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Micah 5:1–3 [ET 5:2–4]

The Ruler from Bethlehem  
Who Fulfills the Davidic Covenant

Translation
5 1But as for you, Bethlehem, Ephrathah,

 [too] small to be among the clans of Judah,

from you one will come forth for me to be Ruler over Israel,

 and his origins are from long ago, from ancient days.
2Therefore, he will give them over until a time [when] a woman giving 

   birth will have given birth,

 and [then] the rest of his brothers will return to the sons of Israel.
3And he will stand and will shepherd with the strength of Yahweh

 and with the majesty of the name of Yahweh, his God.

And they will dwell [in safety],

 for then he will be great as far as the ends of the earth.

Textual Notes
5:1 ht;r:%p]a, µj,l≤¢AtyB́â hT;|a'w̋“—“But as for you, Bethlehem, Ephrathah.” The personal 

pronoun hT;a' ̋and the two proper nouns in apposition to it are independent from the rest 

of the sentence. Though this syntax has several possible meanings, Muraoka asserts that 

“emphasis is unmistakable in cases of extraposed pronominal pronouns.”1 The second 

person masculine singular pronoun of the casus pendens is repeated with the suffix on 

the preposition later in the sentence, Ú~M̋]m̋i, “from you.” See also GKC, § 135 d, g. The 

personal pronoun hT…a', “you,” sounds similar to hT;[', “now,” in 4:14 [ET 5:1]. The sec-

ond proper noun, ht;r:%p]a,, is derived from the noun for Ephraim, µyIr"p]a, (HALOT, s.v. 

ht;r:p]a,). “Ephrathah” occurs as a parallel reference to µj,l≤AtyB́, “Bethlehem,” also in 

Ruth 4:11 (see also Gen 35:19; 48:7). Most city names are regarded as feminine, but 

Bethlehem, as other cities names compounded with AtyBe, is masculine (Joüon, § 134 g). 

This explains the masculine personal pronoun hT…a'.
t~/yh]l̋iâ r~y[ix;—“[Too] small to be.” Gelston comments that the Vulgate, the Syriac, 

and the Targum speak against the emendation proposed in BHS (ry[iX;h' tr:p]a,), since 

they handle the adjective as the predicate, rather than as an attribute.2 The infinitive is 

supported by Ḥev and the LXX, the latter of which also supplies an indicative verb. The 

Targum does have an infinitive, but from a different verb (hanmtal, “to be numbered”). 

1 Muraoka, Emphatic Words and Structures in Biblical Hebrew, 98.
2 Gelston, The Twelve Minor Prophets, 103*.
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The Vulgate (es, “you are”) and the Syriac (NywhtD YtnA, “that you will be”3) do not 
have infinitives.

Andersen and Freedman sketch out three stages in the use of the adjective ry[ix;. 
According to their work, the term first applies to the youngest son (e.g., Gen 43:33). 
In the second stage, in which Andersen and Freedman locate the usage in Micah, the 
adjective refers to the “phratry,” rather than to an individual. But it still retains the sense 
of “youngest.”4 But Lescow argues that the word is used here in the sense that it has in 
Judg 6:15 and 1 Sam 9:21, “unimportant, insignificant,” a meaning that fits the context 
better.5 See also BDB, s.v. ry[ix;, 1 a. HALOT, s.v. l] I, 19 b, lists the verse under the 
lamed of comparison: “too little to be.” But this meaning of the lamed, based on par-
allels in Ugaritic, is disputed. Waltke understands the lamed with the infinitive (t~/yh]l̋iâ) 
as an indicator of purpose, but his translation (“an insignificant [town] to be among the 
clans of Judah”), sounds much like the comparative meaning.6 It is tempting to under-
stand the lamed with the infinitive (t~/yh]l̋iâ) as indicating respect. Jenni categorizes the 
use here as Eigenschaftsbedingte Konsequenz (result that is dependent upon a quality): 
in this instance, a city is qualified by an adjective. The infinitive indicates the result that 
flows from the adjective. A parallel to this usage is in Num 35:31:

.tm…âWy t/m¡AyKi tWm=˝l; [v…`r: aWhèArv,a} j"xe+ro vp,n<∞˝l] r~p,koŸ Wjèq]tiAaløê˝w“

And you shall not take a ransom for the life/soul of a murderer, who is guilty 
and must die, for he shall surely be put to death.

The quality of being guilty ([v…r̀:) means that the murderer must die (tWm=l̋;). Jenni 
translates the Micah passage in this way: “zu klein, als daß er unter den Gauen Judas 
wäre.”7 Bethlehem is so insignificant, so small in number, so that it scarcely should even 
be called a clan of Judah. Elliptical comparisons, e.g., “too little,” are often expressed 
by an adjective followed by ˜mi (rather than l]). See Joüon § 141 i. Compare t/yh]m̋i in Is 
49:6 (cf. Ex 12:4).

hd:+Why“ yṕ¢l]a'B̋]—“Among the clans of Judah.” The noun πl,a,, “thousand,” can refer 
to a military company of a thousand men (1 Sam 8:12; Amos 5:3). BDB, s.v. πl,a, II, 2, 
lists 5:1 [ET 5:2] in that category, apparently suggesting that here it refers to the popu-
lation of Judah as grouped by thousands for military service. But HALOT, s.v. πl,a, III, 
2, gives the meaning “region” for this passage.8 Most commentators render the word 
as “clan” (HALOT, s.v. πl,a, III, 1).

3 Walter and Greenberg, The Syriac Peshiṭta Bible with English Translation: The Twelve 
Prophets, 151.

4 Andersen and Freedman, Micah, 465.
5 Lescow, “Das Geburtsmotiv in den messianischen Weissagungen bei Jesaja und Micha,” 

196–97, including note 120.
6 Waltke, Micah, 261, 269.
7 Jenni, Die hebräischen Präpositionen, 3:221.
8 Wolff, Micha, 116, points to this meaning, “sie bezeichnet dann den Sippenverband selbst 

[Judg 6:15; 1 Sam 10:19, 21] und deren Siedlungsgebiet innerhalb eines Stammesbereichs, 
das mit einer Stadt identisch sein kann [Amos 5:3; Micah 5:1 (ET 5:2)],” but gives the more 
literal translation “Tausendschaften” (101).
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lá–r:c]yIB̋] lv̀́/m t/yìh]l̋iâ axe+yE y̋li¢ Ú~M̋]m̋i—“From you one will come forth for me to be 

Ruler over Israel.” 4QXIIf has the word al before axy, though Gelston points out that 

the vocalization of the word is uncertain, nor is it clear whether the prepositional phrase 

y̋li preceded it.9 If the reading al is genuine, it is possible to vocalize it as alu, a variant 

spelling of the counterfactual conditional particle Wl. The spelling aWl appears in three 

passages in the Hebrew Bible (1 Sam 14:30; Is 48:18; 63:19b [ET 64:1]). The clause 

(assuming the presence of the prepositional phrase) would be axy al y̋l, “would that 

one would come forth for me.”10 Andersen and Freedman argue that the spacing of 

the text in 4QMicah rules out the proposal of Hillers to excise the infinitive construct 

t/yìh]l̋iâ.11 The Syriac omits the prepositional phrase y̋li, but Gelston argues that this was 

because it was not understood.12

The placement of the prepositional phrase y̋li¢ before the verb axe+yE lays emphasis on 

the prepositional phrase (GKC, § 142 g). The lamed indicates the “dative of advantage” 

(Waltke-O’Connor, § 11.2.10d; BDB, s.v. l], 5 h (b) α).13 The verb ax;y: in this passage 

is connected to the realm of birth and descent (BDB, s.v. ax;y:, Qal, 1 h). The promises 

to Abraham (Gen 17:6), to Jacob (Gen 35:11), and to David (2 Sam 7:12–16) use ax;y: 
to speak of descendants “coming forth.”14 The promises to Abraham and Jacob speak 

of “kings” (µykil;m]) who will “come forth” (ax;y:) from them (Gen 17:6; 35:11), and the 

promise to David refers to Yahweh establishing the “kingdom” (hk;l;m]m') of the “seed” 

([r"z<) who will “come forth” (ax;y:) from him (2 Sam 7:12; see also 2 Sam 7:13, 16).

The verbal root “to rule” (lvm) may be used in this passage to distinguish the Ruler 

from any “king” (Jl,m,) who has come before. Micah speaks disparagingly of Israel’s 

kings (1:14; 4:9)15 as unable to protect the people; he implies that they are false sources 

of trust. The coming Monarch is something, someone, fundamentally different.16 But 

Micah also uses the root for “king,” both the noun (Jl,m,, 2:13) and the verb (Jl'm;, “to 

rule as King,” 4:7), to describe Yahweh. Some have seen a tension, even a contradic-

tion, between Yahweh’s kingship and the Ruler’s dominion. This issue will be explored 

in the commentary, but here it is sufficient to note that both roots describe the coming 

rule, the fulfillment of the promise of David’s monarchy. The use of both terms serves 

as a bridge between the kingship of Yahweh and the return of “the former rule/domin-

ion” (hn:±voarI∞h̋; h~l;v;m]M,h̋', 4:8). In addition, the root “to rule” (lvm) is sometimes used of 

 9 Gelston, The Twelve Minor Prophets, 103*.
10 Fuller, “4QMicah,” 201.
11 Andersen and Freedman, Micah, 464, citing Fuller, “4QMicah,” 195. See also Hillers, Micah, 

64.
12 Gelston, The Twelve Minor Prophets, 103*.
13 Wolff, Micha, 103, proposes that the lamed indicates possession, the one who belongs to 

Yahweh. He finds the ethical dative problematic.
14 H. D. Preuss, “ax;y:,” TDOT 6:228.
15 Judah’s king is referenced also in 4:14 [ET 5:1], though with a different root, láâr:c]yI fṕàvo, 

“the judge of Israel.”
16 H. Gross, “lv'm;,” TDOT 9:70.
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Yahweh. He is Israel’s true King (Judg 8:23). But Yahweh’s rule extends to the nations 

and even to the universe (Pss 22:29 [ET 22:28]; 59:14 [ET 59:13]; 66:7; 103:19).17

The verb lv'm; with the preposition bet (on lá–r:c]yIB̋]) means “to rule over” (BDB, 

s.v. lv'm; III, 1).

.µl…â/[ yḿày̋mi µd<Qƒ≤`m̋i w̋yt…àaox;/m̋W—“And his origins are from long ago, from ancient 

days.” Brockelmann, § 19 b, notes that the plural of abstract nouns, such as the plural 

of ha;x;/m̋ here, can add emphasis. This noun occurs only twice in the OT, and the other 

occurrence (the Qere in 2 Ki 10:27) has a meaning that sheds no light on its meaning 

here. A masculine form of the noun, ax;/m, can mean “pronouncement” (e.g., Deut 8:3). 

According to Andersen and Freedman, this opens the possibility that the prophet may 

be referring not to the Ruler’s genealogy, but to the ancient promises that David’s line 

would endure forever.18 Wagenaar underscores that the meaning of the noun must be 

connected to the meaning of the verb from which it is derived, ax;y:, “come/go forth” (as 

in 5:1 [ET 5:2]).19 Many scholars interpret the root (axy) that the verb axe+yE and the noun 

w̋yt…àaox;/m̋ in 5:1 [ET 5:2] share to mean that the passage speaks about only the human 

nature of the Ruler; his genealogy is traced back to David.20

The prepositional phrase µd<Qƒ≤`m̋i, which stands in parallel with the following con-

struct phrase µl…â/[ yḿày̋mi, has a meaning similar to the later phrase (see below). Koch 

observes that the noun µd<q≤ can refer to the time of the exodus and the conquest of the 

land (Pss 44:2–4 [ET 44:1–3]; 74:2; 77:12 [ET 77:11]).21 Separating out Isaiah (which 

he calls “Deutero-Isaiah”), Koch concludes that the use of the term µd<q≤ in the rest of 

the prophets is in agreement with the historical references he cites in the Psalms.22

In two articles on the Hebrew noun µl…/[, Ernst Jenni provides a thorough analysis 

of the use of the word in different syntactical structures, as well as in different genres 

within the OT.23 A theme found in his analysis, which echoes in the commentaries and 

other secondary literature, is that the word should not be equated with the abstract con-

cept of timelessness.24 This is not to say that Jenni does not identify any passages that 

speak of “eternity.” “God” can be placed in construct with the noun µl…/[ (Is 40:28). 

According to Jenni, this describes God as a God of unchangeable power and constant 

17 Gross, “lv'm;,” TDOT 9:70.
18 Andersen and Freedman, Micah, 467.
19 Wagenaar, Judgement and Salvation, 172.
20 Andersen and Freedman, Micah, 467, though they also say with regard to “from ancient/

olden days” at the end of the verse that “a legitimate sensus plenior is that this Ruler will be 
a superhuman being, associated with God from the beginning of time” (468).

21 Koch, “Qädäm: Heilsgeschichte als mythische Urzeit im Alten (und Neuen) Testament,” 258.
22 Koch, “Qädäm: Heilsgeschichte als mythische Urzeit im Alten (und Neuen) Testament,” 267.
23 Jenni, “Das Wort ʿ ōlām im Alten Testament [Part 1]” and “Das Wort ʿ ōlām im Alten Testament 

[Part 2].”
24 Jenni, “Das Wort ʿōlām im Alten Testament [Part 2],” 4: “Im Unterschied zur ‘Zeitlosigkeit’ 

oder auch zum rein zeitlichen Grenzbegriff der quantitativ ‘unendlichen Zeit’ fehlt bei diesem 
einfachen, ganz an den konkreten Inhalt gebundenen Ewigkeitsbegriff jede philosophische 
Abstraktion und Reflexion.”
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presence and effectiveness.25 Jenni points to Gen 3:22 as speaking of the potential that 
man could have lived “forever” if he had eaten from the tree of life after the fall.26 The 
use of the noun in the earlier prophets is not frequent and, according to Jenni, usually 
does not occur in an “eschatological sense.” However, in his analysis, Is 9:6 [ET 9:7] 
may have precisely this sense since the passage closes with “from now until forever.”27

But those passages differ syntactically from µl…â/[ yḿày̋mi in 5:1 [ET 5:2]. Micah 5:1 
[ET 5:2] uses the noun in a construct phrase, preceded by the plural construct form of 
µ/y, “day,” with the preposition ˜mi, “from.” Micah 5:1 [ET 5:2] is speaking about the 
past and not about the future. The occurrence of the noun in the construct phrase with 
“days” reveals that the time to which the prophet refers is one that can be recalled and 
recounted: passages with µl…/[ “clearly refer to the past, when actions, which have taken 
place in them, are recounted (Is 63:9), when one thinks of them in recollection (Deut 
32:7; Ps 77:6 [ET 77:5]), so that they can be compared with the present (Amos 9:11; 
Micah 7:14; Mal 3:4; Is 51:9).”28 The closest parallel in terms of content is Amos 9:11, 
when the future restoration or resurrection of “David’s tent” is compared to the way it 
was µl…â/[ yḿày̋Ki, “as in ancient days.” Micah himself uses the identical phrase to speak 
of the time of the exodus µl…â/[ yḿày̋Ki, “as in ancient days,” in 7:14. Similar to µl…â/[ yḿày̋mi 
in 5:1 [ET 5:2], though using µd<qƒ≤ instead of µl…/[, Micah speaks of Yahweh’s oath to 
the patriarchs µd<qƒ≤â ymey̋mià, “from the days of antiquity,” in 7:20. This usage of µd<qƒ≤ in 7:20 
illuminates the use of µd<q≤ as the preceding word for time in Micah 5:1 [ET 5:2], since 
µd<q≤ stands in parallel to µl…/[ in Micah 5:1 [ET 5:2].29

Micah 5:1 [ET 5:2] in Matthew 2:6
The citation in Mt 2:6 differs from Micah 5:1 [ET 5:2] in several ways. It is a 

composite quotation made up of the first three lines of Micah 5:1 [ET 5:2] plus the 
“shepherd” wording of 2 Sam 5:2, which can be compared to the “shepherd” wording 
in Micah 5:3 [ET 5:4]. Matthew omits the fourth line of Micah 5:1 [ET 5:2] and the 
entirety of 5:2 [ET 5:3]. 2 Sam 5:2 contains the words of Yahweh to David promising 
that he would be ruler (dygIn:) after Saul. As Gibbs points out, the inclusion of 2 Sam 5:2 
in Mt 2:6 strengthens the claim of the text that the King to come forth from Bethlehem 
was a descendant of David.30

The quote in Matthew contains alternative words and also omits some words. 
There are also some additions on the word level in comparison to both the MT and the 
LXX. Instead of “Ephrathah,” Mt 2:6 has γῆ Ἰούδα, “land of Judah.” Matthew also has 
ἡγεμόσιν, “rulers,” rather than “thousands” (LXX: χιλιάσιν). Matthew omits “for me” 
in the third line. In the second line, where the MT has the infinitive construct t~/yh]l̋iâ 
and the LXX has both an indicative and an infinitive, εἶ τοῦ εἶναι, Mt 2:6 has only the 

25 Jenni, “Das Wort ʿōlām im Alten Testament [Part 2],” 3.
26 Jenni, “Das Wort ʿōlām im Alten Testament [Part 2],” 11.
27 Jenni, “Das Wort ʿōlām im Alten Testament [Part 2],” 13.
28 Jenni, “Das Wort ʿōlām im Alten Testament [Part 1],” 227.
29 T. Kronholm, “µd<q≤,” TDOT 12:510; H. D. Preuss, “µl…/[,” TDOT 10:534.
30 Gibbs, Matthew 1:1–11:1, 119.
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indicative εἶ. Matthew inserts the adverb οὐδαμῶς, “by no means,” in the second line, 
as well as the conjunction γάρ, “for,” in the third line.

As Gibbs notes, Matthew’s substitution of “land of Judah” for “Ephrathah” does 
not change the meaning, for both delineate the specific Bethlehem in view.31 In regard 
to the additions mentioned above, Gibbs comments that Matthew is bringing out the 
contrast that is already present in the MT: “Bethlehem is declared to be little among the 
clans of Judah indeed. Nevertheless, precisely from Bethlehem will go forth Israel’s 
Shepherd-King.”32

Menken addresses two of the other variations of Micah’s text from the MT and 
the LXX. Matthew’s indicative, εἶ, is a simplification of the text of the LXX, εἶ τοῦ 
εἶναι (both an indicative and an infinitive). Menken claims that that simplification is 
paralleled by the Targum, and so he considers it to be an instance of “targumizing.”33 
However, the Targum itself, like the LXX, but unlike Mt 2:6, has both an indicative and 
an infinitive (hanmtal atywh, “you who were too small to be numbered”). The fact is 
that the simplification just makes for a more understandable Greek text.

Matthew’s inclusion of ἡγεμόσιν, “leaders,” rather than χιλιάσιν, “thousands,” is 
in accord with the standard LXX translation of the noun πl,a,. According to Menken, 
ἡγεμόσιν is a word that any translator would use. According to him, “here as well, it is 
impossible to decide whether this [in Mt 2:6] is a correction of the LXX or a fresh trans-
lation of the Hebrew; it could serve to enhance the messianic tenor of the passage.”34 
But other explanations are also possible. Fuller suspects that Matthew’s choice of the 
noun ἡγεμόσιν may have facilitated the transition to 2 Sam 5:2, since the last clause 
of LXX 2 Sam 5:2, καὶ σὺ ἔσει εἰς ἡγούμενον ἐπὶ τὸν Ισραηλ, has the same partici-
ple as the one that concludes Matthew’s translation of the third line of Micah 5:1 [ET 
5:2], ἡγούμενος (Mt 2:6c).35 Andersen and Freedman also raise the possibility that the 
consonants ypla could be a defective spelling for the noun ypeWLa', “tribal chiefs of.”36

5:2 hd:l…–y: hd:¡le/y t[́àAd[' µ̋nE±T]yI ˜ḱ¢l̋;—“Therefore, he will give them over until a time 
[when] a woman giving birth will have given birth.” The adverb ˜kel; often follows an 
indictment and introduces a judgment sentence, as in 2:3, 5; 3:6, 12. No indictment 
immediately precedes 5:2 [ET 5:3], but the verb µ̋nE±T]yI that follows the adverb implies a 
“giving over” to punishment or judgment. Waltke argues that here ̃ kel; draws a conclu-
sion from the preceding verses (4:14 [ET 5:1] and 5:1 [ET 5:2]). Both of the preceding 
verses are focused on time, “now” (4:14 [ET 5:1]) and the future arrival of the Ruler 
(5:1 [ET 5:2]). The logical particle ˜kel; specifies the time of deliverance indicated by 

31 Gibbs, Matthew 1:1–11:1, 120. Menken, Matthew’s Bible: The Old Testament Text of the 
Evangelist, 256–57, comments that Matthew has a preference for the noun γῆ and for fol-
lowing γῆ with a geographical noun (here Ἰούδα), but he is not convinced that Matthew is 
responsible for altering the wording.

32 Gibbs, Matthew 1:1–11:1, 120.
33 Menken, Matthew’s Bible, 258.
34 Menken, Matthew’s Bible, 258.
35 Fuller, “4QMicah,” 197–98.
36 Andersen and Freedman, Micah, 466. See ypeWLa' in, for example, Gen 36:15–19.
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the future sense of the imperfect verb µ̋nE±T]yI, “he will give them over,” and the conjunc-
tion d[', “until.”37 The first two words of 5:2 [ET 5:3] also begin Is 7:14, ̃ TeŸyI ̃ kel̋;· (where 
the verb lacks the objective suffix). The passages are similar insofar as both predict the 
birth of the Messiah. While Isaiah speaks of “Immanuel,” Micah talks of the “Ruler.”

The meaning of the verb µ̋nE±T]yI in this passage has the sense “to give them up to,” sim-
ilar to Wn̋nET]Ti£ in Ps 44:12 [ET 44:11]. See BDB, s.v. ̃ t'n:, Qal, 1 s; HALOT, s.v. ̃ tn, Qal, 9.

The relative pronoun rv,a} is absent after “time,” so the translation supplies 
“[when]” in brackets. The relative clause consists of hd:l…–y: hd:¡le/y, governed by the 
word for “time” in construct, t[́à (GKC, § 155 l). On the omission of rv,a} in such rel-
ative clauses see GKC, § 155 k, l. Waltke-O’Connor, § 19.6a, notes that the relative is 
often omitted after time words. The omission of the relative pronoun rv,a} is also a char-
acteristic of biblical poetry.38

The participle hd:le/y has the same sense, denoting “a woman about to give birth,” 
also in 4:9–10.

The perfect verb hd:l…–y: expresses a completed action in the future (GKC, § 106 o; 
Joüon, § 112 i).

The use of a perfect verb after the conjunction d[' to indicate a future event is rare 
(BDB, s.v. d[' III, II 1 b; DCH, s.v. d[' I, 8 a (2)). Only three of the examples of d[' with a 
perfect listed in either of those two sources refer to the future (2 Ki 7:3; Ezek 39:15; Dan 
11:36). There are no examples listed of more than one verb in the subordinate clause 
following the preposition d['. Many commentators translate the imperfect ̃ Wb¡Wvy“ in the 
second line of 5:2 [ET 5:3] as if it were part of the same subordinate clause with the 
perfect hd:l…–y: that precedes it.39 Waltke gives this translation: “… until the time [when] 
she who brings forth will bear [the child], and [when] the rest of his brothers will return 
to the sons of Israel.”40 However, some commentators differentiate between the subor-
dinate clause with the perfect and the imperfect ˜Wb¡Wvy“ in the next line by making the 
imperfect the beginning of a new sentence.41 This commentary’s translation includes 
the next line in the same sentence but inserts “[then]” to indicate that the return will take 
place later, after the birth, and not at the same time.

.láâr:c]yI ynEèB]Al[' ˜Wb¡Wvy“ w̋yj;+a, rt,y<∞w̋“—“And [then] the rest of his brothers will return 
to the sons of Israel.” The meaning of the noun rt,y< in this context, “the rest,” is not to 
be confused with that of the noun tyrIaev], “remnant,” which refers to the people as a 
whole. In 2:12, Micah uses tyrIaev] to describe what is left of the people (the whole of 

37 Waltke, Micah, 277.
38 Andersen and Forbes, “ ‘Prose Particle’ Counts of the Hebrew Bible,” 166.
39 Kessler, Micha, 218: “Deshalb gibt er sie hin bis zu der Zeit, da die Gebärende geboren hat 

und der Rest seiner Brüder zu den Söhnen Israels zurückkehrt.” See also Utzschneider, Micha, 
110.

40 Waltke, Micah, 261.
41 Hillers, Micah, 64; Renaud, La formation du livre de Michée, 219. Vuilleumier, Michée, 59: 

“Jusqu’aux jours où celle qui doit enfanter enfantera. Alors ce qui subsistera de ses frères 
reviendra vers les fils d’Israël.” Andersen and Freedman, Micah, 461: “Therefore he will give 
them, until the time when she who gives birth has given birth. And the survivors of his broth-
ers will return to the sons of Israel.”
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the people who remain) whom Yahweh will gather. But Micah also uses tyrIaev] in an 
extraordinary way insofar as he associates the “remnant” with might rather than weak-
ness (4:7; 5:6–7 [ET 5:7–8]). But in this clause, the construct phrase w̋yj;+a, rt,y<∞w̋“, “and 
the rest of his brothers,” stands in contrast to “the sons of Israel.”42 Therefore, rt,y<, “the 
rest,” is part of a greater whole, and not the whole by itself, nor merely what is left of it. 
Lescow argues that the phrase refers to “his other brothers”; he believes it is not a ref-
erence to the remnant, but he still interprets the phrase as referring to the return of the 
exiles.43 BDB, s.v. rt,y< I, 1 a, lists the passage under the meaning “remnant.” Lescow is 
right when he says that the “rest” (rt,y<) is not the “remnant” (tyrIaev]), a term that Micah 
consistently uses for the remnant (2:12; 4:7; 5:6–7 [ET 5:7–8]; 7:18). But Lescow’s 
interpretation falters in other ways to be discussed below. The Ruler has other brothers 
who will join “the sons of Israel” (5:2 [ET 5:3]). The return described in this passage 
should be understood in the light of the pilgrimage of the nations to Zion in 4:1–4. In 
brief, the “return” of “the rest of his brothers” is parallel to the nations streaming to 
Zion to be taught by Yahweh (4:1–2). The return is a conversion, whether for pagan 
Gentiles or for apostate Jews.

The imperfect verb ̃ Wb¡Wvy“ marks a change in syntax; it is not part of the subordinate 
clause in the previous line marked by the conjunction d[' with the perfect verb hd:l…–y:. If 
the author had wished to continue the future sequence of the previous line, the form to 
use here would be a perfect waw consecutive (GKC, § 112 h). After the imperfect ̃ Wb¡Wvy“ 
here in 5:2b [ET 5:3b], the prophet continues to speak about the future with perfect 
waw consecutive verbs in 5:3 [ET 5:4] (Wbv;ŷ:w̋“ … h~[;r:w̋“ … dm'%[;w̋“). Similarly, the imper-
fects in 5:4b–c [ET 5:5b–c] are followed by perfect waw consecutive verbs in 5:4d [ET 
5:5d] and 5:5 [ET 5:6]. Waw plus a non-verb, such as rt,y<∞w̋“, can temporarily interrupt a 
sequence, but that would typically result in the next verb occurring in the same form as 
the verb that started the sequence. But here, Micah uses an imperfect rather than a per-
fect to match the perfect hd:l…–y: in the subordinate clause.

The change in syntax may have important bearing on the meaning of the text. 
Following Lescow,44 most scholars assume that the birth in 5:2a [ET 5:3a] is metaphor-
ical rather than literal, a reference to the end of the time of distress. Most commentators 
assume that the return of “the rest of his brothers” in 5:2b [ET 5:3b] expresses the same 
thing, the time when the one giving birth has given birth. This understanding may have 
led some to translate the birth and the return as if both were part of the same subordi-
nate clause. But two aspects of the syntax point toward the return as an event distinct 
from the birth: first, the fact that the second verb is not in sequence, since Micah uses 
sequential forms in the near context, and second, the fact that the use of two verbs in 
such a subordinate clause is unusual.

The plural verb ̃ Wb¡Wvy“ has a singular subject, rt,y<. Collective nouns may take a plu-
ral verb (GKC, § 145 b). In addition, the verb may also agree with the last noun (plural) 
of the construct phrase w̋yj;+a, rt,y<∞w̋“ (GKC, § 146 a). Waltke argues that the paragogic nun 

42 Contra T. Kronholm, “rt'y:,” TDOT 6:487.
43 Lescow, “Das Geburtsmotiv,” 204, citing Judg 7:6; 1 Sam 13:2; 2 Sam 10:10; 12:28; 1 Ki 

12:23; Neh 2:16; 4:8, 13 [ET 4:14, 19]; 6:1, 14.
44 Lescow, “Das Geburtsmotiv,” 204.
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on verbs in poetry indicates certainty.45 Waltke argues that the verb “return” describes 
conversion.46 There are arguments against such an interpretation. Even where the verb 
occurs with the preposition l[', “to,” in the sense “to repent” (2 Chr 15:4; 30:9), the indi-
rect object is still Yahweh, not the people of God. Andersen and Freedman point out a 
sound play between the verb ̃ Wb¡Wvy“, “they will return” (5:2 [ET 5:3]), and the later verb 
Wbv;ŷ:,̋ “they will dwell [in safety]” (5:3 [ET 5:4]).47 However, although taking the verb 
“return” with the preposition l[', “to,” and “the sons of Israel” as the object of the prep-
osition as reflecting a spiritual reality is unique, it nevertheless finds support from the 
wider context of Micah. This will be laid out in the commentary.

The preposition l[æ with a verb of motion indicates direction “toward” or “to” 
(BDB, s.v. l[æ, II 7 c (a)).

5:3 hw:±hy“ z[o∞B̋] h~[;r:w̋“ dm'%[;w̋“—“And he will stand and will shepherd with the strength of 
Yahweh.” HALOT (Qal, 2) lists the meaning of dm'[; here as “stand in position.” Waltke 
prefers the sense “stand forth” (BBD, Qal, 6 b), which would offer a parallel meaning 
to the verb axe+yE in 5:1 [ET 5:2], “come forth.”48 Appealing to the work of Schwantes,49 
Waltke also notes that dm'[; describes a king taking office in Dan 8:23; 11:2, 3,50 though 
BDB, Qal, 6 a, gives the meaning “appear” or “come on the scene” for those passages. 
Is 11:10 offers another occurrence of the verb in a messianic prediction.

The LXX has a double rendering of the second verb, h~[;r:˝, first as ὄψεται, “he 
will see,” as if from ha;r:, and then as ποιμανεῖ, “he will shepherd,” as if from h[;r:. 
The Targum interprets the verb as fwlvyw, “and he will rule,” which is the sense that 
the image has. The Vulgate’s pascet, “he will feed” (transitive), and the Syriac’s a[rnw, 
“and he will shepherd,” both clearly support the MT.

Micah uses the verb h[;r:,̋ “to shepherd,” as a metaphor for the ruling (HALOT, s.v. 
h[r I, A 4 c) of the messianic King. Yahweh promised that David would pasture Israel 
(2 Sam 5:2). The Messiah, the greater David to come, would also shepherd Israel (Jer 
23:1–6; “one Shepherd,” “my servant David,” Ezek 34:23; 37:24; cf. Ps 78:71–72). 
Yahweh himself is also described as shepherding his people (Is 30:23; 40:11; Ezek 
34:13–15; Micah 7:14; Pss 23:1; 28:9). Two observations on these texts are in order 
here, both of which relate to the context of the verb in Micah. First, as Wallis points out, 
“it is striking that the concept of pasturing is frequently joined with the notion of solic-
itude, the real object of the people’s hope.”51 The promise of a greater David, entrusted 
with shepherding as King, or Yahweh’s direct rule in place of that of his unfaithful 
undershepherds appears in some texts in the context of the poor rulers of the present 
(Jer 23:1–2; Ezekiel 34). Yahweh would lead his people to peace, a situation where they 

45 Waltke, Micah, 281, citing Waltke-O’Connor, 31.7.2.
46 Waltke, Micah, 281.
47 Andersen and Freedman, Micah, 469.
48 Waltke, Micah, 282.
49 Schwantes, “A Critical Study of the Text of Micah,” 131.
50 Waltke, Micah, 282.
51 G. Wallis, “h[;r:,” TDOT 13:552.
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are not troubled, neither by foreign foes (see Micah 4:3), but also not from evil lead-

ers (Micah 3:1–3, 9–10).

w̋yh…–løa‘ hw:∞hy“ µv̀́ ˜/âg“B̋i—“And with the majesty of the name of Yahweh, his God.” 

Waltke comments on the use of the preposition bet (˜/âg“B̋i): it “functions similarly to 

the preceding parallel [hw:±hy“ z[o∞B̋]], showing that not only is the Messiah’s power derived 

from I AM but his authority is also delegated from him.”52

All of the versions (α´, σ´, θ´, the Vulgate, the Syriac, the Targum) support the suf-

fix on w̋yh…–løa‘ in the MT except for the LXX, which has a third person plural possessive, 

τοῦ θεοῦ αὐτῶν. Gelston regards the plural in the LXX as assimilation to the context, 

presumably referring to the following plural verb, Wbv;ŷ:w̋“.53

Wbv;ŷ:w̋“—“And they will dwell [in safety].” σ´ (attested by the Latin habitabunt, “they 

will dwell”) clearly affirms the MT. The LXX translation of bv'y: ̋with ὑπάρχω (here 

ὑπάρξουσιν, “they will exist”) can also be found in Ps 55:20 [ET 55:19; LXX 54:20]. 

The rest of the versions have the meaning “they will turn/return,” translating the verb 

by way of the root bwv, apparently being influenced by the presence of that root in 5:2 

[ET 5:3] : Ḥev: ἐπιστραφήσονται; the Vulgate: convertentur; the Syriac: Nwnptnw.54

The verb bv'y: ̋here has the nuance of “dwell in safety,” as it does in 4:4 (HALOT, 

s.v. bvy, Qal, 5). The verb forms a sound play with the verb ˜Wb¡Wvy“ in 5:2 [ET 5:3].55

hT…à['AyKiâ—“For then.” The adverb hT;[' could still be translated as “now” though the 

time is in the future. This use of hT;[' is similar to that in 4:7 (HALOT, s.v. hT;[', 5). BDB, 

s.v. hT;[' (under the root hn:[; I), 1 c, gives the translation “then” for an instance describing 

“a time ideally present (= then, from our point of view).” Kessler renders the adverb as 

“now” (“jetzt”) and sees it as part of the sequence that began in 4:9. According to him, 

this instance of the adverb marks the end of the section (4:9–5:3 [ET 4:9–5:4]). Unlike 

the use of the adverb in chapter 4 (4:9, 11; 4:14 [ET 5:1]), in this instance, it does not 

indicate present distress, but rather future deliverance.56

.≈r<a…âAysep]a'Ad[' lD"¡g“yI—“He will be great as far as the ends of the earth.” Waltke 

asserts that the stative verb ld"G: has an ingressive force here, “he will become great.”57 

Waltke’s suggestion appears to have some basis in the context, since the adverb d[', 
“then,” would express the point at which the Ruler would become great. The section 

on statives and ingressive action from Joüon (§ 112 b) does not address the imperfect, 

nor do the examples which Waltke cites from his own grammar include imperfects 

expressing ingressive action (Waltke-O’Connor, § 30.5.3b, examples 4–6, Gen 24:1; 

48:10; Is 44:12).

52 Waltke, Micah, 283. DCH, s.v. h[r I, Qal, 1 b (1), <prep> B], lists the use of the bet as the 
simple bet of means.

53 Gelston, The Twelve Minor Prophets, 76.
54 Gelston, The Twelve Minor Prophets, 104*.
55 Andersen and Freedman, Micah, 469.
56 Kessler, Micha, 228.
57 Waltke, Micah, 285.
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Commentary
5:1 [ET 5:2] The initial phrase of chapter 5 links it rhetorically with 

chapter 4: the prophet addresses Bethlehem with the second person singular pro-
noun: “but as for you” (hT…a'w“). In 4:8, the prophet likewise addresses Jerusalem 
directly: “and as for you, tower of the herd.” Micah lifts up these two cities, 
Jerusalem and Bethlehem. The direct address to Jerusalem in 4:8 highlights the 
unique role that Zion, that is, Jerusalem, will play in Yahweh’s restoration of 
his people (4:1–2). Similarly, the address of Bethlehem in 5:1 [ET 5:2] signals 
an important role for another city of Judah. The theme of both addresses is that 
of the kingdom and the King. Micah 4:8 speaks in a more abstract way of the 
kingdom (hl;v;m]m, and tk,l≤m]m'), while 5:1 [ET 5:2] describes the King, or rather 
more specifically, the “Ruler” of the kingdom. Bethlehem and Jerusalem are 
focal points for the messianic promises of the kingdom of God and its King: 
in one place he would be born, and in another he would do his ruling.58 But the 
Ruler’s place of origin in Bethlehem is a departure from the Davidic kings in 
Jerusalem, who, along with the other officials in the city, were responsible for 
its coming destruction (3:11–12). Afterward Yahweh will start fresh with the 
monarchy by returning to the place of David’s origin.59

In chapter 4, Micah often uses the term “now” (hT;[') to speak of the threats 
of the present or those of the near future (4:9, 11; 4:14 [ET 5:1]). In fact, Micah 
ends chapter 4 with a stern warning: “Now you must band together, daughter 
of troops. He has laid a siege against us. With the staff they keep striking upon 
the cheek the judge of Israel” (4:14 [ET 5:1]). Micah begins chapter 5 with 
a statement of promise and hope: in spite of the humbling of Israel’s judge 
“now” (4:14 [ET 5:1]), Yahweh promises a Ruler who will shepherd his peo-
ple in Yahweh’s strength and who will allow the people to dwell in peace. The 
theme of the humiliation of the people through its ruler in 4:14 [ET 5:1] is the 
context of the humble birth of the Ruler in 5:1 [ET 5:2]. As Willis points out, 
the purpose of juxtaposing the siege of Jerusalem in 701 BC60 with the predic-
tion of the coming Ruler is to persuade Israel “to trust her future completely to 
Yahweh rather than to material strength or human ingenuity.”61

58 Chytraeus, Explicatio Micheae: “Constituta est a Deo Politia Judaica praecipue ob hanc 
causam, ut esset certus populus et locus, in quo Messias generi humano promissus exhibe-
retur, doceret, uictima fieret, & resuscitatus ex morte conspiceretur & ablegatis Apostolis 
Regnum suum praedicatione Euangelii propagaret.” “The Jewish state was established by 
God especially for this reason: so that there would be a certain people and place in which the 
Messiah promised to the human race would be presented, to teach, become a victim, be seen 
after he was raised from the dead, and when the apostles were banished, that he might spread 
his kingdom by the proclamation of the Gospel.”

59 Jeremias, Micha, 186. Kessler, Micha, 224, argues that Micah shares this view with Isaiah (Is 
11:1).

60 See “Historical Context” in the introduction.
61 Willis, “The Structure of Micah 3–5 and the Function of Micah 5 9–14 in the Book,” 208.
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Micah does not mention David explicitly in this prophecy, but rather alludes 
to him by his birthplace, “Bethlehem.”62 The additional term, “Ephrathah,” dis-
tinguishes Bethlehem in Judea from the Bethlehem among the tribal land of 
Zebulun (Josh 19:15), but it also associates the “Ruler” with the family of David, 
since Jesse is called an Ephrathite, the designation of his clan (1 Sam 17:12).63 
Micah emphasizes the place of the Ruler’s birth by placing the suffixed prep-
osition “from you” (Ú~M̋]m̋i) as the first word in the third line of Micah 5:1 [ET 
5:2], since a prepositional phrase would not normally occur first. This empha-
sis contrasts with the insignificance of Bethlehem among the clans of Judah. 
Yes, Bethlehem was insignificant, Micah acknowledges, but, in fact, it is from 
this insignificant place that the Ruler would come forth.

The Ruler will come from the least “among the clans of Judah.” Like the 
original King David, the future Ruler from David’s line will be an unlikely 
choice. David was the youngest son (1 Sam 16:1–13), so the Ruler will come 
from the most insignificant clan.64 In premonarchial texts, πl,a,, translated here 
as “clan,” can refer to groups of a thousand raised from each tribe for war (e.g., 
Num 26:2, 7, 14, 18, 22; 31:14). On this basis, Hillers argues that the prophecy 
points the hearers back to the time before Israel had a human king.65 The proph-
ecy highlights the Ruler’s rise from a humble place of origin to the extension 
of his greatness to the ends of the earth (Micah 5:3 [ET 5:4]).66 The Ruler’s rise 
from humble origin to greatness underscores Yahweh’s direction of his course.

The Ruler “will come forth” (axe+yE, 5:1 [ET 5:2]). Yahweh’s messianic prom-
ise to David (2 Sam 7:12–16) uses this verb (ax;y:) to describe his “seed” ([r"z<), 
beginning with his son Solomon, who would “come forth” from his loins and 
whose kingdom would be established forever (2 Sam 7:12–13). Micah’s prom-
ise of the coming Ruler represents on the one hand a break from the Jerusalem 
line of the monarchy. At the same time, the coming Ruler has his legitimacy 
in that he comes from the line of David; Yahweh will fulfill his promise to 
David that his line would continue forever.67 Is 11:1 uses the same verb (ax;y:) 
to speak of the Messiah as the Shoot who will “come forth” from the stump 
(line) of Jesse. Jer 30:21 uses both the verb “come forth” (ax;y:) and the partici-
ple “Ruler” (lvemo) to speak of the Prince who shall be able to approach Yahweh 
and enable the people to become his own. The suffixed noun in the next line of 
Micah 5:1 [ET 5:2], “his origins” (w̋yt…àaox;/m), is from the same root as the verb 

62 Kessler, Micha, 223, notes that Micah makes other subtle allusions to the David narrative with-
out mentioning his name: in Micah 1:10 through a quotation (2 Sam 1:20) and Micah 1:15 
with the mention of Adullam, where the anointed David had to hide from King Saul (1 Sam 
22:1; 2 Sam 23:13).

63 Wolff, Micha, 116. “Ephrathah” and “Bethlehem” occur together in Gen 35:19 (see also Gen 
48:7); Ruth 4:11.

64 Mays, Micah, 116. See also Judg 6:15 (Gideon) and 1 Sam 9:21 (Saul).
65 Hillers, Micah, 65–66.
66 Andersen and Freedman, Micah, 471: “The unit seems to trace the career of the ‘ruler’ from 

obscurity … to greatness.”
67 Seybold, Das davidische Königtum im Zeugnis der Propheten, 109, 113.
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“to come forth” (ax;y:).68 While the verb points explicitly to the Ruler’s future 
origin in Bethlehem, the noun points to the Ruler’s past, his ancestral origin.69 
That Micah speaks of a future kingdom that has its origin in the past is attested 
in 4:8, where he speaks of “the former rule.”

Both the prepositional phrase “for me” (y̋li¢) and the second occurrence of 
the infinitive construct “to be” (t/yìh]l̋iâ) in 5:1 [ET 5:2] connect this prophecy 
to Yahweh’s promise for David’s lasting dynasty and point to Yahweh as the 
speaker of this prophetic promise. First, 5:1 [ET 5:2] says that the Ruler will 
come forth “for me” (y̋li¢). The speaker, though unexpressed, must be Yahweh 
himself. The identical prepositional phrase is in 1 Sam 16:1, where Yahweh, 
after directing the prophet Samuel to go “to Jesse the Bethlehemite” to anoint 
one of his sons, says: “I have seen among his sons a king for me [y̋li]̀.” Second, 
the second infinitive, which is in the phrase “to be [t/yìh]l̋iâ] Ruler over Israel,” 
may provide another connection to the Davidic promise (2 Sam 7:12–16), since 
Yahweh says to David in 2 Sam 7:8: “I took you … to be [t/y§h]l̋iâ] leader over 
my people.”70

The Ruler comes forth not for himself, but for Yahweh, to accomplish his 
purpose.71 The close association that the Ruler has with Yahweh is affirmed as 
the prophecy proceeds. The Ruler shepherds by means of Yahweh’s strength and 
through the majesty of his name (5:3 [ET 5:4]). The Ruler is closely associated 
with Yahweh, who is called “his God” (5:3 [ET 5:4]). These descriptions con-
necting the Ruler with Yahweh show that his rule is the perfect representation 
of Yahweh.72 There is no distinction between the reign of Yahweh and that of the 
Ruler. Yahweh rules through the Ruler. This complementary view of Yahweh 
and the future Davidic Ruler is also reflected in 4:7–8, which speaks both of 
Yahweh’s reign as King and the return of “the former rule,” the return of the 
Davidic monarchy. This intermeshing of the accomplishments of Yahweh and 
his Ruler can also be observed in the theme of “dwelling safely” in 4:4 and 5:3 
[ET 5:4]. What Yahweh brings about among the nations in chapter 4 is attrib-
uted to the Ruler in 5:3 [ET 5:4].

Micah does not use the term “king” (Jl,m,) for the one promised in 5:1 [ET 
5:2]; instead, he uses another term, “Ruler” (the substantival participle lv̀́/m). 
Micah differentiates this promised figure from all kings who have come before 
him, or at least from the kings of Micah’s days (1:1), and the king that he asks 
about in 4:9,73 as Gross points out: “The choice of mšl instead of mlk may indi-

68 Lescow, “Das Geburtsmotiv,” 198–99, argues that since the two words are from the same root, 
they each have the same meaning, and both refer to the time of David.

69 Waltke, Micah, 275.
70 Willi-Plein, Vorformen der Schriftexegese innerhalb des Alten Testaments, 89.
71 Vuilleumier, Michée, 60, comments that the Ruler comes first not for Israel, but for Yahweh 

himself: “Le futur dominateur vient d’abord, non pour Israël, mais pour YHWH lui-même.”
72 Lescow, “Das Geburtsmotiv,” 197, argues for this also. He sees confirmation of this view in 

1 Sam 16:1 (quoted above).
73 In 4:9, Micah asks the people a rhetorical question: “have you no king [Jl,m,] … that the pains 

of childbirth have overtaken you?” They had a ruler, but not one who could defend them 



397

The Ruler from Bethlehem Who Fulfills the Davidic Covenant 

cate that the rule of the Messiah is not a continuation of the Jewish kingship 
but signifies a new beginning, in which a qualitatively different dominion is 
realized.”74 Micah does speak of Yahweh as King (2:13) and as the one who 
will rule (Jl'Ÿm;W̋) over those he has gathered (µ~h,y̋le[}) in the eschatological future 
(4:7). The reign of the Ruler and Yahweh’s rule as King are complementary, as 
the commentary on chapter 4 argued.75 Indeed, Micah 5:1 [ET 5:2] confirms 
this, for the Ruler comes forth for Yahweh (“for me”) to be Ruler “over Israel” 
(lá–r:c]yIB̋]). The choice of the verb “come forth” (axe+yE) here does not imply that 
the Ruler is a mere man, since Yahweh is sometimes the subject of the verb (Is 
26:21; Micah 1:3; see also Is 42:13; Zech 14:3), as is Yahweh’s Angel (Is 37:36) 
and his Glory (Ezek 10:18).

Two nouns for time qualify the origins of the Ruler. The nouns are some-
times associated with “eternity.” For a more detailed discussion of other uses 
of the two nouns, the reader can consult the fifth textual note on 5:1 [ET 5:2] 
and the articles by Jenni and Koch reviewed there. But the determination of 
the meaning of the nouns emerges largely from the book of Micah itself and 
from his contemporary Amos. In Micah 7:14, the prophet Micah prays that 
Yahweh would shepherd his people as he did in the time of the exodus and con-
quest, referring to those days as “like days of antiquity” or “like ancient days” 
(µl…â/[ yḿày̋Ki). This phrase is similar to the phrase “from days of antiquity” or 
“from ancient days” (µl…â/[ yḿày̋mi) in 5:1 [ET 5:2]; the only difference is the pre-
fixed preposition. At the very end of the book of Micah (7:20), the prophet 
recalls that Yahweh will show faithfulness to the oath he swore to the patri-
archs “from days of long ago” (µd<qƒ≤â ymey̋mià), which has the same noun (µd<q≤) and 
prefixed preposition (˜mi) that occur in “from long ago” (µd<Qƒ≤`m̋i) in 5:1 [ET 5:2], 
though 5:1 [ET 5:2] lacks the preceding noun “days of.” Since in 5:1 [ET 5:2], 
the two nouns for time are parallel, they must refer to the same time. Koch’s 
work on the noun µd<q≤ has shown that it can also be used to refer to the exodus 
and conquest of the land in the Psalms.76 This fits well with Micah’s usage in 
this passage. Finally, in Amos 9:11, Yahweh says that in the messianic era, he 
will raise up David’s fallen tent “like ancient days” (µl…â/[ yḿày̋Ki). That passage’s 
use of the time word µl…/[ with reference to the Davidic monarchy parallels 
the usage in Micah 5:1 [ET 5:2]. Micah is speaking about the beginning of the 
monarchy. The view that the passage speaks of the Ruler’s human genealogy, 
extending back to the time of David, is widely accepted,77 though there is dissent 

against their enemies, who could provide the sort of absolute peace and security that only 
God could offer in time and eternity. But God would send forth such a Ruler. See Seebass, 
Herrscherverheißungen im Alten Testament, 48.

74 Gross, “lv'm;,” TDOT 9:70.
75 In fact, the Christ would proclaim that “the kingdom of God” had arrived (e.g., Mk 1:15; see 

also Mt 12:28; Jn 3:5). God’s gracious rule is in him and through him.
76 Koch, “Qädäm: Heilsgeschichte als mythische Urzeit im Alten (und Neuen) Testament,” 258, 

267.
77 Van Hoonacker, Les douze petits prophètes, 389, acknowledges the necessity of the Messiah’s 

preexistence, but denies that this passage teaches that doctrine: “Il est vrai que le Messie 
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on whether the passage speaks of the Messiah. Even many Christian interpret-
ers are very guarded about speaking of a fulfillment of this passage in Jesus 
Christ.78 More will be said about this below.

Micah’s use of the two words for time, as well as the usage in similar con-
texts of the OT, does not support the conclusion that he is describing the Ruler’s 
origin prior to creation, in eternity past.79 However, there is evidence in the text 
that the Ruler is not only true man but also true God, which would imply his 
preexistence from eternity:

1. The Ruler does what Yahweh is described as doing elsewhere in the book: faith-
fully shepherding the people of God. Yahweh shepherds his people by gathering 
those whom he scattered (2:12; 4:6–7). The Ruler shepherds the people of God in 
5:3 [ET 5:4].

2. The dwelling in safety under the Ruler’s rule (5:3 [ET 5:4]) evokes the eschatolog-
ical peace (4:4) of the “mountain of the Lord” passage (4:1–4). That eternal peace 
came about because Yahweh taught the people (4:2) and reconciled them to one 
another so that they would not make war any longer (4:3).

3. The extent of the Ruler’s domain reaches the ends of the earth (5:3 [ET 5:4]). This 
finds a conceptual link, if not an explicit verbal link, with 4:3, where Yahweh’s 
activity extends to nations “far away.” Yahweh is also called “the Lord of all the 
earth” (4:13).

4. The Ruler rules with the strength and with the majesty of the name of Yahweh (5:3 
[ET 5:4]).

Through all of this, the prophet depicts the Ruler as doing Yahweh’s own work 
with Yahweh’s own qualities, though he is at the same time a person distinct 
from Yahweh.

annoncé devait avoir, dans sa préexistence avant le temps, une origine éternelle; il serait 
impossible toutefois de prouver que notre passage, pris au sens littéral, ait cette doctrine pour 
objet.” See also Lescow, “Das Geburtsmotiv,” 198; Mays, Micah, 113. Keil, “Micah,” 325, 
takes something of a middle position on the terminology for time here, arguing that idea of 
eternity should not be excluded, but “nevertheless Micah does not announce here the eternal 
proceeding of the Son from the Father, or of the Logos from God, the generatio filii aeterna, 
as the earlier orthodox commentators supposed.” He goes on to say that “we must not seek, 
however, in this affirmation of the divine nature of the Messiah for the full knowledge of the 
Deity, as first revealed in the New Testament by the fact of the incarnation of God in Christ, 
and developed, for example, in the prologue to the Gospel of John [Jn 1:1–18].” Gerhard, On 
the Most Holy Mystery of the Trinity, 397, does argue that Micah 5:1 [ET 5:2] refers to the 
Son’s divine attribute of eternity.

78 See, for example, Oberforcher, Micha, 105–12. Hunziker-Rodewald, Hirt und Herde, 64–65, 
goes so far as to describe the messianic understanding as eisegesis, citing Mt 2:6!: “Ihn trotz 
fehlender königlicher Terminologie allein aufgrund seines Weidens (vgl. V.4b.5a!) und der 
vage anklingenden Davidtradition—hinter die der Text gerade zurückgeht—, für einen König, 
gar den Messias halten zu wollen, grenzt an Eisegese (vgl. Mt 2,6).”

79 Yet if Micah 5:1 [ET 5:2] pertains only to the Davidic genealogy of the Messiah/Christ accord-
ing to his human nature, it is not incompatible with the preexistence (from eternity past) of 
Christ according to his divine nature, which is clearly taught in other biblical passages (e.g., 
Jn 1:1–2; 17:24; Heb 1:8, quoting Ps 45:7 [ET 45:6]; 1 Pet 1:20; cf. Jn 8:58; 1 Jn 1:1–2; Jude 
5) and which is confessed in the Creeds.
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Micah’s prophecy is famously cited in Mt 2:6 by the scribes in answer to 
Herod’s question of where the Messiah was to be born (see “Micah 5:1 [ET 
5:2] in Matthew 2:6” after the fifth textual note on 5:1 [ET 5:2]). Matthew does 
not even cite the fourth line of 5:1 [ET 5:2], about the origins of the Ruler from 
antiquity. The chief purpose of the citation is to show that the predicted birth 
of the Messiah in Bethlehem has been fulfilled in Jesus Christ. To introduce it, 
Matthew does not use his typical formula, “that what was spoken … (through 
the prophet) might be fulfilled” (e.g., Mt 1:22; 2:15, 17, 23), but rather “it was 
written through the prophet” (Mt 2:5), which appears in Matthew only here.80 
Matthew’s citation is not a simple quotation of Micah 5:1 [ET 5:2] and 5:3a 
[ET 5:4a]; it is neither an exact rendering of the MT nor a close citation of the 
LXX. Rather, as Craig Blomberg concludes, “Matthew’s text form resembles 
targumic and midrashic approaches that often reproduce some words of the 
MT verbatim, paraphrase others, insert additional texts, and add interpretive 
commentary.”81 The fourth line of the poetic quote in Mt 2:6 speaks of “shep-
herding,” as does Micah 5:3a [ET 5:4a], but Matthew quotes 2 Sam 5:2, which 
contains the words of Yahweh to David promising that he would be ruler after 
Saul. As Gibbs points out, the inclusion of 2 Sam 5:2 strengthens the claim 
of the text that the King to come forth from Bethlehem was a descendant of 
David.82 While Micah says that Bethlehem is “too small” or “the least” among 
the clans of Judah, Matthew says that it is “by no means the least” (οὐδαμῶς 
ἐλαχίστη). But even this insertion does not contradict the context of the pas-
sage in the prophet, for there it contains an implicit contrast.83 For the Ruler 
who will be born in Bethlehem will rule to the ends of the earth (5:3 [ET 5:4]), 
and so Bethlehem, though once “least,” will be so no longer.84 The prophecy 
of the Messiah’s birth in Bethlehem is also evoked in Jn 7:42, which cites “the 
Scripture.” Later Jewish sources speak of the Messiah as one whose origins are 
from eternity but who was born in Bethlehem.85

80 Cf. Mk 1:2; Lk 3:4; 4:17; 18:31; 24:44; Jn 1:45; 6:45.
81 Blomberg, “Matthew,” 6.
82 Gibbs, Matthew 1:1–11:1, 119.
83 Utzschneider, Micha, 115: Matthew “sich die Freiheit nimmt, die übertriebene Untertreibung 

des hebräischen Textes aufzuheben.” See also the second textual note on 5:1 [ET 5:2].
84 Gibbs, Matthew 1:1–11:1, 120.
85 This understanding of the beginning of Micah 5 as a messianic prophecy is also found in later 

Jewish literature. Each of the texts cited by Strack and Billerbeck references some form of 
preexistence of the Messiah or at least of the preexistence of the name of the Messiah. The 
Targum on the Minor Prophets (on Micah 5:1 [ET 5:2]) uses the term ajyvm, “the Messiah” 
or “the Anointed One”: “And you, O Bethlehem Ephrathah, you who were too small to be 
numbered among the thousands of the house of Judah, from you shall come forth for me 
the anointed One, to exercise dominion over Israel, he whose name was mentioned from of 
old, from ancient times” (Cathcart and Gordon, The Targum of the Minor Prophets, 122). In 
their translation of the Targum, Strack and Billerbeck (Str-B 1:83) understand the name of 
the Messiah as preexisting before the creation of the world: “Dessen Name genannt ist seit 
Anfang, seit den Tagen der Welt.” Pirqe Rabbi Eliezer, 3, speaks of the Messiah as being cre-
ated before the world, according to its interpretation of Ps 72:17 and Micah 5:1 [ET 5:2]. 
Jerusalem Talmud, Berakoth, 5a, describes the Messiah as named Menahem; he was born 
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5:2 [ET 5:3] The adverb “therefore,” ˜kel;, most often connects a threat 
of judgment with a preceding accusation against the people (2:3, 5; 3:6, 12).86 
Such an accusation does not occur in 5:1 [ET 5:2]. Rather, the adverb draws a 
logical conclusion concerning the time when what is described in 5:1 [ET 5:2] is 
going to take place. In the present distress (“now,” 4:9, 11; 4:14 [ET 5:1]), “the 
judge of Israel” (4:14 [ET 5:1]), her king, is shown to be weak and ineffectual. 
The Assyrians have laid a siege against the city.87 Then comes the promise of 
the coming Ruler (5:1 [ET 5:2]). As Seybold points out, an underlying concern 
of the prophecy is that Yahweh will fulfill his promise to continue the Davidic 
monarchy, but there will be a break from the current descendants. Nevertheless, 
he will take up the monarchy anew with a new descendant of David.88

Micah’s expression in 5:2 [ET 5:3] is quite terse. Neither the subject nor 
the object of the verb “he will give them over” (µ̋nE±T]yI) is explicit. Could the sub-
ject be the Ruler who is yet to come forth? The Ruler is the subject of the third 
person singular verb “he will come forth” (axe+yE) in 5:1 [ET 5:2] and also the 
subject of the three third person singular verbs in 5:3 [ET 5:4], “he will stand 
and will shepherd … he will be great” (lD"¡g“yI … h~[;r:w̋“ dm'%[;w̋“, 5:3 [ET 5:4]).89 In 
the context of the book, Yahweh is the more likely subject of the verb in 5:2 
[ET 5:3], “he will give them over,” since he is the one who punishes his peo-
ple (1:12; 2:3; 4:6; 5:8–14 [ET 5:9–15]; 6:16; 7:9), though this would mean an 
implied change of perspective from 5:1 [ET 5:2], where Yahweh says that the 
Ruler will come forth “for me.” But since the clause in 5:2 [ET 5:3] initiated 
by “therefore” is meant to explain the conditions that must be satisfied before 
the Ruler comes forth, contextually it makes the best sense for Yahweh to be 
the subject of the verb “he will give them over” (µ̋nE±T]yI). The third plural object 
suffix of the verb, “them,” refers to Israel. In Micah, the term “Israel” usually 
refers to the people of Judah.90

Micah also says nothing more about the act of giving over. To whom or for 
what does “he” give them over? The reader must ponder these questions. But 
given the normal use of the word “therefore” in similar contexts (2:5; 3:12), 
one might expect that this “giving” is an act of judgment, one likely connected 
to what one reads in the earlier chapters of the book. Perhaps the nature of 
the giving as an act of judgment or discipline is also implicitly revealed in the 

in Bethlehem at the time of the temple’s destruction but was taken away from his mother by 
a wind. Str-B 1:83, explains the evidence in this way: “Die Erzählung ist ein Beleg für die 
sich öfters findende Anschauung, daß der Messias bereits geboren ist, aber in der Gegenwart 
wegen der Sünden Israels irgendwo (im Paradies, in Rom, im Norden) im Verborgenen wei-
len muß, bis die Stunde seiner Offenbarung in Machtherrlichkeit anbricht.”

86 HALOT, s.v. ˜kel;, 1.
87 This siege took place in 701 BC. See “Historical Context” in the introduction.
88 Seybold, Das davidische Königtum im Zeugnis der Propheten, 113.
89 Seebass, Herrscherverheißungen im Alten Testament, 44.
90 See 1:5, 14, 15; 2:12; 3:1, 8–9; 4:14 [ET 5:1]; 5:1–2 [ET 5:2–3]; 6:2. The only place in Micah 

where “Israel” refers to the Northern Kingdom is in 1:13. For a full discussion of the use of 
terms for the people of God in Micah, see the commentary on 1:5.
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temporary nature of it; it will last only “until …” Compare the use of the con-
junction “until” in 7:9. The meaning of the verb “to give” in this passage has 
the sense “to give into the hands of the enemies” (as in 2 Sam 5:19; 1 Ki 22:6).91 
While the specifics of this act of giving are not explicit, Micah makes clear that 
whatever the people are given over to will last only so long; it will last only 
“until [d['] a time when a woman giving birth will have given birth.”

Lescow argues that the feminine singular participle “a woman giving birth” 
(hd:le/y), apart from Is 7:14, always describes a crisis brought about by enemies.92 
In other words, he claims that the participle of the verb “to give birth” is usually 
used metaphorically, rather than literally. This conclusion is overdrawn, since 
there are passages, in addition to Is 7:14, in which the participle “giving birth” 
speaks of literal birth (Gen 17:19; Lev 12:7; Jer 31:8). Without question, the 
instance of the participle from the verb “to give birth” occurs in a metaphori-
cal sense in Micah 4:9. This point is not disputed. The metaphor of giving birth 
often depicts the anxiousness of those under judgment.93 But Lescow argues that 
in the OT, the metaphor of birthing always contains an element of hope. Birth 
pains give way to a baby’s birth, and then there is joy, salvation.94

The clause “until a time when a woman giving birth [hd:¡le/y] will have given 
birth” (5:2 [ET 5:3]) can describe distress or point to a future hope. In 4:9–10, 
Micah uses the metaphor of giving birth to describe the distress from Assyria 
looming against Jerusalem. The metaphor evokes pain and distress, for the 
prophet speaks of the pains and pangs of giving birth. In 4:9–10, there is no hope 
signaled by the birth pangs. Micah intends to strike fear in the hearts of the lis-
teners. He sarcastically commands the people to writhe and gasp as a woman 
about to give birth.95 This is a metaphor for the grief and disappointment the peo-
ple will experience when their king is not able to deliver them (4:14 [ET 5:1]).

But the metaphor of giving birth may express the outcome of birth pangs, 
a birth and the end of birth pains that results in a new beginning. That is the 
sense that Lescow argues for the metaphor in Micah 5:2 [ET 5:3]. If the verb “to 
give birth” in 5:2 [ET 5:3] is used metaphorically, it must have a positive sense.

Although Lescow’s main point of investigation is the occurrence of the 
feminine singular participle (hd:le/y, “a woman giving birth”), his article also 
includes examples of other verb forms, such as perfects and imperfects. For 
example, Lescow finds Is 66:6–11 particularly helpful for understanding Micah 
5:2 [ET 5:3].96 In that passage, the metaphor of the people as a mother giving 

91 Wolff, Micha, 117.
92 Lescow, “Das Geburtsmotiv,” 199. Is 7:14 is literally fulfilled in Mt 1:20–23.
93 Lescow, “Das Geburtsmotiv,” 204: “Dieser Überblick ergibt folgendes: Das Bild von der 

‘Gebärenden’ wird im AT immer als Bild für eine durch Feindesnot hervorgerufene Krisis 
gebraucht. Die ‘Geburt’ selbst bezeichnet das Ende dieser Krisis.”

94 Lescow, “Das Geburtsmotiv,” 204. In the NT, see, e.g., Mk 13:8; Jn 16:21; Rom 8:23; Gal 
4:19.

 95 Wagenaar, Judgement and Salvation, 173.
 96 Lescow, “Das Geburtsmotiv,” 203–5. Is 66:7 has a Qal perfect of dl'y:, “to give birth,” and Is 

66:8 has a Niphal imperfect and a Qal perfect. In addition, Is 66:9 has a first person singular 
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birth expresses the return of the exiles from Babylon. Those who link together 
the metaphor of giving birth and the return of “his brothers” (5:2 [ET 5:3]) see 
5:2 [ET 5:3] as expressing the following: when Israel has gone through her suf-
fering, there will be a time of deliverance and restoration.97 In other words, the 
giving birth is equivalent to the return of the brothers.

Other scholars argue that the text speaks most naturally of a literal woman 
giving birth.98 This view is often connected with the assumption that Micah 
5:1–3 [ET 5:2–4] alludes to Is 7:14 (see the discussion below). Jeremias objects 
to Lescow’s interpretation that giving birth is a metaphor in Micah 5:2 [ET 5:3] 
by saying the majority of his examples explicitly mark a comparison through 
the inseparable preposition “like” (K]).99 This is a fair criticism of Lescow, whose 
examples of the participle with the preposition “like” include Is 13:8; 21:3; 
42:14; Jer 6:24; 22:23; 30:6; 49:24; Ps 48:7 [ET 48:6], but he barely discusses 
the uses of the participle without the preposition.100 The study should have more 
clearly signaled why he was choosing the texts that he did and how instances 
of the participle with the preposition relate to those without it. On this basis, it 
is possible that Micah is not speaking metaphorically here, as he clearly does 
in 4:9–10 (where K] is prefixed to both instances of hd:le/y).101

Waltke takes a middle position between the literal and figurative mean-
ings of the verb “to give birth.” Like Lescow, Waltke sees a link between the 
uses of the feminine singular participle in 4:9–10 and the one in 5:2 [ET 5:3]; 
the “one giving birth” in 5:2 [ET 5:3] is “the surviving remnant” of the peo-
ple to be taken into the Babylonian exile in 4:9–10.102 As Leyser says so well, 
Yahweh preserves the people of the promise from whom the Messiah could 
come forth.103 The referent of the one giving birth is metaphorical (the rem-

Hiphil imperfect and a masculine singular Hiphil participle, both with Yahweh as the subject, 
the one “causing [someone] to give birth.”

 97 Waltke, Micah, 277, says that “the remnant will give birth to the Messiah.”
 98 Rudolph, Micha, 97; McKane, Micah, 160. Andersen and Freedman, Micah, 469, regard a 

reference to the Ruler’s human mother as the most natural reading.
99 Jeremias, Micha, 184. Of the twenty-two occurrences of the feminine singular participle dl'y:, 

eleven do not have the preposition K] (“like”).
100 Lescow, “Das Geburtsmotiv,” 199–204.
101 Rudolph, Micha, 96; Vuilleumier, Michée, 61.
102 Waltke, Micah, 279.
103 Leyser, In Prophetas Minores, 712. Leyser gives the reasons why God created and preserved 

Israel to the time of the birth of the Messiah. Among his arguments, Leyser has the follow-
ing to say:

[God created and preserved Israel as a people] ut hospitium nascentis Messiae, qui 
in hoc populo conspici, docere, edere miracula, fieri victima, a morte resurgere & 
aeternum regnum suum inchoare debuit & voluit, cuis beneficia propria sunt, tollere 
peccatum & mortem, & restituere justitiam & vitam aeternam, ut certum esset, ex qua 
gente, quo loco, quo tempore expectandus esset Messias, ne dubitantes animi homi-
num vagarentur nescientes, ubi quaerendus esset Messias.

[God created and preserved Israel as a people] in order that [there might be] a lodg-
ing place of the Messiah, who needed and wanted to be seen among this people, to 
teach, to perform miracles, to be made a sacrifice, to rise from the dead, and to begin 
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nant is to be understood in the context here—an allusion to 4:9–10), but the 
birth here, in contrast to 4:9–10, is literal. While the “birth” of 4:9–10 is a har-
binger of the curse of judgment against Judah, the birth of the Messiah, Jesus, 
prophesied in 5:2 [ET 5:3], “born of the seed of David according to the flesh” 
(Rom 1:3), promises blessings for all nations (cf. Gen 12:3; Gal 3:8–9, 13–14) 
through his teaching (Micah 4:2), rule (Micah 4:3–4; 5:1–3 [ET 5:2–4]), and 
forgiveness of sins (Micah 7:18–20). The understanding of a literal birth com-
plements the description of the Ruler as “coming forth” in 5:1 [ET 5:2]. This 
prophecy does not contradict the prediction of the virgin birth of Christ in Is 7:14 
(see Mt 1:22–23), but it speaks of the coming Messiah as emerging (according 
to his human nature) from the remnant that Yahweh would preserve in faith.104

The reader might be tempted to understand “the rest” (rt,y<) in 5:2 [ET 5:3] 
as the equivalent of “remnant” (tyrIaev]), a word which is important for chapters 4 
and 5 (4:7; 5:6–7 [ET 5:7–8]; see also 2:12). Lescow argues that “the rest” refers 
to “his other brothers.”105 The “rest” is not the remnant of the people, but one 
part of the people that will return to join “the sons of Israel.” These “brothers” 
have been understood to be members of the royal house,106 but this is excluded 
insofar as Micah does not envision the Ruler as coming from Jerusalem. Others 
have understood the reference in the light of Deut 17:14–20, which speaks of 
the king as coming from his brothers, his fellow Israelites.107 Other ideas include 
the notion of the reunification of Judah and Israel, a promise that can be found 
in other prophets (Ezek 37:15–28; Hos 2:2 [ET 1:11]).108 Seeing the brothers as 
“fellow Israelites” is a common understanding among modern commentators.109

Glossing “his brothers” as “fellow Israelites” is legitimate provided that it 
is explained properly. The verb “return” does not take a prepositional phrase 
indicating that the return is “to the land,” but rather, “the rest of his brothers” 
return “to the sons of Israel.” “The sons of Israel” are the ones who are where 
they are supposed to be, while “his brothers” are the ones who are on the move, 

his eternal reign. His unique benefits are to take away sin and death, to restore righ-
teousness and eternal life. [God created and preserved Israel as a people] in order that 
it might be certain from which people, in which place, and at what time the Messiah 
should be expected so that the doubting minds of men might not wander about, not 
knowing where the Messiah should be sought.

 Leyser, In Prophetas Minores, 767, also speaks of the people of Israel as the “guardians of the 
doctrine of the Gospel” (“custos Doctrinae Evangelii”). Compare the genealogies of Jesus in 
Mt 1:1–17; Lk 3:23–38.

104 Compare AC VII 1.
105 Lescow, “Das Geburtsmotiv,” 204.
106 Wolff, Micha, 118. Wolff also points to Deut 18:15, 20, which speak of the prophet that 

Yahweh will choose from among his brothers. He understands Micah 5:1–3 [ET 5:2–4] as an 
exilic text.

107 Mays, Micah, 117.
108 See Kessler, Micha, 226, for a summary of views and a listing of interpreters who hold each 

view.
109 Wolff, Micha, 118: “Die Zeit des neuen Herrschers aus Bethlehem fällt also zusammen mit 

der Rückkehr aller restlichen Verbannten.” See also Mays, Micah, 116; Jeremias, Micha, 184.
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returning to them. The location of “the sons of Israel” is not geographical, but 
spiritual; “the sons of Israel” are the faithful community of believers, the true 
Israel (Rom 9:6–7, 27; 11:26).110 So also, the return is not geographical, but 
spiritual. “The rest of his brothers” includes all those, both Jews and Gentiles, 
who, having come to faith in the Messiah through the Word that went out from 
Jerusalem, have come to learn the ways of Yahweh and to walk in his paths (4:2). 
In the vision of 4:1–4, the peoples and nations were drawn to Mount Zion to 
worship Yahweh. As was noted in the commentary on those verses, the peoples 
could also include Israel, making pilgrimage to Zion with the nations. Since the 
prophet indicts Judah of her sins, he also invites those who should have known 
justice (3:1) and mercy (6:8) to receive Law and Gospel, in both “instruction” 
and “Word,” from Yahweh himself (4:2). As the nations would come to faith in 
the God of Israel, trusting his promises and walking in his ways, along with the 
faithful from among the ancient Israelites (“the sons of Israel,” Micah 5:2 [ET 
5:3]), they can legitimately be called the people of God (Rom 9:24–26; Eph 
2:19–21; 1 Pet 2:9–10) and could even describe the Messiah as their “brother” 
(Micah 5:2 [ET 5:3]). As the apostle Paul writes, those who are of the faith of 
Abraham, the faith that trusted in the coming Messiah through whom all nations 
would be blessed (for he took our curse), are fully children of Abraham (Gal 
3:7–9, 10–14, 28–29). To use the shepherding imagery of this messianic text 
(Micah 5:3 [ET 5:4]), the Lord Jesus says to the disciples that he has other sheep 
that are not of this fold, which he must gather (Jn 10:16). The Gentiles are these 
sheep. But again, all who were excluded from the people of God through their 
prior unbelief, but who have been brought to faith through the Gospel, are “his 
brothers” who have joined “the sons of Israel” (Micah 5:2 [ET 5:3]).

Waltke argues that the verb “return,” especially because of the preposition 
“to” (l[æ) that occurs after it, does not speak of the physical return of “the rest 
of his brothers,” but rather of their conversion; it describes “the unity and con-
version of Israel in the Messianic Age.”111 But the promise of return, as argued 
above, should not be limited to Israelites, even as the pilgrimage of the nations 
to Zion in 4:1–2 and the promised eschatological rule of God (4:3–4) should 
not be limited to the Gentiles, because it speaks of the Word of the Gospel going 
forth from Judah and Jerusalem to all nations (Mt 28:19–20; Lk 24:46–48). 
The inclusion of believing Gentiles, along with Jews, who have come to faith 
in Jesus is in accord with the extent of the Ruler’s realm, as described in Micah 
5:3 [ET 5:4], “as far as the ends of the earth.” The conversion of Gentiles and 
Jews to “the faith once for all handed over to the saints” (Jude 3) is taking place 
now in the church age. As the apostle Paul writes, “now is the day of salvation” 

110 Cf. Renaud, La formation du livre de Michée, 249, though he understands the return as a phys-
ical return from exile, he nevertheless argues that “the sons of Israel” represent the messianic 
community.

111 Waltke, Micah, 281. Though in a different sense than what Waltke has in mind, the reading 
of the Targum is worth mentioning: “the rest of their brethren shall rely upon the children of 
Israel” (Cathcart and Gordon, The Targum of the Minor Prophets, 122). This understanding 
is found earlier in van Hoonacker, Les douze petits prophètes, 390.
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(2 Cor 6:2). The “last days,” the messianic age, have come with the advent of 
Jesus (Heb 1:2) and the pouring out of the Spirit (Joel 3:1–5 [ET 2:28–32]; 
Acts 2:17–21).

This is not merely a text about a restored Davidic kingdom after the return 
from exile. This is a text of global parameters and significance. In this way, the 
Ruler’s realm must surely also include the nations, though the noun “nations” is 
not mentioned in the passage. Nevertheless, as will be discussed in further detail 
below, the connections between 5:3 [ET 5:4] and 4:1–4 hint that the prophecy 
of the Ruler is to be coordinated with the “mountain of the Lord” passage. The 
“instruction” and “Word” of Yahweh in 4:2 go to the nations far away, causing 
them to stream to Zion (4:1), lay aside arms, and live in peace (4:3–4). These 
nations are drawn to Yahweh because of the greatness of his temple mountain 
and because his Word and evangelical instruction have come to them. They 
desire to be taught by him so that they may walk in his ways. These are the 
nations under the Ruler’s shepherding in 5:3 [ET 5:4]. So also the safe dwell-
ing that “they” (most properly a reference to “the rest of his brothers” and “the 
sons of Israel” [5:2 (ET 5:3)] together) enjoy in 5:3 [ET 5:4] is true for all of 
the nations in 4:4. The rule that Micah describes in 5:1–3 [ET 5:2–4], based on 
the parallels just noted, has an eschatological cast. This eschatology is similar 
to that in 4:1–3; in 5:1–3 [ET 5:1–4], the prophecy begins with the birth of the 
Ruler and then describes his rule. Reading this prophecy in the light of 5:1–3 
[ET 5:2–4] implies the rule of the Ruler begins as the Word and instruction go 
out from Zion and nations are drawn to Yahweh and to his Ruler. The kingdom 
of God is within them (Lk 17:21).112 The kingdom of the Ruler begins through 
the Word, as the Gospel is proclaimed. This kingdom culminates in the eschato-
logical peace of 4:3 even as the extent of the Ruler’s realm is all-encompassing 
in 5:3 [ET 5:4].

But 5:2 [ET 5:3] speaks of giving “them,” Israel, over (to judgment), a judg-
ment which Yahweh himself has effected by driving the people off from their 
land (4:6).113 One of the reasons that interpreters have not seen the prophecy of 
5:1–3 [ET 5:2–4] as a direct prophecy of Jesus Christ is that they see the text as 
political and thus understand that the time of foreign oppression (by Assyria) 
will come to an end when the Messiah comes and that rather than having another 
nation rule over Israel, the Messiah himself will be their ruler in this world.

The people of Judah are given over until the birth of the Messiah (5:2 [ET 
5:3]). To be sure, Yahweh gives Judah and Jerusalem over to the Assyrians, 
though he rescues them in 701 BC (2 Ki 19:32–36). Subsequently, Yahweh 
gives Judah into the hands of the Babylonians (2 Kings 25; Micah 4:10). The 

112 See also SC III 8, where Luther says: “God’s kingdom comes when our heavenly Father gives 
us His Holy Spirit, so that by His grace we believe His holy Word and lead godly lives here 
in time and there in eternity” (LSB, p. 324).

113 This understands Yahweh as the implied agent of the Niphal participle hj…D̀:NIh̋',̋ “the one being 
scattered,” in 4:6. At the end of 4:6, Yahweh makes clear that he is the one who is responsi-
ble for the state of the people, that is, he has punished them for their sin. He is the one who 
has “harmed” the people; they are “limping” because they have been wounded by Yahweh.



406

Micah 5:1–3 [ET 5:2–4]

Persians, Ptolemies, Seleucids, and Romans would later rule over the Judeans. 
Not only were the Jews still subject to the Romans at the time of Jesus, but they 
also would experience the divine punishment of another destruction of the tem-
ple (Mt 24:1–2) after the death and resurrection of Jesus.

The political subjugations of the people of God are the “voice of the Law.”114 
The tragic defeats, deportations, and subjugations of the people of Israel are 
clearly predicted and explained by the prophets (e.g., Is 8:5–8; 39:5–7; Amos 
4:6–13; Micah 3:12), communicating Yahweh’s displeasure and pointing to the 
need for the Mediator to come (Is 53:11–12). The people of Judah were “the 
guardians of the doctrine of the Gospel”115 (cf. Ex 19:6; Is 43:10; Rom 9:4), and 
their land (cf. Rom 4:13) was a type of the heavenly country promised to the 
saints of both the OT and the NT (Heb 11:13–16) for the sake of the redeem-
ing work of the Messiah, Jesus.

Though Jesus came and brought superlative freedom (Jn 8:31–32; Gal 5:1), 
the Jewish people, from whom the Messiah was born, were still politically sub-
ordinate to the Romans. The promise of the land of Israel and protection from 
foreign domination, as a token of the heavenly land, was conditional (Dt 28:68; 
Hos 8:13; 9:3) and provisional, even as the Law as a whole was a guardian to 
prepare for the coming Savior (Gal 3:23–26). But the promise of the Seed of 
Abraham, Jesus, was by grace, unconditional, and of universal value to all peo-
ple regardless of race or geography (Gal 3:28–29), received through faith alone 
(Rom 4:13, 16; Gal 3:5–9, 14, 22–26).

Since Jesus said to Pilate that his kingdom was not of this world (Jn 18:36), 
some scholars reason that Micah’s prophecy (5:1–3 [ET 5:2–4]) cannot be 
speaking of Jesus.116 However, it is not as though the triune God ceases to act 
in judgment in the world with the onset of the new covenant. He continues to 
govern the nations, not merely OT Israel, giving over them over to subjuga-
tion.117 Nevertheless, the coming forth of the Ruler, Jesus, his birth (Micah 5:1–2 
[ET 5:2–3]), allows him to be given over in the place of all mankind (Gal 4:4–5) 
in a great exchange (Gal 3:10–14; Rom 5:12–19; 2 Cor 5:14, 21). Since God 
has not spared his own Son, but gave him up for us all (Rom 8:32), abandoning 
him on the cross (Ps 22:2 [ET 22:1]), laying all our iniquity upon him (Is 53:6), 
sinners are reconciled to God through faith (2 Cor 5:18), adopted as children, 
and made coheirs with Christ (Gal 4:7; Rom 8:16–17). The giving over of the 
Son in place of all mankind is the consummate “giving over,” the hinge of his-
tory, around whose head gathers “all the light of sacred story” (LSB 427:1). No 
suffering of a believer (or of a nation), either before or after conversion, recon-
ciles a sinner to God (cf. Rom 4:1–4; Heb 10:14). The Father’s giving over of 
his Son on the cross sheds its sacred light upon our light and momentary suf-
fering (2 Cor 4:17), revealing that even this fatherly discipline is for our good 

114 Chemnitz, Loci Theologici, 2:653, quoting Melanchthon, Loci Communes, 119.
115 Leyser, In Prophetas Minores, 767.
116 See, for example, Rudolph, Micha, 98.
117 See Chemnitz, Loci Theologici, 2:653, quoting Melanchthon, Loci Communes, 119.
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(Prov 3:11–12; Heb 12:5–11), for all things work together for good—whether 
individual or corporate, national suffering—for Christians (Rom 8:28).

Whether Micah 5:2 [ET 5:3] alludes to Is 7:14 is a matter of dispute. The 
assumption that Micah alludes to Is 7:14 has been the dominant position until the 
1960s, when Wellhausen’s commentary on Micah appeared.118 More recently, 
Werlitz has argued in favor of that position, seeing four connections between 
the two texts:
1. The Hebrew clause in Micah 5:2 [ET 5:3] translated as “a woman giving birth will 

have given birth” (hd:l…–y: hd:¡le/y) is related to the “woman giving birth” (td<l≤¢yO)̋ in Is 
7:14.

2. The “returning” (˜Wb¡Wvy“) of “the rest of his brothers” in Micah 5:2 [ET 5:3] is sim-
ilar to the symbolic name of the child in Is 7:3, Shear-jashub, meaning “a remnant 
will return” (bWv∞y: ra…v̀])̋.

3. Both prophecies use the same adverb and similar forms of the same verb, with Yah-
weh as the implied subject, in connection with the one to give birth: in Micah 5:2 
[ET 5:3], “therefore, he will give them” (µ̋nE±T]yI ˜ḱ¢l̋;), and in Is 7:14, “therefore, the 
Lord himself will give [˜TeŸyI ˜kel̋;·] you a sign.” Werlitz acknowledges that the verb 
“to give” (˜t'n:) means something different in each of these texts.

4. Both “Immanuel” (Is 7:14) and the child of Micah 5:2 [ET 5:3] are born in a time 
of distress (“Unheilszeit”).119

These connections deserve further comment:
1. Though both texts use the feminine singular participle of dl'y:, “to give birth,” the 

construction is not the same. In addition, the context of Micah needs to be taken 
into consideration. Micah uses a “woman giving birth” as a metaphor for Israel’s 
suffering in 4:9–10. In 5:2 [ET 5:3], one giving birth is a metaphor for the remnant, 
but Micah is speaking about a real birth. This birth describes the Messiah whom 
he describes as “coming forth” in 5:1 [ET 5:2].

2. Though the name of Isaiah’s son Shear-jashub (Is 7:3) promises (or threatens) that 
“a remnant will return,” this term is not connected with the “Immanuel” prophecy 
(Is 7:14; cf. Is 8:8).

3. The similar vocabulary “therefore, he will give” (Micah 5:2 [ET 5:3]; Is 7:14) does 
not provide a convincing proof that Micah borrowed from Isaiah, since as Wer-
litz acknowledges, the verb “to give” has a different sense in each prophecy. In 
Isaiah, the verb has the simple meaning that Yahweh will “give” or provide some-
thing, while in Micah, the verb implies “to give over into the hands of the enemy.” 
In addition, the object of the verb is different in each text: in Isaiah, the object of 
the verb is “a sign,” while in Micah it is “them,” Israel.

4. As Waltke points out, the time of distress during which each prophecy takes place 
is different. While the context of the Immanuel prophecy is the threat from Syria 
and Ephraim,120 Micah speaks of deliverance from Assyria (in 701 BC).121

118 See the extensive catalog of advocates of both positions in Werlitz, “Noch einmal Immanuel—
gleich zweimal!” 254, notes 2 and 3; see also Laetsch, The Minor Prophets, 271. Wellhausen’s 
commentary on Micah is in Die kleinen Propheten (1963).

119 Werlitz, “Noch einmal Immanuel—gleich zweimal!” 256.
120 The Syro-Ephraimite war against Jerusalem (Is 7:1–9) took place in 736–732 BC.
121 Waltke, Micah, 280.
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Though Is 7:14 and Micah 5:1–3 [ET 5:2–4] have some external similar-
ities, there is not convincing evidence that Micah borrowed from Isaiah. That 
Micah does not borrow from Isaiah takes nothing away from the character of 
either prophet’s message as the Word of God. Similarities between the two 
prophets should not be unexpected, since the divine Author of Scripture, the tri-
une God, has caused all Holy Scripture to be written for our instruction (Rom 
15:4; 2 Tim 3:15–17; 2 Pet 1:20–21). The Spirit of Christ was at work in the 
prophets, revealing to them the suffering of Christ and the glories that would 
follow (1 Pet 1:10–12).

5:3 [ET 5:4] In this verse, the prophet succinctly summarizes the reign 
of the Ruler with four verbs: “and he will stand” (dm'%[;w̋“); “and he will shepherd” 
(h~[;r:w̋“); “and they will dwell in safety” (Wbv;ŷ:w̋“); and “he will be great” (lD"¡g“yI). 
His standing and shepherding are closely related. Standing may indicate that 
he takes up his office.122 The metaphor of shepherding is commonly used in 
the ancient Near East for the rule of kings.123 The verb is particularly fitting in 
this prophecy, since it forms yet another connection with David, whom Yahweh 
took from being a shepherd over a flock to being a shepherd over his people 
Israel (2 Sam 5:2; 7:8; Ps 78:71).124 Earlier in the book, Micah describes Yahweh 
himself as a Shepherd: in 2:12, Yahweh promises to gather and to assemble his 
people as his “flock” (˜axø) and “herd” (rd<[e). Micah uses the same shepherd-
ing verbs in 4:6 as he does in 2:12, “gather” (πs'a;) and “assemble” (≈Beqi). In 
2:13, the one who acts as the people’s shepherd by going before them is their 
King: Yahweh himself is Shepherd and King: “and their King passed through 
before them, that is, Yahweh at their head.” Likewise, in 4:7, Yahweh promises 
to gather the injured into a remnant, and he will also rule over them as King 
(Jl'Ÿm;W̋). In 5:1–3 [ET 5:2–4], the “Ruler” is carrying out Yahweh’s work among 
his people. He is the one who comes forth for Yahweh (“for me,” 5:1 [ET 5:2]), 
thus showing his close connection with Yahweh. The promise of a future Ruler 
to shepherd the people is also found in Jeremiah (23:1–6) and Ezekiel (34:23; 
37:24).

The prophet describes the means by which the Ruler shepherds with two 
prepositional phrases: “with the strength of Yahweh” and “with the majesty 
of the name of Yahweh” (5:3 [ET 5:4]). Note the emphasis on Yahweh here. 
The divine name occurs with each prepositional phrase. The prophet under-
scores the close connection between the Ruler and Yahweh himself. The double 
appearance of the divine name here illuminates the unexpressed referent of the 
prepositional phrase near the beginning of the prophecy: the phrase “for me” 
(5:1 [ET 5:2]) must refer to Yahweh himself, who is so closely connected with 
the activity of the Ruler in 5:3 [ET 5:4]. The phrases “for me” (5:1 [ET 5:2]) 
and “with the majesty of the name of Yahweh” (5:3 [ET 5:4]) highlight that 

122 Wolff, Micha, 118; Kessler, Micha, 227; Smith-Christopher, Micah, 168.
123 Seibert, Hirt—Herde—König: Zur Herausbildung des Königtums in Mesopotamien, 2.
124 Kessler, Micha, 227.
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the ruler is Yahweh’s representative.125 Yahweh is present where his name is 
(Deut 12:5; 16:11; 1 Sam 17:45; Ps 89:25 [ET 89:24]).126 Though the prophet 
does not describe the Ruler in Micah 5:1–3 [ET 5:2–4] with the root for “king” 
(˚lm, which is used for Yahweh in 2:13; 4:7), the two nouns in the prepositional 
phrases in 5:3 [ET 5:4], “strength” (z[o) and “majesty” (˜/aG:), are associated with 
Yahweh’s kingship in Psalms 93–100 (93:1; 96:6, 7; 99:4).127 The strength of 
the King comes from Yahweh, who “lifts up the horn of his Messiah/Anointed 
One” (1 Sam 2:10).

The Ruler shepherds the people “with the strength of Yahweh” and “with 
the majesty of Yahweh’s name” (Micah 5:3 [ET 5:4]); he is closely linked with 
Yahweh himself. Osiander underscores that Christ’s work as the Good Shepherd 
(see John 10) is done with divine power. The miracles that he performs show 
his divine majesty.128 His close connection with Yahweh is also shown in Micah 
5:3 [ET 5:4] by the reference to Yahweh as “his God.” Rather than describing 
Yahweh as the God of collective Israel, Micah describes the Ruler’s intimate 
relationship with Yahweh, calling Yahweh “his God.”129 In the same way, Jesus, 
whom John describes as the Word who was God (Jn 1:1; cf. Jn 1:18), is able to 
call the Father his God: “I am ascending to my Father and your Father, to my 
God and your God” (Jn 20:17; cf. Jn 10:30). The Ruler belongs to Yahweh even 
as he belongs to his brothers, or they belong to him. The brothers of the Ruler 
are all who have come to faith through the Word (Micah 4:2; Rom 10:17). Jesus 
describes those who do the will of God as his brothers and sisters (Mt 12:49–50; 
Mk 3:35; cf. Jn 15:14), and it is impossible to do his will and please him apart 
from faith (Rom 14:23).

The rule of Christ is not a reinstatement of the glory days of David and 
Solomon, but rather the cosmic rule of the incarnate Son of God, whose inheri-
tance is the nations (Ps 2:8; Heb 1:2) and to whom all authority has been given 
(Dan 7:13–14; Mt 28:18; Rev 11:15), whom all peoples will one day acknowl-
edge as Lord (Phil 2:9–11). In addition, the paradox of the Ruler’s human birth 
(Micah 5:1 [ET 5:2]) yet rule equivalent to that of Yahweh (5:1, 3 [ET 5:2, 4]) 
expresses the great mystery of godliness, the mystery of the incarnation of 
the Son of God (1 Tim 3:16). This Ruler is David’s Son, yet at the same time 
David’s Lord.130

The verb Wbv;ŷ:w̋“, “and they will dwell” or “sit,” is a subtle connection between 
5:3 [ET 5:4] and 4:4, which has the same verb (bv'y:) in the same form, Wb%v]y:w̋“, 
“and they will sit” (a connection that has already been noted). The safe dwelling 

125 Rudolph, Micha, 98.
126 Vuilleumier, Michée, 62.
127 Jeremias, Micha, 186.
128 Osiander, Michaeas, 729–30: “Vigilantissime pascet Ecclesiam suan: alet, gubernabit, atque 

defendet gregem suum, plane divina potentia: & miracula talia edet, quae Maiestatem divi-
nam ostendant.”

129 Wolff, Micha, 119, draws the connection between “his God” and the prepositional phrase “for 
me” in 5:1 [ET 5:2]. The Ruler is Yahweh’s representative and carries out his will.

130 Ps 110:1; Mt 22:41–45; Mk 12:35–37; Lk 20:41–44; cf. Eph 1:20; Col 3:1; Heb 1:13.
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that Micah envisions under the Ruler in 5:3 [ET 5:4] is that which the converted 
Gentile nations will also enjoy in 4:4. Here it is revealed that this peaceful 
dwelling is because of the Ruler’s greatness. Yahweh has always ruled over his 
creation, even over unbelievers. But God’s kingdom comes in time through the 
preaching of his Word, as faith is created (Rom 10:17). As the Word goes out 
from Jerusalem (Micah 4:2), many nations are incorporated into the people of 
God and therefore into his kingdom of grace. The consummation of the reign 
of Yahweh through the Ruler, Jesus, is when swords are beaten into plowshares 
(4:3) and everyone dwells peacefully under his rule (4:4; 5:3 [ET 5:4]). In this 
age, prior to that promised consummation, God’s faithful Israel of every time 
(Gal 6:16) perseveres in hope and faith.

The Ruler “will stand,” that is, he takes up his rule, so that his people may 
“sit” and “dwell” in safety. He is active so that his people may rest from their 
troubled cares, those grieving over the weakness of their fallible kings or over 
the injustices perpetrated by their own human authorities. Under the shepherd-
ing of this Ruler, they will find safe pasture (cf. Psalm 23). As Vuilleumier 
points out, this security is based in the person of the Ruler; Israel (as well as 
the nations) will dwell securely, for the Ruler is their Shepherd. He brings the 
very presence of Yahweh into their midst, and his rule extends to the ends of 
the earth (Ps 2:6–8).131

But as the nations would enjoy this safe dwelling in Micah 4:4—and here 
the Ruler’s greatness extends to the ends of the earth—it may not be too much 
to see “the ends of the earth,” that is, also the nations, as the beneficiaries of the 
Ruler’s reign. To be sure, the Ruler comes forth for Yahweh to be Ruler over 
Israel, but this rule spills over to the ends of the earth, even as in chapter 4 the 
nations of the world are drawn to Zion’s temple mountain and the teachings of 
Zion’s God, wherever the Gospel message of the Ruler is taught (4:1–4). That 
which properly and practically was accessible and beneficial only for Israel has 
now been made accessible to the nations, for his rule will extend to “the ends of 
the earth.” The nations who are part of that rule are those who have been taught 
by his Word and have come to learn of him so that they might walk in his ways 
(4:1–3). The greatness of the Ruler, Jesus, is spread through the preaching of 
the Gospel, the instruction and the Word that go forth from Jerusalem to the 
ends of the earth.132

The Ruler’s greatness is similar to the exalted mountain of the Lord’s temple 
(4:1–4). As the Ruler’s greatness extends to the ends of the earth, the moun-
tain of the Lord is lifted up above all the other peaks (4:1), clearly shown to be 
superior to the other mountains and high places where the nations worship their 
gods (4:5). Both Mount Zion and the Ruler experience a form of humiliation 
and exaltation. The temple is destroyed (3:12), but an exalted mountain will be 

131 Vuilleumier, Michée, 62.
132 Osiander, Michaeas, 730: “Magnificabitur usque ad terminos terrae: … gloria Iesu Christi 

in universum terrarum orbem diffundetur. Euangelion enim, in quo Maiestas & bonitas Iesu 
Christi Salvatoris nostri elucescit, nulla vi humana prohiberi potest.”
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even greater and more influential. The Ruler is from a humble place (5:1 [ET 
5:2]) not associated with the Davidic rulers in Jerusalem during Micah’s era, but 
one day the Bethlehemite (Mt 2:5–6) will be great even to the ends of the earth.

The dwelling in safety will take place at the point when the Ruler is regarded 
as great to the ends of the earth; it will be “now” (hT…[', translated as “then” in 
5:3 [ET 5:4]). This adverb is important in chapter 4, where it sets off the pres-
ent distress from the future deliverance (hT…[', 4:9, 11; 4:14 [ET 5:1]). But in 
5:3 [ET 5:4], the adverb highlights the future deliverance, a fitting end to the 
times of Israel’s travail. While Micah 4 alternates between present distress and 
future deliverance, there would come a day, a “now” when there would be no 
return to distress and a permanent hope of a better future. Seybold points to 
a connection between the greatness promised to David (2 Sam 7:12–16) and 
that of David’s descendant here: Yahweh promised David a great name (2 Sam 
7:9).133 But Micah 5:1–3 [ET 5:2–4] goes beyond the greatness of the former 
David in the extent of the Ruler’s realm, “to the ends of the earth.”134 This final 
phrase places the passage in proximity with Ps 2:8 and Zech 9:10, which has 
other connections with Micah 5:9–14 [ET 5:10–15] (to be discussed in the com-
mentary there), which point to an eschatological context.135

Is the prophecy of Micah 5:1–3 [ET 5:2–4] messianic? Many modern schol-
ars are very cautious about seeing Jesus of Nazareth as the fulfillment of this 
passage. Rudolph urges caution on the extent to which one can apply the proph-
ecy of Micah to Jesus of Nazareth. His argument is that Micah’s Messiah is 
a purely political figure (“eine rein politische Gestalt”), while Jesus rejected 
a political messiahship (“Messianismus”).136 According to Rudolph, Jesus 
would have fulfilled this prophecy only if he had risen up against the Romans. 
Rudolph’s view, which is surely characteristic of many critical scholars, is that 
the “fulfillment” of OT prophecy “always means at the same time correction and 
escalation.”137 The proclamation of peace on earth (Lk 2:14) goes beyond what 
Micah prophesies, according to Rudolph. But, among other things, Rudolph’s 
critique makes assumptions about the timeline of the prophecy, as if the Messiah 
had to accomplish everything immediately. Micah gives a series of verbs in 5:3 
[ET 5:4], but not a timeline of events. To be sure, Jesus did not come to estab-
lish a political kingdom in this age, but the NT does teach that he will rule 
over creation, even to the ends of the earth, with all things in subjection to him 

133 Seybold, Das davidische Königtum im Zeugnis der Propheten, 110.
134 Leyser, In Prophetas Minores, 732–33, sees the greatness extending in this age through the 

preaching of the Gospel. The focus on this age can be seen clearly also in the interpretations 
of the mountain of the Lord (4:1–4) in the patristic and Reformation traditions.

135 On a slightly different note, the apostle Paul understands the promise of the land given to 
Abraham as encompassing not merely the land of Israel but also “that he [Abraham] would be 
heir of the world” (τὸ κληρονόμον αὐτὸν εἶναι κόσμου, Rom 4:13). On this, see also Sirach 
44:21; Jubilees 19:21; 2 Baruch 14:13; 51:3.

136 Compare Weiser, Das Buch der zwölf kleinen Propheten, 1:273, who points to the authority 
and majesty of God as the essential qualities of the Ruler’s reign.

137 Rudolph, Micha, 98: “ ‘Erfüllung’ im NT immer zugleich Korrektur und Überhöhung 
bedeutet.”
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(1 Cor 15:24–27; Phil 2:9–11). Micah’s prophecy does not teach a political 
Messiah, but a Christological eschatology. And in fact, the prophecy of Micah 
5:1–3 [ET 5:2–4] dovetails nicely with Micah 4:1–4. To be sure, Micah does 
not give a complete outline of Christology, but he does speak of the Christ. His 
proclamation of the Messiah is focused on the final outcome of the Messiah’s 
work, when he becomes great to the ends of the earth (Lk 1:32–33). Micah does 
not speak of the Messiah as a victim, but only as a victorious Ruler (Christus 
victor).138 Micah does not explicitly say that the Ruler, the Messiah, will rec-
oncile Yahweh with sinful mankind. But one of the sources of unrest in the 
book of Micah is the destructive judgment from Yahweh because of Israel’s sin 
(2:10). That people, even to the ends of the earth, will dwell in safety (see also 
4:4) is surely only because of undeserved divine favor; it is not a merely polit-
ical peace, but a reign in grace.

Kessler separates the question of history from the NT’s understanding that 
Jesus is the fulfillment of the prophecy. In his view, what the NT and later 
Christian tradition make of the connection between Micah 5:1–3 [ET 5:2–4] 
and Jesus Christ does not have anything to do with the text of Micah but with 
the “living appropriation by tradition.”139 This appropriation is, in his under-
standing, “not a matter of true or false. … It is rather about a new appropriation 
of meaning for the present, a process through which one develops the surplus of 
meaning.”140 The irony of this assessment is that critical scholarship is intensely 
focused on the text of the Bible. But suddenly, when it comes to the question 
of whether Jesus is the fulfillment of this passage, which is the implication of 
Matthew’s quotation of the passage in the mouths of the scribes (Mt 2:5–6), the 
meaning of texts does not matter to Kessler, for there is no true or false, but only 
overflowing possibilities for interpretation, as long as one does not claim that 
Micah himself (or in critical scholarship’s view, the exilic redactors of Micah 
4–7) intended such a figure as the NT claims that Jesus was and is.

But why should the interpreter back away from frank honesty on this cru-
cial question? That Jesus of Nazareth was promised in the OT is the bedrock of 
NT theology. If the foundation of the Christian faith is something that is “not 
a matter of true or false,” then it surely would be false. Texts in general, and 
messianic texts in particular, have meaning that can be determined in their con-
texts. They make claims and offer promises that the readers can receive only by 
faith; these texts offer hope that is the anchor for our souls (Heb 6:19). The wit-
ness of Matthew’s Gospel to the prophecy of Micah 5:1–3 [ET 5:2–4] should 
be taken seriously, for this Gospel is a document written in the same century 
as the earthly ministry of the One who was the promised Messiah, and even by 
one who walked with and was taught by this Messiah, so that he might walk 
in his ways.

138 Gerhard, On the Person and Office of Christ, 319, speaking of Christ’s royal office.
139 Kessler, Micha, 230.
140 Kessler, Micha, 230.
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