It
is used in Jeremiah no fewer than 146 times. Dohmen (2004:567) regards this
frequent use as being due to Jeremiah’s many prophecies of judgement and the
Deuteronomistic redactional activity in the book. In many instances, Jeremiah
describes the actions of the people of Judah as ( ָׁר ָׁעהsin, bad, evil or
wickedness), which then results in Yahweh responding in judgment also defined
as ( ָׁר ָׁעהdisaster). With regard to sin, Dohmen (2004:584) says: “both ‘deviant
behavior’ and reluctance to repent are qualified as evil – especially those actions
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and attitudes that are connected intimately with social and religious reality.” In
many instances, unacceptable actions with regard to religious and cultic practices
such as apostasy, disloyalty, disobedience and a rebellious attitude towards
Yahweh are expressed by the concept of  ָׁר ָׁעה. What it boils down to is that ָׁר ָׁעה
belongs to the domain of moral/ethical matters when it concerns the actions of
human beings (cf. also Kamp 2004:160).

When looking at clause 10e in context, the syntax shows a synthetic parallelism
with 10d, which implies that 10e either complement or complete 10d or help to
clarify the meaning of the first component of the parallelism. In 10d, there is again
a construct form indicating that the might (בּורה
ָׁ ְ )גof these adulterers is not right.
The parallelism assists the meaning of the expression “their running/ conduct are
evil” by relating it to the incorrect use or abuse of might.

The concept of בּורה
ָׁ ְ גhas many different meanings. Not only can it refer to
physical strength, but also to powerful people in a society. It is often associated
with military power (Kosmala 1975:369). In the context of Jeremiah 23:10 or the
immediate context, there is no clear indication that the “wrongness” of their power
should be understood in terms of physical abuse. It seems that the power abuse
takes place within the field of moral transgressions. Their conduct is
characterised as morally evil () ָׁר ָׁעה, and in terms of the synthetic parallelism, the
way the people exercise their might or power should be understood within the
framework of moral abuses. Kosmala (1975:371-372) has argued strongly for
relating “might” in the spiritual sense of it to all that is associated with wisdom
such as trust, fear of god and spiritual strength. Against the backdrop of Jeremiah
9:22, he observes, “The fear of God, which involves obedience to his
commandments, encompasses a group of spiritual characteristics that show man
the right way” (Kosmala 1975:372). The meaning of “might” in 23:10 should
perhaps be searched for in line with Kosmala’s line of argumentation. Instead of
displaying moral strength and soundness of judgement, what they exercise is not
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right. Their strength lacks honesty (א־כֶ֖ן
ֵׁ ֹ )ל. In the context of 23:10 and this
reference (10e) being used in parallelism with 10e (their conduct is evil), it simply
means that the power of the “adulterers,” unidentified at this stage, is corrupt.
From the broader context of 23:9-15, it becomes clear that this is a reference to
the prophets of Jerusalem who are seen as people committing adultery and
whose conduct is branded as deceitful (cf. 23:14). The meaning of א־כֶ֖ן
ֵׁ ֹ  לshould
be determined in the semantic field of unethical behaviour.
3.2.4.3 Verse 11
In clause 11a, the verb  ָׁח ֵׁנפּוindicates that both prophet and priest are ungodly.
The verb  חנףis used in the Qal (cf. Nm 35:33; Ps 106:38; Is 24:5; Jr 3:1 twice, 9;
23:11 and Mi 4:11); and the Hiphil (Jr 3:2 and Dn 11:32). The noun form of the
word  ֲחנֻ ָׁפהappears in Isaiah 24:5 and Jeremiah 23:15. The Qal has the meaning
of “to be polluted” “to profane” and “be godless” and the Hiphil “to pollute.”
Seybold (1986:38) mentions that in the Qal, “the verb is used intransitively and
for the most part absolutely, always in finite forms.” He has also observed that
this verb is used with only two subjects, namely the land/earth and humans. At
times, the Qal is translated with “profane or godless,” derived from the fact that a
person who is polluted is profane or godless. This means that the Qal form of the
verb falls within the semantic field of that what is unholy or profane.

Seybold (1986:38) has indicated that when the earth or land is the subject, then

 חנףhas the possible meanings of “make dirty, pollute and desecrate.” When it
concerns human beings then meanings such as hypocrisy and deception seem
applicable. He argues in terms of Jeremiah 23:11, 15 that the meaning should
reflect the matter of false speech. He refers to the prophets and the priests as
“untrue” in the sense “that they counterfeit the word of Yahweh and dissemble in
their conduct” (Seybold 1986:40). He probably arrives at this conclusion due to
the fact that the broader context concerns a false prophecy, but I do not think it is
applicable in the immediate context of 23:9-15, especially since the first reference
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of a prophet is only done in verse 11 and the concern is about the conduct of
certain people, not their speech. In determining the meaning of  חנףthe word
“adulterers” and expression “their course is evil” and “their might is not right”
(23:10) should be considered. To this should be added the reference to
“wickedness found in his (Yahweh’s) house” (23:11), all indications of infidelity in
relationship with Yahweh. If one is to accept Seybold’s (1986:43) view that
implies deception by the prophets and the priests, then, this should be
understood in the sense of being misled by people whom they regarded highly by
acting disloyally and wickedly towards Yahweh and his covenant. These
functionaries’ deeds belong to the semantic category of the profane and unholy.
According to Seybold (1986:39), there is a relationship with regard to the
semantic field between  טמאand חנף. The meaning for  חנףQal “pervertiert sein”
suggested by Knierim (1971:598) seems the most appropriate in the context of
Jeremiah 23 and relates to the ethical field of understanding. When it comes to
the noun  ֲחנֻ ָׁפהin 23:15 Seybold’s (1986:43) reference to the “concomitant
profanation of the land” due to the deceptive actions of the prophets seems
accurate. This substantive appears as part of a motivation of judgment
(Gerichtsbegründung) by Yahweh (Knierim 1971:598).

Verse 11 is concluded in 11b by a reference to the “house” of Yahweh, which
implies the temple in Jerusalem. In the temple, Yahweh has come across the ָׁר ָׁעה
what the prophets and the priests have done. This relates to the previous
discussion of this concept in terms of actions that are wrong when it comes to
religious and cultic practices. Here in 11c, the context is clearly that of a holy
place and the actions of the functionaries (priests and prophets) contaminating
the sanctity of the place of worship. The concept of  ָׁר ָׁעהshould therefore, be
understood in terms of moral/ethical violations impacting on the holy/sacred.
Their actions cause the holy place to become profane.
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3.2.4.4 Verse 12
In clause 12a, the noun  ֶׁד ֶׁרְךis used in the metaphorical sense of referring to the
life or existence of a human being. It can also refer to conducting one’s life in the
religious sense of the word when it used is such a context (Sauer 1971a:458). In
the context of 23:12, it is used to indicate the negative outcome of the
functionaries’ lives because of the  ָׁר ָׁעהthey have done. A negative quality or
state (Qal imperfectum of  )היהof life is foreseen for these people mentioned.
Their anticipated ways of living are described by making a comparison (  ) ְכwith
the noun ( ֲח ַל ְק ַלּקֹותliteral meaning: slipperiness). This noun derives from the root

 חלקwith the basic meaning of “to be smooth.” From this root, the noun
developed with the meaning “slipperiness.” What is important for its use in 23:12
is the combination with the noun ( ֶׁד ֶׁרְךcf. also Ps 35:6). In terms of this word
combination, it should be understood figuratively with the meaning of
“slipperiness” (Schunck 1980:445). This implies that the expression “their path is
like slipperiness” should not be taken literally, but perhaps as an idiomatic
expression with the equivalent meaning in English of “a slippery slope.” The word
pair of a “slippery way” calls the vivid image of a slippery pathway to mind. This
expression implies a dangerous pathway (slippery) to follow that leads to trouble
or even catastrophe.

The negative course implied in 12a is elaborated on in verse 12. The noun ֲא ֵׁפ ָׁלה
is used to further emphasise the sense of calamity. In Exodus 10:22, the noun
refers to deep darkness, but in Deuteronomy 28:29, it forms part of the curse
texts describing the person’s situation ( ) ֶׁד ֶׁרְךlike a blind person groping in
darkness. The person is lost and has no sense of direction. In Proverbs 4:19, the
way ( ) ֶׁד ֶׁרְךof the wicked is again described as a situation of deep darkness,
stumbling over things in the dark. The hopelessness and despair of people is also
depicted in Isaiah 8:22; 58:22 and 59:9. In the apocalyptic texts of Joel 2:2 and
Zephaniah 1:5, the noun is use in the context of the Day of Yahweh, which will be
a day of catastrophe. It can be concluded that although there is no direct
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correspondence or dependence between these texts and Jeremiah 23:12, in all
of them the contexts are extremely negative and depict calamity, despair, gloom
and threat. The Niphal form of the verb ( דחח12b) here should be understood in
similar fashion as the middle voice in Greek as reflective (cf. Gesenius, et. al.
1910:§ 51.2a:137), meaning that the subject itself is involved in the action. As a
result the meaning of the verb is “they shall stumble.” There is no indication of
any external party causing them to fall, they themselves are the reason for their
stumbling. It is stated that the “way” of these functionaries will be a slippery slope,
in the darkness they shall stumble and fall. They are on a catastrophic pathway
because of their wickedness.

In clause 12c, the verb  נפלis used followed by the preposition  ְבwith a 3rd person
singular suffix referring to  ֲא ֵׁפ ָׁלהin clause 12a. There are 367 uses of the verb

 נפלin the Qal. Seebass (1998:489-497) has divided them into two broad
categories of neutral/positive meanings and negative meanings. It is clear from
the context in verse 12 that the verb  נפלbelongs to the negative category
mentioned and further expands on the idea that the transgressors will fall into the
darkness ( ) ֲא ֵׁפ ָׁלהas discussed above. What all of this entails is that the existence
( ) ֶׁד ֶׁרְךof the transgressors will result in destruction and perhaps even death (cf.
Fischer 1980:587). The slippery slope into darkness belongs to the field of
meanings expressing danger and devastation.

The noun  ָׁר ָׁעה, often used in Jeremiah, has the meaning of “disaster” in clause
12d. Yahweh will bring disaster over them (see the discussion above). What is of
interest in this clause is the expression “year of their punishment” –  ְש ַנֵ֥ת ְפ ֻק ָׁד ָׁ ִ֛תם.
This exact construct formation appears in Jeremiah 11:23 and 48:44. The
similarity in wording between Jeremiah 11:23 and 23:12 is striking. In chapter 11,
a time is announced when Yahweh will bring punishment in the form of war and
famine on the inhabitants of Anathoth who questions the legitimacy of Jeremiah’s
prophetic calling. The punishment will lead to their death. In Jeremiah 23:12, the
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nature of the punishment is not announced in such detail as in 11:23, however it
is clear that it implies punishment in the form of disaster (Unheil). In Jeremiah
48:44, the expression “year of punishment” implies war, destruction and captivity
of the people of Moab. It is interesting to note that in several instances in
Jeremiah, the expression “time of their punishment” is used (cf. 8:12; 10:15;
46:21; 50:27 and 51:18). In all of these instances, the “time of visit” implies a form
of punishment, usually by means of war. Jeremiah 8:12 is of particular interest,
since it also concerns, amongst others, the prophets and priests who act
deceitfully (8:10- ) ֶׁש ֶׁקר. In 8:12 the Qal of the verb  נפלis used as well as the
reference to “a time of punishment” () ְב ֵׁ ַּ֧עת ְפ ֻק ָׁד ָׁ ִ֛תם, similar to 23:12 who speaks of
the “year of punishment.” What is of further interest is that, according to 8:13,
“there are no grapes on the vine, nor figs on the fig tree; even the leaves are
withered” (NRSV). The consequence of Yahweh’s punishment is that the land will
not give its produce. It reminds of the consequence of drought in 23:10 because
of Yahweh’s dissatisfaction with the infidelity of the perpetrators (prophets).

The context in Jeremiah 23:12 does not allow for a clear meaning of the disaster
that will overcome the transgressors when Yahweh punishes them in the “year of
visitation/punishment,” but in the light of the other uses in Jeremiah, it might imply
severe punishment by means of war, famine, capturing and even death. The
meaning of this expression belongs to the field of negative declarations
associated with a time or period of judgement and punishment of which Yahweh
is the executor.
3.2.4.5 Verse 13
In clause 13a, a statement is made about the prophets of Samaria. This is done
by using the Qal perfect verb  ראהto state what Yahweh has observed, namely
something disgusting or unsavoury () ִּת ְפ ָׁלה. This feminine singular noun has the
following possible meanings in dictionaries: something that is insipid, empty and
for Jeremiah 23:13 the meaning unseemly (Holladay 1971:394), but also

97

tastelessness, offensiveness (Koehler & Baumgartner 2001b:1776). Lundbom
(2004:186) also refers to the meaning of “something unseemly,” but qualifies it
further by adding “lacking in (moral) taste.” The noun only occurs in Job 1:22;
24:12 and Jeremiah 23:13. The uses of  ִּת ְפ ָׁלהin Job denote the idea of voicing
contempt for Yahweh (Pan 1997:323). Holladay (1986:631) accepts the meaning
of “fatuous” and argues that words such as unsavoury and repulsive are too
negative. By referring to Job 6:6, he searches for a meaning that expresses a
lack of character or a prophecy lacking reality (cf. Lam 2:14 -adjective). It seems
that the noun refers to things that the prophets have done that are unbecoming
for people acting as prophets. The uses  ִּת ְפ ָׁלהin Job do not assist much in
determining the meaning of this noun in Jeremiah, except perhaps the idea of
contempt for Yahweh. We are for the most dependent on the context of 23:13 to
determine the meaning. The disgusting or unbecoming thing the prophets of
Samaria have done is by prophesying by Baal. The prophets of Samaria are
blamed for using Baal as the source of their prophecies. Baal is regarded as a
false god and an idol and therefore, by implication, what is prophesied by Baal is
false and foolish (Marböck 2006:742). Clause 13c further asserts that because
the prophesying by Baal is false, the people are led astray. McKane (1986:573) is
probably correct that  ִּת ְפ ָׁלהimplies that what the prophets of Samaria have done
was morally and religiously offensive.

The verb in clause 13c is the Hiphil of  תעהand basically means “to cause to
wander about.” It is a verb (Hiphil) of motion which in many instances has the
negative connotation of “cause to wander about or stray.” In the instances where
this verb appears in Genesis 20:13 and 21:14 it has the physical meaning of
make to wander. However, in most other instances it has the theological or moral
meaning of “leading people astray” or “causing people to stray morally” (cf. 2 Kgs
21:9; 2 Chr 33:9; Job 12:24; 12:25; Ps 107:40; Pro 10:17; 12:26; Is 3:12; 9:15;
19:13; 30:28; 63:17; Jr 23:13; 23:32; 42:20; 50:6; Hs 4:12; Am 2:4 and Mi 3:5).
The occurrence in Jeremiah 23:13 has moral overtones of disloyalty to Yahweh,
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and in that sense, the people of the northern kingdom are forsaking their
relationship with Yahweh. The perpetrators in this regard are the prophets of
Samaria who cause the people to stray. Berges (2006:733) explains, “In usage
the meaning ‘err, go astray’ can represent sinful behaviour, associating the root
with the lexical field of sin and its consequences.”
A similar sentence construction as in 13a appears in 14a. The same verb  ראהis
used, but the adjectives are different. In 14a, the adjective is רּורה
ָׁ ( ַש ֲעsomething
horrible), an adjective not widely used in the Old Testament. We find this
adjective in Jeremiah 5:30; 18:13 and Hosea 6:10. It is used in Jeremiah 5:30 in
a context referring to social injustice where the people of influence are blamed for
not protecting the rights of the vulnerable people in society. Verse 31 continues
interestingly by accusing the prophets of prophesying lies () ֶׁש ֶׁקר. In Jeremiah
23:14, this adjective is also used in a context where the noun  ֶׁש ֶׁקרis used. The
adjective is further used in Jeremiah 18:13 in a context where the people of Israel
are said to have done a horrible thing, explained in verse 15 as worshipping false
gods. In Hosea 6:10, a form of the adjective is again used with the verb ראה. In
this context, the “horrible thing” the house of Israel is blamed for is its whoredom
by which Israel is defiled ()טמא. The adjective, therefore, seems to belong to the
field of unholy and profane things.
3.2.4.6 Verse 14
In verse 14 the “horrible thing” referred to by the use of the adjective רּורה
ָׁ  ַש ֲעis
qualified as  נָׁ אֹוףand וְ ָׁהלִּ֤ ְך ַב ֶּׁ֙ש ֶׁקר. The Qal infinitive absolute of the verb נאף
refers to the adultery these prophets commit and it is said that they ‘walk in lies.”
The verb  הלךis also a Qal infinitive absolute form of the verb and both these
infinitive absolutes are substitutes for finite verbal forms. The meaning of the verb

 נאףwas discussed at some length in verse 10. The particular infinitive absolute
form used in 14a is found in Hosea 4:2, where it forms part of a list of social
transgression and injustices such as swearing, lying, murder, stealing and
bloodshed. It further appears in Jeremiah 7:9 again included in a list of
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moral/ethical transgressions (stealing, murder, false swearing), but also worship
of Baal and other gods. It is not possible from these uses to determine the
meaning of  נָׁ אֹוףin Jeremiah 23:14. However, it seems that this absolute infinitive
belong to the semantic field of words expressing moral/ethical misconduct.

Perhaps an indication of what the meaning of “to commit adultery” in 23:14
entails can be found in the parallel reference in 23:13. There the “disgusting
thing” the prophets of Samaria did was to prophesy by Baal and as a result, led
the people of Israel astray by their false prophecies. The “horrible thing” identified
as “to commit adultery” and to “walk in lies” might therefore insinuate a prophecy
that does not originate from Yahweh and is therefore, false and nothing less that
lies () ֶֶׁׁ֫ש ֶׁקר. This is not yet conclusive and merits a closer look into the expression
of “to walk in lies” ()וְ ָׁהלִּ֤ ְך ַב ֶּׁ֙ש ֶׁקר.

The verb  הלךhas many uses which could be divided into two broad categories of
meanings, on the one hand, literal meanings such as “to go” or “to walk,” but on
the other hand, metaphorically, to describe a way of life or conduct (cf. Helfmeyer
1975:417-426). It is an action word that describes a physical aspect such as
walking or a behavioural aspect such as doing what is right or wrong. In the Old
Testament, it is often employed to describe a person or people’s religious
conduct (cf. Sauer 1971c:489-491. It is used in both positive and negative
contexts where it shares the semantic fields of obedience or disobedience of
Yahweh and his statutes.

In verse 14, it is stated that the prophets of Jerusalem “walk in lies” ()וְ ָׁהלִּ֤ ְך ַב ֶּׁ֙ש ֶׁקר.
The combination of the noun  ֶׁש ֶׁקרwith the preposition ב, occurs in Jeremiah
3:10; 5:31; 13:25; 20:6 and 29:9. Except for 3:10 and 13:25 all the other
instances relate this noun to the verb “to prophesy.” It can be argued with regard
to 23:14 that because the prophets’ conduct is regarded as a “walk in lies/deceit,”
by implication, this means that so will be the prophecies they proclaim to the
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people.  ֶׁש ֶׁקרbelongs to the field of words that describe matters that are unethical
and morally wrong.

In a discussion on  ֶׁש ֶׁקרSeebass et al. (2006:472-473) observes that the “basic
meaning of the noun has to do with an objective determination of deception and
falsity, not a description emphasizing intent.” They refer to the “objective damage”
this noun depicts. These authors also point out that the noun often operates in
the context of the cult, even in instances where prophets are in conflict with each
other (Seebass et.al. 2006:475). Seebass and his co-authors have observed that
the noun  ֶׁש ֶׁקרis often used with reference to prophets proclaiming false
prophecies. This point that Seebass and his co-authors accentuate might be true
in general, but it is said of the prophets of Jerusalem in 23:14 that they “walk” in
deception. This is much broader than what the cultic context signifies. It implies
more than what they say, their actions flow from a deceptive frame of mind (cf.
Overholt 1970:54). They are morally and ethically corrupt and deceitful and if they
then speak, it can be assumed that it will be false and deceptive.

It is also said in verse 14, that the prophets of Jerusalem “strengthen the hands
of the evildoers.” The basic meaning of the Qal verb  חזקis “to become strong.” It
is an action verb used in verse 14 in the Piel form, which has the meaning of
“making strong” or “strengthen.” It is often used with the noun  יָׁ דin military
contexts to indicate the aiding of power or “to encourage” (Weber 1980:276). To
strengthen the hands of a person is a metaphorical way of saying “to render
support” or “encourage” someone. To strengthen the hands of the evildoers is to
give support to the evil actions some people do, encouraging (backing) them with
regard to the wrong they commit.

Due to the fact that the prophets are giving support to the evildoers, verse 14
states that no one turns from their wickedness. The verb used is this regard is the
Qal of the transitive verb שוב. This is a verb of motion with the most basic
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meaning of “to turn” or “return.” In Jeremiah 18:8, we have a similar word
structure as in 23:14 with the verb  שובfollowed by the noun  ָׁר ָׁעהwith the prefix
() ִּמן, meaning “to turn away from evil.” The verb in the context of 23:14 has
religious overtones (cf. Soggin 1976:888). The word field within which  שובplus ִּמן
plus the noun  ָׁר ָׁעהoperates is that of “to cease doing what is morally wrong,” a
move away from what is classified as wicked or evil.

In clause14f, the 3rd person perfect plural of the verb  היהis used in conjunction
with the preposition with the 1st person suffix (יּו־לי
ִּ֤ ִּ ) ָׁ ָֽה, which also applies to
clause14g. This verb states a case made by two comparisons drawn between “all
the people” who have become to me (Yahweh) like Sodom and the “inhabitants
of Jerusalem” who have become to me like Gomorrah.

The combination of

Sodom and Gomorrah with the comparative preposition occurs in Isaiah 1:9,
Jeremiah 23:14 and Zephaniah 2:9. In Isaiah 3:9, the comparison is made with
Sodom only. The context in Jeremiah 23:14 is that of the prophets of Jerusalem
who are accused of doing disgusting things, which implies immoral behaviour that
testifies to disloyalty to Yahweh and the covenant, living a lie and rendering
support to people to continue doing evil. It therefore seems that the search for the
meaning of the references to Sodom and Gomorrah should be in the field of
moral transgressions that justifies Yahweh’s judgement. The clear-cut meaning of
the comparison is difficult to pinpoint other than to say that it will lead to
destruction and misery.

If the use of the comparison in Isaiah 1:9 is considered, then it emphasises the
destruction and void of inhabitants similar to Sodom and Gomorrah that were left
without people and desolate after the destruction by Yahweh. It accentuates the
severe consequences of Yahweh’s judgement (Lange 2002:112). In Isaiah 3:9,
the emphasis is on the sins of the people of Sodom with the qualification that the
disaster or evil ( ) ָׁר ָׁעהthat followed was brought about by their own doing. The
reference to Sodom and Gomorrah in Zephaniah 2:9 applies to Moab (Sodom)
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and the Ammonites (Gomorrah). The comparison to these two cities is explained
by noting that it will be “a land possessed by nettles and salt pits, and a waste
forever,” a scene of devastation and inhabitable conditions. It again emphasises
the devastating results of Yahweh’s action in judgement.

It is safe to say that the reference in Jeremiah 23:14 to Sodom and Gomorrah
should serve as a warning of the dire consequences of Yahweh’s judgement for
deceit, disloyalty and evil conduct (Lange 2002:112, n.176). The references to
Sodom and Gomorrah should be understood in the context of judgement
utterances in the prophetic literature. On the grounds of research done by
Zimmerli and Westermann, Mulder (1986:160) argues that references to Sodom
and Gomorrah in the prophetic literature displayed a variety of meanings for
“sins” committed and that it did not necessarily reflect the understanding of
Genesis 19. According to Mulder, it seems that the references to Sodom and
Gomorrah have developed independently from Genesis 19 and reflect various
judgement settings in the prophetic literature. I am not sure that the argument for
the development of an independent tradition from Genesis 19 should be
emphasised so strongly. In a comprehensive study of Genesis 18-19 itself, but
also in its broader literary context and even in intertextual contexts, Van Wolde
(2012:99) has drawn the following conclusions: “Although the outcry was not
directed against the inhabitants of Sodom, this outcry is placed in a literary
context that qualifies their behaviour as sinful and functions as a pretext for
YHWH to act as judge.” It therefore seems that judgement for sinful behaviour
can be associated with Genesis 18-19 and in this regard, is relevant to our
understanding of Jeremiah 23:14 as a text reflecting Yahweh’s judgement for
sinful behaviour. Whatever the case may be, in Jeremiah 23:14 the comparison
to Sodom and Gomorrah has the rhetorical function of a warning to what the
consequences of Yahweh’s judgement will be. As Mulder (1986:163) observes:
“…Sodom and Gomorrah was viewed as a “classic” example of punishment
resulting from an abrogation or even suspension of a covenant with the deity.”
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References to Sodom and Gomorrah are associated with sinful behaviour which
incites Yahweh’s judgement. However, it seems when used in a comparative
mode such as in 23:14, it should also be associated with the consequences or
the result of Yahweh’s judgement. This would then reflect the devastation, an
inhabitable condition and abandonment by Yahweh. To be like Sodom and
Gomorrah would carry the implication of being condemned by Yahweh, destroyed
by him, a place left devastated and inhabitable and therefore discarded. It is
perhaps not without merit to regard the comparison to be ambiguous in the sense
that both the transgressions and the devastating consequences are implied.
These two symbols represent wickedness, but also devastation.
3.2.4.7 Verse 15
Clause 15a introduces the verdict that follows on the indictment recorded in verse
14. In this clause an extended use of the messenger formula is applied with the
addition of  ְצ ָׁבאֹות.

This exact extended formula is used fifty four times in

Jeremiah, eighteen times in Zechariah, five times in Haggai with a single
occurrence in Malachi. It is also used in 1 Samuel 15:2 and 2 Samuel 7:8. In the
two instances that appear in Isaiah, it is even further extended with the addition of

 ֲאד ֹנִּ י. It is evident that this use is characteristic in the book of Jeremiah and
therefore the two occurrences in Jeremiah 23:15 and 16 are not unique. What is
also clear is that this extended messenger formula appears mainly in exilic/postexilic contexts.

In a study on the use of divine epithets for Yahweh, Mettinger has indicated that
the designation  יהוה ְצ ָׁבאֹותplayed a central role in the Temple theology in the
Jerusalem cult tradition during the monarchy. He has also indicated the
connection with the Zion tradition (Mettinger 1982:12-13). Mettinger (1982:15)
states that “we must in any case describe the mainstream of the Jerusalem cultic
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tradition as a “Zion-Sabaoth theology,” whose main theme was the notion of God
enthroned in the Temple.”

It seems that the word  ְצ ָׁבאֹותderives from the Semitic root ṣb’, in Hebrew as
ṣābā’ “army; host.” The syntax of the designation has shown to be problematic.
Mettinger argues the best solution is to take the designation as a construct
relation “Yahweh of ṣěbā’ôt” (Mettinger 1999:920).

There is no clear anwer to where the word  ְצ ָׁבאֹותwas intitially used. Mettinger
(1999:920-921) states a case that it goes as far back as Shiloh in pre-monarchic
times. He has explained that Yahweh Zebaoth can be related to the iconography
of the cherubim throne which was inspired by the throne of El and indicates the
Canaanite milieu at Shiloh. Besides the cherubim throne, the Ark also played a
role both at Shiloh and in Solomon’s Temple and served as the footstool at the
throne (Mettinger 1982:23). Mettinger concluded that at some stage the Sebaoth
designation was closely linked to the Jerusalm temple theology (Mettinger
1982:24). Zobel (2003:221) similarly argues that the epithet  ְצ ָׁבאֹותshould be
associated with the Jerusalem cult of Yahweh, but he however qualifies as found
in the book of Psalms and the book of Isaiah. According to him there is no
certainty whether it originally derived from Jerusalem linked to Jebusite traditions
or from Shiloh. The link to Jerusalem might be when David brought the ark to
Jerusalem. It therefore seems that the use of  ְצ ָׁבאֹותshould be understood within
a cultic context. Zobel (2003:225) has the following to say: “When the ark was
brought to Jerusalem, its associated traditions and divine predicates were also
brought to the city of David, where they merged with Yahweh and his temple in
the new capital.”

Mettinger has hightlighted two important aspects assosciated with the ZionSabaoth theology, namely Yahweh as King and the aspect of his presence in the
temple. Mettinger 1982:25-26) states:
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The concept of God in the Zion-Sabaoth theology is simultaneously both
aniconic (i.e. without icon) and anthropomorphic: No divine image reposes
on the cherubim throne, but the impression of an empty throne is only
superficial, since God reigns there invisibly like a king in his palace. An
aniconic cult symbolism is thus conjoined to a massive theology of the
Presence!

The meaning of the title  יהוה ְצ ָׁבאֹותaccording to Zobel (2003:232) reflects the
following: “Whether one understands this content as ‘Yahweh’s collective might,’
as his ‘might’, or even as the ‘excelling majesty of this Lord of all,’ it is certain that
it remained the ‘loftiest and grandest and ...the royal name of God.’” The uses in
Jeremiah seem to accentuate the grandeur and unchallenging authority of
Yahweh.

The designation  יהוה ְצ ָׁבאֹותis used in Jeremiah 23:15-16. Besides the points
emphasised by Zobel, the importance of the association in the Zion-Zebaoth
theology with Yahweh’s presence in the temple and him being king, has particular
significance for the two uses mentioned. Yahweh Zebaoth as king reflects the
notions of purposing and planning. These two aspects relates to the idea of the
council of Yahweh (Jer 23:18, 22) where purposing and planning is
communicated and the prophets are commissioned (Mettinger 1999:922-923).
The aspect of Yahweh’s presence in the temple is also of importance. In this
regard Mettinger 1999:923) states: “the temple is the point of intersection
between heaven and earth; the temple is the point at which the dimensions of
space are transcended.” Yahweh can therefore simultaneously be present both in
the heaven and on earth. He continues by saying that the root ṣb’ “appears in
contexts which draw upon its royal and its celestial connotations. Like terrestrial
kings, the heavenly monarch has a court and council” (Mettinger 1999:923). In
Jeremiah 23:16-22 both the notions of Yahweh’s presence in the temple and in
the divine council can therefore be associated with the occurrence of the
designation  יהוה ְצ ָׁבאֹותin Jeremiah 23:16.
106

The various uses of this title in the prophets can therefore be linked to the
Jerusalem temple theology. This theology, often referred to in the book of
Jeremiah as the royal-Zion theology/ideology, has often surfaced in the rivalry
between Jeremiah and the Jerusalem prophets.

In the next clauses it is stated that the majestic and mighty Yahweh will make
them eat wormwood and make them drink poisonous water (clause 15b and c).
The combination of wormwood ( ) ַל ֲענָׁ הand poisonous herb ( )רֹאשappear in
Deuteronomy 29:17, Lamentations 3:19 and Amos 6:12. In the case in
Deuteronomy it refers to a person who is like a poisonous and bitter root that
influences the society to serve other gods instead of Yahweh. The terminology is
used in Lamentations to give expression to a situation of affliction and
experiences of homelessness as Jerusalem has fallen. The Amos reference
describes a situation where justice has turned poisonous and righteousness into
wormwood. Justice did not serve the purpose it was supposed to, but had deadly
consequences for the people. The uses of this combination are of particular
importance in Jeremiah 9:14 and 23:15. In both these instances wormwood is
used with the verb “to make someone eat” ( אכלHiphil) and the noun “poisonous
herb” in construct formation with “water” ( ) ֵׁמי־ר ֹאשand the verb “to make
someone drink” ( שקהHiphil). Both the references in Jeremiah concern
judgement as a consequence of wrongdoing. In the case of 9:14 judgement is the
consequence of the people worshiping Baal. The implications are spelled out in
9:15 as scattering amongst nations (exile) and eventually death (sword). The
eating of wormwood and the drinking of bitter water therefore figuratively denote
displacement and death.

The context in which the expression of eating wormwood and drinking poisoned
water is used is different in Jeremiah 23:15. In this context the moral indiscretions
of the prophets are in focus as well as the effect of their indiscretions on the land,
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the people and the prophets themselves. What is interesting in this passage is
the mention of the land that is full of adulterers, resulting in the land drying up and
the pastures withering (cf. 23:10). In Jeremiah 23:15 the passage ends again
outlining the consequences of the moral transgressions of the prophets. It is said
that the ungodliness of the prophets has spread throughout the land. The
prophets have polluted or defiled the land. The question could be asked whether
the judgement of the eating of wormwood and drinking of poison water could be
related to the conditions in the land. Both wormwood (Artemisia absinthium- cf.
Koehler & Baumgartner 2001a:533) and poison water (water mixed with a
poisonous herb) are elements of the land.

In a study of Numbers 5, Van Wolde (2009:228-233) discusses the interesting
situation where a husband is suspicious that his wife engaged in an adulterous
relationship with another man. What is of importance in the discourse in this
chapter is that the wife is submitted to a test that would reveal whether she has
transgressed or not. Where this description of the ritual that is followed
corresponds with Jeremiah 23:15, is that first there is a meal offering (Num 5:15)
brought and then the wife is made to drink sacral water in the Tabernacle, mixed
with earth that was taken from the floor of the Tabernacle (Num 5:17, 27). The
water she has to drink is referred to as “water of bitterness” (Num 5:18-19). The
water will be the test whether she has defiled herself, meaning whether she had
committed adultery by having intercourse with another man. If she is found to
have defiled the self, it is said that Yahweh will cause her thigh to sag and her
belly to swell (cf. Num 5:21). The drinking in Numbers 5 therefore functions in a
context of fertility. Van Wolde (2009:232) argues that all the references to the
female body “construe the female body in terms of reproduction.” She comes to
the conclusion that the defilement of the woman in this passage implies that she
would not be able to carry and bear children any longer. Van Wolde (2009:233)
also alludes to the role cultural relations play in determining meaning. She further
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draws, in terms of Numbers 5, a comparison between the defilement of the
woman’s womb and how land that is infected is profiled as defiled or polluted.

The comparison between the procedures described in Numbers 5 and Jeremiah
23:15 is not in the correspondence of vocabulary, but in the cultural practice of a
meal and the drinking of a substance when adultery is suspected. As mentioned
above, the drinking functioned in a context where fertility was a concern. What
adultery in the case of Jeremiah 23:9-15 exactly means is not clear-cut, but it
seems to imply deception and disloyalty towards Yahweh. It might even have
sexual overtones, but it cannot categorically be stated. If the cultural practice of
dealing with adultery and deception described in Numbers 5 is related to the
eating and drinking action enforced by Yahweh on the prophets of Jerusalem
(23:15) and the context of 23:9-15 as explained is taken into consideration where
land is infected and affected by the actions of adulterers (23:10; 14), then the
possibility should be entertained that infertility of the land might be implied in
23:15. Be as it may, if the metaphorical meaning is entertained, then the
substances of wormwood and poisoned water imply death eventually.

The last clause of this section, namely 15d, is introduced with the causal
particle  ִּכיand substantiates the severity of the punishment. The verb יָׁ ָׁצא
indicates motion or movement and has the noun  ֲחנֻ ָׁפהas subject. In this context,
it seems that the verb  יָׁ ָׁצאindicates the source or point of origin from whence
ungodliness/ profane behaviour has spread. The prophets of Jerusalem are the
point of origin or the source of the ungodliness (see the discussion of  ֲחנֻ ָׁפהat
verse 11). In terms of the conceptual categories discussed in verse 9, this would
place  ֲחנֻ ָׁפהwithin the concept of what is impure/ unholy. This implies that the
land is defiled and therefore unholy and impure. Accordingly, the prophets have
caused the land to be in a state of impurity and it is therefore unholy.
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3.3 REDACTION-CRITICAL OBSERVATIONS
Many scholars regard the oracles in Jeremiah 23:9-40 as a collection of separate
oracles brought together and placed in their current position in the book of
Jeremiah by a redactor (Rudolph 1968:151; Carroll 1986:449-450; Allen
2008:263). Bright (1965:154-155) also regards them as a collection of oracles
regarding the prophets except 23:9-12 and 33- 40 who, in his view, has little to do
with the prophets. However, reading 23:9-12 as part of the bigger unit 9-15,
challenges this view of Bright. Fischer (2005:688) also agrees that 23:9-15
displays coherence in content and the petucha at the end of verse 15 renders
further support for regarding 23:9-15 as a unit.

Thiel has done extensive work on the redaction of Jeremiah by the
Deuteronomist. Although Thiel (1973:249-253) regards the collection of chapters
21-24 as a creation by the Deuteronomist in terms of collection and organising,
he sees little if any influence of the Deuteronomist in the various oracles in the
cycle. This applies in particular, to 23:9-40. Carroll (1986:450) agrees with Thiel
that this cycle in 23:9-40 has undergone minimal Deuteronomistic editing. He
regards the following as redactional activity in the poem in 23:9-15: the heading
in clause 9a - concerning the prophets, the insertion of verse 11, and the
insertion of an oracular statement (הוָֽה
ָׁ ְ )נְ ֻאם־יat the end of verse 12. In verse 15,
there is reference to Yahweh giving the prophets wormwood to eat and poison
water to drink. According to Carroll (1986:457), this reference should be regarded
as secondary since it already appears in 8:14, but more particular in 9:15. The
mere fact that it appears in other sections in the book of Jeremiah does not seem
to be a strong argument to regard the reference in 23:15 as secondary. Most
scholars would agree that the heading “concerning the prophets” is a redactional
insertion to cover the inclusion of the various oracles on the prophets in the cycle
(cf. Rudolph 1968:149; Weiser 1969:201; Holladay 1986:624). However, there is
little consensus when it comes to the change of wording or the omission or

110

insertion of individual words. For this last part, textual criticism seems the most
appropriate place to address these minor changes.

Carroll also remarks that specific dating for the poem in 23:9-15 is very difficult
since there are no specific clues in this regard. Although his reasoning leans
towards a post-exilic context, he admits that the poem can also fit into an earlier
period (Carroll 1986:453). There is no agreement on the dating of the various
oracles in the cycle. Weiser (1969:201) for instance, dates 23:9-12 in the early
years of Jeremiah’s career as prophet, whereas Lundbom (2004:179) is in favour
of a date for all of the oracles in the cycle closer to the end of Jeremiah’s career.
Dating the oracles in the cycle is open to much speculation, but it is not a priority
in this research endeavour.

The approach followed in this study on the text of Jeremiah is that its integrity is
accepted as it is in the MT, except when there is clear evidence that the text has
been adapted or edited for some sensible reason. This approach is similar to that
of Lundbom (2004:178-179) who is sceptical about the work done by redactionalcritics in the past who did not hesitate to ascribe words and sentences to
redactional activity. A strong emphasis is placed on the syntax of the passage in
determining the integrity of the text.

3.4 LITERARY ANALYSIS AND SOCIO-RHETORIC STUDY
In this section Jeremiah 23:9-15 is analysed, informed by the findings in the
foregoing sections on

text-syntax,

text-semantics and

concept

studies.

Information and views from secondary sources will also be entertained.
3.4.1 Jeremiah 23:9-12
Jeremiah 23:9a serves as a heading for the collection of oracles on the prophets.
Whereas the speaker in verse 9 is probably the prophet Jeremiah, in verses 1012, the words of Yahweh follow. At the end of verse 11 as well as verse 12, a
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confirmation or affirmation formula הוָֽה
ָׁ ְ נְ ֻאם־יis used which Eising (1998:110) calls
a “Yahweh utterance formula” and Vetter (1976:2) a “Jahwespruchformel.” Verse
9 is followed by verses 10-11, which serve as an indictment against people who
have acted wrongly. Verse 12 ends the first section by describing the
consequences and the verdict as a result of the wrongdoing referred to in 12d.8

Jeremiah 23:9b-d uses four verbs in the perfect tense to denote the state or
condition of a person. The book of Jeremiah leads us to believe that Jeremiah is
the subject who is speaking here. He uses powerful images to express his
overwhelming emotional condition by referring to his heart being crushed and his
bones shaking. More than that, he feels like a drunkard and like a person
overcome by wine, in other words, intoxicated. The prophet is in a state of shock,
totally overwhelmed by what he has experienced. The reason given for this in 9d
is “because of Yahweh and because of his holy words.” In the section on the
syntax it was shown that these two clauses form a synonymous parallelism. As
Yahweh’s words are holy, so is he.

The question here is whether the prophet is in the described emotional state
because of the effect of Yahweh and his holy words on him or as the NET
understands it, the prophet is crushed and upset by the way Yahweh and his
word are being treated? Both these options seem possible and express how
serious Jeremiah is about Yahweh and his holy word and the how disturbed he is
about conditions in the land of Judah. One would perhaps have expected that the
formula “so says Yahweh” will follow, but it is clear that what follows in verses 1112 are the words of Yahweh.

8

I have previously published an article on Jeremiah 23:9-15 entitled Prophets at Loggerheads.
Accusations of Adultery in Jeremiah 23:9-15 in Acta Theologica, 2011, 31, 2, 346-359. There is
some correspondence between the article and this more extensive and detailed analysis of this
passage.
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The syntax reveals a clear link between verses 9 and 10. The causal particle  ִּכיin
10a as well as the causal particle  ִּכיstrengthened by the particle  ִּמ ְפ ֵׁנִּ֤יin 10b,
links backwards to 9d. The implication is that Jeremiah is not only upset by
Yahweh and his holy words, but also by the terrible state of the land because of
people referred to as adulterers.

Verses 10-12 expand on why the speaker (the prophet) is so upset. In contrast to
Yahweh, who is holy and whose words are holy, the land of Judah is full of
adulterers. The focus in verse 10 is on the land and the woeful state of the land.
The state of the land is linked to two negatives: the adulterers that fill the land
and the curse on the land. Clause 10a uses the verb “to be full” to state a reality
with far reaching consequences. The exaggerated way in which it is expressed
by the speaker, namely the land is filled with these adulterers, reveals the strong
feelings towards this matter.

The word “land” ( ) ֶׁא ֶׁרץnot only refers to Earth in the cosmic sense, but also to the
ground as a space on which to live and to cultivate. For Israel, land referred to
the territory of Canaan they had received as a gift from God (Ottoson 1974:393;
401-402). The land referred to in clause 10a is the land inhabited by the people of
Judah and in a wider sense, the agricultural land on which they depended for
survival and on what it produced. It is of importance to understand that the land is
Yahweh’s possession and that disobedience to Yahweh reflects on the sacred
nature of the land. Two references in Jeremiah are of particular importance in this
regard. In Jeremiah 2:7 and 8 it is said that Israel has defiled Yahweh’s land and
then it is qualified by referring to the transgressions of the priests and the leaders.
However, of relevance for the reference in 10a, is the fact that the prophets have
defiled the land with their adulterous practices. The second passage is Jeremiah
16:18 that also refers to the pollution of the land by detestable idols. It was
previously pointed out in 23:9 that Yahweh is holy and so his word. In 10a, land is
seen as Yahweh’s possession and in that sense, belongs to the holy one, and is
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sacred because of that (Ottoson 1974:402 and 404; cf. Van Wolde’s discussion
of țimmē’ ( – )טמאVan Wolde 2009:208-211).

Scholars differ on how the concept of “adulterers” should be understood. The
term  ְמנָׁ ֲא ִּפים, according to Lundbom (2004:182), is “a general term for an
apostate people.” However, other exegetes, including Lundbom (2004:187) and
McKane (1986:569)9, take adultery to mean “sexual immorality” literally and do
not regard it as a metaphor for religious apostasy.

Investigation into the appearances of the term “adulterers” ( ) ְמנָׁ ֲא ִּפיםin Jeremiah
has shown that, in most cases, they refer to Judah’s unfaithfulness by worshiping
false gods and idols (cf. Craigie et al 1991:337; Weiser 1969:202). Overholt
(1970:50) as well as Duhm (1901:183), argue that the concept of “adulterers”
signifies social and moral offences. They indicate that Baal worship is the
concern, an idea that Thompson (1980:493-494) also supports. It is common
practice for Hosea and Jeremiah to use the concept of “adulterers” when they
address the issue of Baal worship and the associated cultic practices. It seems
that verse 10 might have the worship of foreign gods in mind, which implies that
the worship of Yahweh has been neglected. In her research on the concept of

נאף, Sharp (2003:116-118) has argued that in Jeremiah 3:3-8; 5:7 and 23:10-14 it
is used metaphorically to express disloyalty to Yahweh. The occurrences of the
term in 7:9 and 29:23, in her opinion, refer to sexual infidelity. Sharp (2003:118)
also entertains the idea that adultery can be used as a reference to foreign
political alliances, but it seems unlikely in the context of Jeremiah 23:9-15 where
the focus seems to be on the violation of the covenant and disloyalty to Yahweh.
The investigation into the uses of the concept of “adulterers” has revealed that it
sometimes indicates immoral behaviour, but at times, it can also imply apostasy.
Jones (1992:305) is of the view that the Jeremiah uses of the concept are

9

McKane (1986:569) refers to Bright, Holladay and Rudolph, who also regard adultery in this
instance literally.
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probably intentionally ambiguous to imply both the meanings (cf. also Huey
1993:214).

In terms of the context in 23:10, the reference is most probably to the worship of
idols. If the context of 23:9-15, in particular, verse 13 with its reference to Baal, is
taken to be in the mind of the speaker, then more specifically, the worship of Baal
is signified. I agree with Jones that the vagueness of the use of the concept
“adulterers” leaves the possibility open that certain immoral practices
accompanying Baal worship might be intended. It is, however, sufficient for our
understanding in verse 10 to keep to the meaning of the worship of idols or other
gods besides Yahweh. In terms of the covenant, the worship of other gods is
nothing less than adultery, the utmost form of disloyalty to Yahweh (cf. Overholt
1970:50-51). The adulterers have violated the covenant relationship with Yahweh
and have therefore, committed a moral transgression (cf. Brueggemann
1997:543).

The second aspect mentioned about the state of the land is the curse () ָׁא ָׁלה
mentioned in clause 10b. It relates directly to 10a where the adulterers are
mentioned. With regard to the curse, the ( ִּכיwith ) ִּמ ְפ ֵׁנִּ֤י10 is taken as causal as in
10a, meaning, because of the curse, the land mourns (withers). In the previous
section on the discussion of the concept “adulterers,” the conclusion was reached
that it should be regarded as a reference to disloyalty because of the worship of
foreign gods, in particular, Baal. The backdrop for the use of the concept in
Jeremiah seems to be the infidelity to the covenant relationship between Yahweh
and Judah. In this regard, Hayes (2002:124) comments, “When an Israelite
disregards the laws or covenant of Yahweh, ‘every curse written in this book will
cleave to him’ (Dt 29:19).”

10

The construction י־מ ְפ ֵׁ ִּ֤ני
ִּ  ִּ ָֽכis taken as causal in line with 10a and the uses of  ִּמ ְפ ֵׁנִּ֤יin 9d. It is

however according to Bright (1965:147) possible to regard the  ִּ ָֽכיwith asseverative force, then
meaning “Indeed!” or “Ah!”
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It is stated that the land mourns because of the curse (10b). From the research
done on the meaning of the word  ָׁא ָׁלה, it has become clear that it can have both
the meanings of an oath or a curse. It is a term that is at home in the field of legal
matters to which the covenant with Yahweh also belongs. If the covenant
stipulations are broken, the oath becomes a curse to safeguard the agreement
(cf. Dt 29:9-28; Ezek 16:59 and 17:18). In 23:10b, the meaning of curse is fitting
because of the infidelity committed.

In Isaiah 24:4-6, the breaking of the covenant is mentioned, as is the curse on the
earth and the resulting drought. In all probability, this text was written later than
Jeremiah 23:10,11 but the point is that the breaking of a covenant is linked in the
Isaiah text to a curse that had devastating consequences for the land. Although
the covenant in Jeremiah 23:10 is not mentioned explicitly, it is quite clear that it
is implied. In Deuteronomy 28:23-24 drought forms part of the possible curses
mentioned as a consequence of people breaking the covenant by disobeying
Yahweh’s commands (Lundbom 2004:183).

According to the speaker in verse 10, the land mourns because12 of the curse.
The result of the curse is that the pastures of the wilderness13 have dried up. The
expression “the land mourns” means that the land is wilting. In a synonymous
parallelism (10c) it is further noted that because of the curse, the “pastures of the
wildness have dried up.” This last clause is a reference to geographical areas
adjacent to the villages and towns suitable for semi-nomadic livestock and
sedentary farmers (Talmon 1997:91, 103). The curse on the land will affect
people in the cities and in rural areas. What becomes clear in this verse, is the
relationship between disobedience to Yahweh and his covenant and the
11

Brueggemann (2003:164); Schmid (2012:92) takes Isaiah 24-27 as a proto-apocalyptic which
can even be dated in a post-Persian period. The referral to the covenant in this passage
according to Schmid (2012:202) is to the covenant with Noah in Genesis 9.
12
Cf. Jr 4:8, 12:4, 14:2, 4.
13
Cf. Ps 65:13; Jr 9:9; Jl 1:19, 2:22.
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disastrous consequences for both the land and the people (cf. Jones 1992:305).
Brueggemann (1997:528-551) offers an insightful discussion of the Creation as
Yahweh’s partner. He refers to the freedom of Yahweh as Creator, but also
points out that, in Israel’s rhetoric, Yahweh’s freedom is never free from moral
conditions mandated by the covenant stipulations (Brueggemann 1997:543). In
Jeremiah 23:10, Yahweh’s curse on the land results in drought and mourning.
This all happens because of the disregard of the moral stipulations of the
covenant law. What has occurred is aptly summed up by Fretheim (2002:33)
when he concludes that: “Moral order adversely affects cosmic order; human sin
has had a deeply negative effect upon the environment (just the opposite of
claims made for Baal worship on the land’s fertility).”14

Verse 10 refers to unidentified adulterers and states that “their running has been
evil, and their might is not right.” Some of the key words to note in this sentence
are the “evil” () ָׁר ָׁעה, referring to their life direction and “might” (בּורה
ָׁ ְ)ג, which is
regarded as inappropriate. Both these utterances in clauses 10d and 10e relate
to the verb  וַ ְת ִּ ִּ֤היin 10d. The research I have done shows that the meaning of ָׁר ָׁעה
entails moral and ethical wrongdoing. This implies that the way they conduct their
lives is evil. The syntax has revealed a synthetic parallelism between 10d and
10e, meaning that 10e complements or completes 10d. This last clause
expresses the view that “their might is not right.” Linked to  ָׁר ָׁעהit means that
there is something unethical about their might or power. This means that “their
power is corrupt.” The people mentioned here are the adulterers and they are
seen to have a form of power and are not ordinary Judeans. The evil way in
which they conduct their lives, therefore, includes the abuse of their influential
positions in society. Although the prophets are not mentioned explicitly in this
verse, it is they whom Jeremiah has in mind. They occupy positions in society
that afford them the opportunity to influence people from a religious perspective
14

Cf. Fretheim’s (2002:100) discussion on moral order and cosmic order, where he discusses the
interconnectedness of human behaviour and the cosmic consequences. In this regard, read also
Fretheim (2002:30-33; also 34-35 - sin and judgement).
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(cf. Huey 1993: 214). Their conduct, however, is branded as evil, which means
that the influence (power) they exercise is unethical. Verse 9 has referred to the
words of Yahweh. The prophets are the ones tasked to convey Yahweh’s words
to the people. Jeremiah is in conflict with certain opposition prophets who were
“…the official mantic functionaries of the court and cult” (Carroll 1986:73). These
opposition prophets had power because they were part of the official structures of
the ruling party in Judah.

An important connection is made between adultery, the evil conduct and the
power that is unethical and a curse on the land. If the argument is correct, that
the covenant forms the background for an understanding of what is described in
verse 10, then the evil conduct most probably has to do with the worship of other
gods besides Yahweh (cf. Honeycutt 1989:584-585). It seems that powerful
people throughout the land took the lead in committing infidelity with regard to
Yahweh and violating the covenant. In a discussion of Jeremiah 2:1-4:4, a
passage related to 23:9-15, Yates (2007:13) makes the following observation:
Israel’s sin has turned the “fertile land” (2:7) into a barren wasteland
(2:15), like the “desert” from which Yahweh had delivered Israel (2:6). The
interplay of ‘land’ and ‘desert’ most effectively demonstrates the futility of
Israel’s trust in fertility gods like Baal. If they had remained loyal to
Yahweh, they could have enjoyed a “fertile land” (2:7) instead they trusted
in Baal and ended up with a ”desert.”

In the discussion of the structure of the passage, it was indicated that verses 1012 belong together. Verse 11 makes it clear that verse 10 refers to the priests
and the prophets. This verse contains an indictment of the priests and the
prophets (Overholt 1970:51). The verb ( חנףQal perfect) used in 11a, states that
the priests and prophets mentioned here are “profane or godless.” This verb can
also have the meaning “to be polluted.” Isaiah 24:5, Jeremiah 3:1 and 9 are
instances where this verb is used in a context where the breaking of a covenant
is the issue, indicating the consequence of the land being polluted. I have

118

previously argued, that in determining the meaning of חנף, the words “adulterers,”
“course is evil” and “might is not right” (23:10) should contribute to determining
the meaning of this verb in 11a. To this should be added the reference to
“wickedness found in his (Yahweh’s) house” (23:11b), all indications of infidelity
in their relationship with Yahweh. They are corrupt, deceitful and unethical,
therefore, ungodly. Knierim (1971:598) translates the Qal form of the verb  חנףas
“pervertiert sein.” Yahweh has observed that even in the temple in Jerusalem
they have done evil. They have done unethical things that have contaminated the
sanctity of the temple. The specifics of the evil they committed is not specified
(Lundbom 2004:183; Allen 2008:264).

To put what verse11 communicates into perspective, one should take note of the
contrast between Yahweh’s holiness referred to in 23:9 and the contrasting
profanity of the priests and the prophets. The priests and the prophets are
religious functionaries who acted in and around the temple. Verse 11 spells it out
that these religious officials practised their evil ways in the temple itself, violating
a holy space that served as the earthly abode of Yahweh. The noun  ָׁר ָׁעהwhich
was utilised in verse 10 to describe the conduct of these religious leaders is used
again to describe the misconduct (wickedness) of these temple functionaries. If
we keep in mind what was said in the previous verses, then it concerns profane
conduct that violates the covenant obligations. As argued before, the worship of
foreign gods seems to be intended here. In support of this view, Huey (2003:214)
draws attention to similar situations that occurred in King Josiah’s time when he
purified the temple of pagan cults (cf. Ezek 8; 2Kgs 23:4-16). It seems as if the
accusation of wrongdoing reaches a climax when it is found in the temple and the
priests and prophets are now named explicitly. As Craigie et.al. (1991:337) point
out, this is given weight by the affirmation formula that this was stated by
Yahweh.
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Verse 12 commences with  ָׁל ֵׁכן, an indication of the verdict as a consequence of
the evil practised by these functionaries. The announcement is a proclamation of
judgement. The verb  היהis used to announce what the reality of the perpetrators’
existence will turn out to be. They are on a course ( ) ֶׁד ֶׁרְךthat is described as
slippery () ֲח ַל ְק ַלּקֹות, dark ( ) ֲא ֵׁפ ָׁלהand they will stumble ( )דחחand fall ( )נפלeven
deeper into misery. Overholt (1970:51-52) views the darkness as a way of
characterising “the life of the unrighteous (Is 8.22), and especially that which is
sent by Yahweh against the wicked.” The images used portray the severity of the
judgement and the calamity that will befall the wicked (cf. Lundbom 2004:183). In
short, the use of this imagery depicts calamity, despair, gloom and threat. In
combination with the verb ( דחח12b), it states that these functionaries will
stumble down this catastrophic pathway and will fall into the darkness because of
their wickedness. It is quite a gloomy and devastating picture that is painted as a
consequence of their unethical behaviour.

Yahweh will take action against these functionaries by bringing disaster upon
them. Note the use of the noun ( ָׁר ָׁעהevil, calamity- verses 10, 11) to describe the
nature of their punishment. Their conduct is described as evil () ָׁר ָׁעה, and at the
same time, Yahweh will bring evil/calamity/disaster ( ) ָׁר ָׁעהupon them (cf. also Jr
6:19; 49:37). The “year of visitation” ( ) ְש ַנֵ֥ת ְפ ֻק ָׁד ָׁ ִ֛תםrefers to a time of punishment.
Although not clearly spelled out what this time of punishment entails, it might
imply war, famine and even death. Huey (1993:194) associates the “year of
punishment” with the Babylonian invasion and so does Hayes (2002:127), but
this cannot be claimed with any certainty. As McKane (1986:573) points out, “The
most that can be said is that the semantic range of  ָׁר ָׁעהhas been exploited, so
that it is used of evil (vv. 10f), and also its consequences--the ‘disaster’ of
judgement (v. 12).” If the reference to Jeremiah 8:10-13 is brought into the
picture, it might tie in with the idea of drought and its dire consequences (23:10).
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Verse 12 seems to be a suitable conclusion to 23:10. Carroll (1986:453-454)
regards verse 11 as a later redactional insertion in the poem. He credits the
redaction for both the inclusion of the reference to priests and the prophets and
the oracular nature of the verse (cf. הוָֽה
ָׁ ְ)נְ ֻאם־י. However, it seems unnecessary to
draw this conclusion if the progressive development of the discourse as argued is
accepted as a possible reading of the passage.
If the passage is read as a coherent discourse, then there seems to be a sense
of growing tension and gradual revealing of who the perpetrators addressed in
this poem are. In verse 9, the holiness of Yahweh is declared, followed by the
reference to the profane behaviour of the adulterers. This is followed by the
mourning (waning) of the land because of the drought it experiences. The land is
cursed because of the evil conduct by, at this stage, unknown persons referred to
as adulterers. Verse 10 refers to these people as “people whose might is not
right.” The progression is taken a step further in verse 11 where the priests and
the prophets are now branded as ungodly (perverted). It is revealed that they are
cult officials officiating in the temple, blamed for their evil (wickedness). Verse 12
announces that the Holy One (cf. verse 9) will, as a result, punish the “unholy”
cult officials.

Craigie et al. (1991:337) follows a similar line of argument by showing how the
thoughts expressed in verse 11 reach a climax. At the end of the verse, Yahweh
(in the first person) makes an accusation, followed by the affirmation formula.
This is followed in verse 12 by Yahweh’s judgement, climaxing also in the first
person singular and again the affirmation formula.
3.4.2 Jeremiah 23:13-15
The section in 23:13-15 consists of two oracles captured respectively in verses
13-14 and in verse 15 (Lundbom 2004:185). Verse 12 ends with a concluding
affirmation formula, followed in verse 13 with a connecting waw ( ְ)ו. Verse 14 also
has a connecting waw ( ְ)ו, followed in verse 15 with  ָׁל ֵׁכן, which announces
judgement as the consequence for wrong behaviour. Jeremiah 23:13 and 14
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should be read together, since they are structured in such a way to display a
contrasting comparison.

It is clear in Jeremiah 23:13-15, that the prophets are in focus. The references to
the prophets are not direct and are no longer alluded to by the context of the
cycle as was the case in verse 10. In the ensuing verses, direct references are
made to the prophets and their actions. In verse 13, the prophets of Samaria are
mentioned while in verse 14, the prophets of Jerusalem are named. In both these
verses Yahweh as the first person speaker, is making observations about the
prophets of Samaria and Jerusalem.

The observation ( )ראהby Yahweh in 23:13 is that, in or among the prophets of
Samaria, something disgusting (NRS) or unsavoury or repulsive (NIB) (  ) ִּת ְפ ָׁלהis
taking place. The uses of the noun in Job 1:1 and 24:14 do not help in
determining the meaning in Jeremiah 23:13. Lundbom (2004:186) suggests that
the noun refers to something that is “lacking in (moral) taste.” What the prophets
of Samaria have done is unbecoming for the prophets of Yahweh. The context
however, assists in determining what is implied by this noun. In clause 13b, it is
said that these prophets prophesied by Baal and, as a result, they led the people
of Israel to err (Hiphil of  ;תעהcf. Fretheim 2002:333). What was unbecoming
was that they deceived the people of Israel by delivering false prophecies. As
argued before, it seems that the use of this verb  תעהhas moral overtones. These
prophets of Samaria were instrumental in letting the people do what was wrong
because they received false prophecies obtained from Baal. In support of this
observation, Berges (2006:733) has indicated that the root  תעהcan be
associated “with the lexical field of sin and its consequences.”

The same sentence structure and wording occur in 14a as in 13a, with the
exception of the adjective רּורה
ָׁ ( ַש ֲעsomething horrible). Clause 13a and 14a form
a parallelism. The various uses of the adjective discussed above associate it with
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contexts where the rights of the vulnerable are not protected (Jr 5:30), where lies
() ֶׁש ֶׁקר15 are prophesied (Jr 5:31) and idols worshipped (Jr 8:13-15; Hs 6:10). It
was concluded that the adjective belongs to the field of meaning of that which is
profane. Some scholars are of the view that the noun רּורה
ָׁ  ַש ֲעimplies something
worse if compared with what the prophets of Samaria have done (cf. McKane
1986:573-574; Lundbom 2004:187; Carroll 1986:255).

The matters identified as shocking in verse 14 are again qualified by a sentence
that lists all the wrongdoings of the Jerusalem prophets: they commit adultery
(14a- )נָׁ אֹוף, they live by lying (14a-)וְ ָׁהלְך ַב ֶׁש ֶׁקר, and they assist those who do evil
(14d-)וְ ִּחזְ קּו יְ ֵׁדי ְמ ֵׁר ִּעים. Holladay (1986:632) promotes an understanding of
“prophesy by lies” as implying prophesying by Baal. Therefore, he regards the
reference “committing adultery” to be a metaphor for Baal worship. What it boils
down to is that they are unfaithful to Yahweh ()נָׁ אֹוף, but still proclaim messages
from Yahweh. This is deception and is nothing less than living a lie ()וְ ָׁהלְך ַב ֶׁש ֶׁקר.
They pretend to be true prophets, but in fact, their very existence and everyday
conduct (their walk) are a deception, a lie (cf. Overholt 1970:54). Seebass
(2006:475) makes the important observation that the noun  ֶׁש ֶׁקרoften operates in
a cultic setup. Instead of being prophets of Yahweh who keep people from
transgressing by urging them to act morally correct, they set a bad example to
the ordinary people of Judah and Jerusalem (Allen 2008:265). By their false
prophecies and their deceitful living, they not only mislead the people of
Jerusalem, but render support to and encourage (Piel of  )חזקthe wrongful
conduct and infidelity of the people in their relationship with Yahweh. It all boils
down to aiding the people of Yahweh in covenant disobedience (Lundbom
2004:188; Craigie et al. 1991:340).

The negative result of all of the prior

mentioned ill doings is that not one of these people mentioned is turning away
from the evil they are doing ( שובplus  ִּמןplus the noun ) ָׁר ָׁעה. Instead of turning
15

Cf. Jr 3:10, 5:31, 13:25, 23:14 and 29:9. Except for 3:10, all the other instances have to do with
false prophecy or falsehood.
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people back to Yahweh, by moving away from their wrongdoing, they continue
their infidelity and disobedience of Yahweh. In all of this, the prophets have
neglected their duty with regard to turning people to Yahweh and so confirm the
fact that they are false prophets.

In clause 14f and 14g, comparisons are drawn with the cities Sodom and
Gomorrah. Some scholars support the view that the reference to Sodom and
Gomorrah16 implies that the prophets are morally corrupt (cf. Rudolph
1968:151).17 Others claim that Sodom and Gomorrah are symbols of destruction
(Overholt 1970:55; Craigie et al. 1991:340; also Brueggemann 1998:210). There
is merit in regarding the reference to the two cities as a reference to destruction,
but verse 14 is still part of the indictment of the prophets. It is only in verse 15
that the punishment for the wickedness is announced. It seems that in the context
of verse 14 firstly and then, in the context of verses 10-14, the two cities should
be understood as symbols of wickedness. Words that are similar to what we find
in 23:10-11, are repeated in this verse. These words are: “committing adultery”
( נָׁ אֹוף- same stem as in vs 10- adulterers), “walk in lies” ( ֶׁש ֶׁקרcf. 5:30-31), “doing
evil” () ָׁר ָׁעה. The conclusion can be drawn that these prophets have failed morally.
Verse 14 emphasises the aspects of condemnation of the apostasy (cf. Craigie et
al. 1991:340). It is however also true that symbols and images cannot be
restricted to a single meaning, since they appeal to the imagination. This is also
true of Sodom and Gomorrah that not only represent wickedness, but also
devastation because of wickedness.

The view was highlighted earlier in the discussion that some scholars such as
Rudolph, Bright, Holladay, McKane and Lundbom are in favour of the literal
meaning of the concept of “adultery” (cf. also Jones 1992:307). Jeremiah 29:23 is

16

Cf. Gn 18:23-33.
Jones (1992:307) takes the reference to Sodom and Gomorrah to mean that the prophets are
beyond redemption. As prophets, they had to serve a particular purpose, but they have lost their
way and purpose.
17
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a good example of the literal meaning of the concept. In this verse, it is said that
the prophets “have committed adultery with their neighbours’ wives and have
spoken in my name lying words” (NRSV). If this line of argument is followed, then
the reference to Sodom and Gomorrah would support this view, because these
two cities were famous for their sexually immorality (Loader 1990:61; 1991:13). In
the current context, where apostasy is the real concern, particularly, the
comparison with Baal worship, the literal meaning of sexual misbehaviour seems
unlikely (cf. Jr 9:2 “…for they are all adulterers, a crowd of unfaithful people”).
The mention of the two cities could imply that as Sodom and Gomorrah did not
escape the judgement of Yahweh, neither would the prophets of Judah (cf.
Schreiner 1981:138; Fretheim 2002:334). Brueggemann (1998:210) fittingly
encapsulates the meaning of verse 14 when he says “...in all likelihood what is
under indictment is a destructive, disobedient, non-covenantal way of ordering
every aspect of community life.” A final conclusive word on Sodom and Gomorrah
in 23:14 is that these two cities both call to mind the notion of wickedness and
devastation as a result of wickedness (cf. Schmidt 2013:43).

Verse 15 brings the indictment of the prophets to the point of judgement. Clause
15a is introduced by the particle  ָׁל ֵׁכןand announces Yahweh’s judgement on the
Jerusalem prophets. As was argued in 3.5.7, the use of the extended messenger
formula can be associated with the Jerusalem cult. This is fitting in 23:15 since
the condemnation of the prophets in this passage clearly concerned
transgressions associated with the temple and since the prophets are closely
linked with the Jerusalem cultic context. The Jerusalem prophets have violated
cultic space and therefore deserve Yahweh’s judgement. The title  ְצ ָׁבאֹותthat
expresses the might and loftiness of Yahweh is probably used in its extended
form in verse 15 to express the severity and seriousness of Yahweh’s judgement.
The judgement on the Jerusalem prophets is that Yahweh will poison them with
wormwood and poison water. As argued when the meaning of this eating and
drinking of poisonous substances were discussed (cf. 3.5.7), this might be a
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reference to a cultural practice to determine deception (cf. Num 5- adultery), and
if determined with indicating infertility as a consequence. As McKane (1986:576)
states, “Judgement is a poison for which there is no antidote and from which
there is no recovery.” This judgement is motivated by a clause in 15d introduced
with  ִּכי, blaming the prophets of Jerusalem for causing ungodliness (what is
profane- ) ֲחנֻ ָׁפהto spread throughout the land. The reference is again to
ungodliness or pollution, which stands in stark contrast to Yahweh’s holiness (cf.
23:9). It should be noted that in Jeremiah 9:14-15, a judgement similar to 23:15 is
pronounced. Jeremiah 9:14 and 15 read:
14…but have stubbornly followed their own hearts and have gone after the
Baals, as their ancestors taught them. 15 Therefore thus says the LORD
of hosts, the God of Israel: I am feeding this people with wormwood, and
giving them poisonous water to drink (NRSV).
There is, however, an important difference in that “this people” (the people of
Judah) are the receivers of the judgement in 9:15, whereas the prophets are
addressed in 23:15. The context of 9:15 is that the people have not obeyed
Yahweh’s laws and have instead worshiped the Baals.

In 23:15, the prophets are blamed for spreading what is categorised as profane
(ungodliness) throughout the land and, in so doing, polluting the land. It is
probable that the worship of foreign gods is meant here. Interestingly, the land is
again mentioned here in verse 15 as was the case in verse 10. The moral
corruption for which the prophets of Jerusalem are blamed, has spread through
the entire land. If read together then, perhaps, not only the moral aspect of
godlessness should be envisaged, but also the pollution of the land as it relates
to drought (McKane 1986:576- pestilence). This would tie in with the idea of
infertility of the land as judgement on the adulterous practices of the prophets (cf.
Van Wolde 2009:228-233). Infertility of the land would imply no growth, no
produce and therefore no food. This would lead to starvation and death. The
implied ritual of eating and drinking showed the prophets to be guilty of moral
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misconduct, therefore the resulting blame for the pollution (defilement) of the
whole land. The eating and drinking of the poisonous substances of wormwood
and poison water, both elements emanating from the land, will in the long run be
the “revenge” of the land in infertility and therefore no produce from the land.
3.4.3 Contexts of the HOLY and IMPURE concepts
It is clear by now that the poem in Jeremiah 23:9-15 forms part of the cycle of
oracles collected under the rubric “with regard to the prophets.” There is little in
this poem that can assist in placing it in a specific historical era. What is known is
that priests and prophets are addressed as if they are still functioning and there is
mention of the temple in Jerusalem as if it is still in existence. The social context
that the book of Jeremiah displays, reflects the time before the Babylonian exile
of the Judean people. What is further revealed in this short poem is that the land
is caught in a period of drought of which there is also mention in Jeremiah 3, 12
and 14.

From the ensuing research done on this passage, it seems that it should be
understood against the backdrop of the cult. This conclusion is drawn from
observations that emanated from engaging the text. In Jeremiah 23:9, mention is
made in a parallel structure of Yahweh’s holy words and by implication, his
holiness. From research done by scholars on which basic conceptual structures
define the functioning of the Israelite society, the classification system of
[HOLY/COMMON] and [PURE/IMPURE] seems to be applicable for the
discussion of Jeremiah 23:9-15. Van Wolde (2009:208-211) elaborated further on
this classification system with regard to how the Israelite society phrased their
experience, which seems relevant for the understanding of this passage. A brief
overview of her discussion is necessary to assist in the further discussion of this
passage.
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Van Wolde embarks on naming various cognitive domains and how these
domains tie in with the categories of holiness, purity, impurity and idolatry.
Yahweh is related to the category holiness, the sanctuary (temple) to holiness,
land to purity, people to impurity and idolatry to holiness/purity versus
idolatry/impurity (Van Wolde 2009:210-211). These selected categories are all
relevant for the interpretation of Jeremiah 23:9-15, which concern Yahweh, his
word, land, idolatry, priests and prophets, temple and people. An important
distinction should be made between ritual impurity and moral impurity. For
example, ritual impurity is concerned with matters such as disease, corpses and
childbirth. Moral impurity has to do with matters such as idolatry, sexual
transgressions and bloodshed. In this regard, Hrobon (2010:18-19) notes:
These acts defile not only the sinner (Lev 18:24), but also the land of Israel
(Lev 18:25, Ezek 36:17), and the sanctuary of God (Lev 20:3; Ezek 5:11),
and this defilement can eventually result in the expulsion of the people
from the land of Israel (Lev 18:28; Ezek 36:19).

Hrobon continues by asserting that moral impurity is sin and causes separation
from Yahweh and even exile and death (Hrobon 2010:19).

With the preceding insights in mind, the first relevant point is the observation that
Yahweh is closely related to the concept of “holiness.” Because of his holiness,
Israel is expected to adhere to his stipulations (Van Wolde 2009:209). Goldingay
(2009:609) comments in this regard, “Yhwh makes the Israelites holy by giving
them laws to obey, and the Israelites make themselves holy and become holy by
obeying these laws.” Yahweh called the people of Israel into a relationship and
formalised the relationship by making a covenant agreement. Some stipulations
were formulated to which the people of Israel had to abide to safeguard the
covenant relationship. Yahweh required fidelity from his people and worship of
him alone. From the research done in this chapter, it became clear that the
covenant between Yahweh and Judah formed the backdrop against which the
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passage in 23:9-15 should be understood. The prophets of Israel and Judah
strongly condemned the worship of foreign gods and regarded idol worship as a
severe form of infidelity. The disconnect between Yahweh as the holy one and
the prophets (and the people) is the key issue in Jeremiah 23:9-15. Joosten
(1996:199) has the following to say:
The holy presence of Yahweh in the midst of the Israelites will not tolerate
impurity or unholy behaviour of any kind. The transgressions of the
commandments must be punished swiftly, because the impurity generated
by the transgressions of the Israelites will be projected on to the sanctuary,
which in this way will be defiled. The final effect will be the withdrawal of
the divinity from his earthly dwelling, for his holiness cannot coexist with
impurity.
The prophet in 23:9 is emotionally disturbed by the fact that holiness cannot
coexist with impurity (verses 10-15). Several characters are mentioned in 23:915. The first is the speaker of verse 9, which the book of Jeremiah wants readers
to identify as the prophet Jeremiah, who reveals his emotions when confronted
with the holiness of Yahweh and his word, but also because of the terrible state
of the land described in verse 10. The reference to the words of Yahweh that are
holy is very important because proclamation is the essence of a prophets’
mission. However, the prophet is also upset because infidelity has caused
impurity in the land.

The second main character is Yahweh who speaks and acts in judgement
according to verses 10-15. Yahweh, the Holy One and his Holy Word belong to
the category of HOLY. Furthermore, it seemed that the temple and the land
should also be classified as part of the category HOLY. The land given to the
people of Israel belongs to Yahweh the Holy One and the temple serves as his
earthly abode (Ottoson 1974:402). The temple is regarded as holy because of
Yahweh’s holy presence (Marlow 2012: 491-492). Both the land and the temple
were defiled because of the infidelity and wickedness of the prophets and the
priests (Hrobon 2010:57-58). The land became impure as did the holiness of the
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temple (cf. 23:10 and 11). In verse 12, Yahweh announces that a time will come
when he will act in judgement by causing disaster to befall them. Yahweh is also
the one who has observed what the prophets of Samaria as well as the prophets
of Jerusalem have done. In both these instances, he has observed that what
these prophets had done in the past; their conduct falls within the domain of
infidelity. In verse 15, Yahweh again announces his verdict that he will give them
bitter wood (wormwood) to eat and poison water to drink. Yahweh is not only the
holy one, but he also acts in judgement because of leaders who have broken the
covenant agreement, betrayed Yahweh and defiled the land.

The passage in Jeremiah 23:10 also mentions a category of people labelled as
adulterers. This undefined group of people is identified in verse 11 as the
prophets and priests. In verse 14, they are revealed to be the prophets of
Jerusalem. I have argued that there is a gradual unveiling of who the real people
are that Jeremiah has in his aim. The following should be noted with regard to
these prophets: These adulterers fill the land; their course is evil; their might is
not right (verse 10); they are ungodly; their wickedness is found in the temple
(verse 11); what they do is shocking (something abhorrent); they commit
adultery; they walk in lies; they strengthen the hands of the evildoers (verse 14);
the prophets of Jerusalem are like Sodom to Yahweh.

To call the prophets adulterers is to blame them for infidelity in their relationship
with Yahweh, similar to acts of infidelity in a marriage relationship. This infidelity
implies the worship of other gods beside Yahweh, but it can also be a metaphor
for political alliances. (cf. Sharp 2003:113-114, 117). The context here seems to
lean stronger towards the worship of other gods, thus defiling the land. The
reference to adultery in verse 14 also ties in with the blame of idol worship and
therefore, apostasy. In clause 10d, it is said that the prophets’ style of life is
morally contaminated as is specified by the noun ( ָׁר ָׁעהcf. Maiberger 2004:421422). This ties in with what is said in clause 14a, namely, “they walk in deceit.” In
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parallel with verse13a where mention is made of the prophets of Samaria who
claimed to have received their prophecies from Baal, the deceitful conduct of the
prophets of Jerusalem might insinuate that in a similar fashion, their prophecies
are false. By implication therefore, their entire existence is nothing less than a lie.
Not only do they commit adultery by worshipping other gods like Baal, their
general conduct is branded a lie. All these descriptions signify that their
behaviour is morally and ethically corrupt.

The expression, “their course is evil” (10d) forms part of a synonymous
parallelism with “their might is not right” (10e). Schmidt (2013:40) translates this
clause with “und ihre Stärke Unrecht.” Linked to  ָׁר ָׁעהit means that there is
something unethical about their might or power, in short, their power is corrupt.
Their position as prophets in society gave them some form of power in the
religious sphere. Because of their claims to be servants of Yahweh, these
prophets had the power to influence people’s outlook on life and their decisions.
In clause 11a, Yahweh states that both the prophet and the priest are ungodly. In
the light of the various ways the conduct of these prophets was described in the
preceding discussion, this seems to be a defining statement, a judgement on the
character of these prophets. In other words, they are morally perverted (Knierim
1971:598); they do not even have respect for the sanctity of Yahweh’s temple,
but have acted arrogantly. They have violated the sacred space by their infidelity
towards Yahweh and their deceit of the people by misleading them with false
prophecies. Their evil practices in the temple have defiled the sanctity of this
cultic space.

Verse 14b blames these prophets for “strengthening the hand of the evildoers.”
The people of Judah are often reprimanded for their worship of other gods and
their participation in the worship of idols. They have been unfaithful to Yahweh in
this regard and have broken the conditions of the covenant. The prophets also
played their part by setting a bad example and even deceived the people with
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false prophecies. Instead of being champions of the covenant and cautioning the
people to turn back to Yahweh, they have rendered support to their evil practices
and infidelity.

The prophets of Jerusalem are also characterised by comparing them to Sodom.
They are associated by this symbol to sinful behaviour that resulted in destruction
and abandonment. The picture painted of the prophets of Jerusalem is one of
infidelity, moral corruption, deception, abuse of their positions to influence people
to do what is wrong instead of what is right and prophesy falsely. The following
remarks from Diamond (2003:575) explain this viewpoint:
How seriously we are to take the vocabulary of impurity is hard to say. It
often masks the revulsion of the speaker in face of generalized cultic
impurity and apostasy (cf. Jeremiah 2-3; Hosea 1-3) as much as it refers to
a specific literal moral depravity. And the falsification of Yahwistic cult
purity is explicitly highlighted. Moral rhetoric gives way to the accusation of
corrupt misappropriation of oracular power (verse 13, “prophecy by Baal,”
“lead astray”; verse16, “they delude you,” “vision of their mind”; verse 27,
“to make my people forget my name,” “forgot my name for Baal”).
The poem in Jeremiah named both prophets and priests in verse11, but the main
focus is on the prophets of Jerusalem. It is clear from how these prophets are
defined by all the various descriptions of the conduct that their conduct was
unethical and that they were morally disgraceful. They were unfaithful to Yahweh
and transgressed the covenant conditions. They acted immorally and deceitful
and in the process, misled the people of Judah with their false prophecies. The
words of Yahweh were regarded as holy, but the prophets of Jerusalem are
condemned for dishonouring that word by speaking falsely as the prophets of
Samaria did. Their everyday conduct was nothing less than a lie, they are false
prophets. Their conduct created what was regarded as holy, unholy and what
was regarded as pure, impure. They are failed leaders in the moral and ethical
sense of the word.
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3.4.4 Consequences of moral and ethical transgressions
The poem in Jeremiah does not only mention the transgressions of the prophets,
but also presents the negative consequences of these moral indiscretions for the
land, the prophets of Jerusalem and the people of Judah. As Fretheim (2002:33)
asserts: “Moral order adversely affects cosmic order; human sin has had a deeply
negative effect upon the environment.” The infidelity of the prophets caused a
curse on the land and that resulted in the land and the surrounding pastures to
wither and to dry up (cf. Hayes 2002:121-122). The land, that is an extension of
Yahweh’s holiness, was defiled by the prophets’ idol worship, resulting in a
drought. Their moral transgressions were seen as a violation of the covenant and
that evoked the curse on the land (cf. Dt 29:9-28). As a result, the land was
defiled and became impure. In this regard, McComiskey (1980:787) remarks that
the cult is the place of concern about purity and rituals are the instruments to
safeguard purity and help people to dispose of impurity, seems relevant. To make
matters worse, the temple that serves as the sacred space for Yahweh and
therefore, fits into the holy category, was desecrated by the evil things these
functionaries did in the “house of Yahweh.” They violated the cultic space where
restitution was supposed to take place.

However, the land alone was not affected by the moral transgressions of the
prophets; the prophets would bear the consequences of their infidelity and moral
indiscretions themselves. The poem repeatedly makes it clear that these
prophets were utterly corrupt. In Jeremiah 23:10 it is said that “their course has
been evil”- ּוצ ָׁת ּ֙ם ָׁר ַ֔ ָׁעה
ָׁ  ; ְמ ָֽר23:12 reads “their way shall be like a slippery slope”-

 ַכ ֲח ַל ְק ַלּקֹות ַד ְר ָָּׁ֜כם ָׁל ִֶּׁ֗הםand 23:14 notes “they walk in lies”- וְ ָׁהלִּ֤ ְך ַב ֶּׁ֙ש ֶׁק ּ֙ר. Their way
of life speaks of deception. In terms of the categories mentioned, these prophets
are accused of making, what is holy, sacred and pure, unholy, desecrated and
impure. As a result, they will land up in a dark place of despair, rejected and
experiencing disaster- Yahweh will punish them (23:12). Jeremiah 23:15
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announces that Yahweh is about to give the prophets of Jerusalem bitter wood
(wormwood) to eat and poisoned water to drink. Death lies in their future.

What is striking when looking at the Judean society from the perspective of the
above-mentioned categories, is the interconnectedness and inter-dependence of
people, their environment and their religious belief-system. The Judean people
are in a covenant relationship with Yahweh and the prophets are supposed to be
the caretakers of this relationship and its requirements. When this relationship is
harmed by the infidelity of the prophets, it affects the land which is the base of the
people’s existence and of their survival in terms of safety and produce. There is
interdependence between the sacred and the profane and if the equilibrium is
distorted, it has a ripple effect. The infidelity of the prophets in Jeremiah 23:9-15
not only impacts on the land and the people’s dependence on the land, but also
on the ordinary people of Judah. The infidelity towards Yahweh is regarded as
deceit, but this deceit became the concept according to which their whole
existence was defined. The effect of this is that because these prophets are
corrupt, they corrupt the people of Judah who are dependent on the prophetic
word they believe comes from Yahweh. The impurity of the prophets made the
people of Judah impure, because as 23:15 states their perversion spread
throughout the land. Their apostasy has made the entire land godless (Sharp
2003:117-118).

The poem in Jeremiah 23:9-15 serves as an oracle of judgement and
condemnation of the prophets of Jerusalem. Their infidelity, deceit, abuse and
bad example made them deserved candidates of Yahweh’s wrath and
punishment. The perspective presented regarding them in this poem frames them
as false prophets. As morally corrupt prophets who lack moral integrity, they have
failed as religious leaders.
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The question that was asked was what role rhetoric plays in Jeremiah 23:9-15 in
shedding light on the nature and content of the prophetic conflict. The text
perspective as presented by the redaction (tradition) is that of the prophet,
Jeremiah. The target audience of this passage is informed in this discourse why
these prophets are regarded as failed leaders. It is a one-sided discourse to
inform them and justify why Jeremiah regards them as false prophet and failed
religious leaders.

Jeremiah characterises his rivals in extremely negative ways. He (redaction) uses
language, syntax and style to do so, but also rhetorical devices such as
parallelisms, metaphors and imagery to achieve this. Many of the words chosen
to label the opponents are vague and general in meaning, but serve the purpose
of profiling them in a bad light. He tarnishes them by his choice of words, blame
them for causing the drought in Judah by their deceit of Yahweh, for defiling the
cultic space and abusing their power and influence on the ordinary people. He
blames them for causing the people to disobey the covenant and for being
disloyal to Yahweh. With the effective use of language and imagery, the Jeremiah
discourse not only described the nature of their failed leadership, but gave
content to it. In terms of the passage, the prophets of Jerusalem lack moral
integrity and failed both Yahweh and the people with their deceitful lifestyles. This
passage provided information on what the nature and content of the conflict
between Jeremiah and the rival prophets entailed, by placing the focus on the
lack of moral integrity of the Jerusalem prophets.
The next passage that forms part of this investigation is 23:16-22, which is also
mainly poetic in style. This passage will be investigated along similar lines as was
done with 23:9-15. The aim is to determine what this passage contributes to the
nature of the conflict between the prophets as leaders in the Judean society as
reflected in Jeremiah’s rivalry with them.
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CHAPTER 4: JEREMIAH 23:16-22
4.1 INTRODUCTION
The cycle concerning the prophet in Jeremiah 23:9-32 consists of several
oracles. In the first passage in Jeremiah 23:9-15, concern was raised about the
unethical behaviour of certain prophets and the dire consequences it had on the
land and for the people of Judah and Jerusalem. In this second passage in
Jeremiah 23:16-22, the focus shifts to the conflicting views between the prophet
Jeremiah and a group of prophets claiming to speak on behalf of Yahweh.
Whereas, Jeremiah’s message is judgemental in nature, these opposing
prophets announce peace ( ) ָׁשלֹוםand the absence of calamity. The word of
Yahweh, its origin and truth is under scrutiny in this section as well as the
authenticity of the  ָׁשלֹוםprophets. Yahweh’s word was already announced in 23:9
as his “holy words” ( ) ִּד ְב ֵׁ ֵ֥רי ָׁק ְד ָֽשֹוand further mentioned in 23:16, 17, three times in
verse 18 and also referred to in verses 21 and 22. It is clear that greater
emphasis is placed on Yahweh’s word in 23:16-22 than in 23:9-15.
4.1.1 Discussion of the demarcation and structure
In this section attention will be paid to matters regarding the demarcation and the
structure of Jeremiah 23:16-22.
4.4.1.1 Stylistic and structural matters
In the previous section, an argument was put forward that 23:9-15 forms a unit
and ends with a verdict in verse 15, following on the indictment in 23:13-14. The
MT also has a petucha at the end of verse 15. Verse 16 is introduced by the
messenger formula (ֹה־א ַמר יְ הוָׁ ה
ָׁ  )כthat often indicates the start of a new
section.18 Verse 22 seems to end this unit that commences with the messenger
formula in 23:16 announcing what Yahweh has to say. Whereas, the prophet
18

Jr 6:6, 9; 7:3, 21; 9:6, 14, 16; 11:22; 16:9; 19:3, 11, 15; 23:15; 25:8, 27, 32; 26:18; 27:4, 19, 21;
28:2, 14; 29:4, 8, 17, 21, 25; 31:23; 32:14; 33:12; 35:13, 18; 39:16; 42:15, 18; 43:10; 44:2, 11, 25;
48:1; 49:7, 35; 50:18, 33; 51:33, 58.
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speaks on behalf of Yahweh in 23:16-19, in verse 21, Yahweh is the first-person
speaker and so also in verse 22. At the end of verse 22, there is a setuma marker
in MT. In verse 23 that follows, Yahweh is still the speaker, but the verse
commences with an interrogative particle. This structural change seems to
indicate that a new unit starts in 23:23.
Furthermore, structurally Jeremiah 23:16-22 seems to consist of two main
sections, verses 16–17 and verses 18–22 (Lundbom 2004:189–193). The first of
these passages, verses 16–17, is introduced by the messenger formula as
indicated and contains an oracle from Yahweh communicated by the prophet
Jeremiah presumably. Verse18a is introduced with the particle  ִּכיand the
interrogative pronoun  ִּמיand some argue that it is the first verse of the new subsection 23:18–22 (cf. Stulman 2005:215–217). Verse 18, however, seems to be a
stand-alone verse asking particular questions not directed at anyone specific.
Verse 19 is introduced by the interjection particle, distinguishing it from verse 18.
As indicated, it seems that verses 21 and 22 belong together with the change to
direct speech (1st person singular) in 23:21 that continues in 23:22.
4.1.1.2 Content matters
The contents of the section also offer support for structuring verses together. In
23:16-17 the people are warned not to listen to some peace-proclaiming
prophets. The link between verse 18 and the next verses is made by means of
the “council” motif (cf. verse 18 and 22). Lundbom (2004:193) regards verses 18
and 21-22 as a “self-standing” poem, an indictment speech.

The next two verses, 19-20, belong together. Verse 19 is introduced by  ִּהנֵׁ ה,
calling for attention to what is about to follow. Attention is focussed on the anger
of Yahweh and it continues in 23:20. In the next two verses (23:21–22), Yahweh
is again speaking in the first person singular about the false prophets acting
without authentication from Yahweh and proclaiming a message that does not
serve to impact the lives of the people for the better.
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4.1.1.3 Scholars’ views
Most scholars agree that 23:16-22 should be regarded as a separate unit,
however regarding the subdivisions of the passage, different viewpoints and
supportive arguments for a specific viewpoint, abound. Carroll (1986:459-460) for
instance combines verses 16-17 and 21; 18 and 22; and 19-20., whilst Craigie et
al. (1991:342) treat the whole passage that encompasses 16-22 as a unit.
Fretheim (2002:335-338) divides 16-22 into 16-17 and 18-22; Lundbom
(2004:189-193) works with a similar division of the passage. When it comes to
23:18-22, his view is that verses 18 and 21-22 constituted the original poem to
which verses 19 and 20 were added later. Allen (2008:266-267) has a somewhat
different combination of the verses, namely 16-20 which he subdivides into 16-17
and 19-20 and then 21-24, which he subdivides in 21-22 and 23-24.
4.1.1.4 Concluding remarks
Views will always differ regarding how to divide the passage in 23:16-22 into
workable sub-sections. Some of these key words are references to “word” ( ) ָׁד ָׁבר,
negative words such as deluding ( הבלHiphil- verse 16), despise ( נאץPiel
participle- verse 17), stubbornness (ש ִּררּותְ verse 17), wicked (ר ָׁשע-ָׁ verse 19),
evil way and the evil of their doings (יהם
ֶׁ ּומר ַֹע ַמ ַע ְל ֵׁל
ֵׁ  ִּמ ַד ְר ָׁכם ָׁה ָׁרע- verse 22) and
also the council of Yahweh (בסֹוד יְ הוָׁ הְ verses 18 and 22). The content also
addresses the contrasting ideas of peace ( ) ָׁשלֹוםand no calamity ( )לֹא ָׁר ָׁעהon the
one hand, over against wrath (;ח ָׁמה
ֵׁ  ) ַאףand judgement (verses 19-20) on the
other hand. There is enough structural unity and unity of content matter that
makes it possible to work with these verses as a unit and make sense of what it
seems to communicate.

4.2 TEXT-LINGUISTICS
In this segment of the research venture of Jeremiah 23:16-22, attention is given
to the presentation of the text, text-criticism according to Biblia Hebraica
Stuttgartensia (BHS), text-syntax and text-semantics and concept studies.
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4.2.1 Presentation of the text
The presentation of the Hebrew text is structured according to the various
clauses that form the passage.
4.2.1.1 Jeremiah 23:16-22

16a

הוֵ֣ה ְצ ָׁב ִּ֗אֹות
ה־א ִַ֞מר יְ ָׁ
ָֽכֹ ָׁ

16b

ל־ד ְב ֵׁ ִּ֤רי ַהנְ ִּב ִּא ּ֙ים ַהנִּ ְב ִּ ֵ֣אים ָׁל ֶַׁ֔כם
ל־ת ְש ְמ ִ֞עּו ַע ִּ
ַ ָֽא ִּ

16c

ַמ ְה ִּב ִּ ֵ֥לים ֵׁ ֶ֖ה ָׁמה ֶׁא ְת ֶׁכם

16d

הוה׃
ֲחזִּ֤ ֹון ִּל ָׁב ּ֙ם יְ ַד ֵַׁ֔ברּו ֶ֖ל ֹא ִּמ ִּ ֵ֥פי יְ ָׁ ָֽ
מֹור ִּ ָֽל ְמנַ ֲא ַַ֔צי
א ְֹמ ִּ ִּ֤רים ָׁא ּ֙

17a

הוה
ִּד ֶׁבֵ֣ר יְ ָׁ ַ֔

17b

ָׁשלֶ֖ ֹום יִּ ְָֽה ֶׁי ֵ֣ה ָׁל ֶׁכם

17c

בֹו ָׁ ָֽא ְמ ַ֔רּו
ְ ְ֠וכֹל ה ִ֞ ֵֹׁלְך ִּב ְש ִּר ִּ֤רּות ִּל ּ֙

17d

א־ת ֵ֥בֹוא ֲע ֵׁל ֶׁיכֶ֖ם ָׁר ָׁ ָֽעה׃
ָֽל ֹ ָׁ

17e
18a

הוה
ִּ ֵ֣כי ִּ ִּ֤מי ָׁע ַמ ּ֙ד ְב ֵ֣סֹוד יְ ָׁ ַ֔

18b

וְ ֵׁיֶ֖ ֶָׁ֑רא

18c

ת־ד ָׁברֹו
וְ יִּ ְש ַ ֵ֣מע ֶׁא ְ

18d

י־ה ְק ִּ ֵ֥שיב) ְד ָׁב ִּרי( ] ְד ָׁב ֶ֖רֹו[
ִּ ָֽמ ִּ

18e

וַ יִּ ְש ָׁ ָֽמע׃ ס

19a

הוה ֵׁח ָׁמ ּ֙ה ָׁי ְָֽצ ַָׁ֔אה
ִּה ֵׁנֵ֣ה׀ ַס ֲע ַ ֵ֣רת יְ ָׁ ִּ֗

19b

חֹולל ַ ִ֛על ֵ֥ר ֹאש ְר ָׁש ִּ ֶ֖עים יָׁ ָֽחּול׃
וְ ַ ֶ֖ס ַער ִּמ ְת ֵׁ

20a

ימֹו ְמזִּ ֵ֣מֹות ִּלבֹו
ד־ה ִּק ֶ֖
ד־עש ֵֹ֥תֹו וְ ַע ֲ
הוה ַע ֲ
שּוב ַאף־יְ ָׁ ַ֔
ִּ֤ל ֹא יָׁ ּ֙

20b

יָׁמים ִּת ְת ֵ֥בֹונְ נּו ָׁ ֶ֖בּה ִּב ָׁ ָֽינה׃
ְב ַ ָֽא ֲח ִּר ּ֙ית ַה ִַּ֔

21a

ת־הנְ ִּב ִּ ֶ֖אים
א־ש ַ ֵ֥ל ְח ִּתי ֶׁא ַ
ל ֹ ָׁ

21b

וְ ֵׁ ֵ֣הם ָׁרצּו

21c

יהם
א־ד ַ ֵ֥ב ְר ִּתי ֲא ֵׁל ֶׁ ֶ֖
ל ֹ ִּ

21d

וְ ֵׁ ֵ֥הם נִּ ָׁ ָֽבאּו׃

22a

סֹודי
ם־ע ְמ ֶ֖דּו ְב ִּ
וְ ִּ ָֽא ָׁ

22b

ת־ע ִַּ֔מי
וְ יַ ְש ִּ ִּ֤מעּו ְד ָׁב ַ ּ֙רי ֶׁא ַ

22c

יהם׃ ס
ּומ ֶ֖ר ֹ ַע ַ ָֽמ ַע ְל ֵׁל ֶׁ ָֽ
בּום ִּמ ַד ְר ָׁ ֵ֣כם ָׁה ָׁ ַ֔רע ֵׁ
יש ּ֙
ִּ ָֽו ִּ
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4.2.2 Text-critical information according to Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia
BHS has raised some text-critical issues that need consideration. In this section
attention is paid to the various text-critical notes.
4.2.2.1 Verse 16
In clause 16b, the words  ַהנִּ ְב ִּאים ָׁל ֶׁכםare lacking in the LXX. The suggestion is
that it should be scrapped. Footnote16b indicates that  ֶׁא ְת ֶׁכםis lacking in LXX.
4.2.2.2 Verse 17
Verse 17a indicates that in the versions, the infinitive absolute is lacking and BHS
wants it to be omitted. Contrary to Rudolph (BHS), it is not essential that the
infinitive absolute ] [אמורshould be omitted (see GK 113r for the occurrence of
the participle + infinitive absolute).

According to 17b-b, the LXX reads “to those who reject the word of the Lord.”
BHS suggests the reading of “to the ones spurning the word of Yahweh.”
However, allowing for poetic licence, הוה
ַ֔ ָׁ ְ ִּד ֶׁבר יmay be treated as lacking the
introductory כה, i.e. הוה
ַ֔ ָׁ ְכֹה ִּד ֶׁבר י. It is direct speech, mimicking how the false
prophets would preface their pronouncements. There is support for the text as it
is in the MT (cf. De Waard 2003:101-102; also, Lundbom 2004:191).
4.2.2.3 Verse 18
The suggested insertion of  ֵׁמ ֶׁהםin 18a to bring verse 18 in line with verse 22, is
unnecessary. There is no textual evidence to necessitate such an addition and
the MT should be maintained (Lundbom 2004:195).

18b: The Septuagint as well as the Syriac and Vulgate versions read “and saw.”
The suggested change by the versions, however, is not accepted. It is perhaps
better to regard the verbs in clauses 18b and 18c as consecutives and therefore
with waw ( ַ )וplus the imperfect- “and saw and heard” his word.
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Verse18c: indicates that  וְ יִּ ְש ַמעis lacking in LXX. There is no reason to omit it
from the MT (Lundbom 2004:196).

18d: The Septuagint also omits the reference “my word.” The Ketib “my word” as
suggested by Codex Leningradensis should be read as (Qere) “his word” as MT
and many Hebrew Manuscripts suggest (cf. Holladay 1986:633).

The BHS note 18e suggests that the Hiphil form of the verb  שמעshould be
followed rather than the Qal form of the verb in the light of verse 22. To read the
Hiphil  יַ ְש ִּמ ַעrather than the Qal  יִּ ְש ַמעis tempting, however, since the emendation
does not disturb the consonantal text and makes better sense in the context
content wise, this suggestion makes sense, although Lundbom (2004:197)
argues that the emphasis is on “hearing” and not “preaching.”
4.2.2.4 Verse 19
Verse 19a shows that 23:19 and 20 corresponds with 30:23 and 24 with minor
differences.
4.2.3 Text-syntax
A discussion of the syntax of Jeremiah 23:16-22 is necessary for this study. In
this subdivision careful consideration will be given to the syntax of the various
verses.
4.2.3.1 Verse 16
Verse 16a is introduced by the messenger formula (הוֵ֣ה ְצ ָׁב ִּ֗אֹות
ָׁ ְה־א ִַ֞מר י
ָׁ ֹ)) ָֽכ,
indicating a new section. The messenger formula is then followed with direct
speech in 16b with a command ל־ת ְש ְמ ִ֞עּו
ִּ ( ַ ָֽאQal 2nd person masculine plural
jussive form of the verb), addressed to an unidentified people, supposedly, the
people of Judah: they are commanded not to listen to the words of the prophets.
The definite article in ים
ּ֙  ַהנְ ִּב ִּאmarks a reference to either a specific group of
prophets or a well-known group of prophets. They are known to the readers or to
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the prophet Jeremiah. Verse16b continues with the participle Niphal masculine
plural with the definite article of the verb ( נבאfunctioning here as a relative
participle- the prophets who prophecy to you), identifying these prophets as those
who behave like prophets. The word combination ( ַהנִּ ְב ִּ ֵ֣אים ָׁל ֶַׁ֔כםarticle plus
participle), which is in apposition, qualifies the subject in 16b.19 The next clause in
16c is a strange one with the Hiphil participle of the verb

lbh having an object

( ֵׁאתand 2nd person masculine plural suffix-the addressees). This is odd when
taken as a nominal, since a nominal usually does not have an object. It can be
translated as “they ( ֵׁה ָׁמהpronoun 3rd person masculine plural) are deluding20
you.” The objects are supposedly, the very same audience that Yahweh and his
prophets are addressing. The expected sequence would be the subject first then
the predicate, but in this instance, the predicate precedes the subject. This
deception is specified in the verbal clause16d by the verbal construct ( דברPiel
imperfect 3rd person masculine plural) with  ֲחזִּ֤ ֹון ִּל ָׁב ּ֙ם. Again, the word order is not
conventional and deliberately highlights the fronted object. The prophets referred
to present visions that originate in their own minds (literally ‘a vision from their
own hearts’). The fronting of the collocation  ֲחזִּ֤ ֹון ִּל ָׁב ּ֙םwith the 3rd person plural
suffix places the notion of their personal thoughts in focus. The last part of the
verse in 16d, which is a nominal clause, implicitly refers to  ֲחזִּ֤ ֹוןin this clause. This
clause makes the deception even more perceptible by stating that the vision,
fronted in clause 16d, does not come from the mouth of Yahweh (הוה
ָֽ ָׁ ְ>י

yPiîmi al{ß).

4.2.3.2 Verse 17
Verse 17 is characterised by a duplication of forms, structures and meaning.
There are two participial forms of verbs in 17a ( )אמריםand 17d ( )הלךand both
participles may be construed as (virtual) relative clauses (that is, syntactic
structures) – more commonly, such clauses would be expressed by the addition
of  אשרor the prefixing of the article ה, thus: ההלך...האמרים.

19
20

This subordinate clause does not appear in the LXX (orig.).
Lacks in the LXX.
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As can be seen, verse 17a commences with a nominal clause. Firstly, there is a
Qal participle masculine plural form of the verb אמר, followed by a Qal infinitive
absolute form of the same verb () ָׁאמֹור. It serves the function of intensifying a
situation of doing, meaning they keep on saying what they are saying. The
speakers (subjects) are the prophets mentioned in verse 16b and the objects
they are speaking to are indicated by the nominal construct (the preposition ְל
attached to the Piel participle masculine plural construct of the verb  נאץwith a 1st
person singular suffix), meaning “to those who despise me.” The first person
singular suffix refers to Yahweh.

Clause 17b expresses the announcement of what Yahweh presumably has said
according to them. What follows is the quoted direct speech of Yahweh within the
direct speech of Yahweh. The verbal clause is introduced by a Piel perfect 3 rd
person masculine singular form of the verb  דברwith Yahweh the subject of the
verb. A second verb ( )יִּ ְהיֶׁ הis employed in 17c indicating a direct quotation of
what Yahweh supposedly has said. Again, it is a case of direct speech within the
direct speech.

Thus, we have direct speech embedded in a direct speech embedded in a direct
speech. The noun  ָׁשלֶ֖ ֹוםis followed by the verb היה, a Qal imperfect 3rd person
masculine singular. The objects of the peace announcement are again a
reference to the second person masculine plural indicated by the suffix to the
preposition  ְל. The objects are still not identified explicitly, but the context
suggests that a group of Judean people are in mind.

Verse 17d consists of a verbal clause with an extended nominal construction
indicating who the subjects are. The subjects are labelled as all those who walk
in (or follow) the stubbornness of their own hearts. This is done by the following
nominal construction: the conjunction particle ְ וwith the noun כֹל, followed by the
Qal participle masculine singular of the verb הלך. To indicate the nature of their
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walk, the preposition  ְבis attached to the common feminine singular construct
form of the noun  ְש ִּררּותlinked to the 3rd person masculine singular suffix of the
masculine singular noun  ֵׁלב.

Whereas 17a has identified a group of people who despise Yahweh, the
copulative particle in 17d introduces a second group of people labelled as “all
those who stubbornly follow their own stubborn hearts.”  ָׁשלֶ֖ ֹוםwas announced to
the group in 17a and for the group addressed in 17d, another promise, “no
calamity will come upon you” (יכם ָׁר ָׁעה
ֶׁ א־תבֹוא ֲע ֵׁל
ָׁ ֹ )ל, is announced in 17e. The
possibility of an ellipse should be considered. It means that the phrase הוה
ַ֔ ָׁ ְִּד ֶׁבֵ֣ר י
(17b) is omitted in 17e. If so, then 17e is also quoted direct speech similar to that
in 17c. The verbal clause in 17d creates the anticipation for the announcement to
follow in 17e (cf. the Qal perfect 3rd person plural verb )אמר. The subjects of the
verb are again those who pretend to act as prophets. The verbal clause in 17e
consists of the negative particle  לֹאfollowed by the verb  בואQal imperfect 3rd
person feminine singular with the feminine noun  ָׁר ָׁעהas subject and the objects
indicated by the 2nd person masculine plural suffix to the preposition  ַעל. This
group most probably also refers to some people from the Judean society and
might even be the same group that is in mind as in 17a.
4.2.3.3 Verse 18
The verbal clause in 18a is introduced with the particle  ִּכיconstrued as
adversative (but)21 followed by the main clause. The clause is introduced with the
interrogative pronoun  ִּמיand the Qal perfect 3rd person masculine singular form
of the verb עמד. As a rhetorical question, (cf. Lundbom 2004:195) it can imply
that the true prophet (Jeremiah) qualifies and has stood in the council of Yahweh.
There is also the possibility that a negative response with regard to the “false”
prophets is expected, implying that not a single one of them has stood in the
council of Yahweh. This conclusion is supported if read in combination with

21

Cf. Gesenius, et. al. §163 (b).
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clause 22a where is it is made clear that if the “false” prophets had stood in the
council of Yahweh, they would have received the true words from Yahweh. This
would have befitted the people of Judah. The object of concern in 18a is
introduced with the preposition  בattached to the masculine singular construct of
the noun  סֹודin combination with the proper noun Yahweh.

In the next two verbal clauses 18b and 18c, there are waw ( ְ )וconjunctives added
to the verbs  ראהand שמע, both Qal imperfect 3rd person masculine singular. The
main idea is qualified by two clauses, both expressed by waw ( ְ )וconjunctive plus
the imperfect verb. It is however suggested that both these clauses in 18b and
18c should be taken as consecutive clauses (imperfecta with waw) following on
the main clause in 18a. Both verbs concern the direct object indicated by the ֵׁאת
particle direct object marker linked to  ָׁד ָׁברnoun common masculine singular
construct suffix 3rd person masculine singular in 18c.

Jeremiah18d is a main clause introduced by an interrogative particle  ִּמי. The
particle in 18d is attached to a Hiphil perfect 3rd person masculine singular form
of the verb with the meaning “paid attention” or “to listen attentively” to his word.
The consecutive clause following 18d, namely, 18e is introduced by a waw ( ְ)ו
consecutive attached to the Qal imperfect 3rd person masculine singular form of
the verb שמע. The object of the verb is “his word” referred to in 18d. The MT has
a setuma at the end of verse 18.
4.2.3.4 Verse 19
Clause 19a commences with an interjection particle  ִּהנֵׁ הserving the purpose of a
call to participate in looking how the storm wind rages.22 The syntax of 19a is
somewhat complex, since the feminine singular noun  ֵׁח ָׁמהappears to be
superfluous. However, it seems to be standing in apposition to Yahweh. The

22

In this discourse, the particle seems to call the audience (reader) to pay attention. There are
however, also other possible uses for this particle such a transitional syntactic marker, or to mark
the beginning or the climax of the narration (cf. Waltke & O’Connor 1990:643).
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noun ( ְס ָׁע ָׁרהstorm wind) is a feminine singular construct form with the noun
Yahweh, placed in apposition with  ֵׁח ָׁמהthat is the subject of the finite verb יצא,
Qal perfect 3rd person feminine singular. It should perhaps be translated as “look
the storm wind of Yahweh, wrath has gone forth (out).” In 19b, the masculine
singular noun “ ַס ַערtempest” is the subject of the Qal imperfect 3rd person
singular form of the finite verb חול. In both 19a and b the SVO construction has
the subject in the front position and the verb last. The noun upfront in 19b is
followed by the Hithpolel participle masculine singular form of the verb חול, and
serves to function as an adjective. The tempest is a swirling tempest. The objects
( ) ְר ָׁש ִּעיםare masculine plural over/upon whose heads the tempest will
“burst/swirl.”
4.2.3.5 Verse 20
Verse 20 is introduced by a main clause, which is qualified by two constructions,
each marked by the temporal preposition  עדplus infinitive constructs
(הקימו... )עשתוplus subject suffix. In 20a, the subject of the Qal imperfect 3rd
person masculine singular of  שּובis the “anger of Yahweh.” The verb  שובwith לֹא
makes it a negative motion verb. The scope of his anger is marked by two
extensive nominal constructions. The first is expressed by the temporal
preposition  ַעדplus the Qal infinitive construct of the verb  עשהwith a suffix 3rd
person masculine singular, followed by another temporal preposition  ַעדwith the
verb קום, Hiphil infinitive construct suffix 3rd person masculine singular. The
object of both these nominal constructions is  ְמזִּ ֵ֣מֹות ִּלבֹו, noun feminine plural
construct of  ְמזִּ ָׁמהwith the noun 3rd person masculine singular suffix of ( ֵׁלבthe
intentions/deliberations of his mind). The anger of Yahweh will continue until what
he has set his mind on to do is done or executed.

The main clause 20b commences with a temporal phrase (יָׁמים
ִַּ֔ ) ְב ַ ָֽא ֲח ִּר ּ֙ית ַה. The
noun יָׁמים
ִּ however has the definite article, referring to “in the latter/end days.”
This temporal indication of the first part of the clause is followed by the verb  בין-
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Hithpolel imperfect 2nd person masculine plural- the masculine suffix pointing to
the prophets as the addressees. The object of the verb is the feminine singular
noun  ִּבינָׁ הwith the same root as the preceding verb בין. The 3rd person singular
suffix of the preposition  ְבrefers to this noun at the end of 20b. A suitable
translation seems to be: “In the days to come you will understand it clearly.”
4.2.3.6 Verse 21
In 21a Yahweh is presumably speaking again and is the subject of the Qal
perfect verb  שלחand the prophets the objects of the verb. The verb expresses
movement. Clause 21b commences with ְ וand the 3rd person masculine plural
pronoun  ֵׁהםto indicate the subjects of the Qal perfect verb רוץ, 3rd person
masculine plural, namely the prophets. 21c has a Piel perfect verb  דבר1st person
singular subject indicating Yahweh, followed by the object 3 rd person masculine
plural suffix to the preposition  ֶׁאל. 21d follows the same structure as 21a and b
with 21d introduced with ְ וand the 3rd person plural suffix to the pronoun  ֵׁהםto
indicate the subject of the Niphal perfect verb  נבא3rd person masculine plural.
Verse 21 therefore, has the following chiastic structure:

21a  לֹאplus 1st singular Qal perfect verb plus object (VSO)
21b ְ וplus 3rd person plural suffix to the pronoun  ֵׁהםplus the Qal perfect verb
(SVO)
21c  לֹאplus 1st singular Piel perfect verb plus object (VSO)
21d

ְ וand the 3rd person plural suffix to the pronoun  ֵׁהםplus the Niphal perfect

verb (SVO).
The adversative waw ( ְ )וin both 21b and 21d has the function of indicating
antithesis. It can be translated as follows:
I did not send them,
but (yet) they ran.
I did not speak to them,
but (yet) they prophesied.
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4.2.3.7 Verse 22
Clause 22a is introduced with a particle  ִּאםto express a condition (but if) followed
by a Qal perfectum 3rd person masculine plural verb  עמדwith the prophets the
subjects of the verb. It should be understood as “But if they had stood in my
council…” The following two clauses in 22b and 22c, both have verbs that have a
subjunctive force (“they would have proclaimed…” “and “would have caused to
turn…”). Clause 22b commences with a waw ( ְ )וconsecutive attached to the
Hiphil imperfect 3rd person masculine plural of the verb שמע, expressing
causation (to make them hear). The structure therefore is …If (22a) …then (22b),
thus creating an irrealis (cf. Rudolph 1968:152)23: if the situation were this, then
they would have…The particle  ֵׁאתindicates that the direct object is the people of
Yahweh (1st person singular suffix to the noun  ) ַעםwho would have heard
Yahweh’s word (1st person singular suffix to the noun ) ָׁד ָׁבר. In 22c, there is again
a waw ( ְ )וconsecutive reflecting back to  וְ ִּ ָֽאםin 22a. The structure therefore is …If
(22a) …then (22b) …then (22c). This is followed by the Hiphil imperfect verb שוב
3rd person masculine plural with a 3rd person masculine plural suffix. The Hiphil of
the verb  שובhas a causative meaning of “they would have caused them to turn
away.” This verb applies to both the following objects with 3 rd person masculine
plural suffixes to the nouns  ֶׁד ֶׁרְךand  ַמ ֲע ָׁלל. The noun  ֶׁד ֶׁרךis a construct form with
a 3rd person masculine plural suffix with a  ִּמןpreposition as a prefix. This noun is
followed by the adjective with a definite article describing the nature of their ways
or conduct. The  ִּמןprepositions in both cases, indicate movement away from, in
the first instance, from their ways ( ) ִּמ ַד ְר ָׁכםthat are evil ( ) ָׁה ָׁרעand in the second
instance, from the evil ( ר ַֹעnoun masculine singular construct) of their actions or
doings. In this regard where the noun  ר ַֹעas an adjective stands before the
substantive ( ) ַמ ֲע ָׁללin a construct state, it governs the noun (cf. Gesenius, et. al.
1910:§132c). The evil of their deeds should then be understood to mean “their

23

There are other scholars such as Giesebrecht, Condamin and translations such as NEB and
NJV who choose a “real” interpretation of verse 22. Scholars who support an unreal condition are
Cornill, Volz, Bright and the RSV and NAB translations (cf. Holladay 1986:638). It is clear that a
definitive decision is problematic.
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evil deeds.” The noun יהם
ֶׁ  ַמ ַע ְל ֵׁלis a masculine plural construct a suffix 3rd person
masculine plural, referring to the prophets.

The structure is the following:

 ִּמןplus noun with suffix ( ) ִּמ ַד ְר ָׁכםplus adjective ( ) ָׁה ָׁרע-

a……b

 ִּמןplus noun ( ) ָׁה ָׁרעplus noun with suffix (יהם
ֶׁ  ) ַמ ַע ְל ֵׁל- b……a
The syntax of this last verse states what the scenario could have been if the
prophets addressed had stood in the council of Yahweh, which they obviously did
not.
4.2.3.8 Summary observations
The syntax of 23:16-22 has shown fine nuances and at times, has posed
challenges to follow the reasoning for some of the syntactical structuring in
clauses. The syntax has also enriched the rhetorical composition of the section
that moved from admonition of the people (verse16) to the motivation why the
people should not adhere to what the prophets had to say (verse 17). In these
two verses, the prophet (Jeremiah) is speaking as Yahweh’s voice, but also
quoting what the rival prophets claimed Yahweh has supposedly said. This is
followed by a general statement in verse 18 of what will constitute a true prophet
and prophecy. In contrast with “Heilsprophetie,” in verses 19-20 judgement is
announced by the prophet as Yahweh’s spokesperson, followed by Yahweh’s
statement in the first person singular that the prophets are unauthentic (23:21). It
is rounded off in verse 22, that refers back to verse 18, regarding what would
have constituted an authentic prophecy and a positive result as a consequence. It
seems from analysis of the syntax of 23:16-22 that this passage could be treated
as a single structural unit.
4.2.4 Text-semantics and concept studies
In this section attention is given to key concepts and expressions to assist in the
interpretation of the above-mentioned passage.
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4.2.4.1 Verse 16
The word combination ים ַהנִּ ְב ִּ ֵ֣אים
ּ֙ ( ַהנְ ִּב ִּאthe masculine plural of the noun
combined with the Niphal participle masculine plural form of the verb) is used in
23:16b with the command from Yahweh through Jeremiah not to listen to words
of a particular group of prophets in the Judean society. In the next clauses, it is
pointed out why the audience should not listen to these prophets. The verb נבא
belongs to the field of verbs that has to do with communication, and in this
particular context, communication in the religious field. It can even be defined
more narrowly as divinely inspired communication.

The verb  נבאthat is derived from the noun  נָׁ ִּביאappears in the Niphal and the
Hithpael in the Hebrew Bible. Mϋller (1998:130) makes the case that  נָׁ ִּביאfor its
part stems from the West Semitic nb’ which is a verb of speaking. The verb in the
Niphal here would then mean “act as a nāḇî, prophesy” (Mϋller 1998:134). This
confirms the point made in the previous paragraph on the meaning of the verb

 נבאNiphal. The expression under discussion, therefore, means that prophets do
what is fitting to their positions and tasks as prophets, accordingly, they
prophesy.

The mentioned word combination ים ַהנִּ ְב ִּ ֵ֣אים
ּ֙  ַהנְ ִּב ִּאfurther appears in Jeremiah
14:15 referring to a group who claim to prophesy in the name of Yahweh. It is
also a negative referral to a group of prophets who is regarded illegitimate by
Yahweh. A third occurrence of this word combination appears in Jeremiah 23:25
also denouncing the group of prophets who claim to speak on the authority of
Yahweh, but this time, the content of their prophecy is regarded as false (ש ֶׁקר
ֶ֖ ֶׁ ). It
seems that in all three cases in Jeremiah, a particular group of prophets is in
mind (notice the double use of the determinative particle  ) ַהand that this group is
presented in the text of Jeremiah as not representing Yahweh and, therefore,
they are false prophets.
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In clause 16c, the following combination of words is found- – ַמ ְה ִּב ִּ ֵ֥לים ֵׁ ֶ֖ה ָׁמה ֶׁא ְת ֶׁכם
they are deluding you/filling you with false (vain) hopes

The Hiphil form of the verb  הבלonly appears in Jeremiah 23:16. The Hiphil has
the meaning of “to befool.” In the context of false prophecy in Jeremiah 23, many
of the Bible translation opt for a translation “filling you with false or vain hopes”
(ESV, NET and NIV). NRSV has the translation “they are deluding you.”

The Qal form of the verb  הבלappears in 2Kings 17:15 and has the meaning of “to
be worthless” or “become vain.” It is also used in the Qal in Psalm 62:11; Job
27:12 and Jeremiah 2:5.

According to Hamilton (1980:2004)  ָׁה ַבלis a denominative verb with the meaning
“to act emptily, become vain,” derived from the noun ( ֶׁה ֶׁבלvanity). In the context
of 23:16 and the cycle of oracle’s concerning prophets in 23:9-32, it means that
the opposition prophets offer the people empty words and in the process, befool
the people.

The following word combination occurs in Jeremiah 23:16d - ֲחזִּ֤ ֹון ִּל ָׁב ּ֙ם יְ ַד ֵַׁ֔ברּו.
Literally the sentence reads “a vision of their heart.” The noun  ֵׁלבhas many uses
and applications in the Old Testament, but the context here makes it clear that
what these prophets present to the people does not come from a divine source,
but from a so-called vision they have received. Visions are regarded as a form of
divine revelation. A vision that is then defined as originating from humans means
it is self-concocted and lacks divine authenticity. In a lengthy article on the
various uses and meanings of the noun  ֵׁלב, Fabry (1995:419-423) uses the
semantic category he calls a Noetic Centre for the human heart as the “noetic
seat.” Under this broader classification, he discusses the noun in relation to
cognition, memory, wisdom and confusion and folly. It is in particular this last subcategory that is relevant for the use of  ֵׁלבin 23:16 where it concerns the deceit by
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the false prophets. The “vision of their heart” therefore is regarded as an
idiomatic expression indicating a deceitful vision (Fabry 1995:423; cf. also Jr
14:14; 23:26; Num 16:28; 24:13).

From the discussion above, it is clear that the prophets opposing Jeremiah are
blamed for deceiving the people of Judah by pretending that what they proclaim,
they have received by means of a vision. According to Jeremiah 23:16, this is not
true, Yahweh is not the source of the revelation.

The last part of clause 16d, reads that what these prophets have spoken does
not come from Yahweh (literally not from Yahweh’s mouth). The clarifying words
“not from the mouth of Yahweh” make it clear that the prophets present selfinvented visions and not what they have received from Yahweh.

García-López (2001:497498) regards the saying the “mouth of Yahweh” (ִּמ ִּ ֵ֥פי

הוה
ָֽ ָׁ ְ )יas an anthropomorphistic expression. He states that it conveys the idea
figuratively of what is in or comes from the mouth of Yahweh. In this instance, in
23:16, it refers to what comes from the mouth of Yahweh. The noun belongs to
the field of communication and is linked to Yahweh, divine communication and
revelation. The noun linked to Yahweh is frequently used in prophetic texts and
shows the mediatory function of the prophets when speaking on behalf of
Yahweh. The legitimate prophets’ words are regarded as “an extension” of
Yahweh’s words. The phrase ‘from the mouth of Yahweh’ (הוָֽה
ָׁ ְ ) ִּמ ִּ ֵ֥פי יalso appears
in 2 Chronicles 36:12. In this passage it refers to the prophet Jeremiah who is
regarded as speaking on behalf of Yahweh.

What is communicated in Jeremiah 23:16d is that some prophets pretend to
speak revelations from Yahweh, but what they communicate does not correlate
with words originating from Yahweh.
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4.2.4.2 Verse 17
In clause 17a, it is said that these prophets keep on telling a group of people
what Yahweh has said. This group of people is named “those who despise
Yahweh.” To designate this group, the Piel participle masculine plural of the verb

 נאץis used. Semantically, this verb belongs to the field of verbs expressing
negative attitudes such as “to despise, reject, spurn, forsake, dishonour and
rebel.” Theologically, it belongs to the word field expressing actions and attitudes
showing disrespect and even disregard and contempt for Yahweh (cf. Ruppert
1998:119-120). Wildberger (1976:6) indicates that the “Pi. beschränkt die
Handlung auf die gesinnungmäβige Absicht” with Yahweh as object. The Piel
participle form of this verb only further appears in Numbers 14:23 and Isaiah
60:14. In Numbers 14:23, devastating consequences are announced for those
who act contemptuously towards Yahweh and his actions. The instance in Isaiah
60:14 does not concern Yahweh, but Zion.

In clause 17c, the phrase is used “you will have peace” (יִּהיֶׁ ה ָׁל ֶׁכם
ְ ) ָׁשלֹום. The
noun  ָׁשלֹוםhas a variety of meanings of which the most common is “peace.” A
dictionary (BDB)24 proposes the following meanings: completeness, soundness,
welfare and peace. The verb  היהused here indicates a “state” (being) of affairs.
The state of affairs for the people aimed at here will be  ָׁשלֹום. In the context of
verse 17, the clauses reveal a parallel structure, but also a chiastic pattern of
subject – verb (17c) over against the verb – subject (17e).
The parallel structure is the following:
For those who speak disrespectfully towards Yahweh … saying peace be
amongst them (17a-c)
For those who act with stubborn hearts … saying no calamity over them
(17d-e)

24

The Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew and English lexicon.
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The meaning of  ָׁשלֹוםin this regard, correlates with the absence of calamity. A
state of affairs with no disturbance is announced. The phrase  ָׁשלֹום יִּ ְהיֶׁ ה ָׁל ֶׁכםhas
a reassuring function in this context.

In clause 17d, the following expression is found: “all who go/act in the
stubbornness of their heart” ()ה ֵֹׁלְך ִּב ְש ִּר ִּ֤רּות ִּלבֹו. The meaning of the expression is
clear in that it implies that people follow their own minds irrespective of what
others say or expect of them. It means that people are single-minded. The noun
has a negative connotation. In the context of verse 17, 17d is structured in a
parallel fashion with 17a where reference is made to people who despise
Yahweh. Stubbornness of heart should therefore be understood in the sense of
disregarding or discounting Yahweh. Fabry & Van Meeteren (2006:484) regard
the expression “stubborn heart” as belonging to the “sphere of obstinacy
terminology.”
A search of the use of the noun  ְש ִּררּותin combination with the verb  הלךand the
noun  ֵׁלבhas shown that it is predominantly used in Jeremiah (3:17; 7:24; 9:13;
11:8; 13:10; 16:12; 18:12 and 23:17). It further appears in Deuteronomy 29:18
and Psalm 81:13. The frequent use of the combination of words resulted in it
being referred to as a “stubborn formula” (Fabry & Van Meeteren 2006:484). It is
interesting to note that in almost all the references mentioned, the context is that
of reaction against the worship of foreign gods and idols. There is a strong
resemblance in vocabulary between Deuteronomy 29:18 (19) and Jeremiah
23:17. In the Deuteronomy passage, it concerns the covenant and the breach of
it by the worship of idols.
The use of  ְש ִּררּותin Jeremiah 23:17, however, does not reveal any allusion to
the worship of foreign gods. In the context of verse 17, the stubbornness has
more to do with the prophets’ proclamation of  ָׁשלֹוםand the parallel proclamation
“that no harm/calamity” will happen to the people of Judah. It pertains to the
refusal by the people to accept the opposing view of Jeremiah to these prophetic
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announcements. It also concerns the denial of the imminent threat of judgement
proclaimed by Jeremiah. As mentioned, there is a strong resemblance in
vocabulary between Deuteronomy 29:18c (19) and Jeremiah 23:17. The
Deuteronomy passage deals with the breach of the covenant by acts of idol the
worship. Because of this, the threat of judgement is real. Similar to Jeremiah
23:17, there is a denial in Deuteronomy 29:19 of the resulting disaster as follows,
”There will be peace ( ) ָׁשלֹוםfor me, even though I follow the stubbornness
( ) ְש ִּררּותof my heart () ֵׁלב.” Although there are similarities, the contexts of the two
verses are quite different.

In clause 17e, the expression יכֶ֖ם ָׁר ָׁ ָֽעה
ֶׁ א־ת ֵ֥בֹוא ֲע ֵׁל
ָׁ ֹ  ָֽלis used. In this instance, it is
used with the negative particle expressing an event that will not take place in
future. As argued previously, it is said in the negative, but ties in with 17c, which
expresses positively that  ָׁשלֹוםshall prevail for the people. Both these clauses
deny that negative things await the people of Judah.

The combination of the verb  בואplus the preposition  ַעל/  ֶׁאלplus the noun ָׁר ָׁעה
belongs to the field of judgement expressions. The Qal form is used in Jeremiah
2:3; 5:12 and 23:17, but in the many other instances in Jeremiah, the verb is
Hiphil with the meaning of “to bring” (cf. 2:3; 6:19; 11:8; 11:11; 11:23; 17:18;
18:22; 19:3; 23:12; 35:17; 36:31; 49:37 and 51:64).

As discussed in the passage Jeremiah 23:9-15, the concept  ָׁר ָׁעהappears 787
times in the Old Testament. It is used in many contexts with meanings varying
from “bad,” “evil,” “wickedness” and “disaster.” It is used in Jeremiah no fewer
than 146 times. According to Dohmen (2004:567) Jeremiah’s many prophecies of
judgement and the Deuteronomistic redactional activity in the book are the cause
of this frequent use. In many instances, Jeremiah describes the actions of the
people of Judah as ( ָׁר ָׁעהsin, bad, evil or wickedness), which then results in
Yahweh responding in judgement also defined as ( ָׁר ָׁעהdisaster).
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In the context of 23:17,  ָׁר ָׁעהis in parallel use with  ָׁשלֹום, therefore, the meaning
should be the opposite of “peace/well-being” () ָׁשלֹום, in the field of words relating
to disaster or calamity. The fact that it is said that ( ָׁר ָׁעהdisaster) will not happen
to the people, implies that  ָׁשלֹוםshall be commonplace.
4.2.4.3 Verse 18
An interesting concept is used in Jeremiah 23:18a, namely the council/counsel
( )סֹודof Yahweh. This noun has several meanings related to the concepts of
“council” (assembly, meeting or a board) and also “counsel” (advice, direct or
recommend). In 23:18, the first field of meanings related to “council” applies
because  סֹודis used in combination with the verb  עמדand the preposition  ְב. The
council is further defined as the “council of Yahweh.” The question is who stood
in the assembly of Yahweh? It seems to refer to a place where Yahweh is
present.

The noun  סֹודappears in seven texts with different meanings: Psalms 25:14
(confidants of Yahweh), 55:15 (pleasant company or close company), 83:4
(conspiracy), Proverbs 11:11 (those who reveal secrets), 15:22 (lack of counsel),
20:19 (reveal secrets or gossip) and Jeremiah 6:11 (gathering place). The noun
with the particle preposition  ְבis used in Job 29:4 (council of Yahweh), Psalms
89:8 (council of the holy ones), 111:1 (company of the upright), Jeremiah 15:17
(company of merrymakers), 23:18 (council of Yahweh) and Ezekiel 13:9 (council
of my people). The noun  סֹודwith a third person singular suffix also occurs in
Proverbs 3:32 where it refers to the upright people who are in Yahweh's
confidence and Amos 3:7 where it pertains to the prophets with whom Yahweh
shares his secrets. Although the various contexts determine the meaning of the
noun סֹוד, it clearly refers to intimate groups who conspire or gossip or to people
who are in an intimate relationship with Yahweh, for instance, his prophets or the
upright or the holy ones.
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It seems from the context of Jeremiah 23:18, the various uses of the noun and
the discussion above, that  עמד בסוד יהוהalludes to both the concrete and
abstract way of referring to the privileged presence of Yahweh and the secret
communication of Yahweh’s plans and revelations to prophets. The  סודis where
Yahweh’s word ( ) ָׁד ָׁברis communicated. This implies that true prophets form part
of the ‘council’ where Yahweh communicates his word.

The Hiphil form of the verb  קשבis used in clause 18d in combination with the
noun  ָׁד ָׁבר. According to the dictionary (BDB), the Qal means “to attend, incline,”
and the Hiphil carries the meaning of “to give attention.” From the context, it
seems that the Hiphil of  קשבshould be understood in terms of showing
attentiveness to Yahweh’s word. The question is asked who have really showed
attentiveness to Yahweh’s word? The verb seems to belong to the field of words
expressing an active form of taking note of or actively paying attention to
something. As noticed in 18d, it regards taking active note of Yahweh’s word.
With regard to defining the meaning of  קשבHiphil, Mosis (2004:185) writes:
qšb means heightened alertness and attentiveness to something
impending, with the express intention of perceiving it completely and
comprehensively, being ready and willing to incorporate it into and allow it
to determine one’s conduct.
He has observed that there are only four cases where  קשבHiphil has a direct
object of which 23:18 is one. The other instances are Psalm 17:1; 61:2 and Job
13:16 (Mosis 2004:183).

In clause 18e, the verb  שמעQal is used. The straightforward meaning of the verb
is “to hear.” However, the use of the verb in the context linked to  קשבHiphil and
to the noun  ָׁד ָׁברmakes one assume that  שמעmeans more than just simply “to
hear.” The verb is frequently used in the Hebrew Bible and has a variety of
nuances of meaning related to the basic meaning “to hear.” This verb first and
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foremost belongs to the domain of verbs that have to do with sensory
perceptions, more specifically “the perception of audible signal” (Rϋterswörden
2006:258).

There are quite a number of instances where the verb  קשבHiphil is used
preceding or following the verb שמע. These instances are Job 33:31; Psalms
66:19 and 130:2; Song of Solomon 8:13; Jeremiah 8:6; 18:19; 23:18; Zechariah
7:11 and Malachi 3:16.

There are other instances where  שמעprecedes  קשבHiphil and they occur in Job
13:6; Psalms 19:17; 17:1; 61:1; Proverbs 4:1; 7:24; Isaiah 49:1; Jeremiah 6:10;
6:19; Daniel 9:19; Hosea 5:1; Micah 5:1 and Zechariah 1:4: In Isaiah 28:23 קשב
is preceded by שמע, but also followed by שמע.

Rϋterswörden continues by remarking that when  שמעis used with  ָׁד ָׁברas is the
case in 23:28, “then hearing becomes not the perception of sounds but the
recognition of words and their meaning; this recognition engenders a correct
relation to the words” (Rϋterswörden 2006:258). Therefore, it seems that the use
of  שמעin 23:18e, implies not only hearing Yahweh’s word, but responding to it in
obedience.

It can be concluded from verse 18 that the verbs ראה,  קשבand  שמעall belong to
the domain of words related to sensory aspects (cf. Mosis 2004:185). All these
verbs emphasise the totality of the sensory experience involved for the true
prophet in receiving the all-important words they have to communicate to the
people as spokespeople of Yahweh. The focus, however, is not only of the
receiving of the revelatory words from Yahweh, but also responding to these
words by obeying them.
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4.2.4.4 Verse 19
Clause 19a employs the Qal form of the verb יצא, a verb belonging to the field of
words indicating movement or motion. In this regard, movement away from
something or from a source. In this clause, it refers to the anger of Yahweh
metaphorically portrayed as a tempest or storm wind that has departed. It is
interesting to note that this verse appears in Jeremiah 30:23 with almost the
exact same wording, except for חֹולל
ֵׁ  וְ ַ ֶ֖ס ַער ִּמ ְתin 23:19, there is גֹורר
ֵׁ  ַ ֶ֖ס ַער ִּמ ְתin
30:23. The noun  ֵׁח ָׁמהbelongs to the field of words expressing emotions, in this
regard, a negative emotion of anger.

The verb  חולappears twice in clause 19b, firstly, in the Hithpolel participle form
taking the meaning of an adjective with the noun ( ַס ַערtempest) and secondly as
Qal imperfect. It seems that the basic meaning of this verb is “to dance” and
derived from the action of dancing the meaning “to swirl” (cf. Eising1980:260).
However, there are also two other spheres of meaning, namely, “to strike, fall
upon” and meanings related to the concept of “might” (Eising 1980:261). Eising
continues by discussing the metaphorical uses of the verb  חולin Jeremiah 23:17
and 30:23 and describes it as a whirlwind that “dances through the people as an
affliction.” The most suitable meaning of the use of  חולin the Qal in 19b seems to
be “swirling down” or even “burst upon” as the preposition indicates on/upon the
heads of the wicked.
4.2.4.5 Verse 20
The verb  שובQal (turn back, return) is used in 23:20 with הוה
ַ֔ ָׁ ְ ַאף־יas its subject.
This is a verb of movement or motion “to turn.” In this regard, with the negative
particle, it implies that the action will not take place. In the context of 23:19 and
23:20, it should be noted that the verb  שובis preceded in 19a by the verb יצא. In
23:19, the rage of Yahweh, depicted as a tempest or a whirlwind, went out
(erupted), was released ()יצא. In 23:20 now, in reference to 23:19, it is stated that
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the anger of Yahweh (הוה
ַ֔ ָׁ ְ ) ַאף־יwill not turn away from ()לֹא יָׁ שּוב, the people on
whom the rage of Yahweh was directed.

The expression הוה
ַ֔ ָׁ ְ ַאף־יappears 41 times in the Hebrew Bible, of which seven of
these appearances are in the book of Jeremiah (4:8; 12:13; 23:20; 25:37; 30:24
and 51:14). Of the uses in Jeremiah, three of them are in combination with the
negative particle before the verb ( שוב4:8; 23:20 and 30:24). In all the cases in
Jeremiah where הוה
ַ֔ ָׁ ְ ַאף־יappears, except in Jeremiah 23:20, it is used with the
noun ( ָׁחרֹוןanger) in construct form with הוה
ַ֔ ָׁ ְ ַאף־י, having the function of
intensifying the anger (burning anger of Yahweh).

The noun  ַאףhas a variety of possible meanings such as nose, face and also
anger. First and foremost, it refers to the human body, primarily to the nose and
evolving from that, the face. It is even used as a reference to the body of a
person (Sauer 1971b:222; Van Groningen 1980:58). More often however it is
used to refer to the anger of people and of Yahweh. Van Groningen notes that ַאף
“gives specific emphasis to the emotional aspect of anger and wrath, whereas its
synonyms and terms related to them give particular expression to other aspects”
(Van Groningen 1980:58). Sauer (1971b:223) expresses the idea that a further
development of the concrete reference to the nose has occurred with reference to
the nostrils displaying the emotional state of a person when angry.

In sum, in the context of Jeremiah 23:20,  ַאףbelongs to the field of words
expressing negative emotions. In 20a, it is indicated that the anger of Yahweh will
not subside until certain conditions or goals have been met.

The Hiphil infinitive construct of the verb  קוםis used in the second of the nominal
constructions of clause 20a. This verb in all its verbal formations, is certainly one
of the most used verbs with many applications and meanings. This becomes
evident from the valiant effort made by Gamberoni (2003:598-612) to categorise
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the various fields of meaning of קום. He does not attempt to categorise Jeremiah
23:20, but the use of  קוםin the context of 20a, would perhaps best fall under the
main word field of Thought and Will. Under this main category, he has a
subcategory God’s Decisions. (Gamberoni 2003:589).

In 20a, both verbs  עשהand  קוםfollow on the temporal preposition ( ַעדuntil). Both
these nominal constructions state that the announced situation (anger of
Yahweh) will not come to an end until a certain requirement is met. Both verbs
have the expression “the intents/ purposes/ deliberations” of Yahweh () ְמזִּ מֹות ִּלבֹו
as object. Yahweh has set his mind on certain matters and until those are
executed ( עשהQal inf) and accomplished (established- קוםHiphil inf), the
condition of the judgement depicted will not cease. The bone of contention here
between the prophets is the word of Yahweh (23:18- ת־ד ָׁברֹו
ְ ) ֶׁא.

In clause 20b, the expression יָׁמים
ִּ  ְב ַא ֲח ִּרית ַהis used. This expression should be
understood in the field of words expressing time. In the context of the conflict
between the prophets whether prophecies of peace or judgement should be
accepted (cf. 23:16-17) and the Babylonian threat, a suitable understanding of
the expression would be “in the after days,” meaning in the time to come, in the
future. If the exile is in mind, then it would mean that Yahweh’s anger will be
displayed by allowing the exile to take place. When that happens in the future,
the people will understand what Yahweh’s rage wrath entailed. The expression,

יָׁמים
ִּ  ְב ַא ֲח ִּרית ַה, can mean the end times, but I agree with Seebass (1973:211)
that “time to come” (the latter days) is a better understanding of the expression
rather than an eschatological interpretation of the expression. It is said in future
days, when Yahweh’s wrath has achieved its intended purpose, the people will
have a clear understanding (Hithpolel of  ביןwith the noun  ) ִּבינָׁ הwhat was meant
when the prophet announced the judgement of Yahweh’s anger (23:19-20; cf.
Ringgren 1975:104).
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4.2.4.6 Verse 21
The verb  שלחQal in clause 21a, is first of all, a verb indicating motion and
belongs to the field of words used to describe movements. In this context, it does
not only refer to a movement away (cf. Delcor & Jenni 1976:911), but has the
meaning of being set in motion by a subject, in this instance, Yahweh. Hossfeld &
Van der Velden (2006:59) signify that the basic semantic meaning of this verb is
“set someone or something in motion toward a goal.” With regard to the prophets
as messengers of Yahweh, it also implies authentication to embark on the
mission of mediating Yahweh’s word. The negative particle in 23:21a, however,
means no authentication is rendered to embark on the mission.

Clause 21b states that despite the fact that there is no command to embark on
the mission (not been send), some action did take place. The verb (  רוץQal) is
used to describe this action. This verb also belongs to the field of words
expressing movement. The dictionary (BDB) meaning for this verb is “to run.”
Maiberger (2004:416) notes, “In Hebrew, rûṣ denotes rapid, purposeful running
with an urgent motivation (“run, hasten, charge”).” There are many usages for this
verb in the Hebrew Bible, but in the context of issues surrounding prophets, the
running has to do with carrying a message from Yahweh to the people (cf.
Maiberger 2004:418).
4.2.4.7 Verse 22
In clause 22c, the Hiphil form of the verb  שובis employed. As previously
discussed,  שובis a verb of motion with the basic meaning of “to turn.” In the
Hiphil, it has the meaning of “to cause to return” or “to bring back” (Koehler &
Baumgartner 2001b:1432). In some cases, it has the meaning of “to bring back”
in the sense of convert when used with the preposition ( ִּמןKoehler &
Baumgartner 2001b:1433). This is the case in 23:22c, where it is followed by the
words יהם
ֶׁ ּומר ַֹע ַמ ַע ְל ֵׁל
ֵׁ  ִּמ ַד ְר ָׁכם ָׁה ָׁרע. The preposition  ִּמןis used twice in this
combination of words with both the noun  ֶׁד ֶׁרְךand the adjective  ַרע. The noun ֶׁד ֶׁרְך
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literally means “way” or “road,” but it is also used metaphorically to refer to a
person’s conduct. The adjective  ַרעhas many nuanced applications that are
related to the meaning “wicked” or “evil.” Koehler & Baumgartner (2001b:1250)
categorise the use of this adjective with the noun  ֶׁד ֶׁרְךunder the uses with the
meaning “of an evil disposition, wicked, morally depraved and reprobate.”

The expression יהם
ֶׁ  ר ַֹע ַמ ַע ְל ֵׁלin 23:22c also appears in Jeremiah 21:12; 26:3 and
Hosea 9:15. In their overview of the occurrences of the noun ר ַֹע, Koehler &
Baumgartner (2001b:1256) place it under the category of words in the range of
meanings of “corruption, vice and evil.”

In Jeremiah 23:22, the noun  ר ַֹעin

construct with the noun  ַמ ֲע ָׁללhas the function of an adjective and as discussed,

 ר ַֹעgoverns the expression resulting in the meaning of “evil deeds/doings” (cf.
Gesenius et. al. 1910:§132c).

In sum, in 23:22c, the conduct ( ) ֶׁד ֶׁרְךof the people is defined by the adjective ַרע
as bad or wicked, therefore, misconduct seems to be a suitable term to describe
their conduct. It is also said that their deeds are evil and of a malicious and
corrupt nature. There are clearly moral overtones reflected by the use in 23:22c
of the adjectives  ַרעand ( ר ַֹעnoun as adjective).

In the next section some redaction-critical observations will be dealt with.

4.3 REDACTION-CRITICAL OBSERVATIONS
It is not disputed much nowadays that the book of Jeremiah reveals redactional
reworking and that the traditionists who preserved the Jeremiah oracles
determined the format of the book we have today (cf. Carroll 2008:196-202;
Gerstenberger 2011:336). Entertaining the redactional activities involved in the
formation of the Jeremiah text as we have it in the MT or any other version of the
text, is an extremely complex issue (cf. Schmid 2012:126-130; 169-176 and 205206).
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The view that Jeremiah 23:16-22 is regarded as a highly edited unit is also
shared by Lange (2002:131). According to Carroll (1986:459), there is a
Deuteronomistically shaped statement in 23:17-18, a floating oracle in verses 1920 and a wisdom saying about the council of Yahweh in verse 18. Hermisson
(1995:125-130), argues for several Deuteronomistic editorial traces in the text,
but the traces are too vague for any attribution to specific editors such as the
Deuteronomistic editors (cf. Thiel 1973:250–252).
It is undeniable that there are elements that seem to be out of place or are later
additions. I am less enthusiastic that the hunt for the smallest of smallest
redactional activity contributes in any way to the understanding the text at hand.
The bigger question is whether the text as it is, makes sense from the
perspective of syntax and is supported by a semantic investigation. There is no
consensus amongst scholars as to what is “original” and what additions are
“secondary.” If additions are accepted, the question remains when were these
additions made and what motivated them? Having said this, the intention is not to
state that the scrutiny of the text is unnecessary, but with so many conflicting
views and proposals, the main question whether the text makes sense should be
the deciding factor. With that said, a look into some of the issues raised by
scholars about the unity and composition of 23:16-22 will be presented.

It seems that the most often discussed issues with regard to the text are the
relation of verse 18 to verse 22 and the presence of 23:19-20 in its present
context due to the fact that an almost similarly worded passage is found in
Jeremiah 30:23 and 24.

Some scholars doubt the authenticity of 23:18 and regard it as a development
from 23:22 (cf. Rudolph 1968:152). Carroll (1986:459) follows Volz in regarding
this verse as a wisdom saying similar to Job 15:8. They interpret verse 18, which
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is a rhetorical question, to have the answer that no one stood in the “council of
Yahweh.” This is then seen to be in contradiction with verse 22 and deemed a
gloss. However, the rhetorical question can also imply that some did stand in the
“council” and did receive words from Yahweh, but the so-called false prophets
are regarded as not having received words from Yahweh in his council. Lundbom
(2004:195) also regards verse 18 as a rhetorical question, but not with the
answer “no.” He argues that it supposes that Jeremiah as a true prophet did
stand in the “council of Yahweh.” Some regard verse 18 as prose and therefore
disturbs the poetic nature of the passage. It is, therefore, regarded as secondary
(cf. McKane 1986:578).

However, it is possible to regard Jeremiah 23:18 as a more general statement
that emphasises that a prophet who was privy to the “council of Yahweh” would
have known that in the current context of Jeremiah, optimistic preaching is false
and that judgement is imminent (cf. Jr 23:19-20).

There is also debate about the inclusion of Jeremiah 23:19-20 in the context of
the passage. These two verses (19-20) were most probably floating verses that
might have had another context (cf. Jr 30:23–24, a duplicate of these two verses)
or contexts before being placed in their current location. As McKane (1986:579)
has indicated, scholars differ as to whether these two verses in fact belong here
(Rudolph 1968:151–152), or whether they fit better in the context of Jeremiah
30:23–24 (Duhm 1901:186) or neither of the two (Thiel 1973:251).

It is argued by some that 23:19-20 should be regarded as a later addition due to
redactional activity of the text of Jeremiah in the exilic or post-exilic period by the
Jeremiah tradition (Carroll 1981:169). This tradition supported the theology of
Deuteronomy that departs from the view that punishment follows disloyalty and
disobedience (cf. Dt 29:18-19 in the MT). It is possible that the editors felt that
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after the reprimand in 23:16-17, the consequences of the disobedience and
stubbornness validate the judgement announcement of 23:19-20.

The issues raised by scholars are valid, but the almost cynical rational dissecting
of the text does not make the interpretation of the text a sensible endeavour. The
point of departure should be that the text as it is preserved in the Masoretic
tradition did communicate sensibly to a reader audience. The integrity of the text
should be respected. Only as a last option and with good reason should the text
be amended if there is uncertainty or if it is unclear of what it wants to
communicate.

In the next section, Jeremiah 23:16-22 will be analysed, informed by the findings
in the foregoing sections on the text-syntax and the text-semantics and concept
studies. Information from secondary sources will also be entertained.

4.4 LITERARY ANALYSIS AND SOCIO-RHETORIC STUDY
In the section on the structure of Jeremiah 23:16-22 it was suggested that it
consists of two main sections, namely, verses 16–17 and verses 18–22
(Lundbom 2004:189–193; Allen 2008:266). There is support for this division by
the fact that there is a setuma at the end of verse 18. Brueggemann (1998:211212) differs and regards verse 18 as part of 18-22. This is done because of the
mention of the council of Yahweh in verse 22. However, verse 18 seems to be a
more general statement (cf. Carroll 1986:459; also Schmidt 2013:45), linking both
backwards (cf. – ִּכיFischer 2005:695) and forwards (verse 22) and would,
therefore, be considered separately. In the ensuing discussion, the following subdivisions will serve as the structure for the discussion: 23:16-17; 18; 19-20 and
21-22.

This passage has a double focus: On the one hand, the people are warned
against entertaining the visions of false prophets and it is also spelled out what
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the consequences will be if they reject the warning. On the other hand, some
prophets, most probably the Jerusalem prophets, are exposed as frauds. Craigie
et al. (1991:70) argue that the primary focus is on the people and they are correct
in that the people are addressed and not the prophets. However, Jeremiah 23:1622 forms part of the collection of oracles regarding the prophets, which squarely
places the focus on the prophets. It needs to be pointed out that the two foci are
so intertwined and impact each other that they deserve equal attention. In
addressing the people, we become aware of Jeremiah’s concern and conflict with
these prophets. These Jerusalem prophets belonged to the establishment in the
Jerusalem society (Brueggemann 1998:211). It should again be mentioned that
the perspective the Jeremiah text-tradition offers is done from the vantage point
that favours Jeremiah. The text presents a one-sided view from the perspective
of Jeremiah. The various sections of the passage will be discussed in the next
section.
4.4.1 Jeremiah 23:16-17
Jeremiah 23:16 is introduced by the messenger formula (ֹה־א ַמר יְ הוָׁ ה ְצ ָׁבאֹות
ָׁ )כ,25
introducing the new section. In the discussion in 3.2.4.7 the point was argued
that the title  ְצ ָׁבאֹותwhich expands the messenger formula could be related to the
Jerusalem cultic context and the Jerusalem theology. If the relation with the
Jerusalem cult is accepted, then it would explain the use of ֹה־א ַמר יְ הוָׁ ה ְצ ָׁבאֹות
ָׁ כ
and not only ֹה־א ַמר יְ הוָׁ ה
ָׁ כ. Besides that fact that the extended form of the
messenger formula is characteristic in the book of Jeremiah, it seems fitting here
in the context of 23:16-22 where the issue of the royal-Zion theology is of
concern.

The messenger formula is then followed by a command from Yahweh to the
people not to listen26 to the words of the prophets. The reason given for this is
25

Jr 6:6, 9; 7:3, 21; 9:6, 14, 16; 11:22; 16:9; 19:3, 11, 15; 23:15; 25:8, 27, 32; 26:18; 27:4, 19, 21;
28:2, 14; 29:4, 8, 17, 21, 25; 31:23; 32:14; 33:12; 35:13, 18; 39:16; 42:15, 18; 43:10; 44:2, 11, 25;
48:1; 49:7, 35; 50:18, 33; 51:33, 58.
26
2 Kgs 18:31; Isa 36:16; Jr 23:16; 27:9, 16f.
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that these so-called prophets deceive the people ( הבלHiphil participle). They
offer the people empty words and in the process, delude them (cf. Craigie et
al.1991:343). This they do by speaking of visions originating in their own minds,
an idiomatic expression indicating that such a vision is deceitful (literally “from
their own hearts” ) ֲחזֹון ִּל ָׁבם.27 In the MT, this expression is fronted to emphasise
that the visions the opposing prophets speak are mere fabrications and are
therefore, deceitful. To make the point even stronger, Jeremiah in 16d, states that
28

these visions did not come from the mouth of Yahweh ()לֹא ִּמ ִּפי יְ הוָׁ ה.

This

implies that they did not receive what they speak from Yahweh. This implies that
these prophets do not speak on behalf of Yahweh.

The direct speech by Yahweh (the prophet says Yahweh says) continues in
clause 17a with the theme of the falseness of these prophets. It is said that these
rival prophets keep on presenting ( )א ְֹמ ִּרים ָׁאמֹורoptimistic oracles to people who
act disrespectfully towards Yahweh () ִּל ְמנַ ֲא ַצי. The negative attitude of the people
boils down to disregard and even contempt for Yahweh (cf. Ruppert 1998:11120). In clause17b, the prophets announce what Yahweh supposedly has said.
This is, therefore, a case of direct speech within a direct speech. Clause 17c is
the quotation of what they assert Yahweh has said: Yahweh promises peace to
these people () ָׁשלֹום יִּ ְהיֶׁ ה ָׁל ֶׁכם. The keyword of the promise is  ָׁשלֹום. The
addressees to whom the opposing prophets are speaking are described in 17d as
people whose conduct can be typified as stubborn ()וְ כֹל ה ֵֹׁלְך ִּב ְש ִּררּות ִּלבֹו. What it
means is that these people refuse to accept Jeremiah’s view, which is in
opposition with those of the prophets under discussion in this passage. They
refuse to entertain the idea of the imminent threat of judgement about which
Jeremiah is warning them.

27

Jeremiah only twice refers to ‘visions’ with regard to prophets, and in both instances the
connotation is negative (cf. Jr 14:14; 23:16, 17; cf. Auld 1996:31).
28
The phrase ‘from the mouth of Yahweh’ appears only in 2 Chr 36:12 and Jr 23:16 – in both
instances, there is reference to Jeremiah as true prophet.
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In a second direct quotation in 17e, the prophets assure those who continue in
the stubbornness of their hearts29 that Yahweh assures them that no calamity
( ) ָׁר ָׁעהwill befall them. Especially in the book of Jeremiah, the noun  ָׁר ָׁעהis linked
to the consequences of judgement. It is interesting to note that the word  ָׁר ָׁעהis
used in verses 10, 11, 12, 14 and 17. In verse 22 the related adjective  ַרעand the
noun  ר ַֹעis used. This clearly indicates that in 23:9-15 the concern of Jeremiah is
on the morally wrong conduct of the prophets, whilst the use of the term in verse
17 concern the content of the disputed messages of the Jerusalem prophets. The
meaning of  ָׁר ָׁעהin the context of verse 17 is therefore calamity or disaster. The
uses of the adjective  ַרעand the noun  ר ַֹעcorrespond with the moral meaning of
wrongdoing as in 23:9-15, but in reference to the conduct of the people and not
the prophets.

By means of the parallelism in verse 17, the author of Jeremiah emphasises the
discrepancy between the two components in each of these sentences. Even
though the people despise Yahweh, all will be well with them and even though
they disregard Yahweh’s prescripts and do as they like, there will be no negative
consequences. The parallelism also enhances the same idea stylistically that no
disturbance will occur (peace = no calamity).

Jeremiah 23:16-17 contains an admonition from Yahweh to the people of the
Judean society not to listen to certain prophets. At this stage, it is an unidentified
group of prophets that should not be trusted. It should be noted that although
they are not explicitly identified, the noun “prophet” has a definite article ()הנְ ִּב ִּאים,
suggesting that the addressees knew who they were. According to McKane
(1986:579), the reference is to the Jerusalem prophets who were closely related
to the temple and the political establishment. Jones (1992:309) refers to these
prophets as institutional prophets. They were known for their optimistic
proclamation and support of royal-Zion theology. The reason given why the
29

Cf. Dt 29:18; Jr 7:24; 13:10; 23:17.
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people should not listen to these prophets is that they deceive the people. Their
deception is qualified in that prophets should only speak that which comes from
the “mouth of Yahweh.” Prophetic proclamation originating in the minds (literally
“hearts”) of prophets is nothing less than deception. According to verse 16, these
prophets have visions that they convey to the people orally, but these visions are
fabricated and therefore, fictitious. Instead of warning the Judean people of the
consequences of their covenantal disobedience, they deceive them with untruths.
They delude the people by proclaiming messages that lack ethical content
(Stulman 2005:216).

Verse 17 is a key in terms of what these Jerusalem prophets proclaim. The
rhetoric employed in this verse is fascinating. In the divine speech, the people
these prophets address are labelled as “those who despise Yahweh” or, if the
Septuagint is followed “those who despise the word of Yahweh.” The addressees
are also characterised in a parallel composition as “stubborn people” people
following their own minds. Jeremiah, as the mouthpiece of Yahweh, announces
that these prophets declare that Yahweh proclaims “it will be well with you”
() ָׁשלֹום. They also say, quoting Yahweh, that they can have the assurance that
“no calamity will befall you” (cf. Collins 2004:340).

Allen (2008:266) points out that there is a “glaring gap between the audience’s
lifestyle

and

the

reassuring messages they (prophets) provide.

Moral

discrimination is given no role in determining who should receive predictions of
šālôm, “peace,” and denials of rā‘â, “a bad fate”.” As religious leaders in the
society, prophets are supposed to safeguard the moral integrity of the society.
They have to promote the ethical obligations required of Yahweh’s covenant
people.

The accusation that Jeremiah raised against the prophets has a condemning
tone. How is it possible for these Jerusalem prophets to announce a state of
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wellness for the people of Judah whilst their actions and conduct show nothing
less than despise for Yahweh? How can they say to people who stubbornly
refuse to obey Yahweh’s word and follow their own minds that no calamity will
befall them? Do they not know that disloyalty and disobedience to Yahweh will
affect judgement? Jeremiah admonished the people not to listen to these
prophets, because in his view, they are proclaiming false messages. By doing so,
Jeremiah doubts the authenticity of the messages they proclaim to the people (cf.
Allen 2008:266).

The question would be: why are these prophets regarded as false prophets,
prophets not to be listened to? Jeremiah regards them as false because they
delude the people with false message of comfort and denial of the reality of
Yahweh’s judgement on disloyalty and disobedience. The answer also lies in the
fact that Jeremiah prophesied doom to the kings, leaders and people of Judah in
these latter days of the existence of the monarchy in Jerusalem (cf. Schmidt
2013:44). It is quite clear from the book of Jeremiah that the country and the
leadership, in particular, were disloyal to Yahweh and that they had violated the
covenant stipulations. Verse 17 alludes to the underlying royal-Zion ideology, with
its false sense of security and peace (cf. Thompson 1980:498-499). Stulman
(2005:216) comments that these prophets’ “vision of the future is one of
complacency and unabashed nationalism.”
4.4.2 Jeremiah 23:18
Jeremiah 23:18 is regarded by commentators as the first verse of the new section
23:18–22 (cf. Stulman 2005:215–217). The link between verse 18 and the next
verses is made by means of the “council” motif (cf. verses 18 and 22). As
indicated, Lundbom (2004:193) regards verses 18 and 21-22 as a “self-standing”
poem, an indictment speech. Another self-standing poem (verses 19–20), a
judgement oracle, was inserted between verses 18 and 21–22. For the purpose
of the discussion, verse 18 will be discussed separately.
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Clause 18a, which is a verbal clause, is introduced by  ִּכיi (but) as an adversative.
This implies that in contrast to those who claim to have visions from Yahweh, the
question is: who stood in the council of Yahweh? The question of what “council”
means is not that easy to determine. From the discussion on the meaning of
words in the context of this passage and in this regard,  סודin verse 18, it seems
that  עמד בסוד יהוהalludes to both the concrete and abstract way of referring to
the privileged presence of Yahweh and the secret communication of Yahweh’s
plans and revelations to prophets. The  סודis where Yahweh’s word ( ) ָׁד ָׁברis
communicated. This implies that true prophets form part of the “council” where
Yahweh communicates his word. The idea of a council seems to indicate “the
circle of those who are privy to the deep purposes of Yahweh and are in his
confidence” (Thompson 1980:497). To be in the “council of Yahweh” seems in
the current context of dispute with opposing prophets to emphasise a prophet’s
authority as true prophet (cf. Lalleman–de Winkel 2000:75).

The reference to the “council” is followed by verbs emphasising the use of all the
senses necessary to acquire the word of Yahweh. These verbs are “see” ( )ראהin
18b and “hear” ( )שמעthe word of Yahweh (18c). It is, furthermore, followed in
18d by the verbs “pay attention” and “listen”- whoever paid attention to (ִּמי־

 ) ִּה ְק ִּשיבand listened to ( )שמעhis word ()> ְד ָׁברֹו. Attentive listening ( קשבHiphil)
implies an alertness to listen ( )שמעattentively and an attitude to respond
positively to what was heard (cf. Mosis 2004:185). In this regard, it concerns
alertness to and attentive listening to Yahweh’s word, but also adhering to the
word (cf. Rϋterswörden 2006:258). Verse 18e ends with a waw ( ַ )וconsecutive
linked to a Qal imperfect third person masculine singular form of the verb “to
hear,” emphasising that the person really heard Yahweh's word (Lundbom
2004:196–197). In the Masoretic text, a setuma appears at the end of verse 18.
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Scholars (cf. Thompson 1980:497-498; Fretheim 2002:336; Lundbom 2004:195196) agree that the concept of a “divine council” embodies the idea of closeness
and intimacy to Yahweh. This concept is thus understood in the metaphorical
sense of the word. However, Jindo (2010:77-82) has a different view and
approaches the use of the concept of a “divine council” from a cognitive-linguistic
point of departure. If he is understood correctly, he regards the concept with
regard to expressing a situation, whereby a prophet experienced being present in
the council of Yahweh as a reality (Jindo 2010:77). A prophet's claim to be
standing in Yahweh's presence, seeing and hearing what happens in the divine
council, involves much more than a metaphorical expression of closeness or
intimacy, but a real experience of being part of Yahweh’s council. A prophet who
is privy to the divine council, therefore, receives his or her appointment and also
the message to convey to Yahweh's people. According to this view, then, the
implication is a real experience of being in Yahweh's presence and receiving his
authentic word. Perhaps the best understanding of this concept is to regard the
prophet's experience of being in the “council of Yahweh” as a special sensing,
experienced as a real encounter with Yahweh, of Yahweh's secret knowledge or
plan regarding his word.

White (2014:175) has indicated that the use of the motif “council of Yahweh” in
Jeremiah is very rare and can, therefore, not be regarded as a general criterion
for a true prophecy. In the case of Jeremiah 23:16-22, however, it is used to
question the authenticity of some prophets in Jerusalem (cf. Diamond 2003:575).
They proclaim false messages under the pretence that it is the word of Yahweh,
but if they had had access to the source of true prophecy (Yahweh’s council),
their message to the people would have reflected it (cf. Brueggemann 1998:212;
also, Fretheim 2002:336-337).

There is an important point to note at this stage. However real the experience of
Jeremiah of his participation in the divine council as a “true prophet” might have
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been, for the other prophets and especially, the people, it remained only a claim.
In fact, his claim alone is not enough proof. Indisputably, the claim alone that the
sensing of Yahweh's will is real, is not enough to prove that it is indeed the case.
Instead, the power of the word to convince people to respond positively to that
word and the fulfilment of the word are of real importance. Diamond (2003:575)
renders support to the view expressed here by saying: “Authentic oracular
speech, Yahweh’s utterance, distinguishes itself qualitatively in its effective
power.” From a hindsight perspective, the tradition has vindicated the truth of
Jeremiah’s judgement proclamation and by the same token, the falseness of the
prophecies pronounced by the Jerusalem prophets. History as interpreted by the
Jeremiah tradition has assessed the rival prophets of Jerusalem to be failed
leaders.
4.4.3 Jeremiah 23:19-20
The next two verses, namely, 19-20, belong together. Clause 19a30 is introduced
by  ִּהנֵׁ הi, calling attention to observing how the stormwind is raging. Attention is
focussed on the anger of Yahweh, which will rage like a gale (); ְס ָׁע ָׁרה. The placing
of the noun ‘”stormwind” upfront in the clause underscores its importance in this
verse. The image of the stormwind is related in the clause to the anger of
Yahweh. The construct form ( ) ַס ֲע ַרתis used to do so as well as placing  ֵׁח ָׁמה,
which is a noun expression a negative emotion, in apposition to the proper noun,
Yahweh.

In clause 19b, the noun  ַס ַערis again in the fronted position for the purpose of
focus. The Hithpolel participle form of  חולfunctioning as an adjective, describes
the tempest as a swirling tempest. The clause states that this whirling hurricane
will swirl down ( חולQal) or in other words, will burst upon the heads of the wicked
()> ְר ָׁש ִּעים. The use of the verb in 23:19 is metaphorical and shows the severity of
Yahweh’s anger that will befall the people (cf. Eising 1980:261). Schmidt

30

This entire sentence is repeated in Jr 30:23.
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(2013:45) regards the “storm” as an image of judgement about to transpire in
future. Importantly, the wordplay between the noun  חולand the verb  חולshould
not go unnoticed.

In verse 20,31 the “gale of Yahweh” mentioned in verse 19 is clarified as referring
to his anger (Schreiner 1981:140). In clause 20a, the anger of Yahweh (ַאף־

הוה
ַ֔ ָׁ ְ)י32 is personified as the verb indicates the action it (the anger of Yahweh) will
take is not to turn back ()שוב. The noun  ַאףexpresses the emotional aspect of
anger, in 23:20a, a negative emotion (cf. Van Groningen (1980:58). Note that in
19a, the rage of Yahweh erupted (went out- )יצא, now in 20a, it is stated that his
anger shall not return (שּוב
ּ֙ ָׁ) ִּ֤ל ֹא י.

The nominal construct in 20a asserts that his anger will not subside until he has
done (‘executed – )עשהand accomplished what he intended or planned to do
(literally, “the deliberation of his heart”). The verb  קוםhas many uses, but it
seems in the context here that it means “to accomplish” the decisions on which
Yahweh has set his mind (his intentions-  ; ְמזִּ מֹות ִּלבֹוcf. Gamberoni 2003:589).
The implication is that Yahweh has decided on judgement and it will happen.

The sentence ends in 20b with an affirmation that ultimately (literally, “in the end
of days”- יָׁמים
ִּ  ); ְב ַא ֲח ִּרית ַהwhen they will clearly understand what has happened.
There seems to be an eschatological tendency in many of the occurrences where
this expression is used: Dt 4:30; 31:29; Isa 2:2; Jr 30:24; 48:47; 49:39; Ezek
38:16; Dan 10:14; Hos 3:5; Mi 4:1. In the context of Jeremiah 23:20, an
eschatological meaning does not seem fitting. Carroll (460–461) is, therefore,
correct in not regarding Jeremiah 23:20 as eschatological, but instead, that it
refers to an event in the near future that will affect the existence of the Judeans.
Seebass (1973:211) regards it to mean “in time to come.” Both Thompson
31

This entire sentence is repeated in Jr 30:24.

32

The expression הוה
ַָׁ֔ ְ ַאף־יappears in Jr 4:8; 12:13; 23:20; 25:37; 30:24 and 51:14.
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(1980:498) and Huey (1993:216) view the expression in this context to simply
mean “afterwards.” When the judgement of Yahweh is fulfilled, then this “time”
has come. The people will then have a clear understanding (Hithpolel of  ביןwith
the noun  ) ִּבינָׁ הof what the word of judgement in 23:19-20 entailed.

As discussed under the heading on the redaction of Jeremiah 23:16-22, 23:19-20
were most probably floating verses that might have had another context (cf. Jr
30:23–24, a duplicate of these two verses) or contexts before being placed in
their current location. As McKane (1986:579) has indicated, scholars differ as to
whether these two verses belong here (Rudolph 1968:151–152), or whether they
fit better within the context of Jeremiah 30:23–24 (Duhm 1901:186) or neither of
the two (Thiel 1973:251). Be that as it may, Jeremiah 23:9-40 does provide a
context for these verses in their current location: the wicked are the false
prophets and those whom they have misled by faking the truth. Yahweh’s
judgement will descend upon them like a mighty storm of fierce and swirling
winds.

As indicated, 23:19–20 are similar to Jeremiah 30:23–24. It is difficult to
determine the original context of these two verses, but in their current context,
they serve to express Yahweh’s reaction to the pretence and falseness of the
prophets misleading his people. The  ִּהנֵׁ הhas the function of demanding that
attention be paid to Yahweh’s response to the stated deceit. Yahweh will not
tolerate this falseness, and his rage will cause the “wicked,” as they are
described, to experience something similar to the destructive effect of a hurricane
on people and their environment. The storm imagery is to be found in Jeremiah
4:11–12; 13:24; 18:17 and 25:32. Fretheim (2002:337) expresses the view that
this imagery comes from the theophanies, where God is portrayed as a warrior
who acts against the wicked enemies.
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It should be stated in all fairness that these prophets did not act falsely or
deceitfully deliberately – this is probably the judgement of the author of the text.
In their own minds, they regarded what they had to say as true as any oracle
emanating from a prophet claiming to speak on Yahweh’s behalf. In this regard,
McKane (1986:578) comments: “They are not guilty of a calculated deceit, but
they are deluded, for they equate the vividness and strength of their own insights
and visions with the word of Yahweh.” From the perspective of the tradition that
had to deal with the reality of the exile, there is no other judgement possible than
to regard these establishment prophets as false prophets. The Jeremiah tradition
has assessed them as leaders who have failed the people by deceiving them with
optimistic messages detached from reality.

Verse 20 defines this rage as the wrath of Yahweh. Yahweh, according to this
verse, has a specific intention with the expression of his wrath and wants to
accomplish something through it. Therefore, Yahweh will continue to show his
wrath until He has achieved what he had set out to do. This probably refers to the
punishment of his people by allowing the Babylonian enemy to take them into
exile (cf. McKane 1986:582). It includes the invasion of Jerusalem, the destruction of the temple and the fall of the Judean kingship. The sentence “In the
latter days you will understand it clearly” is a futuristic and not an eschatological
expression (cf. Rudolph 1968:153; Weiser 1969: 206; Jones 1992:310). It means
in this context that one day when the people experience something related to
Yahweh’s anger, they will realise that this was he was referring to. This was most
probably realised when they were struck by the traumatic Babylonian invasion of
Jerusalem and the ensuing deportation of people into exile. If one is to follow
Weiser (1969: 206), then verse 20 is not aimed at the  ָׁשלֹוםprophets, but the
people of Judah, who could not discern whom to believe, the  ָׁשלֹוםprophets or
those proclaiming the word of Yahweh like Jeremiah. However, it is not necessary to exclude either of the two parties. At the moment, everything seems vague
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and unrealistic, but the day of understanding will come for both these prophets
and the people of Judah.
4.4.4 Jeremiah 23:21-22
In the next two verses (23:21–22), presumably Yahweh is again speaking in the
first person singular about the “false prophets” acting as his messengers.
According to 21a, Yahweh says he did not send (א־ש ַל ְח ִּתי
ָׁ ֹ  ){לthese prophets. In
the context of speaking about prophets, the verb does not only concern the
moving out on a mission or with a purpose, but it also implies authentication to
serve as a mediator between Yahweh and people (cf. Hossfeld and Van der
Velden 2006:59).

Clause 21b announces that despite the fact that the prophets were not sent out,
yet they ran ()>וְ ֵׁהם ָׁרצּו. Maiberger (2004:416) argues that the verb expresses
rapid purposeful and urgent movement (cf. also Holladay 1986:637). The purpose
of the eager running in 23:21 is to convey a message from Yahweh to the people.
Furthermore, it is said that Yahweh did not speak to them (א־ד ַב ְר ִּתי
ִּ ֹ  ל-21c), yet
they prophesied ( נִּ ָׁבאּו וְ ֵׁהם-21d). In both 21b and 21d, the waw ( ְ )>וcopulative
indicates antithesis (yet). It is important to take note of the structuring of verse 21.
Clauses 21a and b have a similar structure as 21c and d. Two negatives
(Yahweh did not send them and did not speak to them) are followed by two
antithetical sentences (introduced by ְ)>ו, indicating that the opposite action took
place (yet they ran and yet they prophesied). Stylistically the four clauses form a
synonymous parallelism (a b a b). By means of the parallel structure  שלחand

 דברPiel are matched and  רּוץand  נבאNiphal. All four of these verbs form part of
the calling of a true prophet. In this regard, where it concerns the false prophets,
these actions are seen in a negative light. A true prophet is sent and spoken to by
Yahweh (receives messages from Yahweh), undertakes a mission with
eagerness and prophesies. Craigie et al. (1991:344) agree that these verbs in
23:21 articulate the function of a prophet.
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Verse 22 commences with two conditional particles, ְ וand i( ִּאםbut if), in reaction
to what was said in the previous verses. As in verse 18, verse 22 refers to
standing in Yahweh’s council, therefore creating a strong link between verses18
and 22. This relationship between the verses is further strengthened through the
repetition of the verb “to hear” and the noun “word” (Yahweh’s word).

The second clause 22b responds to the first clause by spelling out the
consequences of heeding Yahweh’s word: to turn away from ( ) ִּמןtheir evil ways
and from ( ) ִּמןthe evil of their doings (יהם
ֶׁ ּומר ַֹע ַמ ַע ְל ֵׁל
ֵׁ ).33 The verb  שמעHiphil in
this context has subjunctive force describing what would have happened if they
have stood in the “council” of Yahweh. The people would have heard the word of
Yahweh. The verb  שובHiphil in 22c also has subjunctive force expressing that if
22a and 22b had taken place, the people would have turned away from their evil
ways and from their evil deeds.

The verb  שובHiphil used in combination with the preposition literally means “to
make a person turn from” something. In a religious text such as the Hebrew text
and especially in the prophets,  שובhas the sense of “to convert” (Koehler &
Baumgartner 2001b:1433). In 22c, it is specified to make them turn away from
“evil conduct” () ִּמ ַד ְר ָׁכם ָׁה ָׁרע. There is some correspondence in this regard with
23:14 where it is stated that the wrongdoing of the prophets resulted in a situation
where no one has turned from their wickedness (י־שבּו ִּ ֶ֖איש ֵׁמ ָׁ ָֽר ָׁעתֹו
ַָׁ֔ ) ְל ִּּ֙ב ְל ִּת. The
noun  ֶׁד ֶׁרְךshould be understood metaphorically to mean “conduct.’” It can also be
understood as to turn way from morally depraved conduct in combination here
with ( ַרעKoehler & Baumgartner 2001b:1250).

33

All of the following references are to “evil deeds” that angers Yahweh: cf. Ps 28:4; Jr 11:18;
21:12; 23:22; 26:3; Hos 5:4; 7:2; 9:15; Mi 3:4; 7:13.
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In clause 22c, the verb  שובHiphil also applies to the expression יהם
ֶׁ ּומר ַֹע ַמ ַע ְל ֵׁל
ֵׁ
(their evil deeds).34 There is a chiastic relation between “evil conduct” and
“evil/corrupt deeds” as well as between the adjective  ַרעand the noun ר ַֹע. It is
safe to say that there are clearly moral overtones reflected by the use in 23:22c
of the adjectives  ַרעand ( ר ַֹעnoun as adjective).

An important feature of Jeremiah 23:21-22 is Yahweh’s direct speech (first
person singular). Verse 21 accentuates two important aspects required of true
prophets. Firstly, Yahweh sends them, in other words, He commissions prophets.
Secondly, only if Yahweh has spoken to a prophet, is the prophet allowed to
speak. Yahweh is the only source that establishes the vocation and informs the
message a prophet delivers. Verse 21 makes it emphatically clear that these socalled false prophets acted on their own authority. They were not commissioned
by Yahweh, yet they pretended to be on a mission from him. Although they
received no message from Yahweh to proclaim, they prophesied as though they
were true prophets. The view presented from the Jeremiah text exposes these
prophets as arrogant, affirming that they deserve his wrath.

Verse 22 ends the discourse aptly by revealing in what sense they have failed as
religious leaders. They were not privy to Yahweh’s revelation of true words to his
people, because they did not stand in his council. In this conclusive verse, the
gradual accumulation of arguments throughout the passage against these
prophets culminates in exposing them as false. There might be a dispute about
the prophets’ claim that they have stood in the council of Yahweh, but in the final
instance, the deciding factor pertains to how the people responded to their
proclamation. According to verse 22, the assumption can be made that the
people did not turn from their evil ways and the wrong acts they had committed.

34

Cf. Jr 21:12; 26:3 and Hos 9:15.
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This is quite a dangerous measure for a true prophecy, since it makes peoples’
response to prophetic proclamation the deciding factor for truth. If the same norm
is applied to Jeremiah, then he should also be regarded as a failed prophet in his
immediate context, because the people did not respond positively to his
messages (cf. Carroll 1986:169-173; also Schmidt 2013:44). However, from the
perspective of history and the hindsight perspective of the redaction of the cycle
on the prophets, Jeremiah has been vindicated as the true prophet. He
proclaimed that Yahweh’s judgement will be the result Judah’s disloyalty to
Yahweh and the covenant relationship (Huey 1993:31-33; Fretheim 2002:34-35).
The result was the fall of Jerusalem and the Babylonian exile. If the criterion
stated in Deuteronomy 18:15-20 is brought into play, then Jeremiah is indeed
vindicated as the true authentic prophet of Yahweh, since his proclamation came
to pass. This is the conclusion that the redaction of 23:9-40 wants readers
(audiences) to draw, the establishment prophets have failed the people with their
messages and by falsely claiming to have a calling. They lack authenticity and
therefore, the “words” they claimed to have received from Yahweh, is false. If
people receive a message of  ָׁשלֹום, then they are lulled into a false security that
all is fine and good and there is no need to do anything now. The false prophets
conveyed a deceitful message to Yahweh’s people, and in that sense,
contributed to their downfall and ensuing misery.
4.4.5 General observations and conclusions
With regard to Jeremiah 23:16-22, Fretheim (2002:331) concludes that “no
progression of thought is evident across the entire section.” Questions are also
raised about whether this section forms a structurally close-knit unit. However,
close scrutiny of the text of 23:16-22 has shown that it is possible to argue for a
substantial degree of syntactical coherence of the various subsections. If editorial
involvement is considered, which is likely, then they have created sufficient
stylistic devices to link these verses together (see section on syntax).
Furthermore, as far as content is concerned, there are definite links generated by
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the repetition of particular verbs and nouns to strengthen the case for reading
these verses together. There are frequent references to “prophets” and the verb
“prophesy,” to the noun “word,” the verbs ”to hear,” “to see,” “to listen” and ”‘to
speak,” and the noun “evil.” Lundbom (2004:190, 194) has also listed these key
words and call them “catchwords.”

Therefore, the proposal is to read this passage as follows: An admonition to the
people (23:16-17); a diagnostic question on what constitutes a true prophet and
the source of true revelation (23:18); a vision report as a verdict (23:19-20- cf.
Allen 2008:266) and a justification of the verdict and confirmation of what defines
a true prophet (23:21-22).

The discourse presented in this passage from the perspective of the cycle
revealed that the rival prophets have failed in two ways. In the first instance, their
message of  ָׁשלֶ֖ ֹוםproclamation is presented as false and dangerous, since it is
deluding the people of Judah. Secondly, the authenticity of these rival prophets is
doubted with the denial that they formed part of the divine council and therefore
as a consequence, had no commission and message from Yahweh. As a result,
the nature of their calling as prophets of Yahweh is false and the content of what
they prophesy to the people, deceitful. Prophets should strive to turn people away
from matters that violate the covenant relationship with Yahweh. In this regard,
23:16-22 communicates that the  ָׁשלֶ֖ ֹוםprophecy relying on the unconditional
royal-Zion ideology fails the people and results in Yahweh’s wrath and ensuing
judgement (23:19-20). Some prophetic groups had an optimistic approach and
interpreted the temple, the palace and the king from the lineage of David, all
situated in Zion, as symbols of security and trust (cf. Brueggemann 1998:210–
211; Overholt 1970:1–23). The perspective of the passage in Jeremiah 23:16-22
shows that the Jerusalem establishment prophets, as Brueggemann (1998:211)
calls them, are part of failed leadership in Judah with dire consequences for the
people.
182

Jeremiah acted during turbulent times in the history of Judah (cf. Nelson
2014:154-169; Perdue & Carter 2015:87-88). Two issues dominated during this
period, namely the threat of the Babylonian invasion and the disloyalty of the
Judean people to Yahweh and the covenant. Jeremiah linked these two aspects
by regarding the Babylonian invaders as an instrument of punishment by Yahweh
for disobedience to and betrayal of Him (cf. Jr 4:5-6:30; also, Brueggemann
1998:2-5; Allen 2008:15; 64). Throughout his time as a prophet, Jeremiah called
on the people to “turn back” to Yahweh and be obedient to the covenant
requirements. He pointed out endlessly that if they persist in their disobedience
and disloyalty, Yahweh's judgement would be inevitable. Jeremiah was disturbed
by the fact that the rival prophets did not have a better understanding of the
severe threat the Babylonian posed in this period in history. In Jeremiah’s view,
these prophets refused to face reality. To convey messages of hope to a people
that had become alienated from Yahweh is in Jeremiah’s view nothing less than
false prophecy. To Jeremiah, these prophets are false since they are not attuned
to the will of Yahweh. Instead of urging the people to turn back to Yahweh, they
rendered support to their wrongdoing with regard to despising Yahweh’s word.
Their message was not aimed at turning the people back to loyalty and
obedience to Yahweh. They have failed the people, but more so Yahweh.

There is no denial today of the role the Jeremiah tradition played in preserving
the ideas of Jeremiah and promoting him as the true prophet of Yahweh. The
lengthy and detailed study by Lange (2002:185-259) testifies to the important role
the Jeremiah tradition played in developing and preserving the text of Jeremiah
as contained in the MT. Finally, it is the tradition that vindicates Jeremiah as the
true prophet and the rival prophets as false. History, as interpreted by the
Jeremiah tradition, has shown that the Jerusalem prophets as religious leaders
have failed Yahweh and the people.
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In the next chapter, the research process shifts to a discussion of key strategic
concepts that emanated from the two passages in 23:9-15 and 16-22.
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CHAPTER 5: STRATEGIC CONCEPTS
5.1 INTRODUCTION
In this chapter, attention will be paid to some key concepts that relate to the two
passages analysed in detail in this thesis, namely, Jeremiah 23:9-15 and 16-22.
The specific concepts are selected because of their prominence in these
passages and their relevance for addressing the research question regarding the
nature and content of the conflict between the rival prophets. In the first part, the
focus will be on Jeremiah 23:9-15, followed by a discussion on the key concepts
in 23:16-22.

The aim of this exercise is to come to an understanding of the conceptual
framework within which these key terms function. This is done in order to shed
light on the central question of this study, namely to determine in what sense the
religious leadership embodied by the prophets has failed. It was established in
the research that the cycle on the prophets reveals inner-prophetic conflict and
the two passages were selected to scrutinise this inter prophetic conflict in more
detail. From the text analysis, it also became clear that the presentation in the
text is a biased presentation from a perspective that favours the prophet
Jeremiah. What happens, in essence is a profiling of Jeremiah’s rival prophets
using rhetorical strategies such as the structural presentation of the argument
against them as well as the effective use of certain concepts to discredit them.

5.2 STRATEGIC CONCEPTS IN JEREMIAH 23:9-15
Without repeating too much, the argument is presented that the passage under
discussion should be understood within the conceptual framework of holy/sacredprofane/common and also pure-impure (see the discussion in Chapter 3). It has
also come to light that the gist of the passage relates to the aspects of profane
and impure. With that in mind, the argument promoted is that the concepts used
in the rivalry between Jeremiah and his prophetic counterparts could be
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categorised under the conceptual domain ethical/moral integrity or in essence,
the lack of it. In the domain of the profane, the concepts to be discussed present
the behaviour of the rival prophets as impure and lacking moral integrity. The two
concepts to be discussed under this conceptual category are “adultery” (root )נאף
and “deceit” () ֶׁש ֶׁקר.
5.2.1 Adultery (root )נאף
The concept of “adultery” belongs to the field of words that give expression to
ethical matters. It, however, has negative connotations and expresses morally
unacceptable behaviour. At its very core, it relates to a condition of a breach of
trust.

In the literal sense of the word, adultery means infidelity in a marital context
between a party in a marriage and another person. The adultery is usually
committed by a man with another man’s wife (Clines 2001:580). At the basis of
the concept of “adultery” is the immorality of infidelity, of transgressing and
disregarding the sacred rights of the husband (Freedman & Willoughby
1998:114-115). It falls within the sphere of a moral transgression. Coppes
(1980:542) claims that the root means “sexual intercourse with the wife or
betrothed of another man.” Freedman & Willoughby (1998:115-117) argue that
the use of the concept of “adultery” by the prophets should be understood against
the background of the Decalogue. They base their argument on the similarity in
wording and conclude from this observation that the use of the concept of
“adultery” by the prophets implies the breaking or violation of the covenant. They
have also shown that besides the indication of infidelity between human
relationships, in some instances, it refers to infidelity to Yahweh. This is because
of the worship of idols and foreign gods with even the possibility of immoral
sexual cultic practices. The concept of “adultery” is also used metaphorically in
the sense that the relationship of the people of Israel and Judah with Yahweh is
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depicted as a marriage relationship. Disloyalty in this relationship and religious
transgressions are therefore labelled as adultery.

However, the focus of this discussion is on the inner-prophetic conflict as it is
described in Jeremiah 23:9-15. It is therefore important to come to grips with an
understanding of the use of the concept of “adultery” in this context, and in the
book of Jeremiah. It is mentioned in clause 10a that the land is full of adulterers.
The Qal perfect verb  מלאstates a reality of great consequence. The Piel
participle masculine plural of the verb נאף, indicating intensification, functions as
a noun referring to people who have committed adultery (Clines 2001:580). It is
difficult from the immediate context in verse 10 to identify who these so-called
adulterers are and what the reference to adultery implies.

The Piel participle plural of  נאףoccur six times in the Old Testament in Psalm
50:18; Jeremiah 9:1 (Eng. translations 9:2), 23:10; Hosea 7:4 and Malachi 3:5. In
Psalm 50:18, it is used in the sense of marriage infidelity and so also in Malachi
3:5. This form of the verb is also used in Hosea 7:4, but does not seem to have
any sexual overtones, but describes the continued wicked behaviour of the king’s
advisers before Yahweh

In Jeremiah 9:1(MT) this form of the verb is used in the context of referring to
people who are branded as traitors. The qualification (unfaithful people) that
follows on the concept of “adulterers” suggests the idea of faithlessness in
relations. Carroll (1986:239) is of the view that the context suggests sexual
activity, but in the light of Hosea 7:4, settles for idolatry. These ideas are
strengthened if read together with the previous passage where it is clear from
Jeremiah 8:19, that the misery of the people is the consequence of their worship
of foreign gods. Here it seems that the reference to adultery leans more towards
the idea of disloyalty and is not used in the sense of sexual infidelity. The context
of 9:1-5 makes it clear that the people are regarded as unfaithful, deceitful and
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strangers to truth. Jeremiah 9:2 and 5 emphasise that the reason for all of this
moral decay in the Judean society is the lack of knowledge of Yahweh the
covenant God (cf. Schmidt 2008:205). The reference to adulterers in 9:1 is not to
the prophets as such, but is a generalised statement applying to “all people” in
the Judean society. What is interesting however, is that, similarly to 23:9, the
speaker (the prophet/Yahweh) in the broader context is also experiencing strong
emotions and bodily imagery is used to depict these strong emotions associated
with weeping for the people. Brueggemann (1998:91-95) stresses the pathos and
grief aspects in the section Jeremiah 8:18-9:3. In both instances, namely, in 9:1
and 23:10, it is clear that the prophets (the speakers) label the people
“adulterers” for what they have been doing.

There is a Piel participle singular occurrence of  נאףin Isaiah 57:3, where there
seems to be the idea of both infidelity in relationship with Yahweh, but also of
sexual overtones relating to idol worship practices (cf. Is 57:5). In Proverbs 30:20,
the Piel participle of this verb refers to an adulteress as is the case in Hosea 3:1
and Ezekiel 16:32. The verb  נאףis used in the Piel in Jeremiah 3:8 and 29:23
and in the Qal in 3:9; 5:7; 7:9 and 23:14.

In Jeremiah 3:8 (the Piel perfect form of the verb), the act of committing adultery
by Israel and Judah refers to the worship of idols made of stone and wood.
Besides the reference to adulterous practices in the form of idol worship, there is
a remarkable similarity in wording between 3:9 (pollution-  חנףof the land and the
committing of adultery-  )נאףand 23:10- נאף, 11-  חנףand 14-  נאףand 15- חנף.
Jeremiah 3:8-9 forms part of the prose passage 3:6-11, which is a late
redactional insertion (Carroll 1986:145; Allen 2008:56). This is probably a
redactional application based, amongst others, on the poetic section in 23:9-15. If
this is a reasonable possibility, then 3:8-9 offers an understanding of “adultery” as
meaning the unfaithfulness of Judah in worshipping idols.
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The instance in Jeremiah 29:23 where the Piel imperfect of  חנףis used, the
reference is clearly to adultery in the sense of sexual encounters with
“neighbours’ wives.” In this passage, Jeremiah takes aim at the two prophets
Ahab and Zedekiah who are blamed for prophesying falsely in the name of
Yahweh and committing adultery (Carroll 1986:560).

The Qal form of the verb  נאףto commit adultery” is used in Jeremiah 5:7 as a
reference to the worship of false gods and partaking in cultic practices of
prostitution. In this instance, both the worship of foreign gods and sexual
endeavours seem to be implied (Oosterhoff 1990:194-195; Schmidt 2008:144
and Wessels 2015a:882). In Jeremiah 7:9 a Qal infinitive of  נאףis used alongside
a number of listed moral transgressions such as stealing, murder, swearing
falsely and the worship of Baal and other gods. In the light of the separate listing
of Baal and idol worship, this might be a reference to sexual misbehaviour
because of adulterous relationships. This verse as part of Jeremiah 7:1-15,
should be ascribed to the redactional activity, most probably by the
Deuteronomist (Carroll 1986:209; Schmidt 2008:179).

In Jeremiah 23:14,  נאףappears in the form of a Qal infinitive absolute. This
particular form of the verb is found in Hosea 4:2 where it forms part of a list of
social transgressions and injustices such as swearing, lying, murder stealing and
bloodshed. It further appears in Jeremiah 7:9, and as previously indicated above,
it also forms part of a list of moral/ethical transgressions (stealing, murder and
false swearing), but also worship of Baal and other gods. It is not possible from
these uses to provide a clear-cut meaning for  נָׁ אֹוףin Jeremiah 23:14.

According to Holladay (1986:631),  נאףhas a literal meaning in verse 14. He is
supported by Lundbom (2004:187) who states that  נאףin verse 10a should be
taken literally as well. In turn, Bright (1965:151-152) argues against the view that
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apostasy and idolatry are possible meanings for  נאףin 23:14 and regard it as
literal immorality.

Another interesting study of  נאףfrom an ideological point of view was done by
Sharp. She analyses the five uses of  נאףin Jeremiah systematically and
concludes that in 7:9 and 29:23, sexual infidelity is implied with the aim of
discrediting some individuals and the people on moral bases. With regard to the
other three passages, namely, 3:8-9; 5:7 and 23:10-14 she states that “adultery”
is used as a heavily metaphorical signifier for the disloyalty of the entire country,
a disloyalty that renders the land profane and that ultimately leaves the people
helpless before invaders” (Sharp 2003:116). She argues that  נאףin the
mentioned passage, encompasses both the idea of nationwide apostasy as well
as foreign alliances, since foreign intrusion in Judah’s society brings religious
influences with it. I concur with Sharp that Jeremiah criticised certain factions
severely in the society that pinned their hope on foreign allies to maintain the
status quo ideologies such as the royal-Zion ideology. However, I am not so sure
that this generalised notion of foreign alliances applies to Jeremiah 23:10-14 as
well. The context of this last-mentioned passage depicts the moral depravity of
the prophets and the dire consequences on the people of Judah who followed
suit. The passage mentioned is populated with terminology such as ( ָׁר ָׁעהevilverses 10, 11, 12 and 14), the root ( נאףadultery- verses 10 and 14), ֶׁש ֶׁקר
(deceit/lies) and also the root ( חנףpollute/profaneness- verses 11 and 15) to
create an overwhelming sense of the unethical and immoral shortcomings of the
leaders and, as a consequence, the people of Judah. Sharp (2003:118) has a
point when she concludes that the “adultery” and “deceit” of the prophets resulted
in a situation where the people of Yahweh no longer cared about Yahweh and his
covenant stipulations, with the consequence that godlessness spread throughout
whole land (23:15). For this, the prophets as religious leaders, are to blame.
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In searching for the possible meaning of  נאףin verse 14, the parallel structure in
verses 13 and 14 might shed some light on it. There the “disgusting thing” the
prophets of Samaria did was to prophesy by Baal and as a result, led the people
of Israel astray by their false prophecies. The “horrible thing” the prophets of
Jerusalem did is that they acted as Yahweh’s prophets, whilst they committed
adultery and lived a lie () ֶׁש ֶׁקר. It is worse to act immorally and live a lie as
prophets than to prophesy through Baal. It is worse because as the rest of verse
14 indicates, it justifies the ordinary people to continue with their evil behaviour.
In effect, they set a bad example as influential religious leaders.

It is important to note that although the concept of a “covenant” does not occur in
many instances in the book of Jeremiah, the language and imagery in the book
reflects the covenant relationship. An example of this is Jeremiah 2 where the
relationship with Yahweh is depicted as a marriage and this image is continued in
Chapter 3 where we have the reference to adultery (cf. Brueggemann 1998:3233; 42-43). Therefore, it seems when adultery is mentioned, the covenant should
be seen as the context of such utterances.

Some summarising thoughts on this discussion of  נאףseem appropriate at this
point. In some instances, it is difficult to arrive at a clear understanding of the
meaning of this concept in Jeremiah, because it can refer to religious infidelity,
political alliances, sexual transgression and idol cultic practices. There are
instances where the concept of “adultery” is used in generalised terms, whilst in
others, the meaning is clearer and more specific. The metaphorical uses of this
verb make a clear determination of the meaning difficult. It is perhaps only
Jeremiah 5:7 and 29:23 that clearly have sexual overtones with regard to
infidelity. In the instances in Jeremiah 23:9-15, where this concept is used, it is
safe to say that it most probably refers to disloyalty to Yahweh because of the
worship of idolatry. What is clear is that  נאףbelongs to the field of words that first
of all give expression to moral transgressions and, therefore, expresses a lack of
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moral integrity. Furthermore, it conceptualises the notion of disloyalty and
unfaithfulness. The use of the concept of “adultery” in the context of Jeremiah
23:9-15, relates it to Jeremiah’s prophetic rivals and, therefore, profiles them in
the eyes of the Judean society as people that lack moral integrity. As religious
leaders, they are morally flawed. Within the domain of the profane, the behaviour
of the rival prophets is labelled as impure and lacking moral integrity. In this
sense, they should be regarded as failed leaders in Jeremiah’s view.
5.2.2 Deceit () ֶׁש ֶׁקר
In the cycle on the prophets in Jeremiah 23:9-40, the noun  ֶׁש ֶׁקרcan be found in
23:14, 25, 26 and twice in verse 32.35 Although this noun only appears once in
the two passages analysed in detail for the purpose of this thesis, the fact that it
is repeated several times in the cycle, justifies a broader discussion of this
concept. As indicated in the introduction,  ֶׁש ֶׁקרis the second concept under
discussion that belongs to the word domain that gives expression to unethical or
immoral behaviour.

Klopfenstein (1976:1010-1017) offers an extensive overview of the concept of

 ֶׁש ֶׁקר, its occurrences in the Hebrew Bible and it various meanings in a variety of
contexts. Although the root  שקרis used as a verb both in the Qal and the Piel,
the focus of this research is on the noun  ֶׁש ֶׁקר. This noun appears 113 times in
the singular form in the Hebrew text and five times in the plural. In Jeremiah
23:32, it is used both in the singular and plural. The most frequent use is in
Jeremiah with its 37 references. In his overview article, Klopfenstein discusses
the various world fields within which this concept is used. He argues that the
basic meaning underlying all these uses incorporates both the idea of
“Treubruch” as well as the “’aggressiven’ Character der Aktion” (Klopfenstein
(1976:1012). He continues by explaining that the idea of a “breach of trust” is
35

Some of the material in this section was published previously in an article I wrote, published in
2013 in OTE 26 (3), 864-881. This is an extensive reworking and expansion of the content that
relates to the noun  ֶׁש ֶׁקר.
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defined by the use of opposite concepts such as “truth” (cf. Jr 9:2, 4), “trust,’’
“justice” (cf. Jr 5:1-3) and “fairness” (cf. Jr 4:2), whereas, the aggressive
character profiled by parallel concepts such as “violence,” “deceit” (cf. Jr 9:4f;
14:14), “evil” and “sin” to name a few.

With regard to the theological use of texts, Klopfenstein’s (1976:1013) observes
that “das atl. Bundesrecht als Bezugspunkt im Hintergrund steht und der ethischsoziale mit dem religiösen Aspekt eng verknüpft bleibt.” Within this framework,
Klopfenstein (1976:1013-1017) discusses some of the various applications of this
concept of which the first is false witness in judicial matters. The next uses are in
the context where ethical-judicial matters move into the sphere of the sacred and
the stipulations of the covenant are transgressed. An example of this is where
false proclamations are made in the name of Yahweh (Jr 5:7). Another area in
which the noun  ֶׁש ֶׁקרis to be found is the worship of idols and sorcery that are
regarded as a breach of trust. There are several passages in Jeremiah that refer
to this aspect (cf. Jr 10:14; 16:19; 51:17). The basic concern when  ֶׁש ֶׁקרis used in
the polemic concerning the worship of foreign gods is essentially that Yahweh is
the only one that can offer true help (Jr 4:23), the trust should be in him (Jr 13:25)
and that idols are useless (Jr 10:14; 16:19). Of particular importance, is the use
of  ֶׁש ֶׁקרin the context of conflict with pseudo-prophets. This aspect will be
discussed in more detail as this discussion progresses.

This overview offered by Klopfenstein is very informative seen in the light of the
large number of occurrences of the noun in the Hebrew text. As mentioned, it will,
however, be important to discuss the appearance of the concept of  ֶׁש ֶׁקרwhere it
applies in the book of Jeremiah in his conflict with rival prophets in his society.

In a general discussion of  ֶׁש ֶׁקר, Seebass et al. (2006:472-473) points out that the
“basic meaning of the noun has to do with an objective determination of
deception and falsity, not a description emphasizing intent.” In their view, the
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noun often functions in general in the context of the cult, even in instances where
prophets are in conflict with each other (Seebass et.al. 2006:475). Seebass and
his co-authors agree to the fact that the noun  ֶׁש ֶׁקרis often related to disputes
regarding false prophecy (cf. Jr 5:31; 6:13; 7:4, 8, 9; 8:10; 14:14; 20:6; 23:14, 25,
26, 32; 27:10, 14, 15, 16; 28:15; 29:9, 21, 23 and 31). This observation is also
emphasised by Müller in his article on falsehood (Müller 1999:325). Sharp
(2003:113) warns that the concept of  ֶׁש ֶׁקרshould not be treated in an abstract
generalised way, but in the various literary contexts in which it appears.

The passage in 5:30-31 is an independent unit that forms part of a collection of
three oracles of disaster in Jeremiah 5:20-31 (Allen 2008:80-81). In these
oracles, the priests and the prophets are blamed for a horrible thing they did. The
prophets are blamed for prophesying ( נבאNiphal plural) falsely, and the priests
rule as they seem fit. The outcome of the deceitful actions by the religious
leaders is that the people find it satisfying. However, the result will be disastrous.
Carroll (1986:190) is correct in pointing out that this generalised condemnation of
false prophecy is lacking in content and remains vague. What can be stated is
that the content of the oracles seems to satisfy the views in society, but is
unacceptable to Yahweh and will lead to disaster.

In Jeremiah 6:12-15, an independent unit later attached to verse11 (cf. Carroll
1986:197-198), verse 13 tells of the total decay in the society with people
enriching themselves at the expense of others. This is the reason why the people
will suffer judgement. In this verse, the prophets and the priest are singled out for
false dealings ()ע ֶֹׁשה ָׁש ֶׁקר. In the context of the verse it would seem to allude to
the cheating of others to gain wealth. However, verse 14 sheds some light by
linking the deceit to false promises of peace () ָׁשלֹום. While unlawful and unjust
practices are commonplace in the community, some prophets assure them
falsely that all is well ( ; ָׁשלֹוםAllen 2008:86). For this deceit of the people and the
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religious leaders, they will be punished. McKane (1986:147) comments in this
regard:
Those in positions of religious and moral leadership (prophets and priests)
have spoken words of false assurance to the people and yet they have no
awareness that they have betrayed a trust and are stained with dishonour.
The concept of  ֶׁש ֶׁקרin this context gives expression to moral indiscretion in the
sense of breach of trust and of misleading of people.

In the next passage of interest, Jeremiah 7:1-15, the concept of  ֶׁש ֶׁקרappears in
7:4, 8, 9. Some scholars assign this prose passage to the Deuteronomistic
redaction of Jeremiah (Thiel 1973:107-114; Schmidt 2008:180). McKane
(1986:164-165) argues that the core of this passage could be ascribed to
Jeremiah and that it was expanded and elaborated at a later stage. While
Lundbom (1999:455) admits that there might be traces of Deuteronomic
vocabulary, he does not deny that Jeremiah is the author of the prose sections in
the book. This might be true, but it is not conclusive which verses are “original”
and which are expansions of the text. The fact of the matter is the reworked text
as we now have it is a late addition to the book.

The context of this passage is an oracle delivered at the temple addressed to all
men who worship there. This passage is not a direct confrontation with the rival
prophets, but with the people who willingly accept the salvation message of the
prophets that the temple is a symbol of security. In no uncertain terms, the
message in verse 4 is that the prophetic words of focus on the temple (thrice
mentioned) are deceptive words, meaning lies () ִּד ְב ֵׁרי ַה ֶׁש ֶׁקר. A similar reprimand
follows in verse 8 that states that the people trust ( )בטחdeceptive words. The
result of these deceptive words by prophets is that the people of Judah persisted
arrogantly with their immoral practices. Deceptions lead to moral depravity by the
people. However, at the same time, by lying to the people and consequently,
deceiving them, the prophets proved themselves to be morally fraudulent. In
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verse 9,  ֶׁש ֶׁקרis mentioned in a list of moral transgressions the people commit,
such as to swear falsely () ִּה ָׁש ֵׁב ַע ַל ֶׁש ֶׁקר.

The message of this passage is that the people of Judah have a false sense of
security, which is the result of deceptive messages proclaimed by rival prophets.
The royal-Zion theology is not an unconditional state of affairs and Jerusalem is
not inviolable. It is important to note that obedience of Yahweh’s covenant
stipulations is required (cf. Brueggemann 1998:77-78). Most probably, this
passage is a late redactional reflection on convictions of Jeremiah and included
in the book of Jeremiah to explain the reason why the people ended up in the
Babylonian exile. In essence, the religious leaders, represented in this instance
by the prophets, have failed the people of Judah by proclaiming lies to the people
which created a false sense of security. This passage would therefore serve the
purpose of vindicating Jeremiah in his rivalry against some prophetic groups.
Prophesying lies is a moral transgression by the prophets. The use of  ֶׁש ֶׁקרin this
passage states that both deceptive words (7:4, 8) and false swearing (7:9)
express moral deficiencies.

The use of the concept of  ֶׁש ֶׁקרin Jeremiah 8:10 serves the purpose of indicating
that the religious leadership is as corrupt as the members of the community. The
prophets and the priests practice deceit ()ע ֶֹׁשה ָׁש ֶׁקר. Verse 11 again, addresses
the deceptive message of a false proclamation of peace, the dominating royalZion ideology promoted by Jeremiah’s rival prophets. Once again, this, relates
the concept of deceit ( ) ֶׁש ֶׁקרto an erroneous theology (royal-Zion ideology) that
promotes false security and as a consequence indifference towards Yahweh’s
covenant requirements. False prophecy and moral depravity are therefore linked
integrally.

The noun  ֶׁש ֶׁקרis also used in Jeremiah 14:14. It reads:
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And the LORD said to me: The prophets are prophesying lies in my name;
I did not send them, nor did I command them or speak to them. They are
prophesying to you a lying vision, worthless divination, and the deceit of
their own minds (NRSV).

This verse is part of the prose passage in Jeremiah 14:10-1636 that concerns a
prophecy that drought (famine) and wars will take place because of the people’s
sin and iniquity. However, this message was regarded by opposition prophetic
groups to Jeremiah as false. The falseness of the messages of these prophets,
according to Jeremiah, lies in the fact that they are illegitimate prophets that
pretend to speak in the name of Yahweh () ֶׁש ֶׁקר ַהנְ ִּב ִּאים נִּ ְב ִּאים ִּב ְש ִּמי. The noun

 ֶׁש ֶׁקרis used in combination with the verb ( נבאNiphal). This very action is
fraudulent and to add to that, the prophecies of peace they proclaim are false as
well.  ֶׁש ֶׁקרis used a second time in verse 14 that refers to a false or lying vision
the rival prophets speak ( דברPiel). Klopfenstein (1976:1012) has argued that the
aggressive character of  ֶׁש ֶׁקרis profiled by parallel concepts. In the context of
verse 14,  ֶׁש ֶׁקרis used in combination with parallel concepts such as “worthless
divination” and “deceit of their own minds.” It is easy to derive from all of this, that

 ֶׁש ֶׁקרhas a negative connotation and belongs to the field of concepts expressing
unethical behaviour of deception and dishonesty.

Verse 13 alludes to these prophets as agents of salvation ( ) ָׁשלֹוםprophecies. The
simple fact according to the Jeremian point of view is that they lie and that what
they pretend to come from Yahweh is nothing less than deceit of their own minds
(cf. Wessels 2013a:864-881). On a moral level, they are frauds that speak lies to
the detriment of those who believe their so-called revelations. As a consequence,
the results for ordinary Judeans would be disastrous.

In an interesting prose passage in Jeremiah 20:1-6, Jeremiah is arrested and put
into a cell at the temple by the chief officer of the temple Pashhur. The reason for
36

I have discussed this passage in some detail in a 2013 journal article (OTE) 26, 3, 864–881
with the title: “The Blame Game: Prophetic Rhetoric and Ideology in Jeremiah 14:10-16.”
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this was that Jeremiah was prophesying that the king, the people of Judah and
the valuables in the temple would fall into the hands of the Babylonians.
Furthermore, that Pashhur himself shall die in captivity for the reason that he has
prophesied lies ( ) ַב ָׁש ֶׁקרto all his loved ones (Allen 2008:228-229). Here a priest
is blamed for prophesying ( נבאNiphal) lies to his loved ones (friends). This is
again an act of fraud and deceit. The subtext of this episode again is the reliance
on the false sense of security based on the  ָׁשלֹוםprophecy (royal-Zion ideology)
promoted in Jeremiah’s view by pseudo-prophets (cf. Schmidt 2008:332; also,
Brueggemann1998:179-180).

In Jeremiah 23:14, it is said of the prophets of Jerusalem “walk” in deception (ָׁהלְך

) ַב ֶׁש ֶׁקר. Lundbom (2004:188) regards this to mean that “the prophets of
Jerusalem are walking the way of false prophesy.” This view is true in general,
but in the current context of the passage in 23:9-15 and the context of the verse,
the meaning of “to walk a lie” seems to relate more to the actions of immorality
and unethical behaviour. It is said that the conduct of the Jerusalem prophets
strengthens the evildoers in the wrong they do.

The point Klopfenstein (1976:1012) has made with regard to the fact that
concepts used in parallel with the concept of  ֶׁש ֶׁקרat times help to determine the
meaning of this noun, is applicable in Jeremiah 23:14. In this verse,  ֶׁש ֶׁקרis used
in parallel with the infinitive absolute form of the verb נאף. This infinitive absolute
means “to commit adultery,” a concept expressing infidelity in marriage
relationships. However, in some instances in Jeremiah, it also means infidelity
with regard to the relationship with Yahweh. In the context of verse 14, what is
specifically meant by adultery is not clear except to say that it expresses immoral
actions of infidelity by the prophets. Reading the idea of moral infidelity in relation
to the expression “to walk in deceit/lies” emphasises that the general conduct of
the prophets of Jerusalem should be understood in terms of immorality. To “walk
in deceit” implies more than what they say but also implies a deceptive way of
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doing (cf. Overholt 1970:54). They are morally and ethically corrupt and deceitful
and if they then speak, it can be assumed that it will be false and deceptive. In
the light of what is said in terms of the Jerusalem prophets in verse 14,
Brueggemann (1998:210) states that they are morally unprincipled and violate
the covenant with Yahweh.

In Jeremiah 23:25-32, the concept appears four times in verses 25, 26 and 32
(twice). In the current context, it implies that some prophets are prophesying in
Yahweh’s name, but what they are proclaiming is a lie or falsehood (ַהנְ ִּב ִּאים

 ַהנִּ ְב ִּאים ִּב ְש ִּמי ֶׁש ֶׁקר- Lundbom 2004:206; Fischer 2005:700). They claim to have
received his word in dreams (23:25). Allen (2008:271) argues that falsehood here
“constitutes a perversion of the true faith in Yahweh; it did not entail conscious
deceit.” I am not convinced by his claim that it refers to true faith, but on the
contrary, that it, indeed, implies the deliberate deceit of the people. The deceit is
to be found in that their false dream revelations have the consequence that the
people forget Yahweh’s name. Epp-Tiessen (2012:92-93) remarks that this
falsehood undermines the loyalty of the people to the one true God. Verse 26
makes it clear that the deceit is in the “hearts” of those who prophesy (נבא
Niphal). The ideas they proclaim are not from Yahweh, but are birthed in their
own minds (cf. Lundbom 2004:207). What they communicate, therefore, is
nothing less than lies and deceit. The passage ends in verse 32, stating that
Yahweh is opposed to these prophets prophesying false dreams (ַעל־נִּ ְב ֵׁאי ֲחלמֹות

) ֶׁש ֶׁקר. Either the dreams did not occur or they are pretending to have had
dreams. Therefore, the content cannot be regarded as words from Yahweh. The
central point of concern of the whole passage pertains to the ”true words from
Yahweh”’ Verse 28 makes it clear that the so-called dreams of the rival prophets
can in no way compare with the “faithful speaking of Yahweh’s word” (יְ ַד ֵׁבר ְד ָׁב ִּרי

) ֱא ֶׁמת. It is like comparing straw with wheat (Lundbom 2004:208). As Klopfenstein
(1976:1012) has indicated, at times,  ֶׁש ֶׁקרis defined by the use of opposite
concepts such as “truth” ( ) ֱא ֶׁמתas is the case in this passage.
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Because their so-called revelations are not coming from Yahweh, it is causing the
people as, verse 32 states, to err or stray ( תעהHiphil). Lange (2002:223-224)
regards the “dream-words” of the rival prophets as “Heilsverkϋndigung” (ָׁשלֹום
prophecies) that, as indicated before, was regarded by Jeremiah as false and a
deception of the people. This, Jeremiah contends, is not for the benefit of the
people, since it leads them away from Yahweh. Verse 32 makes it perfectly clear
that the root of the problem lies in the fact that these prophets were not called to
be Yahweh’s prophets. Inauthentic prophets can do nothing but communicate
inauthentic or false ( ) ֶׁש ֶׁקרrevelations (cf. Fischer 2005:704). Epp-Tiessen
(2012:91) comments, “sheqer designates prophetic assurances of well-being that
create a distorted view of reality.” The falsehood of the prophets is detrimental to
the people in that they will no longer concern themselves with Yahweh (whom
they will forget; verse 26) and that the false proclamation of salvation threatens
their hopes of survival (cf. Epp-Tiessen (2012:95).

In essence, what is happening is that deception is taking place on many levels.
The indictment is that, in the first place, these prophets did not have a real calling
and a real word (dream) from Yahweh to proclaim and secondly, that they
pretend to have received it from Yahweh. The deception does not end in
pretending to have a word from Yahweh, but that, in the process, the people of
Judah are also deceived. The concept of  ֶׁש ֶׁקרin terms of the perspective of the
Jeremiah text in 23:25-32, outlines the morally deceptive way in which the rival
prophets act. As a consequence, that is detrimental to the people who adhere to
these false prophetic proclamations.

In a conclusive observation on the meaning of  ֶׁש ֶׁקר, Overholt (1970:101)
remarks, “The term šeqer implies the operation of a destructive power, and this is
peculiarly applicable to the social, political, and religious situation in which the
prophet worked.” In his discussion, he refers to the correlative concept ֱא ֶׁמת
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(truth). This aspect was already indicated in the discussion above of Jeremiah
23:28. Overholt continues his reasoning by stating that in a society such as
Judah, the concepts of justice and truth presuppose a covenant relationship with
Yahweh (Overholt 1970:101-102). These are the issues that “real” prophets have
been promoting and the presence of these concepts in the society would be signs
that it is a healthy society. It is an indication of an unhealthy society where these
crucial societal components are lacking and in terms of Overholt’s definition

šeqer is the applicable concept to indicate this brokenness (Overholt 1970:103).
This is the state of affairs against which Jeremiah is contending when he takes
the prophets as religious leaders to task in 23:25-32 for their part in the moral
deterioration.

The next group of texts in Jeremiah 27-29 belong together and have to do with
the Babylonian exile. In these chapters, the two themes of false prophecy and
subjugation to Babylonian rule are connected (Lange 2002:224-225). As Carroll
(1986:523) indicates, these narratives reflect events taking place before and after
597 BCE, when the threat of a Babylonian invasion was first looming and later,
the first group of people was exiled to Babylon. Lundbom ((2004:304) groups
chapters 27-28 together with their focus on the yoke incidents reflecting the time
594-593 BCE and chapter 29 after the first deportation in 597 BCE. Jeremiah 27
relates the first prophetic oracle concerning subjugation to the King of Babylon to
the time of King Jehoiakim. The second oracle commencing in 27:12 is
addressed to King Zedekiah. Jeremiah regards the denial of the threat of the
Babylonian exile as false prophecy (cf. 27:10, 14, 16). In all of these references
in chapter 27, the noun  ֶׁש ֶׁקרis used in combination with the Niphal form of the
verb נבא. In the reference in 27:15 it is added that they prophecy lies “in the
name of Yahweh.”

In 28:15, Jeremiah and the prophet Hananiah are in conflict about the yoke of the
Babylonian dominance. Jeremiah denounces Hananiah’s prophecies to the
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Judeans as lies. In this verse, the concept of  ֶׁש ֶׁקרis used in combination with the
Hiphil form of the verb בטח, blaming Hananiah for making the people of Judah
believe in a lie.

Chapter 29 reflects a Babylonian context. In 29:21 when addressing the exilic
community in Babylon, Jeremiah blames two specific people, Ahab son of
Kolaiah and Zedekiah, son of Maaseiah, for prophesying ( נבאNiphal) a lie in the
name of Yahweh. These two people are accused of committing adultery with the
wives of others and for announcing false proclamations ( ) ָׁד ָׁבר ִּב ְש ִּמי ֶׁש ֶׁקרin the
name of Yahweh (verse 23). In both the indictments, moral transgressions were
committed. The last instance, where the concept of  ֶׁש ֶׁקרis used, is Jeremiah
29:31. In this occurrence, Shemaiah is indicted for acting as a prophet without the
sanction of Yahweh and, therefore, what he prophecies is false, misleading the
people to trust ( בטחQal) in a lie. It is an indictment similar to the one brought
against Hananiah in 28:15 (Lundbom 2004:366). The occurrences of  ֶׁש ֶׁקרin
37:14; 40:16 and 40:2 relate to people telling lies and not to prophets
prophesying lies.

In summary, the following is important. From the overview presented above, it is
apparent that the word  ֶּׁ֙ש ֶׁקרis often used in the book of Jeremiah to depict the
conflict between Jeremiah and in his view, pseudo-prophets (cf. Klopfenstein
1976:1015). From the perspective of the collectors and editors of the Jeremiah
oracles, it is clear that the prophet Jeremiah is regarded as the true prophet and
the others as false prophets. These false prophets were those who supported the
royal/temple and Zion ideals – those who were giving religious backing to the
rulers and people in power to promote and sustain these ideals. Klopfenstein
(1976:1016) calls the type of prophecies that support the status quo “nationale
Heilsprophetie.” Although the oracles in the cycle of oracles on the prophets
(23:9-40) are rather vague and lack context, it does not seem far-fetched to
regard the Jeremiah’s prophetic rivals as part or at least in support of the official
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governing structures. In fact, their salvation prophecies rendered support to the
ideology of the unconditional promises of Yahweh’s presence and perpetuation of
the Davidic dynasty.

The concept of  ֶׁש ֶׁקרis used by Jeremiah in the battle for “true” words from
Yahweh to indicate that the deception of the people of Judah by these prophets is
nothing less than a breach of trust of the people. They are misleading the people
of Judah by promoting a false sense of security with their optimistic prophecies
and by pretending that Yahweh is the author of the oracles they announce. In the
discussion of the various contexts in which the concept of  ֶׁש ֶׁקרwas used, for
Jeremiah, the falsehood of their prophecies to the people was the main concern.
To underscore his view that their proclamation is false, he has disputed the
legitimacy of their acting as prophets of Yahweh. Moreover, because they are no
true prophets, their proclamation can therefore also not be true. Their acting as
prophets thus entail acts of deception and their optimistic prophecies, therefore,
also nothing less that lies. Their pretence and in Jeremiah’s view, their lying is
deceit and is a breach of the trust of the people. Jeremiah 23:14 has also
indicated that these prophets “walk in lies,” meaning that their daily conduct is
fraudulent and false. As religious leaders, the concept of  ֶׁש ֶׁקרexpresses the fact
that they are morally bankrupt and as a consequence, strengthen the people in
their wickedness instead of leading them back to their relationship with Yahweh.

A summarising conclusion by Klopfenstein (1976:1017) seems appropriate at this
stage:
In diesem vielfältigen Gebrauch eröffnet sich für die Wurzel šqr ein breites
Sinnspektrum, das von ‘Treubruch’ ϋber ‘Unzuverlässigkeit’, ‘Heuchelei’,
‘Täuschung’ bis hin zur verblaβten Bedeutung ‘Nichtigkeit’ reicht.
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In his conflict with rival prophets, Jeremiah used this multifaceted concept fittingly
to give expression to their moral depravity as religious leaders and the deception
of the people that lead to their downfall and misery.

5.3 STRATEGIC CONCEPTS IN JEREMIAH 23:16-22
In this section of the discussion, two key concepts will be discussed. In the first
instance, the use of the concept of  ָׁשלֹוםwill be discussed and secondly, the
concept of  ְבסֹוד יְ הוָׁ ה. Both these concepts relate to the matter of the authenticity
of the rival prophets. Whereas in the previous section in Jeremiah 23:9-15, the
moral integrity of some prophetic groups is questioned by Jeremiah, in 23:16-22
not only the message of some prophets is labelled as misleading, their calling as
prophets authenticated by Yahweh is seriously doubted.
5.3.1 Peace/welfare () ָׁשלֹום
The noun  ָׁשלֹוםis often used in the book of Jeremiah.37 The following
occurrences in 4:10; 6:14 (3x); 8:11 (3x); 14:13 and 28:9 have relevance for the
use in 23:17. There is a very interesting use of the noun  ָׁשלֹוםin Jeremiah 4:10.
In this verse, the exact same wording as in 23:17 ( ) ָׁשלֹום יִּ ְהיֶׁ ה ָׁל ֶׁכםis used. What
is significant about this occurrence of the phrase is that Jeremiah is uttering these
words in a context where Yahweh is threatening to destroy Judah and Jerusalem
using an enemy from the north. In 23:17, the rival prophets are using this exact
wording, but are then accused by Jeremiah of deceiving the people with false
assurances of peace and well-being.

Jeremiah’s utterance about  ָׁשלֹוםin 4:10 is not consistent with his view expressed
in the passages mentioned above, although perhaps in some way, with 28:9. In
these passages the prophets, and occasionally also the priests, are regarded as

37

Cf. Jr 6:14 (3x); 8:11 (3x); 8:15; 9:7; 12:5; 12:12; 13:19; 14:13,19; 15:5; 16:5;

20:10; 23:17; 25:37; 28:9; 29:7 (3x), 11; 30:5; 32:7; 33:6, 9; 38:4, 22 and 43:12.
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dishonest by creating a false sense of safety and security for the people. In
Jeremiah 28:9, it is admitted that it is the practice that some prophets might
proclaim prosperity (welfare/peace) as a normal practice, but it is said that the
test of time will prove them right or wrong. It is said in Jeremiah 28:9 “…as for the
prophet who prophesies peace, when the word of that prophet comes true, then it
will be known that the LORD has truly sent the prophet” (NRSV).

What is then to be made of Jeremiah 4:10? To solve the problem, some scholars
propose that the text should be amended, but there is more than enough support
from the Hebrew MSS that the MT should remain as it is (cf. Craigie et al.
1991:71). Others argue that Jeremiah assumed that the proclamation of peace
was uttered by the optimistic prophets only to realise that Yahweh has deceived
them all (Holladay 1986:149). Allen (2008:66) argues that this optimistic message
did not come from Yahweh, but was permitted by him. He continues to declare
that it was unacceptable for the prophet and his complaint of deception should be
regarded as a prelude to the so-called laments of Jeremiah in chapter 11 and
further. Perhaps a better way of understanding this verse is to search for the
solution along the lines that Lundbom (1999:399) suggests. He regards these
words as an expression of Jeremiah’s puzzlement that prophets and priests could
preach  ָׁשלֹוםto the people of Judah in the face of the threat of war. To
paraphrase this line of interpretation then, Jeremiah points the irony of the
situation out by noting,
Indeed Yahweh, if you are the source of the optimistic prophecy
proclaimed by the prophets, then you have deceived me and the people of
Judah and Jerusalem. But obviously, this cannot be the case, since we are
experiencing the reality of the threat by the enemy from the North.
Another explanation might be that, at this stage of Jeremiah’s career as a
prophet, he still entertained the possibility that the prophecy  ָׁשלֹום יִּ ְהיֶׁ ה ָׁל ֶׁכםwas a
word from Yahweh to the people. However, in facing and experiencing the reality
of the threat of war from the enemy of the North, he had a reality check and
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understood that this kind of optimistic proclamation was not from Yahweh. This
line of argument would be more in line with the other occurrences mentioned that
reflect his idea that such an optimistic proclamation come from false prophets.

It was argued in the discussion of the concept  ֶׁש ֶׁקר, that Jeremiah 6:12-15
functions as an independent section attached to the passage ending in verse11
at some stage (cf. Carroll 1986:197-198). In a society where people acted
corruptly, the priest and the prophets are named in particular, for their false
dealings ()ע ֶֹׁשה ָׁש ֶׁקר. It was argued that verse 14 offers some insight into
understanding the deceit of the religious leaders to indicate the false promises of
peace () ָׁשלֹום. While corrupt practices were endemic in the Judean community,
some prophets falsely assure the people that all is well ( ; ָׁשלֹוםAllen 2008:86).
Jeremiah 6:14 label this society as sick and in need of healing. Although the
larger collection of oracles concerns the enemy from the North, I am not in
agreement with Carroll (1986:198) that the wounds referred in verse 14 might be
linked to the enemy’s invasion. The context seems to suggest that the society is
morally “sick” and deserving of punishment (cf. Allen 2008:86). The repetition of

 ָׁשלֹוםtwice according to Carroll (1986:198), has an incantatory function, probably
to create the idea of wellness among the people. Instead of turning the people
away from their moral offences, they offered superficial treatment (Thompson
1980:258). This is nothing less than neglect of their duty as religious leaders,
failing both Yahweh and the covenant people. The truth of the matter is, there is
no  ָׁשלֹום. The question remains to be asked whether the royal-Zion ideology that
created a false sense of security prompted the response of the prophets in this
passage and verse. Jeremiah 8:11 is a repetition of 6:16 and the same
conclusion is drawn about the use of  ָׁשלֹום.

The concept of  ָׁשלֹוםis also used in Jeremiah 14:13 concerning the prophets that
are speaking falsely ( ) ֶׁש ֶׁקרin the name of Yahweh in Jeremiah’s view. As
mentioned before, this verse forms part of the prose passage Jeremiah 14:10-16
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that concerns a prophecy that drought (famine) and wars will be the consequence
of the people’s sins and iniquity (cf. Wessels 2013a:864-881). Jeremiah’s
concern with these prophets is that they are not sanctioned by Yahweh to be his
prophets although they pretend to speak in his name. In 14:13, Jeremiah is
addressing Yahweh, quoting what the rival prophets claimed that Yahweh had
told to them to say to the people: They said: “You shall not see the sword, nor
shall you have famine, but I will give you true peace in this place" (NRSV). In this
verse, the word combination “true peace” ( ) ְשלֹום ֱא ֶׁמתis used with the verb (נתן
Qal). In this passage, the views of these prophets are contested by Yahweh,
stating that they never received any commission to act as prophets to the people
of Judah. Their message of peace ( ) ְשלֹוםis nothing less than a lie, a deception.
In Jeremiah 14:13, the  ְשלֹום-prophecy proclaimed by some prophets is regarded
as false () ֶׁש ֶׁקר. To motivate why these prophecies are regarded as false, the
legitimacy of these prophets is questioned (cf. Carroll 1986:315).

Jeremiah 28:9 forms part of the narrative in 28:1-17. This is again a narrative
telling of the standoff between the prophets Hananiah and Jeremiah. In this
narrative, Hananiah delivers a message in the temple that Yahweh will break the
yoke of the king of Babylon resting on Judean people. At first, Jeremiah is not
contradicting Hananiah, but states in verse 9: “As for the prophet who prophesies
peace, when the word of that prophet comes true, then it will be known that the
LORD has truly sent the prophet" (NRSV). In this instance, the verb  נבאNiphal is
used in combination with  ְשלֹום. This is set as a challenge to Hananiah and he
responds by removing the wooden yoke from Jeremiah’s neck and breaking it as
a symbolic action representing what Yahweh will do for the people under
Babylonian oppression. Jeremiah responded to Hananiah with a prophetic word
that an iron yoke will be placed on the nations by the king of Babylon. He then
confronts Hananiah according to 28:15, denying the fact the Hananiah has a
commission from Yahweh to be a prophet and as a consequence, his optimistic
prophecies are false assurances. He caused the people to believe in a lie () ֶׁש ֶׁקר.
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This narrative reports a direct attack of Jeremiah on  ְשלֹום-prophecies as nothing
less than lies and deception of the people.

The last passage of real interest is Jeremiah 23:17. This verse in which a ְשלֹום
pronouncement is made, has been discussed in detail in Chapter 4 in the section
23:16-22. In this passage, the  ְשלֹוםannouncement is qualified by stating a
parallel thought that no calamity will come upon them. Accordingly,  ְשלֹוםis
balanced by the absence of calamity or something bad.

A brief discussion is necessary to explain what the underlying ideology is on
which the  ְשלֹום-prophecies rely. The optimistic salvation prophecy has a long
history and is built on a tradition that developed around Jerusalem (Zion). The
elements of importance that eventually formed the Zion theology, as it is
sometimes called, is the city of Jerusalem, the temple and the Davidic kingship.
The exact history behind the formation of this theology is not clear and scholars
hold different views on it. There seems to be a substantial degree of consensus
that the groundwork for research on the Zion tradition commenced with Rohland
(1956).Thomas (2012:907-909) gives an apt overview discussion of scholarly
opinions and refers to the view held by Rohland that the idea of inviolability
commenced when the Jebusites claimed that their city was inviolable. This city
was taken over by King David and with that, also the idea of inviolability when he
named it Jerusalem. Jerusalem became the seat of power for David.

Another prominent researcher who investigated the Zion topic is JJM Roberts. He
differs from Rohland and regards the origin of the Zion theology in the David
monarchy and not the Jebusite religion. Roberts (2002:324)38 proposes the
following hypothesis, “I suggest that all the features in the Zion tradition can be
explained most adequately by positing an original Sitz im Leben in the era of the

38

This article written by Roberts was originally published in JBL 92 (1973):329-344. It now forms
part of his collected essays published in 2002.
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Davidic-Solomonic empire.” In this regard, the promise in 2 Samuel 7:13 is of
significance where it is stated that Yahweh will establish the throne of David
forever. Roberts has pointed out that Yahweh has chosen Zion as the city of his
rule through King David as his viceroy (Roberts 2002:325, 343-344). Thomas
(2012:908)

relates,

“So

Zion

theology

celebrated

Yahweh’s

rule

and

simultaneously justified the Davidic throne and cultic center in Jerusalem.” Zion
was Yahweh’s chosen city where the temple became his earthly abode as king
and it was the seat of the Davidic king and his dynasty.

In his research on Zion, Ollenburger (1987:17) argues that the focus should be
on Zion as a theological symbol and not on the historical tradition in Israel. He
explains symbolism in terms of symbolic relationships which consists of a vehicle
and a tenor and explains that symbols have meaning within a cultural context. He
continues to argue that symbols have multiple meanings and that “Zion as an
iconic vehicle has among its denotations the kingship of Yahweh, and among its
connotations Yahweh’s exclusive prerogative to be the defender of and to provide
security for this people” (Ollenburger 1987:19). He continues to explain that the
symbol Zion evokes the Jerusalm cult as the field reference and the ritual setting
(Ollenburger 1987:20). A final point of importance to take note of is that “one of
the poles of symbolic reference is ‘cognitive-normative’. Symbols not only evoke
memory within a traditional context, they impose obligations on those for whom
they function as central symbols” (Ollenburger 1987:20-21). Both the symbolic
nature of Zion and the obligations imposed on its subscribers are important for
the discussion of how  ְשלֹום-theology functioned in Jeremiah 23:16-22. While
emphasis is placed on Zion as Yahweh’s chosen earthly dwelling place and the
seat of his kingship, the aspect of obligations should not be overlooked. With Zion
as his earthly abode, Yahweh expected the inhabitants to be obedient and
exercise justice and righteousness. Over time, the people became complacent
and took his presence for granted.
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From the above discussion, there are, as usual, differences of opinion on the
origin and establishment of the Zion tradition in Israel and Judah. There is
agreement that the elements Zion as Yahweh’s city, the temple as the place of
his earthly presence and the Davidic monarchy formed the Zion theology. It is
also clear that Yahweh’s presence required loyalty and obedience from the
inhabitants of Jerusalem and the people of Israel (cf. Fretheim 2002:335). The
problem developed when these requirements were neglected or ignored. This
caused the prophets to intervene and criticised the attitudes and actions of the
leadership and the people.

The criticism of the prophets was caused when the presence of Yahweh in time
was regarded as unconditional amongst his people. The emphasis on Zion
(Jerusalem), and with it on the temple as the abode of Yahweh in Zion, resulted
in the belief that Yahweh would protect them and that they would experience
peace (cf. Ollenburger 1987:81). This created a false sense of security and a
serious disregard of Yahweh's commands. The attitude of the people reflected
arrogance towards Yahweh, claiming his protection and goodwill while
disregarding his instructions. Albertz (1994:172) avers in this regard: “... the cult
of Jerusalem gave the upper classes a certainty of salvation which made them
totally insensitive to the injustice which was emanating from them.” All this
resulted in Zion theology becoming an ideology, which is referred to as the Zion
ideology. Brueggemann (1992:273-276) calls it the Davidic-royal tradition which
is in tension with the Mosaic-covenantal tradition. The Davidic-royal tradition as it
developed and took on the feature of an ideology, favoured the establishment.
Some prophets gave religious legitimacy to this royal-Zion ideology and in the
process rendered support to those in power. It became a closed system opposing
changes that might threaten the establishment.

The matter of people in power exploiting the understanding of the Zion tradition
has surfaced earlier than the occurrence of this in the book of Jeremiah. A
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passage that comes to mind is Micah 3:1-12. I have written a chapter on this
passage in which the issue of the misinterpretation of Zion theology was
discussed in some length (Wessels 2013b:48-65). In the first sections of the
passage, Micah 3:1-4, the political leadership is blamed for injust behaviour, for
exploiting and mistreating the ordinary people in society. In 3:5-8 various religious
entities, which included the prophets, are called to task for abusing their trusted
positions by exploiting and misleading the people in society. The prophets in
particular are blamed for falsely proclaiming peace () ָׁשלֹום. Verse 8 positions the
prophet Micah as courageously opposing the injustices raging in Judah. The last
section in Micah 3:9-12 returns the focus on the wrongdoings of the leaders,
priests and the prophets. Of great importance in verse 11 is the rhetorical
question that the prophets is said to be asking and an assurance given: “Is not
Yahweh in our midst? No harm (disaster) will come upon us.” Micah 3:12
announces that as a consequence of the false actions and false proclamations
Zion will become a ruin and inhabitable. It seems safe to say that the security that
was associated with Yahweh’s presence in Zion was violated by people in
positions of power to drive their own injust agendas and abusive practices. In this
passage, as is the case in Jeremiah 23:17, the prophets are also implicated for
their siding with the establishment by misinterpreting Zion theology to favour the
political leadership. The view corrected by Micah is that Yahweh’s presence in
Zion is not unconditional, but requires obiedience of Yahweh in excercising the
justice they are expected to know. This view reflected in Micah 3 seems to be a
precursor of what we find in Jeremiah 23:16-22 where Zion theology takes on the
characteristics of an ideology with deadly concequences.

It is against this ideological view on the Yahweh’s unconditional presence and
false sense of security that Jeremiah protested and opposed the prophets who
supported this ideological view. Ollenburger (1987:147-148) emphasises the
ethical-political dimension of Zion symbolism by arguing that the sense of security
was made conditional and that this conditionality found expression through faith
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and trust. Jeremiah was unsettled by the consequence of this ideological view
that created a false sense of security and complacency towards Yahweh and his
requirements of loyalty, obedience and righteous living. To add to this
Brueggemann (1998:211), shares the following with regard to Jeremiah 23:16-17:
According to Jeremiah, the message of unconditional well-being (shalom)
is false (sheqer). The prophets’ message of shalom misread the historical
situation and misrepresents the character of Yahweh, who is
uncompromising about the concerns of justice and righteousness.

Although this quotation from Brueggemann reflects on Jeremiah 23:16-17, it is
clear from the references discussed that the prophets, due to their understanding
of the royal-Zion ideology, viewed military threats as unreal. They took this stance
because of Yahweh’s presence in Jerusalem and the king on the throne, which
are symbols of security. This then is the justification of their  ְשלֹום-prophecies and
their comforting message to the people of Judah.
5.3.2 Council of Yahweh ()סֹוד יְ הוָׁ ה
The meaning of the concept ‘the council of Yahweh’ is difficult to determine and
many views are expressed by scholars how it should be understood.39 The motif
of the council of Yahweh appears in Jeremiah 23:18 and 22 and therefore, of
concern for this study. The noun  סֹודappears in twenty-one texts in the Hebrew
Bible, but is used in a variety of ways and with different meanings. Some of the
uses relevant to the discussion are the following: In Job 15:8 he (Job) is asked
whether he has listened ( )שמעin God’s council ()בסוד. In some other instances,
the meaning leans more to the field of meaning of “counsel.” Instances are
Psalms 25:14 (the advice of Yahweh); 55:15 (pleasant company/ close
company), 83:4 (conspiracy); Proverbs 11:11 (those who reveal secrets); 15:22
(the lack of counsel); 20:19 (to reveal secrets/gossip) and Jeremiah 6:11
(gathering place).
39

Some sections from this discussion formed part of an article I published under the title:
‘Prophetic sensing of Yahweh’s word.’ The article was published in 2015 in HTS Teologiese
Studies/Theological Studies.
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There are passages in the Hebrew Bible, as mentioned, that do not specifically
use the noun סוד, but they express the idea of the divine council (cf. 1Kgs
22:19b-22; Is 6:1-11Job 1:6-12; 2:1-7a; Ps 82:1-7 and Is 40:1-8. It is not clear
how the divine council operated, but as Parker (1999:206-207) has indicated,
there is some broad similarities in the functioning reflected in these various divine
scenes. There is communication between Yahweh and the members in the
council, a proposal is made and a dicision taken before someone is tasked,
authorised and commissioned. Parker (1999:207) regards what is described in
these passages as well as the larger ancient Near Eatern tradition as forming the
background for the passages where  סֹוד יְ הוָׁ הoccurs.

The noun with the preposition  בis used in Job 29:4 (a confidante of Yahweh);
Psalms 89:8 (council of the holy ones) and 111:1 (company of the upright). In
Jeremiah 15:17, the verb  ישבis used together with ( בסודto sit in the company of
merrymakers), but it has nothing to do with the “council of Yahweh.” In Ezekiel
13:9, it is not indicated that the prophets will be in the council of Yahweh, but in
the council of “my (Yahweh’s) people.” The noun  סודwith a 3rd person singular
suffix also occurs in Proverbs 3:32, where it refers to the upright people who are
in Yahweh’s confidence and Amos 3:7 where reference is made to the prophets
with whom Yahweh shares his secrets. The discussion shows that the various
contexts will determine the meaning of the noun סוד, since it covers various
meanings such as references to intimate groups who conspire or gossip or to
people who are in an intimate relationship with Yahweh, for instance, his
prophets or the upright or the holy ones.

The motif of a council of Yahweh also appears in other passages in the Old
Testament, although a different Hebrew word is used to indicate such a council.
Passages that come to mind are Job 1:6, 2:1, 1 Kings 22:19 (the prophet Micaiah
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sees Yahweh on his throne surrounded by the heavenly host) as well as Isaiah 6
(Isaiah sees Yahweh on his throne with his robe filling the temple).

From the various uses of the noun  סודin the Old Testament, it should be evident
that it features in a variety of semantic fields of meaning. The semantic range
covers the meanings of “council, assembly; counsel, deliberation, plan(s), will;
company, fellowship, friendship (Parker 1999:204). In this regard, Sæbø
(1976:145-146) argues that it has the concrete meaning of a “Zusammenkunft” /
“Kreis,” but also abstract meanings such as “Ratschluβ” or “Geheimnis.” In the
abstract sense, the focus is not on the meeting or the circle of congregants, but
on the discussions and the decisions and plans resulting from the discussions.
Fabry (1999:173-176) refers to three of these semantic fields of which the first is

 סודas the “secular assembly.” In this word group, several groups are referred to
such as “the circle of youth,” the circle of merrymakers,” “the circle of friends,”
and “the circle of the faithful,” all mentioned above already when the occurrences
of  סודwere specified. The second word field Fabry discusses is “Yahweh’s
council.” In this field  סודis “referring to the smaller circle of Yahweh’s heavenly
entourage” (Fabry 1999:174). The true prophets would belong to this intimate
group surrounding Yahweh. He argues that the Israelites incorporated some
mythological aspects from Ugarit and Mesopotamia, but states that it was purified
and adapted to fit the monotheistic requirements. Prophets were seen as humans
who formed part of Yahweh’s throne council. The third word category is referred
to as the “religious-cultic community.” This is a later development of the use of
the noun to refer to the cultic community who feared and obeyed Yahweh.

What is further of significance in the discussion offered by Fabry is his indication
that  סודhas both a theological and an abstract meaning. Fabry (1999:176) says
in this regard:
Naturally, it is the basic requirement for every true prophet that he stands
in the sôḏ YHWH (cf. e.g. Isa. 6; Jer. 23:18), not only in the sense of the
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notion of a throne council but also abstractly as participation in Yahweh’s
own immediate planning.

He continues by saying that it is the duty of the prophet to reveal and promulgate
Yahweh’s salvific plan to the people. In the same vein, Sæbø (1976:147) states:
Indem sōd von Yahwes himmlischer “Ratsversammlung” sowie von
seinem göttlichen „Ratschluβ/Plan/Geheimnis“ gebraucht und somit direkt
auf sein Handeln und Sein bezogen wurde, erhielt es wesentliche
Bedeutung fϋr den Werdegang und Inhalt des atl. Gottesbegriffes.

The phenomenon of the divine council is known from the literature from
Mesopotamia and Syria, from Ugaritic and Akkadian texts (Smith 2001:41).
Parker (1999:205) agrees with this view, but states that as far as the use of the
term סוד, referring to the divine council, is concerned, it is original to Israel. Israel
did not have a pantheon of gods as we find in the Baal worship, but promoted the
idea of a monotheistic God. It seems that many other gods existed in Israel, but
the prophets in particular, fought against the worship of any other gods. Patrick
Miller (1987:74) expresses the view that “… the divine assembly of ancient Israel
thus holds as one reality a monistic impulse in a pluralistic cosmic structure.”
Miller also remarks that: “The divine assembly is an image for speaking of a
system for divine governance and order that is intimately involved with the world
but not coterminous with it. The cosmological structure of the universe is
operative within the universe but transcends it“ (Miller 1987:73). This implies that
the divine assembly gives expression to the idea of relatedness on the one hand
of the divine assembly to the world, and on the other hand its transcendence. The
cosmic order is ruled by divinity (cf. Smith 2001:50).

Israel's use of the language of a divine council or assembly it seems then stems
from the mythological background of this concept in the Ancient Near East and is
in Carroll’s (1981:173) view metaphorical in nature. Although the language is
similar, it is customised to fit the belief system of Israel when it is used with
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reference to Yahweh. The prophets in this regard played an essential role to
define divinity in terms of one God.

In a recent study on prophecy in the Ancient Near East, Stökl (2012) uses
Babylonian, Neo-Assyrian and Hebrew-Bible sources for a comparative
discussion on the issue. In his treatment of the concept of “a divine council,” he
shows that it was a familiar concept in all these sources. He differs from Nissinen
(2002:4-19) who argues that, in Assyria, sitting in the divine council was a
prerequisite for prophecy. In Stökl's view, there is no evidence in the OldBabylonian period of prophetic figures’ involvement in the divine council. It is the
same for the Neo-Assyrian period, except for a link between an ecstatic group
and the divine council (Stökl 2012:224-226). However, he indicates that there is
prophetic participation in the divine council in the Hebrew Bible, in particular, in
the books of Isaiah and Jeremiah (Stökl 2012:224). In a detailed study on the
concept of “a divine council” in the Hebrew Bible and its relationship with the
ancient Near Eastern understanding of the concept, White (2014:174) states the
following:
The Council of Yahweh shares features with the ancient Near Eastern
cultures that surrounded the nation of Israel, but it also demonstrates a
theological reflection of the journey in Israelite religion towards
monotheism.

The question about what it means for a prophet to stand in the council of Yahweh
remains. White (2014:56) has indicated that the use of the concept of  סודin the
Hebrew Bible is static and does not serve to inform us about the inner workings
of the divine council. The suggestion of White that the use of  סודis a theological
innovation is of significance for the discussion of its use in Jeremiah 23:18 and
22. In this regard, the views of people who discuss the concept from a theological
vantage point are necessary. In an attempt to gain more insight, the views of
some scholars who commented on Jeremiah 23:18 and 22 will be entertained.
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One such view is that it should probably be understood metaphorically, therefore,
as a literary device (Carroll 1986:462). Carroll finds support for this view from
McKane (1986:581). This approach seems to be too restrictive and denies the
possibility that some prophets might have held the view of the reality of
participation in a divine council. Some views expressed by scholars would
therefore, serve as a challenge to the view entertained here.

Jones (1992:310-311) regards the concept as part of Hebrew mythology. For
him, the expression “to stand in the council of Yahweh” is a way of asking
whether the message comes from the prophet himself or from Yahweh as the
transcendental source of prophecy. True prophets listen to what Yahweh says,
they do not invent. Jones (1992:311) comments further as follows: “In this sense,
the biblical myth holds together, in the unity of a single pictorial image, ideas and
principles which are lost in the subtle qualifications and relativities of a
psychological understanding.” Images are powerful tools to captivate what is
difficult to express in words at times. The image of the council of Yahweh is a
way of capturing the prophet's sensing of what Yahweh wants to communicate.

Moberly (2006:74-75) also understands the image of the council of Yahweh as a
way of describing a situation of people imaginatively who are privy to the
presence of Yahweh as a monarch surrounded by his advisers and messengers
(cf. 1 Ki 22:19–22). In his view, this image describes the situation of presence
and intimacy, a place where Yahweh could share his secrets with his servants
(cf. Am 3:7). This implies that true prophets would have access to the mind of
Yahweh and knowledge of his will. Thompson (1980:497) refers to those who
stand in the council of Yahweh as the circle of people who are “… privy to the
deep purposes of Yahweh and are in his confidence.” The important aspects to
note here are the sense of the presence of Yahweh and the sense of
understanding his will. Jeremiah 23:18 emphasises this, in particular, by using
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the expressions “to stand in his council,” “and saw,” “and heard,” “and paid
attention to” and again, “and heard.”

In Lundbom’ s (2004:196) view, the verb “to see” should be understood in terms
of the visionary experience that prophets claim to have. To “see” in the council is
a special ability that the prophet receives to have insight into what Yahweh wants
him to see, insight to discern realities, which normal humans are unable to grasp
(cf. Meier 2009:41–42, 54–55). In terms of the image “to stand in the council,” to
be in such a position to be able to see and to hear, suggests presence and
closeness in terms of space. As Neef (1994:42) observes, “sôd meint hier den
‘Rat Jahwes‘, d.h. die unmittelbarste Nähe zu Gott, die Möglichkeit, sein Wort zu
hören, um damit zur Verkündigung dieses Wortes legitimiert zu sein.“

The image of a council ( )סודis thus an expression of the closest community and
trust that can exist between Yahweh and the true prophet. Brueggemann
(1998:211–213) refers to research done by Patrick Miller on the divine council
where he places it under the rubric of “Yahweh's sovereign authority.”
Brueggemann argues that Jeremiah's claim to have been present in the council
implies that his message of judgement was sanctioned in heaven. Authentic
prophetic words will be revealed to have power and inspiration as effected by
divine initiative. With reference to the divine council, Diamond (2003:575)
contends, “Only privileged Yahwistic intimacy constitutes true inspiration.”

Up to this point, the discussion of the notion of the divine council has shown that
most scholars regard it as a metaphorical expression (Carroll 1986:462). The
idea of a council is projected onto the celestial in order to say something about a
reality of which we have limited knowledge and about a lack of language to give
expression to that largely unknown divine reality.

218

This view is challenged in a study by Jindo (2015:76–93) in which he argues from
a point of worldview. He maintains that the motif of a divine council should be
understood in terms of the Ancient Near-Eastern worldview as well as the biblical
worldview (cf. Grabbe 2010:125). In terms of his argument, the cosmos was seen
as a polity with God literally as king (Jindo 2015:79–80). Various celestial beings
formed part of the heavenly council, but there were also some humans such as
the prophets who had intermediary roles (Jindo 2015:81). In his view, the notion
of a divine council is not simply a way of expressing a close and intimate
relationship between a prophet and Yahweh, but a reality in which some prophet
took part first-hand in the divine council. For a human, this claim is exceptional
and not the norm (White 2014:175). However, Jindo (2010:77) also admits that
the celestial sphere is not always the place where a prophet receives the divine
word. He refers to Amos 3:7 where the noun sôd has the meaning of “secret,”
which is imparted to Yahweh's servants. In view of this, he (Jindo 2010:77)
asserts the following: “I prefer to understand the term ‘divine council’ in a broader
sense, as a ‘disclosure of divine secret or plan,’ and it is not restricted to the
experience in the celestial sphere.”

Jindo (2015:82) regards the functions of the council to be an appointive body as
well as a judicial body. The aim of the council is to maintain cosmic order, and the
members of the council have the duty in their various spheres of influence to
contribute to this aim. Jindo (2015:92-93) concludes as follows:
The notion of the heavenly council functions as part of a paradigm through
which the biblical authors sought to illustrate the deeper truth behind
appearances: that what appears to the naked eye to be a matter of
coincidence or of natural causality is a result of decisions made in the
heavenly council. At the same time, this very notion leads us to recognize
that what we see and think we know largely remains unknown.
It can safely be said that there is little dispute about the idea of closeness and
intimacy with regard to Yahweh expressed by the motif of the divine council.
Parker (1999:207) refers to Yahweh’s council “as the setting in which special
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mortals may have access to divine intentions and knowledge. Thus it is invoked
as the source of true prophecy and of wisdom.” However, if we accept Jindo's
enlightening discussion and observations, a prophet's claim to be standing in
Yahweh's presence, seeing and hearing what happens in the divine council,
involves much more. A prophet who is privy to the divine council, therefore,
receives his or her appointment and also the message to carry to Yahweh's
people. Sensing Yahweh's word according to this argument then, implies a real
experience of being in Yahweh's presence and receiving his authentic word. The
use of the motif “council of Yahweh” in Jeremiah is very rare and can therefore
not be regarded as a general criterion for true prophecy (cf. White 2014:175).
Perhaps the best understanding of this motif is to regard the prophet's experience
of being in the “council of Yahweh” as a special sensing of Yahweh's secret
knowledge or plan regarding his word.

5.4 CONCLUDING REMARKS
The focus on the two concepts of “adultery” (root  )נאףand “deceit” ( ) ֶׁש ֶׁקרin
Jeremiah 23:16-15 has highlighted the lack of moral integrity of Jeremiah’s rival
prophets. It should be kept in mind that this is the view of the rival prophets
projected from the perspective of the prophet Jeremiah according to the text
tradition of the book Jeremiah. From this perspective, the Jerusalem rival
prophets are failed leaders that not only failed in the example they have set, but
also in exercising their duty to turn the people back to obedience to Yahweh.

In the second passage, Jeremiah 23:16-22, the two concepts “peace/welfare”
( ) ָׁשלֹוםand “the council of Yahweh” ( )סֹוד יְ הוָׁ הserved the function of disclaiming
the authenticity of Jeremiah’s rival prophets. Interestingly, first their proclaimed
message is rejected as false and then the source of their messages doubted.
They did not stand in the council of Yahweh and to add to it, they were not sent
by Yahweh. And because this is the case, their message cannot be true and it
only serves to delude the people. Their false message, therefore, caused the
220

people to stray from Yahweh and as influential religious leaders, they are,
therefore, regarded as failed leaders.

In the next chapter, the research process will shift to the redaction and
composition of the cycle on the prophets in Jeremiah 23:9-40. The aim is also to
discuss how the two passages in 23:9-15 and 16-22 relate to the rest of the
oracles in the cycle on the prophets.
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CHAPTER 6: REDACTION AND COMPOSITION OF JEREMIAH
23:9-40
6.1 INTRODUCTION
In Chapters 3 and 4, detailed analyses were done of Jeremiah 23:9-15 and 1622. This was followed in Chapter 5 by a discussion of four concepts that have
emerged from the detailed analysis of the two mentioned oracles. In this chapter,
the aim is to study the cycle from a more comprehensive perspective. First,
attention will be given to possible redactional activity in the cycle, followed by a
discussion of the compositional aspects of the cycle on the prophets. Finally, the
aim is to determine whether the various oracles relate to each other and if it can
be established that they do, how they function within the created literary context
of the cycle on prophets. In the process, some observations will also be made on
how the cycle on the kings and the cycle on the prophets relate to each other as
part of the bigger unit 21:1-24:10.
6.1.1 Observations on redaction
Jeremiah 23:9-40 is a collection of separate oracles grouped together because
they concern matters pertaining to the prophets. This collection is placed in the
book of Jeremiah next to a collection of oracles concerning the kings. Many
scholars hold the view that the oracles were brought together and placed in their
current position in the book of Jeremiah by a redactor (Rudolph 1968:151;
Thompson 1980:493; Carroll 1986:449-450; Allen 2008:263). The collection was
grouped together by a redactor under the heading “concerning the prophets”
(Tiemeyer 2009:240).

Bright (1965:154-155) also regards them as a collection of oracles regarding the
prophets except for 23:9-12 and 33-40 that in his view has little to do with the
prophets. In the discussion of 23:9-15, I have argued on the grounds of the textsyntax and rhetoric, that 23:9-12 should form part of the larger unit 23:9-15.
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Weiser (1969:2010) ascribes the origin of oracles to the prophet Jeremiah
himself. This might be the case, but the individual oracles seem to come from
different periods. Carroll (1986:450) has indicated, by referring to the research
that was done by Thiel (1973:249-253), that the cycle in 23:9-40 has undergone
minimal Deuteronomistic editing. Carroll (1986:453) leans towards a post-exilic
context for the cycle on the grounds of 23:33-40 that suggests a post-exilic
setting. Lange (2002:107) opts for a possible early exilic date for 23:9-32.

Holladay (1986:624) presents a case that the collection of oracles in 23:9-40
originally was placed at the end of the confessions. Furthermore, that the cycle of
oracles on the kings and Jerusalem in 21:11-23:8 and also 21:1-10 was later
inserted into its current place in the book of Jeremiah. However, he admits that
there is no certainty regarding this possibility and that is precisely the reason why
it should not be entertained. Furthermore, Holladay (1986:625) offers a more
conservative date around 600 BCE after the great drought.

The work done by Lange (2002:106-131) of overviewing the redactional activity
on the cycle on the prophets deserves mention. He has shown that during the
early stages of research (early twentieth century) on the redaction of this cycle,
people like Cornill (1905) and Giesebrecht (1907) dissected the text corpus
heavy-handedly. A slightly less harsh phase ensued with the work by Volz
(1920), Schmidt (1923) and Nötscher (1934) and an even milder approach was
followed by people such as Rudolph (1968) in the mid-twentieth century. The
trend in the research was to identify secondary words and phrases as well as
glosses. Since the research done by Hossfeld/Meyer (1973), Nicholson (1973)
and Thiel (1973), the focus shifted more to the redactional reworking of the book
of Jeremiah by the Deuteronomist (dtrJer).

Lange (2002:119) draws the following conclusion from his overview of the work
scholars have done on the cycle of the prophets: “Der Überblick ϋber die
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Forschungsgeschichte hat gezeigt, daβ die Auslegung im Hinblick auf V. 16-32
noch weit von einem literarkritischen Konsens entfernt ist.” However,

he

concludes that in Jeremiah 23:9-40, only verses 9; 10aβ-16;17abβ; 18; 21-24;
28b-31 are original, while verses 17bɑ; 25-28a; 32 are inserted from the dtrJer
collection. Since dtrJer it is argued, the judgement on the prophets and prophecy
were made retrospectively (cf. Tarrer 2013:165).

In the discussion of Jeremiah 23:9-15 and 16-22 respectively in Chapters 2 and
3, some more detailed observations were made regarding the views of scholars
on the redactional activity these two passages underwent. Some of these views
overlap with the discussion Lange offers in his study of these passages. There, it
was mentioned that Thiel (1973:250-251) has indicated that the reworking of the
text in 23:9-32 by dtrJer is almost non-existent.

Although I have great respect for the fine scrutiny of the text by people such as
Lange and his predecessors, I cannot imagine that a text was regarded so
incoherent that such radical reworking needed to take place. I am also of opinion
that the text-syntax of 23:9-22 has shown that there is much more coherency
than researchers want to acknowledge.

Lundbom follows a rhetorical approach to the text and is, therefore, much more
alert to the stylistic aspects of the text. His analyses show interesting patterns,
but in some instances, he forces structural parallels. Lundbom (2004:178-179) is
convinced that the oracles in 23:9-40 originated from the prophet Jeremiah during
the reign of Kings Jehoiakim and Zedekiah respectively, when the conflict
between Jeremiah and the Jerusalem prophets reached a climax. He dates these
oracles in 594/3 BCE.
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Trying to establish a precise dating is very optimistic since few, if any clues, are
offered to place these oracles in a particular setting. Stulman (2005:215) agrees
with this when he maintains:
As is often the case in the first half of the book, the prophecies lack
circumstantial details. They are neither tied to specific times or places, nor
mention by name any of the prophets who are accused of wrongdoing. As
literature, the oracles present a social world that is laden with danger.
Although dating of the oracles is difficult, the window the two passages
open on the world of prophets in disagreement is significant and
informative.

A final study that deserves attention regarding the question of true and false
prophecy is the approach followed by Epp-Tiessen (2012:41-43). He approaches
Jeremiah 23:9-29:32 as a single editorial unit. His approach is somewhat
confusing since he admits to being attracted to a synchronic approach to the text,
but at the same time, acknowledges that historical realities cannot be ignored. He
states that he will take an interest in historical, social and theological aspects, but
concedes that his methodology might be somewhat messy (Epp-Tiessen 2012:78).

Epp-Tiessen regards the heading in clause 23:9a as an introductory heading for
the whole editorial unit ending in chapter 29:32. He argues that a concentration of
material in the section focusses on the issue of true and false prophets and,
therefore, should be treated as a unit. He strengthens his argument by claiming
that the whole unit (23:9-29:32) consists of three concentric patterns with a pivot
point in 26:1-24 which concerns proper and improper responses to true prophecy
(Epp-Tiessen 2012:44).

It is true that the concentration of material on the conflict between Jeremiah and
rival prophets falls within the range of this editorial unit, however, the structure of
the material composed in 21:1-24:10, seems a more likely unit. Epp-Tiessen’s
view corresponds with the proposal of this study that the cycle on the kings and
the editorial unit concerning the prophets have the aim of placing the blame for
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the catastrophe of the Babylonian exile on both the royal house and the false
prophets (Epp-Tiessen 2012:42-43).

In the next section, the focus will be on the composition of the cycle on the
prophets. In a sense, it is artificial to distinguish between redactional activity and
the composition of this text unit. The aim is to arrive at a more comprehensive
picture of inter-relatedness between the oracles and some form of literary
cohesiveness. Attention will also be paid to how this cycle on the prophets relate
to the cycle on the kings in 21:11-23:8 and the framework in 21:1-10 and 24:1-10.
6.1.2 Observations on composition
It has been established that Jeremiah 23:9-40 consists of a number of discrete
oracles concerning the prophets. A large number of scholars delineate the
following passages within the cycle, namely 23:9-12; 13-15; 16-22; 23-24; 25-32
and 33-40 (cf. Carroll 1986:451-474; Stulman 2005:215). I have argued in
Chapter 2 that 23:9-15 should be regarded as a unit. Schmidt (2013:38) treats
verse 9 separately and then 10-15 as belonging together. When it comes to the
next passage, he regards verses 16-24 as a separate passage (cf. also Allen
2008:200). However, on the one hand, other scholars argue that 23:23-24 should
form part of the passage 23:23-32 (Rudolph 1968:150-155; Thompson 1980:499502; Fretheim 2002:338). On the other hand, a number of scholars who regard
23:23-24 as a freestanding passage (cf. McKane 1986:587; Holladay 1986:639;
Lundbom 2004:200).

It might seem unnecessary to nit-pick how the various sections containing the
oracles included in the cycle on the prophets are demarcated. However, it has
quite significant consequences for the interpretation of an oracle when the
decision is made which verses belong together to form a separate passage. The
discussion offered on 23:9-15 in Chapter 2 is proof of this. The significance of this
will also be shown in the discussion of 23:23-24, when the decision is made
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whether it should link up backwards to the previous passage or forwards to the
next passage.

Although the view is supported that the cycle on the prophets consists of various
self-contained oracles, the important point to recognise is that the forming of a
collection of oracles on a shared topic, has created a literary context for these
various oracles. Jeremiah 23:9-40 has been structured through compositional
activity to form a cycle of oracles on prophets. The collection of oracles and the
composition of the cycle on prophets should be ascribed to redactional activity.
The Jeremiah tradition did not do this randomly, but presumably, with purpose.
The purpose is not always clear, but, by taking the broader context of 21:1-24:10
into account, it shows the failure of the leadership in Judah and its dire
consequences. An exilic or even post-exilic context does not seem far-fetched
with regard to explaining to constituents what contributed to the fact that the exile
did take place (cf. Nicholson 1970:92).

In the ensuing discussion, an attempt will be made to offer a summarising
discussion of the discrete oracles in terms of their content, but also as they relate
to the other oracles in the context of the cycle. The discussion on the two oracles
in 23:9-15 and 16-22 will not be repeated here, except to show how they relate to
the remaining oracles in the cycle.
6.1.2.1 Jeremiah 23:23-24
The first oracle deserving attention is 23:23-24. These two verses belong
together stylistically. Verse 23 is introduced by an interrogative particle, asking
the question whether Yahweh is a God who is nearby and not a God far off.
Verse 24 also commences with a question regarding whether people think they
could hide in a secret place and Yahweh would not see them. This is followed up
by another question whether it is not so that Yahweh fills the heavens and the
earth. These are all rhetorical questions demanding an answer from the people. It
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is interesting to note that a chiastic structure binds the two verses together with
the mention of the adjectives “nearby” and “far” in verse 23, linking up with the
nouns “heaven” and “earth.” It seems that the issue these two verses address are
whether Yahweh can be localised (Wessels 2015b:4). The reasoning might be
that if that is the case then it would be able to hide from Yahweh. However, the
rhetorical questions and the reference to the heavens and the earth want to state
it clearly that Yahweh's presence is universal (Fretheim 2002:338). As a
freestanding self-contained oracle, a message is presented that ties in with
similar ideas in the Psalms and some prophetic literature (cf. Ps 10:11; 94:7; Isa
29:15. 47:10 and Ezek 8:12; 9:9; cf. Allen 2008:267-268).

The question of the inclusion of this small passage with in the cycle on the
prophets should be addressed. To link the oracles in 23:23-24 with 23:16-22, is
not obvious unless an argument can be made that the prophets under scrutiny
regarded the temple as the place where oracles from Yahweh are received. If so,
then verses 23-24 are a reprimand to these prophets that Yahweh cannot be
localised in the temple space, which will leave them room to “escape” Yahweh’s
sight outside this confined space (cf. Wessels 2015b:4). This does not correlate
with the focus of 23:16-22 that pertains to the authenticity of the prophets and
their optimistic proclamation. This proposed interpretation of this passage does
not seem likely.

The other option is to link 23:23-24 with 25-32. There are a number of rhetorical
indicators that might render support to the linking of these two passages together.
Firstly, the first person singular of verses 23-24 is continued in verse 25. Then
there is correspondence between the two passages in terms of questions being
asked (cf. verses 26, 27, 28 and 29). A third rhetorical marker that strengthens
the idea of linking the two passages is the use of the affirmation formula “says
Yahweh” ()נְ ֻאם־יְ הוָׁ ה. This formula appears in verses 23-24 three times and six
times in 25-32 (verses 28, 29, 30, 31 and twice in 32). Vetter (1976:2) argues that
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this formula alludes to contexts or spaces where oracles are received. If this
argument is convincing, then what is at stake is the sacred space where the
revelation is received. In the light of 23:23-24, sacred space is not restricted to
the temple, but the heavens and the earth are Yahweh’s universal spaces. The
accusation that the prophets mentioned in 23:25-32 claim false dreams as
Yahweh’s word, implies that they violate Yahweh’s sacred space (cf. Wessels
2015b:7-8). The message of 23:23-24 is that Yahweh will expose the lies and
deceit of the false prophets, they cannot hide (Goldingay 2009:775), Yahweh is
both near and far in judgement (Craigie et.al. 1991:346-347). Even in exile,
Yahweh’s universal presence changes it into a sacred space.

Brueggemann deems 23:23–32 to be a dispute between two groups of prophets
promoting different theological traditions. In his view, the real issue is the defence
of Yahweh’s sovereignty and freedom and that the legitimacy of the false
prophets is a secondary issue (Brueggemann 1998:214–215). Even though
Brueggemann’s thesis is an interesting and informative one, I disagree with it.
The emphasis in the passage in 25-32 is on lies and deceit in terms of the word
of Yahweh as well as on the illegitimacy of these prophets who act without being
commissioned to be prophets of Yahweh. The perspective in terms of regarding
23:23-24 as part of 25-32 should also not dominate the interpretation of 25-32.

The reasoning above offers possibilities that should be considered, although
nothing can be said for certain. Most likely Jeremiah 23:23-24 is a later insertion
in the cycle to address an issue related to the practices of prophets of which we
do not have the exact context. It might be in the rereading of the cycle on the
prophets that the redactors felt the need to correct prophets whose authenticity
was in doubt, their view of Yahweh as the localised God disputed and sacred
space by prophesying falsely in Yahweh’s name violated. It then seems that this
passage functions as a hinge between two oracles.
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6.1.2.2 Jeremiah 23:25-32
If the section commencing in verse 25 and not 23:23 is taken as a separate unit
as some scholars argue, then it links up with verse 21 of the section 16-22. It is
Yahweh in the first person singular who announces in 23:25-32 that he has a
problem with some prophets he did not commission. In 23:25-32, they are
reproached for lying about the fact that they have dream revelations.

The section in 23:25-32 is for the larger part, regarded as a prose section with a
short poem inserted into it. Some scholars view 25-28a as well as 30-32 as
prose, with 28b-29 as poetry (Carroll 1986:472; Schmidt 2013:49-50). Holladay
(1986:642) reasons that the poem is a climactic poem between the mentioned
two prose sections of the passage. Some regard 23:28-29 to belong to Jeremiah,
with the prose sections as additions by a person or persons belonging to the
Deuteronomistic movement in the exilic period (Nicholson 1970:102). However,
there seems to be no clear indication of Deuteronomistic involvement in this
passage, except if it is accepted that the prose sections (cf. Weippert 1973:108121 - Kunstproza) similar to those sections in the cycle on the kings in 21:1-23:8
are regarded as Deuteronomistic creations and commentary. What might be
considered is that the prose sections are editorial creations with the insertion of a
poetic piece 23:28a-29 used as a quotation to place the focus on Yahweh’s
powerful and true words.

Carroll (1986:472) regards 25-32 as a prose sermon, which is interrupted by an
insertion that does not really fit the flow of the prose argument. He argues that
the poetic insertion is placed here to make an ideological point “which approves
of the word but not of dreams.” Carroll expresses an important view for the linking
of 23:25-32 with the previous passages in the cycle. He explains:
The dynamic and destructive images of the word in v. 29 suggest that the
dream concerns šālōm and future well-being. This would fit the previous
units where the šālōm preaching of the prophets is contrasted to the divine
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storm bursting on the heads of the wicked. In such a polarized discussion
dream is equivalent to straw and word to wheat, but only for the purposes
of party polemics (Carroll 1986:472).

We lack the context of the development of this prose passage and also the
ideological point of the issue with dreams, so this passage should not be
regarded as a generalised rejection of dreams. In the context of 23:25-32,
however, dreams are regarded as false. The “word of Yahweh” is the central
issue in this passage, however, it is qualified: it should be conveyed truthfully
() ֱא ֶׁמת. Just as straw and wheat have nothing in common, so it is with false
dreams and the “truthful words of Yahweh” (verse 28a; cf. Thompson 1980:502;
McKane 1986:593; Rudolph 1968:155). To further emphasise the power of the
truthful word of Yahweh, verse 29 compares it with fire and a hammer breaking a
rock into pieces. Whereas, the false prophets appease the people of Judah with
šālōm prophecies of well-being, verse 29 poses a rhetorical question to ask
whether Yahweh’s word is not like fire and like a hammer that breaks a rock into
pieces. The implied message is that Yahweh’s word is destructive and punishing
when it is a word of judgement.

The poetic section is followed in Jeremiah 23:30-32 with a pronouncement of
judgement to the prophets introduced with ( ָׁל ֵׁכןLundbom 2004:203; Craigie et.al.
1991:348). It is repeated no less than three times that Yahweh is against (cf. ִּהנְ נִּ י

 ) ַעלthe prophets who steal words from another person, who speak their own
words pretending it to be Yahweh’s words and who prophecy false (lying)
dreams. These declarations of Yahweh’s judgemental approach against some
prophets relate to the judgement announcements in 23:12 and 15 and 19-20.

The passage in 23:25–32 shows some coherence with the repetition of key words
and phrases and the progressive development of thought to the climax in 23:32.
In a sense verse 32 is a summary of verses 23:25–31 (McKane 1986:595). An
analysis of the passage under discussion reveals the following aspects:
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Yahweh addresses the prophets in verse 25. The key words are: “prophets”
(יאים
ִּ )נְ ִּב, “prophecy” ( נבאNiphal) “dream” ( ) ָׁח ַלםand “lies” () ֶׁש ֶׁקר. Verse 26
continues blaming the prophets for prophesying ( נבאNiphal) lies () ֶׁש ֶׁקר. Verse 27
once more focusses on dreams () ֲחלֹום.

Verse 28 again raises the issue of

dreams twice () ֲחלֹום. An important aspect is brought into the discussion and that
is the “word of Yahweh” () ָׁד ָׁבר. The key words in this verse are יאים
ִּ נְ ִּב,  ֲחלֹום, ְד ָׁב ִּרי
and “says Yahweh” ()נְ ֻאם־יְ הוָׁ ה. In Jeremiah 23:29, the theme of the “word of
Yahweh” continues. The key words are: “word of Yahweh” ( ) ְד ָׁב ִּריand נְ ֻאם־יְ הוָׁ ה.
Verse 30 continues with the theme of Yahweh’s word. The key words are: יאים
ִּ נְ ִּב,

 ְד ָׁב ִּריand נְ ֻאם־יְ הוָׁ ה. In the next verse, verse 31, the words יאים
ִּ  נְ ִּבand נְ ֻאם־יְ הוָׁ ה
are repeated. In the culminating verse 32, the key words are again:  ֲחלֹום, ֶׁש ֶׁקר
(repeated twice) and “prophecy” ( נבאNiphal). What is of particular importance, is
the repetition of the noun ( ֶׁש ֶׁקרfour times) which also appears in 23:14 and the
references to Yahweh’s word ( ָׁד ָׁברcf. 23:9, 16, 17, 18, 22, 29 and 30).

Another important issue that needs attention is the phrase “I did not send them or
appoint them” (יתים
ִּ ִּא־ש ַל ְח ִּתים וְ לֹא ִּצּו
ְ ֹ  )לin Jeremiah 23:32. This phrase also occur
in Jeremiah 14:14. A shorter version of this phrase (א־ש ַל ְח ִּתים
ְ ֹ  )לis found in
Jeremiah 14:15; 23:32; 27:15 and 29:9. In 23:21 the reference is א־ש ַל ְח ִּתי ֶׁאת־
ָׁ ֹ ל

 ַהנְ ִּב ִּאים. In all these cases, the phrase is used in passages where Jeremiah’s
conflict with rival prophets is reported. What is further significant is that these
prophets are blamed for speaking falsely in the name of Yahweh. The phrase “to
speak falsely in Yahweh’s name” ( ) ִּב ְש ִּמי ֶׁש ֶׁקרis used besides in 23:25, also in
29:21 and 23, again in a context of prophetic conflict. It should be noted that the
specific vocabulary used in 23:25-32 shows the relatedness of the passages in
Jeremiah 14, 23 and 27-29. Of these passages, 14:10-16 and 23:25-32 for the
greater part and 27-29 all are in prose (cf. Weiser 1969:119-120; 237ff; Holladay
1986:419-420; Craigie et. al. 1991:196; Brueggemann 1998:134-143).

232

The concluding part of the sentence in verse 32 reads, “so they (the prophets) do
not profit or benefit the people of Judah at all.” We find the verb “profit” (יעל
Hiphil) five times in the book of Jeremiah. Of relevance is the reference in
Jeremiah 7:8 where the people are blamed for trusting in deceptive words,
needless to say with devastating consequences. At stake in the conflict between
Jeremiah and the rival prophets is the issue of šālōm prophecy. The background
to this passage in 23:25-32 is Jeremiah’s objection to the royal-Zion ideology that
deceived the people leading to a false sense of security. The point of contention
is that the leadership cannot promote an unconditional faith in these symbols,
what is required is obedience to the covenant and its requirements. Some
prophets are accused of misleading the people, feeding them false messages
that will not benefit them, but instead will be detrimental to them (cf. McKane
1986:595).

In conclusion, the oracle in 23:25-32 is a divine speech composed in prose. At
face value, the passage seems to entertain a general anti-dream position, but in
reality, it concerns lying dreams pretending to reveal the true words of Yahweh.
The real concern is the deceit ( ) ֶׁש ֶׁקרof the prophets who pretend to speak in
Yahweh’s name while what they proclaim are words they have stolen from others
or made-up words (words from their own mind). A strong focus is presented on
the power of Yahweh’s word as judgement that has destructive consequences.
The deceit by the prophets does not profit the people of Judah, but is misleading
them with disastrous consequences.
6.1.2.3 Jeremiah 23:33-40
The last prose oracle in the cycle in is 23:33-40. There is no consensus whether
this passage should be regarded as part of the cycle on the prophets and if, when
and what is its relevance.

233

Hossfeld & Meyer (1973:85) regard this passage as a late addition to the cycle in
23:9-4040 and Brueggemann (1998:215) calls 23:33-40 an appendix to the cycle
concerning false prophets. Lange (2002:278) regards 23:34-40 as “midrashartige
Auslegung” of verse 33, dating from the Persian time. The prohibition against
using the idiom “maśśā’ Yahweh” applies, according to Lange, to all
contemporary (Persian time) and future prophecies (Lange 2002:290). A final
view that must be mentioned is that of Schmidt (2013:38) who refers to 23:33-40
as an “Anhang.”

There are, however, those who argue that this passage should be regarded as an
essential part of the cycle on prophets. Jones (1992:31) defends the prophetic
nature of this passage. He views it as the work of Jeremiah or a prophet in the
Jeremiah tradition. There is also support from Lundbom (2004:213-214) who is
convinced that there is enough evidence to conclude that 23:33-40 is not out of
touch with some of the other literature we find in the book of Jeremiah. Another
view is that of Moberly (2006:70) who regards 23:33-40 as a distinctive
supplement. Allen (2008:272) remarks “there seems to be no good reason for not
regarding this prose unit as a reminiscence of an experience of Jeremiah.” He
sees 23:33-40 as an oracle of disaster intertwined with material with a questionand-answer style.

In Jeremiah 23:33, Yahweh is addressing the prophet Jeremiah, informing him
what he should say to the people. Yahweh speaks in the first person in verse 33.
The divine speech continues in verse 34 as well. In the following verses, namely,
35-38a, it seems that the prophet is now speaking to the people on behalf of
Yahweh. In verse 38b, Jeremiah is quoting what Yahweh says and again the
divine speech continues in the first person singular.
40

There is some correspondence between the material in this section and an article I wrote
entitled: I’ve Had it with You: Jeremiah 23:33-40 as Culmination of Yahweh’s Frustration, in OTE
25, 3 (2012): 761-776.
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In the previous passages, the rival prophets were in focus, but what should be
noted is that a different group of people is addressed in the divine speech. In
verse 33, the sequence of the people addressed is “this people, the prophet and
a priest.” It is said that the people of Judah together with the prophets and a
priest are asking about a “maśśā’ of Yahweh.” The question asked is what
Yahweh has to communicate to the people of Judah in general, but, in particular,
to the prophets and priests as religious functionaries in communicating what
Yahweh has to say. A suitable translation for maśśā’ seems to be “an oracle”
originating from Yahweh. Allen (2008:272) offers a feasible translation for maśśā’
as a “burdensome pronouncement.” On the question that was asked, the answer
is that the people, including their religious leaders, are nothing but a burden to
Yahweh, a burden he wants to get rid of, for he will cast them off. There seems
to be a play on words by exploiting the possible double meaning the word maśśā’
can have (Diamond 2003:576). Tiemeyer (2009:241) views verse 33 as an ironic
utterance.

In order to comprehend what is communicated in verse 33, Diamond offers two
possible ways of reading this verse. The first is whether the question the people
ask about the maśśā’ of Yahweh is sincere or whether they ask the question
satirically to undermine the prophet’s role as a doom prophet (Diamond
2003:576; Fischer 2005:705-706). To entertain this suggestion, it should be
understood against the background of Jeremiah proclaiming doom, whilst other
prophets were more inclined to proclaim hope. Although a viable option, I do not
read it in this manner since Jeremiah is not attempting to defend himself, but
speak on behalf of Yahweh.

The second suggestion by Diamond regarding the reading of verse 33 entails
whether the question asked by the people is sincere. The question would imply
that the people of Judah are seeking an oracle against the nation as is the
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practice in the prophetic tradition. They are seeking assurance that Yahweh will
settle matters with the foreign nation threatening them. This second proposal
seems to be more in line with the meaning of maśśā’ as “oracle,” since the use
of the term in the prophets is almost always related to doom. The harsh reality
reflected in the response to the people is that they are a burden (maśśā’) to
Yahweh.

There is a continuation in tone from verse 33 to 23:34 by addressing the same
group of people again, with the exception that the prophets are now addressed
first and the people last. In a similar fashion, as in verse 33 (‘I will cast you off’), it
is asserted that the person who dares to say “the maśśā’ of Yahweh” will receive
punishment. As a sign of the ever-growing anger of Yahweh, it is stated that not
only the individual will suffer the punishment of Yahweh, but as a consequence,
even the person’s household will suffer punishment.

From the analysis of the structure of 23:33-40 it seems that verse 35 directs the
conversation to verse 36, which is the pivotal point in the structure. It is natural for
people to talk amongst themselves asking what Yahweh’s has to say. Verse 36
sets the boundary, which people may overstep when it comes to Yahweh talk.
The questions in verses 35 and 37 “what has Yahweh answered?” or “what has
Yahweh spoken?” are acceptable ways of enquiring what Yahweh has revealed
to the prophets, but people should not raise the issue of the “maśśā’ of Yahweh”
The reason stated for this prohibition is that “the burden is every man’s own
word.” Lundbom (2004:218) comments, “Reference then is not to genuine
prophecy but to prophecy that misconstrues the words of the living God.” To
pretend to have a true revelation from Yahweh is nothing less than the abuse of
Yahweh’s words (Fischer 2005:708). However, more than that, what they do is to
pervert Yahweh’s word. This is the key issue underlying the conflict between the
various factions of prophets.
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Whereas, in verse 35, ordinary people were asking the questions “What has the
LORD answered?” or “What has the LORD spoken?” in verse 37 the questions
this time are asked of the prophets “what has Yahweh answered and spoke to
you?”

The repetition of the concept of the “maśśā’ of Yahweh” in verse 38 seems
superfluous. The expression occurs three times in this one verse. The people
have been saying continuously –“this is the maśśā’ of Yahweh” - contrary to the
instruction of Yahweh not to do so. The repetition seems to be the root of
Yahweh’s frustration with the people and the prophets. It is totally unacceptable
to dare to pretend to reveal a maśśā’ from Yahweh. It is a transgression that will
result in punishment. This is spelled out in verses 39 and 40. Brueggemann
regards the attempt by prophets and priests to answer on behalf of God
presumptuous. He continues by stating that “religious leadership stands under
indictment for attempting to curtail and control God’s free and full sovereignty”
(Brueggemann 1989:216). However, not only does it dishonour their relationship
with Yahweh, these prophets violate the trust of the people by deceiving them
with false proclamations. As religious leaders, they are in positions of influence,
but they are abusing their positions through their deceit of the people.

In the preceding discussion, the transgressions that enraged Yahweh were
highlighted. In the next verses, the oracle of disaster (Allen 2008:273) continues.
Jeremiah 23:39 is introduced with “therefore” ( ) ָׁל ֵׁכןas well as a call for attention,
behold!  ִּהנְ נִּ י. This is followed by verbs in the first person singular to continue the
divine speech indicated in the earlier verses. The divine speech makes it clear
Yahweh is the one who will put the punishment into effect. It is He who will lift
them up and cast them away from his presence. This is a statement that signifies
not only the rejection of the people and the prophets, but also of the city. The
mention that Yahweh has given the city to their ancestors as inheritance
emphasises the severity of the loss they will experience. Allen (2008:273)
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indicates that the mentioned disaster has to do with the overthrow of Jerusalem.
In the discussion of verse 33, the argument was made that there is a wordplay
between maśśā’ as an oracle and maśśā’ as a burden. It is perhaps not farfetched to see the same wordplay here in the sense that Yahweh will cast them
away like a burden one is getting rid of –“I will get rid of you in similar fashion as I
will get rid of a burden, I will toss you away” (cf. Carroll 1986:404. 478; Fischer
2005:709). The same verb, namely, “to cast away” in verse 33 is used in verse
39, which strengthens the idea of wordplay. It also affirms the message to the
people that Yahweh has had enough and is rejecting them. McKane (1986:602)
suggests that the verb  נטשin verse 39 should be understood to mean “abandon”
when it comes to the city of Jerusalem. There can be no greater rejection than to
be cast away from the presence of Yahweh and left in the darkness of alienation
from Yahweh. Fischer (2005:709) articulates the view that what is expressed here
is a condition of “Gottes Distanzierung.”

To add insult to injury, verse 40 announces that Yahweh will bring everlasting
disgrace to them and shame that will never come to an end. It will be imprinted in
the minds of people. They will be rejected and be ashamed as a people, because
of their disobedience and false pretence. Verse 40 is the culmination of the
frustration of Yahweh because his word did not benefit the people and because
the people of Judah did not receive the true words from him.

The seven-time occurrence in eight verses of the expression “maśśā’ Yahweh”
clearly places it in the centre of the discussion. But besides the focus on this
expression, there is also another concept in this passage that demands attention
and that is “the word of Yahweh.” In verse 35 the quest is, “what has Yahweh
answered and what has he spoken?” These questions are repeated in verse 37.
In the pivotal verse (verse 36) the concern is about some person’s word over
against the “word of Yahweh.” To emphasise the stark contrast between the selfcreated words of humans over against the true words of Yahweh, an extended
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reference to Yahweh is made (“the words of the living God, the LORD of hosts,
our God”).

I have argued before that in the passage 23:33-40, there is a growing negativity
in the words and concepts resulting in four negative outcomes in verses 39 and
40: from “I will cast you off” (verse 33) and “I will punish that man and his
household” (verse 34) to “I will surely lift you up” and “I will cast you away from
my presence” (verse 39) and “I will bring upon you everlasting disgrace and
perpetual shame, which shall not be forgotten” (verse 40). In verses 33 and 34,
individuals were addressed mainly, whereas, in verses 39 and 40, collectives
such as the people and the city are the objects of Yahweh’s punishment. The
growing tension and negativity finally result in rejection of the people of Judah
from Yahweh’s presence. If that is not enough, it is stated that Jerusalem, the
place where the temple and the palace are located, will be abandoned. Yahweh
has had enough of his people, so much so, that a situation of total rejection is
perceived, the end of a chapter in Judah’s history. The covenant people have
been rejected by Yahweh, the covenant God (cf. Wessels 2012:770-771).

Perhaps the intention of this last passage is to show that the consequences of
prophetic misconduct have detrimental results for all the people of Judah. In the
end, it is the people who suffer because of the failed leadership the prophets
provided. Yahweh has reached the end of his patience with the disregard for the
gravity of uttering “an oracle from Yahweh” falsely and the disobedience of his
expressed will. This view is strengthened by the reasoning that if this passage is
read in the context of the cycle as a whole, a case can be argued that there was
tension built up from the previous oracles up to the final one in 23:33-40.

In conclusion, Jeremiah 23:33-40 does not make easy reading and asks
questions of the interpreter regarding why it is part of the cycle on the prophets.
The focus is not on the prophets alone, but on the priests and the people in the
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Judean society and even the city Jerusalem. From the analysis of this passage, it
seems that the focus should be on verse 36 that reads: “The ‘burden of Yahweh’
you should mention no more, because the ‘burden’ is everyone’s own words and
so you pervert the words of the living Elohim, Yahweh of hosts, our Elohim” (own
translation). The words of Yahweh are forged by claims to have these words. On
the one hand, the audaciousness of the people to want a doom oracle (maśśā’
Yahweh) aimed at their enemy, is rejected harshly. On the other hand, there are
also no limits to the fraudulent claims of the religious functionaries to have a
maśśā’ from Yahweh. The passage reflects that, as a consequence, the people
of Judah will be rejected and the city Jerusalem be abandoned. Yahweh has had
it with the people, prophets and priests for wanting a maśśā’ of Yahweh for
selfish reasons and for falsely pretending to have such knowledge (a maśśā’). To
pretend to have the word of Yahweh is nothing less than deceit and Yahweh will
not tolerate such deceit. This final passage in the cycle on the prophets reminds
one of the harsh words to King Jeconiah in Jeremiah 22:24-30 in the cycle on the
kings of Judah.
6.1.3 The relation between the oracles in Jeremiah 23:9-40
The point has already been made that the oracles in the cycle on the prophets
should be seen as discrete oracles (Carroll 1986:449-450) and not as a set of
criteria as Moberly (2006:70-99) argues. Fretheim (2002:342) has also expressed
his doubts whether the issues that caused the dispute between prophets can
serve as generalised criteria. In the light of the hypothesis of this thesis that the
cycle on the kings and the prophets concern failed leadership, the question is
rather what, in Jeremiah’s view, are the causes of failure and what is the nature
and content of the dispute between prophets.

It should be clear by now that there are different views on the collection,
formation and redaction of Jeremiah 23:9-40. The introductory clause in 9a
presents the collection in this cycle as oracles concerning the prophets, thus
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making it a topical collection. What follows is yet another view on the subject,
resulting from intensive engagement with the oracles in the cycle. There are
obviously many correlations with previous views, but also new insights on which
to ponder. The view was put forward that the fact that the tradition (redaction) has
grouped the various discrete oracles together to form a cycle, has created a new
literary context for these individual oracles. Therefore, there is an interest in how
these various oracles in this cycle on the prophets relate to each other. Some of
the questions to be asked are whether there is any insight in how the cycle was
compiled and why and also whether there is any form of progression in intensity
in the presentation of the oracles. There is also an interest in how this cycle
relates to the previous cycle of oracles regarding the kings of Judah.

In the discussion to follow, attention will first be paid to the use of shared key
words and concepts in the various oracles. The next step will be to look at issues
that are similar in the oracles such as the effect of the prophets’ behaviour and
proclamation on ordinary Judeans. Besides paying attention to these aspects, the
aim is also to observe the bottom line conclusions drawn in the various oracles.
6.1.3.1 Common words, concepts and expressions
As planned, in the first instance, the mutual use of words would be investigated in
order to establish relationships between the various oracles if any exist. In
searching for mutual words in their various forms in the oracles in the cycles on
the prophets, the following observations were made: The word stem that
frequently appears throughout the cycle as a noun () ָׁד ָׁבר, both in singular and
plural form, as well as a verb in Qal ( ) ָׁד ַברand Piel ( ) ִּד ֶׁברis ( דברcf. verses 9, 16
(2x), 17, 18 (3x), 21, 22, 28 (3x), 29, 30 35, 36 (2x) 37 and 38. This should not be
regarded as strange, since the word of Yahweh is supposed to be the concern of
the prophets. Another word frequently used is ( ֶׁש ֶׁקרcf. 14, 25, 26 and 32 (2x)).
The noun  ֶׁש ֶׁקרoccurs in 23:14 which forms part of the passage 9-15 and in
23:25, 26 and 32 twice which forms part of the passage 25-32. Furthermore, the
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word  ָׁר ָׁעהis used in verses 10, 11, 12, 14, and 17. The expression א־ש ַל ְח ִּתי
ָׁ ֹ ( לcf.
verse 21) that is part of the passage 23:16-22, is also used in 23:32, part of the
passage 25-32. It should also be observed that the only mutual wording between
23:23-24 and the other, the oracles is the expression ( נְ ֻאם־יְ הוָׁ הcf. 23:11, 12, 23,
24 twice, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32 twice and 33). Between all the oracles and 23:33-40,
the only correspondence is the various versions of the word  דברand נְ ֻאם־יְ הוָׁ ה.
The nature and content of Jeremiah 23:33-40 is somewhat different from all the
other oracles in the cycle.

From the above observation with regard to the use of words, both 23:9-15 and
16-22 share besides the word דבר, the following word, namely the noun ָׁר ָׁעה
(verses 10 and 17) and the verb ( שובverses 14, 20 and 22). In verses 14 and 20,
the verb is in the Qal with the meaning “to turn from/back” and in verse 22, the
verb is in the Hiphil with the meaning “would have turned.” Jeremiah 23:9-15 and
16-22 share besides  ָׁד ַברsome words and expressions with 23:25-32 (cf. ֶׁש ֶׁקר
and א־ש ַל ְח ִּתים
ְ ֹ )ל. An idea that should be considered is that 23:25-32, which is a
prose piece, developed the concept of “deceit” ( ) ֶׁש ֶׁקרand the question of
prophets’ legitimacy (א־ש ַל ְח ִּתים
ְ ֹ  )לsomewhat further. All this links up with the
need for prophets to proclaim the true words of Yahweh. If this proposal seems
viable, then Jeremiah 23:25-32 seems to be a later addition to the cycle on the
prophets. It also seems that Jeremiah 23:23-24 was later added in the formative
process to the cycle as most scholars suggest (cf. Carroll 1986:464-468; McKane
1986:587).

Another observation is the similarity of wording between Jeremiah chapters 14,
23 and 27-29. Three concepts occur in all the named chapters, namely  ֶׁש ֶׁקר,

 ָׁשלֹום, and א־ש ַל ְח ִּתים
ְ ֹ ל. All three these passages and chapters concern conflict
between Jeremiah and other prophets about šālōm-preaching, which is regarded
as false. The conclusion drawn is that the prophets offer false oracles because
they are not regarded as legitimate prophets of Yahweh. A thought on which to
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ponder, is whether the oracle in 23:25-32 is not a summary of sorts of concepts
and words on false prophets spread throughout the book of Jeremiah.
6.1.3.2 Prophetic influence
Prophets as religious leaders are people of influence. They are associated with
proclaiming messages received from Yahweh, which they communicate to
ordinary people. The cycle, however, has shown that besides their proclamation,
their behaviour has impacted people’s decisions, choices, actions and futures.
The deceitful conduct of some prophets and other religious functionaries (priests)
caused adversity for the Judean people. What prophets do and say have
consequences for themselves and their circle of influence. The following
examples from the oracles on the prophets will display this notion. Quotations are
from the NRSV translation and the cursive highlighting is for emphasis:
Jeremiah 23:13: In the prophets of Samaria I saw a disgusting thing: they
prophesied by Baal and led my people Israel astray.
Jeremiah 23:14: But in the prophets of Jerusalem I have seen a more shocking
thing: they commit adultery and walk in lies; they strengthen the hands of
evildoers, so that no one turns from wickedness.
Jeremiah 23:15: …for from the prophets of Jerusalem ungodliness has spread
throughout the land.
Jeremiah 23:16: Thus says the LORD of hosts: Do not listen to the words of the
prophets who prophesy to you; they are deluding you.
Jeremiah 23:17: They keep saying to those who despise the word of the LORD,
"It shall be well with you"; and to all who stubbornly follow their own stubborn
hearts, they say, "No calamity shall come upon you."
Jeremiah 23:27: They plan to make my people forget my name by their dreams
that they tell one another.
Jeremiah 23:32: See, I am against those who prophesy lying dreams, says the
LORD, and who tell them, and who lead my people astray by their lies and their
recklessness.
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All the above references are from 23:9-15, 16-22 and 25-32. Absent from these
references are 23:23-24 and 33-40. Although there is no exact correspondence
to what the indictments of the prophets entail, it is clear from the perspective
presented in the three oracles that the prophetic leadership in Jerusalem is guilty
of misleading the people of Judah.
6.1.3.3 Judgement announcements
Another aspect that some of the oracles share is that Yahweh will punish those
who pervert his word and thereby, deceive and mislead the people. The following
abstracts from the various oracles will illustrate the issue at hand.

Jeremiah 23:12: Therefore, their way shall be to them like slippery paths in the
darkness, into which they shall stumble and fall; for I will bring disaster upon them
in the year of their punishment, says the LORD.
Jeremiah 23:15: Therefore, thus says the LORD of hosts concerning the
prophets: "I am going to make them eat wormwood, and give them poisoned
water to drink.”
Jeremiah 23:20-21: Look, the storm of the LORD! Wrath has gone forth, a
whirling tempest; it will burst upon the head of the wicked.
The anger of the LORD will not turn back until he has executed and
accomplished the intents of his mind.
Jeremiah 23:34: And as for the prophet, priest, or the people who say, "The
burden of the LORD," I will punish them and their households.
Jeremiah 23:39: therefore, I will surely lift you up and cast you away from my
presence, you and the city that I gave to you and your ancestors.
Jeremiah 23:40: And I will bring upon you everlasting disgrace and perpetual
shame, which shall not be forgotten.
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These quotations from the oracles include 23:33-40 this time, but again 23:23-24
does not feature. The very nature of 23:23-24 is different from all the other
oracles. The inclusion of 23:33-40 is significant, since it functions as the climax of
Yahweh’s judgement.
6.1.3.4 Summary observations
It is safe to say that there is no real systematic progression of thought on the
causes of the rivalry between Jeremiah and other prophets. What is clear is that
the Jeremian perspective on the conflict is an unwavering condemnation of his
rivals. In 23:9-15, these prophets are condemned for their lack of moral integrity
and in 23:16-22, not only are their false messages rejected, but their legitimacy
as authentic prophets of Yahweh is questioned. Both these passages display a
sense of intolerance towards the rival prophets. They are defined negatively by
the use of pejorative language, labelled as adulterers, deceivers, polluters and as
people of bad influence. From the emphasis on their immoral characters, the
focus shifts to the question of their deceptive messages and questioning of their
roles as prophets of Yahweh. In 23:25-32, the way they received their revealed
messages from Yahweh is questioned. If the mode of receiving Yahweh’s word is
under suspicion, then more so, the truth of what they proclaim.

Although there is no systematic progression of thought in the sequence of the
various oracles, there is a clear shift in focus on issues that cause the rivalry
between Jeremiah and his opponents. If the view is accepted that the cycle on
the prophets ends with 23:32, then this final verse offers an apt conclusive ending
by stating that the people of Judah did not gain (profit) anything positive from the
prophetic performances of these rival prophets. On the contrary, it is said that
they have led the people astray by their lying and their recklessness. If, however,
23:33-40 is read in conjunction with the previous oracles, then this passage
displays a culmination of Yahweh’s frustration with not only the rival prophets, but
also the priests as religious functionaries, the people of Judah and even the city.
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The final two verses of this passage show a total rejection of all these named
entities and the shaming of the Judean people as a disgrace that will not be
wiped out in memory. This ending in these last verses is even harsher than the
conclusive ending in 23:32 and reaches a climax of immense consequences.
According to this cycle, the religious leadership – spearheaded by the prophets –
has totally failed in their office as prophets of Yahweh. But they also failed the
people of Judah by their delusions which led to their rejection by Yahweh.
6.1.4 Jeremiah 21:1-24:10
It was argued that the cycles on the kings (21:11-23:4) and the prophets (23:940) form part of the block of material collected in 21:1-24:10. Some brief
observations follow next.
6.1.4.1 Jeremiah 23:9-40 and 21:11-23:4
When the cycle on the kings was discussed, the observation was made that there
was a progression of frustration on how the various kings were represented. The
extended passage on King Jehoiakim displayed the condemnation by Jeremiah
of the lack of justice and fairness during this king’s reign excellently. As leader
and king, he failed dismally and would eventually die in disgrace. In one of the
succeeding passages, 22:24-30, the harsh reality was spelt out when King
Jehoiachin, his family and the highly skilled people were exiled. This happened
when the Babylonian king captured the king and his entourage in 597 BCE. This
resulted in the devastating announcement in Jeremiah 22:30 that reads: “Thus
says the Lord: Record this man as childless, a man who shall not succeed in his
days; for none of his offspring shall succeed in sitting on the throne of David, and
ruling again in Judah” (NRSV). The implication was that the Davidic lineage has
come to an end. To this can be added what is stated in Jeremiah 23:1-2 that the
shepherds (the kings) have failed the people and were the cause that the people
were scattered in exile. This is a clear indictment of the kings as failed political
leaders. The consequences were that the people of Judah would suffer because
of the dismal leadership the kings offered.
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If this line of argument is accepted that the kings are failed leaders and the same
conclusion was reached with regard to the prophets as religious leaders, then it
strengthens the proposed thesis of this study. Both these cycles have extremely
negative outcomes of failed leadership in the end. Interestingly, with the addition
of Jeremiah 23:4-6 and 7-8, the negative outcome of the failed leadership of the
kings is tempered by an announcement that Yahweh will appoint a righteous
leader and that the people will return from exile. The same however cannot be
said of the negative announcement at the end of the cycle on the prophets in
verse 40, except if the LXX is followed by shifting 23:7-8 to a position to follow on
23:40. If that is done, it would imply that the rejected and castaway people would
return from exile.
6.1.4.2 Jeremiah 21:1-10 and 24:1-10
A final point on the two cycles is necessary. In the block of material in Jeremiah
21:1-24:10, the two prose passages 21:1-10 and 24:1-10, formed the framework
for the two cycles respectively on the kings and the prophets. It was indicated
that in 21:1-10, that the kingship of Zedekiah was dismissed. A similar message
was proclaimed in 24:1-10 where Zedekiah was compared with bad figs, a
metaphor for the rejection of his future kingship. However, it was argued that this
passage also presents a strand in the tradition of Jeremiah that favours a group
of people situated in the Babylonian exile. An idea that should be considered is
that chapter 24 is added as a framework to the cycle to counter the total
negativity of 23:40 by providing a glimmer of hope that a group of “good figs” in
exile will return to Judah and normalise the future of the people of Judah.

6.2 CONCLUSIVE REMARKS ON JEREMIAH 23:9-40
At some stage in history, the collectors or redactors of the various incidental
oracles most probably had the purpose in mind to explain in what way the
prophets contributed to the collapse of the Judean society resulting in the
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Babylonian exile. The oracles surely address individual instances of differences,
but as a whole, aim at explaining failed prophetic leadership. The purpose of the
cycle therefore does not seem to be the setting of criteria, but explaining
prophetic failure (cf. Carroll 1986:450). This statement supports the proposal of
this thesis that, as religious leaders, the prophets have failed both Yahweh and
the people of Judah.

In the final chapter to follow, conclusions will be drawn whether the research
question was answered successfully. Furthermore, the proposed hypothesis will
be evaluated in terms of the research results. In addition, the suitability of the
methodology followed will be discussed briefly and finally, some of the main
findings will be highlighted.
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSIONS
7.1 INTRODUCTION
Studies on the book of Jeremiah have received much attention over the past
decades and much more will see the light in future. Over the centuries, many
studies on the prophets of the Old Testament have seen the light and Jeremiah,
in particular, attracted much attention in this regard. Jeremiah is an intriguing field
of study with many complexities and many unresolved issues. The historical
background displayed in the book of Jeremiah, covers a critical period in the
history of the Judean people. It reflects the time of the final years before the first
deportation of King Jeconiah and his people in 597 BCE as well as the final siege
of Jerusalem in 586 BCE and the exile to Babylon. It is during this time that
Jeremiah acted as a prophet in Judah and Jerusalem, proclaiming a message
that was not favourably accepted by many who formed part of the establishment
in Jerusalem.

A major emphasis nowadays is to focus not so much on the prophet Jeremiah,
but on the book of Jeremiah. The book of Jeremiah, as mentioned, is a very
complex book displaying a variety of literary types such as poetic sections,
extensive narratives and collections of various types of literature such as the
oracles against the nations. There is no doubt today that the book of Jeremiah
has undergone extensive redactional activity, and although much insight was
gained by extensive research on the book, there are still many unresolved issues.

The focus of this study on the issue of the conflict between Jeremiah and some
rival prophets in Jeremiah 23:9-40 has shown to pose its own intriguing
questions. The cycle on the prophets in Jeremiah 23:9-40 is preceded by a cycle
of oracles on the kings of Judah. There is no doubt that these two cycles were
deliberately placed next to each other by redactional activity. It was further
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established that these two cycles were framed by two prose passages in 21:1-10
and 24:1-10 to form a block of material in the book.

The book of Jeremiah has a distinctive focus on the role the prophets played in
the Judean society in the years preceding the calamity of the Babylonian exile.
Prophetic studies mainly focused on the prophetic conflict as it was reported in
chapters 27-29 in Jeremiah. The cycle on the prophets in Jeremiah 23:9-40 has
received some attention from scholars, but in many instances, only as a side
reference to the whole issue of prophetic conflict. In most cases, when studies
were done of this cycle in Jeremiah, it formed part of a bigger study with the main
focus on chapters 27-29. The cycle on the prophets received some attention in
commentaries published on the book of Jeremiah, but this is usually of a limited
nature.The aim of this study was to focus on the oracles in the cycle on the
prophets in Jeremiah 23:9-40. Part of the investigation was to determine how the
two cycles, respectively on the kings and the prophets, fit into the block of
material in Jeremiah 21:1-24:10. In the final instance, two of the oracles in the
cycle on the prophets were chosen for detailed analysis before relating them to
the rest of the oracles in the cycle on the prophets. This was done as is reflected
by this research report.

In the ensuing discussion, an overview of the research will be presented.
Following on this presentation the research question as well as the hypothesis
will be addressed in terms of the research process and knowledge gained.
Conclusions will also be drawn on whether the methodology was suitable for
answering the research question. Finally, some of the main findings of the
research will be highlighted.

7.2 OVERVIEW OF THE RESEARCH
The research done and presentation of the argument this thesis wants to promote
were structured into seven chapters.
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7.2.1 The first chapter served the purpose of explaining the reason for this
research project and to state what the assumed result would be. The assumption
of failed prophetic leadership was born out of previous engagement with the book
of Jeremiah and the observation of various instances of conflict that
characterised the prophetic ministry of the prophet Jeremiah. I was in particular
fascinated by his conflict with other prophetic entities, which is mainly recounted
in Jeremiah 23:9-40 and Jeremiah 27-29. In most studies on the issue at hand,
the focus is mainly on chapters 27-29, whilst 23:9-40 is only referred to briefly. In
the light of this fact, the decision was made to focus on the cycle of oracles in
23:9-40 for this research endeavour. In the process of engaging the text, the
question arose regarding what the nature and the content of the assumed failed
leadership are. This was eventually decided on as the research question of this
study.

7.2.1.1 The statement was made that there are clear traces of conflict between
the prophet Jeremiah and other prophetic groups in the book of Jeremiah. This is
an obvious statement for anyone familiar with the book of Jeremiah and many
scholars over the years have acknowledged this fact. To look into this apparent
conflict in the book of Jeremiah, the scope of this investigation was limited to the
cycle on the prophets in Jeremiah 23:9-40 where conflict between Jeremiah
(supposedly) and some rival prophets was reflected. For the purpose of this
research project, two poetic passages from the cycle on the prophets, namely
Jeremiah 23:9-15 and 16-22, were selected for a thorough analysis. As stated in
the research question the endeavour was to address the nature and content of
the conflict between the prophets as reflected in Jeremiah 23:9-15 and 23:16-22.
The research done in this thesis has proven the selection of these two oracles to
be suitable choices for answering the research question. Failed leadership
transpired to be the fundamental reason for the conflict reflected in the cycle in
Jeremiah 23:9-40.
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7.2.1.2 In the process, a hypothesis was formulated on the grounds of previous
engagement with the book of Jeremiah and a preliminary understanding of what
is presented in the cycle on the prophets in Jeremiah 23:9-40. It seemed that the
main concepts such as “adultery” (root נאף
ַ ), “deceit” () ֶׁש ֶׁקר, and “ ָׁשלֹוםtheology”
characterised the conflict between prophets in the Judean society. It further
seemed that failed leadership was at the heart of the conflict and that the
concepts mentioned would inform the discussion on failed leadership.

7.2.1.3 As the project evolved, the decision was made to focus mainly on two
oracles, namely 23:9-15 and 16-22, with the intention of finally profiling these two
oracles within the broader context of the cycle in 23:9-40. Chapter 1 also
explained the approach followed as well as the methodology used in addressing
the research question. To deal with the demarcated passages using the
suggested approach, a theoretical discussion of redaction-criticism, linguistic
study (comprising a text-syntactical analysis, a text-semantic analysis and
conceptualisation) and literary and socio-rhetorical study was carried out in
Chapter 1. In the discussion, the relevance of each of these methodological
components to the present study was shown.

7.2.2 Chapter 2 was dedicated to a discussion of the composition and the
redaction of the book of Jeremiah. The book of Jeremiah confronts researchers
with many contentious issues of which the composition and redaction of the book
are two. It seemed necessary to provide a brief overview of approaches to these
issues in an attempt to address matters such as the poetic-prose relationship and
the formation of various collections of material. The redactional composition of
oracles in Jeremiah 21:1-24:10, proved to be of particular importance, since the
prose passages in 21:1-10 and 24:1-10 framed two cycles, one on the kings of
Judah in 21:11-23:8 and the other on the prophets in 23:9-40. Of significance is
the emphasis on the failed leadership of the kings of Judah, which provided the
context for addressing the failed religious leadership of the prophets in
252

Jerusalem. The argument was put forward that it all boiled down to the
redactional shaping of the block of material to address the issue of failed
leadership resulting in the exile of the people of Judah.

7.2.3 The main contribution of this thesis is contained in Chapters 3, 4 and 5.
These three chapters aimed to address the research question in terms of the
nature and content of the prophets’ conflict. They provided insights into the main
components that characterised the failed leadership of the prophets. In Chapters
3 and 4, the two passages 23:9-15 and 16-22 respectively, were analysed in
terms of its text- critical aspects, text-syntax, text-semantics, redaction-critical
facets as well as the socio- and rhetorical aspects. Chapter 5 was dedicated to
the discussion of four concepts that proved to be key concepts in the discussion
in the previous two chapters. In this chapter, these concepts were discussed and
profiled within larger conceptual frameworks.

7.2.3.1 The discussion of the passage Jeremiah 23:9-15 in Chapter 3 has
revealed that Jeremiah’s rivals were, in fact, the prophets situated in Jerusalem.
The rhetorical presentation of the dialogue in this passage, as well as the
effective choice of words and imagery has revealed that Jeremiah’s disapproval
of the leadership of the rival prophets concerned their moral and ethical failure. I
have argued that in the context of a society that operates within domains of holy
and impure, the prophets in Jeremiah’s view have failed dismally by defiling their
entire society and the land. Not only is their leadership labelled as morally
corrupt; they have also failed both Yahweh and the people they were supposed
to serve.

7.2.3.2 The same analytical approach as in Chapter 3 was followed in Chapter 4
dedicated to the discussion of Jeremiah 23:16-22. The discourse in this passage
is somewhat different as the focus does not fall on the moral failure of the
prophets, but on their legitimacy. The passage was read as a coherent discourse
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without ignoring some redactional concerns. Three aspects emerged from the
analysis of this passage that Jeremiah (redaction’s presentation of Jeremiah)
raised as concerns about the legitimacy of the rival prophets. These were the
optimistic oracles the rival prophets proclaimed, their absence in the council of
Yahweh and the fact that they functioned as prophets without a commission and
consent from Yahweh. Whereas, in the previous passage, Jeremiah regarded the
Jerusalem prophets as failed leaders on the grounds on their immoral conduct, in
Jeremiah 23:16-22 a shadow of doubt is cast on their leadership because of their
lack of intimate relationships with Yahweh and the false content of their
messages that had calamitous consequences for the people of Judah.

7.2.3.3 Chapter 5 was presented as a focussed study of strategic concepts that
emerged from the detailed analysis of Jeremiah 23:9-15 and 16-22. In the first
passage, the concepts “adultery” (נאף
ַ Piel) and “deceit” ( ) ֶׁש ֶׁקרarose as
prominent concepts when addressing the morally inappropriate behaviour of the
prophets. Both these concepts displayed strong moral overtones that
underscored the failed leadership of the Jerusalem prophets to a large extent.
These concepts were first discussed in the immediate context of their use in the
clauses in which they appeared, before the discussion was broadened to other
contexts

where

they

were

also

utilised.

Besides

using

lexicons

and

concordances, theological dictionaries, commentaries on the book of Jeremiah
were also consulted. It became clear that the concept of “adultery” could imply
religious infidelity, political alliances, sexual transgressions and even as a
reference to idol cultic practices. Although the possibility exists that sexual
overtones might be implied in 23:9-15, it cannot be asserted categorically. The
broader meaning of infidelity seemed to cover what is implied in this passage. It
can be concluded that this concept belongs to the field of words that indicate
moral transgressions and therefore, a lack of moral integrity.
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A similar approach was followed when determining the meaning of the concept of
“deceit” () ֶׁש ֶׁקר. Whereas in this passage, in Jeremiah the emphasis is on the true
words of Yahweh, this concept expresses just the opposite. However, it was
emphasised that it does not only concern what the prophets have to say, but is
used to define their conduct as a whole, by stating that they “walk in deceit.” In
the wider discussion of this concept not only in its immediate context, it was
revealed that in many instances, it surfaced in passages reflecting the conflict
between Jeremiah and the Jerusalem prophets. The concept of “deceit” refers in
the context of the conflict between prophets to the false optimistic proclamations
prophesied by the Jerusalem prophets. This concept also belongs to the field of
words that concern moral depravity. In the context of 23:9-15, it therefore
underscores the morally inadequate leadership of the Jerusalem prophets.

Two

concepts

emerged

prominently

in

Jeremiah

23:16-22,

namely

“peace/welfare” ( ) ָׁשלֹוםand the “council of Yahweh” ()סֹוד יְ הוָׁ ה. A similar
approach as mentioned here above was followed in the discussion of these two
concepts. These two concepts were used to disclaim the authenticity of the
Jerusalem prophets. The meaning of the concept  ָׁשלֹוםin this context, is related
to the idea of the “absence of calamity.” In other contexts involving disputes
between prophets, the proclamation of optimistic messages is related to the
concept of “deceit,” a repudiation of the prophets proclaiming false peace () ָׁשלֹום.
In the discussion, it was argued that the “peace” proclamation of the prophets
should be related to the idea of the royal/Zion ideology that created a false sense
of security amongst the proponents of this ideology and the people of Judah.
Jeremiah argued that these kinds of messages were false and therefore, that the
prophets proclaiming them lacked legitimacy.

The second concept that has drawn attention in the analysis process of Jeremiah
23:16-22 was the concept of the “council of Yahweh” ()סֹוד יְ הוָׁ ה. This concept is
found in 23:18 and repeated in 23:22. The determination of the meaning of this
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concept has been shown to be difficult and is used in a variety of contexts
revealing a variety of meanings. The particular uses in 23:18 and 22, are unique
in the book of Jeremiah. There are similar references to the uses of the idea of a
council of Yahweh in other places in the Old Testament, although in some
instances, different Hebrew words are used in this regard. In the discussion
offered in Chapter 5, the idea of a council was also addressed in the broader
context of the ancient Near East. The discussion was aided by studies in
secondary literature such as theological dictionaries, commentaries as well as
studies in monographs. An approach from the perspective of cognitive linguistics
was also entertained. It was indicated that the uses in Jeremiah 23 are
exceptional and the meaning cannot be generalised, but should be understood in
terms of the argument presented about the legitimacy of certain prophets. The
conclusion drawn was that prophets who were not privy to be in the council of
Yahweh lacked legitimacy in terms of mission and message.

7.2.4 In Chapter 6, a discussion was offered regarding the redactional activity
and the composition of the cycle on prophets to create a literary context for the
various oracles that formed part of the cycle. An attempt was also made to relate
the two passages (23:9-15 and 16-22) that formed the focus of this research
project to the other oracles in the cycle. The idea was to show how these two
passages functioned in the literary context formed by the collections of oracles on
prophets in Jeremiah 23:9-40.

7.3 DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS
The research in this thesis has focussed on conflict amongst prophets in Judah
with special interest in the nature and content of the conflict as it related to
prophets as religious leaders. The scope was narrowed to focus on two mainly
poetic passages in Jeremiah 23:9-15 and 16-22 as they function in the cycle of
oracles on the prophets in 23:9-40. In the process of the research, many subtle
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aspects were addressed in some detail, but in what follows, only some of the
major findings will be highlighted.
7.3.1 Redaction-critical perspective on the research
In Chapter 2, attention was paid to the redaction and composition of the book of
Jeremiah, as a whole, as reflected in research done on the book over many
decades. What was determined through the investigation was that Jeremiah
21:1-24:10 should be regarded as a redactional unit that included the cycle on
the kings in 21:11-23:6 as well as the cycle on the prophets in 23:9-40.

As a next step in the redactional and compositional research of the well-defined
block of material in 21:1-24:10, a broad discussion was offered of how this block
of material was composed. In line with the views of many scholars on this block
of material, it seemed feasible to regard 21:1-10 and 24:1-10 as the prose
framework of the two mentioned cycles on the kings and the prophets. An
important point that emerged from this was the fact that in both these prose
frameworks, King Zedekiah’s demise was accentuated, meaning that the kingship
in the Davidic lineage was in jeopardy. Although the overarching message of
these two framework passages proved to be extremely negative, both of them
conveyed an underlying message of some hope. In 21:1-10, hope of survival by
submitting to the Babylonian king was mentioned (cf. verses 8-9). Furthermore, in
24:1-10, a return from Babylonian exile was promised to a gôlā-group that were
depicted as good figs. The overarching message of the framework, however, was
the failure of the political leadership of the Davidic house in the person of King
Zedekiah, resulting in the exile of 586 BCE.

In the next step of the research process, the various oracles regarding the kings
were discussed in terms of their redaction, compositional placement and content.
It was observed that the oracles on the kings are presented in chronological order
as they ruled during the last period in Judah’s history before the commencement
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of the Babylonian exile. A close reading of the various oracles revealed that some
of the poetic oracles were followed by prose sections or prose insertions, with the
purpose of clarifying or commentating on the poetic sections. Most scholars
regard these prose sections as later redactional activity by the Deuteronomistic
editor or if not the Deuteronomist, someone or some people with knowledge of
Northern Kingdom theological traditions.

The conclusion drawn is that the cycle on the kings reflects redactional activity,
but also deliberate compositional structuring of the various oracles with later
prose additions reflecting on the poetic pieces. The point argued was that there is
a progression in negative reflection on some of the last kings, with tension and
frustration building up resulting in the announcement of the end of the Davidic
line of kingship as it was known (cf. 22:30). The implied message of the cycle,
therefore, is to show that the kings as political leaders have failed. As a result of
the discussion on both the framework as well as the cycle on failed kingship, it
seemed viable to approach the cycle on the prophets in 23:9-40 as part of a
context of failed leadership. It is argued that this would then serve the function of
offering an explanation for the catastrophe regarding the fall of Jerusalem and the
resulting Babylonian exile. The research reported in this thesis has confirmed that
this assumption on the leadership is a feasible supposition to make.

Chapter 3 of the thesis was dedicated to the analysis of Jeremiah 23:9-15 and
Chapter 4 of 23:16-22. In both these passages, a section was dedicated to the
discussion of redactional activity. The literature consulted on the redaction of
these passages argued for the presence of certain superfluous words and the
insertion of phrases and even verses. These suggestions were considered and
weighed, but did not seem to have a major impact on the way these passages
were analysed by placing a strong emphasis on the syntax and whether the
syntax made a coherent reading of the passages possible.
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Chapter 6 was dedicated to the study of the redaction and composition of the
cycle on the prophets in 23:9-40 as a whole. A similar approach was followed as
in Chapter 2 by first overviewing some of the research done by scholars on the
redaction of the cycle. Although there are always differences of opinion among
scholars, for the larger part, the consensus was that not much redactional activity
took place within the various oracles that formed the cycle. What became clear,
however, was that redactional activity did take place in the process of collecting
the various oracles and the composition of these oracles with a single topic as
organising principle. The heading in clause 9a, is a clear indication of redactional
activity with the purpose of grouping some discrete oracles together in a cycle on
the prophets in dispute with each other.

In a similar fashion, as was done in the cycle of the kings, the various oracles
were discussed in terms of possible redactional activity, asking questions about
the composition of the oracles and their relation to the other oracles in the cycle.
In the process, the content of the various oracles also came under scrutiny. An
argument was presented that the collecting and composition of the various
independent oracles in the cycle created a literary context that seemed important
for the interpretation of the various oracles.

The research has shown that there were some key words and concepts that were
shared between some of the oracles, which, in the literary contexts of the cycle,
created some connection between the oracles. The keyword running through the
whole cycle that was identified is the word  ָׁד ָׁברof Yahweh. This, in itself, is not
strange since prophets are defined as people who are connected with the word of
Yahweh. Of interest is the fact that a significant concept such as “deceit” ( ) ֶׁש ֶׁקרin
23:14 is repeated a number of times in the passage 23:25-32. The same is to be
said of the important phrase in 23:21, “I did not send the prophets” (א־ש ַל ְח ִּתי
ָׁ ֹ )ל,
which is repeated in 23:32. The observation is that the prose passage in 23:25-32
shares two extremely important concepts with 23:9-15 and 23:16-22 respectively.
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The suggestion is made that in terms of the relationship between the various
oracles, and in the light of the prose passages in the cycle on the kings, that
23:25-32 might be a prose composition based on the previous mentioned two
oracles. The research has also revealed that the oracle in 23:23-24 only shares
the expression “says Yahweh” ( )נְ ֻאם־יְ הוָׁ הwith 25-32, where this expression is
used quite a number of times. This might even strengthen the suggestion that 2532 is a later composition based on the foregoing oracles. The observation was
also made that besides the references to the “word” ( ) ָׁד ָׁברof Yahweh, no words
or concepts are shared with 23:33-40.

On two other levels, however, the research has shown that the various oracles
share common thoughts and ideas. All the oracles, except 23:23-24, have shown
that the deceit of some prophets with regard to pretending to speak on behalf of
Yahweh, had far reaching negative consequences for the people of Judah.
Furthermore, all the oracles, again excluding 23:23-24, ended by announcing
Yahweh’s judgement as the outcome of his disfavour with the conduct of the
prophets.

When the cycle on the kings was analysed in terms of its redactional and
compositional status, the argument was put forward that the prophet Jeremiah’s
tension and frustration increased to such a point that it reaches a climax in the
dismissal of the future of the house of David. With regard to the cycle on the
prophets, it was stated that there is no systematic development of thought on the
issues of dispute between the prophets from one oracle to the next. However, it
was indicated that the cycle of the prophets in parallel fashion also ends
expressing the culmination of the frustration of Yahweh with rival prophets, but
also with the people of Judah and the city Jerusalem (cf. 23:39-40).

From the brief overview of the redactional-critical research done in the thesis, it
should be clear that some important insights were gained in the process. It has
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confirmed the hypothesis of this study that the prophets as leaders have not only
failed the people, but Yahweh as well through their deceit. In the next section, the
results of the socio-rhetorical investigation will be discussed.
7.3.2 Literary and socio-rhetorical perspective on the research
When the research question was formulated, it was envisaged that the two
passages in 23:9-15 and 16-22 would provide insightful knowledge concerning
the nature and content of the conflict between Jeremiah as some rival prophets. I
believe the results of the research done on these passages brought some
important insights to light.

The research done on the two passages in 23:9-15 and 16-22, respectively, in
Chapters 3 and 4, followed a similar strategy, as mentioned earlier. In the first
instance, the passage was analysed in terms of the structure of the passage, the
text-critical issues, followed by addressing text-syntax. The next step was to
engage in a text-sematic and concept study of the passage, before embarking on
the redaction-critical aspects relevant to the particular passage. The final stage of
the research process consisted of interpreting the passage by using the insights
gained from the groundwork done in the foregoing processes and the
consultation of secondary literature.

It was mentioned in Chapter 1, that authors use rhetoric to convince the reader of
certain views. It was argued that this is the case in the two poetic discourses in
Jeremiah 23:9-15 and 16-22 as well. The realisation soon dawned that in the two
selected poetic passages, the perspective presented by the redaction to the
readers is that of the prophet Jeremiah. This is, therefore, a one-sided view on
matters, constructed within a particular context with the view of communicating or
explaining to the readers/audience of the text that the deportations of 597 BCE
and 586 BCE should be blamed on failed leadership. This was most probably
done in an exilic or even post-exilic context. The view in the text vindicates
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Jeremiah’s legitimacy as a true prophet of Yahweh, since his proclamation of
doom became a reality in the history of Judah.

The text-syntax analysis of 23:9-15 served the purpose of unravelling the
structure of the discourse in this passage. On the basis of the syntax, it was
argued that 23:9-15 should be taken as a unit and not as most scholars suggest,
9-12 and 13-15. The argument promoted was that there is a progressive
revelation of who the unknown adulterers mentioned in verse 10 are and then
revealing in verse 14 that the prophets of Jerusalem are the rival prophets
against whom Jeremiah is advocating his readers. It is assumed in terms of the
context and the tradition that Jeremiah is the prophet in conflict with rival
prophets in Jerusalem.

The research has shown that the composer of the oracle in 9-15 used rhetoric
effectively to influence the views and perceptions of the target audience. This
was done by means of the creative use of concepts and imagery in profiling the
rival prophets. The passage in Jeremiah 23:10, mentions a category of people
labelled as adulterers () ְמנָׁ ֲא ִּפים. This undefined group of people is identified in
verse 11 as the prophets and priests. In verse 14, they are revealed to be the
prophets of Jerusalem. The following is contended about the rival prophets:
These adulterers fill the land (אה ָׁה ַָׁ֔א ֶׁרץ
ֵ֣ ָׁ ) ִּ ִּ֤כי ְמ ָׁנ ֲָֽא ִּפ ּ֙ים ָׁמ ְל, their course is evil ( ּוצ ָׁת ּ֙ם
ָׁ ְמ ָֽר

) ָׁר ַ֔ ָׁעה, their might is not right (א־כן
ָֽ ֵׁ ֹ בּור ָׁ ֶ֖תם ל
ָׁ ְ – ּוגverse 10), they are ungodly () ָׁח ֵׁנפּו,
their wickedness ( ) ָׁר ָׁע ָׁ ֶ֖תםis found in the temple (verse 11), what they do is
shocking (רּורה
ִּ֗ ָׁ  – ַש ֲעsomething horrible), they commit adultery ()נָׁ ִ֞אֹוף, they walk in
lies ()וְ ָׁהלִּ֤ ְך ַב ֶּׁ֙ש ֶׁק ּ֙ר, they strengthen the hands of the evildoers (קּו יְ ֵׁ ֵ֣די ְמ ֵׁר ַ֔ ִּעים
ּ֙ ְ– וְ ִּחז
verse 14) and the prophets of Jerusalem are like Sodom ( ) ִּכ ְס ַ֔ד ֹםto Yahweh.

The important conclusion drawn from this research is that Jeremiah has framed
his rivals as people of dubious moral integrity. They are exposed as people who
lack moral character. To accentuate the severity of their moral degeneration, it is
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done in a context where, at the very beginning of the passage, reference is made
to Yahweh’s holiness and the holiness of his word. Under 3.7, it was argued that
the passage should be understood within a context of holy and impure. Yahweh
and his word belong to the domain of holy and pure, whereas the prophets
blamed for the lack of moral integrity belong to the domain of moral impurity. The
passage in 23:9-15, makes it clear that holiness cannot coexist with impurity.

What is striking is the interconnectedness and interdependence of people, their
environment and their religious belief system. The poem does not only highlight
the transgressions of the prophets, but also presents the negative consequences
of these moral indiscretions on the land, the sacred space that is defiled, the
prophets of Jerusalem and the people of Judah (cf. 3.7.1 and 6.2.3.3, verses 12
and 15). One of the key words in this passage is the concept of “deceit” () ֶׁש ֶׁקר,
which I believe is taken up in 23:25-32 and developed further. This is probably
also one of the reasons why Jeremiah’s rival prophets are labelled “false”
prophets. They are nothing less that failed leaders, and, as prophets, they lack
the moral character to represent Yahweh to the people. Analysing this passage
from a rhetorical perspective has proven to be an appropriate methodological
approach to this poetic prophetic discourse which delivered some significant
results.

As mentioned previously, the passage in 23:16-22 was analysed in a similar
fashion as was the case with 23:9-15. Although some scholars argue that verse
18, as well as verses 19-20, should be regarded as redactional insertions in the
text, it was argued on grounds of the rhetoric, supported by the analysis of the
text-syntax, that this passage could be read as a coherent discourse (cf. Chapter
4, point 4.4.4).

The nature of the discourse in this passage differs from the previous one in that
the rhetoric is focussed less on describing the person of the prophet as immoral.
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In Jeremiah 23:16-22, in the first instance, the focus is on the content and effect
of the prophets’ message on the Judean people and secondly, on the authenticity
of the prophets in dispute. An interesting rhetorical technique is applied in this
passage in that, at first, Yahweh is speaking through the mouth of the prophet.
Then, in verse 17, the prophet is speaking and says what the rival prophets are
saying to some people in the Judean society. However, in the process of saying
what these prophets are saying, a quotation is formulated of what these prophets
on whom he is reporting on are saying Yahweh has said. This quotation contains
another key issue related to the dispute between Jeremiah and the rival prophets,
namely  ָׁשלֹום. Although mentioned only once in the cycle, the research has
shown that this concept is the main cause of dispute between Jeremiah and the
rival prophets. In the time before the invasion of Jerusalem by the Babylonians,
Jeremiah’s message had a judgemental tone, warning the people to return to
Yahweh and obey the covenant stipulations. Contrary to Jeremiah’s reprimanding
proclamation, the rival prophets proclaimed  ָׁשלֹוםmessages. It was argued that
the reliance of the establishment, with the support of certain mainline prophets,
on the royal-temple ideology, created a false sense of security and moral
complacency (cf. verses 17 and 22).

In this poetic discourse, another aspect became prominent with the reference in
verses 18 and 22 to the council of Yahweh. This concept, whether perceived as
real or used metaphorically to express intimacy in the relationship between
Yahweh and true prophets, functions in the passage as a criterion for authentic
prophecy. The analysis of the discourse has revealed that it was strategically
structured to undermine Jeremiah’s rival prophets in that first their  ָׁשלֹוםproclamation is rejected (verse 17). This is followed by the statement in verse 18
of what constitutes a true prophet, then only to announce in verse 21 that
Yahweh did not authorise the rival prophets to act as his prophets. The final nail
in the coffin is to state clearly that these prophets did indeed not stand in the
council of Yahweh (verse 22). If they did stand in his council they would have
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caused the people to turn away from their evil doings. The fact that they did not
succeed in doing this proved them to be false prophets, with no authorisation by
Yahweh to go and speak to the people in his name. The rhetorical analysis has
revealed the line of argument to disqualify the  ָׁשלֹוםprophets as false prophets
successfully.

From the perspective of the discourse in this passage, the  ָׁשלֹוםprophets are
shown to be false because of the messages they proclaim and by acting without
sanction from Yahweh. The research results gained from the analysis of this
passage with an applicable methodology has delivered important insights into
both the nature and the content of the conflict between Jeremiah and the ָׁשלֹום
prophets in Jerusalem.
7.3.3 Text-semantic and concept perspectives on the research
Part of the planning of the research process as set out in Chapter 1, was to
conduct some conceptual studies. Throughout the research on the two selected
passages in 23:9-15 and 16-22, some word and concept studies were done to
inform the process of interpretation of these passages. However, four concepts
that have proved to be key concepts in the two passages were selected for more
extensive discussion in Chapter 5. The two concepts chosen from 23:9-15 were
“adultery” (נאף
ַ Piel) and “deceit/lies” () ֶׁש ֶׁקר. The research of these two concepts
have attested to be extremely suitable to give weight to the argument that
according to Jeremiah the rival prophets have failed as leaders in terms of moral
integrity.

The two concepts that were chosen for discussion from 23:16-22 were  ָׁשלֹוםand
‘council’ of Yahweh ()סֹוד יְ הוָׁ ה. These two concepts aptly showed that the rival
prophets failed the test as true prophets in terms of message and authenticity.
The following conclusions were drawn from the discussion of the four chosen
concepts:
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The research on the two concepts of “adultery” (root  )נאףand “deceit” ( ) ֶׁש ֶׁקרin
Jeremiah 23:9-15, has highlighted the lack of moral integrity of Jeremiah’s rival
prophets. According to the perspective of the Jeremiah text, the Jerusalem rival
prophets are failed leaders. They did not only fail in terms of the examples they
have set, but also in not exercising their duty as true prophets to turn the people
back to obedience to Yahweh.

In the second passage, namely, Jeremiah 23:16-22, the two concepts of
“peace/welfare” ( ) ָׁשלֹוםand the “Council of Yahweh” ( ) ְבסֹוד יְ הוָׁ הserved the
function of disclaiming the authenticity of Jeremiah’s rival prophets. Not only was
their proclaimed message of false well-being based on misrepresentation of
royal-Zion theology rejected as false, but the source of their messages was also
doubted. They were not privy to be in Yahweh’s presence in his council to receive
his authentic word. In addition, if they did not stand in the council of Yahweh, it
follows that they were not sent by Yahweh. Their false deceitful message,
therefore, caused the people to stray from Yahweh and as influential religious
leaders, they should therefore be regarded as failed leaders.

The research done on these four concepts has broadened the knowledge of what
is implied by these concepts and in what sense the rival prophets have failed in
their role as religious leaders.

7.4 CONCLUSION
By substantiating and presenting arguments that it is a reasonable assumption to
make that the conflict in Jeremiah 23:9-40 revolved around failed leadership, the
research question interested in the nature and content of the conflict proved to
be a valid and worthwhile question to pursue.
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The main hypothesis formulated for the study was based on the premise that
prophetic leadership in Judah has failed. It was stated that the nature and content
of the conflict were characterised by the discussion about prophetic leadership
and its failure, in which the accusation of adultery and  ָׁשלֹום-theology were two of
the main components that reflect the conflict between prophets in the Judean
society. The assumption of conflict between the rival prophets was supported by
the redaction-critical research done in this thesis, but also through the rhetorical
analysis of the selected passages. The rhetorical analysis has revealed how
Jeremiah, whose view is the dominant one in the discourse, has profiled his rivals
as morally corrupt (cf. Chapter 3) and inauthentic (cf. Chapter 4). The nature and
content of the failed leadership of the rival prophets were further illuminated by
the conceptual study of the four concepts of “adultery,” “deceit,” “ ָׁשלֹום-theology”
and the notion of “the council of Yahweh” (cf. Chapter 5). In the light of the
analysis and the arguments presented, it seems reasonable to conclude that the
hypothesis is substantiated by the research done, approached from a
redactional-critical, text-linguistic, literary analytical and socio-rhetoric study of the
demarcated texts.

The research question steered the study of the Jeremiah texts to approach the
text from a novel perspective to gain new knowledge about the prophetic conflict.
In this research endeavour, new knowledge and new insights were gained into
the nature and the content of the conflict between Jeremiah and the rival
Jerusalem establishment prophets. The research results also provided support to
the hypothesis that the rival prophets have failed in terms of their role as religious
leaders. They have failed in terms of their moral conduct and authenticity and
have, therefore, failed to serve Yahweh and the people of Judah. This was
underscored by studying key concepts that provided new insights into the nature
and content on which the rival prophets were judged as failed leaders. The
various methodologies applied when attempting to address the question that was
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envisaged for this project, seemed to have been applicable and sustained the
process of analysis to provide satisfactory results.

7.5 RECOMMENDATION FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
The research presented had a narrow focus on the nature and content of the
prophetic rivalry in Jeremiah 23:9-22. It was argued that the stance presented in
the oracles on the prophets was the viewpoint of the tradition that vindicated
Jeremiah as the authentic prophets. We only have one side of the story - the
version of those who had reason, ability and means to preserve this particular
view of “true” prophecy. The question however is whether the opposing views,
rejected in the text, should not also be entertained? Furthermore, what motivated
the “opposing” views?

These are fair questions for which there are not

necessarily clear answers. However by asking these questions we as modern
readers of these texts become aware that there are multiple claims of truth. It
might be a worthwhile endeavour to read these texts from an ideological-critical
perspective.
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JEREMIAH 23:9-22: HEBREW-ENGLISH
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09a

ַלנְ ִּב ִִּ֞אים

09b

נִּ ְש ַ ַּ֧בר ִּל ִּ ֵ֣בי ְב ִּק ְר ִִּּ֗בי

09c

מֹותי
ל־ע ְצ ַַ֔
פּו ָׁכ ַ
ָׁ ָֽר ֲח ּ֙

09d

ּומ ְפ ֵׁנֶ֖י ִּד ְב ֵׁ ֵ֥רי ָׁק ְד ָֽשֹו׃
הוה ִּ
ּוכ ֶׁג ֶֶׁ֖בר ֲע ָׁ ֵ֣ברֹו ָׁיָ֑יִּ ן ִּמ ְפ ֵׁנֵ֣י יְ ָׁ ַ֔
יתי ְכ ִּ ֵ֣איש ִּש ַ֔כֹור ְ
ה ִּ ּ֙
ָׁ יִּּ֙

10a

ִּ ִּ֤כי ְמ ָׁנ ֲָֽא ִּפ ּ֙ים ָׁמ ְל ָׁ ֵ֣אה ָׁה ַָׁ֔א ֶׁרץ

10b

י־מ ְפ ֵׁנִּ֤י ָׁאלָׁ ּ֙ה ָׁא ְב ָׁלֵ֣ה ָׁה ַָׁ֔א ֶׁרץ
ִּ ָֽכ ִּ

10c

ְיָׁב ֶ֖שּו נְ ֵ֣אֹות ִּמ ְד ָׁבר

10d

ּוצ ָׁת ּ֙ם ָׁר ַ֔ ָׁעה
וַ ְת ִּ ִּ֤הי ְמ ָֽר ָׁ

10e

ֹא־כן׃
בּור ָׁ ֶ֖תם ל ֵׁ ָֽ
ּוגְ ָׁ

11a

ִּ ָֽכי־גַ ם־נָׁ ִּ ֵ֥ביא גַ ם־כ ֵׁ ֶֹ֖הן ָׁח ֵׁנפּו

11b

אתי ָׁר ָׁע ָׁ ֶ֖תם
יתי ָׁמ ָׁ ֵ֥צ ִּ
ם־ב ֵׁב ִּ ִ֛
גַ ְ
הוה׃
נְ ֻאם־יְ ָׁ ָֽ

11c
12a

ּקֹות
ָֽה ה ַד ְר ָָּׁ֜כם ָׁל ִֶּׁ֗הם ַכ ֲח ַל ְק ַל ּ֙
ָׁל ֵׁכן֩ יִּ ְ יֶּׁ֙

12b

ָׁ ָֽב ֲא ֵׁפ ַ֔ ָׁלה יִּ ַ ֶ֖דחּו

12c

וְ ָׁנ ְֵ֣פלּו ָׁבּה

12d

יהם ָׁר ָׁ ִ֛עה ְש ַנֵ֥ת ְפ ֻק ָׁד ָׁ ֶ֖תם
י־א ִּּ֙ביא ֲע ֵׁל ֶׁ ֵ֥
ִּ ָֽכ ָׁ
הוה׃
נְ ֻאם־יְ ָׁ ָֽ

12e
13a

יתי ִּת ְפ ָׁלה
יאי ש ְֹמ ֶ֖רֹון ָׁר ִּ ֵ֣א ִּ
ּובנְ ִּב ֵׁ ֵ֥
ִּ

13b

ִּהנַ ְב ֵ֣אּו ַב ַַ֔ב ַעל

13c

ת־ע ִּ ֶ֖מי ֶׁאת־יִּ ְש ָׁר ֵׁ ָֽאל׃ ס
וַ יַ ְת ֵ֥עּו ֶׁא ַ

14a

רּורה נָׁ ִ֞אֹוף וְ ָׁהלִּ֤ ְך ַב ֶּׁ֙ש ֶׁק ּ֙ר
יתי ַש ֲע ָׁ ִּ֗
רּוש ָּ֜ ַל ִּם ָׁר ִּ ֵ֣א ִּ
ּובנְ ִּב ֵּׁ֙אי יְ ָׁ
ִּ

14b

קּו יְ ֵׁ ֵ֣די ְמ ֵׁר ַ֔ ִּעים
וְ ִּחזְ ּ֙

14c

י־שבּו ִּ ֶ֖איש ֵׁמ ָׁ ָֽר ָׁעתֹו
ְל ִּּ֙ב ְל ִּת ַָׁ֔

14d

יּו־לי ֻכ ָׁל ּ֙ם ִּכ ְס ַ֔ד ֹם
ָׁ ָֽה ִּ ִּ֤

14e

יה ַכ ֲעמ ָׁ ָֹֽרה׃ ס
וְ י ְֹש ֶׁ ֶ֖ב ָׁ
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9a

Concerning the prophets:

9b

My heart is crushed within me

9c

all my bones shake;

9d

I have become like a drunkard, like a man overcome by wine,
because of the LORD and because of his holy words.

10a

For the land is full of adulterers;

10b

because of the curse the land mourns,

10c

and the pastures of the wilderness are dried up.

10d

Their course is evil,

10e

and their might is not right.

11a

Both prophet and priest are ungodly;

11b

even in my house I have found their wickedness,

11c

says the LORD.

12a Therefore, their way shall be to them like slippery paths,
12b in the darkness they shall stumble
12c and fall therein;
12d

for I will bring disaster upon them in the year of their punishment,

12e

says the LORD.

13a In the prophets of Samaria I saw a disgusting thing:
13b they prophesied by Baal
13c and led my people Israel astray.
14a But in the prophets of Jerusalem I have seen a more shocking thing:
they commit adultery and walk in lies;
14b they strengthen the hands of evildoers,
14c so that no one turns from his wickedness;
14d all of them have become like Sodom to me,
14e and its inhabitants like Gomorrah.
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15a

ל־הנְ ִּב ִַּ֔אים
אֹות ַע ַ
הוִּ֤ה ְצ ָׁב ּ֙
ה־א ַּ֙מר יְ ָׁ
ָׁל ִֵׁ֞כן ָֽכֹ ָׁ

15b

אֹות ּ֙ם ַ ָֽל ֲע ַָׁ֔נה
ִּהנְ נִּּ֙ י ַמ ֲא ִּ ִּ֤כיל ָׁ

15c

וְ ִּה ְש ִּק ִּ ֶ֖תים ֵׁמי־ר ֹאש

15d
16a

ל־ה ָׁ ָֽא ֶׁרץ׃
רּוש ַ֔ ַל ִּם יָׁ ְצ ָׁ ֵ֥אה ֲחנֻ ָׁ ֶ֖פה ְל ָׁכ ָׁ
יאי יְ ָׁ
ִִּּ֗כי ֵׁמ ֵׁא ּ֙ת נְ ִּב ֵׁ ֵ֣
הוֵ֣ה ְצ ָׁב ִּ֗אֹות
ה־א ִַ֞מר יְ ָׁ
ָֽכֹ ָׁ

16b

ל־ד ְב ֵׁ ִּ֤רי ַהנְ ִּב ִּא ּ֙ים ַהנִּ ְב ִּ ֵ֣אים ָׁל ֶַׁ֔כם
ל־ת ְש ְמ ִ֞עּו ַע ִּ
ַ ָֽא ִּ

16c

ַמ ְה ִּב ִּ ֵ֥לים ֵׁ ֶ֖ה ָׁמה ֶׁא ְת ֶׁכם

16d

הוה׃
ֲחזִּ֤ ֹון ִּל ָׁב ּ֙ם יְ ַד ֵַׁ֔ברּו ֶ֖ל ֹא ִּמ ִּ ֵ֥פי יְ ָׁ ָֽ
מֹור ִּ ָֽל ְמנַ ֲא ַַ֔צי
א ְֹמ ִּ ִּ֤רים ָׁא ּ֙

17a

הוה
ִּד ֶׁבֵ֣ר יְ ָׁ ַ֔

17b

ָׁשלֶ֖ ֹום יִּ ְָֽהֶׁי ֵ֣ה ָׁל ֶׁכם

17c

בֹו ָׁ ָֽא ְמ ַ֔רּו
ְ ְ֠וכֹל ה ִ֞ ֵֹׁלְך ִּב ְש ִּר ִּ֤רּות ִּל ּ֙

17d

א־ת ֵ֥בֹוא ֲע ֵׁל ֶׁיכֶ֖ם ָׁר ָׁ ָֽעה׃
ָֽל ֹ ָׁ

17e
18a

הוה
ִּ ֵ֣כי ִּ ִּ֤מי ָׁע ַמ ּ֙ד ְב ֵ֣סֹוד יְ ָׁ ַ֔

18b

וְ ֵׁ ֶ֖י ֶָׁ֑רא

18c

ת־ד ָׁברֹו
וְ יִּ ְש ַ ֵ֣מע ֶׁא ְ

18d

י־ה ְק ִּ ֵ֥שיב) ְד ָׁב ִּרי( ] ְד ָׁב ֶ֖רֹו[
ִּ ָֽמ ִּ

18e

וַ יִּ ְש ָׁ ָֽמע׃ ס

19a

הוה ֵׁח ָׁמ ּ֙ה ָׁי ְָֽצ ַָׁ֔אה
ִּה ֵׁנֵ֣ה׀ ַס ֲע ַ ֵ֣רת יְ ָׁ ִּ֗

19b

חֹולל ַ ִ֛על ֵ֥ר ֹאש ְר ָׁש ִּ ֶ֖עים יָׁ ָֽחּול׃
וְ ַ ֶ֖ס ַער ִּמ ְת ֵׁ

20a

ימֹו ְמזִּ ֵ֣מֹות ִּלבֹו
ד־ה ִּק ֶ֖
ד־עש ֵֹ֥תֹו וְ ַע ֲ
הוה ַע ֲ
שּוב ַאף־יְ ָׁ ַ֔
ִּ֤ל ֹא יָׁ ּ֙

20b

ְב ַ ָֽא ֲח ִּר ּ֙ית ַהיָׁ ִַּ֔מים ִּת ְת ֵ֥בֹונְ נּו ָׁ ֶ֖בּה ִּב ָׁינָֽה׃

21a

ת־הנְ ִּב ִּ ֶ֖אים
א־ש ַ ֵ֥ל ְח ִּתי ֶׁא ַ
ל ֹ ָׁ

21b

וְ ֵׁ ֵ֣הם ָׁרצּו

21c

יהם
א־ד ַ ֵ֥ב ְר ִּתי ֲא ֵׁל ֶׁ ֶ֖
ל ֹ ִּ

21d

וְ ֵׁ ֵ֥הם נִּ ָׁ ָֽבאּו׃
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15a Therefore, thus says the LORD of hosts concerning the prophets:
15b

"Behold, I am going to make them eat wormwood,

15c

and give them poisoned water to drink;

15d

for from the prophets of Jerusalem ungodliness has spread
throughout

the land."

16a Thus says the LORD of hosts:
16b

Do not listen to the words of the prophets who prophesy to you;

16c

they are deluding you.

16d

They speak visions of their own minds, not from the mouth of the
LORD.

17a

They keep saying to those who despise me,

17b

Yahweh says

17c
17d

"Peace will be with you";
and to all who stubbornly follow their own stubborn hearts, they say,

17e

"No calamity shall come upon you."

18a For who has stood in the council of the LORD
18b and saw
18c and heard his word?
18d Who has given heed to his word
18e and listened?
19a Behold, the storm of Yahweh’s wrath has gone out,
19b a whirling tempest will burst upon the head of the wicked.
20a The anger of the LORD will not turn back
until he has executed and accomplished the intents of his mind.
20b In the days to come you will understand it clearly.
21a I did not send the prophets,
21b yet they ran;
21c

I did not speak to them,

21d yet they prophesied.
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22a

סֹודי
ם־ע ְמ ֶ֖דּו ְב ִּ
וְ ִּ ָֽא ָׁ

22b

ת־ע ִַּ֔מי
וְ יַ ְש ִּ ִּ֤מעּו ְד ָׁב ַ ּ֙רי ֶׁא ַ

22c

יהם׃ ס
ּומ ֶ֖ר ֹ ַע ַ ָֽמ ַע ְל ֵׁל ֶׁ ָֽ
בּום ִּמ ַד ְר ָׁכֵ֣ם ָׁה ָׁ ַ֔רע ֵׁ
יש ּ֙
ִּ ָֽו ִּ
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22a But if they had stood in my council,
22b then they would have proclaimed my words to my people,
22c

and they would have turned them from their evil way, and from the evil of
their deeds.
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