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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
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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.”



ZECHARIAH, CHAP. XI. 4. 17

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



ZECHARIAH, CHAP. XI. 8. 29

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
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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
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from the fact that Jeremiah would not have mentioned the gate
leading to the valley of Hinnom by name, seeing that it was
generally known, and is described elsewhere simply as the gate of
the valley, if there had not been something in the nams itself
bearing upon the subject in hand.! (Compare Nehemish ii. 13,
15, with Jer. ii. 23, in the latter of which passages the valley of
Hinnom is called ke valley xat’ éfoxs».) But from the time of
Josiah, by whom the valley of Hinunom, at that time the scene
of idolatrous abominations of the most fearful description, was
polluted by carrion, human bones, and other things of a simi-
lar kind, it was regarded by the Jews with disgust and abhor-
rence as an unclean place; and eventually the opinion was
expressed in the Talmud, that the mouth of hell was there.?
‘When Zechariah represents the contemptible wages as having
been cast into the valley of Hinnom, and mentions the parti-
cular spot in the valley, the workshop or field of the potter, we
see in each of these a special reference to a prophecy of Jeremiah,
with which he supposes his readers to be already acquainted. In
the first there is an allusion to Jer. xix. The prophet is repre-
sented there as going with several of the elders of the nation and
the leading priests to the valley of Hinnom, where he breaks to
pieces an empty earthen vessel. The meaning of this symbolical
action is described as follows: ‘* because they have filled this
place with the blood of the innocents; . . . I will emply
the counsel of Judsh and Jerusalem in this place, and I will
make them fall by the sword of their enemies, and by the hands
of those that seek their lives, and their carcases will I give to be
meat for the fowl of heaven, and for the beasts of the earth.

1 Gesenius says, *‘ mymympy Sigling sc. officina pottery, in qua fiunt vasa
testacen, & YWT.” That Y=Y is not a potsherd, but an earthen vessel,
is ovident from Yy~ =¥V in ver 1.  When used by itself it never means
a sherd. In the Pentateuch it is always used for an earthen vessel: * eve
Cheres, in which thou boilest,” Lev. vi. 21 (compare xi. 33, xiv. 50, xv. 12,

Num. v. 17); and again Jer. xxxii, 14, * make them a into an
earthen vessel,” Prov. xxvi. 33. A "::

2 Lighifoot says (centur. choroin h. Matth, praem. opp. t. ii. p. 200), “in
the tl:ze ‘({;‘ the gusnd temple, W] 01!1) the thin, pvurhiclx Kd formgrl brought
the place into such ill repute, had all vanished, there still remained s0 much
that was disgustinmd repulsive, thas the name suggested the thought of
hell as much as it done before., It was the common cesspool of the whole
eity, in which every kind of filth was collected.”
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. . Thus will I break this people and this city as one
breaketh the potter’s vessel, which cannot be healed any more,
and they shall bury in Tophet, because there is no more room.
Thus will I do with this place and to the inhabitants thereof,
and make this city like Tophet. And the houses of Jerusalem,
and the houses of the kings of Judah, shall be defiled as the place
of Tophet.” Zechariah describes the contemptible wages as having
been thrown into the valley of Ben Hinnom or Tophet, partly
because this was an unclean place, but more particularly for the
purpose of renewing the prophecy of Jeremiah, and to show that
a second fulfilment of this prophecy would take place, inasmuch
as the justice of God, which dictated the threat and its first ful-
filment, would be again provoked and even in a still more fear-
ful manner. The sign of the base ingratitude of the Jewish
nation, the corpus delicti, is carried to the very same spot,
from which their former abominations cried to God and called:
down his vengeance. A new pledge, as it were, is deposited
there, which the nation will be obliged to redeem at the proper
time. The selection of the potter's ground, in particular, is
made with reference to chap. xviii. The prophet is represented
there, as paying a visit to the potter’s house at the command of
the Lord, just at the time when the potter was at work. “ And
the vessel, that he made of clay, was marred in his hands ; then
he made another vessel out of the clay as it seemed good to him.”
The meaning of the symbol is thus described: “ O house of
Israel, cannot I do with you as this potter ? saith the Lord.
Behold, as the clay is in the potter’s hand, soare ye in my hand.
Behold, I frame evil against you, and devise a device against you ;
return ye now every one from his evil way, and amend your ways
and doings.” This truth,thatthe Lord could and would castoff his
rebellious people, without acknowledging any claim on their part,
if they did not repent in due time, is here made prominent once
more by Zechariah, when he describes the contemptible wages as
being brought to the spot, where the truth was first uttered by
Jeremiah, and which was quite as well adapted to set forth the
truth in gymbol in the time of Zechariah, seeing that the potter
had opened his workshop there again. The circumstances also
were such as to recall this prophecy of Jeremiah in all its force ;
for the former apostasy, which had directly occasioned it, was
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but slight in comparison with this, their base ingratitude towards
the Lord, who had taken charge of the flock Asmself.—The
explanation we have given, sustains and completes the surmises
of Grotius. The objection, that after byy ybyr We expect to
find a thing and not a person, does not apply ; for * to the potter”
is just the same as to the potter's house or potter's ground.
Casting to the potter is used here in precisely the same sense as
casting to the moles and bats, viz., to their place of resort, in Is.
ii. 20. Schmieder's objection that it is impossible, or rather
inconceivable, that a potter should have either his house or his
workshop in an unclean spot, only shows that the passage in
Jeremiah has been overlooked, where it is expressly stated that
the potter's workshop was in the valley of Hinnom. The valley
was theologically unclean, that is, unsuitable for the performance
of acts of worship (2 Kings xxiii. 10), but in a civil point of
view it was not so. So much was not conceded to theology,
even in the immediate vicinity of the capital. If the valley of
Hinnom was used as a burying-ground (see Krafft, Topographie
Jerus. p. 190 sqq.), the potter might also settle there, if it con-
tained the proper earth for his purpose. Now Krafft (p. 193)
has shown that this kind of earth is really to be found there:

‘ then follows the Aceldama or field of blood, as it is called in
tradition, with & few graves or natural grottoes and quarries in
the corner. The testimony of tradition as to the exact site is
confirmed by the fact, that a little higher up there is a consider-
able bed of white earth or pipe-clay, where I frequently saw
people employed in digging.”—The most mdely-adopted of the
interpretations which differ from our own, is “ to the treasure,”
or “to the treasurer,” and appeal is made to the authority of the
Syriac, where the word is translated treasury. Of the advocates
of this exposition, some maintain, with Kimchs, that =eyy is
gynonymous with N others, with Jonathan, that wy4s means
treasurer; and others again, for example Jahn and Hifzig,
suggest the reading g™ which they regard as synonymous with
=~x4N. But this explanation could bardly have been defended
by any one, who was acquainted with the passages already quoted
from Jeremiah. For no one could place these passages side by
side with the verse before us, without surmising at once that
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there was a connexion between them, though he might not be
able to determine its precise nature, especially if he observed,
how nearly every verse in the chapter is related in some way
to Jeremish, and that there are traces in other parts of the
chapter, of the use which has been made of Jer. xviii. and xix.
(compete ver. 9 with Jer. xviii. 21 and xix. 9). It does not
even give a good sense, or rather it gives no sense at all. For
how could the temple-treasures be introduced in this connexion ?
It would have done Aonour to the thirty pieces of silver to place
them among these. Dishonourable gains were not allowed to
be brought into the treasury of the temple (Deut. xxiil. 18;
Matt. xxvii. 6). Moreover the root =gy is never used inter-
changeably with sg». There are more than forty other passages,
in which this word Jozer occurs, and it always means an image-
maker or potter. It is used with peculiar frequency in this
sense in Jer. xviii. and xix., and alsoin Zechariah xii. 1.—Again
the expression throw ¢t does not harmonise with this rendering.
It evidently denotes a contemptuous action, and there would
have been nothing contemptuous in depositing the money in the
treasury of the temple. What is thrown away in disgust cannot
be placed among the temple-treasures. Maurer’s rendering, ‘‘ met-
titur in templum pecunia,” is simply & proof of inability to explain
the words as they stand in the text. In this case it would have
been better to leave the explanation in the hands of the Jews ! In
Homfanw's opinion the meaning of the passage is, *‘ he regards the
money a8 worth no more than the clay, that is used by the potter.”
In this case ¢he potter would be equivalent to @ potter. But Jere-
miah, on the one hand, and Matthew on the other, both point to
one potter in particular. And what a singular mode of expres-
sion it would be, if * to the potter” meant *to the clay."—

glory of the price, which I have been valued-at by them: in
other words * the glorious price (iromically, egregtum scilicet
pretium ) at which they have estimated my person and my work.”
(Compare Deut. xxxii. 6, “ do ye thus requite the Lord, O foolish
people and unwise”).—A4nd I threw tt, the aviount (or it, the
price), into the house of the Lord, that it might be carried
thence to the potter. There can be no doubt in this case, that
the money could not possibly be taken to the temple and the
potter at the same time. For ,the potter did not work in the
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temple, nor even in the city, but, as we have already seen, in the
valley of Hinmom. From the very nature of the case, there can-
not have been any potter in the house of the Lord. We must
suppose, therefore, that it was taken first of all to the temple
and then to the potter ; and this is very clearly indicated by the
use of Lyg before 22wy “away to the potter,” in other words,
“to be carried thence to the potter.” But the question arises
here, why was the money taken first of all to the temple, when
it was ultimately to be left on the potter'’s ground ? Evidently,
because the temple was the place, where the people appeared
before the Lord. There, therefore, the nation was to be upbraided
with its shameful ingratitude, by the return of the contemptible
wages. The money was then to be carried away to the potter,
because dishonourable money could not remain in the temple,
Deut. xxiii. 19. Talm. tract. Sanhedrin f. 112.

We have hitherto been seeking to solve the difficulties con-
nected with vers. 13 and 14, altogether apart from the fulfil-
ment. And the following is the explanation obtained. The
Lord has once more undertaken the offiee of shepherd over the
flock, which is devoted to the slaughter, the unhappy nation of
Isreel ; and when he lays the office down again, on account of its
determined unbelief, he demands his wages. They give him
thirty pieces of silver. He is not content with such miserable
pay, and throws it down in the temple. It is carried thence, as
being unclean, and taken to the potter’s ground, where it is left
as a pledge of divine vengeance, until the day, when judgment
falls upon the nation. The meaning of this symbolical repre-
sentation we found to be, that after the Lord had given up his
people on account of their hardness of heart, their obduracy
would be displayed once more in some striking act of ingrati-
tude towards him, and by this they would render themselves
completely ripe for judgment.

The agreement between the prophecy and its fulfilment is so
striking in this instance, that it would force itself at once upon
us, even if no reference had been made to it in the New Testa-
ment itself. What else could the last and most fearful mani-
festation of ingratitude towards the good shepherd, predicted
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here, poseibly be, but the murderous attack by which the Jews
rewarded the fidelity of Christ as a shepherd, and for the exe-
cution of which Judas was bribed ? It is not merely in the
event regarded as a whole, however, but even in the details there
is the closest connexion between the history and the prophecy.
The miserable payment of thirty pieces of silver is introduced
here primarily, as a figurative representation of the blackest in-
gratitude, and the most supreme contempt on the part of the
Jews. Yet one cannot but be struck with the fact, that of all
the small sums possible, the very one, which Judas the traitor
actually received, should have been singled out. Nor can this
bave been altogether accidental. 'Whilst the bribery of Judas the
traitor was in itself a proof of the basest ingratitude, the fact
that, when Judas left it to the priests to fix the terms (Matt. xxvi.
15), they only gave him the contemptible sum of thirty pieces of
gilver, was a manifestation of the greatest contempt towards the
Lord himself. There is no force in the objection brought by
Payulus (Comm. iii. p. 683), that Zechariah represents the thirty
pieces of silver as paid fo the shepherd, not to his betrayer.
The insignificant remuneration paid to the betrayer was really
an expression of contempt towards the shepherd. And- thus
also it came to pass, under the superintending providence of
God, whose secret influence extends even to the ungodly, that
Judas threw the money into the temple, so that what Zechariah
had witnessed inwardly took place here outwardly, the people
were upbraided with their ingratitude by a symbolical action, in
the place where they were accustomed to appear before the Lord.
The priests carried the money away from the temple, as being
impure, and bought a wretched piece of ground in the very same
valley, which had once before been defiled by innocent blood
and had called down the vengeance of God upon Jerusalem, as
predicted by Jeremiah, and on the very same spot where Jeremiah
had formerly proclaimed to the people their rejection by the
Lord. Here, then, was the blood-money deposited, the rsud
&wparos (Matt. xxvii. 6), the reward for betraying innocent
blood (ver. 4), from which the field received the name of * field
of blood” (ver. 8; Actsi. 19), and here did it lie as a witness
against lerael, a pledge by which the nation had bound itself to
submit to the punishment of God ; and inasmuch as it resembled
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the former one, which they had already been obliged to redeem,
the threat uttered by Jeremiah, in connexion with these earlier
abominations, had now recovered its full force again. Compare
Jer. xix. 4 sqq., “ they have filled this place with the blood of
innocents, . . . therefore, behold the days come, saith the
Lord, that this place shall no more be called Tophet, nor the
valley of Hinnom, but the valley of slaughter.” There are
words to the same effect in chap. vii. 32. Tradition also places
the field of blood in the valley of Hinnom, in perfect accordance
with the results, which we have obtained from a comparison of
the accounts in the New Testament with the words of Jeremiah
and Zechariah (see Lightfoot in acta ap. opp. ii., p. 690, and
Krafft ut supra).

The results, which we have so clearly obtained from a com-
parison of prophecy and history, are confirmed by the express
testimony of the Apostle Matthew (chap. xxvii. 9). But there
are certain difficulties connected with this passage.

The first occurs in the introductory clause, in which the pro-
phecy is attributed to Jeremiah (“ then was fulfilled that which
was spoken by Jeremy the prophet, saying”).

Many of the earlier commentators (Sanctius, Glass, Frisch-
muth ) conjectured, that the passage as given by Matthew was
compounded from the two prophets Jeremiah and Zechariah,
and that the name of the former alone was mentioned, as the
more distinguished of the two. But to this it was very properly
objected, that the passages of Jeremiah, to which they referred,
ought certainly to have some connexion with the event narrated
by Matthew. To this objection they were unable to reply,
partly because they did not perceive in what relation the pro-
phecy of Zechariah stood to the passages cited from Jeremiah,
and partly also because they did not observe the profound mean-
ing which Matthew detects in the fact, that the potter’s fleld
was purchased as the field of bloed. Grotius is the only one of
all the commentators who has in the slightest degree hinted at
this. * When Matthew,” he says,  quotes this saying of Jeremiah,
which is repeated by Zechariah, he tacitly declares that the Jews
are threatened with the same judgments, as these prophets had
foretold to the men of their own times.” But the objection is
fully answered by the remarks we have already made. We
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have shown that the prophecy of Zechariah is for the most part
simply a renewal of that of Jeremiah, that he announces a
second fulfilment, which will not merely be accidentally associated
with the first amnouncement, but essentially connected with it,
imasmuch as it rests upon the fundamental idea of the justice of
God, which is sure to bring about a fresh fulfilment whenever
it receives a fresh provocation.

Matthew might certainly have quoted doth prophets. But
such lengthened quotations are contrary to the custom of the
writers in the New Testament. For this a twofold reason may
be- assigned. They could justly presuppose a very acourate
acquaintance with the Bcriptures on the part of their readers;
and they placed the human instrumentality employed, far behind
the Divine author, the spirit of God and of Christ, which spoke
equally in all the prophets. Very frequently, therefore, in fact
almost universally, the human author is not mentioned by name
at all. The writer contents himself with the simple formula of
quotation, “the Scripture saith,” * as it is written,” * for it is
written,” “‘as the Holy Spirit saith,” or “as God hath said.” Itnot
infrequently happens that two or even three passages from diffe-
rent authors are combined together into one, and yet the name
of only one author is given. The passage which presents the
closest analogy to the one under consideration is Mark i. 2, 3:
“ As it is written in the prophet Isaiah, behold I send my mes-
senger before thy face, who shall prepare thy way before thee.
The voice of one crying,” &. In this case two predictions are
quoted under the name of Isaish, one from Malachi and the
other from Isaiah himself; and more than this, the prophecy of
Malachi stands first. Isaiah was the more celebrated prophet; and
it had become so0 much a custom to refer to the minor prophets
a8 & whole, in consequence of their having been united together
in a single collection, that it is very rarely indeed that any one
of them is mentioned by name. (Compare Matt. xxi. 5, with
Is. Ixii. 11, and Zech. ix. 9; and Matt. xxi. 13, with Is. Ivi. 7,
Jer. vii. 11, Bom. ix. 27, 1 Pet. ii. 6 sqq.).

If Matthew had simply intended to call attention to the fulfil-
ment of Zechariah’s prophecy, he would have contented himself
with a general formula of quotation. This is evident from the
analogy of all the other quotations from Zechariah, in not one
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of which the prophet is mentioned by name. Thus in John xix.
37 the words of chap. xii. 10 are introduced in this general way,
* and again another Scripture saith ;” in John xii. 14, where a quo-
tation from chap. ix. 9 occurs, we merely find, * as it is written ;”
in Matt. xxvi. 31, where Zech. xiii. 7 is quoted, * for it is written ”
(compare Mark xiv. 27) ; and in Matt. xxi. 4, 5 a quotation from
chap. ix. 9 is headed thus, “that which was spoken by the pro-
phet,” where the article shows that Matthew could take for granted
that all his readers were well acquainted with the propbet
referred to. But although it might appear to him unnecessary
to mention Zechariah by name, this was not the case with Jere-
miah., The fact that there was a fulfilment of his prophecy in
the event narrated, and the extent to which this was the case,
were not so immediately obvious, as to render directions for further
research unnecessary. And yet, if this was overlooked, the
meaning of Zechariah’s prophecy would be involved in obscurity,
and the most essential features of the fulfilment misunderstood.
It only remains to show, that the quotation in Matthew fully
coincides with the passage before us, in substance at least, if
not in words. We must, first of all, endeavour to determine the
meaning of the words xal &\aBSov 7d Tpidrovra dpylpia, T
Ty TOD Tertpnuévov, Sy érymicavro amo viev 'Iopain. We
render them thus : ¢ They took the price of him who was valued,
at which they had valued him on the part of the children of
Israel,” To obtain this meaning we do not supply the rives
before dwo T@v tudy 'Iapayh, which Fritzsche has very properly
rejected, though he has not thereby established his own extremely
forced interpretation. We rather apply the Hebrew and Ara-
mean usage, according to which the third person indefinite,
which again takes the place of the passive, is expressed by the
third person plural. 'We may cite as an example from the New
Testament, Luke xu 20, v Yuyiv oov dmwasrobow dwod oob.
The words amo vid Icpa),x “on the part of the children of
Israel,” answer to D-pljm in Zecharish, (Compare James i.
13, amo Oeod -rrezpago;uu “ ] am tempted on the part of God.”)
The name is given in Matthew in the place of the pronoun, to
call attention to the shameful character of the valuation. Itwas
not the heathen, from whom it proceeded, but the people of the
VOL. IIL D
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covenant, who had received such innumerable proofs of the love
and mercy of the Lord. The apparent discrepancy, arising from
the fact that in Matthew it is the rulers of the Jews, who are
said to take the pieces of silver, and throw them upon the potter’s
field, whereas Zechariah attributes this to the shepberd, is
removed by Matthew himself in the words xafd cuvvérafé uo:
xUpios, which he introduces at the end, and which answer to the
n‘m mm 173;.91 of Zechariah. He evidently intimates in these
words that he rega.rds the rulers of the nation, not as acting
independently, but merely as instruments through whom the
Lord accomplished his purposes. ~Moreover, Matthew had the
words of our verse in his mind, for a long time before he actually
quoted them. Compare chap. xxvi. 15, “ what will ye give
me (answering to the words ‘ give me my wages’ in the verse
before us ; the evangelist looks upon Judas as an instrument in
the hands of Christ, who demands his wages, asit were, through
him at the hands of the Jews), and I will deliver him unto you.
And they covenanted (éornoav, the Septuagint rendering in this
passage) with him for thirty pieces of silver.”

Ver. 14.  “ And I broke my second staff, the united ones, to
destroy the brotherhood between Judah and Israel.”

(Compare ver. 7.) There is no intimation of the staff having
been originally composed of two distinct pieces of wood. Its
fitness as a symbol was purely ideal, and it was only when it was
broken that there was an actual resemblance between the sign
and the thing signified. It is not without a reason, that the
payment of the wages of thirty pieces of silver is placed between
the breaking of the first and second staves. It served at the
same time to justify the first judgment, and provoke the second.
The meaning of the prophet is this : after the Lord has forsaken
his people, the most pernicious discord will arise among them,
discord as destructive in its character as the former conflicts
between Judah and Israel. He expresses this in his usual fign-
rative style (see the remarks on vers. 10,11) in these terms, * the
Lord will cause the brotherhood between Judah and Israel to
cease,” which is equivalent to the declaration in ver. 9, “they
will eat one another’s flesh.” The prophecy was fulfilled, as we
have already observed, in the time of the Roman war, when the
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" Jews destroyed one another in the fury of their party conten-
tions.' In Zechariah's days the severe wound inflicted upon the
nation by the separation of Judah and Israel (Is. vii. 17) began
to heal; and in chap. 10 he predicts a perfect cure. The
restoration of umity is one of the most delightful prospects, which
Ezekiel sets before the nation (chap. xxxvii, 15 sqq.). But at
a still later period a fresh sin on the part of the nation would
again deprive it of the blessing.?

Ver. 15. ““ And the Lord said to me, take unto thee again the
instruments of a foolish shepherd.”™

Again : that is, still continuing to set forth in symbol the
fate which awaits the nation. Fwald renders the passages,  take
to thee still farther.” -py links this action to the previous one,
and shows that they are to be looked at from the same point of
view. If the prophet acts as the representative of a coming
shepherd in the first instance, he must do the same in the
second. It is very evident, that by the foolish shepherd, we
are not to understand any one individual* but the whole

1 This is so obvious, that it even forced itself upon Abarbanel’s mind,
‘ quia tempore excidii latrones aucti sunt, et cum amore etiam fraternitas est
imminuts in tribu Juds, et insuper inter hos et filios Israelis, sacerdotes et
Levitas, qui apud ipsos erant, idcirco hic ait, ad irritum faciendam fraterni-
tatem inter Judam et Israelem.”

2 The commentators, who dispute Zechariah’s authorship of the second
gﬂ, generally pass very quickly over this verse. It is inconoeivable, how

leek could assert, that it points to a period antecedent to the breaking up of
the Ephraimitish kingdom. If the authorship of Zechariah is denied, the
only possible conclusion to which we can come, is that the prophecy belongs
toan earlier period than the division of the two kingdoms, and this is not for
a moment to be thought of. There is an account in 1 Kings xii. 20 of the
breaking up of the brotherhood. , brotherhood, is only met with
here ; the form is Aramaic, see Fiin( -nniﬁom the period of the division of
the kingdoms to the dissolution of the kingdom of the ten tribes, thebrother-
hood between Judah and Israel was never restored. The first ind.isiensable
ocondition was communia sacra. That the breaking up of the brotherhood
extended to the time of Isaiah is evident from Is. vii. 17. But the brother-
hood between Judah and Israel is referred to here, in terms which show that
at least the first step must have been taken towards its restoration.

3 Calvin says on this verse, * the prophet teaches here, that even when God
had relinquished the care of the people, a certain show of government would
still be maintained, but one from wYxich it could easily be oﬁathered that God
Wwas no lonﬁr acting the part of a shepherd. . . . God had already laid
down his office of shepherd, but he afterwards Elnoed wolves, and thieves and
robbers over the nation in the place of shepherds, when he was about to
execute his fearful ':g%ment upon the Jews. o

4 According to j the foolish shepherd is * Pekah, the wild king who
was ruling at the time.” Maurer thinks Hosea is intended, Hitzig, gienahem.

D
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body of bad rulers, who brought about the destruction of the
nation after the rejection of the good shepherd. We must not
refer the expression to foreign rulers, however, but to the
governors at home, Such threats of divine punishment, as we
find in ver. 17, could only be directed against the latter, since
they were both instruments and sharers in the punishment, as
well as the apostasy. Of the apostasy in fact they were the leading
instigators. The former, on the other hand, are represented in
ver. 5 a8 entirely free from sin. We have already seen, that in
the verse just referred to, the native governors are called shep-
herds, and as such are opposed to the foreign rulers, who are
described a8 buyers and sellers.! The foolish shepherd is not
identical with the wicked shepherds in ver. 8, as Schmieder sup-
poses. The appearance of the shepherd is expressly described
as future in ver. 16, and we naturally understand this as mean-
ing future in relation to the ideal present; which, as we have
already seen, was the time of the appearance of the good shep-
herd. ‘ The good shepherd has withdrawn from the flock, the
bad shepherd takes his place” (Hitzig). The reason why the
actual plurality of the bad rulers is exhibited in the form of
an ideal unity, is to be found in this antithesis to the one good
shepherd. The term applied to the shepherd, “foolish,” not
wicked, directs attention to the fact, that the rulers of the
nation are so blinded by the judicial punishment inflicted by
God, as to be unable to see that, whilst their fury is directed
against the nation, they are undermining their own good. This
aspect of wickedness, viz., the folly associated with it, is fre-
quently referred to. Compare, for example, Jer. iv. 22, “ For
my people is foolish ; they know me not; foolish children are
they and without understanding; they are wise to do evil, but
to do good they have no knowledge. By the tnstruments of a
Joolish shepherd we may understand merely the shepherd’s staff,
if we regard the expression simply as in antithesis to what
precedes, or the other instruments employed by a shepherd as

_Suglhﬁuning as this is a sufficient proof that the principle of interpretation
is .
! Abendana (in the Spicilegium to Sal. Ben Melech's Miclal Jophi) had the

right idea; but his e tion is too limibed : “]!Hfr pastores nihili intelli-
guntur principes latronum, Jochanan, Simeon et Eliezer.”
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well. We may imagine the shepherd’s instruments as consisting
of a strong stick mounted with iron, with which he wounds the
sheep, whereas the good shepherd keeps them in order with a
thin staff and gentle strokes. We may also picture to ourselves
a shepherd’s bag full of holes, and containing nothing of any
use to either shepherd or sheep. In any case Bochart's notion
must be rejected, that * there is nothing in either the appear-
ance, or attributes of the bad shepherd, to distinguish him from
the good ; his actions alone betray him.” (Hieroz. i. 455).

Ver. 16. * For behold I raiseup a shepherd in the land, those
that perish he will not visst, the tender thing he will not seek
out, nor heal that which i wounded ; the strong ke will not
nourish, and the flesh of the fut one he will eat, and split thesr
claws tn preces.

The foolish shepherd does the very opposite of what Christ
the good shepherd is represented as doing in Is. xlii. 3, “ The
bruised reed he will not break, and the smoking flax will he not
quench.” Zechariah had also several passages from Jeremiah
and Ezekiel in his mind Compare Ezek. xxxiv. 3, 4, “ Yo eat
the fat and ye clothe you with the wool, ye kill the fat one and
ye feed not the flock ; the weak ye strengthen not, the broken ye
bind not up, ye bring not back that which has broken away,
neither do ye seek out that which is ready to perish;” and Jer.
xxiil. 1, 2, “ Woe be unto the shepherds which destroy and
scatter the sheep of my pasture, saith the Lord ; therefore, thus
saith the Lord God of Israel against the pastors that feed my
people ; ye have scattered my flock and driven them away, and
have not visited them.” The connexion with these passages is
not merely an outward one. By a just judgment of God the
nation had been punished by means of bad rulers before the
captivity. Jeremiah and Ezekiel had promised deliverance from
them, and after the captivity, namely in the time of Zechariah,
this had actually taken place, when the nation was ruled in a
truly paternal spirit by Zerubbabel and Joshua. Zechariah,
however, announces that at a future period the same cause will
again produce the same effects, and that in a heightened degree.
The word “ for,” at the commencement, may be explained on
the supposition, that it assigns the reason, why a symbolical
action had been enjoined. =y3ry, according to the current
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opinion, means that which has burst or broken away ; Gesentus
and Maurer: * dispulsio, concr. dispulsum.” But as =y3,
written in precisely the same way, is used to denote * the young”
in every other passage in which it occurs, there is no reason to
make an exception in this instance, but on the contrary there is
every reason to assume, that the radical signification of tender
and weak is the leading notion here, and to this the idea of
seeking is very appropriate. We must imagine the tender one,
which needs the greatest care of all the flock, as having been
left behind. The verb =y3, which is certainly also the root of
~y3 “a boy,” does not suit well as the root of -yy with the
meaning strayed, if we consider the sense in which it is generally
used. Its only meaning is fo shake. The form also is not suit-
able, a8 we may see at once from the fact that Hifztg proposes
to change the vowel points, and alter the participle into a
Niphal. But the occurrence of the masculine -y in the midst
of feminines is perfectly decisive. It is impossible to account
for this, if we regard the word as part of the verb. On the other
hand the noun =y3, according to the early usages of the language,
for which Zechariah has a great preference, is employed for both
genders (compare Gren. xxiv. 16 and Job i. 19). It is a matter
of but little importance, that =y3 is never used of animals,
whether we consider the age in which Zechariah wrote, or the
fact that the prophecy really relates to men. The two clauses
relating to the weak and the strong are separated by Athnach.
From its connexion with the fat one it is better to explain pyywy
as meaning, not that which stands still and cannot move from
its place on account of hunger and exhaustion, but * that which
stands upright.” The analogy of the language is in favour of
this, as =gy does not mean to stand still, but to stand. The
Septuagint rendering is 76 dAéxAnpov ; that of the Pulgate: id
quod stat? The words, *he will split their claws,” do not refer
to the extreme cruelty of the shepherds, s many commentators
suppose, but to the avarice, which is no doubt accompanied by
cruelty to the sheep. There is a climax intended; he will eat,

‘1 “It is op) Eosed to that which lies down and is trate from disease.
For as the sick and broken down stand in need of medicine, so do those that

stand up nnd are well need food and sustenance, that their health may be
preserved."—Bochart
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&c., he will even break the claws one from another, that not a
shred of flesh may be lost.!

Ver. 17. “ Woe to the worthless shepherd who leaves the flock,
a sword over his arm and over his right eye ! his.arm will be
entirely lamed, kis right eye will become quite dim.”

The arm and the right eye are mentioned as individual ex-
amples of the objects of punishment, and as the two parts of the
body, which are most needed by a good shepherd for tending and
guarding his flock, and most shamefully abused by a bad shep-
herd to the ruin of the sheep. The arm is the organ of strength,
the right eye of prudence. An apparent difficulty is presented by
the fact that two kinds of punishment are mentioned in connexion
with each member, and that the two are incompatible with each
other. The sword is first of all. threatened to both; them
xatads to the arm (Calvin, * the arm will dry up, <.e., its
strength will so thoroughly depart that it will become like a
rotten stick”), and di¢mness to the eye. But the punishments
mentioned merely serve to particularise the general notion of
punishment, and the prophet connects several together, to give
greater distinctness to the magnitude of the punishments as well
as of the crime. He was the better able to do this here, since
the shepherd was not one individual, but many.

CHAP. XII. 1-XIII. 6.

A new scene opens here. The nation of the Lord, which is
at war with all the nations of the earth, though weak in itself, is
strong in the Lord, and is everywhere victorious (vers. 1—9).
The Lord breaks the hard hearts of the ihhabitants of Jerusa-

1 Ewald and Hitzig adopt Tarnov's explanation, “he will tear their hoofs,
by driving them on roads.” But tearing or breaking in pieces points to
a direct act. Compare the parallel passage in Micah iii. 3, where allusion is
made to the breaking of bones by the voracious princes. . L

3 «In this verse the prophet teaches, that although God will justly inflict
this severe punishment upon the Jews, yet the shepherds themselves will not
escape with impunity; and thus he showa that, even in the midst of all this
oconfusion and destruction, he will still remember his covenant.”—Calvin. .
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lem, and gives them the grace of repentance ; so that they repent,
with bitter sorrow, of the sins which they have committed against
Him (vers. 10—14). In Him they now find forgiveness for
their sins (chap. xiii. 1), and this is followed by an earnest effort
to attain to sanctification, and to remove everything of a wiaked
and ungodly nature in their life and conduct (vers. 2—6). The
prophecy is divisible, therefore, into two parts, the victory of the
people of God over the hostile heathen world (chap. xii. 1-—9),
and the conversion of the children of the kingdom.
Commentators are divided in opinion as to the period of
fulfilment, and also as to the subject of chap. xii. 1—9. With
regard to the former,—not to mention those who agree with
Ewald in referring the prophecy to the Chaldean invasion, which
took place before the time of the prophet,—there are many, with
Grotius at their head, who imagine that the period of the Macca~
bees is here referred to. But the relation in which the present
chapter stands to the preceding one, is a sufficient proof that this
cannot be the case. The restoration of the people of God, de-
picted here, is evidently contrasted with their rejection men-
tioned in the previous chapter; and if the rejection took place
after the coming of Christ, the restoration cannet beloag to an
earlier period. This is also confirmed by chap. xii. 10. The
penitential and believing look, which is there described as being
turned to the murdered Messiah, belongs to a later period than
the Maccabean era, and points at once to the Messianic age, of
which alone the forgiveness of sins and universal desire for holi-
ness, referred to in chap. xiii., can possibly be signs, whether we
regard them by themselves, or in connection with the parallel
passages. Lastly, in the earlier prophecy relating to the Maocca-
bean era, only one nation is mentioned as hostile to the covenant
nation (chap. ix. 13), namely the Greeks ; but here, on the other
hand, all the nations of the earth are represented as its foes.
The second difference relates to the subject of the prophecy in
chap. xii. 1—9. The opinion is a very old one, that the Chris-
tian Church is referred to. Jerome speaks of it as relating to
the Christian Church in general and particular, in contradis-
tinction to the Jewish. ‘ Some of the Jews,” he says, ** imagine
that this prophecy was partly fulfilled in the period extending
from Zerubbabel to Cneius Pompeius, who took Judsa and the
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temple, of which occurrence an account has been written by
Josephus, Others, again, suppose that it will be fulfilled, when
Jerusalem has been restored at the end of the world, an event
which the miserable race of the Jews anticipates along with its
nAeppéve, the foolish shepherd of whom we have read above.—
Lastly, there are others, ourselves for example, who are called
by the name of Christ, who regard it as being fulfilled every day
in the Christian Church, and as destined to continue to be so to
the end of the world.” Cyril, Marck, and many others adopt the
same opinion. That this explanation, in the form in which it is
generally given, is inadmissible, eannot for 8 moment be doubted.
The expounders of the prophets alone, not the prophets them-
selves, know anything of a spiritual, as distinguished from the
outward Israel. It can only be adopted in a modified form,
viz., when the covenant-nation is understood as meaning that
portion of Israel, which welcomed and believed on the Messiah
when he eame, and which received the heathen nations into its
bosom, instead of merely uniting with them as an independent
body and on an equal footing, 8o as to form together one church.
There would still be one view which might be adduced in oppo-
gition to this, namely, that the subject of the prophecy is not the
Church of the New Testament generally, of which the first-fruits
of Israel formed the kernel and stem, but the Church of the last
days, when the whole of the people of the ancient covenant will
have been delivered by the mercy of God from the sentence of
hardness passed upon them, and will again be received into the
kingdom of God, of which they are to form the centre. At first
sight there is something very plausible in this view, which is
supported by Vitringa (observv. 8. L il c. 9, p. 172), C. B.
Michaehis, Dathe, and others, The principal argument in its
favour is founded upon chap. xii. 10 sqq. ** According to this
passage, those who now receive the powerful assistance of the
Lord, are those who formerly put him to death. With the
national guilt, which is depicted in chap. xi. in connection
with the punishment that follows, there is here contrasted na-
tsonal lamentation on account of it, and such strong expres-
sions are employed to indicate its universality, that it can-
not possibly relate to the few Israelites who turned to the Lord
immediately after the crucifixion.” But it is erroneously assumed
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here, that the persons represented in chap. xii. 1—9 as receiving
the powerful help of the Lord, are the same as those who are
described in chap. xii. 10 sqq. as mourning in bitterness. A
proof to the contrary, however, may be found in the circumstance,
that the conversion is preceded by the victorious conflict with
the heathen world. Again the people, as we see them at the
end of chap. xi., cannot posgibly be those referred to in chap. xii.
1—9. The former can only be the objects of punitive justice,
not of saving grace. The conclusion to which we are brought,
therefore, is rather that the persons referred to in chap. xii. 1—9
are the poor sheep, who are represented in chap. xi. as giving
heed to the good shepherd, along with such believing Gentiles
a8 had been received as part of Israel. But it is unnatural to
suppose, that Zechariah passes all at once from the death of
Christ to the final history of the kingdom of God, that he makes no
allusion to the glorious events which lie between, to the splendid
triumphs over the heathen world which have already taken
place, and that he says nothing further about the intimation
given in chap. ix. 10, “ he speaks peace to the heathen, and his
.- dominion is from sea to sea, and from the river to the ends of
the earth.” It cannot be said that the fact may be explained
from the peculiar interest taken in the history of Israel. The
Christian Church is from its very commencement the legttimate

continuation of Israel, the wicked having been rooted out from .

the nation, and those who were Gentiles by birth having been
incorporated into Israel on the ground of their faith. The
Saviour himself clearly indicated this at the very outset, by
calling his Church * Israel” (Matt. xix. 28) ; and it was from
this point of view alone, that the number of apostles appointed
for the whole Church (Matt. xxviii. 19), corresponded to that of
the tribes of Israel. According to Paul there is but one olive
tree, one people of God, one Israel from the beginning to the
end. In Rom. xi. 18, Israel is represented as the root of the
Christian Church. InRom. xi, '7,— the election hath obtained
it, the rest are hardened,”—the emphasis must not be laid upon
the latter in a one-sided manner. According to Eph. ii. 12 and
19, when the Gentiles come to Christ, they are incorporated into
the ‘commonwealth of Israel,” as * fellow-citizens with the
saints” (* Israelis;” Be'ngel)'. That Israel is the root of the



ZECHARIAH, CHAP. XII. 1—Xx111, 6, 59

Christian Church is also apparent from the intercessory prayer
of Christ (John xvii. 6—8), where he refers to the Church on
earth as founded already, before a single Gentile had been
admitted into it.'—There is just as little ground for restricting
the second part of the prophecy to the final history of the Church,
a8 for limiting the first in this way.

The first day of Pentecost, which is evidently included in
chap. xii. 10, enters a decided protest against such a limitation.
In both parts there are combined into one picture both that which
18 gradually realized in history, and that which takes place tn a
series of distinct events.—We have a repetition of the first part
in the prophecy of the fall of Rome, as the heathen mistress of
the world, in Rev. xvii., and in the announcement of the victory
of Christ over the ten kings, the instruments employed in in-
flicting his judgments upon Rome, in Rev. xix. 11—21, where
the means employed by Christ are hunger, pestilence, and espe-
cially murderous discord. Even chap. xvii. 14 of the Book of
Revelation, where the victory obtained by Christ over the heathen
through the power of the word is thus described, “ these shall
make war with the Lamb, and the Lamb shall overcome them :
for he is Lord of lords and King of kings, and they that are with
him are called, and chosen, and faithful,” is to be regarded as
included in this prophecy. Qur remarks on Ps. xcvii. are also
applicable here, * the coming of Christ partook of the character
of a judgment even with regard to those of the heathen, who
submifted to the gospel: the worthlessness of their whole exist-
ence was thus brought to light, and deep shame took the place
of pride and haughty contempt of Zion.”

‘We must call attention here to the strict agreement between
the first and second portions of Zechariah, to which we have
already alluded. Chap. ix. and x. correspond exactly to chaps.
i—iv. In both we have a description of the blessings to be
bestowed upon the covenant-nation previous to the coming of
Christ, but still more especially of those to be enjoyed in con-
sequence of hiscoming. Chap. xi. answers to chap. v. In both
we find an account of the divine judgments, which would be
inflicted upon the unbelieving and ungodly portion of the covenant

:lSee the remarks on Hosea ii. 1 (vol. i. p. 209 sqq.), or Rev. vii. 4
and xi.
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nation, after its ungodliness had been most openly displayed in
the rejection of the Messiah. Chap. vi. 1—8 contains a brief
notice of the events which are more fully described in the pro-
phecy before us and in chap. xiv.

Ver. 1. “ The burden of the word of the Lord upon Israel :
Thus soith the Lord, which stretcheth jforth the heaven and
layeth the foundation of the earth, and formeth the spirst of man
wethin him.”

‘We have already seen (chap. ix. 1), that N Dever mesns
utterance, but always burden, and that it on]y occurs in the
superscription of prophecies containing threatemngs ofevil. In
such cases the proper name, which follows it in the construct
state, or is connected with it by 5 or by, indicates the object of
the threats contained in the prophecy, or of the coming judg-
ments. It is without g-round therefore, that some propose to
render NED prophecy in this one passage, and to give to by
the meamng of. The double '7;; in ver. 2, which points to the
pressmg calamity, and also the by in ver. 8, correspond to
N, in the sense of burden. An exceptlonal rendering of the
word here is all the more inadmissible, when we compare the
perfectly analogous superscription in chap. ix. 1, and that in Mal.
iii. 1, which is almost word for word the same. If is also
equally indisputable, that Israel can only refer to the covenant
nation. This was its highest and holiest name, which could not
be transferred to any other. How then are we to explain the
fact, that the announcement which follows holds up before the
people of the covenant the prospect of salvation? We reply,
that severe calamities, to be endured by the people of God, form
the starting point of the section (chaps. xii.—xiv.), to the whole
of which in a certain sense the heading ¢ burden over Israel”
belongs, in contradistinction to the burden of Hadrach in
chap. ix. 1. In the words of Christ in Matt. xxiv. 9, “ye
shall be hated of all men for my name’s sake,” we have the
New Testament version of this prophecy. There is a mitiga-
tion of the announcement, however, in the name * Israel.”
The word of the Lord cannot press as a burden upon Israel, in
the same sense as upon Hadrach. The words of the Psalmsare
applicable here : ‘“ Many are the afflictions of the righteous, but
the Lord delivereth him out of thzemAall.” In Psalms Ixxiii. 1,
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it is said, “ truly God is good to Israel, even to such as are of a
clean heart,” notwithstanding the severe afflictions, with which
they are visited,—a passage which bears upon the verse before
us, inasmuch as the limiting clause shows that by Israel we are
to understand the election alone, the true Israelites, in whom
there is no guile, to the exclusion of the false seed.—In ver. 1
Israel is mentioned ; in vers. 2—9 Jerusalem and Judah ; in ver.
10 sqq. the house of David and the inhabitants of Jerusalem.
The reason of this variation, which is evidently not accidental,
is the following: Israel the most sacred name is placed, with
the strongest emphasis, at the head. It is afterwards scrupu-
lously avoided, to render it the more conspicuous, that it is used
here in an emphatic sense. In vers. 2—9 the covenant-nation
is designated Judah and Jerusalem,—a combination for which
Zechariah shews a strong predilection in the first part also,
(Compare i. 12, ii. 2, where Israel, the sacred name, is placed
side by side with Judah and. Jerusalem, and ii. 16). This may
be accounted for, from the cireurnstances of the times succeed-
ing the captivity, when Judah took the lead unconditionally,
and the other tribes attached themselves toit. That Israel does
not merely mean Judah here, but that Judah, on the contrary,
is the name given to the whole nation, is evident from chap. x.,
where the return of Joseph and Ephraim is depicted. The
latter cannot be regarded as excluded in this instance. Lastly,
the change of name in ver. 10 sqq. shows that the Church is
regarded there from a different point of view.—The predicates
connected with the name of God serve at the outset to allay any
doubts that might arise from the discrepancy, between the pro-
mise and the actual circumstances, by pointing to the omnipo-
tence of the author of the former. What is here implied, is
explicitly stated in chap. viii. 6: “if it be marvellous in the
eyes of the remnant of this people in these days, should it also be
marvellous in mine eyes ? saith the Lord of hosts.”” The par-

1 Thereis a 1 in Js. xlii. 5, # Thus saith God the Lord, he that created
the Aeavens stretohed them out, he that spread forth the earth and that
which cometh out of it, he that giveth bread to the peog:: upon it, and spirst
to them that walk therein.” The two cannot be unconnected. For
not only are the three points mentioned the same in both, but they occur in
the same order and the oontext is the same. In both passages the omnipo-
tence of God is appealed to as-the guarantee of the certain realization of the
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ticiples rpay and 7o+ are not to be understood as referring

exclusively to the past. In direct opposition to the mechanical
view of the works of God, as standing, when once created, in just
the same relation to Him as a house to the builder, the upholding
of these works is represented in the Scriptures as being, in a
certain sense, a continuous creation. Every day God spreads
out the heavens, every day He lays the foundations of the earth,
which would wander from its orbit and fall into ruins if it were
not upheld by His power. The last predicate, also, does not
refer merely to the first creation of the spirit of man, but to the
constant exertion of the power of God both to create and to sus-
tain. The formation of the human spirit is brought forward
here with peculiar prominence as one of the many works of the
almighty power of God, because this is the ground of the unre-
strained and constant influence which is exerted upon the spirits
of men, by Him who “turns the hearts of kings as the water-
brooks.” Why should not the creator of the spirits of all men,
the “ God of the spirits of all flesh” (Num. xvi. 22, xxvii. 16),
be able to smite all the riders of the enemy with blindness, and
fill the leaders of his people with holy boldness, as he is repre-
sented as doing in vers. 4 and 6 ?

Ver. 2. “ Behold, I make Jerusalem a basin of reeling to all
the nations round about, and even over Judah it will be, in the
siege against Jerusalem.”

no occurs indisputably in Ex. xii. 22, and several other pas-
sages in the sense of “ basin.” The reason why a basin is intro-
duced here in the place of the cup, which we find in the earlier
passage upon which this is based, has been plausibly explained by
Schmieder thus :  a basin, to which many may put their mouths
80 a8 to sip and drink at the sdme time.” Ly~ has the same
meaning as pmlyy~p in the earlier passage, “reeling,” « giddi-
ness.” The giddiness is regarded here as a state in which the
bodily strength is weakened. The point of comparison is the
helplessness and misery of the condition. The cup of giddiness

Messianioc salvation. As proofs that Isaiah is the earlier of the two, we ma:
mention, first, that it is a customary thing with Isaiah to introduce su
epithets in connexion with the name of God, especially in the second part, in
accordance with the character of his commission as expressed in the words,
* Comfort ye, comfort ye, my people ;" and secondly, that Zechariah refers to
such passages as these, of an earlier date, in almost every verse.
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is frequently used as a symbol of the judgment of God, which
places men in this condition. Thus in Ps. Ixxv. 9, “for in the
hand of the Lord there is a cup, and it foams with wine,
it is full of mixture, and he pours out, and even the dregs
thereof the wicked of the earth must swallow and drink.”
The reference here is to the judgments, which God prepares
for the heathen world on account of their oppression of his
people and his kingdom. See further Is. li. 17,22, 23. ‘ Awake,
awake, O Jerusalem, which hast drunk at the hand of the Lord
the cup of his fury, thou hast drunk the dregs of the cup of
giddiness, and wrung them out. Behold, I take out of thy hand
the cup of giddiness, the dregs of the cup of my fury; thou
shalt no more drink it again. And I will put it into the hand
of them that afflict thee, which have said to thy soul, bow down,”
&c. When Jerusalem, subsequent to the coming of the good
shepherd, in other words, the Church of Christ, is represented
here a8 being a cup of giddiness to all nations round about, that
is to the whole surrounding heathen world, this can only mean
that their attacks upon Jerusalem will be followed by such judg-
ments from the hand of God, as will deprive them of all their
strength. He who presents the cup of giddiness, as the earlier
passages prove, can be no other than God himself, whose
judgments begin indeed at the house of God, but never con-
tinue to press as a “burden” upon it. In the description
given of the enemies there is a gradation. Here they are
called ‘all nations round about;” in ver. 3, first “all na-
tions,” and then, *“all the nations of the earth.” We are in-
troduced here to a state of things, such as never existed under
the Old Testament. It was for the name of Christ that Israel
was first hated of all nations. Its earlier conflicts with the
heathen world had all been with particular nations. The king-
dom of God was first involved in a general conflict with the
heathen world, when it put forth world-wide claims, and, not
content with defending its own existence, assumed the attitude
of a conqueror. According to one of the explanations most ge-
nerally adopted, the meaning of the second part is that Judah
also will be constrained by the enemy, and take part in the siege
of Jerusalem.! The supporters of this view are obliged to invent

1 This explanation is adopted in the Chaldee paraphrase, and also by Je-
rome, ‘ but Judah also, when Jerusalem is besieged, is taken by the heathen,
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historical details, of which there is not only not the slightest indi-
cation in the text, but rather the very opposite. Again, nothing
is gained by appealing to chap. xiv. 14 ; for when the verse is
correctly rendered, there is no allusion whatever to any conflict
between Judah and Jerusalem.! The true rendering is this:
also over Judah it will come in the siege against Jerusalem,
Luther's translation is substantially correct: * it will also affect
Judah, when Jerusalem is besieged.” The subject to ryvm is to
be obtained in part from pximy, burden, in part also from the first
clause. If Jerusalem is made a cup of giddiness, its own severe
suffering is presupposed. We cannot supply =y after mpep.
=7un can only apply to a fortress, not to a country (see Deut.
xx. 20). Hofmann supposes the country population to have
taken refuge in the city. But this is precluded by what follows,
where Judah is represented as acting independently of Jerusa-
lem. Judah and Jerusalem are apparently contrasted here, as
the inferior and superior portions of the covenant nation;—a
gimilar distinction is made in ver. 8, within Jerusalem itself,
between the house of David and the rest of the inhabitants.
The type of this distinction lay before the prophet in the relation
in which Jerusalem, the civil and religious capital, stood to the
rest of Judah, which had formerly looked up to it with wonder
and admiration, and still continued to do so (see, for example

and entering into alliance with them, is compelled to besiege its own capital.”
There are only two ways, in which this explanation has been defended
with any plausibility. The first is that of Michaelis, to which Rosenmiller
and subscribe, * but it will also be over Judah (i.c., it will lie upon
Judah, even Judah will be held or forced) in the siege,” &o. The second is
the one adopted by Kimehs, Hit:x Maurer, and others, “but it (the cup of
iddiness) will also be upon Judah, when it shall be compelled to come to

o siege aﬁninstJ ,”’ or else, “ but even for Judah, Jerusalem is sach
8 cup of giddiness.” It is a sufficient reply to both of these, however, that
there is not the slightest indication in what follows of any participation on
* the part of Judah in the siege of Jerusalem; on the contrary Judah is re-

gresented as the ally of Jerusalom, by whose_ victories, obtained through the

elp of the Lord, Jerusalem is to be delivered.

! This argument tells all the more powerfully against the explanasion
given by Kimchi; for according to this, Judah is visited by severe punish-
ment from God for its foroed participation in the siege, whereas there is no-
thing bat salvation announced in the verses which follow. A special objeo-
tion to the exposition given by Michaelis may be found in the fact, that
although his rendering of 5:, is not in itself untenable (see Ezek. xlv. 17;

Ps, Ivi. 13), it is inadmissible here, on account of the parallelism of Judah
and Jerusalem, which precludes the adoption of a different rendering in the
one case from that given in the other.
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Ps. cxxii. and Ixxxvii. 2, “ The Lord loveth the gates of Zion
more than all the dwellings of Jacob.”) Very little can be said
in favour of the idea that this contrast, which we meet with in
the first part as well (chap. i. 12, ii. 16), is to be taken with
strict literality, especially in the case of Zechariah, the character
of whose prophecies is throughout figurative and symbolical.
The contrast serves merely to prepare the way for the announce-
ment which follows, that the Lord will first of all deliver the
weakest and most helpless portion of the covenant nation, in
order that it may be all the more apparent that the rescue is His
work.

Ver. 3. “ And it will come to pass the same day, I will make
Jerusalem a burdensome stone jfor all nations, all who lift it
will be torn in preces, and all the heathen of the earth are
gathered together against it.”

The figure of a heavy stone, which causes sprainsand disloca-
tions to those who overrate their strength and try to lift it, is so
lucid in itself?, that there is no reason to suppose, as most
commentators have done, that there is a direct allusion to a
custom, which Jerome says was very general in Palestine in his
day, of lifting heavy stones as a trial of strength.  Schmieder
observes here with perfect accuracy, “ thus did the heathen of
the Boman empire attempt to lift the ‘burdensome stone’ of
the Christian Church, by slaying the witnesses for Christ ; but
the heathenism of Rome bled to death of the wounds, which this
¢ burdensome stone’ inflicted in return.” But when he adds, “it
cannot yet be determined with certainty, whether reference is
made to the literal siege of a Christian Jerusalem, or whether the
figure of a siege is merely the symbol of a hostile attack upon the
heart of the Christian life,” we must beg leave to differ from him.
If the fulfilment commences with the death of the anointed one,
Jerusalem can only stand for the centre of the Christian Church.
And we are also led to this conclusion by the fact that in chap.
xi. the whole of the holy land, and therefore of course the literal
Jerusalem, is represented as given up to total desolation. A
real conflict between the city of Jerusalem and all the nations of
the earth is in itself a very improbable thing. We have evi-

1 #“ PDamnum non sentiens, ipse magnum damnum iis affert.” Marck.
VOL. IV, E
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dently here a comprehensive view of that which appears in history
in a long series of events, the victorious course of the militant
Church through the many centuries of the world’s history, dating
from the appearance of the good shepherd. But we have, lastly,
a decisive proof that the prophecy does not relate to the literal
Jerusalem, in the repetition of the same announcement in the
Book of Revelation, where we find, not Jerusalem, but siraply
the Christian Church, which overcomes first of all heathen Rome,
then the ten heathen kings, and last of all that form of
heathenism which is revived in Gog and Magog.—In the words,
“and there assemble themselves,” &c., the prophet again de-
scribes the danger in the strongest terms; in order that the
deliverance may appear the more wonderful from the contrast,
and also that those who believe may not be disheartened.

Ver. 4. “In that day, saith the Lord, I will smite every
horse with fear, and their riders with madness, and upon the
house of Judah I will open my eyes, and I will smite every
horse of the nations with blindness.”

* He confirms what he has said a short time before, that, al-
though the whole world should conspire against the Church, yet
there is strength enough in God either to thwart all their attacks
from afar, or to bring themto nought. And he mentions stupor,
folly, and blindness; in order that the faithful may learn that
God can destroy or scatter his enemies by secret means. Al-
though, therefore, He does not fight with material swords, or
employ the common method of warfare, yet, says the prophet,
he is provided with other means of prostrating his foes.” Horse
and rider are characteristics of the might of the heathen; com-

" pare Ex. xv. 1, and Ps. xx. 8, “Some think of chariots, and
some of horses, but we will think of the name of the Lord our
God.” The figure alone is all that we find relating to ordinary
warfare here. Chap. ix. 11, sqq., where an actual war is referred
to, has much more of a military character. The sword and the
bow, arrows, trumpets, blood, &c., are all mentioned there. The
meaning of the expression * smite the riders with madness,” is
brought clearly before us in 2 Kings vi. 18, where the Lord
answers the prayer of Elisha by blinding his enemies, so that,
instead of taking him, they rush into destruction. The Zouse
of Judah does not simply mean Judah itself, as it does in the



ZECHARIAH, CHAP. XII 5, 67

foregoing and following verses, where Judah is contrasted with
Jerusalem, but appears to embrace the whole of the covenant
nation.

Ver. 5. “ And the princes' of Judah say in their hearts:
the inkabitants of Jerusalem are strength to me in the Lord of
Hosts, thetr God.”

Mo must be taken as a noun. Any other rendering is gram-
matizzélly inadmissible, and fails to give an appropriate meaning,
Vers. 6 and 7 throw light upon this passage. It is emphatically
stated there that God will first of all deliver the weakest and
most exposed portion of the covenant nation or Church, repre-
sented by the inhabitants of the provinces, as distinguished from
the inhabitants of the capital, and will give them the most
splendid victory over the common foe, that the former splendour
of Jerusalem may not be so increased by the new distinction
conferred upon it, as to throw Judah completely into the shade,
In the verse before us the way is prepared for this announcement,
by the statement that Judah does not entertain the most remote
idea of any such good fortune and honour, but waits in calm
humility and modesty, looking for deliverance solely from the
capital, which is peculiarly favoured by God and enjoys his
especial protection. Its own confession of inferiority renders it
all the more obvious, that the glory which follows is & work of
God, who is strong in the weak, and giveth grace to the humble,
Schmieder justly observes that the princes of Judah are * a type
of the leaders of those that believe, in every future age, whatever
different names or titles they may bear in the course of centuries.”

1 The use of the noun rp'js in this passage, and also in chap. ix. 7, to

denote the princes and leaders of the covenant-nation, is very remarkable.
Elsewhere it is merely applied to the hereditary princes of ldumea (Gen.
xxxvi. 15, sqq., Ex. xv. xl’gj 1 Chr. i. 51, sqq.) It is true that many lexico-

hers bring forward Jer. xiii. 21, in addition to the from
Eﬁaﬁab, a8 an example of the more general use of the word. But
Schultens has shown (animadov. phil. on Jer. ziii. 21) that fy'py is not used

there in the sense of prince, but means friend, a8 in other o8 of Jere-
miah (e.g. iii. 4). e peculiar use of this word in the case of arish is
an answer to the hypothesis of those who maintain that chap. ix. wes
composed by a different anthor from the one before us. It also furnishes a
proof that the second part was composed after the captivity, and therefore
that it is genuine. The use of the word, in such a sense as can only be
explained by & study of the language of the earlieet written documents, which
Zechariah constantly employs. ' 0 o
E
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The use of sb for y3y may be explained on the supposition that
the princes of Judah speak in the name of the whole nation, just
as in chap. vii. 3 the messengers of the people of the covenant
enquire, * shall I weep, as I have done ?”

Ver. 6. “ In that day will I make the princes of Judah like
a pan of fire in the midst of sticks, and like a torch of fire among
sheaves, and they devour on the right hand and on the left all
the nations round about, and Jerusalem sits still further in her
place at Jerusalem.”

Jerusalem is personified in the first place as a woman. Not-
withstanding all the acquisitions of her enemies, who are desirous
of overthrowing her, she still continues to sit where she has
hitherto been sitting.  In Is. xlvii. 1 an announcement of an
opposite character is made respecting Babylon, the representative
of the world, *“ Come down, and sit in the dust, O virgin daughter
of Babylon, sit on the ground without a throne, O daughter of
the Chaldeans.”

Ver. 7. “ And the Lord will succour the tents of Judah first,
that the splendour of the house of David and the splendour of
the inhabitants of Jerusalem do not exalt itself over Judah.”

The tents or huts® of Judah are contrasted with the splendid
buildings of the capital, and probably indicate the defenceless
"condition of Judah, which made it absolutely dependent upon
the assistance of God. There is a parallel passage in Ezek.
xxxviii. 11. The clause * that the splendour, &c., do not exalt
itself,” refers not to the help of God, which was to be afforded to
Jerusalem quite as much as to Judah, and in fact through the
medium of Judah, but to the expression first, the false render-
ings of which it serves to preclude, It isnot without a sufficient
reason that mnp n i not repeated before Judah. * Thesimple
mention of the nanie of Judsh shows that Judah possessed no
splendour on which it could pride itself."—Burckhardt. nwen

not * the boast,” but the splendour and glory. The reference is
simply to the possession of superior advantages, which, however,
from the tendency of human nature, might easily lead to self-

1 ¢ By tents, in my opinion, the prophet means huts, which cannot afford
any protection to their guests and inbabitants. . . . There is a contrast
jmplied between huts and fortified cities.” Caloin.
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exaltation, not only over other men, but over God Himself, and
an excessive accumulation of which ought therefore to be guarded
against. The prophet appears to have had in his mind such an
abuse as Jerusalem had formerly made of its superiority to the
provinces in this respect. The strong are rescued by the weak,
in order that the true equilibrium may be maintained, and, as
Jerome says, “ it may be made apparent that in either case the
victory is the Lord’s.” The * house of David” is the royal family
in the kingdom of God, which culminated in Christ, and is con-
tinued in the princes and potentates in the kingdom of Grod, who
become partakers of his spirit. In Ps. xlv. 17 the kings of the
Messianic kingdom are represented as the Messiah's sons, and
therefore as members of the house of David.

Ver. 8. “In that day will the Lord defend the inhabitants
of Jerusalem, and the stumbling among them in that day will be
as David ; and the house of David as God, as the angel of the
Lord before them.”

The article in '7@33-1 (the stumbling one) divides the inhabi-
tants of Jerusalem into two classes, the weak and the strong.
The former are to take the place, which was once occupied by
the strongest man among the latter, viz., David their ancestor, the
brave hero and king; the latter are to occupy a position which
had no existence in the previous economy. This is the prophet’s
method of expressing, by one particular example, the general idea
that at that time the Lord would exalt his own people to a glory
of which they had no conception before. The New Testament
parallel is Luke vii. 28, “ for I say unto you, among those that
are born of women there is not a greater prophet than John the
Baptist; but he that is least in the kingdom of God is greater
than he.” To the concluding words,  and the house of David,”
&c., there is a parallel in Mat, iii. 11, where John the Baptist
says, ‘ he that cometh after me is mightier than I, whose shoes
I am not worthy to bear.” He isa weak man bupyny (lit. stumb-
ling, then weak generally, cf. 1 Sam. ii. 4) in comparison with
the Son of David, who comes after him. Elokim, by which
many of the earlier expositors understood * angels” here, denotes
divinity in general, as contrasted with human nature (see the
comm. on Ps. viii. 5). On the other hand the expression ‘ the
angel of the Lord” (not an angel, a8 many render it), the re-



70 MESSIANIC PREDICTIONS IN THE PROPHETS.

vealer of God, to whom Zechariah frequently attributes both his
names and his works, sets before us a distinct form within the
sphere of duty. The expression ‘ before them” also leads to the
conclusion, that the angel of the Lord is intended ; for there is
evidently an allusion to the march through the desert, in which
not merely an angel, but tke angel of the Lord led the way.
(Compare vol. i. p. 118, and also the remarks on Micah ii. 13,
vol. i., p. 433). A hyperbole, such as we find in 2 S8am. xiv.
17, 20, cannot for a moment be thought of here, for we have
the language of a prophet beforeusnow. Moreover, the parallel
passages, chap. xi., xii. 10, and xiii. 7, which show that Zecha-
rish expected the angel of the Lord to appear in the Messiah,
are opposed to such a conclusion as this. The house of David
is not referred to here in the same sense as in ver. 7, but pri-
marily in this its culminating point. It would be strange if
Zechariah, when depicting the glory of the house of David under
the New Testament, should separate it entirely from Him, in
whom the unanimous testimony of the prophets declared that it
would reach its highest point. That Zechariah expected the
Messiah to spring from the house of David, is evident from chap.
ix. 9, 10, iii. 8, and vi. 12, which refer, almost in 8o many words,
to the earlier announcements of the descent of the Messiah from
the tribe of David. But the glory of Christ descends to his
servants, the leaders of the Church ; compare Gal. iv. 14, “ye
received me a8 an angel of God, even as Christ Jesus.” This
can only be regarded, however, as the reflection of the glory,
which, strictly speaking, rests upon Christ alone. The true
equality of the house of David with God, and, as it is here
stated by way of climax, with the angel of the Lord, could
only be effected by such an union of the human nature and the
divine, as was really accomplished in Christ. Humanity in
itself could never be exalted to such a height as this. That it is
not & mere resemblance, which is spoken of here, but a literal
equality, is evident from the expression, “ as David” in the pre-
vious verse.

Ver. 9. “ And it shall came to pass in that day, that I will
seel to destroy all the heathen, that come agasnst Jerusalem.”

Many render this “ I will seek out, for the purpose of destroy-
ing.” But the words of chap. vi. 7, in which the parallel is
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very striking, show that giwy with 5 must be understood as de-

noting an effort to attain to something. 'We have here the con-
clusion of the first part, in which the victory of Israel over the
heathen world is predicted. The second part commences in ver.
10, with an announcement of the .restoration of the children of
the kingdom. Michaelis observes that ‘ this prediction was
evidently not fulfilled in the early part of the New Testament
history, for not only had God at that time not destroyed the
heathen, who came to destroy Jerusalem, but, on the contrary,
by their instrumentality he destroyed Jerusalem itself, along
with the Jewish state and Levitical worship.” But this remark
is founded upon the erroneous idea, that by Jerusalem in this
passage we are to understand the literal city of Jerusalem ;
whereas, according to the previous chapter, this was already
destroyed. The first fulfilment of this prophecy on a large scale
was the destruction of Rome, as the heathen mistress of the
world (see Rev. xvii. 18). The limitation * unlessthey repent,”
is of course implied, and this is expressly stated in chap. xiv.,
where the Messiah’s rule of justice and of peace is represented as
embracmg all the Gentiles to the ends of the earth ; (compare
chap. ix. 10).

Ver. 10. “ . And I pour out my spirit upon the house of David,
and upon the inhabitant of Jerusalem the spirit of grace and of
supplication, and they look upon me, whom they have pierced ;
and they mourn for him, as the mourning for an only one, and
they lament for him, as the lamentation for a first-born

This verse is connected with Joel ii. 28. “ And it shall come
to pass afterwards, that I will pour out my spirit,” and the
" connexion is sufficient in itself to show that we have a pro-
phecy before us, which relates to the Messianic era in its
fullest extent, from the time of the atoning death of the Mes-
siah onwards. The fulfilment of the primary prophecy took
place on the day of Pentecost; and the events of that day
had also a prophetical character, and constituted, as it were, a
practical renewal of the predictions of Joel. By the house of
David and the inbabitants of Jerusalem we are to understand
the members of the ancient covenant-nation, those whom Peter
addresses in Acts iii. 25 as “ sons of the prophets and of the
covenant.” At first sight it appears strange, that in this pas-
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sage as well as in chap. xiii. 1 Judah should not be mentioned
at all, but merely the house of David and the inhabitants of
Jerusalem. But this may be explained from the custom, which
was prevalent among the earlier writers, of designating the
whole nation by the name of its central-point or capital, Jeru-
salem or Zion. In the first part we frequently find Jerusalem
only mentioned by name, although the prophet evidently had
the whole nation in his mind. Compare, for example, chap. iii.
2, *“ the Lord that hath chosen Jerusalem rebuke thee,” and
chap. viii. 8. In other passages, e.g. chap. i. 12, Jerusalem
and the cities of Judah are employed to denote the whole.

‘mever means “fo enlreat,” as Hofmann would render it. He
appeals to Job xix. 17 ; but the proper rendering of this verse is
“I mourn for the sons of my body,” in other words, “I mourn
for the loss of my children.” FEwalds rendering, ““a spirit of
love and of the wish for love,” is also merely an attempt to get
rid of a difficulty. n is never used for love to God, or even

love to brethren, but love towards an inferior, that is grace.
With reference to the genitive Hitzig observes, * a spirit of
grace and of supplication, of the latter inasmuch as it produces
it, of the former inasmuch as the impartation of it is an act of
Divine grace ;” but he also adds, “ at the same time there appears
to be something harsh and unparalleled in such a combination
of two genitives with entitely opposite meanings. If the spirit
of supplication is the spirit which produces supplication, the
spirit of grace must also be the spirit, which is the efficient
cause of grace, or brings grace in its train. Compare the pre-
cisely similar combination in Is. xi. 1, * the spirit of wisdom, of
power,” &c. From its connection with the supplication, again,
the grace referred to here cannot be the grace of God objectively
considered, but grace regarded as an active principle working
within. 'Wrath and mercy, which have their roots in God,
produce a distinctive kind of life in the hearts of men. In Rom.
iv. 15, “because the law worketh wrath,” wrath is not exactly
the consciousness of wrath, though it is evidently regarded as
manifested in the heart of the sinner. 'With reference to the
grace, there is a perfect parallel in Heb. x. 29, ‘ and hath done

1 Maurer, ‘animus qui gratiam divinam conciliet.”
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despite unto the spirit of grace,” in which there is an allusion to
the passage before us. The “ spirit of grace” is the spirit,
which produces a state of grace (compare also 2 Tim. ii. 1, “be
strong in the grace, which is in Christ Jesus ;” Acts iv. 33 ; Rom.
xii. 6). The spirit of grace, then, is the spirit, which brings grace
near to the heart, and sets his seal upon it. In chap. xi. 10 the
staff “loveliness” is broken, as a sign that the Jews have no longer
a gracious Gtod, on account of their contempt of the good shep-
herd. Here, on the other hand, grace is once more communicated
by the spirit, and put within their hearts. There is something
very striking in the combination of * grace” and the * supplica-
tion” (Gnade and Gnadeflehen). Even in the selection of two
expressions derived from the same root, the writer shows that
this supplication springs from a state of grace. “ For thus will
the Jews be entirely cured of their notion of their own merit,
and the custom of making prayers (precularum ;” Burckhardt).
—mvary with Ly is not infrequently used, where either mental
or ph'yéical perce}tion is referred to, coupled with the idea of
confidence in the object beheld ; like fewpein, for example, in
John vi. 40. We find this in Num., xxi. 9, in connexion with the
brazen serpent, by looking upon which Israel was healed.! Here
it is tacitly contrasted with the contempt and abhorrence, with
which Israel had previously turned its eyes away from the Mes-
sish (compare Is, lii. 14). The expression “ upon me” is very
remarkable. According to ver. 1 the speaker is the Lord, the
Creator of heaven and the earth. But it is evident from what
follows, that we are not to confine our thoughts exclusively to an
invisible God, who is beyond the reach of suffering, for the same
Jehovah presently represents himself as pierced by the Israelites,
and afterwards lamented by them with bitter remorse. The
enigma is solved by the Old Testament doctrine of the angel and
revealer of the Most High God, to whom the prophet attributes
even the most exalted names of God, on account of his partici-
pation in the divine nature, who is described in chap. xi. as
undertaking the office of shepherd over his people, and who had
been recompensed by them with base ingratitude. The suffix

1 There is apparently an allusion to this passage here, in anticipation of
John iii. 14, 15,




- \
74 MESSIANIC PREDICTIONS IN THE PROPHETS.

in 1~'7 is regarded by many commentators, who adhere to the

Messm.mc interpretation, as used, not in a personal, but in a
neuter sense. Thus Gousset, Schultens (animadvv. phil. in loc.),
and Dathe render it, * they mourn on account of it,” namely, on
account of the crime committed in piercing him. But the
reasons assigued are not sufficient. They adduce first of all the
change in the persons, sbpy and 1\'?;',. But the change from the

first person to the third is of such frequent occurrence, especially
in the prophets, that there is no necessity to bring forward
specific examples (see Gesentus Lehrg. p. 742). There was also
a peculiar inducement to make the change in the present
instance, inasmuch as the previous words, * him, whom they
have pierced,” formed a natural transitiep to the third person.
And this transition, again, was the more appropriate, since it
was important to give some intimation of the fact, that the same
Being, whom the supreme God had identified with himself on
account of his unity of nature, was yet personally distinct.
(Compare chap. xiii. 7, *“the man, that is my fellow”). This
reason for the change has latterly been adopted by E. Meter
(Studien und Kritiken 42 p. 1039).—The authors mentioned
enquire further, “why should the believing Jews mourn for
him, the slain Messiah, when, as has been stated, they regard
him with confidence and hope, as still alive? We reply: they
mourn for the murdered one, not as though he were still in the
power of death, but with the heartfelt consciousness that he was
slain through their sins. But the proofs, which are decisive
against this rendering, are the following. When by follows the
verb =pp, though it may denote the cause generally, it is univer-

sally connected with the person for whom lamentation is made.
(Compare, for example, Jer. xxxiv. 5; 2 SBam. xi. 26; and
1 Kings xiii. 30). Again, in the verses which follow, persons
alone are referred to as the object of lamentation: e.g., “ for the
only one,” “ for the first-born,” ¢ for king Josiah.” Lastly, vers.
12—14 evidently depict the deep sorrow of the whole nation and
of every individual for one who is dead. T lit, mlczng
bitter, points back to the preceding verb “they mourn,” as the
use of the Infinitive sufficiently shows, Hence we must not
supply * they shall weep,” as moss commentators have done on



ZECHARIAE, CHAP, XII. 10, 75

the strength of Is. xxii. 4. There is all the less. reason for doing
this, since the appropriateness of the allusion to g o) is confirmed
by Jer. vi. 26. gy N ooy, and the Hiphil of sy is used
exclusively in the sense of making bitter, never of grieving.
Mourning for an only son is also used in other passages as a sign
of the deepest sorrow ; compare Amos viii. 10, * And I will make
it as the mourning for an only son,” and Jer. vi. 26.—Of lamen-
tation for the first-born, the type is to be found in Egypt; see
Exodus xi. 6, “ And there shall be a great cry throughout all
the land of Egypt, such as there was none like it, nor shall be
like it any more.”—The fulfilment of the prophecy in the verse
before us commenced immediately after the crucifixion of Christ ;
see Luke xxiii. 48, *“ And all the people that came together to
that sight, beholding the things that were done, smote their
breasts.” (This is the primary signification of =g, which was
originally used to denote a peculiar manner of giving expression
to grief; see Is. xxxii. 12, super ubera plangunt, Winer, s. v.)
The crowds, who'but a short time before had cried out * crucify
him,” now smite their breasts, overpowered by the proofs of the
superhuman dignity of Jesus, and mourn for the deceased, and
for their own sin. This was the commencement of a powerful
movement, which brought large bodies of penitent Jews to the
Christian Church. The first Christian Pentecost formed its
central point. The point of Peter’s address is contained in the
words, “ therefore let all the house. of Israel know assuredly,
that God hath made that same Jesus, whom ye have cruci-
fied, both Lord and Christ;” and the result is thus described
in ver. 37, “ when they heard they were pricked in their
heart.” The theme of Peter’s discourse is described as being
this, “ye have killed the Prince of life” (chap. iii. 15); and
the following is the result, “many of them which heard the
word believed, and the number of the men was about five thou-
sand.” The extent of the movement is also apparent from
chap. v. 14, “and believers were the more added to the Lord,
multitudes both of men and women.” There is the less reason
to exclude these commencements of the fulfilment, since not
only Luke xxiii. 48 but also Heb. x. 29 points distinctly to
this passage, and pre-supposes that the promise contained in
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it is already partially fulfilled. That the house of David was
also affected by this movement has been convincingly proved by
Schmieder from Acts i. 14, * these all continued with one accord
in prayer and supplication—(the supplication here, the grace in
chap. iv. 33)—with the women, and Mary the mother of Jesus,
and his brethren,” in connexion with which it is important to
observe that the guilt was national, and even those who had
previously believed on Jesus felt that they were involved in it.
The only passage in the New Testament, in which this prophecy
is actually quoted, is John xix. 37, * and again another scripture
gaith, they shall look on him whom they pierced.” On the con-
nexion between this quotation and the prophecy itself, the follow-
ing remarks are needful. (1). The only point in which the
citation differs from the original is in the change of the first
person into the third. In Zechariah the Messiah himself is
represented as speaking; in the gospel, John speaks of him.
There is no ground for inferring from this, as Bleek has done,
that the Apostle, who has not employed the Septuagint on this
occasion, but translates direct from the Hebrew, had another
reading before him, especially when we observe that Matthew
does precisely the same thing in the case of Zech. xi. 13, which
is quoted by him in chap. xxvii. 9. The desire to secure greater
perspicuity is a sufficient explanation. If John had not read
“upon me,” in the gospel, he could not have been so confident
that the prophecy referred to Christ, as not this passage alone,
but also Rev. i. 7, evidently prove that he was. (2). Although
Vitringa (obss. ii. 9, p. 172) and Michaelis have taken great
trouble to maintain the opposite, it is obvious that the words
are quoted by John in immediate connexion with the piercing
by the lance, and not with reference to the crucifixion of Christ
generally. In vers. 31—33 he relates that the legs of Christ
were not broken, like those of the others; and in ver. 34 men-
tions the piercing of his side. He then proceeds in ver. 36 to
cite a passage from the Old Testament in explanation of the
first fact; and in ver. 37 brings forward another in connexion
with the second. At the same time it by no means follows that
John merely refers to the prophecy in connexion with this par-
ticular circumstance, or that he regarded it as entirely restricted
to this, but only that he looked upon this as actually a fulfil-
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ment of the prediction ;—and with perfect justice, inasmuch as
the piercing with a spear, in common with the entire crucifixion,
is represented in Acts ii. 23 a8 a work of the Jews, not indeed
from a material, but from a spiritual point of view. That John
is very far from restricting the prophecies to the particular cir-
cumstances, in connexion with which they are quoted by him, is
obvious from chap. xviii. 9. The prophecy before us would
evidently lose much of its meaning and importance, if the verb
~7) were to be understood as relating simply to the one fact of

the piercing with a spear. It is rather to be regarded as depict-
ing the whole of the sufferings with which the death of the
Messiah was attended. That the death itself is the essential
point, and not the instrument employed or the manner of the
death, is evident from chap. xiii. 7, where a sword is mentioned,
whereas ava points rather to a spear. Liicke has very correctly
observed, “at the time when John composed his gospel, a
considerable number had already been gathered out of the hostile
Jewish world, of such as looked to the crucified One for their
salvation. In this sense the §yrovras (they shall look) had been
fulfilled.” In addition to this distinct quotation there are two
other passages, in which there is evidently an intentional allusion
to the one before us. The first is Matt. xxiv. 30, “ And then
shall all the tribes of the earth mourn, and they shall see the
Son of man coming in the clouds of heaven with power and
great glory.” The other is Rev. i. 7, *“ Behold he cometh with
clouds, and every eye shall see him, and they also which pierced
him.” These passages contain a kind of sacred parody of the
prophecy in Zechariah. They show that side by side with the
salutary contrition, the godly sorrow, of which Zechariah speaks,
there is another kind, viz., the Judas-contrition of despair ; that
by the side of the voluntary look, directed to the crucified One,
there is another, an involuntary look, which even unbelief can-
pot escape. The fearful meaning involved in this allusion will
be learned by every one. It shows, moreover, that the prophecy
was referred to Christ, by both the Lord himself and his apostles,
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HISTORY OF THE INTERPRETATION.

1. AMONG THE JEWS.

A valuable collection of materials has been made by Frisck-
muth and Salemann ; by the former in his dissertatio de Messia
confizo (thes. theol. phil. i. p. 1042 sqq.) ; by the latter in his
Jehovah transfossus (ibid." p. 1054 sqq.). Even before the
coming of Christ it was natural that the Jews should mistake
the true meaning of the prophecy ; for it not only pointed to a
suffering and dying Messiah, like Is, liii., but to a suffering and
dying Messiah, connected with Giod by a mysterious unity of
essence,—a mystery which could not be fully comprehended till
the Son of God appeared in the flesh. Among the Jews
after the time of Christ, the difficulty of interpreting the passage
necessarily increased ; for not only did they want the light of
fulfilment, like those of an earlier age, but they were driven into
a corner by Christian controversialists, who took it as the basis
of their arguments. How little ground we have for expecting
impartiality under these circumstances, is evident from the can-
did confession made by 4barbanel, that the chief object which
he had in view in his exposition was to remove the stumbling
block, laid by Christians in the way of his people, when they
interpreted the prophecy as relating to the crucified One. The
history of the interpretation of this passage among the Jews is
little more, therefore, than an account of the principal methods
employed by them in the distortion of prophecy,—methods which
led to such contradictory results, as to furnish a powerful argu-
ment against their correctness.

1. Some sought to get rid of the difficulty by giving to R

the figurative meaning * ¢o pierce,” in other words, * to grieve.”
According to the exposition, the verse depicts the contrition of
the Jews on account of the sins committed by them against the
Lord. This view was adopted by the translators of the Septua-
gint, who rendered the clause, émySAéyrovrar mpds pé, dvé v
xatwpyioavro. Jerome and many others suppose that the
translators mistook Laval for La7all and examples of similar
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transpositions are no doubt ta be found. Lud. Camellua and
others suggest the probability of their having found La7al in their
MSS. ; but this is very unlikely, as there is nothing else to favour
such a reading. Others, including Cocceius and Buxtorf, think
that, as they did not know how to get over the difficulty, they
substituted Laval for Laval by mere conjecture. We should not

mention the fact, that the blind pre_]udlce shown by Voss (de
translat. LXX. interprett. p. 20 and 77) in favour of the Sep-
tuagint, has led him to maintain that dv8’ dv xarwpysricavro is a
later corruption, were it not that Fwald has given expression to
the same opinion (commentar. in Apoc! p. 93). The only expla-
nation that can be given of this is the wish to get rid of an
important argument for the genuineness of the Book of Revela-
tion, namely the remarkable agreement between John xix. 37,
and Rev. i. 7 in the rendering of the words quoted from this
passage, an agreement which cannot be set aside by merely
referring to a similar coincidence in the use of the word éxxer-
retv by Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion, since in their case
the one quoted from the other and their agreement is 'entirely
restricted to the use of the word éxxevreiv.—Very few have hit
upon the true explanation, namely that the translators read Lahal

but thought the literal meaning of the verb unsuitable, and
therefore understood it figuratively, ““ fo perce,” in the sense of
“fo vex.” Lampe, among the earlier commentators, has adopted
this explanation (Comm. on John part. 3, p. 633). The con-
jecture is chianged into a certainty, if we merely look at the other
examples of a similar mode of procedure on the part of the trans-
lators in the very same section. The most remarkable is chap.
xiii. 3, where we find another instance of transposition in con-
pexion with the same verb aha’ In this case also the meaning

to pierce seemed to them inappropriate, since they could not
imagine that parents would be so cruel as to kill their own son,
and probably also because, like many of the later commentators,
they imagined that the same individual was alluded to in vers. §
and 6. If so he could not be regarded as killed. 1In this case they
render the verb cuumodilew, to bind the feet together, whereas
in every other instance they translate it dmoxevreiv, énxevreiv,



80 MESSIANIC PREDICTIONS IN THE PROPHETS.

xataxevrei, Or TiTpwoxew.— We have another example in chap.
xii. 8. They were startled to find it stated there, that the house
of David should be as God. Hence they translated D‘U.BN;-"

@5 olros Oeod ; whilst Jonathan on the other hand endeavoured
to remove the ground of offence by giving to gy ‘DN the mean-

ing of prince—So much may perhaps he oonceded to the sup-
porters of the other hypotheses, that the translators were led to
select the verb xaropyéouar, to express the idea of contempt
and wickedness, by the recollection of the word ===, which
they probably regarded as allied to W §

We have no hesitation in giving the same explanation of the
Chaldee version, the words of which have been so often mis-
interpreted, and of which, so far as we are aware, the only
correct explanation that has ever been given is that of Lampe
(ut supra). The passage is rendered vy ‘72 WP WM
sbuybuy.  The translation ususlly given of this is; “ orabunt
coram me, quoniam translati fuerunt” (compare Lightfoot on
John xix. 37). The meaning of the paraphrast is supposed to
have been, that the Jews would turn to the Lord, with bitter
lamentation on account of their captivity. But the objection to
this is, that nothing can be pointed out in the text, which could
give rise to such a translation. The difficulty, however, is
removed, if we understand Lyabynsg as meaning to wander about
in a moral sense, to rove about so as to lose sight of the Lord;
compare byma vagatio, lusus ; Ywn ambulator, otiosus spectator
(see Buxtorf s. v. )—This explanation has been given up by
the modern Jews, who all agree in translating —yy literally.
But it has found supporters in the Christian Church ; and we
will now enquire whether it is admissible. It must oert.a.inly
constitute a grave objection, that in every other case 1‘-;113 used
in a literal sense, never ﬁguratlvely, and that we have an ex-
ample in this very section in chap. xiii. 3, a passage, which is
the more important on account of the close relation in which it
stands to the verse before us: they had wickedly pierced the
good shepherd, but now they pierce the false prophet righteously.
But the words which follow are a sufficient disproof of the
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figurative interpretation. If =7 i8 not used in a literal sense,
how can the next clause speak of ;nourning for one who is dead ?!
how can it be compared to,the mourning for the death of an
only son, and the mourning for the death of King Josiah ? The
only resource left in this case is to take the word in its ordinary
signification, and to look for the figure in the general statement.
God is slain, as it were, by the sins of the Jews; and the
remorse, which they feel for their sins, is figuratively represented
as mourning for the dead. But let any one look through the
whole of the Old Testament, and see whether he can find any-
thing analogous to a figure, so strange and derogatory to the
dignity of God, as this would be.—It is quite out of place, to
appeal to the fact that qms, fo pierce, is also used with reference
to God ; for it is not in its primary sense that it is so used, but
with a figurative meaning #o nsult, and even in this sense
it is not associated directly with Jehovah himself, but only
with the name of God (Lev. xxiv. 11). To these negative
reasons for rejecting the explanation referred to, we have now
to add—(1) the positive grounds for referring the prediction to
the Messiah and his death; viz., the evident identity of the
person, slain and lamented here, with the good shepherd, whose
faithful care was rewarded by the nation with base ingratitude
(chap. xi.), who is represented in chap. xiii. 7 as being slain,
and whose rejection on the part of the nation is the cause of
their being visited by severe judgments, until at length the
remnant is purified by affliction, turns to the Lord, and is
received into favour again;—(2) the parallel clause in chap.
xiil. 7, « Awake, O sword, against my shepherd,” which is suf-
ficient in itself to overthrow the figurative interpretation of Tl
and (3), as external evidence, the testimony of the New Testa-
ment. _

2. There is another remarkable proof, that the correct inter-
pretation of the passage, as relating to a true Messiah, was not

1 Maurer, who supporta the figurative explanation, thinks that he can get
rid of the objections by the simple remark, that “even reviling is a severe

offence, and a just cause for deep lamentation ;" but he overlooks the Y 15D
13- The word -pD), the ordinary term applied to mourning for the
dead (¢f- '19? with ‘7;7 to denote the person, for whom lamentation is made,
2 Sam. xi. 26), must be taken in this sense here, especially when we con-
:‘1':3' the following -1nD1Y, Which undoubtedly refers to mourniny; for the

VOL. IV. F
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unknown to the earlier Jews. In the Jerusalem Talmud (fol.
xii. 1 ed. Dessov. ; compare the appendix on the suffering
Messiah), it is the only one mentioned : * There are two
opinions ; one, that the mourning is for the Messiah, the other,
that the mourning is for the crime.” This has frequently been
understood as meaning, that by some the crime was regarded as
the sole object of the prophecy in this verse. And it has
been found impossible to understand, how so strange an opinion
could possibly have arisen. But this is not the case. Both
views agreed in referring the prophecy to the Messiah. The
difference, as we may see upon closer examination, and from a
comparison of the corresponding passages in the Babylonian
Talmud, had respect exclusively to the suffix in 1\‘7?. Some
regarded it as relating to the person of the pierced Bne, whilst
others supposed it to be used as a neuter, (as Schultens and
Dathe also do) with the meaning, “ on that account,” namely,
on account of their sin, which had either directly, or what is
more probable, indirectly occasioned the death of the Messiah.
So much is certain. But we have no means of determining how
these Rabbins interpreted the separate clauses of the verse, or
how they got over the difficulty, which must have presented
itself to their minds, in the words ** they look upon me, whom
they have pierced ;” whether they adopted the rendering, which
De Rossi, who has carefully examined the Codex, says that
Symmachus has given in the Codex Barberinus, viz. odv ¢
éfexévrnaay, “ they look upon me (the Lord) with him, whom
they (either the Jews or the enemy) have pierced;” or whether
they rendered it, as many of the later Jews have done, “ they
look upon me (they turn to me as suppliants) because the enemy
has pierced them.” It is impossible to decide this, from the
fact that the difference referred to there has respect, not to the
meaning of the whole passage, but to the object of grief. Inany
case, however, the passage is of great importance, inasmuch as
it proves that the earlier Jews were not strangers to the doctrine
of a dying Messiah, and that, in whatever way his death might
occur, they associated it with the sin of the nation. In the
course of time, however, this view was found to be inconvenient ;
and the attempt was made to get rid of the difficulty by adopt-
ing the fiction of two Messiahs, the son of David and .the
son of Joseph, to the latter of whom all the passages were ap-
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plied, which appeared to speak of a dying Messiah (com-
pare the appendix on the suffering Messiah). This is the
case with the passage before us in the Babylonian Talmud,
where the question is raised again, whether the mourning relates
to the Messiah or to the sin, and the former is pronounced indis-
putably the correct opinion, on the ground that the lamentation
must have reference to the person described as pierced immedi-
ately before. (See the appendix). Among the later Rabbins, this
interpretation is adopted by 4 benezra and A4 barbanel, the latter of
whom displays a marvellous vacillation, by giving his support
elsewhere to the explanation proposed by Kimchs and Jarche
to which we shall presently refer, although he so decidedly rejects
it here. Lastly, it is also found in the Jalkut Chadash (fol. 24 ;
quoted by Glasener de gemino Jud. Messia p. 57), * after Jonah
has been pierced, that is, the Messiah Ben Joseph, David will
come, that is, the Messiah Ben David.”

The supporters of this interpretation had now to solve the
difficult problem: how is the expression, * whom they have
pierced,” to be reconciled with the words * they will look upon
me ?” Various methods were suggested, but all equally unsuccess-
ful. (1). They altered, without the least shame, the inconvenient
w';g into -p‘;N The text is quoted thus, without any further

remark in the Talmud, and also in En Israel, p. 117. And ac-
cording to a remarkable passage in Rabanus Maurus conira
Judaeos, p. 13 (Wagenseil's Sota, p. 68), it was to be found in
his day (the 9th century) in the margin of many MSS. * Where
we, according to the faith of the Holy Scriptures, read in the
person of God ‘and they shall look upon me, whom they have
pierced ;' they (the Jews) although they dare not make any
alteration in the text of the sacred volume, from their fear of the
Divine command, have written outside as a marginal note, ‘ they
shall look on %¢m, whom they have pierced” And thus they
teach their pupils, to copy what they find in the text, but to
read what they find in the margin ; so that they hold, forsooth,
that, in their folly, the Jews look to him, whom Gog and Magog
have pierced.” In the 13th century this reading had found its
way into the text of several MSS., see Raim. Martins (p. 411
Leipzig), * Observe, that some of the Jews, being unable to
endure such forcible testimony from the Holy Scriptures, falsify
¥ 2
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one letter in this passage, and read by, 50 that it may be un-
derstood as referring not to God, but to some one else.” Com-
pare, on the other hand, p. 855, where the author appeals to the
ancient MSS., in all of which the reading sbpy is found. The
reading ybyy is actually to be met with in 49 MSS. in Kennicott,
and 13 in de Rossi ; it is also contained in the original text of
many of the Rabbinical writings, though it has been to some
extent rejected from the published editions (compare de Ross: on
this passage). We need not enter into any elaborate proof of
the correctness of the reading sbyy.  Grammatically it is the

more difficult of the two; it is opposed to the favourite opinions
of the Jews ; it is found in all the ancient MSS., the testimony
of which is the more complete in this case, from the fact that the
translations of 4quila, Symmachus, and Theodotion have been
handed down to us in a Scholion of the Codex Barber. ; and it
is found not only in the best manuscripts, but also in by far the
largest number.! It is not so easy to decide the question, whe-
ther the reading ywbpy is traceable to doctrinal considerations,
that is, whether we have here an example of an attempt on the
part of the Jews to falsify the text. Wagensedl has endeavoured
to prove that we have (Hackspan de usu librr. Rabbinic. p. 295) ;
and de Rosst maintains the opposite. 'We are constrained to
decide in favour of the former. It is true that there are not
wanting other examples in which the Keri has attempted to
restore grammatical correctness, in cases where the first person
is followed immediately by the third. But no one has ever
ventured to bring these supposed emendations into the text.
In this instance, in the Talmud, where we first meet with
the reading ywby, its bearing upon the interests of the Jews
is far too obvious, as is also the case with Jalkut, where
the reading Lyy is adopted, to render it possible to refer
the passage to the Messiah Ben Joseph, “ to him whom they

1 Such reasons as these have but little weight, it is true, with Ewald.
His inclinations are of much greater importance. “For ybyuy " he says,
‘i read 1"'7&’ which is found in many MSS.” The reason assigned is this,
“ the first person makes the Old Testament speak nonsense, namely that the
people would mourn for Jehovah (for no one else could be thought of), as
for one dead, who would never return again (?).”  Such practices as these

should be left to the Jews ; they should never be heard of within the limits
of Christendom.
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have pierced,” a departure from the Talmud which clearly
shows, how little external ground there was for giving up the
received version. If the emendation was occasioned solely
by the grammatical irregularity, how was it that it did not
occur to any one to read slpy instead of ysby ?—De Rosss
appeals to the fact, that not a single Jewish controversialist has
brought forward the reading 1l to refute the Christian inter-
pretation, as an argument against the supposition that there has
been an intentional falsification of the text. But this fact may
quite as legitimately be used, as an argument on the opposite
gide. It bears testimony to a guilty conscience. If the reading
ybpg had been obtained by righteous means, they would never
have hesitated to appeal to it. 'They used it timidly and
modestly, more for their own satisfaction than as a weapon to
direct against their foes ; and when they found that, after all, it
did not succeed, that the forgery could not be introduced into
all the MSS., and that attention was already being directed teo
the question, they gave up the reading altogether, and tried to
find out some less objectionable way.—(2). They gave a different
rendering to =N 1N, Viz., “ they look to me (as suppliants),
because they ztl'le heathen) have pierced him (the son of
Joseph”) ; a rendering, the arbitrary character of which is so
very obvious, that we can see no reason for examining it more
minutely.—It is hardly worth while even to add, with reference
to the antiquated notion of the Messiah Ben Joseph, that it is
nothing but a foundling of modern Jews, which never met with
general acceptance, as the remark of K¢mchi, in opposition to its
supposed application to the present passage, sufficiently proves,
and which the more intelligent, such as Ma¢monides and Menasse
Ben Israel, expressly or tacitly reject. It is of greater impor-
tance to lay emphasis upon a remark, which affects not merely
this particular explanation, but the whole genus to which it
belongs. The look directed to the pierced one, the loud lamen-
tation for his death, is represented here as a consequence of the
outpouring of the spirit of grace upon Israel, a sign of its
genuine conversion, the fruits of which are described in chap.
xiii. 1—6. But how could the lamentation for a leader, slain by
the foe, be regarded as the result of conversion ?

(3). A still greater error Jwas committed by those who, like
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Kimchi, Jarchi, and Menasse Ben Israel (Hulstus theol. Jud.
p. 513), interpreted “the pierced one,” as meaning every one
who had been slain in the war with Gog and Magog: * they
will all lament for the death of one, as if the whole army had
been slain.” Some of them adopt the false reading ywlyg, and
others give to <y iy the inadmissible rendering “ decause.”

Kimchi, for example, explains it as equivalent to yyay3. The

last reason adduced, for rejecting the previous interpretation, tells
with considerable force against this one also. The supporters
of it are unable to defend their assumption, that there is a change
of subject in Latal of which there is not the slightest indication

in the text, and which is therefore unnatural, or to account for
the absence of the suffix. This interpretation is to be especially
accounted for, from the fear of conceding too much to the
Christians, by referring the passage to the Messiah Ben Joseph ;
& fear, for which there was all the more foundation, since it
could not but be clearly perceived, that it was useless to attempt
to prove the reality of the fictitious Messiah Ben Joseph, and
that, if the attempt was made and failed, so long as the passage
was admitted to be generally Messianic, it would be impossible
to evade the conclusion that it must refer to the Messiah Ben
David. The extent, to which this fear prevailed, is evident from
the fact that, in a Polish edition of Jarchi, the passage in
which he speaks of the explanation, which refers the passage
to the Messiah Ben Joseph, as handed down by tradition and
confirmed by the Talmud, has been omitted ; compare Steph. le
Moyne on Jeremiah xxiii. 6.

2. AMONG THE CHRISTIANS.

In the Christian Church, as we should naturally expect, the
reference to Christ has been generally maintained from time im-
memorial. It is superfluous therefore to mention the names of
those who have supported it. Even J. D. Michaelis declares
himself in its favour, although he adopts the ungrammatical
rendering, * they will look upon me, and upon him, whom they
have pierced.” Woe shall notice only the exceptions, namely,
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those who reject the Messianic interpretation. But we shall be
very brief, as the refutation will be found in what has already
been written.

(1). Calvin (in his commentary on the passage and on John
xix. 37), followed to a certain extent in the footsteps of the trans-
lators of the Septuagint and Chaldee versions, though without
in any way depending upon them. * Piercing,” he says, *‘is
used here for continued irritation, and is as much as to say, that’
the Jews with their obstinacy were equipped, as it were, for war,

-that they might fight against God and pierce him with their
malice, or with the weapons of their rebellion. . . . The
meaning . . . isthis: when the Jews have provoked God
in many ways with perfect impunity, they will at length become
penitent, for they will begin to be alarmed by the judgment of
God, although before this not one of them had thought of giving
an account of his life.” At the same time we must not over-
look the essential difference between Calvin and both the Jewish
and rationalistic expositors, who have adopted the same ex-
planation. According to Calvin the prophecy is to be under-
stood in the first place figuratively, and referred to God; but
under the superintending providence of God it came to pass,
that it was literally fulfilled in Christ, who is associated with
God by unity of nature, that is to say, the history of Christ
formed a visibile symbolum of the substance of the prophecy.
That he regarded the prophecy as connected with the fulfilment
in Christ in & much more intimate manner, than in the so-called
‘ mystical sense” of Grotius, which, as Reuss has shown (opusc.
1. p. 74 8qq.), is something purely imaginary, is obvious from
all the rest of the exposition, in which he seems to lose sight of
the figurative meaning altogether. By the earliest expositors
this view of Calvin’s was universally opposed. Lamype complains
very bitlerly, that Calvin’s private opinions should be charged
upon the Reformed Church, and that a reproach should thus be
cast upon it. With the exception of an unknown writer men-
tioned in Martini (de tribus Elohim c. 112), and Smalctus the
Socinian, it did not receive support from any one but Grotius.
From him it has been copied by several of the modern commen-
tators, including Rosenmiiller, Eichhorn, Theiner, and Maurer.

(2). The reference to a Messiah Ben Joseph has so far found
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supporters among modern expositors, that many of them regard
the prophecy as relating to the death of a distinguished Jewish
general or martyr. Jakn (Einl ii. 2, p. 671) supposes that
Judas Maccabaeus is intended, and renders the clause thus,
“ they will look upon him (Jehovah), on account of him, whom
they have pierced.” Bauer (schol. p. 310) conjectures that alln-
sion is made to some Jewish commander, who lost his life in the
Maccabean war, though it is impossible to determine which.
Bleek speaks of “ one particular human martyr, who had been
put to death a short time before, in the service of the true God.
In order to get rid of the reference to Jehovah, and therefore to
the Messiah, to which he objects on the ground that the pro-
phet could not have expected any of his immediate readers and
hearers to understand him in this sense,—overlooking the fact
that the prophecy had been preceded by chap. xi. as well as Is.
liii.),—he takes upon himself to read vbyy, the poetic form of byg,

and renders the clause “they look to him whom they have
pierced. But this is a desperate remedy. ybyy only occurs four

times in the whole of the Old Testament, viz., in the book of
Job, in the highest style of poetry, and that immediately before

anoun. Moreover, sy is the construct state of a noun, and
therefore cannot possibly be connected with the accusative pype.
The result arrived at by Bleek— it is uncertain to whom the
prophet refers”—is surely purchased too dearly at such a price as
this. Again, on Bleek's hypothesis, it is impossible to explain
the announcement in vers. 10—14 respecting the national mourn-
ing, or the statement made in chap. xiii. 1, as to the fountain
opened for sin and for uncleanness, in consequence of their look-
ing upon him who had been pierced, or again the reference in
vers, 2—6 to the sanctification resulting from the same look, not
to mention the evident allusion to the healing effected by looking
at the brazen serpent.—FEwald’s explanation is open to precisely
the same objections. For one martyr, he substitutes a plurality
of such as had fallen in the war with the heathen. His render-
. ing is, * they look to him, whom men have pierced,” which he
explains thus, “the intention is to show that no martyr falls in
vain, but that he will one day be mourned for with universal
love.” To render this explanation possible, “a spirit of love and
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the wish for love” is substituted for “the spirit of grace and
supplication ;” but we have a sufficient proof that this is incor-
rect, in the passage in Joel upon which this is based, and from
which we learn, that reference is made to something entirely
different, namely to religious regeneration. Again, Fwald is
obliged to sacrifice the accredited reading sbpy and adopt ybps
in its stead. The third sacrifice that has to be made, is the
assumption of a change of subject in y=, which is not only
objectionable in itself, but is also disproved by the fact, that it
severs the connection with chap. xi., that it renders what follows
incomprehensible, since the opening of a fountain for sin and
uncleanness (chap. xiii. 1), and also the repentance (vers. 2—6),
show that those who look are the same as those who had formerly
pierced—(otherwise the repentance would be altogether vision-
ary),—and lastly by the fact, that there is no reference whatever
to persons who had fallen in conflict with the heathen. But if we
read ybyy, it would be presupposed that the pierced one had
already been more particularly described. We could not in this
case adopt the rendering, * they will look to one whom they have
pierced,” but “ to him” (definitely), especially as the relative is
preceded by mpy. FEwald introduces the plurality on his own
authority entirely ; for both here and in the parallel passages
(chap. xi. and xiii. 7) there is never more than one individual
referred to, as the object of persecution. Hofinann (Schriftbe-
weis ii. 2, p. 562) has at length gone back again to one indivi-
dual. He now renders the passage *‘ my heroes look at him
whom they (the heathen) have pierced.” * They mourn for a
loss which they have suffered, not for a crime which they have
committed.” The only peculiarity to be noticed here is the
rendering of sbyy “ my heroes,” to which two objections may be
offered, first, that byy never means hero (compare the remarks
on Is. ix. 5), and secondly, that yyvary is usually construed with
Ly But this false interpretation of slyy was compulsory ; for
if Jehovah was pierced, the author of the deed must have been
Judah, whom we have already seen in chap. xi. in fierce conflict
with the angel of the Lord. In the same manner was Hofmann
also obliged to resort to a false rendering of spy.  If the spirit of
grace must be poured out upon the inhabitants of Jerusalem,
before the looking takes place, they must also have been the
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sole authors of the piercing. With the spirit of supplication,
again, Hofmann really does not know what to do. It is diffi-
cult to see for what they pray, if not for forgiveness of the sin
indicated by the word n7al In answer to the supplications,
they receive (in chap. xii1. 1) “a fountain opened for sin and
uncleanness.”

(3). The merit of having discovered a new exposition belongs
to Vogel and Hitzig alone, of all the expositors, who are at the
same time neither Jewish nor Messianic. The former main-
tains, that the prophet is not speaking of the Messiah, but of
himself (on Capellf crit. sacr. i. p. 140). According to Hitzig
the passage can be ‘simply” explained, on the ground that
Jehovah is identified with the prophets, the sender with the
sent. *The murder of a prophet is regarded as an attack upon
the person of Jehovah himself” But Hitzig does not fail to
perceive the difficulties connected with his explanation. * Thes
18 the only passage,” he says, “in the Old Testament in which a
murderous attack upon Jehovah is simply deduced from a true
idea ; but ¢t may appear strange, that such a deduction could
be made.” Jehovah slain! and a lamentation for the dead on
his account! Such a representation is something more than
strange, if it merely means that the prophets have been killed.
One who wishes fo introduce such startling ideas as these, ought
certainly to explain more clearly what he means. Besides in
chap. xi., to which, as even Hifzig admits, there must neces-
sarily be an allusion intended here, there is nothing about the
conflicts and sufferings of the prophet, but the Angel of the
Lord, who is associated with God by unity of essence, appears
as the good shepherd, enters upon a conflict for life or death
with the evil shepherds (ver. 8), and receives from them a dis-
graceful recompense (ver. 12). Lamentation is made here for
the guilt contracted by the inhabitants of Jerusalem, through the
events described in chap. xi.—Lastly, the comparison with
Josiah in chap. xiii. 7, of whom Hitzig, it is true, manages
to dispose, contains a still more decisive proof that it is a king
who has been slain.

How has everything been done here to get rid of the truth, and
how ineffectual have all these efforts proved! The truth forces
" it way through all such errors, and is never without a witness,
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Ver. 11. “In that day the mourning in Jerusalem will be
greal, as the mourning of Hadadrimmon in the valley of Me-
giddo.”

In this verse and the following the prophet does all he can, to
make the sorrow appear as great and as universal as possible-
The mourning of Hadadrimmon is not mourning which actually
occurred in Hadadrimmon ; but those who took part in it
though really in Jerusalem, were in Hadadrimmon in spirit
(see 2 Chr. xxxv. 34), and, therefore, it was so far the scene of
the mourning, that the cause of it was to be found there,—it
was there that the good king Josiah was slain. The following
proofs may be adduced, that it is with the mourning for the death
of this king, that the lamentation for the pierced one is here com-
pared. (1). The lamentation, to which the prophet refers, must
have been one of the most bitter, that had ever occurred in their
previous history. Now this can be proved to have been the
lamentation for Josish. According to 2 Chr. xxxv. 25 Jeremiah
composed a funeral dirge on the occasion of his death, and other
odes were composed and sung by male and female singers. These
odes were current in Israel as popular songs, and continued to
be so till the chronicler’s own time. They were placed in a col-
lection of elegiac odes, relating to the mournful calamities which
befel the nation, commencing with the death of Josiah, and
which speedily effected its ruin. In this we have a proof not
only of the bitterness of the lamentation, but also of the fact that
it was preserved in lively remembrance in later ages, even in the
period succeeding the captivity.—(2). The lamented one must
have been a good king ; and the campaign becomes the more
appropriate, if he was one who died in a certain sense on account
of the sins of the nation. Now both of these are fully realised
in Josiah. He is described in 2 Kings xxiii. 25 sqq. as the best
of all the kings of Judah. Yet this did not suffice, to turn the
Lord from his purposes of destruction. He died a victim, not so
much to his own imprudence, in going to war with the
powerful king of the Egyptians, as to the sin of his nation.
If this had not called down the vengeance of God, He would
either have preserved him from the imprudence itself, or
have averted its consequences.—(3). The comparison requires,
that the slain one should have been a king of Judah, and that
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the lamentation should have been in Jerusalem. The words
“at Jerusalem” are evidently to be understood in the second
clause as well as the first: * The mourning will be great in
Jerusalem, as the mourning of Hadadrimmon was.” We find
both of these in the case of Josiah. The king was brought to
Jerusalem mortally wounded, and immediately after his arrival
there, the last spark of life was extinguished, and the lamen-
tation commenced for him, the beloved one, with whom the
throne of Judah appeared to have been carried to the grave
(compare 2 Chr. xxxv. 22).—(4). The places exactly coincide.
We find in the Chronicles word for word the same expression
as here, Josiah was pierced through * §qyy mypay.” The only
difference is, that in the passage before us the very spot is men-
tioned, in which Josiah received his fatal wound.? Jerome bears
express testimony to the fact, that Hadadrimmon was situated
in the valley of Megiddo or Jezreel.? Rimmon also occurs as the
name of a city in chap. xiv. 10; and we frequently meet with it
as the name of a place with some other word prefixed, e.g., Ain
Rimmon (compare Simmonis onom. p. 347).

However, notwithstanding the cogency of these reasons, there
have not been wanting some who dispute the reference to
Josiah, or connect some other with it. The latter is the case
in the Chaldee version, where the passage is paraphrased thus:
“ ag the mourning for Ahab, the son of Omri, whom Hadad-
rimmon the son of Tadrimmon, slew at Ramath in Gilead,
and as the mourning for Josiah, the son of Amon, whom
Pharaoh Necho slew in the valley of Megiddo.” Hadadrimmon
is here regarded as the name of the Syrian king, who slew
Ahab, derived, according to a custom which undoubtedly pre-

1 The apparent contradiction between this and the account given
in the Book of Kil;ﬁs, in whkich Josiah is said to have died at Megiddo, is
sufficiently explained from the attempt at conciseness on the part of the latter
author, whose general design leads him throughout to show less precision,
with regard to external circumstances, than the writer of the CEronicles.
He does not stop to mention, that there was still a feeble k of life remain-
ing in the king ; but speaks of Megiddo as the scene of his death, because he
was mortally wounded and nearly died there.

2 Grotius : “Sicut illa Darii ad Arbella, ab Arbellitide regione, et ad
Gangamela ex oppido aut vico propinquo.”

3 % Hadadrimmon urbs est juxta Jemreelem, hoc olim vocabulo nuncupats,
et hodie vocatur Maximianopolis in campo Mageddon, in quo Josias rex
Justus & Pharaone cognomento Necho vulneratus est.”
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vailed among the Syrians and Babylonians, from R¢mmon, the
name of an idol. The mourning of Hadadrimmon is under-
stood to mean the mourning caused by Hadadrimmon. But
if this be correct, it must be all that is intended; for it is
impossible to see how any second allusion can be reconciled with
the words of the text, if Hadad-rimmon is to be taken as a pro-
per name. If really looks as if the Chaldee translator placed
both in the text, merely because he was undecided which of the
two he ought to choose, and not because he regarded them as
equally admissible. But no proof can be needed, that the passage
does not relate exclusively to Ahab. Of all the tests which we
have mentioned, there is only one that applied to him, viz., his
death in the valley of Megiddo. Any general and bitter lamen-
tation for this wicked king of the rebellious Israelites cannot for
a moment be thought of. He was so universally hated, that no
one would wash his polluted blood from the chariot, and they
were obliged to engage the services of disreputable persons for
this dishonourable employment.—We shall pass over other
opinions of a still more trivial character, and merely mention, in
addition, the explanation proposed by Hitzig. He has set up
two different hypotheses. In the Studien und Kritiken 1830,
1. p. 29, he maintains that the allusion here madeis to the death
of the wicked Ahaziah (2 Kings ix. 27), an allusion which even
Melancthon defended in conjunction with that to the death of
Josiah, (“‘the comparison is taken from the death of the two
kings, Ahaziah and Josiah, both of whom were slain near
Megiddo”). On the other hand, in his commentary, Hitzig says
that Hadadrimmon is the Syriac name for Adonis: * very strik-
ingly (1),” he says, ‘is the sorrow for their God Jehovah com-
pared to the lamentation for the god Adonis.” Both hypotheses
are intended to “ neutralise” the reference to Josiah, in favour of
a preconceived opinion respecting the period, when the second
part was composed. Both of them, but especially the latter,
show the utter absence of any sense of sacred propriety. In
chap. viii. 14 Ezekiel refers to the mourning for Adonis as an
idolatrous abomination. The arguments brought forward to
prove that Hadadrimmon was a name of Adonis, who is
mentioned in the Scriptures under a different name, fall com-
pletely to the ground (compare Ezek. viii. 14, &c).—In conclu-
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sion we simply call attention to the decisive manner, in which
this verse disproves the supposition that the previous verse refers
to the supreme Deity, and establishes the reference to the Mes-
siah. How perfectly absurd it would be to compare the mourn-
ing for the supreme Deity, to whom offence had been given, with
the lamentation for King Josiah, who was slain! Yet how
appropriate a type of the Messiah we have here! He was slain
on account of the sins of his people: his reign was the closing
manifestation of mercy on the part of the Lord ; unspeakable
misery followed immediately afterwards ; the lamentation for his
death rested upon the mingled feelings of love, and of sorrow
for their own sins, which had brought him to death.

Vers. 12—14. The reason why the prophet gives so elaborate
a description of the mourning for the pierced one is twofold.
His first design is to represent the mourning of the Israelites as
true and not merely ceremonial, and their conversion as com-
plete, and deeply rooted in the heart. He effects this by con-
tinuing the figurative style with which he commenced, and
describing every family as mourning apart, and in every family
the men apart, and the women apart. This is intended to show
that every family, and every sub-division of every family, would
mourn as if the loss were peculiar to themselves. His second
design is to state, as emphatically as possible, that the mourning
pervades the whole nation, that the conversion does not merely
embrace a few of the *poorest of the flock, who followed the
good shepherd,” as was the case when Christ appeared in his
humiliation (chap. xi. 11), but that it is a truly national affair.
To effect this, he first of all mentions two of the leading lines;
then, to show that the change will thoroughly pervade the
whole, from one end to the other, he connects with these two of
their principal families ; and finally, to give expression to the
idea that the whole nation is affected, he adds to these *all the
rest of the families.” Thus, like Paul in Rom. xi. 26, he repre-
sents all Israel as saved, a work which commenced with the
crucifixion, has been going on through every age of the Church,
and will be fully completed in the last times.

Ver. 12. “ And the land mourns, family by family apart, the
Jamily of the house of David apart, and their wives apart, the
Jamily of the house of Nathan apart, and their wives apart.”
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Ver. 13. “ The fomily of the house of Levi apart, and their
wives apart, the family of the Shimeite apart, and thetr wives
apart.”

Ver. 14. “ AUl the rest of the families, families by families
apart, and their wives apart.”

Commentators differ in their opinions as to the specification
which is here given by the prophet of the various families,
which take part in the lamentation for the Messiah. At first
sight there is something plausible in the explanation given by
Jerome: “In David we have the royal tribe, 7.e. Judah; in
Nathan the prophetic order; in Levs the priests, for the priest-
hood sprang from him ; in Skimet the teachers, for the different
orders of magistrates sprang from this tribe. The prophet does
not mention the other tribes, which were not possessed of any
peculiar privileges.” But on closer examination, hisopinion is
found to be quite untenable. The principal objection is that
the family of the Shimeite cannot possibly mean the tribe of
Simeon. In the first place, the patronymic of Simeon is not
wmnY, but Shimeoni (Josh.. xxi. 4, 1 Chr. xxvii. 16), in addi-
tion to which we find only the periphrastic expression wy3
r’.ymp‘; and secondly, if no tribes are mentioned here but those
which possessed some peculiar privilege, the tribe of Simeon is
quite out of place. So far was this tribe from having any
peculiar privilege, that it did not even receive a separate pro-
vince like all the rest of the tribes, with the exception of that of
Levi, which was richly compensated for the want of it by a pre-
rogative of a different kind.

That the “ different orders of magistrates” were chosen from
this tribe is a Jewish fiction, whose origin may be traced with-
out any difficulty. The Jerusalem Targum paraphrases Gen.
" xlix, 7 thus; “I will divide the tribe of Simeon, that teachers
of the law may be placed in the assembly of Jacob, and I will
scatter the tribe of Levi” (for other Jewish quotations see
Heidegger hist. patriarch. ii. p. 484). In this passage, from
Jacob’s blessing, we have the origin of the fable. The Rabbins,
overlooking the fact that it was a sufficient blessing for a tribe
to belong to the people of God and not to be cut off from the
nation, and reading in Gen. xlix. 28, “Jacob blessed them,”
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came to the conclusion that a peculiar blessing must necessarily
be awarded to every tribe in Jacob's address. But the announce-
ment made to Simeon did not appear to contain any such bless—
ing. They did not allow this, however, to disconcert them ;
especially as the apparent curse on Levi, contained in the same
verse, had been changed into a blessing. With regard to the
special purport of the blessing on Simeon, they thought that it
must be somewhat analogous to that on Levi, since the same
announcement of dispersion in Jacob was made to both of them.
Hence they shared the vocation of teacher between the two
tribes of Levi and Simeon. The later Jews placed the tribe of
Simeon in a subordinate position. Jarchs, for example, was of
opinion that none but clerks and schoolmasters were chosen
from this tribe. We need hardly say that there is nothing
whatever in history, to indicate that this vocation was ever
allotted to the Simeonites.

The key to a correct explanation may be easily obtained, if
we determine the precise position of the family of the Shimeite.
We can do this with certainty from Num. iii. 17 sqq. Levi
had three sons, Gershon, Kohath, and Merari. Gershon had
two sons, Libni and Shimei. In ver. 21 the family of the latter
is called symapsy ArpYr. the family of the Shimeite, just as in
the passage before us. It is evident, therefore, that one parti-
cular family of the tribe of Levi, and that a subordinate one,
is mentioned in connexion with the whole tribe. If this be cor-
rect, then, it may bé regarded as certain that by the family of
Nathan we are not to understand the descendants of the pro-
phet, who lived in the time of David ; still less, the prophetic
order ; for the prophets did not spring from Nathan, and therefore
could not be represented as his family. The family of Nathan
must be a branch of that of David, just as the family of Shimei
was a branch of that of Levi. It may be taken for granted, then,
that the prophet alludes to the family of Nathan, ason of David
who is mentioned in 2 Sam. v. 14, and Luke iii. 31, and that he
introduces the name of Nathan, for the same reason as that of
Shimei, because he was merely the head of a subordinate branch
of the family. We have thus the two leading families in the
early theocracy, the royal and the priestly ; and with these there
are associated two minor subdivisions, to show that the conver-
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sion would entirely pervade every family from the highest to the
lowest of its members. The prominent position taken by women

_in the gospel history, from the daughters of Jerusalem in Luke
xxiii. 27 sqq. to the weeping Mary in John xx. 16, answers to
the peculiar emphasis laid upon the women Aere.

Chap. xiil. 1. *“ A¢ that time there will be a fountain opened
to the house of David, and to the inhabitants of Jerusalem, for
8in and for uncleanness.”

The penitential grief of Israel will not be in vain. In fact, it
cannot be s0; for it has been produced by the Lord himself,
who has poured out the spirit of supplication upon his people.
(Chap. xii. 10). A fountain is shut up, as long as it is hidden
in the rock, and opened when it breaks forth ; see Is. xli. 18, &c.,
xxxv. 6. That “the house of David and the inbabitants of
Jerusalem” are to be understood as denoting the whole nation,
is evident from chap. xii. 12, where the land is referred to. In
the expression, “ for sin and for uncleanness,” there is an allu-
sion to Num. xix. 9 sqq., where we find the following passage,
with reference to the holy water, which contained the ashes of
the red heifer, that had been offered as a sin-offering, ‘‘ and it
shall be kept for the congregation of Israel for waters of unclean-

“ness, (;y1y), it is a sin-offering. . . . He that toucheth a
corpse, and purifieth not himself, defileth the tabernacle of the
Lord ; and that soul shall be cut off from Israel, because the
water of Niddah was not sprinkled upon him, he shall be un-
clean, his uncleanness is yet upon him.” Even under the Old
Testament, Levitical uncleanness was regarded as a type of sin,
and the outward purification as a symbol of the inward (see Ps.
Li. 19, and the remarks on Is. lii. 14 in vol. ii. p. 268). The
water in this case must be healing water, if it is founded upon
the atoning blood. The communication of forgiveness rests
upon the atonement; compare 1 John v. 6, “ this is he that
came by water and blood, even Jesus Christ, not by water only,
but by water and blood.” The legal symbol leads to the same
conclusion. The sprinkling, prescribed in Num. xix., could only
be performed with water containing the ashes of the red heifer,
which had been sacrificed as a sin-offering. A comparison of
the passage in Isaiah, upon which this is based (Is. lii. 13 sqq.),

leads to the same conclusion. Christ is there represented as the
VOL. III. G
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sacrifice for sins, and according to ver. 14, the sprinkling of
many nations is rendered possible by his atoning death. Thisis
also indicated in chap. xii. 10, where the saving look at the
pierced one is referred to. As we have an allusion in the passage
before us to Num. xix., so have we, in the verse just mentioned,
to Num. xxi. 9, “ and it came to pass, that if a serpent had bitten
any man, he looked at the brazen serpent and lived.” Miclaelis,
therefore, is quite correct in saying, “ Christ himself has been
opened as a fountain.” The blood, which forms the back-ground
of the water, has in fact been mentioned with sufficient distinct~
ness in the context: viz., in the expression, * they pierced,” and
the funereal lamentation in chap. xii. 10. Hence we have an
intimation here of the fact, which is expressly stated in 1 John
i. 7, “the blood of Jesus Christ cleanseth from all sin.” That
the fountain for sin and uncleanness was opened to the inhabi-
tants of Jerusalem immediately after the death of Christ, is evi-
dent from Acts iii. 19, where Peter says to the Jews: “repent
ye therefore, and be converted, that your sins may be blotted
out,” and from Acts v. 30, where Peter and the apostles say
in the presence of the Sanhedrim, ‘the God of our fathers
raised up Jesus, whom ye slew, and hanged on a tree. Him
hath God exalted with his right hand to be a Prince and a
Saviour, for to give repentance to Lsrael (chap. xii. 10) and for-
giveness of sins,”

The consequence of the forgiveness of sins is a new life in
righteousness and holiness, a removal, under the help of the Lord,
of every thing opposed to his will.

Ver. 2, “ And 1t shall come to pass in that day, saith Jehovah
of hosts, that I cut off the names of the idols out of the land, and
they shall no more be remembered ; and also I cause the pro-
phets and the unclean spirit to pass out of the land.”

In order to express the idea of the removal of every form of
ungodliness from the forgiven people, the prophet selects two
specific examples, idolatry and false propkecy, which had been
most rife in the earlier times, particularly in the days of Jeremiah,
in whose prophecies Zechariah ‘lived and moved.” We can
draw no conclusion from this, as to its prevalence in the pro-
phet’s own times, or in the future which he describes. The
peculiar manifestation is merely an accident; the essence is un-
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godliness, which is always the same, whether it assume the form
of idolatry, of false prophecy, or of pharisaism. Such an assump-
tion need cause the less difficulty here, on account of the many
striking examples we have already had, of descriptions of the
future under the forms of the past or the present, which may
differ in appearance but are essentially the same. The expres-
sions *“ to cut off the names,” and ¢ that they be no more remem-
bered,” denote the most complete extermination ; compare Hosea
ii. 19. With regard to the latter Calvin has well observed, ¢ his
meaning is, that the hatred of superstition will be so great, that
the people will shudder even at the very name.”—That we have
no ground for inferring, as Eichhorn, Riickert, and others have
done, that we have here an announcement of the cessation ofthe
gifts of prophecy, but that it is rather the removal of false pro-
phets which is here predicted, is evident from the fact that the
prophets are classed with idols on the one hand, and with an
unclean spirit on the other ; from the expression, *“ I will cause
to pass out of the land,” which indicates a forcible extermination
of something bad in itself, and a pollution to the land ; and from
the further expansion given afterwards, where two different kinds
of false prophets are mentioned, namely those who speak in the
name of the Lord, and those who combine false prophecy with -
idolatry. The unclean spirit presents a contrast to the spirit of
grace, spoken of in chap. xii. 10 as afterwards to be poured out,
on the one hand, and to the fountain opened for the cleansing
away of uncleanness, on the other. The special allusion to ido-
latry and false prophecy, particularly the latter, is evident from
the connexion. From the fact that a spirit of uncleanness is
referred to, it follows that the false prophets, as well as the true,
and possibly the worshippers of idols, as well as those of the true
God, were under the dominion of a principle external to them-
selves, to whose power they had given themselves up by an act
of free will. This is also apparent from 1 Kings xxii., where, in
accordance with the character of the vision, the spirit of prophecy
is introduced in a personal form, and offers to deceive Ahab, by
putting false prophecies into the mouths of the prophets of the
calves. It follows from this, that the false prophets, as well as
the true, were subject to an influence from without,—a doctrine,

which is confirmed by the New Testament view of the kingdom
G2
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ot darkness and kingdom of light, as being both equally in pos-
session of the minds of those who belong to them-(compare, for
example, the parable of the tares). In Luke xi. 25 the * unclean
gpirit” (an expression taken from this passage) is a power exist-
ing apart from the individual, and is contrasted with the Holy
Spirit (ver. 13). The same remark applies to the three unclean
spirits in Rev. xvi. 13.!

Ver. 3. “ And it cometh to pass, if any still further prophe-
steth, his father and mother, that begat him, say to him, Thou
shall not live, for thou hast spoken lies in the name of the Lord.
And his father and mother, that begat him, pierce him through,
when he prophesieth.”

The prophet has here expressed in his own pictorial style the
thought, that, in that day, love to God will be manifested with
unbounded energy. If the pictorial character of the verse be
overlooked, difficulties of various kinds immediately arise ; though
any one may see at once that they do not really exist. In Deut.
xiii. 6—10, which formed the basis of the prophet’s drapery, a
judicial procedure is alluded to, and the nearest relations merely
commence the execution. <o+, in the passage before us, is
supposed by many commentators to mean simply corporeal pun-
ishment and not a mortal wound. But the opposite of this is
evident, both from the words *thou shalt not live,” this being
merely the execution of the sentence, and also from those pas-
sages in the law, which the prophet had in his mind. In the
latter it is not punishment in general, but capital punishment,
that is commanded. Compare Deut. xviii. 20, “but the pro-
phet, which shall presume to speak a word in my name, which
I have not commanded him to speak, or that shall speak in the
name of strange gods, even that prophet shall die ;" see also
chap. xiii. 6—11, and Michaelis Mosaisches Recht. v. §. 252.
The severest punishment also is best suited to express the

! In numerous passages of the Sokar the fulfilment of this prediction is
assigned to the Messianic times. We quote a few of these. “Sin will not
cease from the world till the king Messiah comes, as the Scriptures say, ‘I
will cause the unclean spirit,’ &c."—* The left side will have the upper hand,
and the unclean will be strong, till the holy God shall build the temple and
establish the world. Then will his word meet with due honour, and the un-
clean side will pass away from the earth. And this is what the Scripture
saith, ‘T will cause the unclean,’ &c.” (compare these passages in Schatigen,
Jesus der wahre Messias, p. 407 8qq.)
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thought intended by the prophet. The cause, which has led
to this conclusion, has been the erroneous assumption, that the
false prophet mentioned here must be one of those, whose actions
are described in the following verse. There is an allusion in >
to chap. xii. 10, where the same verb is employed. (Compare the
remarks on that passage).—In the laws of Moses respecting the
false prophets, two classes are mentioned, those who utter false
prophecies in the name or by the authority of the true God, pre-
tending to be His servants and messengers, and those who pro-
phesy in the name of strange gods, and derive their inspiration
from them. In the verse before us the prophet introduces one of
the former; in vers. 5 and 6 one of the latter.

Ver. 4. “And it cometh to pass in_that day, the prophets
will desist, with shame, from their vision in their prophesying,
and they will no more put on the hairy mantle to lie.”

Upon the prophets themselves,—the deceivers, who arc least
open to good impressions,—the great revolution will have such
an influence, that they will give up their occupation with
shame. The kairy garment was the dress of the true prophets,
and was imitated by the false ones, to impose upon the common
people, in whose estimation the dress makes the man (compare
Is. xx. 2; 2 Kings i. 8; Rev. xi. 3). According to the general
idea the prophets wore this kind of clothing as ascetics; and
Vitringa (on Isaiah) has very strenuously defended this view.
But as the hairy garment is on other occasions always peculiar
to mourners, as the prophets themselves not infrequently order
it to be worn as a sign of sorrow for sin and for the judgments
of God, which are either threatened or have already fallen, it is
a more natural conclusion, that in their own case also it had the
same meaning, that it was a sermo propheticus realis, a symbol
of the prophet’s grief for the sins of his nation, and the conse-
quent judgments of God ; and this supposition is confirmed by
the fact, that we have no indication that any of the prophets of
the Old Testament led a strictly ascetic life. The expression
“to lie” may either mean that they dressed in this way to give
themselves out as true prophets and the better to impose upon
the people, or that they did it to gain credence to their lying
prophecies. The former is the more probable on account of the
following verse, where the false prophets, who have hitherto pre-
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tended to be true, are described as candidly confessing that they
are no prophets at all. Strange to say, it has been maintained
by Ewald and even by Schmieder, that the prophet foretels the
overthrow of the whole existing order of prophets, and that, in
fact, the words of vers. 2—4 betray the author’s opinion, that the
prophets, as a whole, were false. (Hitzig). This is just as

rash as the conclusion, to which some have come, that the rejec- .

tion of sacrifice is announced in Is. i. and Ixvi. In every one of
the three verses we have a distinct sign, which serves to mark
the prophet as a false one ; in ver, 2 the association of the unclean
spirit along with the notice of the prophet; in ver. 3 his speak-
ing lies ; and in ver. 4 his deceiving. If the prophet had dis-
puted the claims of the prophets, he would by so doing have
denied his own existence. It is evident, however, from chap,
vii. 3, 7, and 12, that he held the true prophets in very great
esteem. This is also apparent from the fact that his announce-
ments universally rest upon the predictions of the earlier prophets.
A future revival of prophecy is expressly predicted by Malachi,
the last of the old line, in chap. iii. 1.

Ver. 5. “ And he saith, I am no prophet, I am a husband-
man. For a man has sold me from my youth.”

The false prophets were, for the most part, of humble rank.
The leading motives, by which they were actuated, were idle-
ness, which made them dislike to work for their living, and
ambition, which led them to push themselves into the more
respectable order of teachers of the people. This is evident
from many passages; among others from Is. ix. 13, 14, where
the honourable man is described as the head of the nation, the
false prophet, on the contrary, as the tail, the representative of
the common people—Aft the time referred to, however, better
principles will so thoroughly have gained the upper hand, that
they will prefer to pass for what they are, even though they may
be nothing more than common husbandmen, rather than for
what they once wished to be considered. The prophet depicts
a scene between a man, who has formerly been a false prophet,
and some one who asks him what he is. At firsthe is ashamed to
answer, and tries to hide the fact that he has been a false pro-
phet ; but a second question forces from him the humiliating
acknowledgment (ver. 6). This dramatic character of the whole
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account is a sufficient explanation of the double use of ~yyy
(in this verse and ver. 6), without any further or more precise
description of the persons speaking. In a drama the persons are
known from their speeches and actions.—~yymy has been rendered

in very different ways. But this would never have been the
case, if the translators had kept to the ordinary sense of the
Hiphil. r1y means fo acqutre, possess : Hiphil, to cause to

acquire or possess, then, to give anything into a person’s pos-
session. The words “from my youth” are intended to avert
the suspicion, that the husbandman of to-day was formerly a
prophet. If he were not an independent farmer, but a farm-
labourer in another man’s service, he would apparently have been
prevented by outward circumstances from ever acting as a pro-
phet, however much he might have desired it. Undoubtedly, if he
wanted entirely to escape suspicion, he might have adopted some
better method, than beginning with the declaration, “I am no
prophet.” Bat his fear, lest he should be discovered, so com-
pletely overcame him, that he spoke without reflection, and by
his very denial put the enquirer upon the true scent.

Yer. 6. ““ And that man saith to him: what are the wounds
then between thy hands? He saith: they have been inflicted
upon me in the house of my lovers.”

In the opinion of many commentators the late false prophet
still continues his lying. Others suppose, that he confesses his
shame, and states that the wounds have certainly been inflicted
upon him by his parents on account of his prophesying, and as
he now sees from true affection. The latter is Jerome's ex-
planation. But neither of these interpretations can be sustained.
In both of them =hnty 1o is taken in a good sense, whereas,

from the nature of the Piel as an intensive form, it is always
used to denote impure and sinful love, either carnal or spiritual,
and especially that of idols. It occurs in this sense not lese
than fourteen times ; first of all in Hosea ; then in Jeremiah
and Ezekiel ; and these are the only books in which it is found.
It is evident that it must have the same meaning here. To
the objection adduced by Hifzig, “ one single man could not
call the idols his lovers,” we reply, that there i nothing more
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objectionable in this, than in the fact that Isaiah calls the Lord
his beloved or bridegroom in chap. v. 1, or that Solomon should
be called Jedediah (compare my commentary on Solomon’s
Song). To the further objection that * the prophets are repre-
sented in the previous verse, as prophesying in the name of
Jehovah, although they prophesy falsely, and not as idolaters,” it
is a sufficient reply, that the first kind are noticed there, the
second here. Moreover, in the period which Zechariah had
more particularly in his mind, the line of demarcation between
the two was not clearly defined. Hence we subscribe to the
opinions of those, who believe that reference is made here to the
wounds commonly inflicted in connexion with idolatrous worship.*
We shall content ourselves at present with proving, that this
custom also prevailed in connexion with the forms of idolatrous
worship, which existed among the Hebrews. The strongest
proof is afforded by 1 Kings xviii. 28, where the priests and
prophets of Baal are said to have “ cried aloud, and cut them-
selves after their manner with knives and lancets, till the blood
gushed out upon them.” But a proof may also be found in Jer.
xvi. 6 and xli. 5; from which we learn, that the heathen custom,
which prevailed among the surrounding nations, particularly
the Philistines and Moabites, of inflicting wounds upon them-
selves when any death had occurred or any great calamity had
befallen the land (see chap. xlvii. 5 and xlviii. 37), had been
adopted by the Hebrews. T'his custom was not a mere sign of
grief, but was intimately related to idolatrous worship and the
wounds inflicted in connexion with that worship. This is
obvious from Deut. xiv. 1. The Israelites are there forbidden
to wound themselves on occasions of mourning, on the express
ground that they are the nation of God, which is not to be de-
filed by idolatrous practices. The connexion becomes still more
apparent, when we look more closely into the origin and mean-
ing of the custom of wounding as one of the rites of idolatry.
We find the best explanation of this in a passage of 4puletus :

1 The principal passages, quoted as evidence of this custom, which was
continued in the East even till modern times, are to be found in both the
carlier ind later commentaries on 1 Kings xvili. 28, and in Rosenmiiler's A.
und N. Morgenland iii. p 189 sqq.
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¢ Infit vaticinatione clamosa, conficto mendacio, semet ipsum
incessere atque criminari, quasi contra fas sanctae religionis
designasset aliquid; et insuper justas poenas noxii facinoris ipse
suis manibus exposcere. Arrepto denique flagro, quod semiviris
illis proprium gestamen est, . . . indidem sese multimodis
commulcat ictibus, mira contra plagarum dolores praesumtione
munitus. Cerneres prosectu gladiorum ictuque flagrorum solum
spurcitie sanguinis effeminati madescere.” According to this
passage, and another which Calmet has quoted from Clemens
Alexandrinus, the custom of inflicting wounds originated in a
vague consciousness of guilt and of the necessity for expiation,
which manifested itself in such various ways in the ceremonies
of idolatrous worship. The worshippers punished their own
bodies without mercy, that they might thereby render a species
of satisfaction, and secure the favour of the offended deities.
Now this conscrousness of guilt was excited in a peculiar manner
by the death of friends, not merely because their loss was
regarded as a punishment, but also because death in general,
which comes so near to us in the death of those we love, affects
even the rudest minds in such a manner as to excite a suspicion
of what it really is, namely the wages of the sin of the human
race. And thisis also the case with public calamities, inasmuch
as they are commonly regarded as judgments from an angry
God, or from angry gods. But we are not left without proofs,
that this custom of wounding was intimately associated with the
rites performed by idolatrous prophets. We find it expressly
mentioned in this connexion, in the passage quoted from the
Books of Kings (compare ver. 29), whilst the whole narrative
furnishes evidence of the intimate association between idolatry
and false prophecy. The priests of Baal were also his prophets.
There is a very remarkable passage, however, in T%bullus (1.
1, eleg. 1, ver. 43 sqq.), relating to the worship of Cybele:

Ipea bipenne suos caedit violenta lacertos,
Sanguineque effuso spargit inepta deum,
Atque latus praefixa veru stat saucia pectus,
Et canit eventus, quos dea magna movet.

This clese connexion may be traced to the consciousness that
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satisfaction must first be rendered to the Deity for &in, before
any man can be worthy to receive him into himself, and engage
in his service. The doubt which has been raised, whether [y
could be applied to these wounds and the scars that they_
caused, is not deserving of any consideration. Apuletus renders
it by plagae, which exactly corresponds. Seneca, as quoted by
Augustine (de civ. dei 6. 10), says, “se ipsi in templis con-
trucidant, vulnersbus suis ac sanguine supplicant.” A plausible
objection might be founded upon the expression, ““I have been
wounded ;” for in nearly all the accounts which we possess,
relating to this custom, self-inflicted wounds alone are men-
tioned. But it is evident, at least from the statements of
modern travellers (see Olearius p. 332), that there are cases
in which the worshippers inflict wounds upon one another ; and
the assertion, “I have been wounded,” does not preclude the
infliction of wounds upon one’s self. The late prophet may have
intentionally selected the passive, because he was only the in-
strument, the real authors were the lovers. The probability of
this last assumption is increased by the selection of the word
o™y, to denote the idols, a choice which can hardly have
been accidental. The expression *“my lovers” is evidently em-
ployed on account of the contrast which it presents to the an-
nouncement, * I have been wounded.” The folly of this species
of idolatrous worship is described by Sereca (ut supra) in much
the same manner: “uf sic dii placentur, quemadmodum ne
homines quidem saeviunt teterrimi et in fabulas traditae crude-
litatis. Tyranni laceraverunt aliquorum membra, neminem
sua lacerare jusserunt. In regise libidinis voluptatem castrati
sunt quidam ; sed nemo sibi, ne vir esset, jubente domino, manus
intulit.” The connexion between this verse and the preceding
one is as follows. The late prophet, when asked about his
circumstances, tries first of all to avert suspicion that he has
ever left his humble occupation. But when the interrogator
calls his attention to the suspicious scars upon his body, he
acknowledges with the deepest shame his former folly, and shows
that he regards it in this light, by the manner in which his con-
fession is made. * Between thy hands” may be most simply
explained as meaning on the hands themselves and round about
them. ‘‘ Between’ is employ;ed instead of ““on,” to show that
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we are not to imagine that the wounds were confined to the
hands; it merely describes the situation in general terms, show-
ing, however, that they were chiefly about the hands, and also
that we are not to think at all of such remote parts as the head
and shoulders. The reason why the hands are singled out, is
not that they were uncovered, and that the wounds were more
readily seen on that account. It is evident from the expression,
“on all hands there are cuttings,” which occurs in Jer. xlviii.
37, in connexion with a description of the mourning of the Moab-
ites, that it was a common custom to wound the hands. In the
passages relating to this subject in both classical authors and
the Fathers, the greatest stress is generally laid upon the
arms, which are certainly included here. Seneca, for example,
says, “ lacertos secat,” and Apuleius, “sua quisque brachia dis-
secant.”

CHAPTER XIII. 1-9.

The Lord’s shepherd, who is closely connected with the Lord
himself, is to be taken away from his flock, the covenant-nation,
by & violent death. The flock, deprived of its shepherd, will
then be exposed to sufferings of every kind and eventually
scattered. But the Lord will not withdraw his hand from it for
ever. Two-thirds, indeed, must perish. But to the last third,
after it has passed through the purifying fire of affliction, the
mercy of God will be gloriously displayed.

This prophecy forms a brief repetition, and at the same time
an explanation of that contained in chap. xi. and xii. 1—xiii. 6.

Ver. 7. “ Awake, O sword, upon my shepherd and upon a
man, my fellow, saith the Lord of Sabaoth; smite the shepherd
ard the flock ts scattered, and I bring back my hand over the
little ones.”

There can be no doubt, that by the Lord’s shepherd mentioned
* here we are to understand the same shepherd, who is represented
as associated with him by a mysterious unity of nature ; who is
described in chap. xi. as undertaking the office of shepherd over
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the miserable nation and making a last attempt to preserve it ;
whose fidelity in his office is rewarded by it with such base
ingratitude ;! and who is eventually put to death (chap. xii. 10).
The rejection of this shepherd is represented in chap. xi. as fol-
lowed by precisely the same consequences, as his death in the
verses before us, namely the destruction of the greater portion of
the nation (compare ver. 8 with chap. xi. 6, 9, 15—17); and
even in chap. xii. 10 his death is indirectly referred to, as the
cause of all the sufferings which befal the nation. This is amply
sufficient to demonstrate the fallacy of every exposition, which
seeks for any other shepherd than the Messiah; whether « the
ideal Pseudo-Messiah, Ben Joseph,” as most of the Jewish com-
mentators suppose ;? or * some hostile general,” who is called the
Lord’s shepherd 7ronically, as Jarcht imagines ; or “ the foolish
shepherd” spoken of in chap. xi. 15—17, as Grotius maintains
in his commentary on Matt. -xxvi. 31; or “ Judas Maccabeus,”
as not only Jakn but Grotius also affirms in his commentary on
this passage (for, as is generally the case where mere conjectures
are indulged in, he is not consistent with himself); or “an
ideal general, who is to fall in conflict with the foe,” as Koster,
Bertholdt, and Eichhorn say ; or *a native monarch, who is to
be punished for his sins,” which is the notion entertained by
Hitztg and Bleek, and which Maurer and Ewald have carried
out still further by fixing upon the individual intended,—the
former fancying Jehoiakim, the latter the wicked Pekah; or
lastly, “ the whole body of rulers, spiritual and temporal, includ-
ing Christ,” which is the interpretation given by Calvin and
Drusius.—All these explanations are at variance, not only with
the authority of Christ, but also, and most decidedly, with the
expression which immediately follows “ upon & man my fellow.”
It is true, this would not be the case, if ryway could be applied

1 Hitzig observes : “as the flock which is to be scattered is evidently the
nation, the shepherd cannot be the prophet, but the king, and of this we
have a proof in the use of the singular.”” But in his eommenhrg on chap.
xi. 4 sqq., Hitzig still maintains, even in the second edition, that the prophet
is intenged. And yet it is evidently to the Lord's shepherd, spoken of
that the commission, foed the flock of slaughter,” was addressed, in chap.

xi. 4,
2 Vid. Jos. de Voisin, observv. in prooem. pug. fid. p. 160. Hulsius,
theol. Jud. p. 54. Elsner, praes. Wessel, de Messia gladio judicis, non hello

pereutiendo. Leiden 1741. .
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to an associate of any description, as many have asserted. The
shepherd is said to be called the associate of the Lord, because
He is also the shepherd of his people. But this assertion cannot
be sustained. pyway is one of those words, which are peculiar
to the Pentateuch, l;aving subsequently become entirely obsolete.
It is used eleven times in the Pentateuch, and is not met with
anywhere else. From this it is obvious, that Zechariah did not
take it from the living language of his own day, but, like ,-.13534
in chap. xii. 5, from the Pentateuch, and therefore, that we must
adhere strictly to the meaning which we find it bearing there.
It occurs in the laws relating to injuries done to near relations,
and is always used with peculiar emphasis, to show how great
& crime it is to injure one, who is related both bodily and
spiritually by a common descent. It is used interchangeably
as being equivalent to brother; a word which is invariably
employed in the laws of Moses with reference to a cormmon
physical and spiritual descent. We will quote the eleven pas-
sages in which it occurs. Lev. xix. 11, “ye shall not lie or
defraud yyywaps way” (compare Eph. iv. 25).  Ver. 15, “thou
shalt judge :1]"\.‘7._3;?_ righteously.” Ver. 17, ¢ thou shalt not hate
thy brother in thy heart ; thou shalt rebuke gmay.” Lev. xviii,
20, “ thon shalt not lie with qmay nyie”  Lev. xxiv. 19, “if
a man inflict a bodily injury if-w'g;_'z;_, as he hath done so shall
it be done to him.” Lev. xxv. 15, “if thou buyest anything of
Ty, or sellest anything 1n~nv‘7, ye shall not injure any
one his brother.” And so again in vers. 16 and 17, “and ye
shall not injure any one yyway, and thou shalt fear thy God.”
Lev. vi. 2, “If a soul sin, and commit a trespass against the
Lord, and lie unto yyway in anything entrusted to him (repu-
diate a trust)—or oppress ymway.”t It is obvious that

1 The reason why ;yway is only found in Leviticus, and not in Exodus
also, is sufficiently explained on the supposition that it was used inter-
cl Ly, after the almost synonymous words P= and ;3 had been written
very frequently, to prevent these from being weakened and losing their deeper
meaning by constant use. We cannotadopt the rendering given by Gesensus
and Hitzig: “oir socielatis meae, ic. socius meus.” Even if Wiy was
originally an abstract, it is always used as a concrete in the Pentateuch
(compare Y3y in Lev. xix. 17), and Zechariah has simply taken the word
as he found 1t there.
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in all these passages nwy is used in a very different sense from

our word ndchste (lit. the next or nearest one ; ; Angl. neighbour),
which has been weakened by use, and robbed of its original
meaning by sin, until it has come at length to denote generally
a stranger. It clearly indicates the closest relationship that can
possibly exist among men, not one which can be entered into at
pleasure, but into which every man is born, which continues to
exist even against his will, and becomes the just occasion and
ground of punishment if he violate its obligations. From this
it is evident, however, that, when the same term is applied to
the relation in which a certain individual stands to God, the
individual referred to cannot be a mere man, but must be the
same person who has already been referred to in chap. xi. and
xii., as connected with the Lord by a mysterious unity of essence.
The neighbour or fellow of the Lord is no other than he who
says in John x. 30, “ I and the Father are one,” and who is
described in John i. 18 as * the only begotten Son, who is in
the bosom of the Father,” whose connexion with the Father is
the closest that can possibly be conceived.

In the use of Mway in this passage, there seems to be a special
reference intended to the circumstances under which it invariably
occurs in the Pentateuch, namely, in laws relating to injuries
inflicted upon a * neighbour.” The prophet, by employing this
word, gives prominence to the apparent discrepancy between the
command of the Lord “ Sword, awake over my shepherd,” and
the precepts of his own law, according to which no one was to
injure his ammith (neighbour). He calls attention in this way
to the grandeur of that object, for the attainment of which the
Lord could even disregard a relation, whose type among men he
had commanded to be kept holy. Humanly speaking, he points
out how much is involved in such a command, how much it
must cost the Lord (compare the expression in Romans viii. 32,
“ who spared not his own son.”) 2y which is added, stands in

a certain contrast tosyay, He, whose is the sword to smite,
must combine the human nature with the divine. ==y is not

infrequently used to denote man, as contrasted with G‘:c:d, eg.,
Job xvi. 21. The subordinate idea of strength, which the word
often has, like our word man, is not to be sought for here, as
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it has been by many. The personification of the sword, and
the address delivered to it, is perfectly analogous to the prophecy
of Jeremiah against Philistia in chap. xlvii. 6, where the prophet
is affected by feelings of pity for the fate of those against whom
he has prophesied, and exclaims, * O thou sword of the Lord,
how long will it be ere thou be quiet ? put up thyself into thy
scabbard, rest and be still! How couldst thou be quiet, seeing
the Lord hath given it a command, seeing that he hath sent
it against Ashkelon and the sea-shore ?” This command also
proves that the Lord Himself is the first cause of the death of
his shepherd, the human agent being merely his instruments,
as Christ says to Pilate, ** thou wouldest have no power against
me if it were not given thee from above” (John xix. 11).
The expression ‘ awake” shows that, in accordance with the
personification, we are to regard the sword as hitherto at rest.
Until now the shepherd’s hour had not yet come. The fact
that a sword is commanded to smite the Lord’s shepherd
merely announces the death which awaits him, and has no re-
ference to the precise manner of his death, any more than the
piercing mentioned in chap. xii. 10, which indicates not a cut
but a stab. The sword, as being the weapon usually wielded
by the judge and the warrior, is not infrequently used to denote
any instrument, by which a wound or death is inflicted, in cases
where the point in question is not the instrument itself, but the
wounding or slaying. The most striking example is 2 Sam. xii.
9, ¢ thou hast slain him, O Uriah, by the sword of the children
of Ammon ;” for, according to 2 Sam. xi. 24, he had been pierced
by the arrows of the Ammonites. In 2 Sam. xi. 25, -when
‘David had received information from Joab that many of his
men had been slain by the arrows shot by the foe, he sent back
this message, * Let not this thing be evil to thee, for the sword
devoureth now here, now there.” The same general use of the
word sword is met with in Ex. v. 21,™ ye have made our sword
to be abhorred in the eyes of Pharaoh and his servants, putting
a sword into their hands to slay us.” Compare also Ps. xxii. 21
and Matt. xxvi. 52, “all they that take the sword shall perish
with the sword.” What murderer could deny the applicability
of these words, which are a repetition of the general sentence
pronounced in Gen. ix. 6, to his own case, on the ground that he




































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































