


EXTENDED A58 7TR~RACTF

This thesis 1is an analytical and thematic study of the Books cf Haggal
and Zechariah 1-8. [t considers the ways in which these propha2ts and
the editors of their work continue and develop the classical prophetic
methods and traditions, as found in the 0ld Testamsnt, and thes ways in
which marked divergence is recognized. In the latter sirtuations reasons
are suggested as to the source of the ideas and the circumstances which
gave rise to them. The study is based on the hypothesis that the =2venis
surrounding the fall of Jerusalem and the Bazbylonian exile causzd the
community of israel to undergo profound sociai, cultural, poliiticai and
ic

reiigious change which produced fundamenial distinctions in theois i

[y

[ 17}

understanding and in the ©phenomencon of propnecy during the restoration

period under Persian dominance.

The thesis censists of seven chapters, the last of which draws together
the conciusions which were reached in preceding chapters and presents an
overall conrirmation of the findings, The other chapters divide =zauaily
into two haives, one of which concentrates on the Books of Haggai and
Zechariah 1-3 as literature, on the prophetic method dispiaved in them
and on the prophets themselives, =~  while the ather focusses on specific
themes which are pertiﬁent to important eiements within the prophecies.
In each chapter every effort has been made to consider all the reievant
passages and motifs in ths classical prophetic books as well as the

respective use that is made of other 0ld Testament materiail.

The first chapter opens with a discussion on the development of litsracy
in Israel and the availability of written texts in the early post-exilic

period. This leads on to a study of the composite nature of the two



books and also has relevance for other parts of the thesis in which the
possibility of inner-pbiblicai exegesis is discussed. [t is argued that
higher levels of israelite society were literate but whiie the existence
of pre-exilic texts is shown to be probabie, this did not allow an
assumption that Haggai, Zechariah, or their close contemporaries made
use of them. The division of the words of the prophets from material
attributed to an editor, aiongside a consideration of the process of
compilation which the books have undergone, leads to the concliusion that
both books were composed very soon after their messages were proclaimed,

possibly by the same person who may have been Zechariah,

In the second chapter the status and authority of Haggai and Zechariah
as prophetic figures are studied. They are compared with what is known
about their pre-exiiic counterparts and are found to stand in the same
tradition in that they are both individuals raised up by Yahweh for a
particuiar purpose in a particular age. Like their predecessors, they
at times experienced difficulties in establishing their credibility and
had to adopt a variety of means to demonstrate their authenticity as
true prophets. They were helped in this by the fact that their message
was predominantly one offering hope rather than condemnation. They were
also able to bensfit from the fact that the exile had vindicated the
pre-exilic prophets, which provided assurance that true prophecy would
be fuifilled; and so by showing themselves to be in the irue prophetic
tradition Haggai and Zechariah were abie tc enhance their credibility.
In the course of this study the motif n‘i&;{; .‘Il'm: is discussed and it is
argued that it was a divine appellative current at the time when the
first'temple was estabiisned which thean fell out of use. I[ts revivai by
these post-exilic prophets 1is claimed +to be part of their effort to

persuade the restored community of the need to return to the fundamentai



principles of Yahwism as in the goliden age of the nation under David and
Solomon, for they believed that the new biessed era would only dawn when
the people’s faithfuiness to Yahweh was renewed. The specific interest
of these prophets in the rebuilding of the tempie is in accord with this
emphasis. It is also shown to derive from the social circumstances they
were addressing rather than being indicative of any change in prophetic
attitudes towards the cult, a factor which likewise explains the absence

of passages concerning social injustice in Haggai and Zechariah 1-8.

The third chapter focusses on the ways in which Haggai and Zechariah
received divine inspiration and on the prophetic forms they utilized to
convey their messages. Much attention is devoted to Zechariah's wuse of
visions as the dominant medium for transmission, which represents a
divergence from the classical prophets’ apparent preference for oracles
and symbolic action. Following on from this the role of angels and in
particular the significance of the interpreting angel is discussed. A
brief review of Persian religion permits the conclusion that Zechariah
was not influenced from that direction and it 1is shown that very early
Israeiite ideas about angels as representatives of Yahweh have been
develcped to accommodate the post-exilic concept of a transcendent deity
with the need for an intermediary to bridge the gulf between earth and
heaven. It is also argued that Zechariah develops the concept of the
Satan from religious 1ideas which were current before the era of the

ciassical prophets.

The theme of leadership in the community is the subject of the fourth
chapter and it naturally inciudes a discussion about the messianic hopes
which were prevalent in the post-monarchic nation. In relation to this

two senior figures beccme the focus of attention, Joshua the priest who



had authority in the religious sphere of {ife and Zerubbabei, a direct
descendant of the last Davidic monarch, whom the Persian overlords
appointed as the civil governor in Jerusalem. it is shown that in the
oracles of Haggai hopes for the restoration of the monarchy were voiced,
which represent a continuity of the pre-exilic Davidic traditions. The
final form of the book, however, presents the c¢ivil governor and the
senior priest as having virtualiy equal authority and status. This may
imply that a diarchic leadership was envisaged, an idea which is also
expressed in one of Zechariah’s visions. [t is argued that Zechariah 1-
8 contains evidence of the prophet’s developing thought on the issue of
leadership which culminates in the proclamation that a diarchy should
act as an interim authority pending the time when Yahweh would raise up
a new leader, the Branch, who would fulfil all the messianic hopes of
the community. It is suggested that this concept was understood by the
editor of Haggai’s words but not by the person(s) who eadited Zechafiah
1-8 sometime after its initial compilation. In the final form of this
book the status of Joshua has been anhanced in accord with the situation

that prevailed when the second temple was fully established.

Chapter five considers the theme of YTahweh's judgement upon Israel and
the attitudes of the community towards the idea of divine punishment.
Many motifs drawn from traditional Old Testament passages concerning
divine biessings and curses which were used by the classical prophets to
express these ideas are found to be similariy accepted by Haggai and
Zechariah. However whiie the pre-exilic prophets ali threaten judgement
and punishment as an inevitable consequence of the nation's failure to
obey the will of Yahwenh, neither Haggai nor Zechariah make any threats
about the future. The emphasis throughout their prophecies is shown to

be on the exile as having been the experience of divine punishment, a



painful experience from which the restored community can and must iearn
lessons if they wish to be biessed by Yahweh once more. It is suggested
that both prophets believed that the contemporary circumstances within
the community, which were difficult and demoralizing, were part of this
ongoing experience of divine judgement and punishment which had begun
with the exile and the fall of the temple; and that this situation would
only be lifted when the temple was rebuilt. In the Book of Haggai these
ideas are used to encourage the people to Dbegin the rebuilding process
while Zechariah puts greater emphasis on reassuring the community that
their punishment has come to an end by making use of the ‘seventy year'
motif which was widely understood in the Ancient Near East as the period

over which divine punishment would extend.

In chapter six the place of the non-Israelite nations within the purpose
of Yahweh 1is the theme, The Book of Haggai is shown to continuehthe
classical prophetic understanding whereby the best that these nations
could hope for was that they be accepted into the universal kingdom of
Yahweh, centred on [srael as the supreme nation, in a subservient rola.
In Zechariah 1-8 the Zion traditions and the concept of the pilgrimage
of the nations, which are found within the classical prophetic writings,
are taken up and developed and it is argued that a message offering the
hope that all nations might enjoy the blessings of Yahweh equally is
expressed. It is suggested that Zechariah glimpsed this concept for
himself but that it was presented in a fuiler way by a later tradent who
appended the final oracle in the book. However this study permitted the
conclusion that Zechariah had a deep theoiogica! <onsciousness which

enabled him to develop traditional understandings in quite new ways.

The concluding chapter reasserts that Haggai was a true prophet in the



classical tradition who diverged from the message and style of his
predecessors only insofar as the changed circumstances of his community
necessitated. It suggests that Zechariah also continued the classical
tradition but that he was at the same time innovative in respect of his
prophetic style and his message to a point beyond that which his people
could grasp, with the result that subsequent editors have amended some

of his more radical words.
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CHAPTER ONE

c 1-8

In common with all 0ld Testament literature the Books of Haggai
and Zechariah 1-8 have attained their final form through a long history
of transmission, during which the texts may have undergone several
revisions. In respect of these two books, in contrast with the probiem
of major differences between the Masoretic and Septuagint texts of the
Book of Jeremiah, the evidence of extant texts indicates no significant
variations in content or order among the different recensions.' However
a cursory reading of both books reveals distinct forms of literature in
them® and there are signs in Zechariah 1-8 that an existent text has
been added to or re-arranged.®> So before we embark on a study of the
ways in which these two books represent a continuation of, or divergence
from, classical prophetic traditions and ideas, it is necessary that the
premises about origins, authorship and composition of these books which
will be appiied throughout this thesis are establiished. Three major
issues underlie these premises. The first concerns the composite nature
of the texts and the possibility of distinguishing the prophets’ words

from those which characterize the editors or any different levels of

t LXX text of Haggai contains additional material in several places
Hag.2:9,14,21,22. It is generally agreed that this represents a later
expansionary tradition.

Hebrew scrolls from the Dead Sea contained only a fragment from
Zech.1-8 (1:1-4) but about two-thirds of the text of Haggai is included
on a scroll from Wadi Murabba‘'at and this supports MT in virtually every
respect. Cf. P.Benott, J.T.Milik, R.de Vaux, Les Grottes de Murabba'at,
(Oxford), 1961, pp.203-5

2 For example data providing an historical context for the
prophecies, Hag.1:1,15; 2:1; Zech.1:1,7 et al; oracles, Hag.1:2,4ff;
Zech.1:3ff; 7:5ff et al; and vision reports, Zech.1:8ff; 3:1ff et al.

3 For example Zech.4.
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redaction. The second concerns the potentiality of dating such distinct
sections of material as are identified with any degree of accuracy. The
third issue revolves around the availability of written Hebrew texts to
the prophets and their foilowers or whether they had to rely on the oral

transmission of older traditions.

It is appropriate to consider the third issue at the outset since
it underlies conclusions that may be reached about the other two. It is
widely accepted that much literature of .the 0ld Testament attained the
written form in which it has been transmitted through the work of groups
such as the Deuteronomists and the Priestly Writers during the exilic
and post-exilic periods. 1t is also agreed that oral transmission was
significant in the dissemination of ideas in Israel’s early history.
However there is greater uncertainty and disagreement about when and how
rapidly Israel developed as a literate society., Widengren has argued in
relation to the major classical prophets that

"All of them (lsaiah, Jeremiah and Ezekiel)

surely wrote down at least part of their

prophecies, that much is incontrovertible.™
He also claims that some of Amos’ and Hosea's oracles were recorded from
the outset rather than being handed down exclusively by means of oral
tradition. He derives these conclusions from a literal interpretation
of passages which refer to a prophet’s words being committed to writing®
and from the results of his own research into the early origins of the

art of writing among other ancient peoples. Certainly archaeological

* Geo. Widengren, Literary and Psychological Aspects of the Hebrew
Prophets, (Uppsala), 1948, p.77. The parenthesis 1is ours. Similar
views about classical prophecy being written from the outset are stated
by R.H.Pfeiffer, Religion in the Old Testament, (A.& C.Black, London),
1961, Ed.C.C.Forman, p.88.

® For example Isa.8:16; 30:8f; Jer.36:4ff.
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ovidence supports the existence of a Semitic alphabetic script long
before the age of classical prophecy; but the availability of writing
materials and the widespread acquisition of literary skills in Palestine
during the period of the monarchy has not yet bsen established by such
means.?® Widengren’s views contrasted sharply with those of Nyberg’ who
had argued that Israel relied heavily on oral tradition before the exile
and that the written form of the Old Testament was the creation of the
postexilic Jewish community. A middle course between these two extremes
was adopted by Eissfeldt who has concluded about the formation of the
classical prophetic books that

"Oral transmission wundoubtedly played a great
part in this process, but it is as certain that
from an early period, fixed written forms were
usual, and that the prophets that gave their
names to our books themselves began the writing
down of their own sayings, and that this may
apply to many more sayings than 1is generally
agreed today. The view that right down to post-
exilic times only oral transmission need
seriously be considered 1is certainly to be
rejected, as also that our prophetic books were
only then written down, after the hitherto
exclusively oral tradition had petrified.™®

Similarly diverse opinions exist about the earliest written accounts of

Israel’s history, laws and traditions.

Hebrew contains within its vocabulary three words that convey the

material form of a piece of writing, ‘773’ (tablet), ‘naan’ (scroll) and

* The existence from David’s time of learned peoples among the court
officials who could both read and write is not disputed; 2 Sam.8:17; 1
Kgs.4:3. However there are no documents in existence to indicate the
type of records they maintained.

7 H.S.Nyberg, Studien zum Hoseabuche, Zugleich ein Beitrag zur
Klarung des Problems der alttestamentlichen Textkritik, (Uppsala
Universitets Arsskrift 1935:6, Uppsala: Almqvist und Wiksells), pp.1-20.

® 0.Eissfeldt, "The Prophetic Literature’ in The 0ld Testament and
Modern Study, ed. H.H.Rowley, (Oxford), 1951, pp.159-60.
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“\g@' (book, letter, et al.);' and three verbal concepts indicating the
manner in which the text was set down, ‘wjg' (engrave), ‘PEQ‘ (inscribe)
and ‘20D’ (write). Both V2T’ (engrave) and ‘pprm’ (inscribe) suggest a
laborious method of drawing or writing on blocks of stone, metal, clay
or wood!® which is inappropriate for lengthy documents or as a means of
wider communication because of transportation difficulties. This would
suggest that these terms reflect an early stage in the development of
literary skills in Israel, whereas the derivation of "22’ (write)!!
implies a fluent style of producing letters and words on a variety of
materials indicative of a more advanced, later, level of skill.!? This
theory is supported by the fact that the word ‘M1 3* (tablet), which
equates with the blocks of stone or metal, is connected predominantly
with the means by which Moses received the law on Mount Sinai.!® Apart
from three instances where it is used in a figurative sense concerning
one’s heart,'* there is only one further occurrence of ‘113’ (tablet),
in Isaiah 30:8, which also includes ‘P27’ (inscribe) in a parallel line,

"And now, go, write M2n3) it before them on a
tablet (1M71), ‘

' There is also a solitary occurrence of ‘}i‘?%‘ in Isa.B8:1 which
is understood as ‘tablet’. However in its plural form (1sa.3:23) the
idea that it represents items of clothing is usually preferred to the
suggestion that it means tablets of polished metal, i.e. mirrors.

19 For example Prov.8:27; I1s5a.22:168; Ezek.4:1; 23:14.

't Based on the cognate Arabic word meaning ‘draw’, ‘sew together’
or ‘conjoin’, p.507, A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament,
Eds. F.Brown, S.R.Driver & C.A.Briggs, 1906, re-issued 1951, (Clarendon
Press, Oxford).

'2 Jer.36:4 reports that Baruch wrote Qn2) at Jeremiah’s dictation
which implies the ability to record words with fluency and speed.

13 For example Ex.24:12; 31:18; 32:15,16,19; Deut.4:13; 5:22;
9:9,10 11,15,17; 1 Kgs.8:9; 2 Chron 5:10.

14 Prov.3:3; 7:3; and Jer.17:1 in which ‘W27’ (engrave) is also
used figuratively.



and inscribe (ApM it in a book (~pD),

that it may be for the time to come

as a witness for ever."
This verse is generally assigned to the late 8th century BC;!® but it is
unwise to infer from this that Israel had made little literary progress
by this time since other terms are also included and the significance of

the more primitive concepts may be to emphasize the enduring quality of

this inscription.

The word ‘ﬂ§%?' (scroll) is only found in four contexts, which all
originate in the exilic or post-exilic period. In Ezekiel 2:9-3:3 the
picture is of an object with writing on both sides, able to be rolled up
and edible. While this final characteristic ought not to be interpreted
literally, the passage implies that lightweight, flexible materials had
become available for writing purposes. Jeremiah 36'* presents a similar
picture of a material with words written on it in numerous columns which
could be sliced with a sharp instrument and was easily burned.!?” This
passage also contains the sole occurrence of ‘i*?’ (ink),'® a substance
which suggests that quills or reeds were in use as writing impiements!?

in Israel by the time of the exile. The remaining instances of ° n-;szw_z'

'3 R.E.Clements, lsaiah 1-39, (NCB), Marshall, Morgan & Scott
(Publications) Ltd., 1980, pp.243-9 indicates recent scholarly opinion.

t¢ Verses 2,4,6,14,20,21,23,25,27,28,29, 32. In Jer.36:8,10,11,13,
18 and 32 *""®D’ indicates precisely the same meaning; cf also Isa.34:4.
It is also worth noting the conjunction of * 1327’ (scroll) and ‘71D’
(book) in Jer.36:2,4; Ezek.2:9 and Ps.40:8(MT). ‘

17 Jer.36:23.

'8 Jer.36:18

1" The word ‘UY’ (pen) is rarely used and it means an implement for
engraving (Job.18:24; Jer.17:1) or any other tool utilised by scribes

(Ps.45:2; Jer.8:8). Consequently it sheds no light on the development
of literary skills.,



(scroll), Zechariah 5:1f and Psalm 40:8(MT) offer no further insights.

The term 1DY is used most often in the Old Testament to convey a
piece of writing and it is capable of a wide variety of interpretations.
It derives from a verbal concept indicating to ‘count', ‘number’, °‘take
a census’ and thus it may originally have represented an official record
or register required for the proper administration of society.2? There
are many instances where this term is used to refer to a record of the
"Chronicles of the Kings of Israel"! which suggests that some form of
written historical annals were produced in Israel during the monarchy.
A similar reference to a record of "the acts of Solomon"22 adds credencs
to the possibility that these were written contemporaneously with each
monarch’s reign and were available as source material to the writers of
the Deuteronomic History. Indeed brief poetic excerpts from collections
known as the "Book (W®2) of the Wars of the LORD"2® and the "Book (VD)
of Jashar (or Upright)"?* suggest that written accounts of Israel’s pre-
monarchic struggle against her enemies may also have been in existence
from an early date. However nothing is known about the form that these
‘books’ took, nor about the information they contained. The references
indicate a long history of literary capability in Israel; but as state
officials were probably responsiblie for the production of the annals,

they cannot be interpreted as probative of widespread literacy in Israel

29 Such records may underlie the genealogies produced much later by
the Priestly Writers. For example, Gen.5 where the list is referred to
by the term '1®2’,

21 | Kgs.14:19; 2 Kgs.1:18; + another 31 in Kings; 1 Chron.9:1; +9.
22 ] Kgs.11:41,
23 Num.21:14f.

24 Josh.10:13; 2 Sam.1:18ff; and 1 Kgs.8:53 (LXX).
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from an early date.?® Similar comments apply to the many references in
which “WQP' conveys the idea of a letter sent between kings, members of
the court, or to high ranking officials.?* Whether or not court scribes
were called on to produce these documents it is apparent that these
passages say nothing about the ability of the ordinary populace to read
and write. However they do indicate the availability of easily portable
writing materials and suggest that, in matters of state, letters were a

regular method of communication from the time of David, if not earlisr.

In other passages 20’ is used to indicate the written record of
God's covenant with Israel?’ and of his laws;?® and it is the term given
to the document containing God’s law which was discovered in the temple
in Josiah’'s reign.2?? These references imply that Israel’s priests were
another literate section of society from quite an early period but this

is not surprising in view of the close 1links between court and temple

25 T.Henshaw, The Writings, <(Allen & Unwin), 1963 and W.McKane,
Prophets and Wise Msn, (SCM), 1965 both make a link between ‘wise men’
and a learned class of Israelite society which they identify as state
officials and political statesmen respectively. McKane argues that
schools to train young men for these responsibilities may have sxisted
in Israel from the time of Solomon, as is known to have been the case in
other Ancient Near Eastern cultures. While their duties may have been
wider ranging than McKane suggests, his arguments support a theory that
literary skills were developed in Israel by the time of the monarchy but
that they were confined within the privileged sections of society.

2¢6 For example | Kgs.21:8,9,11; 2 Kgs.5:5,6,7; 10:1,2,6; 20:12 and
2 Sam.11:14,15.

27 Ex.24:7. For a wide range of opinions about the origins of this
verse see B.S5.Childs, Exodus, (OTL, SCM Press), 1974, pp.499-502 and
J.P.Hyatt, Exodus, (NCB, Marshall, Morgan & 5cott Ltd), Revised Ed. 1980,
pp.254-7. These also apply to v.4a which suggests that Moses wrote the
words of the LORD. Another text that refers to Moses writing in a book,
Ex.17:14, is assigned to the Deuteronomic redactor by Hyatt (pp.184f)
and there is no early evidence in support of Moses’ literacy.

2¢ Deout.31:24,26; Josh.1:8.

2v 2 Kgs.22:8,10,11,13,16; 23:2,3.
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throughout the monarchy.3° However there is still the question of how
widely the skills and materials necessary to produce written documents

were to be found outside official or court circles, and how early.

From Deuteronomic times ‘1@@’ was also used to indicate documents
such as a bill of divorce,?! a deed of purchase,®? or an indictment;33
but whether individuals wrote these themselves, as Deuteronomy 24:1,3
implies, or relied on the services of official scribes is a matter for
subjective determination. Indications of more widespread literacy among
the people of Israel appear in the account of the survey conducted prior
to the apportionment of the land at Shiloh;3* in the story of Gideon’s
encounter with a young man of Succoth;3® and in Isaiah's symbolic action
relating to the naming of his son.®* The first passage does not suggest
that the three men from each tribe were selected for their extraordinary
literary skills equipping them to record the results of their survey.
On the other hand they must have been chosen from among the leaders of
each community and thus any skills they possessed need not be indicative
of general competence; and in fact the text may not imply anything more
than a diagrammatic representation of the land being produced. Although
the passage is believed to derive from an earlier literary source used

by the compiler of the Book of Joshua its origins are uncertain and it

0 Cf. Deut.17:18ff; 1 Sam.10:25.
3' Deut.24:1,3; Jer.3:8; Isa.50:1.
2 Jer.32:10,11,12,14,16, 44,

33 Job 31:15.

34 Josh.18:2-10.

3% Judg.8:13f.

36 [sa.8:1ff.
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may reflect the norms of Hebrew society in an age much later than the
period to which it refers. Similar caution about the reliability of the
text as an accurate record of events must apply to the second passage
concerning Gideon. [t suggests that both he and the captured youth wers
literate and that they had writing materials readily available. However
the text does not specify nominally who recorded the information®? which
has led to suggestions that a scribe must have been at hand;*® but these
are unsubstantiated. On the translation and interpretation of the text,
though, the long standing opinion of G.F.Moore still holds good.

"There is as little reason to dspart from the

usual meaning of the verb (102 as there is to

infer from it that the Israelites of Gideon’s

time could all read and write."3?
It follows that literacy and the materials needed to pursue these skills
may have had a long history in Israel. The symbolic action attributed
to Isaiah in the last passage only had significance if a sizeable number
of people could read what he had written, although it 1is arguable that
Uriah the priest and Zechariah were called on as witnesses because they

were literate and able to convey the words to an illiterate audiencs.

The text says that the prophet wrote on a “371T ]i‘éaﬂ (large tablet),*®

37 The English pronoun ‘he’ 1is included in the Hebrew verb which
would usually be understood to relate back to the immediate antecedent,
which is “him’, which in turn refers back to ‘the young man of Succoth’.
However it 1is possible to translate the verb impersonally and to infer
that another person did the writing. Cf NEB’s translation.

38 Such views seem to be a reaction against the possibility of the
youth’s literacy. 5e8 the comments on this of J.D.Martin, The Book of
Judges, (CBC, Cambridge University Press), 1975, p.105.

3 G.F.Moore, Judges, (ICC, T.& T.Clark, Edinburgh), 1835, p.225.

*° R.E.Clements, in Ilsaiah 1-39, p.94, comments on the emendation
of * 31 Ta' to ‘331 (reed, papyrus) proposed by K.Galling, Zeitschrift
des Deutschen Paldstinavereins 58, 1933, pp.209ff, a publication which
was not available to me. || have been unable to find any support for the
suggestion that *3iA’ be transiated ‘papyrus’ instead of being given
its usual meaning ‘stone, lot’. Consequently | do not believe that this
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presumably of clay, which 1is credible in view of the brevity of the
inscription and its need to be publicly displayed; but it does not deny
that other materials may also have been in use at the time. It has bsen
shown that conclusions drawn from these three passages are inevitably
coloured by one’s predetermined and subjective view of Israel’s literary
ability at varying times in her history and so they do not aid a search
for objective evidence about the growth of literature in the nation. In
contrast, evidence that illiteracy existed into the post-exilic period
is found in Isaiah 29:;11f,*! although the implications are that it was

less commonplace at that time.

This survey of relevant passages in the 0ld Testament results in a
finding that the higher strata of Israelite society appear to have been
literate from the beginnings of the monarchy, maybe even earlier, and
that the necessary writing materials were available. It has also been
shown that matters of state and cuitic importance were written down from
the same time. Therefore it is a possibility that the preaching of the
classical prophets could also have been put down in writing at the time,
or soon after, it was uttered, either by the prophets themselves or by
those who heard them. Questions must be asked though about the people
who might have done this because the prophets’ words were often directed
against prominent members of society who tended to disrsgard the oracles
until they were subsequently proved true, perhaps at a much later date.

Did the prophets gather round them educated disciples, as Isaiah B:16 is

passage adds to our knowledge of Israelite writing materials in the B8th
century BC,

*! This prose passage is clearly dependent on vv.3f and has been
dated to the 5th century BC. See Clements, lsaiah 1-39, p.238.
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sometimes taken to imply?*? No hint of this appears in words of other
eighth century prophets who are portrayed as rather solitary figures and
uniquely in Jeremiah do we read of the prophet having a personal scribe.
However, the very existence now of the early prophecies implies that the
prophets had a few followers who recognised the truth of their messages
and the importance of passing on their teaching to others but the method
used for their transmission is impossible to establish on the basis of
the available evidence. [s it more likely that written records of Amos’
and Hosea's words survived the disaster of the Assyrian conquest of
Israel; or that they were preserved in the memories of a few Israelites
who escaped south to Judah? Both these scenarios are conceivable and it
is equally possible to construct a logical argument for and against each
one to explain the re-application of these prophecies in the southern
kingdom prior to the exile. The truth is that we do not know; but the
scant evidence found in the Old Testament permits the hypothesis that
the Israelites placed greater reliance on written documents than on oral
tradition throughout the monarchic age. This is a subject which merits
deeper study but we feel justified to conclude that Haggai and Zechariah
probably had access to some legal, cultic and prophetic literature and
were not dependent only on what was remembered and repeated of I[srael’s
religious heritage. However the availability of texts implies nothing

about the use to which these prophets may have put such material.

Let us now turn to consider the compilation of each ©book. In
Haggai the speeches of the prophet are set in a framework which provides

precise chronological data and identifies the audience being addressed.

42 For a very different interpretation of the ‘disciples’ see
Clements, Isaiah 1-39, pp.100f.
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It is generally agreed that this framework is editorial*® but scholarly
opinion divides over its extent and origins. A major contributor to the
discussion is Beuken** whose detailed analysis of the text has led him
to conclude that the framework derives from a Chronistic milisu. This
view has been questioned by Mason*® who argues in favour of an earlier
editor who may have belonged in the Deuteronomistic school. There is a
danger of allowing a subjective hypothesis about a text to determine the
criteria which are applied to distinguish different levels of material
and therefore it is essential, as far as is possible, to reach objective
decisions about what constitutes the framework before theorizing over
its origins. It must also be borne in mind that the Book of Haggai may
contain editorial material which has no direct connection with the
framework; and one instance of this is Haggai 2:5a. Persuasive reasons
for regarding this clause, absent from the Septuagint text, as a scribal
gloss have been presented by Ackroyd*® and it is widely agreed that this

appeal to the Sinaitic tradition is out of context in the passage.*’

43 The theory that the prophet Haggai was responsible for all the
material in the bogok and that he chose to record it in the third person
was proposed by 0.Eissfeldt, The 0Old Testament An Introduction, Trans,
P.R.Ackroyd, (Blackwell), 1965, p.428. This suggestion is considered
plausible by R.L.Smith, Micah-Malachi, (Word Biblical Commentary 32),
Waco, Texas, 1984, p.148, although he believes it is more probable that
one of Haggai’'s near contemporaries wrote the framework for his oracles.

44 W.A.M.Bsuken S.J., Haggai-Sacharja 1-8 - Studien zur
Oberlieferungsgeschichte der friihnachexilischen Prophetie, (Assen),
1967,

*3 R.A.Mason, 'The Purpose of the "Editorial Framework” of the Book
of Haggai’, VT 27, 1877, pp.413-21. Cf his recent suggestion that the
Book of Haggai was edited in a “temple milieu’; Rex Mason, Preaching the
Tradition, (Cambridge University Press), 1990, p.195.

44 P.R.Ackroyd, ‘Some Interpretative Gliosses in the Book of
Haggai', JJS 7, 1956, pp.163-7.

47 See for example D.L.Petersen, Haggai & Zechariah 1-8, (OTL,
sCM), 1985, pp.B61, 66; and J.G.Baldwin, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi,
(Tyndaie 0Old Testament Commentaries, Inter-Varsity Press), 1972, p.47.
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It seems logical to assign to the framework all references to the

dates on which messages were delivered. These occur in Haggai 1:1,15;
2:1,10 and 20.4® References to the prophet in the third person and to
his receipt of a divine message aiso belong to the framework. The above
mentioned verses, except 1:15, plus Haggai 1:3,12,13a contain thess.*’
Other narrative material relative to the audience being addressed by the
prophet and their response is likewise part of the framework in that it
provides the context for, and link bstween, the separate messages. This
is recorded in Haggai 1:1,12 and 14. These verses contain evidence to
suggest that the framework does not derive from the prophet himself but
represents instead the interests of a different tradition. Haggai 1:1
indicates that only Zerubbabel and Joshua are the recipients of Haggai’s
oracle whereas in 1:2 the prophet refers to "this peopie”, a phrase that
has no meaning unless a wider section of the community, not solely the
two leaders, was listening to his words. Nor does the presentation of
the book suggest a different audience for the following oracles;®° but
their concern with communal attitudes and economic circumstances demands
that they were directed at the general populace rather than the leaders.
Although the response of the peopie is recorded in Haggai 1:12,14, these
verses again unduly emphasize Zerubbabel and Joshua and seem to suggest

that they actually responded to the prophet’s words by participating in

** The exact date in Hag.2:18 was almost certainly not included in
the oracle as uttered by the prophet but this editorial addition does
not form part of the framework.

4¢* Although the opening words of Hag.2:13 and 14 are third person
references to Haggal they form a constituent part of a dialogue which is
being reported and thus they should not be assigned to the framework,
contra C.L.Meyers and E.M.Meyers, Haggai, Zechariah 1-8, (AB v.25B),
Doubleday & Co, New York, 1987, p.lxviii,

Similarly the third person references to the priests’ responses in
Hag.2:12,13 are integral to the passags.

50 Hag.1:4-11.
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the physical work of rebuilding the temple alongside their compatriots.
This appears a somewhat improbable scenario unless envisaged purely in
the context of a foundation ceremony, a3 theme that is not indicated by
this passage.¥! If all references to Zerubbabel and Joshua were omitted
from the material thus far discussed, the text as a whole would present
no problems and would accord with much 0ld Testament prophecy in which
the audience has to be inferred from the substance of the oracles. This
suggests that the framework’s author(s) deliberately introduced the two
leadership figures into the text due to a vested interest in promoting

their status and role within the community.32

If this is correct it raises questions in relationship to the
framework about further references to Zerubbabel and Joshua in the text
of Haggai. They are both mentioned again in Haggai 2:2, a verse that is
couched as part of a prophetic oracle although it serves only to specify
the audience for the words that follow,

"Who is left among you that saw this house in

its former glory? How do you see it now? Is it

not in your sight as nothing?"®?
Since this oracie appears to be addressed to all the people and to lack
special significance for the leaders, it may be argusd that Haggai 2:2

is intended to enhance their profile, a function similar to that of the

framework; in which case it may also be part of it. In support of this,

1 Reference is made to the foundations of the temple in Hag.2:18
and possibly in 2:15 but there is no mention of a ceremony or ritual in
this connection. In contrast Zech,4:7-10a focusses on Zerubbabel’s role
in such a ceremony. See our discussion on pp.l171ff.

%2 These issues are the theme of Chapter 4 and only in the light of
our discussion there can any conclusions be drawn about the identity of
the author(s).

53 Hag.2:3.
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it is noted that although the people are mentioned several times in the
text, it 1is only in Haggai 1:12,14 and 2:2 that they are called DX
(a remnant).¥* The use of this terminology may be characteristic of the
compiler but there is insufficient evidence within the text to warrant
claims that it indicates

"the divinely chosen survivors of disaster, the

purified community in which the promises of the

past are made real,"®?

since it could equally signify a faithful nucleus in the population, or

the returned exiles, as distinct from those who remained in Judah.

As a direct consequence of assigning Haggai 2:2 to the framework
it is necessary to consider the function in the text of 2:4
"Yet now take courage, O Zerubbabel, says the
LORD; take courage, 0 Joshua, son of Jehozadak,
the high priest; take courage, all you people of
the land, says the LORD; work, for I am with
you, says the LORD of hosts,".
As Beuken has argued,®* the response to the questions raised in verse 3
about the partially reconstructed temple is provided in Haggai 2:6-9;
but that does not justify a decision to regard these intervening words
of encouragement as secondary. The direct address to both Zerubbabel
and Joshua is more questionable, since without the framework there is no
reason why they should be singled out from the community as a whole. On

the other hand, nor is there a reason to deny that the prophet may have

specifically mentioned them. Zerubbabel is addressed in another oracle,

s+ MT does not contain the word ‘32’ (all) in Hag.2:2 as in 1:12,14
whereas LXX reads “waveTes in all three verses.

5 P.R.Ackroyd, Exile _and Restoration, (SCM), 1968, pp.182f.
Cf.Mason, ‘The Purpose of +the "Editorial Framework"’', p.417, who also
argues for a significant usage of this term.

8¢ Beuken, Haggai, pp.50-2.
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Haggai 2:21-3, which undoubtedly relates to him as an individual and so
it is credible to accept that the prophet also referred to him by name
in this instance. The reference to Joshua appears more dubious in view
of the facts that it includes his patronym and title, which produces an
unnatural and clumsy form of address; it is not followed by the oracular
formula ‘ﬂlﬂ?'ﬂﬁ?’ (says the LORD); and it is the only mention of him
outside the framework. Conclusions on this issue must be subjective but
if the words '3i723 REL pPTSINY 712 YWIM®  (Joshua, son of Jshozadak,
the high priest) are removed from the text and the preceding ygrgl’<take
courage) understood as a repeated exhortation to Zerubbabel, the oracle
falls naturally into two parts and is well balanced. The reference to
Joshua could then have been inserted after the book had been compiled so
that the text conformed with the emphasis on both leaders found in the
framework. Thus we conclude that Haggai 2:4, as an oracle addressed to

the people and perhaps to Zerubbabel, but not to Joshua, is integral to

the message of the prophet.

Ackroyd has argued®’ that Haggai 2:21a
"Speak to Zerubbabel, governor of Judah, saying”
should be assigned to the framework as a continuation of the preceding
introductpry verse. There is a certain logic to this suggestion in view
of the similarity between the structure of this clause and Haggai 2:2, a
verse identified as part of the framework. Since no further svidence is
available, on the grounds of consistency, we will adopt this argument.
Thus we believe that the framework consists of Haggai 1:1,3,12-13a,14-15

and 2:1-2,10,20-21a. With the exception of the gloss at Haggai 2:5a and

°7 P.R.Ackroyd, ‘Studies in the Book of Haggai’, JJS 2, 1851,
Pp. 163-176.
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additions to Haggai 2:4 and 18 discussed above,3* the remaining material

is regarded as deriving from the prophet Haggai.

Since the framework places much emphasis on Zerubbabel and Joshua
it was probably written by someone who regarded them as figures of equal
significance in Israel’s history. Such an author could have been an
ardent supporter of the temple, the edifice rather than the cult, who
lived in a later period and wanted to emphasize the roles played in its
reconstruction by the governor and the high priest. It is more probable
however, that the author(s) thought that Zerubbabs! and Joshua had wider
ranging, longer term, importance; in which case the framework may have
originated during the period when they both held office. The duration
of Zerubbabel's governorship is unknown®’ but he went out of prominence
soon after Haggai's ministry. Consequently the Book of Haggai may have
attained its written form shortly after its message was proclaimed,

perhaps even before the completion of the temple.

Let us now turn our attention to Zechariah 1-8.2° The book falls

*® P,12; n.48; and pp.15f.

57 No evidence exists regarding this. Nor have any accounts been
preserved to indicate whether he was recalled to Persia, or fell from
grace, or died. It is not even known whether he survived to see the
completion of the temple in 516/5BC.

49 [t is impossible to discuss in full the range of opinions which
have been expressed concerning the compilation and redaction of this
book. The most thorough study of these issues remains that of Beuken,
Haggai, passim, who argues for one primary redaction. K.Seybold, Bilder
zum _Tempelbau (Die Visionen des Propheten Sacharja), Stuttgarter
Bibelstudien 70, (K.B.W.Verlag - Stuttgart), 1974, pp.22-3, prefers a
stratified approach. A more complex process is suggested by Lacocque in
Samuel Amsler, André Lacocque, René Vuilleumier, Aggée, Zacharie,
Malachie, (Commentaire de |1'Ancien Testament Xlc, Delachaux et Niestls,
Neuchdtel (Switzerland)), 1981, pp.45-8 involving several people in the
formation of the work, including the prophet. Meyers and Meyers, AB,
pp.xliv-xlviii, have proposed that Zechariah, or one of his disciples,
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naturally into three sections; a brief introduction, 1:1-8; a series of
visions, 1:7-6:15; and a concluding collection of oracles, 7:1-8:23.%!
Each section begins with a verse indicating that what follows is divine
prophecy transmitted through Zechariah and a date is given. These three
verses probably derive from the compiler of the book, who may have been
the prophet himself,*? and it is |likely that Zechariah 7:2f originated
at the same time since these words provide a context for the following
oracles. Apart from these verses and the third person introductions to
oracles at Zechariah 7:4,8; 8:1,18, the first and third sections consist
of oracles attributed to the prophet. There is no objective reason to
deny the possibility that all of them may have been uttered by Zechariah
but there are several indications in the third section to suggest that a

redactor is responsible for their sequence.

Firstly it 1is recognized that the question asked in Zechariah 7:3

by a delegation from Bethel,

"Should | mourn and fast in the fifth month, as

compiled not only the book attributed to him but also the composite work
Haggai-Zechariah 1-8. Suffice it to say that a definitive solution to
this probiem has not yet been discovered.

61 The work of A.Petitjean, Les Oracles du Proto-Zacharie, (Etudes
Bibliques, Paris), 1969, has shown that oracles are also interspersed
amid the visions. His arguments tackle the issues of the identification
of individual oracles throughout Zechariah 1-8 in depth and we broadly
accept his findings on this. Where our study leads to a different
conclusion from Petitjean’s we will discuss the material in full, In
other cases we will refer to and adopt his conclusions. Chapter 3 will
consider these issues in more detail in a discussion of the different
forms of prophetic communication occurring in Haggai and Zechariah 1-8.

62 WYe recognize the awkward transition from 3rd to lst person at
Zech.1:7,8 but cannot accept the claim by Mason that this indicates that
1:7 must be editorial. [R.A.Mason, The Books of Haggai, Zechariah and
Malachi, (Cambridge Bible Commentary on the NEB, Cambridge University
Press), 1977, p.351] There is no more reason to accuse an editor of
being unable to create a smooth text than to blame the prophet for this
literary slip.
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I have done for so many years?m¢3
is not answered until Zechariah 8:19

"Thus says the LORD of hosts: The fast of the

fourth month, and the fast of the fifth, and the

fast of the seventh, and the fast of the tenth,

shal! be to the house of Judah seasons of joy

and gladness, and cheerful feasts; therefore

love truth and peace.m®*
Several oracles are contained in the intervening passage.®?® The first,
Zechariah 7:4ff, relates to the theme of fasting but it is addressed to
“53’,‘\.9 n.gﬁ;a’ (all the people of the land) and ‘n\; gb:}’ (the priests) and
it castigates them over the wrong attitudes towards fasting which had
prevailed since the fasts were introduced early in the exile. It most
probably originated around the same time as the question and answer, the
time when the community in Jerusalem was rebuilding its structures and

temple which it perceived as evidence of Yahweh's blessing on them once

more; and thus a time when the validity of continuing to celebrate fasts

¢3 This fast 1is generally understood as one that was instituted to
compemorate the destruction of the Jerusalem temple and the city by
Nebuchadnezzar on the seventh day of the fifth month 586BC (2 Kgs.25:8).
Westermann has argued that this question was put to Zechariah "obviously
after the restoration of the temple" [(C.Westermann, [saiah 40-68, (OTL,
SCM Press), 15969, p.3351 which suggests that he assigns it to a date
after 516BC, contra Zech.7:1. We do not believe it is necessary to date
it this late since sustained work on the rebuilding of the temple could
well have prompted the thought that a new age had begun.

¢4 The fasts of the fourth, seventh and tenth months are frequently
linked to the successful Babylonian attack on Jerusalem (2 Kgs.25:3f;
Jer.39:2), the murder of Gedaliah (2 Kgs.25:25; Jer.41:1f) and the start
of the sjege against Jerusalem (2 Kgs.25:1; Jer.39:1). An alternative
suggestion by Ackroyd (Exile, p.207f, note 122) that they may refer to
the Day of Atonement (seventh month) and other cultic rituals 1is noted;
but there seems little to substantiate this hypothesis which we reject.

*5 There 1is no general agreement on how the material should be
divided. Differing suggestions are made by Beuken, Haggai, pp.118-183;
Petitjean, Les Oracles, pp.304-419; Pstersen, OTL, pp.283-312.
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was under discussion.®® However its position in the text is a result of
editorial work which cannot be accurately dated. Although Zechariah 7:7

"When Jerusalem was inhabited and in prosperity,

with her cities round about her, and the Scuth

and the lowland were inhabited, were not these

the words which the LORD procliaimed by the

former prophets?”
is positioned as a conclusion to the oracle on fasting, it more probably
begins the second oracle and refers to the pastiche of teaching typical
of the pre-exilic prophets which follows in verses 9 and 10,°’ becauss
it looks back to a prosperous period in Israel’s history. This must be
before the exile, an age from which no prophetic oracles about fasting
have been preserved,®® whereas it did give rise to much teaching about
social justice. The oracle continues with a résumé of historical events

reminding the listeners of their forebears' lack of response to Yahweh's

words and his consequent punishment of them through the disaster of the

*#¢ Similar ideas about fasting and its abuse are expressed in
Isa,.58:1-12, where efforts to overcome social injustice, rather than the
rituals of fasts, are extolled as conduct acceptable to God. Because of
the composite nature of this passage [(see Westermann, [Isaiah 40-66,
PP.333-340; R.N.Whybray, [saiah 40-68, (NCB), 1975, Pp.211-8] and the
difficulty in assigning Trito-Isaiah to any specific stage 1in the early
post-exilic period it would be unwarranted to suggest that Zechariah's
words depend on [s5a.58:1ff. It is probable that both prophecies derived
independently out of closely related sets of circumstances.

*7 For wexample Isa.l1:16f; Jer.7:5f; Amos 5:15. Petitjean, Les
Oracles, pp.316-322, argues convincingly for this conclusion. Contra
Baldwin, Haggai, p.144, who sees Zech.7:4-14 as a unit and suggests that
v.7 may refer to Isa.58:3ff; a possibility that we have rejected above,

There is no suggestion that Zechariah was quoting from the words
of the classical prophets but as we have argued, pp.2ff above, there is
a possibility that he had access to texts of their preaching on which to
base this pastiche.

*® Beuken, Haggai, pp.148-150 identifies the similarity in form
between the questions in Zech.7:3ff and rhetorical questions occurring
in classical prophecy, for example Isa.l1:11; Jer.6:20; Amos 5:25. These
concern sacrifice and offerings to Yahweh, however, not fasting and we
dismiss any substantial connection between them and Zechariah’s words.
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exile.®*? This second oracle probably originated at a time when the post
exilic community was feeling despondent, with the purpose of encouraging
its hearers to turn to Yahweh and to look forward to a time of blessing
once more. Its first proclamation may have preceded the commencement of
the rebuilding project but its relevance to the issue of whether fasts
are still appropriate behaviour has determined 1its current position in
the text. This appears to be a decision of the book’s compiler and may

imply that the compilation occurred when this was still a current issue.

The following five brief oracles’® have no direct relevance to the
theme of fasting, They express messages of hope which in turn become
more utopian in promise and they owe their position in the text to the
compiler of Zechariah 1-8 who uses them to lsad up to the response given
in verse 19 to the original question about fasts. The circumstances in
which they were initially uttered are hard toc determine since it can be
argued that they constitute a literary wunit which pre-dates the return
from exile in Babylon;’! that each oracle is from a different period of
Zechariah's ministry;:;?? or that they are the latest strand of oracular
material, having an eschatological focus and deriving from the prophet

or his tradents no earlier than during the rebuilding of the temple.”?

¢ Zech.7:11-14, These words are considered in more detail on
pPp.ab4ff.

70 Zech.8:2; 3; 4-5; 68 and 7.
7t Petitjean, Les Oracles, pp.365-383.

72 For varying approaches to this option see Baldwin, Haggai,
pp.140,148-150; Beuken, Haggai, pp.156-183; Smith, Micah-Malachi, p.231.

73 Ackroyd, Exile, p.206, assigns them to Zechariah when the temple
had been compiseted.
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Many scholars have commented’* on the similarity between Zechariah 8:2,

"Thus says the LORD of hosts: | am jealous for
Zion with great jealousy, and | am jealous for
her with great wrath.”

and the opening of an oracle in the report of Zechariah’s first vision,

"Cry out, Thus says the LORD of hosts: [ am
exceedingly jealous for Jerusalem and Zion.";’3

likewise between Zechariah 8:3

"Thus says the LORD: | will return to Zion and
will dwell in the midst of Jerusalem, and
Jerusalem shall be called the faithful city, and
the mountain of the LORD of hosts, the holy
mountain.™

and clauses contained in the oracles which follow the third vision
"Sing and rejoice, 0 daughter of Zion; for lo, |
come and [ will dwell in the midst of you, says
the LORD. ... and I will dwell in the midst of
you, ... And the LORD will inherit Judah as his
portion in the holy land, and will again choose
Jerusalem,"?®
These similarities have led Mason to propose that Zechariah 8:1-8 is an

exposition of the prophet’s oracles, akin to the levitical-type sermons

of the Chronicler, deriving from a later generation.”’ He identifies

74 For example, Baldwin, Haggai, p.149; Meyers and Mayers, AB, pp.
429-30; Petersen, 0TL, pp.297-9; and Petitjean, Les Oracles, pp.367-71.

7% Zech.l:14b,
76 Zech.2:14-16(MT).

77 R.Mason, ‘The Prophets of the Restoration’ in [srasl’s Prophetic
Tradition, eds.R.Coggins, A.Phillips & M.Knibb, (Cambridge University
Press), 1982, pp.148-9. Like Petitjean (see note 71 above), he suggests
that the progression of thought in the oracles indicates the unity of
this passage. His claim that the passage is "elaborated with mythical
details of the (future) paradisal conditions that will ... obtain" fails
to address the fact that the text declares that some of these conditions
had previously been experienced 1in Jerusalem and were thus a realistic
hope for the community.

Mason's more recent, detailed study of this subject, Preaching the
Tradition, identifies many similarities between this and other passages
in Zechariah 1-8 and the material he now calls ‘addresses’ in the Books
of Chronicles. We accept his findings but challenge his conclusion that
this implies a similar date for all the material. It is surely possible




23

the passage as an example of inner biblical exegesis and the fact that
it incorporates an idea of the fulfilment of an hope expressed in Isaiah

"Afterward you shall be called the city of
righteousness, the faithful city"’®

adds support to this argument. However his attribution of this ‘sermon’
to Zechariah’s tradents must be questioned. There is no reason to deny
that Zechariah could have reiterated oracles, initially qttered with a
different purpose, and have expanded on them to convey another more far-
seeing message of hope and assurance to the people. Nor should it be
claimed that the use of Isaianic material implies a later date, for it
has been argued’' that Zechariah quite probably had access to classical
prophetic texts. The crux of the matter is whether an eschatological
perspective must be considered as alien to Zechariah’s prophecies, which
focus predominantly on the period when the temple was being rabuilt..or
whether he also addressed the restored community in Jerusalem about an
indefinite future time when all God’s people would be gathered into his
chosen city. It is feasible that Zechariah reconsidered his message as
the building work progressed with no dramatic evidence of the new age
coming into being and proclaimed the need to await the return of all the

exiles before experiencing the fuifilment of the divine promises.®®

that the Chronicler’s ‘addresses’ «could have been styled on material
from the early post exilic period.

7¢ Isa.l:26b. Cf Zech.8:3,8. Although Zechariah uses ‘N7N&XI =Y’
to convey the idea of the faithful city rather than ‘Nink3 n:ﬁéi as in
Isaiah, there is little doubt that they mean the same. = = °

7?* See above, pp.10f.

¢° The mention of sast and west as the locus of God’s scattersd
people is unusual because the north was generally associated with the
location of the Babylonian captivity, Zech.2:10(MT); Jer.31:8. Ackroyd,
Exile, p.213, suggests that the compass points relate to the powers of
Babylonia and Egypt. This is feasible since they were responsible for
the two major captivities in Israel’s history, although these directions
may have been specified simply as a broader reference to the diaspora.



24

Therefore we are not prepared to reject the possibility that this sermon

represents part of the oral ministry of the prophet Zechariah.

The following oracle, Zechariah 8:9-13, also has the form of a
sermon®' which, according to the transmitted text, is addressed to both
the "house of Judah and house of Israel”. This likewise projects the
experience of blessing for both Yahweh's people and the nations, forward
to a time when the tribes of the old northern kingdom would have been
restored alongside the community centred on Jerusalem, a hope prociaimed
during the exile.®? It is recognized that these words of address do not
equate with the audience described in the opening verse of the oracle,

"you who in these days have been hearing these
words from the mouths of the prophets, since the
day that the foundation of the house of the LORD
of hosts was laid, that the temple might be
built."”
or references to them as "the remnant of this people” in verses 11,12,

which led Wellhausen and others to reject both vocatives from the text

as a gloss,?S while more scholars reject only the reference to Israel.®*

®! Beuken, Haggai, pp.156-73 argues that this is the first part of
a levitical sermon which extends to verse 17. His opinion that the two
parts are integral is accepted by Baldwin, Haggai, pp.151-4 while Smith,
Micah-Malachi, pp.235-7 argues for three sections vv.9-13c, 13d-15 and
16-17.

2 Ezek.37:15-22. Cf.Jer.23:6; 33:7; these convey a similar hope
but their date of origin is less certain.

#3 J.Wellhausen, Die Kleinen Propheten, (Berlin), 3rd ed., 1898,
PP.45,187; K.Marti, Das Dodekapropheton erklirt, (Tibingen:Mohr), 1904,
pP.425; F.Horst, in T.H.Robinson and F.Horst, Die Zwolf Kleinen
Propheten, (Handbuch =zum A.T., XIV), (Tibingen), 3rd ed., 1964, p.242;
and Beuken, Haggai, p.168 who assigns each to a different hand.

®* Mitchell, in H.G.Mitchell, J.M.P.Smith, J.A.Bewer, A Critical
and Exegetical Commentary on_ Haggai, Zschariah, Malachi and Jonah,
(ICC), (T&T Clark, Edinburgh), 1912, pp.96,214; E.Sellin, Das
Zwolfprophetenbuch, (Kommentar zum A.T.,XII), (Leipzig), 1922, pp.481-2;
cf. Ackroyd, Exile, p.215, note 144,
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Nonetheless, as Petitjean has argued,®® other references which mention
the two houses in formulaic style follow the sequence of Israel before
Judah;®® and this weakens a¥gumants that a later writer has inserted a
stereotypical formula into an existing oracle to broaden its scope. The
refusal to reject these words as secondary recognizes that Zechariah was
able to acknowledge both Yahweh's immediate concern for the restoration
of the community in Jerusalem®’ and his ongoing purposes which offered
hope on a universal scale.®® This overall tenor of the book represents
the continuation of those aspects of exilic prophecy which focus on the
hope for the reunification of Israel and Judah. The proposal that this
sermon derives from a tradent of Zechariah remains legitimate though for
the opening verse indicates that it is referring back to the words of
prophets who were active when the temple was being rebuilt; and as far
as is known Haggai and Zechariah were the only ones prophesying at that
time.®* However the content of this sermon does not allude directly to
any words of Zechariah'? whereas it is much more closely related to the
message of Haggai. The words of encouragement "ag‘;r; JTJ,O;TU'\’ (Let your
hands be strong) enclosing it are reminiscent of the exhortation »rn7’

(take courage) which is repeated in Haggai 2:4 and the substance of the

88 Petitjean, QOracles, pp.404-5.

8¢ Jer.5:11; 11:10,17; 13:11; 31:27,31; 33:14.
87 For example Zech.1:14-17 and 2:5-9(MT),

8¢ For example Zech.l:11; 2:15(MT) and 6:5-7.
8% Ezra 5:1.

0 Contra the suggestion of Lacocque, Aggée, Zacharie, Malachise,
pp.47-8, that Zech.8:9-17 is a résumé of the prophet’'s message.
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message appears to be dependent on Haggai 1:6-11 and 2:15-19.°! It is
dangerous to argue from silence but there may have been contemporaries
of Haggai who supported his ministry and reinforced his words in the
community; and if so this could account for the mention of more than one
prophet in Zechariah 8:9.'2 Thus it is not necessary to deny that this
sermon could have been delivered by Zechariah although exactly when it

originated is far from certain.’s

The final oracle in this section, Zechariah 8:14-17, falls into
two halves which convey Yahweh's purposes and the behaviour required of
the people respectively.’* Its opening words
"As | purposed to do evil to you when your
fathers provoked me to wrath, and | did not
relent, says the LORD of hosts”

reflect the closing words of Zechariah 1:1-6
"As the LORD of hosts purposed to deal with us
for our ways and deeds, so has he dealt with

us."

and look back on the exile as the intentional punishment from Yahweh on

't Zech.B8:10 and Hag.1:6 both refer to inadequate wages. Zech.8:12
presents a reversal of Hag.1:10f, a blessing proclaimed as a future hope
in Hag.2:19. Zech.8:9 and Hag.2:18 indicate ths crucial turning point
in the community’s fortunes as the foundation of the temple rebuilding.

Y? The use of the singular construct *°"®' (mouth) before the plural
‘B*R" 330’ (prophets) suggests that they all proclaimed the same message
as if with one voice, which is not a true appraisal of the prophecies of
Haggai and Zechariah.,

Y3 Taken together the two sermons Zech.8:1-8 and 9-13 offer similar
eschatological hopes to those expressed in [s5a,.65:17-24 although there
is certainly no direct dependence between them. This suggests that they
may have originated out of like contexts. However, the uncertainties
surrounding the composition and date of the [saianic passage make it
impossible to draw any helpful conclusions regarding the origins of the
words in Zechariah 1-8.

4 Meyers and Meyers, AB, pp.428-31, argue that vv.16-17 are a
distinct unit which they identify as a "coda"™ to the 7 oracles that they
believe make up Zechariah 3:2-15,
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Judah in terms similar to those which Jeremiah used to predict it

"For thus says the LORD, 'The whole land shall
be a desolation; yet | will not make a full end.
«... for | have spoken, | have purposed; [ have
not relented nor will [ turn back.’".’?

These passagés all contain the verb ‘8N’ (purpose) in its regular sense
of indicating that an hardship was divinely intended;’® but uniquely in
biblical literature the following verse

"so again have | purposed (xgppg) in these days

to do good to Jerusalem and to the house of

Judah; fear not."??
uses it to introduce a promise of divine blessing. This transition from
past judgement, evoked by the disobedience of previous generations, to
future blessing reiterates the thrust of the message of Zechariah 1:12-
17 and the similar change of emphasis which marks the opening of chapter

8; but by adopting the traditional language of woe to convey a promise

-e

of weal the words are made to create a greater impact on their audience.
However the second half offgracle, verses 16-17, introduces a cautionary
note since it lays down conditions which must be met in order to receive
the promise’s fulfilment. These verses reiterate Zechariah 7:9-10 which
is itself a pastiche of pre-exilic classical prophecy?® and the close
identity of the language between 8:17a and 7:10b suggests an intention
to link these two passages. Morsover the format of the complete oracle
parallels the progression of the series of oracles comprising Zechariah

7:4-8:13. If this is deliberate, as it appears, it may indicate that it

s Jer.4:27-8. Cf. Lam.2:17.

*4 See also Jer.51:12. When used with a human subject the verb
invariably introduces evil intentions; for example Gen.11:6; Deut.19:19;
Pss.31:14; 37:12 and Prov.30:32.

*7 Zech.8:15.

¢ See above p.20, n.67. Here there may also be an echo of Amos
5:10,12.
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was composed as a pfécis of this teaching by the compiler of the section
who perhaps intended to replace the long passage that intervenes between
question and answer with this alternative briefer version. Therefore we
conclude that Zechariah 8:14-17 is a literary composition dependent on
the preceding series of oracles and deriving from the collator of that
material; but we consider it unwise to conjecture as to his identity or

the period in which he wrots.

The remaining verses of the third section of Zaechariah 1-8 consist
of two brief oracles 8:20-22 and 23"’ which pick up on the promise of
future joy - expressed in the previous oracle that answered the question
about fasting - and apply its message beyond the restored community in
Jerusalem to other groups of people inciuding the Gentile nations.!'®®
The first of these is linked linguistically with Zechariah 7:2 in that
both passages refer to people travelling to Jerusalem, from one or more
cities, 'N1i} 1®-a8 NidWD' (to entreat the favour of the LORD).  Since
it has already been suggested that 7:2f derives from the compiler of the

book,!®! this raises questions as to whether the oracle has been added

.?? Contrary to Petitjean, Les Oracles, pp.419-38 who argues that
Zech.B8:18-23 is a single literary unit which corresponds in thought and
structure to Zech.2:14-17(MT). He indicates how scholarly opinion has
divided on this issue, with full references, on pp.419f. E.Lipinski,
‘Recherches sur le livre de Zacharie’, VT _20, 1970, pp.42-8, considers
that Zech.8:20-23 constitutes a single unit which he attributes to the
redactor of the book. More recently Meyers and Meyers, AB, pp.432-55,
Petersen, OTL, pp.312-20 and Smith, Micah-Malachi, pp.238-41 have opted
for the tripartite division to which we adhere.

100 Lipifiski, ‘Recherches’, p.43, contrary to most scholarly
opinion argues that there 1is no universalistic message in these words
but that only Jews and proselytes are implied here. His interpretation
of the phrase @A) n11W3 I5n’ (from all the tongues of the nations)
lacks any persuasive force in our opinion.

The interpretation of these oracles in the light of classical
prophetic traditions is dealt with on pp.289ff.

101 See above, p.18.



28
at a later date especially as it follows a carefully constructed section
at the end of the book. However its message of promise for those people
still to be gathered into Jerusalem in the future is found elsewhere in
the prophecies of Zechariah!®? and the universalism of verse 22,

"Many peoples and strong nations shall come to
seek the LORD of hosts in Jerusalem, and to
entreat the favour of the LORD."
is similar to that expressed in 2:15a(MT), an oracle associated with the

visionary material,

"And many nations shall join themselves to the
LORD in that day, and shall be my people,”.

Unless one argues that none of these passages originates with Zechariah
the prophet, an hypothesis without any logical foundation,!'®3 there is
little reason to single ocut 8:20-22 as being sscondary. [t is probable
that the compiler recognized this oracle as a fitting climax to the book
and positioned it so that the prophecies conciude with a far reaching
message of hope rather than with the emphasis on the restored community
in Jerusalem 1in the present age. I[f this is so he may have formulated
the introduction to the oracles, Zechariah 7:2, in a way that forged a
link between the two sections; and we believe that this offers the best

explanation for the probable direction of dependency.

The final oracle, Zechariah 8:23, expresses a yet more futuristic
hope but in more particular terms;
"Thus says the LORD of hosts: In those days ten

men from the nations of every tongue shall take
hold of the robe of a Jew, saying, 'Let us go

192 For example Zech.2:9(MT); 8:7f.

193 Beuken, Haggai, pp.325f,327, argues concerning Zech.2:15a(MT)
and 8:20ff that they have their origins "noch nach der chronistischen
Redaktion™ but he is unable to provide any convincing reasons in support
of such a late date.
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with you, for we have heard that God is with
you.,'"™

It portrays the Jewish people as fulfilling their ancient calling to be
those through whom the one true God is revealed to the world nations,!°*
a hope that goes beyond anything that Zechariah proclaimed in visions or
oracles. These words develop the message of the preceding oracle and
project its realization forward to an indefinite future time. While it
is not impossible that Zechariah himself glimpsed this prospect, it is
more probable that this oracle should be attributed to a later author
because it seems to relate to a time when the Jews had become a clearly
distinguishable group within society and when there was reason for it to
be said that God was with them, which could imply a time when the temple
structures had become well established once more. In any case it would
appear that these words were appended after the oracular sections of

Zechariah 1-8 had been compiled.

The foregoing discussions of Zechariah 7 and 8 have led to the
conclusion that this material, with the exception of 8:23, may all have
originated with the prophet and we have found no evidence excluding the
possibility that he could also have compiled the section, although there
is equally nothing definite to substantiate this hypothesis. It appears
likely, however, that the compilation occurred before the rededication
of the temple and the establishment of fixed religious systems and so it
must have been completed very soon after the conclusion of Zechariah’s

prophetic ministry.

The series of visions which constitutes the major element of the

194 For example Gen.12:3; Isa.11:10; 42:6f.
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book is clearly composite in that it is a mixture of both visions and
oracles, all of which are attributed to the prophet. Although this need
not imply that anyone besides Zechariah was involved in its compilation,
before the redaction of the vision sequence is further considered, it is
appropriate that the integrity of the eight visions is discussed because
the authenticity of the fourth, Zechariah 3:1ff, is widely disputed.!'®®
Amongst the arguments which have been put forward to indicate why this
should be regarded as an addition to the series is the fact that it is
introduced by “§§?i]' (then he showed me) rather than the usual formula
RN 1Y RER1’ (and | lifted my eyes and saw).'°¢ However the first,
fifth and seventh visions also have distinctive introductions,!®’ which
render this argument rather weak. The fact that Zechariah only observes
the action of the fourth vision without asking questions is regarded as
a significant divergence from the style of the other visions in which
the prophet’s queries about what he sees are answered by an interpreting
angel. However he does not ask any questions in the sixth vision either

in which he is given an explanation by an unidentified companion;!°®® and

195 [n depth discussion of the issues together with other relevant
references is offered by Beuken, Haggai, pp.282-303; C.Jeremias, Die
Nachtgesichte des Sacharja, (Gdttingen - Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht), 1977,
pp.201-25; Megyers and Msyers, AB, pp.179-87, 213-22; Seybold, Bilder,
pPp.48-57; et al.

106 Zech.2:5(MT) and with minor variations 2:1(MT); b5:1; 8:1, the
openings of the third, second, sixth and eighth visions. The phrase
also occurs midway through the seventh vision, Zech.5:9, introducing the
second phase of action.

107 Zech.1:8; 4:1; and 5:5 which uses the vocabulary of the formula
as an imperative addressed to the prophet whereas it is a statement made
by the prophet in the other 4 instances.

108 Zach.5:1-4, The identity of the companion depends on whatever
originally preceded this vision. If it was always the fifth vision,
Zech.4:1-6a,10b-14, then the figure is the interpreting angel; but that
identification in turn raises problems over Zech.5:5, the link between
the sixth and seventh visions, which suggests that this angel approaches
the prophet afresh.
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in the third vision he questions a participant within the scene while a
second angel addresses the interpreting angel.!®? [t is noted that the
divine being in Zechariah 3:1ff is identified as ‘nlnj qg}g’ (the angel
of the LORD) but since this figure also appears in the first visiont!®
this issue cannot be used to support arguments that the fourth vision
differs from the others in a unique way. It is accepted that the vision
in question is the only one in which a named, historical person (that is
Joshua), appears but since the substance of the individual visions is
different this does not provide a reason to doubt its authenticity.
There is a great tendency in contemporary scholarship to discover points
of similarity in biblical passages and to use them to justify hypotheses
about their common origins or authorship. However the absence of such
similarities does not automatically imply that a passage which purports
to be part of a series can be rejected for there is no rule requiring a
prophet to conform to a single style. Therefore, recognizing that the
fourth vision appears somewhat different from the others, we nonetheless

conclude that it should be regarded as an authentic vision of Zechariah.

It remains valid to question whether he received all eight visions
in a single experience - and if so whether they came in the sequence in
which they are recorded - or whether the series is a compilation of
separately received visions. [t cannot be denied that Zechariah could
have had one continuing visionary experience in a single night, which is
implied by the textual presentation of this section in that it begins

"On the twenty-fourth day of the eleventh month

.++ in the sscond year of Darius, the word of
the LORD came to Zechariah ... ‘I saw in the

109 Zech.2:5-9(MT),

110 Zech.1:11,12.
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night, and behold, ...’"!!!

and proceeds to record all eight visions in series. However it does not
state categorically that this all occurred at the same time and because
the date attached to the following aracular section is almost two years
later!!? it is legitimate to infer that the visions were received during
that intervening period. Since none of the visions refers to historical
incidents and they tend to include supernatural features, there are no
objective criteria against which they can be accurately dated and this
means that they could equally have been received at other times during
Zechariah’s ministry and collated into a series.!'® Any decisions on
this issue depend on how each one is interpreted and this is inevitably
influenced by the way they are presented in the text. Some scholars see
a definite structure within the cyclet!'* and without doubt a logical
progression of thought can be recognized.!!® None of the visions relies
on the foregoing material in any way, though, and each can be understood

in isolation. Alternative ways of ordering the text which would produce

111 Zech.1:7f,

112 Zech.7:1 refers to the fourth day of the ninth month in the
fourth year of Darius.

113 Among those who claim to identify distinct historical settings
from differing periods within the visions are K.Galling, 'Die Exilswende
in der Sicht des Propheten Sacharja’, VT, 1952, pp.18-36 and L.G.Rignell

Die Nachtgesichte des Sacharja, (Lund: Gleerup), 1950, p.243.

1t4 Baldwin, Haggai, pp.80f,93, argues that they follow a chiastic
pattern; Meyers and Meyers, AB, pp.liv-lviii, conceive the structure in
terms of superimposed circles centring on the vision in Zechariah 4.

118 The individual visions will be considered in more depth in the
ensuing chapters of this thesis but for the present it can be said that
their content depicts Yahweh’s dealings with his people and the nations
from the circumstances of the exile, through the return to Jerusalem and
the re-establishment of its religious and political systems, to the
resolution of the problem of sin and evil and the recognition of divine
universal sovereignty.
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an equally logical sequence can also be suggested.!!® Thus it appears
that subjective hypotheses are the only ones which can be used to reach
a conclusion and consequently we will remain open-minded as to when the
visions were received and proceed on the basis that their sequence is

due to the work of a compiler.

On the whole the visions show no evidence of having been subjected
to sditorial processes - apart from the inclusion of oracles among them
to which we will turn next - which may indicate that they were committed
to writing from the outset, or at least from the time of their initial
compilation into a series. However, the exception to this is the vision
of the lampstand,!'!” in which verse 12

"And a second time | said to him, ‘What are

these two branches of the olive trees, which are

beside the two golden pipes from which the oil

is poured out?'"
not only breaks the normal pattern of question and answer by posing this
further question before the original one had received a response but it

also introduces additional features, ‘branches’ and ‘golden pipes’ which

ware not mentioned in the initial description of the scene.!!® [t ought

116 For example the eighth vision, Zech.6:1-8, could follow on from
Zech.1:13 as it continues the theme of horses which patrol the earth at
Yahweh'’s behest; the sequence of the sixth and seventh visions could be
reversed without problems for their interpretation; or alternatively the
sixth could follow the third since both involve taking measurements and
refer to Yahweh's authority over Jerusalem and its environs. NEB has
adopted a radical re-ordering of the fourth and fifth visions, reading
Zech.4:1-3,11-14,3:1-8,9¢-~-10,9ab,4:4-5,10b,6-10a, which provides one
solution to the exegetical problems in the Hebrew text. It is unlikely
that the original text could have been disturbed to this extent during
transmission and it is questionable whether translators can be justified
in producing what amounts to a new redaction of the material.

117 Zech.4:1-6a,10b-14,

118 Contra Meyers and Meyers, AB, pp.255-7, 274ff, who state that
this verse "is in essence a rephrasing and amplification of the first
question ... in verse 11."(p.274).
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to be noticed as well that this question is not supplied with an answer.
This verse is widely recognized as an addition to the text and we have
no hesitation in concurring with this conclusion, whilst acknowledging
that diverse views exist about the intention of the interpolator, which
it is inappropriate for us to discuss at this point.'!* [t is probable
that a later tradition was responsible for these words but there are no

grounds to justify an attempt at being more precise about their origins.

Let us now consider the oracles which are interspersed among the
visions.!'2® [t is conceivable that all of them could have been uttered
other than in the context of the visions to which they are now attached;
but it is also possible that they had no independent existence. I[In this
second case one must either attribute them fto a tradent of Zechariah or
claim that they derive from the latter part of his ministry after he or
a close associate had previously compiled the vision cycle, Indeed, it
may be that each of the five passages has a different history leading to
the conclusion that the vision cycle has undergone a complex process of
redaction. In view of the claims we have already made based on some of
this material®!2?! and to prepare the ground for the chapters that follow,
it is necessary that we attempt to establish a coherent position on

these issues.

There are difficuities over the precise meaning of the text and we
note that two alternative readings are suggested by the editors of BHS.

117 Petersen, QOTL, pp.234-7, provides a good summary of the various
opinions with full references and offers a new solution: "Verse 12 may
well have been designed to obfuscate the quite clear and potentially
‘blasphemous’ picture created by the interpreted vision."(p.236).

The whole vision and its interpretation are discussed on pp.210ff.

120 Zech.1:14-17; 2:10-17(MT); 3:8-10; 4:6b-10a and 6:9-15.

121 See above pp.22f,29.
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The first vision is followed by three separate oracles!?? which
have been formed into a literary unit by means of the introductory order
to the prophet to proclaim the words and the concluding statement which
reiterates the significance of them.!2?® In this context the oracles are
quite naturally equated with ‘c*pqq vN2T 2321p B 12T’ (the gracious and
comforting words) spoken by Yahweh to the interpreting angel which he in
turn transmitted to the prophet and commanded him to proclaim.!?* While
the vision could have ended without an explanatory proclamation of these
words, it seems probable that an oracle was appended from the outset to
provide an interpretation and the first of this group

"Thus says the LORD of hosts: | am exceedingly
jealous for Jerusalem and for Zion. And [ am
very angry with the nations that are at ease;

for while [ was angry but a little they
furthered the disaster.™

is most appropriate since it includes references to both Jerusalem and
the nations. It is possible that the third oracle

"Cry again, Thus says the LORD of hosts: My
cities shall again overflow with prosperity,”

was a continuation of this since its mention of ~2Y" (my cities) offers
a direct response to the question asked about LIS R ”3¥’ (the cities of
Judah) in the vision.!?® However, since these words look forward to a
time when Yahweh's blessings will be experienced throughout Judah it is

feasible that they could have originated in many different contexts,

t22 Zech.1:14b-15, 1:16 and 1:17a.

123 Zech.l1:14a and 17b respectively. The reference to Yahweh in
the third person in v.17b makes it unlikely that this is a continuation
of the preceding oracle in which Yahweh speaks in the first person.

124 Zech.1:13f.

t23 Zech.1:12. For a full discussion of the meaning of ‘1) ¥1as’
(they shall overflow) see Petitjean, Les Oracles, pp.63-9 and the works
referred to therse,
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The second oracle, in contrast, focusses attention on the restoration of
Jerusalem and the place of the temple in it and although it was probably
initially uttered with a different purpose, it appears that the compilef
has used it to amplify the abstract concept of Yahweh’s jealousy. It
seems to derive from a period before any real progress had been made on
rebuilding the temple and city. Its purpose may have been to encourage
the community in Jerusalem, in a time of low morale, to recognize both
Yahweh's positive intentions for them and the onus on them to complete
the work on the temple as a precursor to experiencing the fulfilment of
his promises. As such this oracle could have been uttered around the
same time that Haggai was prophesying, although it could equally derive
from an earlier date and have been addressed to a group who had not yet
returned from exile. This leads us to conclude that the oracular unit
was probably compiled at the same time as the vision c¢ycle from one or
two oracles which formed the original interpretation to the first vision

and one or two oracles!?* proclaimed by Zechariah on a prior occasion.

The next group of oracles to be considered, Zechariah 2:10-17(MT),
follow the third vision but there has been no attempt made to link them
to it in a direct way. The group is a loose composition of perhaps five
separate sayings,'?’ which exhort people living in exile to return to
Jerusalem where they will first experience for themselves the presence

and protection of Yahweh and then see the advent there of other nations

126 This depends on what is decided about the third oraclae.

127 Zech.2:10-11, 12-13, 14, 15-16, 17(MT). Because of the way
this material has been put together it is difficult to distinguish all
the sub-units with any degree of certainty. For a review of theories on
the structure of this section see Petitjean, Les Oracles, pp.89-94. Cf.
Petersen, QOTL, pp.172-186 and Meyers and Meyers, AB, pp.172-8, for more
recent theories.
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who want to acknowledge him as their God and receive his blessings. The
section ends with the emphasis on the universal sovereignty of Yahweh,
an emphasis similar to that implied by the closing words of the previous
vision,!28 The wording of Zechariah 2:17(MT)

"Be silent(dj)), all flesh, before the LORD; for
he has roused himself from his holy dwelling."

is reminiscent of Habakkuk 2:20,

"But the LORD is in his holy temple; let all the
earth keep silence(®d) before him.",

a verse which is used to conclude a series of prophetic woes. In baoth
instances a universal response is demanded and reference is made to the
dwelling place of Yahweh;!2® but there is a greater sense of expectancy
in Zechariah of an imminent divine initiative. A call to prepare for
such an initiative is expressed in much the same terms in Zephaniah 1:7

"Be silent(o)) before the Lord GOD! For the day
of the LORD is at hand;"

although this text does not mention the temple. It is possible that the
words in Zechariah have been influenced by these wearlier prophetic uses
but there is no indication of direct dependency on either of them. Some
have maintained that this cry for silence originated in the pre-exilic
cult;!3° but whilst this setting may account for its development into a
formula that could be used to bring a series of oracles to an end, there

is no justification for Elliger’s bonclusion that this verse was added

128 Zech.2:9(MT).

129 Zech.2:17 contains the word ° i:l@’ (habitation) which could
refer to his heavenly abode rather than the earthly temple. This would
be appropriate for words spoken before the temple had been rebuilt.

130 For example Ackroyd, Exile, p.181; Mason, Haggai, p.45. Both
Hab.2:20 and Zeph.1:7 are generally attributed to a period towards the
end of the monarchy.
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to the text when the section was read in the renewed temple.'3! It is
equally possible that the compiler of this section included the standard
formula at the end as it was appropriate in the context of the previous
vision, However it is apparent from the overall content of the section
that it relates not solely to one vision but to all three which precede
it. Consequently the passage must have been composed at the time of, or
subsequent to, the compilation of the vision cycle. Since it can be
completely removed from the text without disturbing its continuity, the
latter option must be considered probable. However this does not imply
that the material derives from a period later than Zechariah’s ministry,
because the individual oracles may well have originated around the time
when the separate visions were received by the prophet. The urgency of
the appeal to those in exile

"Ho! ho! Flee from the land of the north, says
the LORD; ... Ho! Escape ... "'32

is intended to encourage people to return from Babylon and it conveys an
idea that it could be dangerous not to do so.!®*® This oracle would not
have seemed out of place following Zechariah 1:15 and it can equally be
related to the context of the second vision's threat against the nations
which sent Judah into exile; and so it is likely that it derives from a
similar stage in the prophet’s ministry as those two visions. A close

association of ideas between the second oracle of the group, verses 3-9,

131 K,Elliger, Das Buch der Zwdlf Kleinen Propheten, Vol.2, (Das
Alten Testament Deutsch, 25, Gottingen), ©6th Ed., 1967, p.118S.

132 Zegch.2:10-11(MT). V.11 is read as an imperative addressed to
Zion as the corporate people of God, contra RSV and W.Rudolph, Haggai;
Sacharja 1-8; Sacharja 9-14; Maleachi, (Kommentar zum Alten Testament
X111/4, Neukirchen), 1876, pp.86-7, who do not adopt a vocative reading.

133 This need not indicate that Zechariah began his preaching in
Babylon as the appeal has more force if it is uttered from Jerusalem.
Contra Ackroyd, Exile, pp.148f.
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and the second vision can also be detected, which may suggest that they

originated in similar circumstances.

The following three verses all contain the idea of Yahwsh coming
to dwell among his people, or in Jerusalem specifically; and they create
the impression that this is in the process of taking place. Although it
would be quite legitimate to suggest that they originated shortly before
the completion of the temple, in which Yahweh could once again make his
dwelling place, there is no reason to deny that these oracles could have
been proclaimed much earlier than this as words of hope. The last words
of the third vision

"For I will be to her a wall of fire round

about, says the LORD, and I will be the glory

within her.”
convey a similar promise which lends support to this possibility. It is
also noted that Zechariah 2:16(MT) concludes with an identical clause to
the one used to end the oracular unit attached to the first vision 'mQi
BIRR TV’ (and [the LORD] will again choose Jerusalem).!3* Since it
is impossible to determine whether they both derive from the same hand,
or whether one is dependent on the other, this does not assist in dating
these oracles. However an emphasis on the significance of Jsrusalem is
evident in several of Zechariah’s visions and oracles,!®? in contrast to
Haggai’s prophecies which do not once mention the city by name. This

may add a little weight in favour of the argument that these words were

134 Zech.1:17. The same vocabulary is used to denote the concept
of Jerusalem’s election in Zech.3:2. Petitjean, Les Oracles, p.71 draws
attention to the fact that Zechariah 1-8 is the only prophetic book to
refer to Jerusalem in these terms which are more commonly associated
with the election of the Davidic house. Cf. Hag.2:23.

138 Zech,1:12; 2:2(MT); 2:6,8(MT); 3:2 and Zech.1:14,16(twice);
7:7; 8:3(twice),4,8; [8:15]; 8:22 respectively.
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originally Zechariah's own; and in the absence of any contrary evidence
we will regard Zechariah 2:14-16(MT) as being comprised of sayings which
were predominantly spoken by the prophet. Therefore we conclude with
regard to the whole section that it is a collection of sayings deriving
from different stages of Zechariah’s ministry which was added into the
vision cycle after it had attained its original form. Its inclusion in
the text possibly took place at the time when the oracles which form the

opening and closing sections of the book were added.

The fourth vision concludes with an oracle, Zechariah 3:6-7, which
is integral to its message and was probably part of the original unit,
After this three further oracles have been appended, of which the first
two mention Joshua who was the subject of the vision. The last one,

"In that day, says the LORD of hosts, every one

of you will invite his neighbour under his vins

and under his fig tree."
is apparently addressed to the community in general and promises a time
of peace and prosperity in the coming new age.!3* This depends, for its
concept of weal, on the picture presented as the prevailing situation in
Solomon’s reign just prior to the construction of the first temple,

"And Judah and [srael dwelt in safety, from Dan

even to Beer-sheba, every man under his vine and

under his fig tree, all the days of Solomon."!'37

although it goes further by portraying the new era as one in which there

is a spirit of consideration for others and of generosity. Thus it is

136 Zech.3:10, based on an interpretation of “In that day’ in a
technical, eschatological sense.

137 1 Kgs.5:5(MT). The same description of an era of peace occurs
in Mic.4:4, a passage the origins of which has oft-times vexed scholars.
(See for example, J.L.Mays, Micah, (OTL, SCM Press), 1876, pp.33-9.) [t
is consequently inappropriate to discuss any question of interdependency
between the references in Micah and Zechariah {-8.
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likely that Zechariah 3:10 was initially proclaimed when the temple was
being rebuilt as an encouragement to the peoplie to hasten its completion
and thereby inaugurate this promised time; and so there is no reason to
deny that it originated with the prophet Zechariah. Its position in the
taxt gives it a different significance dependent on tﬁe preceding oracle
whereby future weal is associated with the cleansing of the land. This

must reflect the purposes of the compiler of this section.

The first of this group of oracles, Zechariah 3:8, is addressed to
Joshua and his ‘friends who sit before (him)’, in contrast to the one
which concluded the vision and was spoken to him alone. This indicates
that it begins a distinct unit, a suggestion which is reinforced by the
fact that the scene has moved from the vision's depiction of the divine
council to an earthly setting. The purpose of the oracle is to announce
the coming of a divine servant identified as the Branch, a title which
occurs again in Zechariah 6:12. There is every likelihood that these
two verses are connected; and until the significance and origins of this
motif have been fully discussed!®® it 1is inappropriate to speculate as
to whether or not this oracle should be attributed to Zechariah. In the
next brief oracle, Zechariah 3:9, Joshua is referred to as part of the
wider audience being addressed but who the recipients of the message are
is not clarified. I[ts content

"For behold, upon the stone which | have set
before Joshua, wupon a single stone with seven
facets, | will engrave its inscription, says the
LORD of hosts, and | will remove the guilt of

this land in a single day."

raises a multitude of questions for exegetes which cannot be answered in

138 This issue is the subject pp.201ff.
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isolation from other passages in Zechariah 1-8!3" but it is evident that
its author holds Joshua in high regard and believes he has a significant
role to play in the fulfilment of Yahweh's purposes. This could suggest
that the oracle originated in the context of an affirmation about the
authority of the priesthood; but we ought to remain open-minded at this
stage as to whether it could have been proclaimed by Zechariah. We have
little doubt, however, that the compiler of Zechariah 3:8-10 intended to
portray Joshua as an important figure in the life of the community and
there is a real possibility that this passage was added to the text when
the temple had been completed to give support to the priesthood’s claims
that they were the divinely appointed leaders for the new era. If this
can be substantiated it suggests that the passage was added after the
book had otherwise attained its final form, implying that it should not

be attributed to the compiler of Zechariah 1-8 but to a later editor.

All the oracles which have been considered thus far have followed
one of the visions in the cycle but the next group, Zechariah 4:8b-10a,
disrupt the text of the fifth vision, The focal point of the vision is
a lampstand, which is agreed to be an article used in Israel’s worship,
flanked by two olive trees. The oracles, on the other hand, are related
to Zerubbabel and concern the building of the temple. There is no way,

as the text stands, for 4:10b

"These seven are the eyes of the LORD, which
range through the whole earth.”

to be interpreted as a continuation of the oracles which precede it; nor
can an oracle addressed to Zerubbabel be a proper response to 4:4ff.,

"And [ said to the angel who talked with me,

139 For example Zech.3:5; 4:7; 4:10b. These matters are considered
in pp.193ff.



44

‘What are these, my Lord?’ .... Then he said to
me,".

Undoubtedly the oracles have been inserted into an existing text!*° and
the abrupt way that it has been effected suggests a deliberate intention
to give an alternative interpretation of the material without obscuring
its original meaning. This indicates that an editor with a particular
theological standpoint was responsible for incorporating these oracles

into the text rather than the compiler.

The oracles appear to derive from the period before or during the
reconstruction of the temple, which means they could certainly have been
proclaimed by Zechariah. However, they are the only specific references
to Zerubbabel in Zechariah 1-8'*! and without other evidence in support
any claim that Zechariah prophesied directly to the governor has to be
conjectural at this stage. The function of the oracles is to emphasize
the importance of Zerubbabel’s role in connection with the temple and to
show that this was a divine appointment. Therefore they may have been

included to strengthen the position of the governor against that of the

149 The original order of this material, its division into separate
oracles and its position within the text are issues which have prompted
much scholarly discussion since Wellhausen, Kigine Propheten, pp.39-46,
182 suggested moving them to after Zech.4:14, For example Mitchell,
16C, pp.161,190-4, argues that the section should be re-ordered 4:8-10a,
6ab-7 and placed between Zech.6:14 and 15; while B.Halpern, ‘The Ritual
Background of Zechariah’s Temple Song’, CBQ 40, 1970, pp.167-30, wants
to move the whole section to between Zech.3:8 and 9. (p.169) Amsler,
Aggée, pp.92-5, identifies 3 distinct oracles 4:6aB8b, 7 and 8-10a. A
survey of views is given by Petitjean, Les Oracles, pp.207-15 who argues
himself, unconvincingly in our opinion, that 4:8 should be moved to the
beginning of the section, {Meyers and Meyers, AB, p.250, incorrectly
assert that Petitjean suggests 4:8-10a,8b-7 as the arrangement of the
text.]

141 Suggestions that Zerubbabel should be read instead of Joshua in
Zech.3:9 and 6:11 are not appropriate for discussion here. See pp.193f,
197ff.
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pPriest in the question of Ieadership.'*? If this is so, these oracles
present an opposing viewpoint to those appended to the vision relating
to Joshua. As Zerubbabel disappeared from prominence abruptly, possibly
before the temple was compieted, it follows that any struggle for
supremacy between the two figures must have occurred while Zechariah was
active or very soon afterwards. It also follows that these oracles must
have been added to the text around the same time since there would be
little point 1in trying to enhance Zerubbabel’s status when he was no
longer on the scene. This in turn argues for an early compilation of
the vision cycle, possibly of the whole book, because one would axpect
that a later compiler would have omitted material which had no further

reievance and disrupted the text.

The final group of oracles associated with the vision cycle forms
its conclusion, Zechariah 6:9-15. They are not directly linked with the
eighth vision but since that ended with the concept of Yahweh at work in
Babylon, it is not unnatural to follow it with a passage that tells of
exiles returning to share in the work of restoration with those aiready
resident in Jerusalem. The section is introduced by a standard oracular
fofmula, verse 9, but the rest of the material is a mix of instructions,
proclamation and comment which is capable of many interpretations. As
the passage is now comprised the instructions

"Take from the exiles ... silver and gold, and
make a crown, and set it wupon the head of

142 [t has been suggested that the oracles limit Zerubbabel to the
role of temple builder rather than enhance his status. Mason, Preaching
the Tradition, p.209, comments that these oracles show that "like David
and Solomon and other faithful Davidic rulers, Zerubbabel 1is called to
be temple builder"” and not a ruler. We will argue against this in
Chapter 4 by showing the high honour associated with this role.
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Joshua, ... the high priest;m™t#*3
are addressed to the prophet but other scenarios are sasily envisaged in
which a coronation is performed by someone else. These words could then
have been an oracle proclaimed by the prophet to that person. The crown
is again the subject of verse 14 which can be viewed as the continuation
of the instructions about where it is to be located, or as a subsequent
comment about it. These three verses probably originated out of one sst
of circumstances but any conclusions about who spoke the words, or when,
depend on the prior resolution of all other difficulties associated with
the text.!** UWe must remain open-minded as to whether they derive from
Zechariah. They could have stood alone as a unit in the text without an
explanatory prociamation. The oracle which now intervenes,

"Thus says the LORD of hosts, ‘'Behold, the man

whose name 1is the Branch: for he shall grow up

in his place, and he shall build the temple of

the LORD. It is he who shall build the temple

of the LORD, and shall bear royal honour, and

shall sit and rule wupon his throne. And thers

shall be a priest by his throne, and pesaceful

understanding shall be between them both.'"!4%
purports to be addressed to the recipient of the crown and can be taken
to mean that ‘the Branch’ is being applisd as a title to that person or
that attention is being drawn to another figure so named. However the
description given of the role of the Branch identifies him most probably

as Zerubbabsel, which adds to the overall problem of interpreting this

whole section and seems to be a different identification from the ons

143 Zech.6:10-11. The textual problems relating to whether ,n7ﬂ0¢f
(crown) is singular or plural and the consequent issue of whether Joshua
or Zerubbabel, or both were crowned is discussed on pp.l198ff.

1%4 [t is not necessary to infer from Zech.8:14 that the templie was
standing when it was uttered for it could be indicating what was to be
done in the future. Contra Mason, ‘The Prophets’, p.147.

149 Zech.6:12-13,
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implied by Zechariah 3:8.'*¢* There is a possibility, though, that this
oracle has been compiled from two distinct sayings as this might explain
the repeated clause that ends one verse and opens the next.!*? In which
case either or both of them may have been inserted by an editor with the
intention of amplifying or amending the original text. Many situations
could have given rise to the prophecy about the Branch; but since the
second verse refers to co-operation between a royal figure and a priest,
a theme associated with the interpretation of the two olive trees in the
fifth vision, there is no need to doubt that Zechariah proclaimed this
initially and it is possible that it could have been one of a group of
oracles which were originally attached to the end of that vision. It is
acknowledged that these suggestions are all hypothetical; but it is very
evident that the person responsible for the final version of Zechariah
8:9-14 was not the initial compiler of the material. However his work
must have been completed soon after the compilation for reasons similar

to those we have given regarding the compilation of Zechariah 4.

There remains to be discussed the function of Zechariah 6:15 in
the passage. [t is made up from three components, of which the second

"and you shall know that the LORD of hosts has
sent me to you."

is a prophetic comment on the reliability of his message as in Zechariah
2:13,15(MT) and 4:9. The opening clauss

"And those who are far off shall come and help
to build the temple of the LORD;"

1464 See p.42 above and the discussion on pp.201ff.

147 Unless the second version containing the emphatic pronoun WAl
(It is he) was intended to replace the first whereas both were included
in the text accidentally. The future perspective of these clauses must
imply that they derive from a time before work began on the rebuilding
of the temples.
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has been understood as the original ending of the eighth wvision,!*® the
conclusion of an oracle beginning at verse 13'*’ and as part of a final
editorial comment along with 15c¢.!3°® [t is ambiguous as to whether it
refers to those still in exile or to people of other nations and without
knowing its initial context this cannot be determined; but nor can it be
assigned a context until this issue has been decided. Consequently we
cannot reach any conciusions on this clause which would bear objective
scrutiny. The final clause of the verse,

"And this shall come to pass, if you will
diligently obey the voice of the LORD your God."

may be a quotation from the opening words of Deuteronomy 28:1!®! which
the compiler has used to conclude the entire vision cycle although it
could have been applied to a smaller section of material. It serves to
emphasize that the fulfilment of Yahweh's promises as revealed in vision
or oracle depends on the right response of his pesople. These words are
consequently an appropriate way of making the transition from the vision
cycle to the remaining oracles and we attribute them to whoever compiled

the initial text of Zechariah 1-8.

The foregoing discussions have led to the conclusion that with the

gxception of Zechariah 4:12 and 8:23 the material may have derived from

148 J.W.Rothstein, Die Nachtgesichte des Sacharja. Studien zur
Sachar japrophetie und zur jiidischen Geschichte im ersten nachexilischen
Jahrhundert, (Beitrdge zur Wissenschaft von Alten Testament 8, Leipzig),
1910, p.198. More recently Baldwin, Haggai, p.137.

14?% Petitjean, Les Oracles, p.300.

180 [t is also noted that Mitchell, ICC, pp.130-4, attaches the
verse to the oracles of Zechariah 4 which he moves and rearranges thus:
Zech.B:9-14; 4:8-10, 68b-7; 6:15.

191t Textually the difference is that Zechariah 6:15¢ is written in
the plural whilst Deuteronomy 28:1 has a singular addresses.
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the prophet and that the book was initially compiled during his active
ministry. It has been argued that the process of compilation began with
the vision cycle, which included some oracles attached to the first and
fourth visions from the outset. Then the closing chapters were compiled
and perhaps at the same time added to the vision cycle together with the
introductory oracles, Zechariah 1:1-6, the oracles comprising Zechariah
2:10-17(MT) and Zechariah 6:15. Soon after this Zechariah 4:6b-10a was
added or moved from a former position. All of this literary composition
may have been carried out by Zechariah or someone working alongside him.
Shortly afterwards Zechariah 6:9-14 was inserted or altered to its final
form by someone with a different theological understanding.!®? Later on
when the temple was complete and its systems established Zechariah 3:8-
10 was added to the text and 8:23. These conclusions indicate that both
Zechariah 1-8 and the book of Haggai were compiled around the same time,
which gives rise to the possibility that the same person, who could have
been Zechariah, was responsible for both books. In turn this suggests
that they were literary compositions which were not preceded by a period
of oral transmission and, as we conclﬁded in the opening section of this
chapter, there is no reason to doubt that the society of which Zechariah
was a part possessed both the skills and the materials needed to produce

such works.

132 |t is possible that an earlier version of this passage had
already been part of the text.



CHAPTER 7THO

The Prophetic Authority of Haggai and Zechariah

The books of Haggai and Zechariah 1-8 contain little information
about the individuals to whom they are attributed and there is likewise
a paucity of reliable allusions to them elsewhere in the literature of
the Old Testament. Apart from Ezra 5:1 and 6:14 where both Haggai and
Zechariah, the son of Iddo, are together referred to as prophets, Haggai
is ﬁot mentioned; and although the name Zechariah occurs more frequently
‘in Biblical literature it evidently enjoyed greater popularity as a name
and probably the references are to a number of different individuals.!®
It is interesting to note that the names Haggai and Zechariah together
have been incorporated into the titles of some Psalms in the versions;?
but these only indicate the interpretations by later traditions of the
two figures and their association together and do not provide any
factual information about them. External evidence concerning Haggal or
Zechariah is also unavailable since neither individual is referred to in
any texts from the ancient Near East. Consequently we must exercise
caution before making claims about their lives, their status in the

community and the role they performed.

The name Haggai probably has an etymological connection with “am,

a pilgrim feast but there is no reason to doubt its authenticity as a

! For the references concerned and comment on the issue of identity
see pp.53ff and nn.12,13 and 19.

2 In LXX: Pss.137 (EV.138); 145-8 (EV,146-8). In Syriac: Pss.125f
(EV,.128f); 145-8 (EV.146-8). In 0ld Latin: Ps.64 (EV.85). In Vulgate:
Pss.111 (EV.112); 145f (EV.146f).
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personal name.® However it provides no clues about the origins or
background of its possessor since no other Biblical character bears this
name* and therefore we cannot determine whether it bhad royal, priestly
or peasant connotations. In the book bearing his name ‘Haggai’ occurs a
total of nine times; in five instances the title ' 27330 (the prophet)
is appended,® in one he is referred to as ‘n;n;-gg}g' (messenger of the
LORD),* and in the other three only his name appears. No genealogical
details are recorded about him nor is anything mentioned about his home,
his life, or his work, before or after he proclaimed his message. Thus
there is no direct indication as to whether Haggai had been among those
deported to Babylon, whether he was a member of the group of returned

exiles who had been born in exile, or whether he had lived in Judah all

3 T.André, Le Prophéte Aggée, (Paris), 1895, p.8, suggested that
the book may have been an anonymous work to which the name Haggai was
given because the prophecies were all uttered on Feast Days. However he
himself concedes that the 24th day of the 9th month (Hag.2:10,20) cannot
be established as a Hebrew festival and without this his hypothesis must
be rejected as speculative.

* Meyers and Meyers, AB, p.B8, suggest that Haggai is an Aramaic
form of the Hebrew name Haggi and that it became a common name in Jewish
circles in the post-exilic period. We note three other 0id Testament
characters with names deriving from the same root, Haggith (2 Sam.3:4; 1
Kgs.1:6,11; 2:13; 1 Chron.3:2), Haggiah (1 Chron.6:30) and Haggi (Gen.
48:16; Num.26:15), who are a wife of David, a Levite, and a son of Gad,
respectively; but no helpful connections can be made between thesse
individuals and the prophet of the Book of Haggai.

5 Hag.l1:1; 1:3; 1:12; 2:1; and 2:10. We recognize D.L.Petersen’s
detailed study The Rolegs of Israel’s Prophets, (JSOT Suppliement Series),
1981, in which he distinguishes the significance of the differing Hebrew
words used to refer to ‘prophets’. However in view of the predominance
of the term *R*31’ throughout the O0Ild Testament literature we are not
convinced by his conclusions. R.R.Wilson, Prophecy and Society in
Ancient Israel, (Fortress Press), 1980, pp.135ff,253ff presents a more
balanced study of the various Hebrew terms that occur, which recognizes
some significant distinctions in the way differing traditions wuse thenm,
although more especially in early texts.

We do not believe that it 1is significant that this is the only
term for prophet occurring in Haggai and Zechariah 1-8.

¢ Hag.1:13. See pp.69f for our comments on the use of this title
in Haggai and pp.108ff for a discussion of its wider significance.
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his life.

It has been argued that the absence of a patronym itself provides
an indication of Haggai’'s background. One possible explanation is that
the absence of genealogical details is intended to show that Haggai was
not from the circle of those who placed much emphasis on genealiogy, a
group which 1is usually associated with those who had been in exile and
as developing into the Priestly Writers. Meyers and Meyers? tentatively
suggest that Haggai might have been a returned exile whose pedigree was
inappropriate for a Hebrew prophet; and that to identify him by means of
his ancestry, or by reference to a Babylonian town from which he came
would not have been acceptable. Petersen’s argument® points to the lack
of genealogy for Haggai, in contrast to the details given for Zerubbabel
and Joshua,' as being a way of emphasizing Haggai’s calling as a prophet
whose authority comes from Yahweh alone while the governor and high
prigst receive their authority, partially at least, by dint of their
human genealogy. In contrast, Baidwin’s suggestion'!® that referring to
Haggai as “the prophet’ was sufficiently specific because there were so
few active prophets or because he was well known in the small community
in Jerusalem is equally plausible; and perhaps this is the most credible
option in view of the apparent rarity of the name. All the viewpoints
merit consideration; but in the end we recognize that these hypotheses

are essentially arguments from silence and that the lack of personal

7 Meyers and Meyers, AB, p.S8.

®* Petersen, OTL, pp.17f.

* The social position and father’s name is given for both men;
Hag.1:1,12,14; 2:2; and 2:4 (re: Joshua only); 2:21,23 (re: Zerubbabel

only, with half the information in each reference).

19 Baldwin, Haggai, p.27.
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background information speaks more about the writer of the framework to
the Book of Haggai than the prophet himself. A final comment is needed
on the lack of identification details in respect of Haggai. Although it
is unusual in the 0ld Testament for such details about a prophet to be
omitted from the book attributed to him, the same situation applies with
regard to Habakkuk and Obadiah; and where details are included both the
quantity and emphasis given are so variable!! that it would be foolish
to claim that there was a classical prophetic tradition concerning such

matters which is not being continued in the Book of Haggai.

Turning now to consider the person of Zechariah we note that his
name clearly associates him with an Israelite background since it means
‘Yahweh has remembered’ and implies a belief that VYahweh will continue
to act for the benefit of his peopls. The frequency with which this
name occurs in the 0Old Testament!? and the diversity of the characters
who possess it!? indicate a general popularity from which nothing can be
gleaned regarding the status of the prophet we are considering. His
name occurs a total of four times in Zechariah 1-8; twice without any

further elaboration!* and twice more with the additional identification

1t Compare for example the genealogy of Zephaniah in Zeph.1:1 with
the identification of Micah, by place of origin alone, in Mic.1:1.

‘2 In one or other of its two forms ‘22T’ or "INNJY’ Zechariah
occurs 39 times outside the Book of Zechariah and of these only two,
Ez.5:1 and 6:14, are undisputed references to the prophet of the book,.

'3 A king of Israel, the son of Jereboam II, 2 Kgs.15:8; a Levite,
1 Chron.15:18; a priest, 2 Chron.24:20; a contemporary of Isaiah, Isa.
8:2; a member of the group which returned from exile with Ezra, Ez.8:3;

et al.

14 Zech.7:1,8.
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'®7230 17T -13 MW7)’ (son of Berschiah, son of Iddo, the prophet).!'s
However, far from clarifying the identity and background of the prophet,

the genealogical details increase the confusion.

In Ezra 5:1; 6:14, where the reference is undoubtedly to the same
Zechariah, he is called ‘son of Iddo’ and although this could validly be
construed as ‘grandson of Iddo’ there is no way of determining
categorically whether that would be the intended interpretation.'* One
way of coping with the discrepancy is to argue that ‘son of Berechiah’
in Zechariah 1:1 and 7 is a subsequent addition to the text, perhaps
inserted by someone who wrongly identified our prophet with Zechariah,
son of Jeberechiah, who was an associate of I[saiah.!'’ However for this
scenario the interpolator must have been unaware of the historical
chronology, or have chosen to disregard it for some theological reason;
and he also must have made a mistake over the actual name of the father,
although we concede that the error of omitting the initial yodh from the
name in Isaiah can be very easily understood. Nevertheless we find this
an unsatisfactory solution and suggest that Meyers and Meyers present a

credible argument for retaining the text of Zechariah as it stands and

18 Zech.1:1,7. The suggestion of Wilson, Prophecy and Society,
pp.288f that the title W3’ could apply to lddo rather than Zechariah
is noted but considered improbable because in Hebrew construction it is
normal for the word order to be subject name, genealogical descent,
subject officestitle - for example Jer.1:3; 20:1; Ezek.l1:3; Hag.1:1,12,
145 2:2, See also R.R.Wilson, Genealogy and History in the Biblical
World, (Yale University Press), 1977, for a study of genealogical
interpretation.

14 See Petitjean, 0Oracles, p.l7f for a fuil discussion of the
issues involved.

17 [sa.8:2, Mitchell, ICC, pp.B81f strongly favours this option.
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for reconciling it with the references in Ezra.!® Whatever the precise
relationship between Zechariah and Iddo, he is the forebear who provides
the svidence that Zechariah was from a priestly family.!'’ That he was
both a priest and a prophet 1is certainly a possibility but we believe
Mitchell overstates the case in saying,

"The fact is so patent that it is not necessary
to cite internal wevidence in support of it
(37**), for example, where one might perhaps
detect a special interest in the priesthood."?°®

However his priestly connections indicate that his origins were somewhat

similar to those of his prophetic predecessors Jeremiah and Ezekiel.?!

Any further claims relating to Zechariah’s probable age when he
began prophesying or whether he was a member of the group that returned
from exile in Babylon depend on the reliability attached to the witness
of Nehemiah 12.22 If lIddo, Zechariah's grandfather, returned to Judah
with Zerubbabel ca 538BC then the prophet might have been 1little more
than a child at that time and still a young man when he prophesied. If
Nehemiah 12:12ff refers to the same Zechariah then it reinforces this
suggestion by indicating that he became head of the [ddo family during

the high priesthood of Joiakim, who succeeded Jeshua, the high priest

18 Meyers and Meysrs, AB, pp.91f. They indicate that it is more
probable that ‘son of Iddo’ is the addition to the text of Zechariah.

' The references which substantiate this are Neh.1Z2:4 and 16. We
recognize the difficulties in regard to the historical accuracy of Ezra-
Nehemiah and that the Zechariah of v.16 may be a figure other than the
prophet (See Petitjean, Oracles, pp.15ff.); but notwithstanding this, it
is clear that the family Iddo was known as a priestly family in the
post-exilic era.

20 Mitcheil, [CC, p.81.

21 Jer.1:1; Ezek.1:3.

22 See above n.19 and compare the record with that of Ezra 2.
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when Haggai and Zechariah were prophesying ca 320BC.?® In the absence
of any historical data to the contrary it may be reasonable to accept
the traditional view that Zechariah spent the early part of his life in
Babylon. However we ought to be wary of making other claims dependent

upon this hypothesis.

We turn our attention now to the messages of Haggai and Zechariah
to discover whether indications about the personal circumstances of the
prophets are embedded there. Haggai 2:3, in making a clear reference to
the temple, contains the questions:

"Who is left among you that saw this house in

its former glory? How do you see it now? Is it

not in your sight as nothing?"
Some scholars infer from this that Haggai is asking whether there are
some listening who, like him, personally remember the Solomonic temple
before its destruction in 587BC.2* For this to be possible a person
would have to be at least seventy years of age and thus the claim is
made that Haggai must have prophesied when he was an old man. However
this appears to be a clear example of eisegesis because in this verse

Haggai makes no claims about himself. Although the authority which he

apparently commanded?® may imply an older rather than a younger person,

23 Hag.1:1,12,14; 2:2,4; Zech.3:1ff; 6:11.

24 A claim that others suggest this is made by most commentators;
but we are unable to discover any modern scholar who does so. H.Ewald,
Die Propheten des Alten Bundes, Vol [Il, (Gottingen), 1868, p.178, puts
forward this hypothesis and it appears to have been accepted as probable
by some of his contemporariss.

Jewish and Patristic Christian tradition maintain that Haggai grew
up as an exile in Babylon and this may be the basis for the suggestion.

28 This was clearly the perception of the compiler of the editorial
framework who records that Haggai was able to gain the audience of both
the governor and the high priest and that his words were obeyed by these
officials and the people, Hag.1:1,12,14; 2:2,4,21.
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this need not be the case. However, the question of his authority may
have significance in regard to determining whether Haggai was himself
one of the returned exiles or not. To some extent our conclusion about
this issue is dependent upon the decisions arrived at concerning the
relationships within the community; but we must be wary of falling into

the trap of circularity in pursuing this line of argument.

Hanson has argued at length for there being serious conflict
between those who returned from exile in Babylon and the people who had
always remained in Palestine.?¢ If his theory is correct then Haggai’'s
authoritative position in relation to the leaders of those who returnsd
would imply without doubt that he was a member of that group. He claims
that the Book of Haggai contains indications of the strenuous opposition
that was directed against the restoration efforts of the hierocratic
group after the return from exile.?’” The only verses which appear to us
in any way indicative of opposition are Haggai 1:2,

"This people say the time has not yet come to
rebuild the house of the LORD."

and possibly Haggai 1:9b,

264 P,D.Hanson, The _ Dawn _ of Apocalyptic, (Fortress Press,
Philadelphia), 1975. Pp.240-262 specifically refer to Haggai and
Zechariah 1-8 but his argument is developed through all the preceding
sections. He argues that Deutero-Isaiah and Ezekiel represented totally
distinct schools of thought during the exile and that Trito-Isaiah is
the product of the Isaianic school which remained in Palestine. Haggai
and Zechariah he identifies firmly with the Ezekiel tradition and those
who had been in exile. We believe he perhaps presses his argument too
far and exaggerates the conflict which arose within the community when
many returned to Jerusalem from exile; although we do not doubt that
many sharp differences of opinion among the various factions had to be
resolved and not always without pain. Nonetheless many aspects of his
argument are quite persuasive, particularly when they are considered in
the light of R.P.Carroll’s study of dissonance and reinterpretation
within the prophetic traditions - When Prophecy Failed, (5CM), 1979,

27 Hanson, Dawn, p.243.
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"Because of my house that lies in ruins, while
you busy yourselves each with his own home."

but it must be seriously questioned whether this can be interpreted as
‘strenuous’ opposition and, in addition, Hanson’'s argument requires that
‘D:J_:D n‘#ﬂ' (this people) in verse 2 be understood as those representing
the Palestinian group only. However the prophet must be addressing the
same group of people in verses 4ff. Consequently they must also be the
ones referred to as ‘nzg.n")ﬁ\:u' 3'3':1’ (ail the remnant of the people) in
the editorial framework at verse 12 who

"obeyed the voice of the LORD their God, and the
words of Haggai the prophet”.

This surely casts doubt on their identification as soleiy those who had
never been 1in exile since the concept of tn‘7§§P (remnant) is usually
associated with the last remaining members of a people;?® or those who
survive a catastrophe;?® or it is wused as a technical term for the
purified remnant of Israel.?° Each of these categories might saqually

include, if not specifically imply, those who returned from Babylon.3!®

28 For example Amos 1:8; Isa.14:30; Jer.11:23; 25:20.
2y For example Jer.8:3; 24:8; Ezek.5:10; 9:8; Amos 5:15.

3¢ For example Isa.37:4; Jer.23:3; Mic.2:12; 5:6,7; Zeph.2:7;
Zech.8:6,11,12.

31 This is not the place for a detailed discussion of the issues
relating to the identification of the peopls. Various scholars have
tried to equate the different terms occurring in Haggai with specific
groups but these arguments cannot be sustained in respect of all the
instances of ‘this people’ (Hag.l1:2; 2:14), ‘“the remnant of the people’
(Hag.1:12, 14; 2:2), “the people’ (Hag.1:12, 13) and 'you people of the
land” (Hag.2:4). See, for example, R.J.Coggins, Jamaritans and Jews,
(Basil Blackwell), 13875, pp.48-51; E.W.Nicholson, 'The Meaning of the
Expression §X7 2y in the Old Testament’, JS5 X[, 1965, pp.59-66;
H.G.May, ""This Peopie™ and "This Nation"™ in Haggai’, VT XvIiIll, 1868,
pp.190-7; E.Wiirthwein, ‘Der 'Am Ha’arez im Alten Testament’, BWANT 69,
1936, pp.51-71. VWe agree with Petersen, OTL, p.47 that the only real
distinction being made in Haggai is between the leaders of the community
and the ordinary populace.
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Besides this, verse 12 suggests that whatever opposition they directed
towards Haggai collapsed very easily. [t seems that Hanson has allowed
his hypothesis to colour his reading of the text far too much; and while
it need not be denied that division and opposition were quite probably
realities experienced in the community addressed by Haggai, there is no
supporting evidence in the text nor anything to suggest that Haggai

belonged to one party or the other.

Beuken, on the basis of a study of material similar to that
considered by Hanson, has reached the opposing conclusion; that Haggai
had always lived in Palestine.®2 This is partly inferred from verses in
Haggai which focus on agricultural matters, and which Beuken identifies
with a particular Form.?® He argues that

"Haggai bringt in dieser Gattung Erfahrungen aus
dem Bauernlieben”"®*

and furthermore he concludes with regard to Haggai, on the basis of his

perspective on these issues, that

"Er ist ein Sohn aus der jiidischen Bauernschaft.
Die Arbeit auf dem Feld und die Sorge um die
Ernte bestimmen sein Denken. Dabei lebt er aus
urjahwistischem Glauben, "8

We will argue in Chapter 5 that the agricultural language adopted by

Haggai is derived from the traditional concepts of blessing and curses.

32 Beuken, Haggai, pp.221-9. Like Hanson he recognizes significant
variations in perspective between the prophecies of Trito-Isaiah and
Haggai but his argument leads him to conclude that it was the former who
arose from among the exiles in Babylon.

33 Hag.1:6,9; 2:16. Beuken refers to the Form of ‘Futility curses’
(Wirkungslosigkeitsfliiche). For discussion of these and related issues

see pp.226ff.
34 Beuken, Haggai, p.227.

3% Beuken, Haggai, pp.228-9.
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Thus we beliesve that Beuken is mistaken in his claim that this emphasis

on agricultural motifs throws any light on the background of Haggai.

Neither Hanson nor Beuken has provided a satisfactory solution to
the enigma of the figure of Haggai and we must remain open-minded about
whether or not he had been in Babylon. The indications in both the
framework and the oracles are that Haggai was able to gain an audience
with the leaders of the community who had come from Babylon and that he
viewed them in a favourable light.3* Together these may suggest that
Haggai had a long standing relationship with these people and had known
them in Babylon before returning to Jerusalem.3’ However this is no
more than conjecture, and the likelihood that many relationships were
established and/or severed during the eighteen years since the first
group of exiles returned to Judah must be taken into account. It seems
that a tradition has grown up that both Haggai and Zechariah came back
from Babylon with Zerubbabel; but whilst this may in fact be correct,
little svidence can be brought in its support. In reality it may have
more to do with the linking together of Haggai and Zechariah due to
their common purpose in respect of the rebuilding of the temple and a
belief that this implied they were among the exiles in Babylon who were

influenced by the temple theology of the Ezekiel tradition.

The fact that Haggai’s prophecies focus on the rebuilding of the

3¢ Hag.1:1,12; 2:2,4,21ff.

37 If we are correct in assigning at lsast the reference to Joshua
in Hag.2:4 to the hand of the editor (see pp.15f above), then it is only
the framework that indicates a relationship between Haggai and the high
priest. However we have no grounds to doubt the accuracy of the
editor’s perception about the relationship of the prophet with both the
leaders.
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temple and the cult could indicate a personal interest in this issue and
suggest that he, like Zechariah, had priestly family connections. On the

other hand Van Hoonacker's®? conclusion drawn from Haggai 2:11,

"Thus says the LORD of hosts: Ask the priests to
decide this question,”

that Haggai cannot be a priest himself is very persuasive. The absence
of any reference to Haggai in connection with priestiy families in
Nehemiah 12 adds weight to this conclusion.3? An alternative way of
explaining this focus of interest is to adopt the view of Johnson that
Haggai was a ‘cultic prophet’,*° a member of a definite group which had
particular responsibility for the temple and its worship. This option
is accepted by Blenkinsopp*!' as being the correct designation "in all
probability™ not only in respect of Haggai but also for Zechariah. He
argues that Haggai 2:11-14 portrays the complementary reiationship of a
cultic prophet and the priests and that, in a similar manner, Zechariah
is presented in this role in 7:2ff as a prophet among

"the priests of the house of the LORD of hosts
and the prophets™*?

to whom a delegation came to enquire about fasting. Another passage
which might indicate that Zechariah belonged to a prophetic group is

Zechariah 8:9,

"Let your hands be strong, you who in these days

38 A, Van Hoonacker, Les Douze Potits Prophétes, (EBtudes Bibliques)
Paris, 1908, p.b546.

3' Sge above n.19 and the discussion of references to Zsechariah in
Neh.12 on pp.55f.

49 A.R.Johnson, The Cultic Prophet in Ancient [srael, 2nd.Ed.,
(Cardiff), 1962. On Haggai and Zechariah specifically, p.64f.

*1 Joseph Blenkinsopp, A History of Prophecy in I[srasel, (SPCK),
1984, p.232.

*2 Zech.7:3.
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have been hearing these words from the mouth of

the prophets, since the day that the foundation

of the house of the LORD of hosts was laid, that

the temple might be built."
On the other hand, although neither Haggai nor Zechariah mentions the
other by name, nor gives any direct indication of the other’s existence,

it is possible that ‘the prophets’ in both passages quoted above are

simply these two men and not references to a larger group.*3

Before it can be decided whether or not Haggai and Zechariah fit
the role of cultic prophets it needs to be established that such figures
continued to function in the post-exilic period. There can be little
doubt that professional cultic prophets, who were attached to Israel’s
places of worship and who could be consulted by anyone seeking ™37’ (a
word) from Yahweh, existed throughout the monarchic period.** At times
their integrity was challenged by the classical prophets - for example
Micah accused them of corrupting their office and divining for money,*®
while Isaiah condemned them for being drunkards and erring in their
visions and messages*® - but these allegations were directad against
particular individuals or groups rather than the institution per se.
Similarly just before the exile and the fall of Jerusalem the reputation
of the cultic prophets was seriously challenged by Jeremiah and Ezekiel

who accused them of prophesying falsely,*’ of offering false optimism,*®

43 Although the book of Haggai records no prophecies from him after
the second year of Darius, we have no evidence to prove that he could
not still have been prophesying 2 years later,.

*4 Johnson’s The Cultic Prophet in Ancient Israel, presents a very
good case for this,

*% Mic.3:5,11.
4¢ [sa.28:7ff.

*7 For example Jer.5:31; 27:16; Ezek.13:6.
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of speaking in Yahweh’s name when they had no divine words to utter;*?
in other words of failing to fulfil their legitimate function. Again it
was the holders of the office at that time who were criticised; and
while these accusations were levelled in a general way the two classical
prophets were proclaiming the need for the institution to be reformed
rather than abolished. However, when the exile came followed shortly by
the fall of Jerusalem, the falsity of the cultic prophets’ words was
recognized and this created widespread disillusionment about them among
those left in the homeland®°® as well as those exiled to Babylon. Since
the members of the institution had failed to proclaim reliable messages
and in view of the fact that there was no longer an official cultus in
Jerusalem or Babylon in which they could function,3! it would seem quite
probable that cultic prophecy as a respected and influential institution

died out.%? Johnson does not go so far as this but argues regarding the

*% For example Jer.B8:11; Ezek.13:10.
** For example Jer.14:14; Ezek.13:6f.
¢ Lam.2:14 and 4:13 express this viewpoint,

8t |t is recognized that some form of cultic activity continued to
take place at the temple after the first wave of deportations to Babylon
even though many of the officials had been amongst those taken into
captivity, (Jer.39:1-9 and 41:4-5), Whether such activity still took
place amid the temple ruins after 587/6BC until the new temple was built
is uncertain. Lam.1:4 indicates that the site was desolate whereas
Zech,7:3ff suggests that some worship did continue although it is far
from clear whether the fasts and mourning were communal acts, or even
whether they took place in Jerusalem. However, Ezra 3:2ff records that
ritual worship recommenced at the rebuilt altar on the temple site in
538BC. The historicity of this text is questionable, though, and in any
case it contains no mention of cultic prophets. There is no evidence of
organized worship in Judah during the exile or the sarly years after the
return; and while the community in Babylon may have remained faithful in
prayer and praise, for example Ps.137, without the temple or any other
sanctuary their full ritual worship in which cultic prophets would have
been involved could not have continued.

2 We are not herewith affirming the Jewish tradition that prophecy
died in the exile, but specifically referring to cultic prophets as a
professional institution.
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reaction against them in Babylon,

"that their loss of prestige ulitimately found

permanent expression in the work of the P school

++o (in which) ... the cultic prophets appear as

leaders of a number of choirs or, better

perhaps, musical guilds ... who enjoy special

responsibility for the musical side of the

Temple worship and thus obviously form a part of

the Temple personnel; but now, being merged with

the other Levitical orders, they are all in

avident subjection to the (Aaronite)

priesthood,"s3
It is recognized that this transformation of the role of cultic prophet
into that of temple singer has taken place in the Priestly Writings but
this hypothesis does not account for what happened to cultic prophets in
the interim period, during the exile and early restoration years. Nor

does it indicate the stages by which the community’s attitudes towards

them must have developed in that time.

The only Biblical records of those who returned from exile are
Ezra 2 and Nehemiah 12, both of which derive from the milieu of the
Priestly Writers. It is therefore neither surprising, nor helpful for
determining the issue of cultic prophecy, to discover that they mention
singers and temple servants®* but not prophets. The absence of any
references to "2 1)’ (prophets) in the exilic works of Deutero-Isaiah
and Ezekiel 40-48 may be significant, although there is the need to be
cautious about basing any claims on what is not included within a book.
The same applies regarding Trito-Isaiah, a work almost contemporaneous
with that of Haggai and Zechariah 1-8, which also lacks any references

to praophets. In fact in Old Testament literature relating to the post-

3 Johnson, Cultic Prophet, p.69. Note also the references cited
by Johnson in note 2 in support and the evidence he presents in the

following pages.

34 Ezra 2:41,43,58,65,70; Neh.12:8.
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exilic period references to prophets afe usually in the context of their
ancestors’ failure to heed the words of the true prophets.®’ There are
references to the non-existence of proéhets in Psalm 74:9%% and to their
removal from the land in Zechariah 13:2ff.37 This latter text signifies
that some form of prophecy occurred in. the community long after the time
of Haggai and Zechariah but it is not clear that it was cultic prophecy.
However in Nehemiah’s time it appears that prophets connected with the
authorities and the temple were a recognized part of society,®® although
they are presented as minor figures who act on the instruction of human
masters rather than as those who speak the word of God. In contrast to
this Nehemiah 9:32-34 seems to suggest a higher regard for prophecy as
an institution, which may imply that Clines is correct in saying

"the merits of the true prophets seem to have

cancel led out the memory of the false

prophets.",3??

although he acknowledges that these verses may be the reflections of a

53 For example Ezra 9:11; Neh.9:26,30; Dan.9:6,10.

3¢ It is recognized that this psalm may have derived from a cultic
setting, although this is considered unlikely. Dates ranging from 587BC
to 167BC have been suggested for its origins, A.A.Anderson, Psalms (73-
150), (NCB), 1972, pp.537-8 discusses the main options briefly.

87 This passage 1is notoriously difficult to assign to a specific
date but the late Persian or early Greek era is likely. For a survey of
the relevant issues see Smith, Micah- Malachi, pp.169-73 and 242-9 and
the works cited there; but note the comments of R.J.Coggins, Haggai,
Zechariah, Malachi, (JSOT Old Testament Guides, Sheffield), 1987, p.62,
concerning the inaccuracy there of some details.

It is usually believed to refer to ‘false’ prophets but as Mason
argues, CBC, p.121, it may reflect an understanding based on Jer.31:31ff
that prophecy was no longer necessary.

358 Neh.6:7; 6:10-14.

*" D.J.Clines, Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther, (NCB), 1984, p.198.
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later period,®°

Having regard for the scant amount of evidence available it cannot
be decided conclusively whether cultic prophecy continued in an unbroken
line throughout the exile and beyond, or not. It is possible that a faw
of these functionaries still prophesied after the fall of Jerusalem, in
both Judah and Babylon, although their credibility would probably have
been low. It may have increased at the time of the return from exile,
although the fact that the high hopes of the Zion traditions failed to
materialise is likely to mean that any upsurge in reputation was short
lived. Thus while the possibility remains that cultic prophecy as an
institution was still a reality at the time of Haggai and Zechariah, we
seriously question that its members were viewed authoritatively by the

peopls or the leaders of the community.

Let us return to consider whether Haggai and Zechariah themselves
were cultic prophets; we have already indicated that the former was in a
position of apparent authority,*! which argues against the probability.
As Zechariah 1-8 does not specify the prophet’s audience there 1is less
information from which to infer his standing in the community. Chapters

3 and 4, as they now appear in the text,*? perhaps indicate a perceived

69 Yo accept the view of many commentators that this prayer,
Neh.9:6-37, which is not attributed to any person in MT, 1is probably
composite and a late addition to the text and thus not indicative of the
situation in the time of Ezra/Nehemiah. See J.M.Myers, Ezra,Nehemiah,
(AB), 1965, pp.165-70 for a full discussion and analysis of the theology
and traditions which appear to have influenced the compiler.

¢1 See pp.5Bf and B80.

2 Ye have discussed the arguments against the authenticity of
Zechariah 3 on pp.31f where we concluded in favour of it being original
to the text. Matters relating to the composite nature of both chapters
were considered on pp.34f,41-45 and the interpretation of the material
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authority to address the community on behalf of Joshua and Zerubbabel in
their roles as high priest and governor; if so Zechariah’s standing may
have been similar to that of Haggai. However there is one clause which

recurs several times

"Then you will know that the LORD of hosts has
sent me."

that seems to imply that Zechariah's credibility was questioned.®*® This
couid argue for him as a cultic prophet struggling to gain recognition,
although the classical prophets had similar experiences of being doubted
and challenged by their contemporaries.®** Another point which may have
relevance in determining this issue concerns the optimism of the message
proclaimed by both Haggai and Zechariah. It was the hopeful aspect of
pre-exilic cultic prophecy which had been shown to be false optimism®?®
and this had brought discredit on the institution. Thus it seems highly
improbable, during a period when the people were feeling downhearted,®?®
that the community would have readily heeded cultic prophets with a new
message of hope. We conclude therefore against Haggai and Zechariah
being professional cultic prophets, preferring to view them as standing
in the same tradition as the <c¢lassical prophets who were individuaily
raised up by Yahweh. In respect of Zechariah, however, it is possible
that he may have been a priest turned prophet, who benefitted in his

struggle to be taken seriously from the fact that his message continued

the prophetic work begun by Haggai.

is discussed in Chapter 4,

83 Zoch.2:13(MT),15(MT); 4:9; and 6:15. The significance of these
words is discussed more fully later in this chapter, see pp.79ff.

44 For example Jer.15:15ff; 18:18ff; 20:10; Amos 7:10ff.
¢35 See pp.62f and n.48.

*¢ Hag.1:2,8; 2:16; Zech.B8:10.
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We have already indicated that the problem of discerning between
true and false prophecy had been a real one in the pre-exilic period.*’
In retrospect people could apply the test of Deuteronomy 18:21f,

"And if you say in your heart, ‘How may we know

the word which the LORD has not spoken?’ - when

a prophet speaks in the name of the LORD, if the

word does not come to pass or come true, that is

a word which the LORD has not spoken”
but this was not helpful at the time of a proclamation®® and it is noted
alongside this that the fulfilment of one proclamation from a prophet
did not automatically authenticate any aother utterance he made.®* Thus
it was appropriate for a prophet’s credibility to be established in some
other way as an attempt to ensure that his message was heeded and acted
upon. One method adopted in the major classical prophetic books was to

emphasize the validity of the prophet’'s call by recounting his personal

experience of Yahweh and the receipt of his commission.”? This feature

67 See pp.62f. For a full treatment of the problems of "false”
prophecy see J.L.Crenshaw, Prophetic Conflict, (BZAW 124), 1971, pp.13-
38 and 46-61 especially.

.°° Cf Jer.28:9.
¢ Deut.13:1-3.

70 |saiah’s calling and commissioning are related in the context of
his vision of the LORD of hosts in the temple. Isa.6:1ff.

It is generally agreed that Isa.40:6-7 <(or 8) constitute a brief
account of the call and commission of Deutero-lIsaiah.

Isa.61:1-3 is presented in a manner akin to that of a prophetic
call and is considered as this by scholars who argue for Trito-Isaiah as
an individual prophet. However it is more accurately an account of an
anointing and it was perhaps composed to emphasize the dependency of
Isa.56-66 upon Deutero-Isaiah.

Jeremiah’s commissioning as ‘a prophet to the nations’ appears as
the prologue to his ministry, Jer.1:4-10. This 1is reinforced by two
visionary passages, 1:11-12 and 13-19, which also axtend his mission,

The prophet Ezekiel’s call and commission are accompanied by his
vision of ‘the glory of the LORD', (Ezek.1:4-3:15).

It is arguable whether Hosea 1-3 should be 1interpreted as an
account of the prophet’s call; if so it suggests that Hosea, over a long
period of time, gradually became aware of what Yahweh was calling him to
proclaim.

Amos recounts his call experience very briefly, and in a matter of
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is absent from both Haggai and Zechariah 1{-8;’' but since this absence
also applies to most of the minor prophetic books it is unwise to infer
anything about traditions in this respect. So let us now consider any
material in the texts relating specifically to the issue of a prophet’s
authenticity or to a perceived need for the provision of some means by

which the prophetic message can be verified.

In the Book of Haggai there are no passages in which an argument
is presented in order to ‘prove’ the prophet’s credibility. Instead of
this all the emphasis 1is placed on establishing the divine source of
Haggai’'s proclamations through the repeated presentation of him as the
mouthpiece for Yahweh's words. In the framework he is referred to as
one ‘sent’ by the LORD’2? and as ‘thé messenger of the LORD' who spoke
‘with the LORD’s message’.”® The language of these expressions derives

from the concept of Yahweh's divine council, a concept which underlies

fact way, as a simple direct commission, (Amos 7:15),
These issues are considered in more depth by N.Habel, 'The Form
and Significance of the Call Narratives’', ZAW 77, 1965, pp.297-323.

71 Zech.l1:14 includes the imperative “X2p@’ (Cry out!) [Cf.lsa.40:61]
which could be interpreted as indicative of a prophet’s commissioning.
However we do not believe it has this significance here because a) it ie
spoken by an angel, rather than Yahweh, in the context of a vision whicN
the prophat experienced; b) it introduces a specific message rather than
an ongoing prophetic mission; and ¢) it is repeated in Zech.1:17 as the
introduction to a second message. Although it functions as a command to
prophesy, it does not represent an initial call.

72 Hag.1:12.

3 Hag.l1:13. We note that the word :na:g}@' translated "messagse’
is unique in the Hebrew Bible. LXX understood it as a plural form of
‘messenger’ but this cannot be correct. The consonantal text is the
same as for the plural construct of *n;x}p' (work), a word which is used
in the following verse about the ‘work’, i.e. building, of the temple.
As Meyers and Meyers, AB, p.35 suggest, the vocabulary of 11:14 may have
influenced the choice of Y2R17’, rather than the usual 37 (word),
to refer to the communication which the prophet had from Yahweh.
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the imagery of much 0Old Testament literature’® and 1is consequently not
indicative of any one particular tradition. The issue will be discussed
more fully in connection with the angelology in Zechariah’s visions,’®
so suffice it to say at this point that the imagery denotes a special,
close, relationship between Yahweh and the prophet. The framework also
includes formulaic introductions to the oracles which consist of the
clause “the word of the LORD came by (1:;.3:9) Haggai the prophet’’¢® or
its variant form ‘came to (3 nin) Haggai’.’” This latter form is the
one found most frequently in Old Testament prophetic literaturs,”® and
it is favoured to introduce the oracles of Zechariah,’” but since both
the alternative formulae occur in Haggai, this should perhaps caution us
against claiming too much significance for sither of them. However it
has been argued that the former wording is indicative of the tradition
in which Haggai’s oracles were coilected and so the evidence for this
should be considered before we continue.

EXCURSUS
Beuken®® has suggested that the use of the phrase - the word coming ‘'by

the hand of’' a particular prophet - is significant and characteristic of
the Chronistic milieu in which the book of Haggai was eodited and which

74 For example Gen.1:28; Job 1:8ff; Ps.8; Isa.B8:8., The possible
connection between the concept of the ‘sending’ of a prophet and the
Moses traditions is discussed below, pp.34f.

78 See pp.l108Bff.

74 Hag.1:1,3; 2:1. 5.Mandelkern, Concordantiae, (Lipsiae, Veit et
Comp.), 1896, p.452, inaccurately indicates that Hag.2:10 also contains
this phrase. There 1is no indication in BHS that the text of 2:10 has
been disputed regarding this matter.

77 Hag.2:10,20.

7¢ For example Jer.1:2; 11:1; 14:1; Ezek.1:3; 11:14; Hos.l1l:1; Joel
1:1; Mic.1:1; and Zeph.l1l:1.

7% Zech.1:1,7; 7:1,8.

8° Beuken, Haggai, p.28{
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had in turn been influenced by the Deuteronomists. However his argument
is based on a limited number of occurrences of the phrase in the Books
of Kings and the Chronicler’'s writings, whereas, as Mason rightly points
out, it is used more widely and diversely than Bsuken indicates.®! What
the phrase conveys is the concept of the prophet as the instrument, or
agent, of the LORD; and so its association with Moses in the Priestly
Writings is quite appropriate in view of the Sinai traditions where he
receives the LORD's commands on the tablets and delivers them to the
people.®? This Priestly usage may have influenced the occurrence of the
phrase in the Chronicler’s writings, particularly as some instances of
it also relate to Moses.®® In respect of the Deuteronomists, however,
since their writings do not allude to one specific past relationship
between a prophet and the LORD, we can detect no other reason for their
stress on the concepts of ‘instrumentality’ or ‘agency' in references to
the relationship between individual prophets or prophetic traditions and
the LORD, apart from the desire to accord a high status to the office of
prophat. This suggestion though, is weakened by the recognition that
the Deuteronomists also make use of the alternative phrase to introduce
prophets’ oracles.®* When the use of this phrase in literature outside
the direct influence of the Deuteronomists and the Chronicler is taken
into consideration®® we are not convinced that it is right to associate
this phrase with any particular tradition. [t appears more appropriate

81 Mason, ‘'The Purpose of the "Editorial Framework”, pp.414-6. We
disagree with his statement, however, that where this phrase occurs in
Kings "it is always associated with a particular prophet.” (p.415).

We have identified 58 instances of the phrase in connection with
the giving of the word, the commandments or the ordinances of the LORD
through a specified prophet or prophets. Of these 27 refer to Moses as
the conveyor of the message, being found mainly in the Prisestly strand
of the Pentateuch: Ex.9:35; 35:29; Lev.8:36; 10:11; 26:46; Num.4:37,45,
49(following MT, but we recognize the problems existing in this verse);
9:23;: 10:13; 15:23; 17:5(EV 16:40); 27:23; 36:13; and in Joshua 14:2;
20:2; 21:2, 8; 22:9; but also 1in Deuteronomistic passages: Judg.3:4; 1
Kgs.8:53,56; and the writings associated with the Chronicler: 2 Chron.
33:8; 34:14; 35:6; Neh.3:14; 9:14,

There are 16 instances where a named prophet is mentioned (or 17
if we count Mal.1:1) which mainly reflect Deuteronomistic influences: 2
Sam.12:25 (Nathan); | Kgs.12:15 (=2 Chron,10:15); 14:18; 15:29 (Ahijah);
1 Kgs.16:7,12 (Jehu); 1 Kgs.16:34 (Joshua); 1 Kgs.17:16; 2 Kgs.9:36;
10:10 (Elijah); 2 Kgs.14:25 (Jonah); [sa.20:2 (lsaiah); Jer.37:2; 50:1
(Jeremiah); 1 Chron.11:3 (Samuel).

The remaining 14 instances refer to unnamed prophets or messangers
and occur in a broad spectrum of 0Old Testament literature: 1 Sam.28:15;
2 Kgs.17:13,23; 21:10; 24:2; 2 Chron.29:25; 36:15; Ezra 3:11; Neoh.3:30;
Ezgk.38:17; Dan.9:10; Hos.12:1l; and lastly in Zechariah 7:7,12.

82 Ex,31:18; 32:15ff; 34:1ff,27f,29,32.
83 See n.31 above.

®4 For example 1 Kgs.16:1 [although LXX suggests the reading "7}’
(by the hand of) here alsol; 18:1. '

&3 For example [sa.20:2; Ezek.38:17; Mal.1:1 and Dan.9:10.
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to recognize it as an expression in common usage which could be utilised
to emphasize the relationship of the person(s) referred to with the LORD
and thus also to emphasize their authority.

Thus it would appear that there is no justification for the claims that
the occurrence of the phrase ‘by the hand of' in Haggai has traditional

significance. It is used as an appropriate means of stressing Haggai's

authority as a prophet from the LORD, who should therefore be heeded.

In the passages which contain the prophet’s message this emphasis
is continued by means of the frequent use of oracular formulae, Hggifb
ﬂlﬂ:' (Thus said Yahweh) or A} -DR)’ (utterance of Yahweh) not just at
the beginning or end of a prophecy but often in the middle also.®* This
feature is likewise found in similar sections of Zechariah 1-8,%” which
reinforces the theory that these two books were collated by one person
or within the same traditional circle. In every oracular section of
Haggai and Zechariah 1-8 the prophets speak in the name of ‘the LORD’,®®
or more often ‘the LORD of hosts’®® and the frequent repetition of the
divine name functions to emphasize that their authority is from Yahweh

alone and to give validity to their prophecies.

The frequency with which the divine appellative :nixgg'nznj' (LORD

s Hag.1:7,8,9; 2:4(3 times); 2:6,7,8,9(twice); 2:23(3 times).
This feature occurs elsewhere, for example Jer.39:16,17,18; but it is
most usual for oracular formulae to indicate distinct proclamations, for
example [sa.44:2; 44:8; Jer.17:5; 17:19; Amos 1:3ff; 1:6ff,

87 Zech.1:3(3 times); 1:14,16(twice),17; 2:10(MT)(twice); 8:2,3,4,6
(twice), 7.

®® Hag.1:8; 1:13; 2:4(twice); 2:14 and 2:17. Zech.l:4; 1:18; Z:10
(MT) (twice); 2:14(MT); 8:3 and 38:17.

** Hag.1:2,5,7,9; 2:4,6,7,8,3(twice), 11 and 23 (twice)., Zech,1:3
(3 times),4,16,17; 2:12(MT); 3:7,9,10; 4:6; 6:12; 7:9,13; 8:2,4,6(twice)
7,9,11,14(twice), 18,20 and 23.
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of hosts) occurs in both books, 14 times in Haggai and 44 in Zechariah
1-8, necessitates that we consider its significance in connection with
classical prophetic traditions. Mettinger’s’® detailed analysis of the
usage of this title in the Old Testament indicates that out of a total
of 284 occurrences, 251 are in prophetic literature. This suggests that
it may be a prophetic motif but when its spread throughout the prophetic
corpus is considered certain significant facts become apparent. Apart
from its usage in Haggai and Zechariah 1-8, it is found predominantly in
Isaiah,”! Jeremiah,'? Zechariah 9-14'® and in Malachi.”’* However it is
completely absent from Ezekiel."® Before any prophetic significance in
the use of the title can be understood, though, its origins ought to be

considered. In an earlier work Mettinger'® argues that

% Tryggve N.D.Mettinger, The Dethronement of Sabaoth, (Coniectansa
Biblica, 0ld Testament Seriss 18, CWK Gleerup), 1982, trans. Frederick
H.Cryer, p.12.

*T 56 times in Isaiah 1-39 and 6 in Dsutero-Isaiah.
"2 82 instances in MT; but only 10 in LXX.

*3 9 instances.

?4 24 instances. In addition we note that there are 9 occurrences
in Amos, which appears significant in proportion to the overall length
of the book; but none of these represent the identical title, being
rather Jﬁ&gﬁﬂ‘in Mi1N?* (the LORD, the God of hosts) or in one instance
N ,nix.;l.? n',m? "';:-rgz’ (the Lord, GOD of hosts). GSee H.W.Wolff, Joel and
Amos, (Fortress Press, Philadeliphia), 1877, pp.287-8 for comments on the
title’s use in Amos.

*S The significance of the distribution of the title in the 0ld
Testament was first pointed out by Ludwig Kdghler, Theologie des Alten
Testaments, (Neue Theologische Grundrisse), Tubingen, 1836, pp.31-33.
He placed Jeremiah, Haggai, Zechariah and Malachi as sufficiently close
contemporaries to have been influenced by similar ideas but recognized
that this created a problem in respect of Ezekiel.

*¢ Tryggve N.D.Mettinger, 'YHWH SABAOTH - The Heavenly King on the
Cherubim Throne’, trans. by S.Westerholm, in Studies in the Period of
David and Solomon and 0Other Essays, &d. Tomoco I[shida, (Yamakawa-
Shuppansha, Tokyo), 1982, pp.109-138.

See also O0.Eissfeldt, "Jahwe Zebaoth", Kleine Schriften [1I,
(Tibingen), 1966, pp.103-23 and B.N.Wambacq, L'épithéte Divine Jahvé
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"the divine designation of M&3A¥ N had its

Sitz im Leben in the milieu of the Solomonic

templie, Around the cherubim throne and the ark

a theological complex of ideas takes form in the

Jerusalem cultic tradition, having at its center

the notion of God as king." (p.117).
His argument implies that the 'hosts' were understood as heavenly beings
who constituted the divine council around Yahweh rather than as Israel's
earthly armies.’” He continues by suggesting that the title may have
originated even earlier in Israel's history, in the cult at Shiloh?® but
concludes that

"at the 1latest during Solomon’s reign, but

possibly already earlier NIXR2AZ N11* played a

central role as the designation of the God of

the dynasty and empire." (p.136).
His argument indicates that the term began in the context of worship and
links it firmly with the temple theology of the monarchic period out of
which developed the Zion traditions.'® This leads him to claim that

"The high frequency 1in Isaiah, Haggai, and

Zechariah is also understandable in view of the

affinity of these prophets to the Jerusalem

tradition.™o°

We can accept this explanation in respect of [saiah; but with regard to

S*ba’dt, (De Brouwer), 1947,

*7 We note that the title appears in apposition to ‘the God of the
armies of Israel’ in 1 Sam.17:45. These combined expressions probably
extend the concept of Yahweh’s authority rather than being intended as
parallel to one another.

Y9 Mettinger, ‘YHWH SABAOTH’, pp.128-135. B.C.0llenburger, Zion
the City of the Great King, (JSOT Supp. ©Series 41, Sheffield), 1987,
pp.37f,177f also believes that there is a firm association betwean the
title and Shiloh and argues against the suggestion that the Jerusalem
cult retrojected it onto Shiloh.

'? Mettinger recognized the questions that this raised concerning
the rare use of the title in the Deuteronomistic history and its absence
in Ezekiel and his study went on to show how the ‘name’ theology became
dominant in the former tradition, whilst in the latter the concept of
the ‘glory’ of Yahweh developed; The Dethronement, passim.

199 Mettinger, The Dethronement, p.13.
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Haggai and Zechariah 1-8 the matter does not seem to be so self evident.
Whilst some aspects of the Zion traditions are undoubtedly continued in
these books,!°®! it is equally apparent that they have been influenced by
the theology of Ezekiel!®? where, as it has already been indicated, the

title is not used at all and of Deutero-lsaiah!®® where it is rare.

Mettinger’s arguments give no account for the Jeremianic wuse of
the title except an oblique reference to the fact that Jeremiah does not
mention Josiah’s reform!'°* This may .be linked to Kessler’s theory!®?®
that the title became suspect around the time of Manasseh because of its
openness to syncretistic interpretation. This tendency, according to
Kessler, explained the reluctance of the prophet to use the title °‘LORD
of hosts’ in Deutero-Isaiah and its complete absence in Trito-Isaiah,!°®
But what are we to make of the re-appearance of the title in Jeremiah, a
book which is generally accepted as containing strong indications of
Deuteronomistic redaction and which might therefore have been expected

to reflect the “name’ theology of that tradition? This issue is further

191 For example <Zech.1:14,17; 2:14,16(MT). Relevant motifs and
traditions are discussed in the ensuing chapters.

192 For example Haggai’'s interest in ritual purity, Hag.2:11ff cf.
Ezek.44:19,23; the reference in Zech.2:9(MT) to Yahweh in terms of glory
cf. Ezek.1:28; 3:23; 9:3; 10:4 et al; and the emphasis on the importance
of the new temple in all three books.

103 For example the appreciation of Yahweh’s universal soversignty,
Hag.2:6ff,21f; Zech.1:10f cf. Isa.44:6ff; 45:14ff and the idea of Yahweh
leading his people back to Jerusalem and inaugurating a new age, Hag.2:9
Zech.8:7f,13 cf. Isa.40; 52:7ff; 55:12f.

104 Mettinger, ‘YHWH SABAOTH', p.137, note 118.

to8 (J,Kessler, ‘Aus Welchen Griinden wird die Bezeichnung "Jahwe
Zebaoth" in der spateren Zeit gemeiden’ in A.Lehemann ed. Gottes ist der
Orient (Fs.0.Eissfeldt), Berlin, 1958, pp.79-83.

106 Kessler, ‘Aus welchen Griinden', p.82. He alsc believed that it
prompted the development of the ‘name' theology in Deuteronomy; p.81.



76

complicated because of the greatly differing number of occurrences of
the title in the Hebrew as compared with the Greek text.!'°’ Generally,
within modern scholarship, it is accepted that the more original version
of Jeremiah is represented by the Greek text!°® and after studying the
occurrences of the title Janzen has come to the conclusion
"that the epithet NIRAY is not a genuine
characteristic of the book of Jer. (occurring
only six times originally), let alone a
theologoumenon as it seems to be in 1 Isa."*??
He believes that the inclusion of the title in the Hebrew text is an
example of the expansionary process which has taken place there; but he
offers no suggestion for the addition of this particular title, other
than that it was already there a few times and so perhaps was a natural
option. We consider that the frequency with which the appellative ‘n;n?

Iﬁ&g;" occurs within the Hebrew text of Jeremiah, in complex descriptive

phrases,!!?® is supportive of Janzen's argument.!?!! If we accept the

107 MT has 82, LXX has 10, but only 6 occurrences are common to
both texts.

198 Wambacq, Jahvé S*ba’'dt, pp.84-9, adopted the general principle
of accepting the text of MT where it differsed from LXX in all cases,
including the book of Jeremiah, and thus failed to consider whether the
marked differences betwesn the texts had significance in respect of the
development and use of the title.

te®* J.G.Janzen, Studies in the Text of Jeremiah, (Cambridge, Mass),
1973, p.80. See especially Section IV, ‘The Proper Names in Jeremiah’
part (b), ‘Divine names’, pp.75-86.

119 For example ‘the LORD of hosts, the God of Israel’, 7:3; 16:9;
29:4,8,21,25; 35:13,18,19; 42:15,18; 44:2,11,25; 50:18; 51:33; et al.;
‘the LORD of hosts is his name’, 10:16; 31:35; 50:34; 51:19; ‘the living
God, the LORD of hosts, our God’, 23:36; '0 great and mighty God whose
name is the LORD of hosts, great in counsel and mighty in deed’, 32:18f;
‘the King, whose name is the LORD of hosts’, 48:15; 51:57.

11t We recognize that the more recent work of Sven Soderland, The
Greek Text of Jeremiah - a Revised Hypothesis, (JSOT Supplement Series
47), 1985, argues that both MT and LXX may represent independent primary
redactions of Jeremianic material. We cannot enter into a discussion of
the merits of this work here but acknowledge that the hypothesis must
not be rejected out of hand. I[f Soderland is correct then this suggests
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traditional hypothesis about the text of Jeremiah and Janzen's arguments
then it is conceivable that the title was added to the book of Jeremiah
about the same time that the prophets Haggai and Zechariah were active
or that their words were being collected together. This leads to the
conclusion either that Haggai and/or Zechariah, or those responsible for
editing their words, were influential upon the expansionary editing of
the text of Jeremiah,!!'? or that another common influence underlies the
re-introduction of Inieig.q 111}’ as the dominant name of Yahweh in the

post-exilic period of the restoration.

It is quite improbable that either the Priestly Writers or the
Chronicler were responsible for this re-introduction of the title since
it is wvirtually absent from their works.!!® Nor is thers any avidence
that neighbouring cultures of the Ancient Near East had similar titles
for their gods which could have influenced Israel's re-adoption of this
appellative. Although the instances of ° \ni&;}.‘:r nzn‘; ' occur throughout
the books of Haggai and Zechariah 1-8 it is particularly frequent in the
oracular sections!!* which suggests that the prophets themselves, rather

than their editors, may have been responsible for re-introducing it. We

that the title "LORD of hosts’ may be original to the prophet Jeremiah,
although it could still have been added to the text in a similar way to

that suggested by Janzen.

We have not been able to discover any work that specifically deals
with the origins and significance of the title ‘LORD of hosts’ in
Jeremiah and suggest that this could be a topic for further research.

112 Yg can find no grounds for suggesting that the process of
influence could have operated in the reverse direction.

113 |t occurs nowhere in the P material of the Pentateuch nor in
Ezekiel; it is likewise absent from Ezra and Nehemiah and appears only 3
times in Chronicles in passages which parallel instances of its use in 2
Samuel, (1 Chron.11:9 = 2 Sam.5:10; 1 Chron.17:7,24 = 2 Sam.7:8,26).

114 See p.72 and n.89.
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can only conjecture as to why they chose to use this ancient name for
Yahweh rather than continuing the ‘ﬁame’ or ‘glory’ theology, of the
Deuteronomists or Ezekiel respectivel&, which would have been natural;
but we believe it was because of tﬁe importance that they attached to
the temple and the re-establishment of the cult. The Zion traditions as
expressed in 2 Samuel! 7 and affirmed in some Psalms from the culit of the
first temple!!® and in the prophecies of Isaiah of Jerusalem,!!® include
the title 2n7R3§'nln:'; and these we?e the basis of the theology of the
Jerusalem temple. It is probably directly on this material that Haggai
and Zechariah drew. By re-introducing the name applied to Yahweh in the
cult of Solomon's temple, they were iegitimating the new temple, which
was being rebuilt with their encourégement, as being the place where
Yahweh still chose to make his dwelling. They were also demonstrating
that the cult which they were seseking to re-establish was in accord with
Israel’s true Yahwistic faith as in the days of the Davidic/Solomonic
empire when Yahweh's blessings had been the experience of his people.
Through this they sought to emphasize their own position as adherents of
the authentic religious traditions of Yahweh’s people. This deliberate
association with the roots of Israel’s faith, before her disobedience,
punishment and eventual exile, expresses the realization by Haggai and
Zechariah of the need for the restored community to enter anew into the
covenant relationship with Yahweh, to be obedient to his demands and to
offer worship acceptable to the LORD of hosts as in the days of old; but

to do so as a new community which had learned the lessons of the past.

Thus we conclude with regard to the title NIy TN that it

118 For example Pss.46;48;84 and 88.

114 For example 1sa.B8:18.
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belonged originally to the cult and the theology of the Jerusalem temple
in the early monarchic period rather than being a classical prophetic
motif. Haggal and Zechariah re-introduced it as the dominant name for
Yahweh at the time of the rebuilding of the temple and it subsequently
became a prophetic motif of the post-exilic period!!?’ which was then

incorporated back into some classical prophecy by late editorial hands.

Apart from being used very frequently within the oracular formulae
in Zechariah 1-8, this motif also appears in the four occurrences, @ach
within the oracular sections of the book, of the formulaic sentence

"Then you will know that the LORD of hosts has
sent me,"!!®

This is clearly related to the problem of prophetic verification,!!”’ and

the most natural interpretation is that it was addressed to a doubting

117 This conclusion extends and makes more specific that of
Wambacq, Jahvé S5"ba’6t, who had concluded about the development of the
title that: "Avant 1'exil il y avait plusisurs constructions. Apreés la
captivité, 1’expression a regu une forme fixe." (p.194),

118 Zech.2:13(MT), 15(MT); 4:9 and 6:185. Each occurrence in the
Hebrew text is slightly different, primarily in respect of the person of
the verb which is determined by the audience addressed. 2:13 and 6:15
are 2nd.pl.m. being directed at a group of people and 2:15 is 2nd.s.f,
since it is directed at Israel as the ‘daughter of Zion’. ([Meyers and
Meyers, AB, p.169 are in error when they say that this verse in contrast
to 2:13 "contains the plural of "to know"".] Both 2:15 and 6:15 end
with the words "to you" ('3?1&' and ‘nx*dl&’ respectively).  Zech,4:6b-
10a which includes the remaining instance of the formula is problematic
in several ways. (See our comments on pp.43f.) Although a few versions
contain the plural form, the verb in 4:9b(MT) 1is 2nd.s.m., which may
indicate an understanding of it as directed at Zerubbabel. However, the
way it concludes with the plural form 03’38' (to you), is appropriate
to an understanding of 4:9 as directed to the people about Zsrubbabel,
rather than to him. Despite these variations there is little doubt that
we are dealing with the same formulaic words in each instance.

11% See our earlier discussion of the issue on pp.68f.
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audience in order to gain credibility for Zechariah's message.'?° The
formula asserts that the prophecy’s validity and thereby the prophet’s
authenticity, would be realised when the event came to pass. It is most
probably based upon the ideas of Deuteronomy 18:21f but in Zechariah the
expression has been formulated positively, rather than negatively, which
stresses the certainty that the prophecy would be fulfilled. [t perhaps
intimates as well that the hearers who were currently sceptical would
themselves experience its fulfilment and thus suggests an expectation of

this as imminent.

Before the dependence or otherwise of this formula on any other
prophetic material can be discussed, it is necessary to consider whether
it is original to the book of Zechariah 1-8 or a later addition. This
question was first raised by Marti'?! who argued that doubt concerning

Zechariah’'s mission was unlikely to have arisen during his lifetime; and

120 e note that Baldwin argues that this is not necessarily the
case since the words may predominantly "reflect the prophet’s unshakable
conviction that his word will be fulfilled.” (Haggai, p.110) However
she does not consider the possibility of the formula being an editorial
addition which is clearly reisvant to the interpretation of the words.

M.Buttenwieser, ‘Remarks on the importance of Zachariah as a
Prophet (Zach,I-VIII]® in Studies in Jewish Literature issued in honour
of Prof.Kaufmann Kohler, (Berlin), 1913, argued that this formula
illustrated the general situation of Zechariah 1-8, "on the one hand,
the sublime faith of the prophet, and, on the other the utter lack of
faith on the part of the people.™ (p.71)

However, it is questionable whether we have any justification for
assuming that Zechariah, or any prophet, ever enjoyed ths feeling of
total assurance in himself or his message. In the Goldenson Lecture of
1955 published as '0Of a Truth the Lord Hath Sent Me’ in [nterpreting the
Prophetic Tradition, ed. H.M.Orlinsky, (Hebrew Unjon College Press),
1969, pp.1-19, in which he considers the source of Jeremiah’'s authority,
Sheldon H.Blank makes the perceptive comment that "Jeremiah's supreme
attempt to assure his people that God had sent him, and his own quest
for certainty, they are not really two things but one."™ (p.6). In
contrast to Baldwin’s and Buttenwieser's views above, the same may bse
true of Zechariah.

121 K.Marti, ‘Die Zweifel an der prophetischen Sendung Sacharjas’,
BZAW 27, 1914, pp.281-297.
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he went on to conclude that the formula was probably added during the
time of Ezra and Nehemiah, or even later. We disagree with his opening
premise, because, as we have sought to demonstrate, the whole issue of
prophetic authenticity was a current concern in the restoration period.
Besides this, although the rebuilding of the temple, in accordance with
Zechariah's words, had been completed ca 515BC, the reality was that the
prophecies about Zion in Zechariah 2:10-16(MT) - including two instances
of the formula - were still awaiting fulfiiment during the Ezra/Nehemiah
era. There can be no logical reason why anyone in that situation would
believe that the addition of this formula should help to confirm the
authority of the prophet; at best it would indicate that his credibility
could not be determined until his words came to be fulfilled sometime in
the future. At worst it would draw attention to the lack of fulfilment
and so cast doubt on his credibility. Sellin'?2 realized the inadequacy
of Marti’s argument and suggested that Zechariah himself was responsibie
for adding the formula into the collection of his original prophecies
some time prior to the completion of the temple. This hypothesis has
been largely accepted by modern scholarship!??® and we agree that this is
the most probable explanation concerning the occurrence of the formula
in Zechariah 4:9 and 6:15. The issue is harder to determine with regard
to the formula’s use in Zechariah 2:10-16(MT), although they may also
have originated with Zechariah. Alternatively soon after the completion
of the temple had validated Zechariah’s credibility someone elise, who

recognised the use of the formula in 4:9 and 6:15 as a motif, might have

122 E,.Sellin, Das Zwolfprophetenbuch, (KAT Band XII), Leipzig,
1930, pp.470f,

123 GSee Petitjean’s Les Oracles, pp.124-127 for a discussion of
some of the more important views with the relevant references, and p.127
note 1 in particuiar, outlining his reasons for adopting this line.
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added it to the end of the prophecies concerning the nations in 2:13,15
(MT) to stress the certainty that these hopes would also be fulfilled.
We must remain agnostic about the origins of the formula in Zechariah 2
but believe that both other occuirences derive from the prophet himself
or from whoever colliated the material together before the work on the
temple was finished. Therefore we conclude that the formula is original

to the book of Zechariah 1-8,

Many scholars have noted a similarity between the words of this
formula in Zechariah 1-8 and those of one which recurs in Ezekiel,

"Then you (they) shail know that [ am the
LORD, "1 24

This is generally believed to have originated in the actual words of the
prophet Ezekiel!2?? and thus pre-dates the time of Zechariah. This could
suggest Zechariah's dependence upon the formula in Ezekiel. He may have
followed Ezekiel’s style of using a formula repeatedly to reinforce the
point being made, although it is probable that this method of emphasis
was a common practice among both orators and writers.'?® The content of
the formulae, however, seems to argue against any dependencs. In both
books the purpose is to stress that the divine word spoken through the
prophet is all powerful and its accompliishment guaranteed; nevertheless
there is a subtle distinction between the two expressions. The emphasis
of the words in Ezekiel is on the power and authority of Yahweh while in

Zechariah 1-8 it is on the authenticity of the prophet as a man sent by

124 For example Ezek.6:7,10,13,14; 7:4,9,27; 11:10,12; 12:15,18,20;
13:9, 14,21, 23.

123 J,W.Wevers, Ezekiel, (NCB), 1969, pp.37f.

12¢ For example in Amos 1:3,6,9,11,13; 2:1,4 and 6 the repeated use
of the formula "For three transgressions of ... and for four, [ will not
revoke the punishment."™
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Yahweh as distinct from someone who is motivated by the °“vox populi’, or

his own personal aspirations.

However there is another expression found twice in Ezekiel,

"then they will know that there has been a
prophet among them."!?’

which puts emphasis on the prophetic figure in a similar way to that of
the formula in Zechariah; and also one in Jeremiah,

"then it will be known that the LORD has truly
sent the prophet.™'2?

The first of these statements conveys virtually the same message as in
Zechariah - that irrespective of the people’s acceptance of the words of
the prophet, their fulfilment will prove to them the authenticity of, in
this case, Ezekiel - but it differs in that it lacks reference to Yahweh
or the sending of the prophet. Therefore it is unlikely that they are
interdependent and more probable that both expressions draw separately
on Deuteronomy 18:21f. The latter statement from Jeremiah parallels the
words in Zechariah more closely but its contextual setting gives it a
quite different emphasis. As Carroll indicates,!?’ these words relate
to the same Deuteronomic passage but they focus on a distinction between
war oracles and peace oracles. The thrust of Jeremiah 28:9 is that
peace oracles, in contrast to war oracles, do not have the backing of a
tradition of being authentic and consequently they can only be justified
by their fulfilment; and the inference is that such oracles will not be
fuifilled but will be shown ultimately to have been false prophecies.

Therefore it is improbable that the formula in Zechariah 1-8 depends on

127 Ezek.2:5 and 33:33.
12¢ Jer,28:9. Cf. Jer.26:15.

t2* R P.Carroll, Jeremiah, (OTL), 1986, pp.544f.
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Jeremiah 28:9 because in esach instance it follows a prophecy of weal for
Israel, a context which renders it most inappropriate for the delibserate
use of words which might, because of their derivation, draw attention to

a passage which implies inauthenticity for such prophecies.

This leads to the conclusion that Zechariah's formula does not
depend on any of the similar expressions in classical prophecy but that
they all derived separately from the traditions of Deuteronomy. However
the emphasis on the prophet as the one ‘sent’ by Yahweh may be connected
with the Moses traditions.!®° One passage in particular,

"And Moses said, ‘Hereby you shall know that the
LORD has sent me to do all these works, and that
it has not been of my own accord. If these men
die the common death ... then the LORD has not
sent me,'"!3!

begins with words so similar to the formula

"Then you will! know that the LORD of hosts has
sent me”,

that it might be suspected that this is where the origins of Zechariah’s
words lie. But if this was so, why was the final clause of the first
sentence not adopted into the formula also, as that would have expressed
precisely and reinforced the very point that the formula seeks to make?
Moses asserts that the fulfilment of his prophecy will prove that he is
acting and speaking at the instigation of Yahweh and not of himself. In
the same way the formula in Zechariah 1-8 serves to authenticate the
prophet as one sent by Yahweh by reference to the assured fulfilment of

his proclamations. It 1is improbable that anyone, knowing the text of

130 EFxodus 3-4 relate the ‘sending’ of Moses and the confirmation
of him as Yahweh's spokesman.

131 Num.16:28f. The passage containing these words is usually
attributed to the JE strand of the Pentateuch which suggests that its
origins are certainly earlier than Zechariah 1-8.
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Numbers 18:28 and wanting a formulaic expression to validate the words
of a prophetic figure, would have used only the opening words of this
passage. We conclude that these passages are independent of each other
and are examples of a wide range of expressions used to snhance the
status of a prophet which feature throughout the 0ld Testament prophetic
literature. It appears that the clause in Zechariah 1-8 continues a
stylistic tradition in which formulaic words are used for emphasis; and
we suggest that the inclusion of the appellative ‘;1ia3§'nlnj* accords

with the reasons for the re-introduction of this title outlined above.

The only other feature in Zechariah 1-8 which is possibly related
to the prophet’s attempts to ensure that his messages were accepted as
divinely inspired is his use of an interpreting angel within the visions
that he experiences and records.!3? That the visions themselves were
shown to Zechariah by Yahweh is made clear by the way the book presents
them, even though the prophet only states this fact specifically on one
occasion.!'3®®* However the prophet does not relate his own interpretation
to the community but stresses that the meaning of what he saw was also
given to him through an angel who was Yahweh's heavenly messenger. This
negates any suggestions that Zechariah might have misunderstood and be
mistaken in his prophecies; and emphasizes his validity as a spokesman
for Yahweh. The issue of the use of visions and angels in Zechariah 1-8
in relationship to the traditions of classical prophecy will be a major
aspect of the following Chapter and so the matter need not be discussed

further at this point.

132 Zech.1:8ff; 2:2ff(MT); 3:4ff; 4:1ff; S5:5ff; B:4ff.

133 Zech.2:3(MT).
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We have argued that both Haggai and Zechariah were concerned to
emphasize their authenticity as prophets sent by Yahweh. Their divine
commission was the only thing to which they could draw attention as they
sought to persuade the people and the leaders of the community to heed
their messages and to act upon them. This emphasis was both maintained
and reinforced in the compilation of their words. Unlike some of the
pre-exilic classical prophets, there is no suggestion that either Haggai
or Zechariah experienced direct opposition or hostility personally.!3*
To an extent this was probably because their prophecies did not condemn
and threaten ill towards their hearers; but it may also signify that the
prophets had to contest a general attitude of apathy or despondency both
towards themselves as prophets and regarding their messages of hope for
the future. Certainly they experienced some difficulties in convincing
their audience about their calling as messengers of Yahweh, as did the
classical prophets before them, albeit that they arose for different
reasons. However, in contrast to their predecessors they did ultimately
succeed in eliciting a positive response to their messages about the

temple and the community.

Despite the uncertainties about the family background of the two
men, we can state that they were both very much part of the community
and not ‘outsiders’ as Amos had been.'*3 Thay were also accepted by the
official Persian authorities in Jerusalem as persons having a positive

contribution to make to the restoration of society thers. We can only

134 See pp.57ff where we have refuted Hanson's claim that thers was
strenuous opposition against the hierocratic group to which he believes
Haggai belonged; but we recognize that he does not suggest that Haggai
was the recipient of any personal hostility. Cf. Isa.28:14; 30:9,15f;
Jer.6:10; 15:10,15; 20:2,7ff; 26:8ff; 37:13ff; 38:4if; Amos 7:12.

138 Amos 1:1 and 7:10-14.
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argue from silence as to whether either of the prophets had an official
group of disciples around him, or a scribe as a companion;!®® but it is
unlikely in view of the lack of established religious structures during
the years when Haggai and Zechariah were prophesying.!'?®’ We conclude
that little can be determined about these prophetic figures; but that
which can be said is sufficient to indicate that they stand in the same
traditions as the classical 0Old Testament prophets. They were both men
called by Yahweh at a particular time to proclaim the divine message to
Israel; and in order to gain prophetic credibility they drew on the long
established religious traditions of the people, as did their pre-exilic
predecessors, to reinforce their authenticity. This link with classical
prophecy is claimed by Zechariah through his direct references to the
teaching of the former prophets who had been proved correct;'®® and this
is probably another method he adopted to strengthen his credibility with
the peoplse. Haggai and Zechariah were concerned about religious issues
primarily but these manifested themselves in their involvement with the
reconstruction of the temple and with the establishment of an authentic
leadership for the restored community. These wmatters had political
significance and some connection with the reaim of politics had likewise
been the experience of their classical predecessors; indeed it is an

inevitable consequence of all true prophetic activity. Unlike the major

138 See our comments on p.10f and n.42 regarding the significance
of 18a.8:16 on this issue. Jer,36 states that Baruch was the amanuensis
of Jeremiah; but we note Carroll’s suggestion that he may be a figure
created by the deuteronomistic tradition. See R.P.Carroll, From Chaos
to Covenant, (SCM), 1981, p.151,

137 Yilson, Prophecy and Society, especially Chapter 2 and pp.252,
290-1, has argued that every prophet needed a support group in order to
survive and we accept his conclusions. However, such communal support

does not of necessity imply a fixed group of followers.

138 Zech.1:6 and 7:8ff.
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pre-exilic prophets, neither Haggai nor Zechariah focussed attention on
the ethical standards of their society, a topic which was prominent in
classical prophecy, but this is indicative of the political and social
circumstances rather than being a significant divergence in the post-
exilic prophetic role. Ethical norms and behaviour tend to deteriorate
when societies have become settled and complacent, when life for large
numbers in the community has become comfortable and when the problems
caused by war or disaster have gone ou£ of recent memory. Such were the
situations against which Amos, Hosea; Isaiah, Micah and Jeremiah were
called to prophesy; but for Haggai and Zechariah the circumstances wére
quite different. They were part of a community attempting to establish
itself after exile, to develop behavioural standards and administrative
practices, to set ethical norms; and so the problems of failing morality
would not arise until later. That they did is evidenced by the Books of
Ezra and Nehemiah and the prophecies of the Book of Malachi. To sum up,
we believe that our study of Haggai and Zechariah as prophetic figures
has shown that they both lie 1in the main stream of Israel's prophetic
traditions and that their roles within their community illustrate no

significant divergence from those of their predecessors.



CHAPTER THREE

The Stvle and Form of Prophecy {n Haggai and Zechariah 1-8

A feature common to all 0Old Testament prophecy is the conviction
of the individual prophet that he has received a message from Yahweh
which he must convey to another person or group of people. The message
always came to the prophet in a personal way through an encounter with
Yahweh; and the content is generally referred to as ‘nlﬂ? 13?" (the word
of the LORD).' The texts indicate that it could be received by means of
‘hearing’ the words directly,? or in the 'seeing’ of a vision;® although
it appears that the distinction between these two forms of communication
became blurred at an early stage, at least in the understanding of those
who collected a prophet’s words.* Frequently the prophet conveyed his
message to the intended recipients exactly as he had received it in the
form of a spoken oracle introduced by the words * a11° 128 D' (Thus

says the LORD)® or something similar.® Dn other occasions the verbal

! For example 1 Kgs.17:2,8; 22:19; Isa.l1:10; 38:4; Jer.1:2,11,13;
Ezek.1:3; 3:16; Hos.1:1; 4:1; Joel 1:1; Amos 3:1; Mic.l:l; Zeph.1:1 and
Mal.1:1., Cf.Isa.55:11.

2 For example | Kgs.22:19-23; Isa.6:8-10; Jer.1:4-10; Ezek.1:28(b)-

2:8.
S For exampie Amos 7:1-9; Jer.4:23-26.

+ Sege for example Amos 1:1 and Micah 1:1 which refer to the ‘word’
being ‘seen’. Whilst it is recognized that the differing terminology
applied to prophetic individuals, *73M (seer), ‘n§5' (seer), ™&x3ajl’
(prophet), and 'ﬂ'?ﬁ?}: WV X’ (man of God), may have had some significancs
originally in respect of how the prophet received divine communications,
we do not believe that such distinctions were applied in, or after, the
period of the classical prophets. 5ee above .51, n.5.

s For example 2 Sam.12:7; 1 Kgs.17:14; 2 Kgs.3:16; [sa.44:2; Jer.
2:5: 4:27: Ezek.11:5; Amos 1:3,6,9,11,13; Obad.i; Mic.3:5; Nah.1:12.

¢ For example [sa.l1:10; Hos.4:1; Amos.1:2; 3:1; 5:1; Mic.8:1.
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expression was by means of a parable.’ However, sometimes the prophet
was commanded to transmit his message by a different means, such as his
behaviour,® or by the symbolic naming of a child.”? These various means
of receiving and transmitting prophetic messages are found throughout
pre-classical and classical 0ld Testament prophecy. This chapter will
consider the extent to which these traditions are continued by Haggai

and Zechariah and whether any significant divergences are apparent.

The Book of Haggai contains no information concerning the way in
which the prophet received his message from Yahweh. The text says that
"the word of the LORD came by (or ‘to’) Haggai the prophet™° without
indication of any extraordinary circumstances surrounding this. Thus it
is probable that Haggai received his commission in like manner to his
prophetic predecessors through an auditory and/or visionary experience.
The way in which he conveyed his message was invariably through oracles

addressed to the whole community or specific members of it,'' which was

? For example 2 Sam.12:1-4,7; Isa.5:1-2. Cf.Hos.12:10.

® For exampie [sa.20:2f; Jer.27:2ff; Ezek.4:1-3,4-8; 5:1ff; Hos.
1:2; 3:1.

* For example [sa.7:3; 8:3f; Hos.1:4,3,3. C.Westermann, Basic Forms
of Prophetic Speech, trans. H.C.White, (Lutterworth Press, London), 1967
is a study of the varied verbal forms adopted by prophets to transmit
their messages, including a survey of previous work in this area. This
concentrates on oracular forms, although a short section (pp.193-204)
considers legai procedure, disputation, parable, lament and prophetic
torah. | found no wider study of prophetic forms incliuding behaviour
and symbolic actions. W.D.Stacey, Prophetic Drama in the Old Testament,
(Epworth), 1990, became available too late for inclusion in my research.

1 Hag.1:1,33 2:1,10,20. This form of introduction is common in
0ld Testament prophetic literature; for example Jer.1:2; 11:2; Ezek.1:3;
11:14; Hos.l:1; Mic.1:1. See the excursus on the use of the distinctive
terminology 'T1%’ (by the hand of) and '3¥' (to) on pp.70ff.

't Hag.1:2,4-11,13(b); 2:2-9,11-19,21-23. These oracles include
the standard formulae ‘1777 9% N2 (thus says the LORD) as introduction
[(Hag.1:2,5,7; 2:6,111, or ‘m1aT ARl (says the LORD) to conclude them



91
totally in accord with mainstream prophecy. One passage, Haggai 2:1iff,

"Thus says the LORD of hosts: Ask the priests to
decide this question, "If one carries holy flesh
in the skirt of his garment, and touches with
his skirt bread, or pottage, or wine, or oil, or
any kind of food, does it become holy?' The
priests answered ‘'No.’ Then said Haggai, °If
one who 1is unclean by contact with a dead body
touches any of these, does it become unclean?’
The priests answered, ‘It does become uncisan.’
Then Haggai said, ‘So it is with this people,
and with this nation before me, says the LORD;"

is distinctive, however, in that the prophet’s message derives partially
from a direct communication from Yahweh and partially from the mediation
of human agents, priests, whom Yahweh directed Haggai to consult. In
this passage, which is a conflation of the commission given to Haggai as
well as an account of its fulfilment, the priests are asked to give a
ruling, or torah,!? on matters of holiness and uncleanness. The answers
given are then related to the condition of the community being addressed
by Haggai in accordance with Yahweh's word to him.!® Thers i5s a passage
in Zechariah 1-8 which narrates a similar questioning of priests about
matters of ritual, Zechariah 7:2-3;

"Now the people of Bethel had sent Sharezer and

Regem-melech and their men, to entreat the

favour of the LORD, and to ask the priests of

the house of the LORD of hosts and the prophets,
‘Should | mourn and fast in the fifth month, as

(Hag.9,13; 2:4(twice),8,9,14,17,23(twice) .

t2 J, Begrich, ‘Die priesterliche Tora’, BZAW 66, 1936, pp.863-38,
argued that only matters of holiness could be the subject of torah
decisions. This view was challenged by A.Renker, Die Tora bei Maleachi,
(Freiburg), 1879, among others. We agree with those who argue that the
priests were asked to provide torah on a wider range of issues.

3 Much attention has been given to identifying which "people’ and
‘nation’ are meant but the argument is not relevant to our discussion.
We believe that Haggai is speaking of and to the community of which he
- is a part. For detailed studies see, for exampie, J.W.,Rothstesin, Juden
und Samaritaner, (Leipzig), 1908, pp.5-41; K.Koch, ‘'Haggai's unreines
Volk’, ZAW_ 79, 1867, pp.52-67; and H.G.May, ‘"This People” and "This
Nation"', pp.180-7.
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] have done for so many years?'"
and together these suggest that it was accepted practice around the time

of the restoration to consult the priests in this way.

The idea of seeking priestly torah derives from the understanding
that among the responsibilities of the priesthood were the requirements
both to teach the ‘torah’'* and to give authoritative rulings on mattiers
of ritual and related issues.'?® Much of the 0ld Testament literature
giving details of these priestly duties occurs in sections of Leviticus
which are generally attributed to the Priestly Writers. They probably
originate, therefore, from around the time of, or later than, Haggai and
Zechariah 1-8. However it is clear that the tradition has more ancient
beginnings'® in that two of the 8th century prophets feit justified in
rebuking the priests for failing in their responsibility as teachers;

"My people are destroyed for lack of knowledge;
because you have rejected knowiedge, [ reject
you from being a priest to me. And since you

have forgotten the law of your God....."7

", ..its priests teach for hire..."?

14 Lev.10:11; Deut.31:10-13; 33:10; Ezek.44:23. Cf.2 Kgs5.17:27f; 2
Chron. 15:3.

15 For example Lev.10:10. This passage concerns the duties of the
Aaronite priests, while in Deut.17:8-13; 21:5 the Levitical priests are
considered competent to give torah decisions in legal cases, (Cf.Desut.
19:17). However this distinction is not significant for the matters we

are considering.

14 P.J.Budd ‘Priestly Instruction in Pre-Exilic Israel’, VT 23,
1673, pp.l-14 considers the development of the forms such instruction
could take. He argues that ‘Direction’ (the term he equates with ths
form of torah we are discussing) must have had deep pre-exilic roots
because it sometimes dealt with issues arising from ancient taboos.

17 Hos.4:6.

18 Mic.3:11(a). Deut.33:10 (see n.l4 above), part of the ‘Blessing
of Moses’, also probably originated in the 8th century BC. S.R. Driver,
Deuteronomy, (ICC), 3rd ed., 1802, pp.386-9 discusses the issues.
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and references to this priestly function are also found in Jeremiah and
Ezekiel.'® These passages all support the suggestion that the classical
Old Testament prophets had experience of priestly torah being sought by
their contemporaries and that they believed in the concept of offering
such torah as a proper function of the priesthood; hence they condemned
its malpractice when necessary. However, throughout the literature of
the 0ld Testament Haggai 2:11ff is the only instance where the process
of priestly torah actually being sought and given is recounted.?®® Thus
while we accept Budd’s analysis of this passage,

"The answers given to the two questions take the

form of the simple negative (lo'), and an

affirmative taking up the terms of the question

(yitma’). These are impersonal forms...... nz
and his conclusion.that the form of the question most likely determined
the form in which the torah was given,2? we believe that he pursues his
argument too far when he uses this one exampie to hypothesize about the

*Gattung’ of priestly torah. The only valid statement which can be made

is that Haggai 2:11ff represents a form of priestly torah current in the

19 Jer.18:18; Ezek.7:26; 22:26. Cf. Jer.2:8; Deut.17:18; 31:9,26
in which the priests have charge of the ‘torah’. The parallel text of
[sa.2:3/Mic.4:2 may reflect the same view of priestiy responsibilities;
but uncertainties surrounding its origins prevent its use in support of
any argument. See n,102, pp.291f for further discussion.

20 Yhile priestly torah is apparently sought in Zech.7:3f, the
answer, given in Zech.8:18f, comes in the form of an oracle from the
prophet and not from the priests. In the sections which institute the
duties of the priests, for example Leviticus 13, it is an account of the
procedurss to be followed in giving priestly torah that is written, not
an account of a real instance of the process.

1 Budd, '‘Priestly Instruction’, p.5.

22 Begrich, '‘Die priesterliche Tora', pp.74ff discusses in greater
detail both the impersonal form of torah and the relationship between
the form of the question and that of the answer. However he considers a
wider range of question and answer passages, €.8. Mic.6:6-8; Isa.33:14-
16; Pss.15 and 24:3-8, which are not examples of priestly torah and this
lessens the significance of his conclusion.
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late Sth century BC; but whether it followed the common practice of that

periocd or any pre-exilic traditions cannot be known.:z3

However, while the danger of claiming too much on scant evidence
is recognized, the fact that priestly torah is sought by the prophet in
Haggai 2:11ff may signify that he enjoyed a different relationship with
the priests from that of his classical predecessors. A picture of
mutual recognition and co-operation is conveyed by this passage, which
is reinforced by the way in which the texts of Haggai and Zechariah 1-8
present both the prophets as adopting a positive attitude towards Joshua
the high priest.?* In contrast tﬁe classical prophets, including the
priest-prophet Ezekisl, express only condemnation of the priests;?% and
record incidences of direct conflict and confrontation with them.2?*

Whilst their criticism may have been directed at the priests who abused

23 Similarly the style adopted by the Priestly Writers in Leviticus
may reflect the post-exilic experience of priestly torah and say nothing
about its earlier form. M.Fishbane, Biblical Intsrpretation in Ancient
Israel, (Clarendon Press, Oxford), 1985, pp.281-298, argues that Hag.2:
11-14 is an example of aggadic exegesis in prophetic literature. His
argument howsver, is concerned with the content of the passage, claiming
that it is an "exegetical analogy" dependent upon a regulation such as
that in Lev.6:20. He does not consider the earlier forms of priestly
torah, nor any ways in which it is used to convey a prophetic message;
and thus his study does not add to our discussion.

24 Hag.2:4; Zech.3 and perhaps 6:11. The framework to the book of
Haggai makes frequent reference to Joshua, Hag.l1:1,12,14; 2:2, and it is
this work of the compilers, rather than the prophet himself, which puts
emphasis on the relationship between prophet and priest. However in
doing this the editors may simply have been reflecting the reality which
they had experienced. The role of Joshua and his significance in Haggai
and Zechariah 1-8 is a major theme of Chapter 4.

23 For example [s5a.28:7; Jer.6:13; 14:18; 23:11; Ezek.7:26; 22:26;
Hos.4:4ff; Mic.3:11; and Zeph.3:4, The visions of the temple in Ezekiel
40-48 which include references to the arrangements for the priests are
of a different nature in that they relate to a future, restored temple
system and not to the prophet’s present appreciation of the priesthood.

24 For example Jer.20:1-6; 26:8; Amos 7:10-17.
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their position and authority rather than at the priesthood in general,
just as they criticised the exponents of false prophecy,®’” nevertheless
the absence of positive statements about the priesthood by the classical
prophets suggests that they had a low regard for the whole institution,
or at least viewed the priests as subordinate figures dependent on the

prophets for their instruction,?®

If the difference between the relationship of prophets and priests
at the time of Haggai and Zechariah and that during the period of the
classical prophets haslnot been overstated, then this suggests that the
gxperience of the exile brought about a significant change. That the
authority of the priests increased greatly while they were in Babylon is
gonerally accepted?’ but this doss not of itself explain the improvement
in prophet/priest relations, for it could have led to a dominance of the
prophets by the priests which is not the case.®’ It may be that the
harmonious relationships in the restored community relate to an attempt
to return to what was perceived as the ideal period of Israel’s history,
the time when she was a united kingdom under David and Solomon and the
first temple was built. As the community, encouraged by Haggai and
Zechariah, began to rebuild its temple as in the days of Solomon, so

also the prophets and priests re-established their relationship akin to

27 See the discussion of this issue on pp.62f.
28 For example Jer.5:31; 27:16.

29 The rise in authority of the priests probably accompanied a
change in emphasis in their role whereby they became teachers of the law
and its custodians. Examples from the post-exilic literature to support
this theory are 2 Chron.15:3; Ez.7:6,10,11,12,21,25; 8:1-9 and Mal.2:7.

o As the development of modern Judaism began in the later post-
exilic period, authority passed to the priests who attained the dominant
position over all other cultic groups.
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that which existed when Nathan the prophet and Zadok the priest jointly
anointed S5olomon king.®' [In this way the restored community could show
that it had learned from the preaching of the classical prophets and had
turned back from the disobedience of earlier generations to the ways of

Yahweh.

Let us now consider the ways in which Zechariah both received and
communicated his messages from Yahweh. As in the Book of Haggai the
standard form of introduction, "the word of tﬁe LORD came to Zechariah
(or “to me')",%2? is used with all the passages containing the substance
of Zechariah’s message. Many of these have the form of oracies®® which
were received from Yahweh and transmitted directly to the people by the
prophet; and these suggest that Zechariah, like Haggai, to this extent
conformed to the mainstream classical prophetic methods. The only other
indication as to whether the method of communication was auditory or
visionary is Zechariah 1:7f which continues with the words ‘né:}ﬂ Ry
(literally : 1 saw, the night).®* This statement inftroduces the first

of a series of eight visions which are presented in the text as a unit

31 { Kgs.1:32-39.
32 Zech.1:1,7; 4:8; 6:9; 7:1,4,8; 8:1,18.
*3 For example Zech.l:1ff; 4:9f; 6:9ff; 7:4ff and 8:1ff.

54 The Hebrew text has no preposition which argues against the RSV
translation ‘in the night’. BDB offer two possible transiations: ‘this
night’ in the sense of the one just past, i.e. ‘last night’, and “by
night'. Petersen, OTL, pp.138f opts for tne temporal sense 'last night’
while Meyers and Meyers, AB, pp.l109f prefer the stative interpratation
indicating the condition of darkness which pertained. We do not believe
that these two meanings are mutually exclusive but both contribute to an
understanding of the description that follows. However we suggest that
the compilers of Zechariah 1-8 intended the temporal interpretation to
be accepted since they appended a precise date to this report.
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consequent upon Zechariah 1:7.°%° Before these visions can be compared
with others in the O0ld Testament prophetic literature and any underlying
traditions discovered, it is necessary to determine what constitutes a
vision. It has already been stated that whole prophetic works came %o
be thought of as visions;®® so there is a need to establish some basic
criteria, applicable to Zechariah’s visions, which will enable similar
passages to be distinguished for comparison. Several scholars have made
studies of prophetic visions which provide varying ways of categorizing
them, usually into three types based on their content. Sister®’ argued
that for a vision this was always a theophany, self explanatory images,
or symbols which required interpretation. The categories which Horst®®
identified were, ‘die An;wesenheitsviéionen’ (presence-vision),®" ‘die
Wortsymbolvisionen’' (word-symbol-vision) which inciuded ‘Wortassonanz'
(word-assonance) and ‘die Geschehnisvisionen’ (event-vision),. Long*®

jdentified ‘Oracle-visions’, ‘Dramatic Word-visions', and ‘Revelatory-

33 Zach.1:8-11; 2:1-4(MT); 5-9MT); 3:1-5; 4:1-8a,10b-11,13-14;
5:1-4; 5-11; and 6:1-8. The suggestion that the fourth vision, 3:1-5,
was not part of the original series has been considered and rejected on
pp.31f. We follow the consensus of opinion in viewing Zech,.4:6b-10a as
an interpolation which is not directly related to any of the visions.
Beuken, Haggai, Ppp.258-74 argues that Zech.4:10b,6aB-7 is the original
message element of the fifth vision. We cannot accept the relevance of
these words to the context of this vision though we recognize that the
use of the introductory formula ‘the word of the LORD came to me’ in 4:8
may support a claim that only verses 8-10a have been interpolated.

54 See p.B89 and n.4 above.

37 M.Sister, '‘Die Typen der prophetischen Visionen in der Bibel’,
Monatsschrift fiir Geschichte und Wissenschaft des Judentums 78, 1934,
pp.399-430.

38 F,Horst, ‘Die Visionsschilderungen der alttestamentlichen
Propheten’, Evangelische Theologie, Vol 20, 1960, pp. 193-205.

sv e understand this to be similar to Sister’s ‘theophany’.

«¢ B,0,Long, ‘Reports of Visions among the Prophets’ JBL 85, 1976,
pp.353~365.
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fysteries-Visions'. Each of these categories could be applied to one or
more of the visions in Zechariah 1-8*! and they will prove to be useful
distinctions for our discussions. However another study by Amsler*?
which considers how visions are utilised in the overall presentation of
a prophet's message in its literary form rather than the circumstances
of their receipt,*3 is particularly appropriate for our purposes. He
distinguishes between two kinds of visionary literature in the classical
prophetic corpus. One category consists of passages in which a prophet
reports what he has previously 'seen’;** and these are not identified as
visions per se. The other contains 22 passages which include the eight
visions in Zechariah 1-8,%*% He argues that all these passages consist
of a description of what the prophet saw,*®* which initiates a dialogue
with God or his agent and finally the divine word is proclaimed to the
audience. We accept this analysis and believe it can also be applied to
the non-classical prophetic visions;*?” and thus it establishes general
criteria by which passages from the Old Testament can be identified as

‘visions’. Amslier goes on to claim that more profound messages are

1 The visions are considered individually later in this chapter.

*2 S.Amsler, ‘La Parole Visionnaire des Prophetes’', VT 31, 1881,
pp.355-362.

¢3S Amsler accepts that the texts are literary compositions and that
the relationship between text and actual vision can never be determined;
and we agree with this assertion.

‘4 Examples he gives are Isa.21:2; 7; Jer.4:21; 23ff.

S Amos 7:1-3; 4-6; 7-9; B:1-3; 9:1-4; Isa.6:1-11; Jer.1:11-12; 13-
16; 24:1-10; 38:21-22; Ezek.1-3; 8-10 + 11:22-28; 37:1-14; 40-48. We
question the inclusion of Jer.38:21f in this category preferring to call
it a report of a previous vision.

‘4 He also suggests the texts appear to indicate that the actual
“vision' was for the benefit of the prophet only.

*7 For example, the vision of Micaiah in 1 Kgs.2Z:19ff.
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communicated through this form of vision, since the language of metaphor
and analogy in the descriptions enters into the reader’s imagination and
prepares the way for the message. He concludes by saying:

"Dans le processus de la communication de la

parole de Dieu au peuple, 1le récit de vision

accentue fortement le moment de la réception du

message, tandis que l1'oracle met |'accent sur le

moment de sa transmission.™*®
He appears to have correctly identified a common method of operation for
these visionary passages at a literary Isvel and since this indicates a
similarity of style between the compilers of Zechariah 1-8 and those who
compiled the books of Amos, [saiah, Jeremiah and Ezekiel it supports the
view that Zechariah 1-8 stands in the mainstream of classical prophetic
literature in respect of the use of this literary form even though some
features of the visions may suggest divergence from prophetic norms.*?
However this discussion began by considering the ways in which Zachariah
the prophet received his message from Yahweh and as we return to this
matter it is necessary to appraise his visions as individual incidents,
rather than purely as literaturs. If this perspective is adopted and
they are compared with the rest of Amsler’s group of twentx-two - and

with other visions outside the classical prophetic corpus - then points

of distinctiveness may be discovered, which will regquire us to consider

*8 Amsler, ‘La Parole Visionnaire', p.362.

9 |t is claimed by some scholars that the visions of Zechariah 1-
8 represent an early stage in the development of apocalyptic literaturs;
for example R.North, 'Prophecy to Apocalyptic via Zechariah’, Supp.VT22,
1972, pp.47-71; S.Amsler, ‘Zacharie et 1'Origine de |’Apocalyptique’,
Supp.VT22, pp.227-31; and D.5.Russell, The Method and Message of Jewish
Apocalyptic, (SCM Press), 1964, pp.B88f. We would deny this and argue
for the origins of apocalyptic literature as something much more complex
than a linear development out of prophecy. This issues is not relsvant
to our thesis but for a variety of views see C.Rowland, The Open Heaven,
(SPCK), 1982; P.D.Hanson, The Dawn of Apocalyptic; M.A.Knibb, ‘Prophecy
and the Emergence of the Jewish Apocalypses’, in Coggins, Phillips &
Knibb, Israel’s Prophetic Tradition, (Cambridge), 1382, pp.155-180.
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whether other traditional influences have contributed to the formulation

of Zechariah’s visions as well.

Before we turn to look at the structure and content of the vision
passages in Zechariah 1-8 it is necessary to consider if the mention of
‘night’ in 1:7 is significant with regard to Zechariah’s consciousness
at the time of his experience(s). Night could imply that he ‘saw’ these
things through the medium of dreams while he was sleeping rather than in
a wakeful state; but against this it is acknowledged that the text of
Zechariah 1-8 always uses forms of ‘N&Y (see)’° about these experiences
and never mentions ‘adm (dream). Petersen presumes

"a fundamental similarity between dresams and

visions, a relation recognized by ancient Greeks

(waking (hypar]l] and dream [(onarl visions) as

wall as modern investigators™®!
and he cites literature about dream behavigur suggesting that a series
of four to six dreams, mostly in colour, is the normal human experience
during one night's sleep.3? He then proceeds to refer to Zechariah’s
"visions/dreams™.3® There is no reason to doubt the findings of modern
psychology about dreams but we deny that the terms ‘vision’ and ‘dream’

are interchangeable in the literature of the 0Old Testament. Dreams are

often referred to as the medium through which God makes things known to

59 Qal pf. Zech.1:8; 4:2; impf. 2:1,5; 5:1,9; ©:l; pt.act. 4:2; 5:2
(twice); imv. 5:5; and Hiph, impf. 1:9; 2:3; 3:1.

St Petersen, OTL, p.111.

52 Among the works cited are A.Rechtschaffen, P.Verdone, J.Wheaton,
"Reports of Mental Activity During Sleep’, Canadian Psychiatric
Association  Journal 3, 1963, pp.40S-14 and ¢,Padgham, ‘Colours
Experienced in Dreams’, British Journal of Psychology 66, 1975, pp.25-8.

33 Petersen, OTL, p.l38.
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individuals; to Abimelech,®* Jacob,®® Laban,?® Joseph,3’ the butler and
the baker in Egypt,®? Pharaoh,®’ a comrade of Gideon,*° Solomon;%! or is
expected to communicate;®? but in each of these 1instances both receiver
and interpreter of the dream are non-prophetic figures.®® Indeed none
of the named prophets in the 0ld Testament is attributed with receiving
a dream, whereas prophetic messages are often referred to as visions**
apart from the actual visions which the prophets claim to have seen.*?
However some reference is found to dreams and dreamers in the prophetic
corpus, primarily in Jeremiah where the implication is that prophets who

claim to have received their messages in dreams are liars who have not

34 Gen.20:3,6.

3% Gen.28:12; 31:10,11.

356 Gen.31:24.

37 Gen.37:5,9; 42:9.

s Gen.40:5,8,9,16.

S* Gen.41:1,5,7,17ff.

6% Judg.7:13.

1 1 Kgs.3:5,15.

62 For example by Saul, 1 Sam.28:6,15,

3 That a distinction is always made between dream and prophecy in
the 0ld Testament 1is recognized by Abraham J.Heschel, The Prophets,
(Harper and Row, New York), 1962, p.461, who argues that "Even the night
visions of the postexilic Zechariah are not to be understood as dreams,"

References to Nebuchadnezzar’s and Daniel’s dreams (Dan.2:1ff;7:1)
are excluded because the book dates from the second century BC and thus

is irrelevant to our discussion. Also, contra Heschel, we dispute that
Danie! was a prophet and the book’s content prophecy, in any real sense.

¢ For exampie Isa.l:1; 2:1; Amos 1:1; Obad.l; Mic.1:1; Nah.1:1;
and Hab.1:1.

3 For example 1 Kgs.22:19; Isa.b:1; Ezek.1-3.
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been sent by Yahweh.®® Similarly in Deuteronomy the dreamer of dreams
is set alongside the prophet who deceives.®*” There is only one passage
in the Old Testament, Numbers 12:6ff, which suggests that Yahweh might
speak to a prophet in a dreanm;

"Hear my words: If there is a prophet among you,

I the LORD make myself known to him in a vision,

I speak with him in a dream. Not so with my

servant Moses ...... With him | speak mouth to

mouth, clearly, and not 1in dark speech; and he

beholds the form of the LORD."
but this is designed to emphasize the uniqueness of Moses as a prophet
of Yahweh as compared with other more lowly individuals who aspired to
prophesy.®® Thus we do not believe that this passage negates the claim
that prophets were dismissive of dreamers and not dreamers themselves.
The foregoing points to a clear division in the 0ld Testament use of
dreams and visions whereby the latter belong predominantly in the realm
of prophecy as one means by which Yahweh communicates his word,** while
dreams as the medium of God's communication belong to the patriarchal

age and the earliest period of the monarchy before the rise of prominent

prophetic individuals.’?® It is interesting to note in support of this

46 Jer,23:25-28,32; 27:9f; 29:8f. Cf. Zech.l10:2. 1s5a.29:7,8 refers
to the human experience of non-inspired dreams while Joel 3:1(MT), which
post-dates Zechariah 1-8, expresses the hope for the future that people
will all receive God's spirit and then prophesy, dream or see visions.

¢7 Deut.l13:2,4,8(MT).

8 Deut.18:15ff expresses the [sraelite understanding of Moses as
the first and greatest prophet who began the prophetic succession. The
passage from Numbers indicates that a prophet with whom Yahweh speaks in
8 vision or a dream stands in this authentic line of succession and has
Mosaic authority.

49 QOccasionally non-prophetic figures are attributed with seeing
visions also, for example Israel/Jacob, Gen.46:2; Balaam, Num.22:31.

7% Reference to God using both dreams and visions less specifically
occurs in Job 7:14; 33:14f. It is noted that Job's story is set in the
patriarchal age whereas the book probably dates from the 3rd century BC.

This assertion about the distinction in the Old Testament between
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that all the Genesis passages which refer to dreams come from what is
known as the E source/document, which 1is usually dated to the 9th/8th
centuries BC,”' the period before the rise of classical prophetism. We
conclude, therefore, that as the prophets gained ascendancy and the
community came to expect Yahweh to address them through prophets, then

dreams as a means of divine revelation were devalued.

It follows from this that the visionary language 1in Zechariah 1-8
accords with the classical prophetic tradition in this respsct and it
argues against a suggestion that the prophet’s experiences were dreams.
However before the idea of Zechariah as a dreamer is rejected altogether
it is necessary to consider whether Genesis 46:2

"And God spoke to Israeli in visions of the

night, and said, 'Jacob, Jacob.' And he said,

‘Here am [.'"
has an implication for our unaerstanding of Zechariah 1:8. Jacob, along
with the other patriarchs, is elsewhers referred to as a dreamer;’? and
to interpret this incident as another dream is the most natural option.
If the words ‘ngfgg.ﬁ&?g§e (in visions of the night) mean 'in dreams’,”3

then can it be denied that ‘n;f5n N’ (I saw, the night) may likewise
e D 4

dreams and visions does not deny the psychological connections between
the two phenomena. As Meyers and Meyers, AB, p.127, have indicated, our
best analogy for understanding the concept of visions remains that of
the dream world "which contains a mixture of the real and the unreal,
the remembered and the imagined. ... Similarly for visions: they are
supernatural yet contain real objects and real people.”

71 Some scholars would date this material, at lsast 1in part, aven
garlier and suggest it precedes the J source. For example Z.Weisman
argues that the Jacob material assigned to E originatss before the
beginnings of the monarchy. (In a paper delivered in Oxford Nov.14.88)

72 See n.55 above.

73 Cf., Job 33:15; Isa 29:7 which equate a dream with a vision of
the night and Job 20:8 where the one is parallel to the other.
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imply a dream state? 3Some instances of ‘n§j}g' state explicitly that it
is the time when God communicates through dreams’* but equally there are
references to other forms of divine communication at night;’% and so the
question must be left open. Zechariah 4:1f,

"And the angel who talked with me came again,

and waked me, like a man that is wakenad out of

his sleep. And he said to me, ‘What do you

see?’....."
further complicates the issue for although it makes clear that Zechériah
was awake when he experienced the fifth vision, this could also suggest
that he was asleep for the previous one and that it was, therefore, more
accurately a dream! Wheeler Robinson related this verse to the complete
cycle of visions suggesting that

"The night visions of Zechariah are probably not

dreams so much as products of the borderland

between sleep and waking, . if we may judge from

his own remark (4:1).,"7¢
It is invalid to generalize in this way and furthermore we do not accept
that a semi-conscious state is implied in Zechariah 4:1 because the
language is that of simile, as used in Ezekiel’s visions of God.”” The
way in which this verse is used to introduce the vision serves to claim
a heightened state of awareness for Zechariah as he received the divine
communication, an awareness that was brought about by his encounter with
the angel and was éreater than that of normal consciousness to a degree

equivalent to the distinction between wakefulness and being aslesp. In

this case the claim relates only to the passage which follows and so it

74 Gen.20:3; 31:24 and | Kgs.3:5 (the parallel passage 2 Chron.l1:7
omits the reference to a dream).

7% Gen.32:22-31; Num.22:19-20; 2 Sam.7:4=1 Chron.l7:3; Cf. Mic.3:6.

76 H,Wheeler Robinson, Redemption and Revelation, (Nisbet & Co.
London), 1942, p.145.

77 For example Ezek.1; 8 and 10.
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does not allow any implications to be drawn about Zechariah's state of

consciousness when he experienced the previous vision.

On balance it is probably correct to understand Zechariah as a
visionary, not a dreamer, who stands firmly in the prophetic traditionm.
However the possibility cannot be totally discounted that alongside this
conformity with the classiéal prophets, Zechariah’s experience is being
likened to that of the early dreamers, especially Jacob and Solomon, to
indicate also a continuity with the founders of Israel’s faith whose
obedience to God's purposes, revealed to them in dreams, led eventually
to the building of the first temple. The significance of Zechariah’s
references to angels which are also linked with the early stages of
Israel's faith is our next consideration; but first it is appropriate to
reflect upon the religion of Persia, the dominant power in Zechariah’s
age, to determine whether this could have been a contemporary influence
on his thought, which would negate any suggestion that he drew on more
ancient 0ld Testament traditions. Whether Persian religion could have
been a source on which Zechariah depended in respect of other issues,
either conceptually or in a literary way, will alsoc be considered.

Excursus

There is no extant literature in a Persian language from this period”®

¢ [n ‘The Religion of Cyrus the Great’, Achaemenid History [I1l-
Method and Theory, Eds. Amélie Kuhrt and Heheen Sancisi-Weerdenburg,
(Leiden), 1988, pp.15-31, Mary Boyce indicates that no system for
recording pronouncements in an Iranian language in writing existed at
thetime of Cyrus and no Old Persian inscriptions date from his reign. It
appears that the art of writing only developed in Persia quite late in
the Achaemenid period and certainly the situation did not change in the
decade between Cyrus’s death, 530BC, and the 2nd year of Darius, 520BC.
The "Avesta™, the holy book of Zoroastrianism containing the
"Gathas", poems allegedly composed by the prophet Zorocaster, is written
in an otherwise unknown language, Avestan, which is belisved to be an
earlier forerunner of 0ld Persian but from a period pre 1000BC. Apart
from this text the teachings of Zoroaster were handed down orally to the
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and consequently we have to rely on Babylonian and Greek texts relating
to these times,”’" or archaeological discoveries, for evidence of the
religious ideas which prevailed in the Empire.®° However from these it
seems probable that Zoroastrianism had spread westward from Eastern Iran
by the early 8th century BC, so that this was the religion followed by
Cyrus and his descendants and the one generally accepted in this period
by the Persians.®' This being so, then the Jewish community at the time
of Haggai and Zechariah had probably gained some knowledge of the major
doctrines of this faith,®2 although it may be significant that the 0Old
Testament contains no mention of the name of Zoroaster’s god, Ahura
Mazda (Wise Lord), the Creator God, nor of his divine opponent, Angra
Mainyu, the Hostile Spirit.®® These two uncreated divinities give rise
to the ethical dualism which lies at the root of the faith, a concept
which was alien to the Jewish belief in the one God from whom came all
things, good and bad;®* and a concept which was also absent from all the
Semitic religions with which Israel had earlier come into contact. The
dualism of Zoroastrianism makes it improbable that an identification of

time of the Sasanians, 3rd-7th century AD. Mary Boyce, Zoroastrians,
(Routledge & Kegan Paul), 1979, p.l17.

?? Mary Boyce, A History of Zorgastrianism, Volume Two: Under thse
Achaemenians, (Leiden/Koin E.J.Brill), 1882, p.67.

®° This makes it highly improbable that there could be any literary
dependence between Zechariah 1-8 and texts relating to Persian religious
beliefs.

8! Mary Boyce, A History of Zoroastrianism, pp.41f, and in 'Persian
Religion in the Achemenid Age’, The Cambridge History of Judaism, Vol 1
Introduction, The Persian Period, Eds. W.D.Davies and L.Finkelstein,
(Cambridge), 1984, pp.285f. See also J.M.Cook The Persian Empire,
(J.M.Dent & Son Ltd. London), 1983, pp.147ff. For a full account of the
doctrines of this faith see Mary Boyce, Zoroastrians.

82 Morton Smith, ‘Il Isaiah and the Persians’, JAOS 33, 1963,
Pp.415-21, argues that this exilic prophet was greatly influenced by
Zoroastrians. He states that [sa.40-48 contains propaganda for the
Persians which derives from Persian inspiration and suggests that the
creation doctrine in Il Isaiah and the monotheism @xpressed thers are
influenced by Zoroastrian ideas. We believe that his claims stretch the
evidence too far in relation to these issues but accept that the prophet
may have had some knowledge of Zoroastrianism and that this affected the
development of his thought. See also Morton Smith, ‘Jewish Religious
Life in the Persian Period’, The Cambridge History of Judaism, Vol 1
Introduction, The Persian Period, Eds. W.D.Davies and L.Finkeistein,

(Cambridge), 1984, pp.215-78.

8% This contrasts with references to the gods of other nations who
are rejected, scorned or mentioned in other ways that recognized their
existence, for example Judg.11:24; 1 Kgs.11:5,7; 2 Kgs.23:10; Isa.46:1
Jer.2:23; 32:35; 50:2. Persians are recorded as speaking of ‘the God of
Heaven’, for example Ez.6:9,10.

84 For example Deut.11:13-17; [sa.45:5-7; Amos 5:8f.
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Yahweh with Ahura Mazda could account for the absence of any reference
to this god; and it is more likely an indication of Jewish disinterest
in Persian religion because it was not threatening to lead to syncretism
or apostasy and its adherents were not hostile towards their own beliefs
and practices.®?® Alongside sach of the opposing gods, Zoroastrians
believed in a pantheon of lesser divinities. In the case of Ahura Mazda
the pantheon consisted of six Yazatas (Beings worthy of worship), or
Amesha Spentas (Holy Immortals), who were hypostases of qualities such
as Truth and were thought to strive under their lord to further good and
defeat evil, each in their particular area of concern; but they were
clearly gods in their own right and not simply messengers or agents.
The opposing pantheon was made up of Daevas who always sought to inflict
gvil and frustrate good. Zoroaster proclaimed that only Ahura Mazda and
his pantheon were to be worshipped and taught doctrines of resurrection
and of a Last Day of Judgement (Frashokereti) when Ahura Mazda would
finally overcome Angra Mainyu. On this day the rightsous would enter
into an sternal existence of untroubled goodness and peace on earth with
Ahura Mazda and the wicked wouid be utterly destroyed. [t was believed
that the souls of those who died were judged at death and the departed
soul of a hero, a ‘fravashi’, conceptualized as a winged female being
inhabiting the air, was thought able to help and protect any descendants
who made satisfactory offerings, although

"salvation for the individual depended on the
sum of his thoughts, words and deeds, and there
could be no intervention, whether compassionate
or capricious, by any divine Being to alter
this, 8¢

The cult had neither temples nor idols but the faith had a strict moral
code, and far reaching purity laws. The absence of idolatry and the
concern for morality and purity were ideais which were held in common by
7oroastrians and the Jewish community, though the practical consequences
of these latter ideals were quite distinctive in the two faiths. For
example the Zoroastrian concept of purity led to the exposure of their
dead so that the corrupting flesh could be quickly devoured by birds and
animals before the bones wers then collected and buried. To Jews this
practice would have been abhorrent, as would the Zoroastrian practice of
‘khvaetvadatha’ or next-of-kin marriage, attested to as a contemporary
feature of the faith by Cambyses’ marriage to two of his full sisters,

s James Barr, "The Question of Religious influence: The Case of
Zoroastrianism, Judaism, and Christianity’, JAAR Vol.LIIl, 1985, pp.201-
235, comments on the lack of references to Persian religion in OT texts
and the absence of Hebrew loan words from Zoroastrianism. He concludes
that, "at least in the first century or so of Persian rule, Jsws who
were in contact with Iran paid rather little attention, favorable or
unfavorable, to the religion of the dominant nation. [f they knew the
peculiar characteristics of that religion, they kept them to themselves
and said nothing about them."(p.213-4) We believe the latter statement

to be the most likely.

°¢ Boyce, Zoroastrians, p.29.
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which was regarded as a highly meritorious religious duty.?’ The faiths
also had a totally different understanding of fire. For Zoroastrians it
was a pure element, used as the focus of all worship and prayers, which
must never be defiled; whereas Israel burned sacrificial offerings,®®
those guilty of certain incestuous relationships,®’ their rubbish’® and
used fire as a weapon of destruction.”! These distinctions in doctrine
and practice between Zoroastrianism and Israel’s traditional beliefs are
so significant that any influence of the former on Zechariah's language
and imagery should bg very apparent.

Let us now consider the frequent references in Zechariah’s visions
to ‘qg?é’, in the sense of an angelic messenger of Yahweh.%? Zechariah
claims to converse with an angel in each vision except the 4th and 6th"?
and in the 1st and 3rd a second angel also appears, identified in the
former instance as ‘nlﬂ: qg}g' (the angel of the LORD)."* This figure
is specifically referred to again as one of the characters in the 4th
vision’s and it is probable that the other two occurrences of ‘3§}§' in

this vision’® relate to the same individual. Since ‘n;nj qg}@’ does not

87 Compare the Jewish laws about incest Lev.18:6ff; 20:11ff.
98 For example Lev.4.

8* Lev.20:14.

ve Job 2:8.

*! For example Josh.11:11ff; Judg.9:20.

v2 Zech.1:9,11,12,13,14; 2:2,7,7(MT); 3:1,3,4,5,6;5 4:1,4,5; 5:5,10;
and 6:4. It does not occur in the oracuiar sections of Zechariah 1-8.

'3 Zgch.1:9,13,14; 2:1,7(MT); 4:1,4,5; 5:5,10; and 6:4. The role
of this angel in Zechariah 1-8 and its wider implication is discussed
more fully on pp.l12ff.

*4 Zech.i:11,12; 2:7(MT). The references in Zech.l:11f may be
glosses, although there is no objective evidence to support this theory.
This issue and the ambiguities in the text are discussed in n,108 below.

*% Zoch.3:1,5. The reference in 3:8 introducing the oracie depends
on the use of this term within the vision.

s Zech,3:3, 4.
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occur with this meaning in the ciassical prophetic literature;®’ and the
sole mention of an angel anywhere in it is Hosea’s comment on Jacob's
experience beside the Jabbok

"He strove with the angel and prevailed;"’®
it is clear that Zechariah is introducing a concept which is alien to

his prophetic predecessors.

With regards to its derivations, it 1is improbable that Zechariah
could have drawn on Persian religious ideas. The angels are portrayed
as male figures'’ who move about the earth like humans;!°°® and there is
no suggestion that they are to be worshipped. Thus they differ totally
from the “fravashi’!'®! and all the lesser divinities of the Zoroastrian
pantheon, which are the only Persian concepts that could have influenced
Zechariah’s understanding of angels. In contrast, when the patriarchal
narratives of the 0ld Testament are considered, frequent references are
found to either "m3n° gg}g' (the angel of the LORD), or ‘a*ﬁBg(a)'q§§g'

(the/an angel of God),!'°®* who appears to humans and engages them in

*7 Except 1sa.37:36 which occurs in the section from 2 Kings that
has been incorporated into the Book of Isaiah. In Hag.1:13 the prophet
is emphasizing his calling as a messenger of Yahweh. Mal.2:7 uses it to
describe the priestly role which reflects a later development.

*® Hos.12:5(MT)., Cf. the account of this incident in Gen.32:22-31.

** Zech.1:8,11

190 A R.Johnson, The One and the Many in the Israelite Conception
of God, (Cardiff, University of Wales Press), 2nd Ed., 1861, p.32, with
regard to Judg.13:2ff, the visitation of Manoah and his wife, argued
that the descriptions of incidents make it hard to determine whether an
‘angel’ is a terrestrial or a celestial being; but in @ach instance the
reaction of the human who is visited indicates a belief in the latter.

19t See above p.l107.

192 Gen.16:7ff; 22:11,15; Ex.3:2; Num.22:22-35 and Gen.21:17; 31:11
respectively. These verses are all attributed to the J/E source(s) of
the Pentateuch and are accepted as deriving from an early date.
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conversation, The same figure also occurs in connection with Israsel’s
A

Judges;'°> and a few other references relating to the first half of
[srael’s monarchic period indicate 'mn7 3237’ (the angel of the LORD)
as Yahweh’s agent in punishing Israel,!°* in battle on her behalf!?® and
as the conveyor of Yahweh's word to the pre-classical prophet Elijah,'°¢
In this early literature the angel’s appearance is mainly in the context
of a dream or visionary experience of the human character, which is the
same context presented in Zechariah 1:11,12 and 3:1-5. The passages
always indicate that the angel acts or speaks on behalf of the deity, to
an extent whereby in many instances it appears synonymous with Yahweh or
God, which the text often makes explicit.!'®?” [t appears that a similar
close identification, almost synonymity, between the motif ‘nln: nﬁ}g’
(the angel of the LORD) and Yahweh is found in Zechariah's use of it, at
least in Chapter 3,

"Then he showed me Joshua the high priest

standing before the angel of the LORD, and Satan

standing at his right hand to accuse him. And

the LORD said to Satan, ‘The LORD rebuke you, O
Satan! The LORD who has chosen Jerusalem rebuke

193 Judg.2:1,4; 5:23; 6:11-24; and 13:3-21.
194 2 Sam.24:16ff, Cf. 1 Chron.21:15ff.
103 2 Kgs.19:35 = 1sa.37:36. Cf. 2 Chron.32:21.

106 1 Kgs.19:7; 2 Kgs.1:3,15. The figure appears again in Pss.34:8
(MT} and 35:5,6. The former Psalm is attributed to the time of David
but its acrostic form argues more probably for a post-exilic date. The
date of the latter is very uncertain but it may also be post-exilic.

197 For example Gen.16:7-13; Ex.3:2,4; Judg.6:11-23; 13:3-22. This
is argued by P.D.Miller, The Divine Warrior in Early Israel, (Harvard

Semitic Monographs, Cambridge, Mass.), 1973, pp.66f.
For a discussion of the motif 'M1W] J&17’ in the early literature

of the Old Testament ses G.von Rad, 0ld Testament Theology, Vol.l,
trans. D.G.M. Stalker, (Oliver & Boyd), 1962, pp.285-39.
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Therefore we suggest that Zechariah is not introducing a new concept by
means of this motif; but is re-introducing a theological understanding
of God’s interaction with humans which existed before the development of
classical prophetism. By re-adopting these earlier ideas Zechariah is
emphasizing that the theology underlying the temple rebuilding programme
is closely akin to that of the formative years of the first temple; but
he is also addressing the probism, which began to arise in the post-
exilic era, of coping with an understanding of God as being transcendent

and yet still able to communicate with his people.

A similar dependent relationship probably exists between the
references to one or more angel(s) acting as representative(s) of Yahweh
or God which are found in the patriarchal narratives'®’ and the concept
of the other angelic beings in Zechariah’s visions. However, when the
roles played by these angelic beings are considered it appears that one
of‘the angels in Zechariah 1-8 is distinctive, In the eariy literaturs

which has been discussed, angels frequently appear as the subject of a

108 Zach.3:1f. The Syriac text reads ‘nlﬂj qg}g’ and not ‘nlnj' at

the beginning of v.2. ) ' '
Zech.1:11,12 pressnts several problems in interpretation; and it
is far from certain how many characters are included in this vision or
whether some are referred to in differing ways. In addition BHS suggests
that the motif *N177 ﬂ&}@’ may be a gloss in both instances and that the
main verb in 1:11 'should be singular, not plural, although there is no
manuscript evidence in support. Accepting the Hebrew text as it stands,
whether ‘NlW} qg}@' is synonymous with Yahweh in 1:11 is open to debate;
but it cannot be in l:12 because the angel addresses Yahweh. [If 1:12 is
emended to read ' "2 37T{ [&D21’ (the angel who talked with me) as in
1:9,13,14, then Yahweh's repl;: in 1:13 follows naturally and it makes

the identification with Yahweh of ‘H}W? QQ}@’ in 1:11 more probable,.

199 gf Yahweh: Gen.18-19:15; 24:7,40; Ex.14:18; 23:20,23; 32:34;
33:2; Num.20:16: and of God: Gen.28:12; 32:2(MT); and 48:16.
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dream or vision in which they convey a divine message;!'® or are just
heard,!''! or seen.!!'? [n Zechariah 1-8, while all the angels appear in
the prophet’s visions, one of them “;.13#p 3§§@Q’ (the angel who talked
with me) rather than being the focal point of what is seen, acts as an
interpreter to the prophet.!!3 He draws the prophet’s attention te
specific features and explains their meaning; and in the context of the
vision cycle these explanations also serve to convey Zechariah's message
to the people. This method of conveying a message - vision with angelus
interpres - is recognized as a distinct genre which was extensively used
by later apocalyptic writers.!!* |[ts appearance in Zechariah 1-8 raises
two areas for discussion; firstiy the derivation of the concept of an

interpreting angel! and secondly the need for one.

It is commonly suggested that the introduction by Zechariah of an
interpreting angel who mediates Yahweh's message to him is an innovative
feature of his prophetic style!!® which is quite distinct from that of
the classical prophets. Nevertheless the same scholars also recognize a

similarity between Zechariah’s interpreting angel and the superhuman

119 For example Gen.16:7ff; 18-19:5; Judg.8:11ff; | Kgs.19:5ff.
111 For example Gen.z22:11,15; Judg.2:1,4; 2 Kgs.1:3,15,
112 For example Gen.28:12; 2 Sam.24:16ff.

113 Zgch.1:9,13,14; 2:2,7(MT); 4:1,2,4,5,6a,10b,13,14; 5:5,6,8,10,
11; 6:4,5,8. According to the text of Zechariah 1-8 the antecedent for
the pronoun ‘he’ in 5:2 and 3 is the interpreting angel speaking at the
end of Chapter 4 but the identity of the speaker in this sixth vision is
not specified. Cf. Zech.2:3,4(MT) where according to the text Yahweh is
identified as the author of the vision and as the one who sxplains its
meaning. Similarly in Zech.2:6(MT) the text indicates that the man who
is the subject of the vision provides the explanation for the prophet.

114 p.D.Hanson, The Dawn of Apocalyptic, p.250.

113 For example, Mitchell, ICC, p.103; Meyers & Meyers, AB, p.l14.
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figure who is associated with two of Ezekiel’s visions;

"Then | beheld, and, lo, a form that had the
appearance of a man; below what appeared to be
his loins it was fire, and above his loins it
was like the appearance of brightness, like
gleaming bronze. ... Then he said to me, 'Son of
man, lift up your eyes now in the direction of
the north.’ So | lifted up my eyes toward the
north, and behold, north of the altar gate, in
the entrance was the image of jealousy."'!?

"behold, there was a man, whose appearance was

like bronze, with a line of flax and a measuring

reed in his hand; and he was standing in the

gateway. And the man said to me, ‘3on of man,

look with your eyes, and hear with your ears and

set your mind upon all that [ shall show you,

for you were brought here in order that [ might

show it to you; declare all that you ses to the

house of lsrael.’™ !’
and suggest that there may be a link between these ideas. A connection
is possibie because, although not specifically called an angel, this is
what the description and function of the ‘man’ imply; but Ezekiel does
not question the figure, whose words to him are instructions and not
interpretation, which 1is quite different from the communication between
Zechariah and his interpreting angel. At a linguistic level there is
another connection between the former Ezekiel passage and Zechariah 1-8.
The man’'s command in Ezekiel 8:5, "p*1° Rg‘&&ﬁ (lift up your eyes), is
identical to that of the interpreting angel in Zechariah 5:5 and the

response of Ezekiel, "1 R?§1’ (so I lifted my eyes), 1is the same as

Zechariah’s in 5:3. This could imply Zechariah’s depsndence on Ezekiel

118 Ezek.8:2,5 adopting the emendation ‘W' (man) for “wa' (firs}
in B8:2 as suggested by LXX.

117 Ezek.40:3f. We believe that the vision comprising Ezek.40-48
has been appended to the Book of Ezekiel after its original compilation.
Thus it 1is probable that this description of the "man’ depends on that
in Ezek.8:2. We do, however, recognize the view of J.W.Wevers, Ezekiel,
pp.206-209, (et al) that these chapters contain an original core vision
of the prophet, Ezek.40:1-37,48-41:4 and 42:15-20, which argues for both
these descriptions having a common origin.



114
for this visionary language, a suggestion supported by the fact that the
exact words “l’y Rigﬁl’ (and | lifted my ey®s) occur as the introduction
to four more of Zechariah's visions!'® but are found nowhere else in the
classical prophetic corpus.!!' However there are other instances of
similar vocabulary being used in a visionary way both in the prophetic
literature!2?°® and the earlier patriarchal and historical narrativest®?2!
and it 1is probable that all this visionary language derives primarily
from the literal use of this vocabulary.!?2? Thus there 1is no evidence
to justify a claim that Ezekiel's prophecies underlie the concept of
Zechariah’'s interpreting angel. On the other hand the E strand of the
patriarchal narratives again provides a passage which is worthy of
comparison with Zechariah’s thought. Genesis 31:10ff

"In the mating season of the flock | lifted up
my eyes, and saw in a dream that the he-goats
which leaped upon the flock were striped,
spotted, and mottled. Then the angel of God
said to me in the dream, ‘Jacob,’ and 1 said,
‘Here [ am!’ And he said, 'Lift up your ayses
and see, all the goats that leap upon the flock
are striped, spotted, and mottled; for [ have
seen all that Laban is doing to you. I am the
God of Bethel, where you anointed a pillar and
made a vow to me. Now arise, go forth from this

land, and return to the land of your birth.’"

records a dream of Jacob in which the angel of God appears, speaks to

118 Zoch.2:1,5(MT); 5:1; and 6:1. We note, however, that Zechariah
invariably continues with the verb "T&1" (see) which is not the case in
Ezekiel.

11Y The same words also occur in Dan.8:2 and 10:5 but thess versss
must be dated after Zechariah 1-38.

129 [ga3.49:18a (= 60:4a); 51:6; and Jer.13:20.

121 Gen.18:2; 31:10,12; Josh.5:13. It is also in the post-exilic 1
Chron.21:16 but not the sarlier account of this incident, 2 Sam.24:16ff.

122 Gen.13:10,14; 22:4,13; 24:63,64; 33:5; 43:29; Num.Z4:2; Deut.3:
27; 4:19; Judg.19:17; 2 Sam.18:24; Ps.121:1; [sa.40:26 and Jer.3:2, Its
metaphoric use, as in Ezek.23:27, also derives from the literal meaning.
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the dreamer and explains to him the meaning of what he sees, which is a
scenario similar to that presented in Zechariah’s visions. The passage
also contains the visionary language -agggl 20y 3?53 (1 lifted up my
eyes, and saw) and aRY] a*g*; 8&‘8?’ (lift up your eyes, and see) in
the identical form to that adopted in Zechariah 1-8. We concede that
there is not the same sense of real dialogue bstween Jacob and the angsel
as that engaged in by Zechariah and that the interpretation 1is given to
Jacob by the angel without a prompting question;!?® but the similarities
between the two forms cannot be denied. [t may be that Zechariah knew
this passage and although there is no evidence that his concept of an
interpreting angel depends directly upon it, it may have influenced his
thought as he formulated his ideas. [t has already been argued'** that
Zechariah derived the notion of angels conversing with humans in dreams
or visions from the patriarchal narratives, especially the E strand; and
he may have drawn on ones that relate to Joseph as an interpreter of
dreams'?3 as he developed the idea of his heavenly interpreter. Joseph,
asked by the butier and baker to interpret their dreams, says,

"Do not interpretations belong to God?"'®®

and similarly in respect of his conversation with Pharaoh,

"It is not in me; God will give Pharaoch a
favourable answer."'?7

123 Ye note that in Zech.5:1-4 the interpretation is given without
a prompting question.

124 Sge above pp.l09ff.

128 Gen.40 and 41. The relevant parts of these chapters are also
attributable to E. G.von Rad, Genesis, (OTL), Rev.Ed. 1872, pp.26f,371,
gives an account of the significance of dreams and their interpretation

in the theology of the Elohist.
126 Gen.40:8.

127 Gen.41:16.
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thereby stressing the divine origin of all interpretation. [f Zechariah
was influenced by this theological understanding in the same way that he
adopted other old theological ideas, then it was natural for him to look
to a divine figure to provide the interpretations for his own visions.
As he had already re-introduced angels as divine representatives to cope
with the theory of a more remote, transcendent, God then the concept of
an interpreting angel would be an appropriate soliution. Thus we agree
that Zechariah was being innovative in this respect but we suggest that
his ideas were inspired as a consequence of his re-applying old theoclogy

in the post-exilic context.

Now that the derivation of this concept has been discussed we turn
to consider the necessity for an interpreter and the significance of
this for Zechariah’s relationship to the classical prophetic traditions.
While there 1is express or implied reference to the angelic interpreter
in all but the fourth of Zechariah's visions, the function he performs
is not 1identical in each instance which suggests that there may be more
than one reason for his presence. Although explanation is sought by the
prophet nearly every time, his lack of understanding about what he sees
arises for different reasons. An interpreter 1is needed to help him
understand his second and fifth visions!2?® because the objects they
contain, horn<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>