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THE PROPHET ZECHARIAH.

CHAPTER XI.

HrrrerTo the prophet has chiefly confined himself to the
bright side of the picture, in his announcement of the future which
awaits the covenant nation (compare especially chap. v.); but
another scene suddenly presents itself, and it is only when he
has communicated this-to his hearers and readers, that his
description of the future, which has thus far, though true, been
only one-sided, is fully completed, and sufficient precaution taken
to prevent the abuse which a carnal mind might make of this
partial representation.!

This section is divided into three parts. The first three verses,
which serve as a prelude, describe the ruin of the entire land by
foes from without. A deeper insight into the cause of this is
given by the prophet in an account of a twofold symbolical pro-
cess which took place within his mind. In the first (vers. 4—14),
the prophet takes the place of the angel of the Lord and depicts
his fature proceedings. Israel, which is doomed to be destroyed
by the judgments of God, appears as a flock destined for the

1 Calvin has well observed: * These predictions appear to contradict one
another. But it was n that the blessings of Gtod should first of all be
announced to the Jews, in order that they might engage with greater alacrity
in the work of building the temple, and might feel assured that they were not
wasting their time. It was now desirable to address them in a different style,
lest, as waa too generally the case, hypocrites should be hardeneq by their vain
confidence in these promisee. Tt was also requisite, in order that the faith-
ful should take alarm in time, and earnestly draw near to God ; since nothing
is more destructive than false security, and wherever sin is committed with-
out restraint, the judgment of God is close at hand.”

VOL. IV, A



2 MESSIANIC PREDICTIONS IN THE PROPHETS.

slaughter. The prophet makes an effort to save it. He takes
upon himself the office of shepherd, and tries to rescue it from
the wicked shepherds, who would lead it to destruction. But
the obstinacy of both shepherds and flock compels him to give
up his office and leave the flock to that utter misery, which he
alone has hitherto been the means of averting. He now asks
for his wages ; and they give him the contemptible sum of thirty
pieces of gilver. In this manner the last manifestation of mercy
on the part of God towards his people through the Messiah, and
their subsequent rejection, are typified. By the command of the
Lord the prophet then exhibits in a second symbolical action the
wicked shepherds themselves, who will worry and destroy the
flock after the good shepherd has been rejected by it.

Hofmann (Weissagung und Erfiillung i. p. 316) regards vers.
1—3 as forming the conclusion of the foregoing prophecy, whilst
Bleek supposes these verses to ‘ contain a small and separate
prophecy.” But both are wrong, as is evident from the fact that
the shepherds mentioned in ver. 3 are spoken of again in ver. 8,
and that ryy~, “feed,” occurs in ver. 4, where it also refers to
the same shepherds. The good shepherd, the angel of the Lord,
is to make another attempt to rescue ‘the people, whom the
evil shepherds, the shepherds who are also lons, have led to
destruction. Again, in vers. 15—17, the end of the section
returns to the subject of its commencement. We see there the
lion-shepherds, on whom judgment is represented in ver. 3 as
having already fallen, in full action again, after the good shep-
herd has been removed out of the way. Moreover both opinions,
Hofmann's as well as Bleek’s, may be shown to rest upon a mis-
taken interpretation of vers. 1—3.

Ver. 1. “ Open thy gates, O Lebanon, and let fire devour thy
cedars.”

The style is quite dramatic. The prophet, instead of an-
nouncing to Lebanon its future destruction, commands it,
as the servant of God, to open its gates. The meaning,
therefore, is, * thou, Lebanon, wilt be stormed and devastated
by the foe.” The question is whether this verse and those
which follow are to be interpreted literally or allegorically.!

1 Aocording to the testimony of Jarchi, Kimchi, and dbendana, the alle-
gorical interpretation was a very ancient one among the Jews, From a passage
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As a general reply, we may say, there can be no doubt that
Lebanon is used here in a figurative sense. Bleek's opinion,
that we have here the description of *a devastation of nature
itself, and that by the hands of violent men,” is proved to be
incorrect by ver. 2, where the cedars of Lebanon are expressly
called  the mighty,” and also by the earlier passage, Jer. xxv.
34—38, where the shepherds and the mighty of the flock are the
princes and magnates of the nation. The rest, therefore, must
also be interpreted figuratively. But what are we to understand
by Lebanon ? We are not left to conjecture here, to which
Hofmann has recourse, but can give an answer based upon a surer
foundation. In the symbolical language of Scripture, and par-
ticularly in Zechariah (chap. iv. 7), mountains denote kingdoms.
Now, Lebanon, as being the nearest range, which met the eyes
of the sacred writers, and the border mountains between Pales-
tine and the heathen world, might be taken as a symbol of the
imperial power in the hands of the Gentiles. But it might also
be regarded as a symbol of that kingdom, of which it originally
formed a part, namely, the kingdom of Israel. We find the
symbol employed in the Scriptures to represent both of these.
Lebanon and Antilebanon are employed as symbols of the impe-
rial power in the Song of Solomon iv. 8 (see the remarks on this
passage) and Is. xxxvii. 24, xiv. 8. In Is. x. 34, and Hab. ii.
17, Lebanon is used to denote the Assyrian empire. It occursin

in the Talmud (Joma, 396) it is evident that Lebanon was supposed to repre-
sent the temple at Jerusalem. We will quote the words of this singular pas-

. “Quadraginta annis ante excidium glpertae sunt portae templi sua
sponte. Abjurgavit igitur eas R. Jochanan fil. Zaccai et dixit : O templum,
templum, quare tu terres te ipsum ? novi ego, quod finis tuus erit, ut deso-
leris. Nam sic prophetavit do te Zacharias, filius Tddo : aperi Libane portas
tuas.” This opening of the temple-doors is mentioned by Josephus (de
bell. Jud. vi. 5§),eand it is not improbable, that he regarded it as an omen of
such importance to himself and his contemporaries, use the explanation
referred to was so generally current at the time. The antiquity of this ex-
position among the Jews 18 also apparent from the fact that it is given by
many of the Church-fathers i ly Eusebius and Jerome, who probably
borrowed it from them. e latter observes, “ Lebanon opens its gates,
that the Roman army may enter, and the fire consumes its cedars, either
when the whole is destroyed by fire, or when the leaders and chiefs are
overthrown by the attacks of the enemy.” There were many even of the
modern commentators, Grotius for example, who adopted the reference to the
temple : Others, again, were of opinion that Lebanon meant Jerusalem gene-
rally ; whilst there were others, such as Marck and Eichhorn, who under-
stood by it the whole of Palestine, “ of which this mountain formed the
northern boundary, and which, like Lebanon itself, was distinguished in
many ways above the other countries of the earth.”

A2



4 MESSIANIC PREDICTIONS IN THE PROPHETS.

connection with the mountains of Gilead as a symbol of the king-
dom of Judah in Jer, xxii. 6, '7, ¢ Thus saith the Lord concerning
the house of the king of Judah : thou art Gilead unto me; surely I
will turn thee into a wilderness, into cities which are not inhabited,
and I sanctify over thee destroyers with their weapons, and they
exterminate thy choice cedars, and cause them to fall together
over thefire.” In Ezek. xvii. 3, the family of David is represented
as 8 lofty cedar upon Lebanon. In this case, therefore, Lebanon
must be a symbol of the kingdom of Israel, which only existed
in that of Judah in the time of the prophet. In the verse before
us the symbol is used in the latter sense.—Hofmann's opinion,
that this section contains the announcement of a untversal judg-
ment, is proved to be incorrect by the parallel passages in the
two nearest prophets, Ezekiel and Jeremiah ;—by the fact that
all the names employed as symbols are names of places in the
holy land (Lebanon, Bashan, the pride of Jordan) ;—by chap.
x. 10, “ I will bring them to the land of Gilead and Lebanon,
and they will not bave room,” where the land of Lebanon is the
land of Israel (the threat in the verse before us is evidently in-
tended as a contrast to the promise in the passage just quoted,
in fact the same contrast may be traced throughout between
chap. xi. and chaps. ix. x.) ;—and lastly by the connexion which
has been shown to exist between ver. 1—3, and ver. 4 sqq.—If
Lebanon then is the Kingdom of Judah, not as contrasted with
the ten tribes, but including them (chap. x.), the cedars of Le-
banon can only represent the chief men of the kingdom. We
are led to this conclusion by the express declaration in ver. 2.
Stately trees are generally the symbols of great men. In Ezek.
xxxi. 38qq. Asshur is introduced as a cedar in Lebanon. Com-
pare Is. x. 18, 19, xiv. 8, and my commentary on Rev. vii. 1.

Ver. 2. “ Howl, cypress, for the cedar s fallen, the glorious
ones being made desolate ; howl, ye oaks of Bashan, for the
wood 18 felled, the defenced one.”

The cypresses, it is true, are inferior to the cedars, but on
account of the hardness and strength of their wood, and its
suitable qualities for the building of palaces and ships, they are
placed in the second rank ; and there are other passages (eg.,
Is. xiv. 8, xxxvii. 24, and Ezek. xxxi. 8), in which the two are
connected together. The oak-forests of Bashan were also cele-
brated, the oak being generally classed among the noblest trees.
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Compare Is. ii. 14, where the oaks of Bashan are classed with
the cedars of Lebanon, as they are in this passage. Both in
substance and in the expressions employed, there is a resemblance
to the passage before us in such passages as Is. xxiii. 14, * Howl,
ye ships of Tarshish, for your fortress is destroyed,” and Jer.
xlix. 3, ‘ Howl Heshbon ; for Ai is in ruins.” It is a general
custom with the prophets, when the strong has fallen, to call
upon the weaker to tremble and mourn, and in this manner to
give expression fo the thought, that for the latter there is no
longer any hope of deliverance (compare the remarks on chap.
ix. 5).—The relative sy is equivalent here to * because” or
‘ ingsmuch as,” and is introductory to the explanation. That
Oy are not glorious ¢rees, but the nobles of the nation, is
evident from the earlier passage, on which this is founded (Jer.
xiv. 3), “their nobles (glorious ones) have sent their little ones
to the water,” and xxv. 34—38, where the leading men are
called the glorious ones of the flock. =y is also applied to wood,

which has been felled, in Is. xxxii. 19, His proud and lofty
trees come down, as it were, from the throne into the dust. The
words of Isaiah are, “it hails, when the wood comes down.”
The world is represented there as visited by the judgments of
God ; and Michaelis interprets the words as referring to the
time ** when the kingdom of Antichrist will be destroyed.” In
the passage before us, on the other hand, the judgment falls
upon the faithless covenant-nation. It is the more natural to
conclude that there is some connexion between this passage and
the one in Isaiah, since there is a link of connexion in chap. x.
11, “and the pride of Asshur is thrown down, and the sceptre of
Egypt departs,” to which the words before us evidently refer.

! The su'rportnrl of the allegorical interpretation have from time imme-
morial justly looked upon these words as affording & direct confirmation of
their views. In the uagint the clause is ren o peydhas peysord-
ves éralairdpnoav. Jerome translates them  quoniam magnifice vastati
sunt,” and obeerves, *‘ he now states more olearly, what he had already said
obscurely. . . . I want to know, what are these cedars of Lebanon,
which are consumed, these fir-trees, to which howling is attributed, these
ines, which fall to the ground; the great ones, he tells me, are laid low."”
heodoret : xal éppnredov, & rpomds Epnrev, ériyayey xr . and Cyril, 85,
3¢ mepl dvbpomay & Nyos drakaimwpov i #Pn ydp elBs, Sri peydrws
ueyigraves éra\mmdpnoay. .
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The leaf is turned. The judgment, which was formerly in-
flicted upon the world for the good of the Israelites, now falls
upon the faithless covenant-nation itself. —* The wood, the strong
one” is equivalent to * the wood, notwithstanding its strength.”
In the symbolical language of Scripture, the wood denotes the
whole nation, as the lofty trees represent its leaders. Compare
Is. ix. 17, x. 19, 34, xxxii. 19, xxxvii. 24, xliv. 23, ““break forth, ye
mountains, into singing, O forest, gnd every tree therein,” where
the mountains are the kingdoms, the wood the nation, and the
trees men. The passage upon which this is more immediately
founded is Ezek. xx. 46 sqq. The nation of Judah is described
there as ¢ the forest of the south.” * The forest of the south,”
says Hitaig, “is devoured by the fire of Jehovah (vers. 46—50),
t.e., his sword will exterminate the inhabitants of the land of
Judah (chap. xxi. 1—5); the men are trees, therefore the
nation is a forest.” The explanation is given in ver. 2, * pro-
phesy against the land of Israel.” The marginal reading =,
which is only used of the vintage, in the place of -y¢y, which is
very commonly employed in the sense of ¢ firm, inapproachable”
(in Ezek. xxi. 26, Jerusalem is ealled yyyygn), probably arose
from the passage being compared with Jer. vi. 9, for which
there is no warrant.

Ver. 3. * The votce of the howling of the shepherds, for their
ornament s spoiled, the voice of the roaring of the lions, for the
pride of Jordan ts spoiled.”

The prophet is describing what took place in a vision, and
this will explain the absence of the verb, which could not be
accounted for merely on the supposition of an ellipsis. The
passage, on which this is based, is Jer. xxv. 34 sqq. Jeremiah
is speaking there of the Chaldean judgment, a repetition of which
is announced by Zechariah here ; hence the connection between
the two passages is a purely internal one. In Jeremiah the
judgment falls upon Judah and the surrounding heathen world.
But Judah is the central point. Verse 36 agrees almost word
for word with the first half of the verse before us, ¢ the voice of
the crying of the shepherds and the howling of the glorious one
of the flock: for the Lord lays waste their pasture.” Verse 38
corresponds to the sccond clause: * they leave, as a lion, their
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camp ; for their lJand will be for a desolation.” The only thing
which is peculiar to Zechariah, is the fact that the lions are
represented as being frightened out of the pride of the Jordan,
the noble wood, which covers its banks, and prevents you from
secing the water till you have passed it, and which still affords
shelter to innumerable wild beasts, though there are no longer
any lions among them (Burckhardt 2 p. 593; Rosenmiiller
Alterthumskunde 2. 1. p. 196 sqq.). Even this has been taken
from other passages of Jeremiah.?—The connection, in which
the allusion to the shepherds at the end of the introduction
stands to the prophecy generally (‘‘ feed,” ver. 4 ; * ye shepherds,”
ver. 5, &c.), has been correctly pointed out by Ewald: “the
prophecy has thus by a sudden leap approached the shepherds,
of whom it treats in a much more serious tone after this lively
prelude.” As the shepherds referred to afterwards (in vers. 4, 5,
8, 15) are the rulers of the nation, it must also be to them that

3 Aocording to Zechariah, the whole body of shepherds is to be regarded as
the subject o Yy, and not Jehovah (compare Ezek. xix. 1 sqq.).

2 Schnurrer (on Jer. xii. in Velthusen, Kihnil, and Ruperti comm, theol.
3. p. 372) maintains that the expression, “ the pride of the Jordan,” gradusally
worked its way into the language of the people as a strictly geographical
term. But this is wrong, for it never loses its appellative sign&e:ation asa
term of honour. Not oﬁ do we find the ex ion itself in three passages
of Jeremish, and in no other book, but in all three passages the pride of the
Jordan is specially described as the abode of lions. Now this can hardly
have been the case previous to the depopulation of the land through the
devastations caused by the wars, which attended the breaking up of the king-
dom (compare 2 Kings xvii.}, and certainly was not the case in the age to
which the second portion of iah has ﬂtterlgabeen assigned. Moreover,
this was so far from being an exclusive mark, that we can only explain its
recurrence in Zechariah on the ground that it was taken from Jereminh.
In Jer. xlix. 19 we find this in the pro&heo} ﬂnsﬁ Edom, *behold
he will come up like & lion from the pride of the Jo to the fold of the
strong” (“the land of Edom which boasts of its impregnable strength.”
Schmid). The same sentence ocours word for word in n&. 1. 44 in the pro-
phecg against Babylon. The repetition is intentional. It points out the
retributive justice of God. In Jer. xii. 5, #in theland of thou trustest,
but what wilt thou do in the pride o fordan,” & safe iot is contrested
with the neighbourhood of the Jordan, which was rendered dangerous by
lions. If we pay attention to such phenomena as these, we cannot but
marvel at the glaindneu of those who transfer the second Eortion of Zecha-
righ to the period antecedent to the captivity. Bleek (p. 279) reverses the
order. * He says that Jeremiah borrowes the expression from the paesa(fe
before us. But this is contrary to analogy. Every word in Jercmiah indi-
cates its priority in age. And in addition to this the perfectly independent
use of the phrase in chaps. xii. 5 and xlix. 19 is also & proof of the origi-

nality of Jeremiah.
)
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reference is here made, in harmony with the original passage in
Jeremiah, What we are to understand by the ornament of the
shepherds may be gathered from Jeremiah, where we find * their
pasture” instead. According to this, we are not to restrict it to
the pasture, as Maurer does, or to understand it as meaning the
things of which they are proud and make a boast, as Hifzig
" does; but must refer it simply to the good of the land, flowing
with milk and honey, which was at their disposal, their proud
possession.— Lions are frequently employed as symbols of strong
and despotic men (compare Job iv. 10 and Ps. xxxiv. 11), espe-
cially of tyrannical rulers (see the remarks on Rev. xiii. 2 and
Song of Solomon iv. 8). But the most deserving of attention is
Ezek. xix., where the tyrannical princes of Judah are called
oy (lions).  Schmieder has justly observed,—* a very sharp
reproof is implied in the fact that the shepherds of the nation are
compared to lions, a shepherd and lion in one being something
very similar to a wolf in sheep’s clothing. This prepares the
way for what follows, where the pious (?) sheep are mentioned
whom the shepherds will not spare.” The shepherds are also
lions ; this is the clue to the catastrophe depicted in vers. 1—3.
Where the leaders are so degenerate, the whole life of the nation
must have been deeply corrupted. The pride of the Jordan cor-
responds to the pride of Jacob in Ps, xlvii. 5, Amos vi. 8, Nahum
ii. 3, and means the glorious possession and inheritance bestowed
upon him. The issue of the whole is, that the threat of Ezekiel
in chap. xxxiii. 28, “I lay the land most desolate, and the pomp
of her strength shall cease, the mountains of Israel shall be
desolate, that none shall pass through,” receives a new fulfilment.

Ver. 4. The prophet, having given a pictorial description in
ver. 1—3 of the judgment to be inflicted upon the covenant-
nation, proceeds now to the manner in which this result would
be brought about. The first three verses bear much the same
relation to the rest of the chapter as Is. lii. 13—15 to chap. liii.
~—Thus saith the Lord my God, feed the flock of the slaughter.®

The question arises here, to whom are these words addressed ?

! =37, Dot slaughter-house, but slaughter, also ocours in Jeremiah,
Compare more particularly chap. xii. 3, where yayy 8nd myy==yare mentioned

together. The corrupt nation is introduced there as a flock destined for the
slaughter. The same state of things is to occur agnin.
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‘Who is it, who is here commissioned to feed the flock ? (1). Very
many of the earlier expositors assumed that these words were
addressed, without the prophet’s intervention, to the Angel of
the Lord, who was essentially one with God Himself, in other
words, to the Messiah, in whom, according to the teaching of the
Old Testament, this Angel was eventually to appear. The fact
that there is something forced, in the agsumption that another
person is introduced in this sudden manner, and without farther
notice, is not sufficient to prove that the opinion is incorrect.
The abrupt introduction of new persons, whose presence is merely
indicated by their speeches and actions, is a thing of frequent
occurrence in the prophecies, and was a necessary result of the
dramatic character of the prophetical writings. And there is
the less ground for objecting to the sudden appearance of the
Angel of the Lord in the present instance, from the fact that
throughout the whole of the first part he is constantly repre-
sented as one of the persons employed. But a comparison of
ver. 15 sqq. is amply sufficient to overthrow this exposition.
The person, who is referred to in these verses, must be the same
as the subject of ver. 4 sqq. This is evident from the expression,
*“take unto thee agasn the instruments of the evil shepherd.”
The word =4y agaén is a proof that the person who takes the
instruments of the evil shepherd in this case, is the very same as
the person who took the instruments of the wicked shepherd in
ver. 78qq. But the contents of ver. 15 sqq. do not apply in any
way to the Angel of the Lord or the Messiah, as the supporters
of this view are obliged to confess. It cannot, therefore, be
to him that reference is made in the fourth and following
verses.

(2). Others (including Hitzig, Ewald, Hofmann, and Bleek)
suppose that the prophet is addressed, not as the representative
of another, but in his private capacity. But ver. 15 sqq. demon-
strates the incorrectness of this view, quite as much as that of
the former. If the prophet is introduced there, not in his
private capacity, but as the representative of another, this must
also be assumed to be the case here.! Moreover the very first

1 Hitzig himself condemns what he says on ver. 4, by the remark which he

makes at ver. 15,  when the prophet takes the shepherd's staff a second time,
he does this not to tend them himself, bust as the type of a _future shepherd.”
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words go beyond the ordinary vocation of a prophet. No
prophet was ever appointed to be the shepherd over the whole
covenant-nation. How could a prophet be the chief shepherd
of the whole flock (ver. 7), by whom all the other shepherds or
rulers of the nation were deposed (ver. 8), who kept the nation
in safety from all its outward foes,' who preserved internal peace,
and at whose all-powerful word both peace and safety came to
an end? What sense is there in the account of the thirty pieces
of silver, if the prophet himself is intended? We may also
appeal to the parallel passages, which are of such peculiar
importance in the case of Zechariah. When the prophets pointed
the people to the good shepherd of the future, they either spoke
of the Lord himself, who would act as a shepherd to the nation
which the wicked shepherds had ruined (compare Is. xl. 11,
* He will feed his flock like a shepherd, he will gather the
lambs in his arm and carry them in his bosom, and gently lead
those that give suck”), or of the Messiah (e.g., Ezek. xxxiv. 23,
“ And I will set up one shepherd over them, and he shall feed
them, my servant David, he shall feed them and he shall be
their shepherd,” chap. xxxvii. 24, compare Jer. iii. 15, xxiii. 4,
5). The manner in which these two passages are to be made to
harmonise, namely, by assuming that the Lord would discharge
the duties of a shepherd through the Messiah, is especially evi-
dent from Ezek. xxxiv., where the allusion to Christ as the good
shepherd of the future is preceded by the declaration, that the
Lord himself will visit his flock and take it under his care (vers.
11, 12). There must be an intimate connection, therefore,
between the Lord and the second David. But how could we
conceive it possible, that the very same position, which is occu-
pied everywhere else by the Lord and his anointed, should be
here assigned to the prophet ? Lastly, the idea that the passage
refers to the prophet, generally goes hand in hand with the
assumption, that the narrative relates to some past event, and
that the prophet is describing an attempt which had been made
by him to rescue the unhappy kingdom of the ten tribes from

1 The words of ver. 10 go far beyond tMmﬁnm of a prophet, * that I

might break my covenant which I had e with all the people.” The
rson to whom the Lord said in ver. 4 * feed my flock,” here attributes to
imself a divine work.
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destruction. But this opinion is thoroughly inadmissible. It is
evident from vers. 1-—3, ver. 7, and the allusion made to the
brotherhood of Judah and Israel in ver. 14, that the section
does not relate to the Ephraimites. Moreover no analogy can
be adduced in support of the reference to any thing past, which
is also overthrown by the correspondence between the threat of
punishment in the fifth chapter and the emblematical portion of
the present prophecy.

(3). The only remaining view is, that ver. 4 commences an
account of a symbolical transaction, in which the prophet repre-
sents another person, and typifies his conduct and circumstances.
That this is commeonly the case with the symbolical actions
of the prophets, may be seen from every one of them. In this
manner Isaiah, for example, in chap. xx., sets forth the coming
fate of the Egyptians and Ethiopians. And thus do Jeremiah
in chap. xx., and Ezekiel in chap. iv., depict the future condition
of the covenant nation. In the symbolical procedure, related in
the first three chapters of Hosea, the prophet represents the Lord,
and his actions show forth the treatment, which the covenant
nation would receive from the hands of the Lord. In determin-
ing who is the person represented by the prophet on this occa-
sion, the choice can only be between the Lord and his angel or
revealer. It cannot be argued in defence of the latter, that on
several occasions the Lord is distinguished from the subject of
the address, as in vers. 4, 13. Such a distinction forms an
essential part of a symbolical transaction, as we may easily see
if we compare Hosea ; it belongs to the drapery, not to the sub-
stance. The person represented tells his representative what he
is to do, in order that the representation itself may correspond
to the reality. There is, however, just as little force in the argu-
ment which may be adduced on the other side, that in ver. 13
Jehovah calls the miserable wages paid to the shepherd the goodly
price at which He, the Lord, was priced. Just as in other
prophecies the Angel of the Lord, who is connected with him by
unity of nature, is sometimes distinguished from him as the mes-
senger from the sender, and at other times participates in both
his name and actions, so is it also with Zechariah. The most
striking example is chap. ii. 8,9, * Thus saith Jekovah Zebaoth,

-\
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after the glory' hath he sent me unto the heathen, which spoil
you ; for he that toucheth you toucheth the apple of %is eye.
For behold 1 will shake my hand upon them, and they shall be
a spoil to the servants, and ye shall know that Jehovah Zebaoth
hath sent me.” The speaker is here distinguished from Jehovah
Zebaoth, who had sent him ; nevertheless the prophet calls him
Jehovah Zebaoth, and he attributes to himself a divine work,
namely, the destruction of the enemies of the covenant—nation
(see the remarks on the passage itself).

The decision of this question is rather dependent upon the
result to be obtained from the general contents of Zechariah's
prophecies, with reference to the relation in which the Lord and
his angel stood to the covenant nation. Now we very soon dis-
cover, that all the intercourse between the Lord and his people
was carried on through the medium of his revealer, who was
furnished with all the fulness of his power ; that all the bless-
ings imparted to the nation proceeded from him,—that he in
fact was the real protector and covenant-God of the Israelites.
It was he who was in the midst of the myrtle-bush, the symbol
of the covenant-nation, attended by a company of angels (chap.
i. 8). He promises to dwell in the midst of the people (chap.
ii. 14), and it is he who rebuts the charge brought by Satan
against the covenant-nation in the person of its representative
Joshua, and on his own authority bestows upon him the forgive-
ness of sins (chap. iii. 1 sqq.). To whom, then, but to him, the
constant shepherd of the nation, could the last and greatest
attempt to prove his fidelity as a shepherd, which is depicted in
this section, be possibly attributed ? This result, which is thus
independently obtained, is confirmed by the fact that in the his-
tory of the Angel of the Lord, who appea.red in the Messiah, we
meet with the thirty pieces of silver again, and that in the New
Testament he is represented as the subJect of this prophecy, and
actually hints at the fact himself (John xxi. 15—17).—We need
scarcely stop to enquire whether the symnbolical transaction, here
described, was an inward or an outward one. The former is very
obvious, as Maimonides has shown (Mor. Neb. ii. 46, Buxt. p.

1 Correctly explained by Jonathan thus : * post gloriam, quae promisea est,
ut adducatur super vos.”
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324). The tending of the sheep, the destruction of the three
shepherds, the payment of the thirty pieces of silver as wages,—
it is impossible that any of these should have taken place out-
wardly ; especially as the literal meaning is sometimes seen be-
hind the symbol, for example in ver. 11, where the miserable
sheep are spoken of, who waited upon the great shepherd and
knew that it was the word of the Lord, also in ver. 12, where
the prophet treats with the flock itself, respecting his wages, both
of which would be inexplicable, if the prophet had been tending
a real flock of sheep. Moreover, the supposition, that the sym-
bolical action was a purely inward one, is favoured by the analogy
of the visions in the first part, which differ from the present only
go far, that in the latter the prophet appears upon the scene
as one of the leading actors, whereas in the former he seldom
takes any part, except when he receives information as to the
meaning of the symbolical representations (compare, however,
chap. iii. 5). The department of visions is generally the most
predominant in such prophets as appeared subsequent to the
intercourse of the nation with the Chaldeans, especially Ezekiel
and Daniel, and in the case of both of these there is every thing
to indicate the internal character of the events narrated.

Bo far as the meaning of this symbolical action is concerned,
we must reject at the outset every interpretation, in which, whilst
the authenticity of the second part is admitted, reference is sup-
posed to be made to some event that occurred before the captivity.
They are most of them the inventions of Jews, who were actuated
by hostility to Christians, and are all of them so absurd as to be
utterly undeserving of any minute investigation.! The. argu-
ment adduced in support of them, namely the use of the pre-
terites, loses all its force, when once it is shown that the prophet
is here describing a symbolical action. For this had already
taken place, whilst the thing typified was still future. If, then,
it is clearly established, that reference is made to the time of the
second temple, the choice must be between two interpretations.
According to the one of these, the whole of the dealings of God
with the covenant-nation under the second temple are alluded to
here ; according to the other, the symbolical representation sets

1 Compare the passages quoted by Abichs, in his readable treatise de baculis
Jucundm;t”: d mumpawizm, Theiuru novus 1 p. 1094 sqq.
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forth one particular effort, which was to be made in the time of
the second temple, to save the nation from destruction, namely
the pastoral work of Christ, and the rejection of the people which
followed the rejection of the Messiah. The first view is held by
Abarbanel, whose words we must quote, if only for the purpose
of showing, that the power of truth was superior to doctrinal
prejudices in his case, much more than in that of other Jewish
expositors, and allowed him to grasp at least the fundamental
idea of the prophecy.! The same opinion is also adopted by
Calvin. According to his interpretation, the Lord discharged
the duties of a shepherd by means of all his faithful servants in
the time of the second temple, but most perfectly of all by Christ.?
An elaborate defence of this view is to be found in Abicks p.
1092 sqq.? On the other hand the opinion, that the prophecy
relates exclusively to the office of shepherd to be filled by Christ,
has predominated to such an extent, that nothing would be
gained by mentioning the names of its supporters. If we
examine the arguments adduced in support of the first opinion,
it will be obvious at once that the reason assigned by A4bickt has
no force whatever. For how does it follow, from the fact that

! He says, according to Abicht's version : Sensus prophetae is est. Post-
quam deus prophetas indicasset bona, quae erant futura super incolas secundi
templi, si vias suas bonas redderent, secundum prophetias, quas jam inter-
Eehtua sum, pergit sermo ad prophetam, ipei significando futurs, & non

na redderent opera et se bonis illis dignos exhiberent, sed si e contrario
reges ot sacerdotes eorum una cum reliquo populo deterius viverent, quam

tres eorum, quomodo non sufficiebat, ut operibus bonis Shechinam et reve-

ionem non reducerent, sed quoque se reos redderent desolationum et cap-
tivitatis. Et huc tendit saplentium p. m. in principio capitis: Aperi
Libanon portas tuas.” (Compare the remarks on ver 1).

3 ¢ Suscipit ‘&mpheh in e personam omnium pastorum ; quasi diceret : non
esse our obtendat populus inscitiam, vel culpam suam aliis titulis et coloribus
fucari velit; quia deus semper obtulit se pastorem, et adhibuit etiam minis-
tros, quorum manu regeret populum hune. Non stetit igitur per deum, quin
feliciter haberi potuerit hioc populus.”

3 His main argument is the following: * In antecentibus propheta habi-
tatoribus templi secundi dei specialem providentiam et defensionem contra
insultantes hostes, terrae fertilitatem o. 10. 1, defensionem et -robur 3—7,
multiplicationem et oollectionem, 8 sqq. promisit, quae omnia ad templi
secundi tempora respiciunt. Quoniam vero deus praevidit, quod in bono non
perstituri, sed malis operibus contaminati, poenam merituri sint, nunc bono-
rum promissioni poenam adjungit, quae cos mansurs sit, si a legis divinae
tramite deflecterent.—His rationibus subnixus dico, nostra verba de modo
Judaeos in templo secando pascendi in genere loqui, quo deus modo bonos,
;nodo Snlon oconcessit pastores, prout Judaeorum vits et opera comparata
uerunt.”
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the prophecy contained in chaps. ix. and x. embraces the whole
period of the second temple, from the favours conferred upon the
Jews in connexion with Alexander’s triumphs to the coming of
Christ, that the prophecy before us must be equally comprehen-
give ? It is restricted rather to the principal object of the fore-
going prediction, namely, the coming of Christ (see chap. ix. 9,
10), which it presents in another point of view, in order that its
meaning may be fully understood, and not be so perverted by a
one-sided and worldly interpretation as to become pernicious
instead of salutary. Reference might also be made to Jer. xxiii.
4, where the Lord promises to give to the people good shepherds
in the place of the bad ones it had before, and to Ezek. xxxiv.,
where the announcement that the Lord will undertake the office
of shepherd, relates to the entire period extending from the
return from Babylon to the coming of Christ. But even in these
prophecies, which Zechariah evidently had in his mind, peculiar
prominence is given to the mission of the Messiah, as the highest
and most perfect manifestation of the faithfulness of the Lord as
the shepherd of his people. In Ezek. xxxiv. 23, the Lord says,
“ T will set up one shepherd over them, and he shall feed them,
even my servant David ; he shall feed them, and shall be their
shepherd. And I the Lord will be their God, and my servant,
David, a prince among them.” And in Jer. xxiii. 5, He says,
T will raise unto David a righteous branch, who will be a king,
and will govern well, and execute judgment and justice in the
earth.” Now why should not Zechariah, with these prophecies
before him, have given prominence to the highest and last mani-
festation of the fidelity of the Lord as a shepherd, and to
that alone ; especially when the subordinate manifestations of
this fidelity, which were depicted by Jeremiah and Ezekiel at
the same time, had already taken place to a great extent in
the return of the people from captivity, and the raising up of
those two excellent rulers, Zerubbabel and Joshua, whose praises
Zechariah had already sounded in the first part of his book ? It
is not possible, therefore, to adduce even a plausible argument in
favour of this view ; on the other hand a dectsive argument may
be adduced against it. According to this explauation the office
of shepherd undertaken by the Lord, and consequently the de-
struction of the three shepherds described in ver. 8, must have



16 MESSIANIC PREDICTIONS IN THE PROPHETS.

been a continuous act, which lasted from the return from capti-
vity till the Roman catastrophe, that is for several centuries.
But it is stated in ver. 8, “ I cut off the three shepherds in one
month.” We have here a distinct explanation on the part of
the prophets, that his symbolical representation depicts one single
manifestation of the faithfulness of the Lord as a shepherd,
which is to be completed in a comparatively brief period of time.
To this we may add, that the term applied to the covenant-
nation, “ the flock of the slaughter,” is very appropriate to the
condition of the people at the time when Christ came, but not
during the whole period of the second temple, and least of
all to the prophets own days. It is true that Calvin refers
it to the last of these! But if we examine the descrip-
tion given in ver. 5, we shall quickly perceive that the state
of the people depicted there is very different from their poor,
no doubt, but yet peaceable condition on their return from
captivity.—Lastly, the breaking of the staff called mercy, de-
noting the withdrawal of the protection, hitherto afforded by the
Lord to his people against the heathen nations, and the break-
ing of the staff “ of the bound ones,” which represented the
dissolution of the unity existing in the nation itself, are both of
them apparently single acts with lasting consequences (compare
ver. 11, “ and it was broken in that day).” The Lord does not give
up his nation to passing judgments, as in the previous history,
to receive it back again when it has repented ; but a peremptory
decree of rejection is issued against them. And yet, if the
announcement related to the whole of the dealings of the Lord
with the covenant-nation during the period of the second temple,
we should expect to find the former. If, then, the rejection is
one gingle act, the conduct of the people which occasions it must
be the last and greatest exhibition of its hardness of heart ; and
this was seen in the rejection of Christ. A comparison of ver.
4 and ver. 6 will also show that this is the case : * feed the flock
of the slaughter, . . . jfor I will no more pity the inhabi-
tants of the land, saith the Lord.” The feeding is represented
here as the last attempt to rescue the unhappy nation, whose

1 Grex occisionis refertur ad prophetae aetatem ; mortuae oves, quas domi-
nus eripuerat, multis molestiis adhuc expositas erant.”
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utter destruction would immediately follow, if, as was actually
the case, the attempt should be unsuccessful.

A difference of opinion has still to be mentioned with reference
to the meaning of P N The flock of the slaughter may
mean a flock, already bemg slaughtered, or one which is to be
slaughtered at some future time. The Lord may call the
covenant-nation by this name, either for the purpose of showing
that he has undertaken the office of shepherd, on account of his
compassion for the miserable condition, into which the people
had fallen previous to his becoming their shepherd, or because
of his pity for the nation, on account of the judgments which
still impended over it. It is best to combine the two. The
wretched condition of the nation at the time, governed as it was
by evil rulers both native and foreign, was the effect of the just
judgment of God. This condition would not only continue, but
be heightened in future, if the nation did not sincerely repent ;
and it is to furnish it with the means of repentance, that the
Lord himself undertakes the office of shepherd, and comes to
save the lost one.—There can be no doubt that the Lord alludes
to this passage, when he says to Peter in John xxi. 15, ¢ Feed
my lambs,” and in vers, 16, 17, “ Feed my sheep.” (7 dpvia,
which answers to the Hebrew b, may be explained on the
supposition that the Saviour had also Is. x1. 11 in his mind,
which he combines with the passage before us). When Jesus
is leaving the earth, he transfers to Peter, as his representative,
the office which the Father has entrusted to him according to
the words of this prophecy. ¢ Jesus is the Lord of both lambs
and sheep. He loves his flock, and commends it to one who
loves him” (Bengel). But it is remarkable, that Jesus speaks
of his sheep, whereas the passage on which his words are based
mentions the flock of the slaughter, the whole nation which is
devoted to destruction. The office of shepherd over this, how-
ever, the Lord had already relinquished. Hence he could not
transfer it to Peter. He simply refers to the office of shepherd
over the little flock, the elect of the old covenant-nation, * the
poor of the flock, who wait upon me,” as they are called in
ver. 11.}

1 Bleek mays (p. 287) * Hengstenberg, according to his usual disposition to
regard the prophets of the Bible as soothsayers and diviners of @ future,
VOL. IV,
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Ver. 5. “ Whose buyers slay them, and hold themselves not
guilty, and whose sellers say, blessed be the Lord, for I enrich
myself, and their own shepherds spare them not.”

The futures in this verse are all to be taken as signs of actions,
which had indeed already commenced, but would also be con-
tinued. They are sufficient in themselves to show that it is not
merely with reference to the present and the past, that the
Israclites are called sheep for the slaughter. ywirges &b is
rendered by many commentators * they are not pm;is'h‘éd ; by
others “they do not feel themselves guilty.” In a similar
manner the words “ blessed be the Lord, I enrich myself,” are
understood by most expositors as indicating the greatest cruelty
and harshness on the part of the sellers. But this view is
decidedly incorrect. yqigy can neither mean *they regard

themselves as guilty,” nor “ they are not punished.” It is true
that puipg, like all the verbs denoting sinning, has also a sub-

ordinate meaning indicating punishment for gin, but the leading
idea of guilt is never lost sight of. The untenable character of
this rendering is still more apparent from a comparison of the
parallel passages. From these we learn that the idea which the
prophet intends to express is this, “the wretched condition of
the people is not the result of human caprice, but of the just
judgment of God.” Jer. ii. 3 is particularly applicable here:
¢ Israel was holy to the Lord, the first-fruits of his increase. Al
that devoured him were guilty, evil came upon them, saith the
Lord™ The prophet contrasts the former time, when no one
could have injured the nation which walked in the fear of God,

looks upon this as a distinet prediction of the work and fate of Christ.” In
our opinion, however, any one who is disposed to the prophets as
holy men of God, moved by the Holy Ghost, gand this is not a matter of
pereonal predilection, but the opinion of the whole Christian church), will find
in this prophecy, even when looked at from a purely scientific point of view,
very strong ground for congratulating himaegf on having d?: disposition
referred to, and fc;;‘;ommisemting th}e:h thl?ho ;&t shareit. The }pm
1stic exposilors in their interprelation of this , as well asg
ch%ro Tsasah, hmbrmlghttolightnothingbutcg:dwd monstrosities, to
be ﬁCmthcnmityojupholdingwhich,uouqﬂhcbksdngaoffaﬁhin
the word of God.

1 Jonathan : “ And as any one, who ate of the first fruits of the harvest
before the priests, the sons of Aaron, had offered some of the sheaf upon the
altar, was guilty, so did all, who spoiled the house of Israel, contract guilt to
themselves by so doing.”
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without incurring guilt and exposing himself to punishment,
with the present time, when it is given up by the Lord himself,
as a just prey to its foes, who act as his instruments. Jer. L 6,
7, is equally in point, *“ my people are lost sheep, their shepherds
lead them astray ; they let them wander about upon the moun-
tains; they go from mountain to hill, they forget their fold.
All who find them devour them, and their adversaries say, we
tncur no gutll, because they have sinned against the Lord, the
habitation of righteousness, against the Lord, the hope of their
fathers.” The reason why their enemies are not guilty is here
expressly stated to be, that the nation has fallen away from its
God, who has given them up to the tyranny of their enemies, as
a just act of divine judgment. Jer. xxv. 9 also deserves to be
quoted, although not so distinctly referred to by the prophet, as
the two already mentioned: * Behold, I send and take all the
families of the north, saith the Lord, and Nebuchadnezzar, the
king of Babylon, my servant, and bring them upon this land,
and upon all these nations round about, and I place them under
the ban, and lay them waste,” &c. Nebuchadnezzar is repre-
sented here as the minister of divine justice, who might have
executed its decrees upon the covenant nation in an irreproach-
able manner, if this appointment had been the motive by which
he was actuated, just as the war against the people of the cove-
nant is described as a holy war in chap. xxii. 7 (‘1 sanctify
destroyers upon thee.”)

“ Thy sellers say” is equivalent to they might say. A person
is often represented as having said what he might very naturally
have said under the circumstances. But if we compare Is. xxxvi.
10, where Sennacherib says, “ Am I now come up without the
Lord against this land to destroyit ? the Lord said unto me, go
up against this land, and destroy it,” we shall see that the enemies
of the Israelites had some conception at times of their high voca-
tion. Gain which can lead & man to say, “ bless or praise the
Lord,” in other words for which he can thank God, is righteous
gain.! P is not their possessors, a8 many suppose, but thetr

} Calvin has well observ in a different connection, " we are
aoccustomed to give thanks to enweean:;s:.rdthebeneﬁu which
fall to our lot, u his gift. The thief, who has murdered an innocent man,

does not say * blessed be God,” for he would prefor that the namo of God
should be obliterated, since he has wounded his own conscience.”

B2
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sellers, as the antithesis to aaneia) clearly shows (compare Is.

xxiv. 2). The buyers and sellers of the flock are those who do
just as they please with the covenant-nation. 'We cannot follow
Theodoret, Cyril, and many others, who imagine that wicked
rulers belonging to the nation itself are intended. The expres-
sion must rather be referred to foreign oppressors, as it has been
by Jerome, who correctly explains it as denoting the Romans.
This is obvious from the parallel passages just quoted, and still
more so from the circumstances themselves. How could the
flock of Israel be a lawful gain to its native shepherds? They
were the principal cause of its rebellion, and the punishment fell
with peculiar severity upon them (compare ver. 17 and Jer.
xxiii. 1). On the other hand the shepherds, who do not spare
the flock, are most probably the native rulers exclusively, as we
may gather from ver. 8 and vers. 15—17. The former of these
also furnishes conclusive evidence, that by the shepherds we are
pot to understand merely the civil rulers, as Abarbanel and
Grotius do, but the ecclesiastical rulers also, particularly those
whom the Lord had appointed in any way to be the leaders of
the nation. There is a gradation in the passage, therefore; not
only will the people continue to groan, as they do now, under the
oppression of foreign tyrants, but their own rulers will also be
irretrievably ruined as well as they. The apparently feeble ex-
pression, * they spare not,” is stronger than any positive state-
ment as to the nature of their conduct would be, especially when
applied to the native shepherds, since it indicates at once, that
both nature and duty required them to spare their own flock, and
therefore it was a severe judgment on the part of God, when
they denied it.

Ver. 6. “ For I will not spare the inhabitants of the land,
saith the Lord, and 1 will give one into the power of amother,
and into the power of his king; and they lay waste the land,
and I will not save out of their hand.”

5 at the commencement of this verse might refer to ver 5.
In this case the futures would have to be taken in the sense of
ordinary futures, and the flock of the slaughter would mean one
which was afterward to be slaughtered, and not one whose
slaughter had already commenced. The present verse would
then assign the reason, why the nation was to be given up to
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destruction, without its destroyers being chargeable with guilt,
provided it resisted this last attempt at its rescue. The Lord,
who has long waited for fruit from the bad tree, must at last cut
it down. But as the flock is represented in ver. 7 as being
already in a miserable condition, at the time when the Lord
enters upon his office as shepherd, we have no reason to restrict
vers. 4 and 5 to the future. It is better, therefore, to refer vy to

the injunction “feed the flock of the slaughter.” Make a last
attempt to save it, for I cannot and must not any longer suffer
its fearful apostasy to go unpunished. VI the land, viz.,

the land of Israel, already referred to. * He is speaking of the
land, to which he has already referred, and not of the whole
world, as the Jewish commentators have falsely interpreted, in
their wish to turn the sentence of God away from themselves to
some other quarter.” (Jerome).

The explanation of this verse also depends upon a parallel pas-
sage in Jeremiah (chap. xix. 9) : “ And I cause them to eat the
flesh of their sons and the flesh of their daughters, and they eat
every one the flesh of his friend in their distress and want, which
are brought upon them by their enemies and those who seek their
life.” A twofold cause of their ruin is given, a twofold punishment
from the Lord is mentioned, namely the strife among the people
themselves which is heightened by suffering, and the oppression
of the foe. 'We find precisely the same thing here; the former
is indicated in the expression, “I give them to one another,”
and the latter in the words, *“ I give them up to their king.” That
we are to understand by the king a foreign oppressor, and not a
native ruler, is evident from the fact, that the covenant-nation
had no native king in the time of the prophet, and that he never
speaks of any such king in his descriptions of the future, with
the exception of the Messiah. Contention within and foes without
are not only mentioned in the passage quoted from Jeremiah
and in Is. ix. 7 8qq. (compare especially vers. 18, 19, and chap.
iii. 4), but they are also linked together by our prophet himzelf
in chap. viii. 10, as the two principal methods of punishment
employed by God for the chastisement of his people, “ for before
these days . . there was no peace from the cnemy, and I set

every man one against another.” This miscrable state of things,
3
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which existed in the nation previous to the commencement of its
captivity, is here represented as returning with still greater force
on account of its base ingratitude for repeated forgiveness, and
its relapse into apostasy. If we turn to the fulfilment, we may
see at once that the king is the Roman Emperor. (Compare
John xix. 15, where the Jews say, *“ we have no king but Caesar.”)
We need not stop to show how literally this prophecy applies to
the fate of the Jews subsequent to their rejection of Christ, to
the passionate contests of parties within the city and eventually
its conquest by the Romans ; much less is there any necessity to
bring forward the well-known passages from Josephus, which
Jakn has provided with so liberal a hand. Bleek is of opinion
that the expression * of his king,” is a proof that the reference
can only be to a native king. But he has overlooked Hosea xi.
5, *“ Assyria is his king.” There is probably a distinct allusion
to this passage in the words before us, and there is the greater
reason for supposing this, from the fact that Assyria is mentioned
in chap. x. 10, with evident reference to Hoses, as the represen-
tative of the imperial power. (This passage also furnishes a
refutation of Hofmann, who most strangely interprets this verse
as denoting the ill-treatment of the whole human race; (see
Weissagung und Erfillung i. p. 318). Schmieder says, “ we
cannot regard these words as relating to the king of the whole
land, for every one is to be given into the hand of %¢s king, not
of the king who is king of all.” But the king of the whole land
is also the king of every individual. The mode of expression
employed is a peculiar one, which would certainly appear strange
if it stood by itself; but it is to be explained from its connexion
with the previous clause, “I give them into the power of one
another.” Those who refer the expression to a native king,
however, must fail to notice vers. 1—3, where foreign foes are
described as laying waste the land, and also ver. 10, where the
principal danger is represented as coming from without, in con-
sequence of the covenant with the nations being broken.—To
the word yfymy,  the neighbour and the king,” might be supplied

as the subject. But it is better to understand the king alone as
being the subject, or rather the heathen foe concealed behind
him. For apparently the words, ““ and they lay the land waste,”
are simply an abridgment of the account of the hostile invasion
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in vers. 1—3. ), fo smite in pileces, may be more suitably
applied to a hostile invasion, than to internal contentions. In
other passages it is always used in connexion with foreign foes,
(Num. xiv. 45; Deut. i. 44 ; Is. xxiv. 12). Thewords, “ I will
not deliver out of their hand,” also point to heathen oppression.

Ver. 7. «“ And s0 I fed the flock of the slaughter, therefore the
most miserable sheep, and I took unto me two staves, the one 1
called loveliness, and the other I called the united ones, and fed
the flock.”

There can be doubt, that vty means therefore, on this account.
Other renderings have all been adopted without any foundation.
The simplest explanation is that given by Hitzig, who supposes
the expression to refer to vers. 5, 6, in which case the word
therefore merely repeats in a more distinct and emphatic manner,
what has already been said at the commencement, *“ and so I
fed.” As the directions to feed the sheep are explained by what
follows in ver. 6, which commences with ** for,” so does the
account of the execution of the order point back to the same
explanation through the word therefore (I fed), with which it
begins. 7Ae miserable of the sheep are the most miserable sheep,
those whose miserable condition is such, that the rest in com-
parison are not miserable at all. The question arises, however,
where are we to find the whole, the flock generally, with which
the part is here compared. If we suppose the former to be one
particular flock, the nation of Israel for example, the méserable
would then be a portion of that nation, which was peculiarly
miserable. If, on the other hand, we understand the former
as denoting sheep generally, meaning thereby all people and
nations, the most miserable sheep would then be the whole of
the covenant-nation. The former is the more customary view ;
and it is generally supposed that an antithesis is intended here,
similar to Ezek. xxxiv. 16: I will seek the lost, and bring
back the strayed, bind up the wounded, and strengthen the sick;
but the fat and strong I will destroy.” It is also added that the
most miserable are those, who are made humble by their misery,
and long for salvation. But on closer examination it is evident
that the latter view is the correct one. It cannot be objected to
this, that in ver. 11 “ the most miserable sheep ” are only the
God-fearing portion of the nation. For the limitation does not
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arise from the expression, ‘ the most miserable sheep,” but
from the clause which follows, ‘ who adhered to me ;" and
this modifying clause rather tends to show that * the most
miserable sheep ” is in itself a general expression, not limited
to any particylar class, but referring to the whole nation. The
most decisive evidence in favour of the latter, however, is to be
found in two parallel passages of Jeremiah, viz., chap. xlix. 20,
“ Surely they (the children of Edom) tear the lowliest sheep;”
and chap. 1. 45, where the same statement is made with refe-
rence to the Chaldeans. In both passages, “ the lowliest sheep”
is an expression applied to the Israelites, in contrast with all the
pations round about. Moreover the Lord is described in vers.
4 and 9 as undertaking the office of shepherd, not merely over
a portion of the nation, but over the whole, and for the good of
the whole. The expression, “ most miserable sheep” is iden-
tical with “ sheep of the slaughter,” by which the whole nation
is designated. The fact that two shepherds’ staves are taken, is
supposed by many expositors to denote the various ways in
which God dealt with the nation. But this idea is founded
upon an erroneous interpretation of the names of the staves. A
shep.erd’s staff is the instrument with which the shepherd de-
fends his flock and ensures their well-being ; * thy rod and thy
staff they comfort me” (Ps. xxiii. 4). Hence the two staves,
taken on this occasion, indicate the protection afforded by the
good shepherd against a twofold danger, from outward foes and
inward contention ; the two sources of danger referred to in ver.
6, as those which would lead to the ruin of the nation, in the
event of its hardness of heart continuing. But now, so long as
the last attempt to lead it fo repentance continues, the danger
is averted by the faithful shepherd. After this it breaks in with
fearful violence.

oy is rendered by most commentators loveliness or beauty
(Sept., kdAhos ; Aquila and Symmachus, ebmpémeia; Jerome,
decus). At first sight the word, as thus interpreted, appears to
have but little meaning ; and, according to ver. 10, the staff
represented the mercy of the Lord, by which he protected the
nation from being destroyed by outward foes. But the usages
of the language are decisive in favour of this rendering, and
every objection is removed by the fact, that the expression,
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whilch is indefinite in itself, is mere precisely defined by the two
earlier passages {0 which this refers, yiz., Ps. xc. 17, ** The love-
liness of the Lord be upon us” (may it show itself in our history),
and Ps. xxvii. 4, “ One thing have I desired of the Lord, that
will I seek after, that I may dwell in the house of the Lord all
the days of my life, to bekold the loveliness of the Lord, and to
engquire in his temple.” According to these passages the staff love-
liness can only denote the lovely aspect in which the Lord mani-
Jests himself to his people, and therefore is identical with the staff
mercy. We cannot agree with Bleek, who explains the name as
denoting the loveliness of the people, an explanation at variance
alike with the passages quoted and also with ver. 10, where the
staff denotes an act of God ; nor yet with Maurer who renders
it amoenitatem, vitam commodam. The singular pyy indicates
the relation of the One God to his nation ; the plural by
that of the members of the nation to one another.—The second
name gs‘?;h is supposed by many to be used in a bad sense de-
noting either perdentes or dolentes. Thus in contrast with the first
staff grace, the second is the staff woes, with which the nation is
to be punished, in case it should refuse to receive the Lord as its
shepherd.! But the following proofs are sufficient to establish
its incorrectness, (1). bqry does not mean o destroy or to be

destroyed either in the Kal or Niphal, much less to feel pain.?
(2). This rendering, as Calvin has already observed, is shown to

1 The last to_defend this view is Hofmann (Schriftbeweis ii. 2, p. 557),
“ Ag there is a byy~=, which means to do evil or inflict evil, y¥bmyY, which
denotes the various methods of inflicting evil, forme an appropriate antithesis

to 1Y
P%{ne passages adduced in support of the meaning o destroy, which has
already been contested by Gousset and Schultens (ad Jobum p. 964) are the
following. Neh. i. 7, “ We have sinned against thee j'p Bty '73,-_1,”
is generally rendered, * We have dealt corruptly towards thée,"vor “We
have acted wickedly towards thee;” but it ought rather to be rendered, “ We
are pledged to thee,” omni gfnore obstricti tibi tenemur ad poenam ; Schul-
tensgms admirably illustrated this from the Arabic sayings, * Every man is
ledged to death, every evil doer to punishment,” or ‘ Every man binds
Kimself by the things which he does.”  Job xxxiv. 31 is usually translated,

“T paid the penalty, and will do wrong no more" (L;hnN Nb). But

the proger rendering would be, **I bear (or there has come upon me) what I
do not deserve.” Job intends to represent his innocence as confinuous, and
therefore employs the future.—Prov. xiii. 13, “ Whoso despiseth the word,
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be incorrect, by the fact that the Lord makes use of the staff to
feed the flock during the day of grace, and that he is represented
in ver. 14 as breaking it when the period of grace isover. From
this it is evident that the staff must be a symbol of dlessings,
and pot of punishments. The breaking of the first staff denoted
the withdrawal of a divine blessing, and that of the second does
the same. Taking the staff, therefore, must represent the

bestowal of a blessing; and as the harmony of the nation is

destroyed when the staff is broken, this harmony must be the

blessing bestowed when the staff is taken in the hand. (3). It

is difficult to understand the use of the plural, if this explanation

be adopted.

Other expositors, who are convinced that this rendering is in-
admissible, have taken the word in the sense of binding. Three
different modifications of this meaning have been suggested.
Many of the early translators have rendered the word cord, either
because they regarded bmjn as merely another form of '7;;:', a

cord, or because they pointed it differently. Thus in the Septua~
gint, Aquila, and Symmachus we have xal ™y érépav éxdAeaa
oxoinopa. Jerome translates it ef alteram vocavi funiculos.

1‘7 ';:nw, is pledged to himself, namely for punishment.” Thus there is not
¥ v

a single passage, in which either the Kal or Niphal is used‘l where the meani
to destroy is even a probable one. The fact that it is found in the Nip
proves nothing. For this may be traceable to a modification of the primary

meaning of the word, produced by the conjugation itself. ‘)nn, to bind and
to be bound ; Piel, to ensnare, then to destroy. In Chaldee also the meaning
to destroy is not found in the Peal, but in the Pael alone. n’ja:r! (prave
Jactum, scelus) in Dan. vi. 23, to which appeal is also made, is literally the
pledged one (Amos ii. 8) according to the view already given. '7;[_1, hurt,
in Dan, iii. 25 (compare Esra iv. 22) is to be explained by the help of Micah
ii. 10, where ‘7:“": a cord, is used to denote pain; pain and hurt being re-
garded as a condition of restraint, tormentum a forquendo. Gesenius endea-
vours to trace the supposed meaning, ﬁervertit ¢t perversus pravus fuil, to the
primary signifieation o bind, but with little success. There is no necessity
to assume, as some of the more modern lexicographers have done, that L;:n
is made up of two different roots. Abicht (p. 1100) bus already shown in
;hba‘:d w:g ::%e xmngs may all be traced to the one primary signification
2
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Calwin, who points the word a-a'ny_-!, adopts the same rendering.
Others (‘e.g. Drusius, Fuller, and Marck) take the word as an
active participle, “ the binders.”™ And others again, with De
D1ieu as their leader, regard it as a passive participle, and render
it ‘‘the bound” or “the allied.” There can be no doubt what-
ever that the word is generally used in Hebrew in the sense of
binding, and that not merely in a literal, but also in & meta-
phorical sense.? There can also be just as little doubt, that bapy
has both an active and passive signification. This is suﬁicientl'y
evident from the metaphorical use of the term Pfdandung, which
has the double meaning of binding another, and binding one’s
self or being bound. (Compare the passages quoted from Job
and Nehemiah). In the Arabic the two corresponding verbs
—Jax and _Jas, which originally formed but one root, have
not only an active meaning in the first conjugation, but a passive

-

and reflective sense as well. 3=, to pledge and to destroy,
both from the idea of binding, the latter as being in a forced
condition, or one of restraint, . as, demens, maniacus fuit,to

be mentally bound. s>, foedus tnivit, and _Jas, praegnans
Juit, a state of physical bondage, as madness is one of mental,
Now from this we may see, that the choice between the three
modifications mentioned is not a difficult one. The first is too
arbitrary to merit any notice. The second is untenable, because
it furnishes no explanation of the use of the plural; for who
could the binders be? The third has everything in its favour.
The second staff, in perfect harmony with ver. 14, represented
the brotherly union which continued to exist in the covenant-
nation during the period of grace, through the interposition of

) Bleek subscribes to the same vierzsp. 282) Baut this gives us a far less
suitable meaning than the received reading. ' Cords” would point rather to
the idea of fettering, for which it is very commonly employed.

2 This is the view held by Gesenius : constringens poet. pro fune; but the
plural shows that it is incorrect.

3 This is very obvious from the derivative words B;h a sailor, (ligator
fanis nautici), S;n a cord, and union or company (D"N"J; '7:”, 1 8am,

x. 5, 10, properly rendered by the LXX. xopds mpopnrév), m‘:;nn,
consilia (nectere dolos). )
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the Lord. The words, “and so I tended the flock,” are not
merely a superfluous repetition, but show that the tending took
place by means of the staves. The rendering adopted by many,
“with which I fed the flock,” is correct as far as the sense is
concerned.

Ver. 8. “ And I cut off the three shepherds in one month, and
I was weary of them, and their soul also rebelled agasnst me.”

We shall enquire, first of all, who are to be understood by
the three shepherds. We reject at the outset the view expressed
by Calvin, Jakn, Rosenmiiller, and others, who suppose that we
have here a definite number for an indefinite, three for several.
Instead of “ the three shepherds” (‘Sept. Tods Tpeis woipévas) we
should have in this case simply  three shepherds.” The article
is just as decisive against those who understand by the three
shepherds three distinct individuals. If this were the meaning,
we should either find the individuals mentioned before, in which
case a simple allusion would be sufficient (but no such shep- -
herds have ever been mentioned), or they must have been so
well known to the prophet’s readers that he might safely assume
that they would readily understand him.!  But it is impossible
to find three individuals to whom the words would apply. This is
evident from the fact that, of all those who support this explana-
tion, hardly two are to be found, who agree as to the persons
referred to. Moreover the views advocated by the majority of
these expositors must be rejected at the outset, on the simple
ground that they seek the three shepherds among those who lived
before the Babylonian captivity, whereas it is to a future event
that reference is here made.?> There can be no doubt, therefore,

11t is also to be observed, that the thought of the future predominates
throughout the whole of the Scriptures, that it is never the existing genera-
tion alone which is addressed, and that the knowledge assumed as possessed,
is never such as was acoesaible to their own age alone.

2 The rationalistic critics (e.g. Hitzig, Maurer, Ewald, and Bleck) fall back
with a certain unanimity upon 2 Kingg xv. 13. Bat in this case it is im-
poesible to do justice even to the most outward circumstances. Aoccording to
that Shallum reigned a full month. Menahem, who must have been
the third, was not killed at all, but died a natural death at the end of ten
years, and his son reigned in his stead. To get rid of the difficulty Hitzig
works away at the word TV, which must mean to cut off, as ver. 8
clearly shows ; and Ewald invents “a third ruler, who rose up at the same
time and was quickly overthrown, possibly on the other side of the Jordan,
but who is neoeesm»if;v passed over in 2 Kings xv.-10—13.” The opinion is
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that the prophet is speaking, not of three individuals, but of
three orders of shepherds. Those who hold this opinion are
divided again into various classes. Juntus, Piscator, and
Lightfoot conjecture that the Pharisees, Sadducees, and Essenes,
are referred to, a notion which must be rejected on the simple
ground that these Jewish sects could not possibly be called the
shepherds of the nation. Marck imagined the civil, ecclesiasti-
cal, and military authorities to be intended ; but he has not
brought forward any proofs that the latter are ever represented
as belonging to the shepherds of the theocracy. If it may be
regarded as certain, that the three shepherds represent the three
classes of shepherds existing tn the theocracy, in other words
the leaders of the nation, the only correct method of procedure
18 to enquire, whether Zechariah himself, or any other of the
Old Testament writers, especially those who lived about his
time, has anywhere referred to three classes of shepherds as the
sole leaders of the theocracy. Now if we adopt this course, we
shall see that Zechariah cannot possibly have thought of any
others than the civil authorities, the priests and the prophets.
This is the oldest interpretation in existence.!® We may see
how natural it is, from the fact that, whilst Christ was to com-

based upon the assumption, which we have already shown to be erroneous,
that we have not a prophecy here, but a historical picture relating to the cir-
onmstances of the ten tribes, an assumption sufficiently disproved by ver. 14.
Another objection may also be offered, namely, that eo special an mcel;posi-
tion of the providence of God would hardly be looked for in the case of the
kingdom of Israel, which rested upon a thoroughly false foundation. The
destruction of the three shepherds is represented here as a consequence of the
feeding ; it was an act of mercy. But in the kingdom of Israel, the overthrow
of one or other of the kings was attended with but little loss or gain to the
kingdom of God. The men of God looked upon its changes of dynastg with
comparative indifference. It is also a point of some moment, that all hi
fails to yield a suitable explanation, if we understand by the three sheph
three individuals. There is no gap in the history of either Judah or 5
a‘!:d thegfore no opportunity is afforded anywhere of introducing the three
g .

?p%hus Theodoret says, “ he refors to the rulers of the Jews, the prophets
and the priests, for by these three orders they were fed.” Cyril gives the
same exglanation, exoept that he substitutes the scribes for the prophets: I
think,"” he says, ‘“ that by the three shepherds he means the legally appointed
priests, the duly constituted rulers of the people, and in addition to these the
scribea; for they fed Israel.” Jerome also mentions it. I have read,” he
states, *‘ in the commentary of a certain writer, that the shepherds, who were
cut off in one day through the indignation of the Lord, ave to be seen in the
priests, and false Ero hets and rulers of the Jews, because they were all cut
off at onoe after the death of Christ."
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bine in his own person all the offices which existed in the Old
Testament, these three are the only ones which the Church has
ever attributed to him, a proof that they must occupy a very
prominent position in the Old Testament, and that there is no
foundation for Schmieder’s assertion, that it cannot be shown
that this threefold division of the offices was distinctly recog-
nised either before or during the time of Zechariah. The fact
that this explanation was not universally adopted in later times,
may be easily accounted for, on the ground that it was difficult
to prove the existence of the prophetic office in the time of
Christ. What else could have led any one to seek for other
shepherds than those which are constantly associated together
in this capacity, to the exclusion of every other, and whick are
also represented, as in this passage, as having been together the
main cause of the misery and destruction of the nation ? There
are numerous passages in Jeremiah, which might be compared
with this. For example, Jer. ii. 8, * The priests said not where
is the Lord, and they that handle the law (also priests) knew
me not ; the shepherds (with special reference to the civil autho-
rities), sinned against me, and the prophets prophesied by Baal ;”
ver. 26, * As the thief is ashamed when he is found, so is the
house of Israel put to shame, they, their kings, their princes (the
two together constituting the civil authorities), and their priests,
and their prophets.” Jer. xviii. 18, “ And they say, come and
let us devise devices against Jeremiah; for the law cannot perish
from the priests, nor counsel from the wise, nor the word from
the prophets.” If we examine the prophecies of Zechariah
himself, we find the other two classes of shepherds most dis-
tinctly noticed in connexion with the prophetic order, of which
he was the representative, in chap. iv. 12—14. 'To the enquiry,
what the two olive branches were, which fed the lamp (the king-
dom of God) with the oil pressed from their fruit, the prophet
receives the following reply, ¢ these are the two sons of oil, which
stand before the Lord of the whole earth.” The two orders,
through which the Lord communicated his mercy to the Church,
are here said to be the priesthood and the civil authorities, the
former being at that time represented by Joshua, the latter by
Zerubbabel. It is very obvious from a comparison of chap. iii.
that it is not in their individual capacity that these two are
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referred to here, for throughout that chapter Joshua is always
spoken of as a representative, sometimes of the priesthood, and
at other times of the whole nation. This passage is so far ana~
logous to the passage before us, therefore, that in the latter the
orders tnfo which the leaders of the nation were divided are also
personified as individuals. Compare also Mal. ii. 7, where
the priestly order is called the messenger of the Lord of Hosts.

The only difficulty which remains is how to explain the fact
that the prophetical order should be introduced as one of the
three, seeing that this had been extinct for a long time before
the period of fulfilment. Wereply that, in accordance with the
essential character of prophecy, the prophet represents the future
by means of the analogous circumstances of his own time. Just
a8 the order of the civil shepherds continued to exist though
kings had ceased to reign, so did the order of prophets continue,
so far as everything essential was concerned, even after the sus-
pension of the gift of prophecy. The vocation of the prophet
was to make known to the people the word and will of God (Jer.
xviil, 18). Before the completion of the canon this was done
by means of revelations made directly to the prophets them-
selves, but after this it was accomplished by the investigation of
earlier revelations under the guidance of the Spirit of God, and
the application of the results to the peculiar circumstances of the
age. The place of the prophets was occupied by the scribes, on
whom, according to the book of Ecclesiasticus, chap. xxxix., the
Lord richly bestowed the spirit of understanding, who studied
the wisdom of the ancients, investigated the prophets, delivered
instruction and counsel, and who were noted for wise sayings.
They stood in the same relation to the prophets of the Old Tes-
tament, as the enlightened teachers of the Christian Church to
the prophets of the New. The three constituent elements of the
Jewish Sanhedrim answer to the three shepherds mentioned here,
namely, the leading priests, the scribes, and the elders, épysepeis,
ypapparteis, wpesBurepor (Matt. xxvi. 3).

What are we to understand by-the cutting off and extermina-
tion of the three shepherds? In the opinion of many commen-
tators, the literal destruction of the individuals themselves, But
a difficulty arises here from the fact that the extermination of
the shepherds precedes the breaking of the staffs. It cannot,
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therefore, be a literal extermination that is intended, for the shep-
herds are represented smmediately afterwards as still in existence.
It is they who provoke the good shepherd to impatience, and as-
sume the attitude of greatest hostility to him, and from the use of
the future with Vav. conversive, this must be regarded, not as pre-
ceding the extermination, but rather as the result of it. It is their
obstinate resistance, by which all his pastoral efforts are frus-
trated, that leads him to break the staves and lay down the
office of shepherd. We can only think, then, of an extermina-
tion of the shepherds, as shepherds, that is, their deposition from
their office, the tacit assertion of their non-existence, which was
followed by their outward removal in due time. To effect this
deposition of the shepherds was the leading object of the Lord
during his term of office. But the very disposition, which made
them deserve to be deposed, also prevented the sentence, which
was pronounced upon them with absolute authority, from being
carried out in its fullest extent. Only the most miserable of the
sheep which hearkened to the Lord (ver. 11), withdrew from
their pernicious guidance. It was not till the rejection of the
whole nation, which was blind to its own interests, that the sen-
tence was executed in tts full extent by foreign foes, and without
its receiving good shepherds in the place of the bad, which would
have been the case if it had obeyed the good shepherd, and
carried out the decree of extermination itself. Bleek asks, * How
can it possibly be said of the Redeemer, that the object of his
efforts was to liberate the people—externally or internally—
from the rule of their civil authorities, and consequently to
exempt them from obedience towards them ?”  But it is not to
“civil authority,” in its ordinary sense, that reference is made
here, (the political power was then in the hands of the Romans),
but to an order of shepherds resting upon a theological founda-
tion. We have, in fact, the sentence of deposition formally
pronounced in Matt. xxiii. 2, 3: “ the Scribes and the Pharisees
git in Moses' seat: all, therefore, whatsoever they bid you
observe, that observe and do; but do not ‘ye after their works.”
Respect for the ecclesiastical authorities is here torn up by the
roots. Henceforth the hands alone are to be moved, not the
heart. To render inward obedience is not a duty, but a sin.
The whole chapter will show us what the extermination of the
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shepherds means. The second passage in the New Testament
is John x.  The evil shepherds, whom the good shepherd will
remove out of the way, when he undertakes the care of the flock,
are the “strangers” in ver. 5, the * thieves” in ver. 8, the ‘ hire-
lings” in ver. 12. Of these the Lord says in ver. 8, ‘“ all that
ever came before me are thieves and robbers, but the sheep did
not hear them,”—words which, in their cutting severity, corres-
pond exactly to the expression, “I cut off” in the passage before
us. The very fact that Jesus invariably addresses himself to the
8xMo, 18 a practical declaration that the shepherds are no more.
‘We never find the Lord or his apostles attempting to effect a
reform of the ruling power. On the contrary this is always
regarded as under sentence of condemnation. The destruction
of the shepherds was accomplished in one month. This cannot
be merely equivalent to “within a short space of time,” as
Kimchs, Calvin, and others suppose. If so, there would be good
ground for Hitzig's question, *“ Why should a month be spoken
of, when most likely & day or an hour would have been more
appropriate ?” That the prophet would have said * in one day,”
if he bhad simply meant within a very short time, is evident from
the parallel passage in chap. iii. 9, where the reconciliation to
be effected by the Messiah is thus described, “ I will remove the
iniquity of that land i one day.” The month is to be reckoned
from the commencement of the shepherd’s ministry ; and the
expression “¢n one month” is to be taken as denoting a period,
which is long when compared with “one day,” but brief as
contrasted with other periods of time. It shows that the exter-
mination of the three shepherds is not to be regarded as a single
act, like the expiation, but as a continuous act, which occupies
some time. It sets before us in an appropriate manner the
repeated efforts on the part of Christ, to deliver the poor nation,
the lost sheep of the house of Israel, from the spiritual tyranny
of tts blind and corrupt guides. T was weary of them,” li.,
my soul was short with them, I lost all patience with them.!
Ly is usually rendered “ fo feel disgust,” according to the ana-

1 Schultens (on Prov. xx. 21) says, ‘“this expression does not denote
wearinese, 80 much as the indignation which arises from intolerable injuries,
under which the mind is, as it were, o and suffoeated. . . The
impatience of one who is grievously herassed, oppressed, stified, who can
hardly breathe, is everywhere apparent.”

VOL. IV. c
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logy of the Syriac. But this is not quite correct. Schultens
has already shown that the verb denotes the hostile and malignant
disposition of the three shepherds, regarded both as condemned
by God and as springing from an evil moral source, and therefore
could not be applied to the feelings cherished by the good
shepherd towards them. In Arabic )\, denotes & low and
corrupt state of mind generally, and is then specially applied to
avarice as a base passion. In Hebrew this is evidently the idea,
in the only other pessage in which the verb occurs, Prov. xx.
xxi. Bm -'lyn; is an inheritance acquired in a despicable
manner. ~ The evil shepherds are inflamed with contemptible
hatred towards the good shepherd, because he exposes their
wickedness, and seeks to deprive them of their power. Theydo
all they can, therefore, to prevent the execution of his commis-
sion. * Their soul” is not merely a substitute for the personal
pronoun, but denotes the intensity and depth of the abhorrence.
Maurer would refer the words pymm and pyypy to the sheep
rather than the shepherds, but evidently for no other reason than
that his false views respecting the shepherds require it. If these
are to be regarded as individuals, and not as orders, their exter~
mination must necessarily consist in their death, and nothing
more can be predicated after this. If the sheep are intended, it
is difficult to see what gives rise to the impatience and weariness.
Both of these presuppose, that some contention has already been
described as taking place between the good shepherd, and those
to whom the words refer. The latter do not wish to be deposed.
Hence the impatience, and the efforts made by the good shepherd
to effect their deposition excite the most malignant feelings on
their part.

Ver. 9. And I will not feed you ; the dead thing shall dte,
that which is exterminated shall be exterminated, ami the rest wdl
consume every one the other.!

Schmieder has very properly compared this passage with John
viii. 21, “ I go away, and ye shall seek me and shall die in your
sins.” But there is a still closer resemblance in Matt. xxiii. 37,
38,.¢ O Jerusalem, Jerusalem, . . . . . . . how often

! Caloin : “'When they cannot be healed, nndsuﬂ‘ernoremod to be
vided for their ills, I will leave them ; theyahn.llleamwhatltutobem out

the good shepherd.”
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would I have gathered thy children together, . . . . . and
ye would not! Behold your house is left unto you desolate.”
The determination not to feed the “poor sheep” any more,
which is based upon the discovery made in ver. 8, presupposes
that they resemble the shepherds.  There are many who follow
the Septsagint (dmofvnoxérw) and Jerome, and understand the
futures as expressing a wish. But the very form of the words
shows that this cannot be the case. They are predictions. The
‘¢ dead thing” and “ that which is exterminated’ denote some-
thing, which is devotéd to so certain a destruction, that it may
be regarded as dead and exterminated already. The only thing
hat could have averted this destruction would have been their
following the good shepherd ; but now that he has been obliged
to give up his office, things are left to take their natural course.
There are three kinds of destruction referred to here, as a com-
parison of the parallel passages will show ; plague, such as usually
breaks out in besieged cities (the dead will die), violent death
from foreign foes, and a terrible strife among the citizens them-
selves, in consequence of the existing distress. ~Compare, for
example, Jer. xv. i. 2, “ Then said the Lord unto me, though
Moses and Samuel stood before me, yet my mind could not be
towards this people ; cast them out of my sight, and let them
go forth And it shall come to pass, if they say unto thee,
‘Whither shall we go forth ? then shalt thou tell them, thus saith
the Lord: such as are for death, to death; and such as are for
the sward, to the sword ; and ‘such as are for the famine, to the
famine ; and such as are for captivity, to captivity.” Also, Jer.
xxxiv. 17, “ Ye have not hearkened unto me, in proclaiming
liberty, every one to his brother, and every man to his neighbour;
behold, I proclaim liberty for you to the sword, to the pestilence,
and to the famine.” See also Ezek. vi. 12, “ He that is far off
shall die of the pestilence ; and he that is near shall fall by the
sword ; and he that rematnetk and he that is preserved shall die
by the famine.” No proof need be adduced, that the destriiction
of the Jewish state was really effected by the combination of all
these three.—And those who remain will eat the flesh one of
another.! A similar description is given of the manner in which
the citizens of the kingdom of Israel fought one against another,
3 Marck : *Ex rabie fers, in quam praeter natoram hae oves degen‘e)nbunt."
c?2



36 MESSIANIC PREDICTIONS IN THE PROPHETS.

in consequence of the distress which preceded its fall. See Is:
ix. 19 sqq.  “ No man shall spare his brother. They devour
on the right hand, and are hungry ; they devour on the left hand
and are not satisfied ; every man eateth the flesh of his arm”
(rages, that is, against his own flesh, inasmuch as those who
destroy one another are members of one community, of one
pational body).

Ver. 10. “ And I took my staff Loveliness and broke ¢, that
I might put an end to my covenant, whick I had concluded with
all nations.” ’

The same event, which we find predicted in plain terms in the
foregoing verse, is exhibited here under a twofold symbolical
action. The desolation, caused by foreign nations, is represented
by the breaking of the staff Loveliness or Grace; and the con-
tention within by the breaking of the staff of the bound ones; or
to speak more correctly, the announcement contained in the
previous verse is followed here by an account of its fulfilment.
The figure of the flock is not strictly preserved. In the words
“ with all nations,” the figure is dropped ; in figurative language
it should have been * with all wild beasts” (¢f. Is. Ivi. 9, “all
ye beasts of the field come to devour.”) The thought, that
hitherto the covenant-nation has been preserved from being
destroyed by foreign enemies, in consequence of the secret inter-
position of the omnipotence of God, is expressed thus : the Lord
has concluded a treaty with all nations on behalf of Israel, and
this treaty is now to be brought to an end by the breaking of the
staff Favour. A similar figure is employed elsewhere. In Job
v. 23 the fact that no cresture can injure the man who is at
peace with God is stated thus: “ for thy league shall be with
the stones of the field, and the beasts of the field shall be at peace
with thee.” In Hosea ii. 18 the safety of the covenant-nation
from earthly foes, when once it has been forgiven by its chief
enemy, the Lord, is described in these terms, * and in that day
I will make & covenant for them with the beasts of the field, and
with the fowls of heaven, and with the creeping things of the
ground, and I will break the bow, and the sword, and the battle,
and make them dwell safely.” But the passage which Zechariah
had immediately before his mind was Ezek. xxxiv. 25, “ And I
will make with them a covenant of peace, and will cause ¢he
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evil beasts to cease out of the land, and they dwell safely in the
desert, and sleep in the woods,” which differs from the one before
us simply in the fact, that the figure of the flock is more strin-
gently preserved. Zechariah announces that the covenant,
which is here declared to have been concluded by the Lord for
the good of his people, will now be brought to anend as &
punishment for its fearful apostasy. If proper attention had
been paid to these parallel passages, the words ‘ all peoples”
would never have been referred to the tribes of Israel, as they
have been by Marck, and latterly also by Umbreit (see Bleek's
reply). A eufficient objection to this explanation is to be found
in the fact that the breaking of the staff Favour must indicate
some gpectal manifestation of the Divine displeasure ; otherwise
the breaking of the staff of the united ones could not have been
mentioned as co-ordinate with it.  Moreover, even if *the
peoples” could denote the tribes of Israel, this meaning would
be excluded here by the addition of the word —bs (all). But

the assertion, that gway i8 not infrequently used in connection
with the tribes of Israel is thoroughly unfounded. omy by

itself is never used in this sense. In chap. xii. 6 “all nations”
are the heathen nations ; and in Micah iv. 5 “ all nations” form
the antithesis to Israel. The New Testament parallel to this
passage is to be found in Luke xix. 41—44, where Christ says
to Jerusalem, which knew not the day of its visitatiom,  the
days shall come upon thee, that thine enemies shall cast a trench
about thee, and compass thee round, and keep thee in on every
gide ; and shall lay thee even with the ground, and thy children
within thee.” Compare also Luke xxi. 24, “ Jerusalem shall be
trodden down of the Gentiles.”

Ver. 11. “ And thus the treaty was brought to an end in that
day, therefore the poorest sheep whick adhered to me, learned
that this is the word of the Lord.”

It is obvious from this verse, that the efforts of the good shep-
herd are not altogether in vain, but a small company of true
disciples attach themselves to him. These (‘his own sheep,
who follow the true shepherd, but flee from a stranger, and who
know the true shepherd, as Christ says in John x. 4, 5, 14) are
described as those who observe him, keep their eye constantly
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fixed upon him, and always act according to his direction and
will. 'When the enemy broke into the land, after the treaty was
brought to an end, they perceived that the announcement,
which had already been made, of the destruction to be effected
by the Lord, was not a mere human threat, but really a divine
prediction. The prophet speaks of the event as past, because in
the vision which passed before his mind, the things described
had actually occurred. If the prophecy had been couched in
literal terms, instead of being clothed in symbol, it would have
run thus: when, therefore, my treaty is brought to an end, those
who fear me will discern in the fulfilment the divine character
of this sentence of mine upon Israel. pyyy refers to the
announcement already made in vers. 9 and 10. There is a
parallel to the words of the last clause in Jer. xxxii. 6—8, *“the
Lord said to me, behold Hananeel comes to thee, saying, buy
my field ; and Hananeel came to me and said, buy my field, X
pray thee. Then I knew that this was the word of the Lord.”
By the fulfilment of the word of God, Jeremiah is still more
firmly convinced, that he has not mistaken a human idea for a
Divine revelation. A remark to this effect, thet the fulfilment
of his prophecies will furnish the proof of their Divine character,

is frequently met with in Zechariah ; compare chap. ii. 13, where .

the angel of the Lord says, ‘then shall ye know that the Lord
of Sabaoth hath sent me.” (See also chap. ii. 15 and vi. 15).
—In that day, namely the day on which I had broken my staff,
or without a figure, after I had withdrawn my favour from
the people, the hostile nations, which I had hitherto restrained,
fell at once upon them.”—T'herefore; namely, from this very
fact. -

Ver. 12. “ And I said to them; if it seemeth good to you,
gtve me my wages, if not, let it be; and they weighed to me as
my wages thirty pieces of silver.”

« I said to them.” Jahkn observes that this must refer, not to
the flock, but to the shepherds; since it was only from them
that the wages could be demanded. But in this he is wrong.
By the fact that the shepherd treats with the flock itself, whereas
in other cases it is the owner who is treated with, he shows that
this flock is endowed with reason. He leaves out the smaller
and more despised portion of the people, among whom the
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desired success had been obtained, as was stated in the previous
verse, and treats with the larger and more powerful portion,
whose obstinacy had compelled him to lay down his office. No
doubt the leaders of the nation are more particularly intended,
as taking part in this negotiation, not as shepherds, however, but
as part of the flock itself; just as we find them described in
Ezek. xxxiv., at one time as shepherds, at another as goats, and
then again as fat sheep in contrast with the lean. The Lord
could not demand his wages from the shepherds as such, for he
had never entered their service, but on the contrary had endea-
voured to deliver the flock out of their hands. Most of the
commentators (e.g., Theodoret, Eusebius, Jarcki) understand by
the wages, repentance and faith, or piety of heart. This is in
fact the omly return, which is worthy of the good shepherd.
The great object of his coming was to secure these fruits. It is
no valid objection to this, that the good shepherd does not ask
for his wages, till he has entirely given up the people, till the
Lord has withdrawn his favour, and the people therefore are no
longer able to bring forth the fruits of repentance, but are
devoted to destruction. For the form of the demand (compare
Jer. xl. 4, Ezek, iii. 27) shows that the good shepherd does not
expect it to be complied with, but makes this just demand, with
which we may compare the Lord’s looking for figs on the fig-
tree of the Jewish nation, at a time when it had lost its capacity

or bearing figs, in order that an opportunity might be afforded
for the manifestation of the disposition of the nation and its
hard ungrateful heart. They weigh to him as his wages thirty
pieces of silver. Instead of wages they offer him an insult.
Thirty pieces of silver are so contemptible & sum!, that the very
offer, for such services as he had rendered, especially from the
quarter from which it came, was more insulting than a positive
refusal. In Hosea iii. 2 thirty pieces of silver are represented
as the sum for which a slave might be purchased (see vol. i. p.
189). According to Ex. xxi. 32 thirty pieces of silver was the
compensation to be paid for kaving killed a servant. This
passage suggests the thought that they intend to take away the
life of the good shepherd (a fact which comes out still more

1 Maimonides (Mor. Neb. o. 40, part 3) “ut plus mlmu reperies hominem
Khamem aaatima™ goxagints aiol’-, servum vero triginta.
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distinctly in chap. xii. 10 and xiii. 7), and avail themselves ot
the opportunity to offer him this insult.

Ver. 18. “ And the Lord said to me: throw it to the potter,
the noble price, at which I am valued by them ; and I took the
thirty pieces of silver and threw them to the potter into the house
of the Lord.”

The Lord addresses the prophet, who is his representative.
This is evident from the words,  at which I have been valued.”
-,p'?W, to throw away, sometimes with the idea of contempt
implied (compare Jer. xxii. 19, Lii. 3, and Ezek. xx. 8). We
should not have so many erroneous explanations of the expres-
gion “fo the potter,” nor would the attempt to explain the verse
have been altogether given up on account of these words, if more
attention had been paid to the clue furnished by Jeremiah, who
affords the same help in the interpretation of this book, as
Ezekiel and Daniel in that of the Revelation. It would then
have been seen that “ to the potter” is the same as ‘into an un-
clean place, or to the hangman.” The potter referred to here,
as the constant use of the article in this passage, in the prophecies
of Jeremiah, and in the Gospel of Matthew leads us to conclude,
was probably the potter employed about the temple; for we
cannot imagine that there was only one potter in all Jerusalem.
His workshop was in the valley of Hinnom, most likely because
the earth which he required was very plentiful there, or that the
earth in the valley was peculiarly good. The following reasons
are sufficient to establish this conclusion. That the workshop
was not only outside the city, but actually in the valley, which
runs beneath it, is evident from Jer. xviii. 2, where the prophet,
who was in the temple at the time, receives instructions to
“arise, and go down to the potter’s house.” Compare ver. 3,
“then I went down to the potter’s house.” But Jer. xix®2
points especially to the valley of Hinnom, “go down to the
valley of Ben Hinnom, which lies by the brick-gate, and pro-
claim there the words which I shall tell thee.” From this it
follows that the gate which led to the valley of Hinnom was
called the brick or pot-gate, from the pottery which stood in the
valley. That Moy =ty literslly the gate of the pottery,
must be rendered thus is evident from the allusion to ver. 1,
where v would be, strictly speaking, superfluous, and also

























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































