Isaiah Chapter 37, Hebrew Text with Translation and Footnotes
Grounding Isaiah’s Theology in Biblical Stories (continued)
Isaiah 37 Has a Parallel in 2 Kings 18:13-19:371

1

Chapter 37 has one end-note: “Tirhakah, Taharqa, Cushite Pharaoh of Egypt.”

Alexander comments that “This chapter is a direct continuation of the one before
it. It describes the effect of Rabshakeh’s blasphemies and threats on Hezekiah, his
humiliation; his message to Isaiah, and the answer; the retreat of Rabshakeh,
Sennacherib’s letter, Hezekiah’s prayer, Isaiah’s prophecy, and its fulfilment in the
slaughter of Sennacherib’s army and his own flight and murder.” (P. 52)
Watts entitles 37:1-20 “A Reading (continued): From Hearsay to Knowledge.”
He comments that “This is a continuation of chapter 36 and is a response to the
previous narrative and speeches. The narrative is structured around four speeches.
The motif of...’hearing’ dominates them all...
“The Assyrian’s words were wrong in 701 B.C.E. But they had special pungency
after 586 B.C.E. Had God deceived them? Was He deceiving them?...Many in postexilic Judaism were not sure how they should answer that. Job and the [Book of
Isaiah] answer differently from 2 Kings.
“Hezekiah’s prayer (verses 16-20) is more in line with the [Book of Isaiah’s]
position in putting it all in the perspective of Yahweh’s sovereignty...There is here a tone
of realism which pairs faith with history, with which the [Book of Isaiah] will agree.
“The Isaiah prophecy (verse 7) gives Yahweh’s response to the Assyrian’s direct
challenge to His power and reliability. He will start moving, creating a rumor that will
send the King home and eventually lead to his death. Yahweh can play the game of
power words, too.” (Pp. 33-34)
Motyer entitles Isaiah 36:22-37:7 “The king’s reaction: faith at last.”
He summarizes the passage: “Word is brought to the King, who immediately
reacts with penitence and seeking the Lord (37:1). Out of this arose a deputation to
Isaiah (verse 2), eating humble pie indeed (verse 3), noting the element of blasphemy
in the Rabshakeh’s words (verse 4) and requesting prayer. But Isaiah does not need to
make any fresh approach to the Lord: what he has once said stands (verses 5-6). The
Lord will act to remove the threat (verse 7) and the threatener!” (P. 279)
Slotki comments on verses 1-7 that they depict “Hezekiah’s distress and
pathetic appeal to God through Isaiah, and the prophets reassuring reply.” (P. 170)

(continued...)
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(...continued)
Oswalt comments that these verses “describe a critical moment in Judah’s
history. What will she do at this time, stripped of all allies, face-to-face with the
crushing realities of which the Rabshakeh has spoken? Shall she adm it his irrefutable
logic and confess that God is simply one more national God, helpless before the
Assyrian might? Or will she in fact be driven deeper into the Lord’s embrace? Will she
now admit the folly of her other trusts and, for the first time in a very long time, commit
herself to God alone?...
“In fact, this challenge was what turned the tide. Somehow Judah lurched awake,
realizing what Isaiah had been crying so long: Nothing else can be trusted, but God
can!...
“It is here that the greatness of Hezekiah comes to the fore. He sees what is
called for and does it. Repentance is the order of the day...[Hezekiah and his people]
had repudiated Isaiah for his hard words (Isaiah 30:8-11); would he now repudiate
them, and leave them to wallow in the consequences of their own blindness?” (P. 643)
Kaiser doubts the historical reliability of the story told in Isaiah 36-37, and
assumes that we can be sure of the “real history” through the Assyrian annals. “The
fact that according to the Assyrian annals Hezekiah sent tribute to Nineveh, together
with a delegation to pay homage, can be argued in favor of the view that Sennacherib
found it necessary to withdraw very suddenly, and that only this permitted a capitulation
which guaranteed the survival of the Davidic kingdom. A chance of survival, achieved
as it were in the last moment and in spite of the siege of Jerusalem (which is
suppressed in the present narrative [Isaiah 36-37], also explains the rejoicing of the
people of Jerusalem and the population of the countryside, who were crammed
together into the city, when the Assyrian troops withdrew, as is assumed in 22:1ff., 12ff.
“When we recollect this passage...it becomes evident that the Isaiah whom we
encounter in the present narrative is a later creation. He himself had attacked the
alliance with Egypt in his preaching to the very last moment, maintained his prophecy of
doom in the face of the behavior of the government in Jerusalem, and did not abandon
it even after the Assyrians had withdrawn. But we can understand how in popular
recollection the King and the prophet, both of whom were regarded as devout, later
grew closer together, and the avoidance of the ultimate catastrophe came to be seen
as a deliverance by Yahweh attributed either to the King’s prayers or the prophet’s, and
of course basically to the fact that Yahweh heard the prayer.” (P. 384)
We are much more sceptical than Kaiser. Why should we believe the Assyrian
annals as telling the whole story, the true story? They present an Assyrian telling of
Near Eastern happenings, but certainly not anything like a complete story, or one told
from a disinterested standpoint. And we say the same thing about the biblical
accounts, both in Isaiah and in 2 Kings. These are not at all disinterested, eye-witness
accounts from which we can draw accurate historical conclusions. They are told from
the standpoint of faith in YHWH, and are religious documents, depicting the Israelite
(continued...)
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(...continued)
view of history as the story of YHWH and His people. We can learn from them the
Israelite view–but that is not the same thing as what we moderns call “the facts” of
history. That the ancient stories agree at certain points, and disagree radically at
others, is only to be expected. What do you think?
Kaiser goes on to state that “Against the background of the experiences which
led to the disaster to the kingdom of Judah in 587 B.C.E., the survival of Jerusalem in
701 B.C.E. became more than ever the outstanding example of the way in which a
nation and a king which trusted in Yahweh would not be put to shame...
“The faith of a later generation recognized that the survival of their forefathers
was an act of grace, and their forefathers themselves are transfigured into archetypes
of the confidence which the narrator knew was an effective force in his daily life.” (P.
385)
2

Kaiser comments on verses 1-7 that when the Judean delegation had returned
to their King, “Because they have been given no opportunity for an honorable
capitulation and have also heard the name of Yahweh blasphemed, they tear their
clothes. When they bring him their report, the King is deeply moved by the news,
likewise tears his clothes and puts on the sack, the penitential g arment...
“The sending of the second delegation, composed in this way, to the prophet
Isaiah, emphasizes the priority of the spiritual Israel over the secular, and also of the
prophets over the priests...In accordance with the situation, the delegation also wore
penitential garments.” (P. 389)
Motyer comments on verses 1-2 that “What transpired on this visit to the Lord’s
house we are not told...At last Hezekiah realized that the Lord was his only resource
and at once turned to Him.” (P. 279)
Alexander translates / comments on verse 1: “And it was (or came to pass)
when King Hezekiah heard (the report of his messengers), that he rent his clothes, and
covered himself with sack-cloth, and went into the house of Jehovah...
“He resorted to the temple, not only as a public place, but with reference to the
promise made to Solomon (1 Kings 8:29), that God would hear the prayers of His
people from that place when they were in distress.” (P. 52)
Oswalt comments that “Hezekiah not only tears his garments at the dreadful
report, but he also puts on sackcloth, the biblical sign of mourning but also of
repentance and humiliation...He does not here evade the issue. He is the King; if the
nation is under judgment from God, then it is he who must be the first to repent of his
(continued...)
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qF'êB; sK;ät.YIw wyd"+g"B.-ta, [r:ßq.YIw:
`hw")hy> tyBeî aboßY"w:
And it happened, as the King Hezekiah heard,3
and he tore his robes, and dressed in the sack-cloth, 4
and came into YHWH’s house / temple.
37:25

tyIB;øh;-l[;-rv,a] ~yqi’y"l.a,-ta, xl;v.YIw:û
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And he sent forth Elyaqim who (was) over the household
and Shebna 6 the scribe7 and officials / elders of the priests,8
2

(...continued)
own sin.” (P. 644)
3

Slotki states that what Hezekiah heard was “the report of Rab-shakeh’s demand
the threats recorded in the previous chapter [that is, chapter 36].” (P. 170)
4

Watts comments that “Sackcloth, the symbol of grief, accurately portrays
Hezekiah’s sense of futility and helplessness in this situation.” (P. 34)
5

Alexander translates verse 2: “And he sent Eliakim who was over the
household, and Shebna the scribe, and the elders of the priests, covered w ith
sackcloth, unto Isaiah the son of Amoz, the prophet.
He comments that “While he himself resorted to the temple, he sent to ask the
counsel and the intercessions of the prophet.” (P. 52)
6

Our Hebrew text has the phrase taw before the name Shebna, while the parallel
narrative in 2 Kings 19:2 does not have the phrase.
7

Alexander comments that “Eliakim and Shebna are again employed in this case,
as being qualified to make an exact report of what had happened, and in order to put
honor on the prophet by an embassy of distinguished men...Thus Josiah sent to Huldah
(2 Kings 22:14), Zedekiah to Jeremiah (Jeremiah 37:3).” (P. 52)
8

Watts comments that “Hezekiah sends a delegation to Isaiah. Compare 1
(continued...)
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dressing themselves in the sack-cloths,9
to Isaiah, son of Amots, the spokesperson. 10
37:311

WhY"ëqiz>xi rm;äa' hKo wyl'ªae Wråm.aYOw:
hZ<+h; ~AYæh; hc'Þa'n>W hx'²keAtw> hr"ôc'-~Ay
rBeêv.m;-d[; ‘~ynIb' Wab'Û yKiä
`hd")lel. !yIa:ß x:koïw>
And they said to him, In this way Hezekiah spoke:
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(...continued)
Kings 22:5 and 2 Kings 22:12 for parallels.” (P. 34)

~yQI+F;B,; bassaqqiym, “in the
sack-cloths,” by using the plural, “seems to show that qf;, saq, is not here the name of
9

Alexander comments that the Hebrew phrase,

the material but of the garment (covered with sacks, or sackcloth dresses).” (P. 52)
10

Oswalt comments that “As the Syrian King had realized about Elisha some 135
years earlier (2 Kings 6:12), the prophet of the Lord was the most potent weapon an
Israelite King could have...The King’s example had touched the entire government
establishment at last. God was their only hope.” (Pp. 644-45)
Where our Hebrew text has “Isaiah, son of Amots, the prophet,” 2 Kings 19:2
has “Isaiah the prophet, son of Amots.”
11

Motyer comments on verses 3-4: “Now there is repentance and confession:
the end of human strength...It speaks volumes for the reality of Hezekiah’s sense of sin
that he bases no appeal on his own needs but only the possibility that the Lord will
stand by His Own honor. In his prayer, the King makes no reference to himself but
recognizes that the needs of the Lord’s people are always a valid ground of appeal to
the Lord.” (P. 279)
Alexander translates verse 3: “And they said unto him, Thus saith Hezekiah, A
day of anguish and rebuke and contempt (is) this day, for the children are come to the
birth (or to the places of birth), and there is not strength to bring forth.”
He comments that the statement denotes, “not external danger merely, but the
complicated distress, both of a temporal and spiritual nature, in which Hezekiah was
involved by the threats and blasphemies of the Assyrian.” (Pp. 52-53)

5

A day of distress and rebuke 12 and contempt13–this day--14
Because children came as far as (the) place of birth,15

12

Alexander comments that “Rebuke is applied by the [Greek translation]
(ovneidismou/) and some interpreters to the reproaches of Rabshakeh; but it is more
agreeable to usage to explain it as signifying the Divine rebuke or chastisement, as in
Psalm 73:4 and 149:7...The very same phrase (day of rebuke) is used in the same
sense by Hosea 5:9...Interpreters are commonly agreed in making the noun here mean
blasphemy...The present distress is like the pains of childbirth.” (P. 53)
13

The Greek translation (Rahlfs) adds a fourth statement concerning the nature
of the day: kai. ovrgh/j, “and of anger / wrath.”
14

Watts comments that “Hezekiah’s message for Isaiah evaluates the situation.
He uses three terms to describe it...

hr"ôc'-~Ay, ’a day of distress’...
hx'²keAt, ’rebuke’... [and]
hc'Þa'n>, ‘disgrace’...
The three terms describe three aspects of the day. It is a time of trouble that cries out
for the help of God. It is a day of decision, for rebuke by God. For it has been a day of
blasphemy against God.” (P. 34)
Do you agree with the way Watts summarizes these three words? If not, how
would you change his summary?
15

rBeêv.m;

Oswalt notes that the Hebrew noun
, mashber means “place of parting”
(Delitzsch ‘matrix’), thus ‘opening of the womb.’” (P. 642)
Brown-Driver-Briggs has “cervical opening,” “place of breech, i.e. mouth of
womb.”
Oswalt adds that “The metaphor of labor is a telling one. All too familiar to them
was the breech birth (the baby’s buttocks and / or feet positioned to be delivered first),
or some other complication, which caused the mother to be unable to deliver the child
although she labored herself to exhaustion and death. Furthermore, once labor began
there was no turning back; either the child was delivered or both mother and child
died...
“Hezekiah sees himself in that predicament. Jerusalem must be delivered, but
neither he nor his government nor his people has the strength to do it.” (P. 645)
For the figure of the time of childbirth, compare Isaiah 26:16-18, and 66:7-9.
6

and there is no strength to give birth!16
37:417

hqeªv'-br: yrEåb.DI Ÿtaeä ^yh,øl{a/ hw"’hy> •[m;v.yI yl;³Wa
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^yh,_l{a/ hw"åhy> [m;Þv' rv,îa] ~yrIêbD' >B; ‘x:y“kiAhw>‘
`ha'(c'm.NIh; tyrIßaeV.h; d[;îB. hL'êpit. t'af'än"w>
Perhaps18 YHWH your God will hear (the) words19 of Rab-Shakeh,

16

Oswalt comments that “The opening words of Hezekiah’s message to Isaiah
are an abject [wretched, miserable ] admission of failure...All the foolishness of their
attempts to strengthen themselves by cultivating outside help is now revealed for what
Isaiah had always said it was–foolishness.” (P. 645)
17

Alexander translates / comments on verse 4: “If peradventure Jehovah thy
God will hear the words of Rabshakeh, whom the King of Assyria his master hath sent
to reproach the living God, and will rebuke the words which Jehovah thy God hath
heard, then shalt thou lift up a prayer for the remnant (that is still) found (here)...
“It was because Hezekiah thought Jehovah might hear, that he asked Isaiah’s
prayers in his behalf.” (P. 53)
18

There is no dogmatic certainty in Hezekiah’s request to Isaiah. Rather, there is
humility and lack of certainty--combined with hope. We think it is an important exercise
in biblical Theology to look at all the occurrences of this Hebrew word,
(which here goes untranslated by the Greek / Rahlfs). See:

yl;³Wa, “perhaps”

Genesis 16:2, Sarai’s hesitant request for Abram to bear a child by Hagar;
Genesis 18:24, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, Abraham’s hesitant, but hopeful bargaining with
YHWH;
Genesis 24:5, Abraham’s servant’s questioning “what if the young woman refuses to
come?”;
Genesis 27:12, Jacob’s questioning uncertainty with regards to his mother’s plan to
trick his father Isaac;
Genesis 32:21, Jacob’s fearful uncertainty as to whether Esau will accept his atoning
gifts;
Genesis 43:12, Jacob’s hopeful uncertainty as to whether the Egyptian ruler will accept
his sons’ gifts;
Exodus 32:30, Moses’ uncertainty as to whether or not YHWH will forgive the
Israelites’ “great sin”;
Numbers 22:6, 11, Balak’s hope that Balaam’s curse of Israel will be successful;
(continued...)
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(...continued)
Numbers 22:33, Balaam’s donkey’s seeking to avoid Balaam’s being struck by
YHWH’s messenger;
Numbers 23:3, Balaam’s uncertainty as to whether YHWH will respond;
Numbers 23:27, Balak’s similar uncertainty;
Joshua 9:7, an Israelite’s questioning whether or not the Gibeonites are from far away,
or live in Israel’s midst);
Joshua 14:12, Caleb’s hopeful uncertainty concerning his ability in old age to conquer
the powerful people living in Hebron;
1 Samuel 6:5, the Philistines’ wondering if their gift of gold tumors and mice will cause
Israel’s God to lighten their plague;
1 Samuel 9:6, the young man with Saul says perhaps Samuel, the man of God, can tell
them where to find the lost donkeys;
1Samuel 14:6, Jonathan tells his armor-bearer that perhaps YHWH will act on their
behalf;
2 Samuel 14:15, the woman from Tekoa states that perhaps King David will do what
she asks;
2 Samuel 16:12, David states that perhaps YHWH will turn the cursing he is being
given into good;
1 Kings 18:5, Ahab sends Obadyahu to perhaps find grass for Ahab’s animals in the
midst of a drought;
1 Kings 18:27, Elijah mockingly tells the prophets of Baal that perhaps Baal is asleep;
1 Kings 20:31, Ben-Hadad’s servants tell him that perhaps the Israelite king will spare
his life;
2 Kings 19:4, parallel to Isaiah 37:4; Hezekiah says Perhaps YHWH your (Isaiah’s)
God will hear Rab-Shakeh’s words;
Job 1:5, Job says, Perhaps my children have sinned;
Isaiah 37:4, parallel to 2 Kings 19:4;
Isaiah 47:12, YHWH tells Babylon to stand fast in her enchantments and sorceries-perhaps she may be able to succeed; perhaps she will inspire terror;
Jeremiah 20:10, Jeremiah’s close friends are watching for his fall, saying Perhaps he
will be deceived and we can overcome him;
Jeremiah 21:2, the people of Judah ask Jeremiah to inquire of YHWH–saying Perhaps
YHWH will do wonders and make Nebuchadnezzar withdraw from us.
Jeremiah 26:3, Jeremiah is told by YHWH to proclaim His word in the temple-court,
and states that perhaps the people will listen and turn away from their evil way;
Jeremiah 36:3, 7, similar;
Jeremiah 51:8, upon Babylon’s fall, the hearer is urged to wail for her and take balm
for her pain; perhaps she will be healed;
Lamentations 3:29, let the young man enduring suffering put his mouth in the
dust–perhaps there is still hope;
Ezekiel 12:3, YHWH tells Ezekiel that perhaps the people will understand his strange
symbolic actions, with regards to going into exile;
Hosea 8:7, foreigners will devour what little grain may perhaps be produced by
Northern Israel;
(continued...)
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whose Lord, (the) King of Assyria sent to reproach (the) Living God;20

18

(...continued)
Amos 5:15, If Israel will hate evil, love good, and establish justice in its courts, perhaps
YHWH will show mercy to her remnant (it’s not a sure thing; it’s only a hope);
Jonah 1:6, the ship’s captain awakes Jonah, asking him to cry out to his God–Perhaps
God will take thought for them, so that they will not perish;
Zephaniah 2:3, If the humble people will seek YHWH, perhaps they will be hidden on
the day of YHWH’s anger.
The word “perhaps” expresses a lack of certainty, acknowledging the possibility
that something different may happen. It is the opposite of dogmatic certainty.
Watts states that “Hezekiah’s request to Isaiah is tentative. It speaks only of the
possibility that Yahweh will hear and rebuke, if Isaiah lifts a prayer.” (P. 35)
Oswalt disagrees, stating that “The King has no doubt that God ‘heard’ the
Assyrian’s blasphemous words. The issue is whether God will choose to take action
against Assyria for this particular affront.” (P. 646)
We say, No. Hezekiah’s words indicate his uncertainty that God was even
observing, or listening to what was happening to him and to Israel, since he, the King,
and they, YHWH’s people, had failed to listen to the Divine message through Isaiah.
We think Hezekiah means, Our failure to pay attention to YHWH means we have no
right to expect YHWH to pay attention to us. We can only hope He has heard, and will
hear our prayers! What do you think?
19

2 Kings 19:4 has the word lk “all” before “the words.”

20

Slotki states concerning the phrase “the living God,” that it is meant to be
contrasted with the inanimate Gods with which Rab-shakeh had blasphemously
compared Him.” (P. 171)
Alexander likewise states that “The reproach and blasphemy of the Assyrian
consisted mainly in his confounding Jehovah with the Gods of the surrounding nations,
in antithesis to whom, as being impotent and lifeless, He is here and elsewhere called
the living God.” (P. 54)
See 2 Chronicles 32:19,

~ØIl'_v'Wry> yheÞl{a/-la, WrêB.d:y>w:)
#r<a'êh' yMeä[; ‘yhel{a/ l[;ªK.
~d")a'h' ydEïy> hfeÞ[]m;
(continued...)
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and He will reprove the words which YHWH your God21 heard;
and you will lift up a prayer22 on behalf of the remnant that has been found.23

20

(...continued)
And they spoke to / concerning Jerusalem’s Gods,
as / like concerning Gods of (the) peoples of the land–
a product of (the) hands of the human-being!

Oswalt states that the living God...is a phrase which expresses the Hebrew
understanding of the difference between their God and the Gods of their neighbors.
Those Gods were lifeless and helpless (Isaiah 45:5-7), but the Lord was alive, now and
evermore.” (P. 646)
21

Oswalt comments that “your God is a source of some uncertainty to
commentators. Some believe that it is only a witness to Isaiah’s special calling as a
prophet (Calvin), but others (for example, Delitzsch) believe it demonstrates a certain
reticence on Hezekiah’s part (compare also Saul in 1 Samuel 15:30)...
“The latter seems somewhat more likely. The King is aware that, from one
perspective at least, had God been truly his, as he claimed, he would have been more
careful of God’s honor. So here in shame he testifies that if God is to help them it will
not be because he, the King, has some special claim upon God.” (Pp. 646-47) W e
agree with Oswalt. Do you?
22

Alexander comments that “To lift up a prayer is not simply to utter one, but has
allusion to two common idiomatic phrases, that of lifting up the voice in the sense of
speaking loud or beginning to speak, and that of lifting up the heart or soul in the sense
of earnestly desiring.” (P. 54)
23

ha'(c'm.NIh; tyrIßaeV.h;

The phrase in Hebrew,
, hashshe)eriyth hannimtsa)ah,
is literally “the remainder / remnant, the one that was found,” but translations often have
“the remnant that is left,” or “the surviving remnant” or “the remnant that is left.” The
implication is that the vast majority have been slaughtered, or carried away into
captivity, and only a few survivors have been found surviving following the catastrophe.
1QIsa adds the phrase “in this city.”
Alexander states that “The passive participle found is often used in Hebrew to
denote what is present in a certain place, or more generally what is extant in existence,
or forthcoming...The whole phrase...may either be a general description of the straits of
low condition to which the chosen people were reduced...or be more specifically
understood in reference to Judah as surviving the destruction of the ten tribes...or to
Jerusalem as spared amidst the general desolation of Judah...
“In either case, the King requests the prophet to pray for their deliverance from
entire destruction.” (Pp. 54-55)
(continued...)
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WhY"ßqiz>xi %l,M,îh; ydE±b.[; WaboªY"w:
`Why")[.v;y>-la,
And (the) servants of the King Hezekiah25
came to Isaiah,26

37:627

Why"ë[.v;(y> ‘~h,ylea] rm,aYOÝw:
23

(...continued)
Motyer comments that “The reference to the remnant ‘that happens to be here’
is touching. All round Jerusalem there is a veritable multitude of Hezekiah’s people,
already enslaved to Assyria as really as if he had sold the himself.” (P. 279)
Oswalt states that “the remnant to be found probably refers to the inhabitants of
Jerusalem, all that were left from Judea since the Assyrians had captured all the
outlying garrisons and villages (Isaiah 36:1).” (P. 647)
24

Alexander translates verse 5, “And the servants of King Hezekiah came to

Isaiah.”
Kaiser states that “Verse 5 makes it somewhat doubtful whether the words of the
deputation were necessary at all; because it give the impression that the prophet was
already in the picture and possessed Yahweh’s answer, a prophecy of salvation to
which a reason is added...
“The fact that the sudden withdrawal of Sennacherib was attributed to a rumor
which he had heard under the influence of a special spirit given to him by Yahweh
(compare 1 Kings 22:19ff.) shows that in the narrator’s view there was no objective
reason for his sudden withdrawal.” (P. 390)
25

Where our Hebrew text spells the King’s name

spells the name
26

WhY"ßqiz>xi, “chizqiyyahu,” 1QIs

hyqzx, “chizqiyyah.” [ ]

Where our Hebrew text spells the prophet’s name

spells the name

a

Why")[.v;y,> yesha(yahu, 1QIs

a

hy[vy, yesh(yah.

27

Motyer comments on verses 6-7 that “They asked Isaiah to pray, but he did not
do so. There is no hesitation, no turning to God, no waiting on Him but only a simple
belief that what the Lord once said He meant. An initial message of reassurance
(verse 6) leads to a promise of Divine action (verse 7).” (P. 279)
Alexander translates / comments on verse 6, “And Isaiah said to them Thus shall
ye say to your master, Thus saith Jehovah, Be not afraid of (literally from before or from
(continued...)
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~k,_ynEdoa]-la, !Wrßm.ato hKoï
hw"©hy> rm;äa' ŸhKoå
‘ar"yTi-la;
T'[.m;êv' rv,äa] ‘~yrIb'D>h; ynEÜP.mi
`yti(Aa rWVßa;-%l,m, yrEï[]n: Wp±D>GI rv,óa]
And Isaiah said to them,28
In this way you shall speak to your lords:
In this way YHWH spoke:
You (singular) shall not be afraid
from before the words which you heard,
with which (the) young men / boys29 of the King of Assyria reviled Me.30

27

(...continued)
the face of) the words which thou hast heard, (with) which the servants of the King of
Assyria have blasphemed Me.”
28

‘~h,ylea], “to them,” 2 Kings 19:6 has ~h,l', which

29

rWVßa;-%l,m, yrEï[]n:

Where our Hebrew text has
also means “to them.”

The Hebrew phrase here is
, literally, “young men / boys of
Assyria’s King,” and Slotki comments that “Hezekiah need not be upset by the empty
boasting of irresponsible youth.” (P. 171)
Most of our English translations have “servants,” but New International has
“underlings.” Oswalt has “lackeys.”
Alexander comments that “The word translated servants...strictly means young
men or boys...Many interpreters regard it as a contemptuous description.” (P. 55)
Oswalt is one of those interpreters: “God’s contempt for the Assyrian blasphemy
is seen in the use of ‘lads’ or lackeys for the Rabshaqeh and the other officers. Human
beings might be awed by their power and authority, but God was not particularly
impressed. They were just errand boys for an overblown ego.” (P. 647)
30

Watts comments that “Isaiah is certain that Yahweh has heard, while Hezekiah
had tentatively hoped that He had heard.” (P. 35)
12
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x:Wrê ‘AB !teîAn ynI’n>hi
Ac+r>a;-la, bv'äw> h['ÞWmv. [m;îv'w>
`Ac)r>a;B. br<x<ßB; wyTiîl.P;hiw.
Look at Me–(I am) sending a wind / Spirit / spirit32 into him,33
and he will hear a report;34

31

Alexander translates / comments on verse 7: “Behold I am putting (or about to
put) a spirit in him, and he shall hear a noise, and shall return to his own land, and I will
cause him to fall by the sword in his own land.”
32

Slotki translates by the non-capitalized “a spirit,” and says it means a spirit “of
fear which will undermine his strength of mind.” (P. 171)
Alexander notes that “Calvin...explains it to mean that God would carry him away
as with a wind...The English Version renders it behold I will send a blast upon him,
meaning either a pestilential blast or a destructive tempest. Other understand by
the destroying angel, or an evil spirit...

x:Wrê

“But most interpreters refer the phrase to an effect to be produced upon the mind
of the Assyrian...
“The most probable conclusion is, that it does not denote a specif ic change, but
Divine influence as governing his movements.” (P. 55)
33

Watts comments on this line, that it is “the key to the word from God...In effect,
it means God will motivate someone to fight against Sennacherib.” (P. 35)
34

h['ÞWmv. [m;îv'w>

The Hebrew phrase is
, “and he will hear a hearing / what is
heard,” but most English translations have “hear a report,” or “hear a rumor.” The
Greek translation (Rahlfs) has kai. avkou,saj avggeli,an, “and having heard a message.”
Slotki states that this means a rumor “about Tirhakah’s intentions (verse 9).” (P.
171)

h['ÞWmv.

Alexander comments that
strictly means anything heard, and Luther
accordingly translates the phrase, he shall hear something. Most writers understand
this as referring to the news mentioned in verse 9.” (P. 55)
Oswalt states that “Things as ephemeral as a vague uneasiness or a distant
rumor are all that is necessary to remove the Emperor from before Jerusalem...The
(continued...)
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and he will return to his land;35
and I will cause him to fall by the sword in his land!
37:836

hqeêv'-br: ‘bv'Y"’w:
34

(...continued)
‘spirit’ mentioned here is neither the Holy Spirit nor an angelic spirit, but rather an
attitude, disposition, or feeling (compare Isaiah 19:14; Numbers 5:14; Hosea 4:12;
Zechariah 13:2; 2 Timothy 1:7). God is going to predispose Sennacherib to leave.”
(P. 647)
Watts comments that “Sennacherib is...susceptible to the power of rumor and
report. This one sends him home and finally to his death.” (P. 35)
35

Ac+r>a;-la,

Where our Hebrew text has
, 2 Kings 19:7 has
different preposition, l. instead of la,, both meaning “to his country.”

Ac+r>a;l., using a

36

Motyer entitles verses 8-35 “The second Assyrian embassy.” He entitles
verses 8-9a “Assyria leaves Judah.”
He comments that “The Assyrian dignitary and his ‘large army’ (Isaiah 36:2)
withdrew from the city and rejoined the main force attempting to reduce Libnah, ten
miles north of Lachish. It is best to understand verse 9 as explaining the move to
Libnah: He had heard about Tirhakah...The move north indicates Sennacherib’s
unwillingness at this point to face a prolonged Palestinian war. He had by no means
finally dealt with the Babylonian threat to his empire and felt it necessary, therefore, to
curtail his western objectives which had included the conquest of Egypt. The likelihood
of further Egyptian incursion following the defeat at Eltekeh was remote but, as we
know, the rumor was Divinely inspired [how do we know this? We think Motyer’s
certainty concerning historical events is unjustified]. The Lord of history knows when a
whispered word is enough and ‘the hearts of kings are in His rule and governance’
[quoting The Collect for the Queen in the Book of Common Prayer Communion
Service].” (P. 280)
Oswalt entitles verses 8-35 “The King’s Challenge,” and entitles verses 8-13
“The royal letter.”
He comments that “Many commentators consider 37:8-35 (exclusive of verses
8-9) to be a different account of the same original event as described in chapter 36.
They base this conclusion upon two major arguments. First, it is said that the letter
makes the same points as the Rabshaqeh did; and second, it is argued that if a
personal embassy had failed it is hardly likely that Sennacherib would expect a letter to
succeed.”

(continued...)
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hn"+b.li-l[; ~x'Þl.nI rWVêa; %l,m,ä-ta, ‘ac'm.YIw:
`vyki(L'mi [s;Þn" yKiî [m;êv' yKiä
And Rab-Shakeh returned,
and he found Assyria’s King fighting against Libnah;37

36

(...continued)
But, Oswalt responds, “If Sennacherib was being faced with a threat from Egypt,
as the text reports, then he needed Rabshaqeh with him. However, he did not want
Hezekiah to believe that he had had a reprieve; thus the letter comes to remind
Hezekiah of the Rabshaqeh’s words and to inform him that the present relief is only
temporary.” (Pp. 648-49)
Kaiser comments on verses 8-9a that “With 37:8 the text loses its clarity...The
present text, which in my view has been pieced together in a garbled fashion from an
older text, gives the impression that the rumor that Tirhakah was setting out caused the
withdrawal.” (P. 390)
Alexander translates / comments on verse 8: “And Rabshakeh returned, and
found the King of Assyria fighting against (i.e. besieging) Libnah, for he heard that he
had decamped from Lachish...
“Both these towns were in the plain or lowlands of Judea, southwest of
Jerusalem...originally seats of Canaanitish kings or chiefs, conquered by Joshua
(Joshua 12:11, 15). Lachish was one of the fifteen places fortified by Rehoboam (2
Chronicles 11:9), and one of the last towns taken by Nebuchadnezzar
(Jeremiah 34:7)...Libnah was a city of the Levites and of refuge (Joshua 21:13), and
appears to have been nearer to Jerusalem.
“Henderson infers that Sennacherib had conquered Lachish, most other writers
that he failed in the attempt. Some of the older writers make Libnah an Egyptian city,
either because one of the stations of the Israelites in the wilderness bore this name
(Numbers 33:20), or because Josephus, in order to reconcile Isaiah’s narrative with
that of Herodotus, represents Sennacherib as leaving Lachish to besiege Pelusium.”
(P. 56)
37

Slotki states that the location of Libnah “is unknown, but it seems to have been
situated in the vicinity of Lachish [a site well known by archaeologists].” (P. 171)
Oswalt comments that “Libnah has not yet been definitely located. Previously it
had been identified with Tell es-Safi, about twelve and one-half miles north of Lachish,
but more recently, Tell el-Bornat, six miles north, has been suggested. Why the
Assyrian Monarch had moved there from Lachish is not clear. Perhaps Lachish had
fallen and the Assyrians were now ‘mopping up’ the outlying dependencies. Or perhaps
(continued...)
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because he heard that he pulled up / out 38 from Lachish.39
37:940

‘ vWK-%l,m,( hq'h'Ûr>Ti-l[; [m;ªv.YIw:
%T'_ai ~xeäL'hil. ac'Þy" rmoêale
[m;v.YIw:
`rmo)ale WhY"ßqiz>xi,-la ~ykiêa'l.m; xl;äv.YIw:
And he heard concerning 41 Tirhaqah, King of Ethiopia,42, 1

37

(...continued)
Sennacherib was pulling back to the north to put Jerusalem on his flank, rather than
directly in his rear when he met the Egyptians.” (P. 649)

[s;Þn"

38

Alexander comments that “the last verb in this verse [
, nasa(, our ‘pulled
up / out’] properly denotes the removal of a tent or an encampment, an idea happily
expressed in Lowth’s translation by the military term decamped.” (P. 56)
39

For this statement, compare Isaiah 36:2.

40

Alexander translates / comments on verse 9: “And he (Sennacherib) heard say
concerning Tirhakah King of Ethiopia, He is come forth to make war with thee; and he
heard (it), and sent (or when he heard it he sent) messengers to Hezekiah, saying
(what follows in the next verse).”

l[;

41

Where our Hebrew text has the preposition
, “concerning,” the parallel
passage, 2 Kings 19:9 has the preposition la,, “to” or “into.” This may only be another
example of how Hebrew prepositions have lost their exact connotations in later Hebrew,
and are used somewhat interchangeably.
42

Slotki comments that “Tirhakah king of Ethiopia’s accession is said to have
taken place in the year 704 B.C.E., one year after that of Sennacherib to the throne of
Assyria. His rule extended later over all the Nile countries, and he was continually
occupied in endeavors to undermine the power of Assyria by inciting its vassals to
rebellion. Some critics, however, find difficulty in reconciling the chronology of the
biblical Tirhakah with the ruler of the same or similar name in the Egyptian and Assyrian
documents.” (Pp. 171-72) See our end-note 1 f or a Wikipedia article concerning this
Cushite or Ethiopian Pharaoh of Egypt.
Oswalt states that “Tirhaqah, King of Ethiopia, has been a source of
considerable controversy. It is now clear that he did not become King of Egypt before
689 B.C.E. This fact has been used both to support the two-attack theory and to
(continued...)
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saying He went forth to fight with you;
and he heard, 43
and he sent forth messengers to Hezekiah,44 saying,45
42

(...continued)
discredit the historical veracity of the account. However, the majority of modern
commentators admit the possibility that Tirhaqah is here identified by a position which
he held later in life (See K. A. Kitchen, The Third Intermediate Period in Egypt, pp.
154-72, 387-93)...
“Assyrian records only mention the battle of Eltekeh, and they place that battle
before the siege of Jerusalem.” (P. 649)
Alexander states that “Tirhakah was one of the most famous conquerors of
ancient times. Megasthenes, as quoted by Strabo, puts him between Sesostris and
Nebuchadnezzar. He is also named by Manetho as one of the Ethiopian dynasties in
Egypt. He was at this time either in close alliance with that country, or more probably in
actual possession of Thebais or Upper Egypt. The fact that an Ethiopian dynasty did
reign there is attested by the ancient writers, and confirmed by still existing
monuments...
“The bare fact of his having left his own dominions, with the purpose of attacking
Sennacherib, would be sufficient to alarm the latter, especially as his operations in the
Holy Land had been so unsuccessful. He was naturally anxious, therefore, to induce
Hezekiah to capitulate before the Ethiopians should arrive...
“A peculiar difficulty arose also from the scarcity of water in the environs of
Jerusalem, which has been an obstacle to all the armies that have ever besieged it.”
(Pp. 56-57)
43

Where our Hebrew text has the verb

[m;v.YIw,: “and he heard,” the parallel

bv'Y"’w:

passage, 2 Kings 19:9 has the verb
, “and he returned.” 1QIs a has both verbs,
“he heard and he returned,” and the Greek translation ( Rahlfs) of Isaiah 37:9 likewise
has kai. avkou,saj avpe,streyen, “and hearing / having heard he returned.”
44

Oswalt comments that “He heard and sent messengers suggests two possible
motives for Sennacherib’s action. First, he may have been trying to force Jerusalem’s
capitulation before he faced the rumored Egyptian attack so as not to have enemies
both behind and before him. Second, he may have wished to prevent Hezekiah from
receiving any encouragement from the reported action. It is as though he says to the
beleaguered Judean, ‘Everything is just as it was. There is no hope for you.’” (P. 650)
45

Motyer entitles verses 9b-13 “The letter to Hezekiah: the man of faith.” He
comments that “This is the first of three sections dealing with the second Assyrian
approach to Jerusalem...It reveals basic changes in Hezekiah from the situation in
(continued...)
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rmoêale ‘hd"Why>-%l,m,( WhY"Üqiz>xi-la, !Wrªm.ato hKoå
^yh,êl{a/ ^åa]Viy:-la;

rmo+ale ABß x;jeîAB hT'²a; rv,îa]
`rWV)a; %l,m,î dy:ßB. ~ØIl;êvW' råy> ‘!teN"ti al{Ü
45

(...continued)
36:1-37:7...There had been a time (36:6-7) when [Hezekiah’s primary reliance] was on
Egyptian armament. But now there is no reference to Egypt, only to ‘your God on
Whom you are trusting (verse 10)...Hezekiah has come to a straight-forward, personal
and unequivocal faith.
“Sennacherib apparently addressed Hezekiah in verbal (verse 10) and written
(verse 14) form; attacking the folly of his new-found position of faith (verse 10b);
asserting the invincibility of Assyria over both nations (verse 11) and Gods (verse 12);
and stressing the risk particularly to kings who oppose Assyria (verse 13)...
“Sennacherib has consigned other cities to his God; can the city of the Lord thus
become a devoted thing?” (Pp. 280-81)
46

Slotki comments on verses 10-13 that they contain “A threatening message to
Hezekiah from the King of Assyria, which is almost a repetition of Rabshakeh’s
harangue in verses 13-20 of the previous chapter [chapter 36].” (P. 172)
Kaiser states that “What is told to the messengers in verses 10-13 is entirely the
product of the theological concern of the narrator to bring to the fore the contrast
between confidence in Yahweh and confidence in the Gods [of the ancient Near East].”
(P. 392)
Alexander translates verse 10: “Thus shall ye say to Hezekiah, King of Judah,
Let not thy God deceive thee, in Whom thou trustest, saying, Jerusalem shall not be
given into the hand of the King of Assyria...
“In this message the design of the Assyrians was not to destroy the people’s
confidence in Hezekiah, but the King’s own confidence in God.” (P. 57)
Watts states that “These are ordinary messengers, in contrast to the high-level
officers of the first delegation (chapter 36). These are words of a letter [/ letters] (see
verse 14). They attack the trustworthiness of Yahweh Himself and thus the hope of
safety for the city...
“The exilic listeners [those hearing / reading Isaiah’s message while in
Babylonian captivity] would question whether the events of history had indeed
sustained the Assyrian’s claims.” (Pp. 35-36)
18

In this way you (plural) shall speak to Hezekiah King of Judah, saying,
Don’t let your God deceive you;47
you are trusting in Him, saying,
Jerusalem will not be given into (the) King of Assyria’s hand.
37:11

48

T'[.m;ªv' hT'äa; ŸhNEåhi
rWV±a; ykeîl.m; Wfø[' rv,’a]

~m'_yrIx]h;l. tAcßr"a]h'-lk'l.
`lce(N"Ti hT'Þa;w>
Look49–you, you heard

47

Oswalt comments that “Unlike the Rabshaqeh’s attack, which was upon
Hezekiah, this one is upon God Himself. In the Rabshaqeh’s attack it was Hezekiah
who was deceiving the people. Now it is God Who deceives Hezekiah...
“Here too, since the purpose is not to discredit Hezekiah in the eyes of the
people but to discredit God in the eyes of Hezekiah, Hezekiah is given the courtesy of
the title ‘King.’” (P. 650)
48

Watts comments on verses 11-15 that “Assyrian kings have dealt with many
cities and their Gods. Why should Jerusalem be different?...Hezekiah’s response this
time was to take the message to the temple, spread it out before Yahweh and pray.
This time he himself prays.” (P. 36)
Alexander translates and comments on verse 11: “Behold, thou has heard what
the Kings of Assyria have done to all the lands, by utterly destroying them , and thou
shalt be delivered!
The interjection behold appeals to these events as something perfectly
notorious; as if he had said, See what has happened to others, and then judg e whether
thou art likely to escape...
“This clause is, in most versions, rendered as an interrogation, but is properly an
exclamation of contemptuous incredulity.” (P. 57)
49

Oswalt comments that “As Young points out, Behold is an indication that the
Assyrian considers the facts which he is about to recite as indisputably well known...
“Because Sennacherib does not know of a God Who is Master of history and can
thus do unique things, he insists that the historical precedent is irrefutable. Judah is
(continued...)
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what50 Assyria’s kings did
to all the lands, to destroy them;
and you, will you be delivered?
37:1251

‘~yIAGh; yheÛl{a/ ~t'øAa WlyCi’hih;
yt;êAba] Wtyxiäv.hi rv,äa]

@c,r<ïw> !r"+x-' ta,w> !z"ßAG-ta,
`rF'(l;t.Bi rv,îa] !d<[<ß-ynEb.W
Did (the) Gods of the nations deliver them,
whom my fathers52 destroyed–53
Gozan,54 and Charan,55 and Retseph, 56
49

(...continued)
one more nation like all the rest which the Assyrians have destroyed. How can she
alone be saved?” (P. 650)
50

rv,’a], “what,” the parallel
have the phrase rv,’a] ta,,, “what” preceded

Where our Hebrew text has only the relative particle

passage in 2 Kings 19:11 and also 1QIsa
by the sign of the direct object.
51

Alexander translates / comments on verse 12: “Did the Gods of the nations
deliver them, which my fathers destroyed, (to wit,) Gozan, and Haran, and Rezeph, and
the children of Eden which is (or who were) in Telassar?”
52

Slotki comments that by “my fathers” is meant “the Assyrian kings who reigned
before him. Sennacherib was only the second king in the dynasty founded by his father
Sargon.” (P. 172)

Wtyxiäv.h,i “they caused to be destroyed,”
the parallel passage 2 Kings 19:12 has the qal, Wtåx]vi, “they destroyed.”
53

Where our Hebrew text has the hiphil

54

Slotki comments that Gozan was “on the River Chaboras, a northern tributary
of the Euphrates.” (P. 172)
“Halah (Hebrew: çÂìÇç) is a city that is mentioned in the Bible. It is noted when
the Assyrians invaded Israel and enslaved the people. They were sent into exile in
(continued...)
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54

(...continued)
Halah, in Gozan on the Khabur River, and in the towns of the Medes. Halah was in
Assyria, which was a major power in northern Mesopotamia. The city appears in 2
Kings 17:6 and in 1 Chronicles 5:26, where the story is being retold.
“It has been suggested that Halah may have been an old name for Cilicia, as the
Hebrew name is similar to Khilikku or Khilakku, the Assyrian name for Cilicia, though
this association is uncertain. Another suggestion is that Halah is a variant of Calah.”
Wikipedia, 8/17/2017.
Alexander states that “With respect to the places mentioned...all that is
absolutely necessary to the just understanding of the sentence is, that they were well
known, both to speaker and hearer, as Assyrian conquests. The difficulty of identifying
some of them affords an incidental argument in favor of the antiquity and genuineness
of the passage...
“Gozan is probably the modern Kaushan, the Gauzanitis of Ptolemy, a region of
Mesopotamia, situated on the Chaboras, to which a portion of the ten tribes were
transferred by Shalmaneser. Haran was a city of Mesopotamia, where Abraham’s
father died, the Carrae of the Romans, and famous for the great defeat of Crassus.
Rezeph, a common name in oriental geography, here denotes probably the Ressapha
of Ptolemy, a town and province in Palmyrene Syria. Eden means pleasure or delight,
and seems to have been given as a name to various places...Tel-assar...appears to be
analogous in form to the Babylonian names Tel-abib, Tel-melah, Tel-hasha, in all of
which tel means hill, and corresponds to the English mount in names of places.” (P. 58)
55

Slotki spells Haran, and notes that it was located “in northern Mesopotamia on
the River Belikh, which is also a tributary of the Euphrates to the west of Chaboras.” (P.
172)

!r'x'

“Haran, Charan, or Charran (Hebrew:
, transliterated as Charan) is a place
mentioned in the Hebrew Bible...Haran was a place where Terah temporarily settled
with his son the Patriarch Abraham (who was known as Abram at that time), his
nephew Lot, and Abram's wife Sarai, all of them descendants of Arpachshad son of
Shem, during their journey from Ur Kasdim (Ur of the Chaldees) to the Land of Canaan.
“The region of this Haran is referred to variously as Paddan Aram and Aram
Naharaim. Abram lived there until he was 75 years old before continuing his journey.
Although Abram's nephew Lot accompanied him to Canaan, other descendants of
Terah remained in Paddan-Aram, where Abraham's grandson Jacob sought his
parents' relative, namely Laban, for whom he worked for twenty years in Haran. In 2
Kings 19:12 and Isaiah 37:12 Haran reappears in the late 8th to early 7th century
B.C.E. context of the Neo-Assyrian Empire's conquests. It appears again in Ezekiel
27:23 (6th century B.C.E.) as a former trading partner of the Phoenician city Tyre. In
(continued...)
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and children of Eden57 who were in Telassar?58
37:1359

dP'êr>a; %l,m,äW ‘tm'x]-%l,m,( hYEÜa;

55

(...continued)
the New Testament, Haran is mentioned in the Book of Acts 7:2–4, in a recounting of
the story in Genesis wherein it first appears.” (Wikipedia, 8/17/ 2017)
56

Slotki spells “Rezeph,” and notes that it was “In the desert, about twenty miles
south of the Euphrates and about sixteen miles south of Sura on the road from that
town to Palmyra.” (P. 172) The Greek translation (Rahlfs) has Rafej, Raphes.

!d<[<ß-ynEB.

57

Slotki comments on “the children of Eden” that “The Hebrew
, beney(edhen corresponds to Bit Adini, situated on both banks of the middle Euphrates.” (P.
172)
58

Slotki states that Telassar means “the mound [tel] of Assur” and “was, as some
suggest, the region called by its Hittite inhabitants Mitani.” (P. 172)
Where our Hebrew text has

rF'(al;t.B,i bithela)ssar.

rF'(l;t.B,i bithelassar, 2 Kings 19:12 has

The Greek translation (Rahlfs) has evn cw,ra| Qemad, “in a

country, Themad.”
Oswalt comments on verse 12 that “Here Sennacherib sharpens his argument to
make it plain that he considers the Lord to be m erely one more of the Gods Whose
lands his predecessors had devastated in northern Mesopotamia. All the cities
mentioned here lay between the Tigris and the Euphrates, with Gozan being the
farthest east on the Habur (2 Kings 17:6) and Telassar (which name several sites bore)
perhaps being in the region of Carchemish.” (P. 650)
Kaiser states that “The Gods of the country of Gozan, far to the northwest on the
river Habor (compare 2 Kings 17:6; 1 Chronicles 5:26), of the caravan crossroads of
Haran to the west of it, of Rezeph, which may perhaps have lain between the Jevel
Sinjar and the Tigris, or of the Beth Adini, which lay on both sides of the middle
Euphrates, with its capital Til Barsip, and Yahweh were all one and the same in [the
Assyrian’s] eyes...Thus the confidence placed in Yahweh seems to be deceptive
(compare verse 10) and the deliverance of Jerusalem impossible (verses 11 and 12).”
(Pp. 392-93)
59

Alexander translates verse 13: “Where is the King of Hamath, and the King of
Arpad, and the King of the city Sepharvaim, Henah and Ivvah?...
“The question implies that they were nowhere, or had ceased to be. The first
(continued...)
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`hW")[iw> [n:ßhe ~yIw"+r>p;s. ry[iäl' %l,m,ÞW
Where60 (is) Chamath’s king, and (the) king of Arpad,
and (the) king of the City of Sepharwaim,61 Hena and Iwwah?62
37:1463

~ykiÞa'l.M;h; dY:ïmi ~yrI±p'S.h;-ta, WhY"ôqiz>xi xQ;’YIw:

59

(...continued)
three names occur in the same order in Rabshakeh’s speech (Isaiah 37:19) and the
remaining two also in the parallel passage (2 Kings 18:34)...Of Henah, nothing
whatever is known, and of Ivvah only that it may be identical with the Avva of 2 Kings
17:24, from which Assyrian colonists were transferred to Samaria.” (Pp. 58-59)
60

Where our Hebrew text has

Kings 19:13 has

hYEÜa;, )ayyeh, “where?”, the parallel passage 2

AYÝa;, )ayyo, “where is he?”

61

For the cities of Chamath, Arpad and Sepharwaim, see our footnote on Isaiah

62

These two cities or perhaps countries are mentioned in 2 Kings 18:34,

36:19.

[n:åhe

hW"+[iw>, hena( and (iwwah.

Slotki comments that “Their exact location is unknown.
They were apparently Syrian towns or regions.” (P. 172)
Watts states simply that “No cities by these names are known...The identity of
these places is lost in antiquity, but Wildberger (p. 1417) is right in insisting that that is
no excuse for eliminating them.” (P. 33) We agree.
Oswalt comments on verse 13 that “Terrible things had befallen Kings whom
Hezekiah may have known personally. They too may have trusted oracles from their
Gods and they had been flayed alive, impaled, mutilated, and killed.” (P. 651)
63

Oswalt entitles 37:14-35 “Response to the challenge.” He entitles verses 1420 “Hezekiah’s prayer.”
He comments that “Hezekiah...had no doubt received news of the Egyptian
approach; he had watched the Rabshaqeh depart; his hopes were raised and he
breathed a sigh of relief. What an awful shock it must have been to see the Assyrian
embassy back again with even more arrogant words. If ever Hezekiah was tempted to
surrender, it must have been then. But at this critical moment he dared to do what his
father Ahaz was never able to do: he dared to believe that the kingdoms of this world
are the kingdoms of our Lord...
“Prayers of monarchs in somewhat similar straits appear in extra-biblical
sources. Two of these are the prayer of the Egyptian Sethos before the Assyrian
(continued...)
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Whae_r"q.YIw:
63

(...continued)
threat, and the prayer of Ashurbanipal in the Elamite crisis. In both cases the King

perceives himself to be in extremis [in an extremely difficult situation, or at the point of
death] and cries out to his God, ultimately receiving assurances of help.” (P. 652)
Motyer entitles 37:14-20 “Hezekiah’s reaction: the man of prayer.”
He comments, “Contrast this with Isaiah 37:1-2, where Hezekiah rent his own
clothes and asked Isaiah to pray. Now there is no rending of garments and he does his
own praying. Here is a man who knows his way about in the realm of faith. Therefore,
he begins by committing all to God (verse 14) and then turns to asking (verses 15-20).”
(P. 281)
Alexander translates verse 14: “And Hezekiah took the letters from the hand of
the messengers, and read it, and went up (to) the house of Jehovah, and Hezekiah
spread it before Jehovah.”
He comments that “As nothing had been previously said respecting letters, we
must either suppose that the preceding address was made not orally but in writing, or
that both modes of communication were adopted. The latter is most probable in itself,
and agrees best with the statement in 2 Chronicles 32:17, that besides the speeches
which his servants spake against the Lord God, and against His servant Hezekiah,
Sennacherib wrote letters to rail on the Lord God of Israel and to speak against Him...
“The singular pronoun (it) referring to the plural antecedent (letters) is explained
by David Kimchi distributively, as meaning every one of them; by the [Aramaic] Targum,
as meaning simply one of them, i.e. according to Joseph Kimchi, the one that contained

~yrI±p's.

the blasphemy...But perhaps the most satisfactory explanation is, that
, like the
Latin literae, had come to signify a single letter, and might be therefore treated
indiscriminately either as a singular or a plural form...The [Greek translation / Rahlfs]
and Luther make both noun and pronoun singular, while Calvin and the Latin Vulgate
make both plural. The parallel passage (2 Kings 19:14) removes all appearance of
irregularity by reading them instead of it.” (Pp. 59-60)
Oswalt similarly states that “the letter is plural in Hebrew (...literally ‘books’) but
Hezekiah is said to have read it (singular). The [Greek translation / Rahlfs] takes ‘letter’
as singular while the [Aramaic] Targum leaves the plural ‘letters’ and resolves the
problem by having Hezekiah read ‘one of them.’ Probably there is no contradiction; the
plural form may be normal for a singular item.” (P. 652)
Motyer comments “How non-plussed [surprised and bewildered] the Assyrians
must have been by the reaction of a man who keeps them standing while he reads their
letter and then calmly goes to cast his burden on the Lord!” (P. 281)
24

hw"ëhy> tyBeä ‘l[;Y:’w:
`hw")hy> ynEïp.li WhY"ßqiz>xi Whfeîr>p.YIw:
And Hezekiah took the writings / letters64 from (the) hand of the messengers,
and he read them;
and he went up (to) YHWH’s house / temple;65
and Hezekiah spread it66 before YHWH.67
37:1568

`rmo)ale hw"ßhy>-la, WhY"ëqiz>xi ‘lLeP;t.YIw:

And Hezekiah prayed to69 YHWH, saying:70

~yrI±p'S.h;

64

Where our Hebrew text has the plural
, hassephariym, “the letters /
writings,” the Greek translation (Rahlfs) has the singular, to. bibli,on, “the writing /
book.” All of our English translations which we are using have the singular.
65

For this line, compare Isaiah 37:1.

66

Slotki comments that Hezekiah “spread” the letter; a symbolic act, displaying
the Assyrian’s blasphemies in the presence of God.” (P. 173)
67

Alexander states that this “spreading of the letter before YHWH” was “no
studied, calculated movement, but a natural expression of anxiety and trust in God, as
a Protector and a confidential Friend; a state of mind which to an infidel must needs
appear ridiculous. As any man would carry an open letter, which troubled or perplexed
him, to a friend for sympathy and counsel, so the pious king spreads this blasphemous
epistle before God, as the occasion and subject of his prayers.” (P. 60)
Oswalt states that this spreading before the Lord is like the “later Maccabees,
who spread a copy of the defaced law before the Lord (1 Maccabees 3:48).” He
explains that it “is not an attempt to inform God of something He does not already
know, but an expression of shock and outrage. Hezekiah does not merely wish to tell
God about the offending document; he places it before Him in its entirety, as if to say,
‘Surely this cannot be left unanswered.’” (P. 653)
68

Motyer comments on verses 15-20 that “Like all true prayer, Hezekiah’s is
preoccupied with God: Who He is (verse 16); His honor (verse 17); His uniqueness
(verses 18-19); and the revelation of His glory to the world (verse 20).” (P. 281)
Alexander translates verse 15: “And Hezekiah prayed to Jehovah saying (what
follows in the next verse).” (P. 60)
69

Where our Hebrew text has la,, “to,” the parallel passage (2 Kings 19:15) has
(continued...)
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37:1671

‘ laer"f.yI yheÛl{a/ tAaøb'c. hw"’hy>
~ybiêrUK.h; bveäyO

aWhÜ-hT'a
#r<a"+h' tAkål.m.m; lkoßl. ^êD>b;l. ~yhil{a/h'(;
`#r<a")h'-ta,w> ~yIm:ßV'h;-ta, t'yfiê[' hT'äa;

69

(...continued)

ynEåp.l,i liphney, “before (YHWH).”
70

Where our Hebrew text has

19:15) has
71

rmo)ale, “saying,” the parallel passage (2 Kings

rm;aYOw:é, “and he said.”

Slotki entitles verses 16-20 “Hezekiah’s prayer.”

Alexander translates / comments on verse 16: “Jehovah of hosts, God of Israel,
dwelling between (or sitting upon) the cherubim, Thou art He, the God (i.e. the only true
God), Thou alone, to all the kingdoms of the earth; Thou has made the heavens and
the earth...

tAaøb'c.

“The parallel passage (2 Kings 19:15) omits
[hosts]...What can be
more natural...than that Isaiah should employ it in the case before us, and the simple
prose form in the Book of Kings?” (P. 61)
Motyer comments on verse 16 that “The heart of prayer is not its petitionary
content but the acknowledgment of God.” (P. 281)
Oswalt states that “This verse is an invocation, proclaiming the basis upon which
the following plea for deliverance is made...Sennacherib is not to be defeated because
the Judeans are so righteous. Indeed, they are not. Rather, it is because the Assyrian
has called the name of God into question.” (P. 653) Compare Ezekiel 36:20-32.
Watts states “The address [in verse 16] makes six statements about God.
Yahweh of Hosts...sitting (above) the cherubim...God of Israel...You are God, You
alone...To all the kingdoms of the land...You have made the heavens and the earth...
“These...confessions lay the foundation for Hezekiah’s appeal for Divine
intervention.” (P. 36)
26

YHWH of Armies,72 God of Israel,
(the) One dwelling / inhabiting the cherubim–73
You are He,74

tAaøb'c., tsebha)oth, “armies,” the

72

Where our Hebrew text has the plural noun
noun is omitted in the parallel passage, 2 Kings 19:15.
73

~ybiêrUK.h; bveäyO

For this matter of YHWH’s
, yoshebh hakkerubhiym,
“dwelling / inhabiting the “cherubim,” see Exodus 35:18-22.
We are puzzled as to what exactly is meant by this phrase. Does it affirm that
YHWH, the God of the universe(s), lives exclusively in Israel’s sacred objects in the
Jerusalem temple? And then, when the temple was destroyed by the Babylonians, He
had no further dwelling-place on earth? Which is absurd! If Ezekiel was about to draw
such a conclusion, his vision of the awesome, mysterious presence of YHWH in
Babylonia would keep him from drawing that conclusion!
Alexander states that “The cherubim were visible representations of spiritual
beings...Some suppose an allusion, in the case before us, to Jehovah’s riding on the
cherubim (Psalm 18:11), or angels through the air; others to His being enthroned
above the material cherubs in the temple. This sense is given by Luther and the
ancient versions, but Calvin and many later writers understand Him to be here
described as dwelling between the cherubim. (Compare Exodus 25 / 35:22.)..
“In either case there is allusion to His manifested presence over the mercy-seat,
called by the later Jews shechinah, which word is itself used in Chaldee paraphrase of
the verse before us.” (P. 61)
Motyer states that “The cherubim were the figures set at each end of the mercy
seat, gazing inwards and downwards (Exodus 37:6-9). They formed the pedestal of
the invisible throne of the God of Israel (Ezekiel 1:22-28)...The cherubim, as Ezekiel
saw them, represent all created excellence (the lion represents wild beasts; the ox,
domestic beasts; the eagle, birds; and man, the greatest of all creatures). Thus
enthroned over all, the Lord was nevertheless present at the center of His people’s life.”
(P. 281)
Oswalt comments, “While God is especially and uniquely present in that space
[over the cherubim], He is not to be localized to the extent that He is conceived to sit on
the cherubim. Thus this concept delicately balances two truths. God is no idol, a force
Who exists for us but, on the other hand, He is not absolutely removed from us. He is,
in Isaiah’s words, ‘God with us [Emanuel].’” (Pp. 653-54)
74

aWhÜ-hT'a;

Oswalt notes that the phrase
, “You-He,” is “called an emphatic
resumptive phrase by Delitzsch (‘You, even You, are God’)...Similar expressions appear
(continued...)
27

the God by Yourself / alone for all kingdoms of the earth;75

74

(...continued)

in:
Isaiah 43:25a, b

aWh± ykiînOa' yki’nOa
ynI+[]m;l. ^y[,Þvp' . hx,îmo
I, I (am) He-One wiping away your transgressions for My sake...
Isaiah 51:12a,

aWhß yki²nOa' ykiónOa'
~k,_m.x,n:m.
I, I (am) He-your (plural) Comforter!...
2 Samuel 7:28a,b,

hwI©hy> yn"ådoa] ŸhT'ä[;w>
~yhiêl{a/h'( ‘aWh-hT'a
And now, my Lord YHWH,
You (are) He, the God!...
Nehemiah 9:6a, b,

éhw"hy> aWhå-hT'a;
è^D<b;l.
You (are) He--YHWH
by Yourself! / only You!
Psalm 44:5Heb / 4Enga, b,

aWhå-hT'a;
~yhi_l{a/ yKiäl.m;
You (are) He–
my King, O God...

28

You made the heavens and the earth. 76

75

Alexander holds that “It is best to translate...Thou (art) He, and to regard what
follows as explanatory of this pregnant and concise expression. The God of all the
kingdoms of the earth is not an exact translation of the Hebrew words, in which the God
stands by itself as an emphatic phrase, meaning the only God, the true God, and what
follows is intended to suggest a contrast with the false Gods of the nations...
“lkl is not simply of all, in all, for all, or over all, but with respect to all. Thou art
the one true God, not only with respect to us, but with respect to all the nations of the
earth. The reason follows: because Thou hast made them all, and not the earth only,
but the heavens also [a powerful statement of universalism!]...
“All this is indirectly a reply to the Assyrian blasphemies, which questioned the
almighty power of Jehovah, and put Him on a level with the idols of the heathen. The
same antithesis between the impotence of idols and the power of God shown in the
creation of the world, occurs in Psalm 96:5 and Jeremiah 10:11.” (P. 61)
Oswalt comments that “Hezekiah has learned the truth which his father Ahaz
refused to consider. The nations of the earth are not ultimate, nor are they to be
trusted. It is the God of Israel, the God Who graciously manifests Himself from above
the cherubim, Who rules the nations. It is not foolish to trust Him, contrary to
Sennacherib’s assertions. In fact, it is the height of folly not to trust Him, for He, as
Maker, is the only God. In many ways, this confession that God alone rules the nations
is the climax of the entire first part of the Book of Isaiah. God is the One in Whom
trust should reside, not in human glory, as typified in the nations [we agree!]...
“Nowhere in this prayer does Hezekiah boast of his or his nation’s righteousness
as a motive for God’s deliverance. The King knows too well that there is no hope for
them in human achievements. Their only hope is in the undeserved grace of the
Sovereign of the nations.” (P. 654)
76

Here is a powerful statement of YHWH’s monotheism and universalism–He
alone is the God, and He is God for “all the kingdoms of the earth”–not an Israelite God,
or a God belonging to one earthly kingdom. He is such for He is the Maker / Creator of
“the heavens and the earth,” that is of all that there is!
Oswalt states that “Hezekiah identifies the Lord in two primary ways: as King
and as Creator...If God made the heavens and the earth, then it is He W ho defines the
earth and not vice versa. He is separate from the earth and nothing earthly can even
be on a par with Him, let alone claim superiority over Him.” (P. 653)
Surely this truth has been overwhelmingly confirmed by modern sciences
unveiling the immensity of the created universe!
29

37:1777

[m'êv.W* ‘^n>z>a' Ÿhw"Ühy> hJe’h;
hae_r>W ^n<ßy[e hw"±hy> xq:ôP.

byrIêxen>s; yrEåb.DI-lK' tae… [m;ªv.W
`yx'( ~yhiîl{a/ @rEßx'l. xl;êv' rv,äa]
Incline, O YHWH, Your ear, and hear!
Open, O YHWH, Your eye,78 and see!
And hear all79 Sennacherib’s words
which he sent forth to reproach a living God!

77

Alexander translates / comments on verse 17: “Bow Thine ear, O Jehovah,
and hear; open Thine eyes, O Jehovah, and see; and hear all the w ords of
Sennacherib, which he hath sent (or who hath sent) to reproach the living God.”
Oswalt comments that “The audacity of Hezekiah’s faith is made plain here...
How shall Hezekiah refute the claims that Judah should not trust in her God because
no other God had been able to deliver its nation? The answer was ready at hand: the
Lord was a different order of being from all those other Gods...Because God was other
than this world, He could not be represented in the forms of this world.” (Pp. 654-55)
But is this not over-statement? Is not Israel’s God, YHWH, represented in forms
of this world, such as a “Father” with children, or as dwelling “over the cherubim,” or as
making the ark of the covenant His “footstool”? Is He not depicted as coming to His
people’s aid in the form of human beings (see the stories in Genesis 18 and
elsewhere), etc.?
78

^n<ßy[e

^yn<ßy[e

Slotki observes that “The Hebrew [
, not
] is written without the letter
y [in the suffix], the vowel indicating that the plural is meant.” (P. 173)
The Greek translation (Rahlfs) has neither “eye” or “eyes,” but rather has the
imperative verbs ei;sbleyon ku,rie kai. ivde., “look O Lord, and see!”
Alexander states that “More than fifty [Hebrew] manuscripts, and nearly twenty
editions [of the Hebrew Bible], have the usual plural form
79

Where our Hebrew text has
passage, 2 Kings 19:17.

^yn<ßy[e.”

(P. 62)

lK', “all,” the word is omitted in the parallel
30

37:1880

hw"+hy> ~n"ßm.a'
`~c'(r>a;-ta,w> tAcßr"a]h'-lK'-ta, rWV±a; ykeîl.m; WbyrIøx/h,

Truly, O YHWH,
Assyria’s kings have made desolate all 81 the lands and their land, 82
80

Watts comments on verses 18-19 that “Hezekiah acknowledges the truth of the
Assyrian claim. They had destroyed cities and burned idols aplenty. But he notes the
differences. These were idols, not really Gods in any independent sense at all.
Created by human hands, they could be destroyed by human hands.” (P. 36)
Alexander translates verse 18: “It is true, O Jehovah, the Kings of Assyria have
wasted all the lands and their land...
He comments that “The first word in the original is a particle of concession,
admitting the truth of what Sennacherib had said, so far as it related merely to his
conquest of the nations and destruction of their idols. The repetition, lands and land,
has much perplexed interpreters. Vitringa supplies nations or peoples before lands, as

tAcßr"a]

in 2 Chronicles 32:13. Others suppose
itself to be here used in the sense of
nations...The meaning is that they had destroyed not only other countries but their own,
which agrees exactly with the charge against the King of Babylon in Isaiah 14:20, thou
shalt not be joined with them in burial, because thou has destroyed thy land and slain
thy people...
“As this sense, however, is not so appropriate here, where Hezekiah is
confirming what Sennacherib himself had said, it is better to adopt one of the other
constructions, which brings the sentence into strict agreement, not as to form but as to
sense, with the parallel passage (2 Kings 19:17), where we have the unambiguous
term nations.” (P. 63)
81

The word “all” is omitted in the parallel passage, 2 Kings 19:17.

82

Slotki translates by “all the countries, and their land,” [even though the two

tAcßr"a]h'

~c'(r>a;

nouns are the same,
, ‘the lands’ and
, ‘their land,’ the first plural and
the second singular], and comments that “Not only have they devastated the territories
of other nations but even their own land. Assyria, too, has been ruined as a result of
their warlike aims and military preparations (compare Isaiah 14:20)...
“Others regard ‘countries’ in this context as synonymous with ‘the nations’
[

~yIßAGh;], the noun used in the parallel passage, 2 Kings 19:17.”

(P. 173)

Oswalt notes that “The Masoretic Text has ‘all the lands and their land’...an
unlikely sounding statement. 2 Kings 19:17 has ‘the nations and their land’...1QIsa has
(continued...)
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37:1983

vae_B' ~h,Þyhel{a/-ta, !toïn"w>
hM'heª ~yhiøl{a/ al{’ •yKi

!b,a,Þw" #[eî ~d"±a'-ydE)y> hfeó[]m;-~ai yKiä
`~Wd)B.a;y>w:)
and giving / putting84 their Gods into the fire–
because they are not Gods,
but only (the) product / work of human hands–wood and stone–
and they served them.
37:2085

Wnyheêl{a/ hw"åhy> ‘hT'[;w>

82

(...continued)
‘nations’ but does not include ‘their land,’ while [the Greek translation / Rahlfs] reads
‘the whole world’...The possibility of using ‘land’ both as ‘people’ and ‘territory’ is clear
enough.” (P. 651)
83

Alexander translates / comments on verse 19: “And given (or put) their Gods
into the fire–for they (were) no Gods, but wood and stone, the work of men’s
hands–and destroyed them...
“Throughout this verse, and that before it, he is simply acknowledging a reason
for it, viz. that they were no Gods, but material idols. The application of the word Gods
to the mere external images is common in profane as well as sacred writings, and
arises from the fact that all idolaters, whatever they may theoretically hold as to the
nature of their Deities, identify them practically with the stocks and stones to which they
pay their adorations.” (P. 64)
Motyer comments that “Heathen worshipers would have looked beyond the cult
object to the God as a spiritual force represented by it, but Hezekiah speaks for the Old
Testament when he identifies the God with the idol.” (P. 281)
84

Where our Hebrew text has the qal infinitive,

putting,” 2 Kings 19:18 has the qal perfect,

!toïn"w>, wenathon, “and giving /

Wnðt.n"w> , wenathenu, “and they gave / put.”

85

Alexander translates / comments on verse 20: “And now, O Jehovah our God,
save us from his hand, and all the kingdoms of the earth shall know, that Thou Jehovah
art alone (or that Thou alone art Jehovah)...

(continued...)
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Ad+y"mi Wn[eÞyviAh
#r<a'êh' tAkål.m.m;-lK' W[d.yE)w>
`^D<)b;l. hw"ßhy> hT'îa;-yKi(
And now,86 YHWH our God,87
save / deliver us88 from his hand;
and all kingdoms of the earth will know that You, YHWH,

85

(...continued)
“The last words of the verse may either mean, that Thou Jehovah art the only
One (i.e. as appears from the connection, the only true God), or, that Thou alone art
Jehovah, with particular allusion to the proper import of that name as signifying
absolute, eternal, independent existence...The deliverance of His people from
Sennacherib would prove Jehovah to be infinitely more than the Gods of the nations
whom he gloried in destroying.” (P. 64)
Perhaps...but Alexander assumes that he knows what YHWH means–“absolute,
eternal, independent existence”–and that is reading a great deal of philosophical
understanding into the enigmatic, mysterious name, which probably, when spoken by
YHWH, means “I will be,” or “I will cause to be”; when spoken by human beings, means
“He will be,” or “He will cause to be.” We can conclude from His name that He is the
God of the future; or that He is the God W ho will constantly be bringing into existence.
To go beyond that, on the basis of the name, is to go too far, in our opinion, reading
ideals into the name that are not genuinely contained in it, but that are derived from
philosophical theology.
But we agree with Alexander’s last sentence. YHWH’s future action of delivering
His people from the Assyrian conqueror’s hand would be a demonstration of His
unequaled superiority to the so-called Gods Sennacherib boasted of having conquered.
What do you think?

hT'[;w>, we(attah, “and now,” the Greek translation
(Rahlfs) has su. de,, “but then You,” reading hT'a;w,> we(attah, “and You.” It is easy to
86

Where our Hebrew text has

mistake these two similar sounding Hebrew words.
87

Watts comments that the phrase, Yahweh our God, “makes the personal
relation a claim and a confession.” (P. 36)
88

The parallel passage, 2 Kings 19:19 has the additional word

now.”
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an"ß, “please /

(are) by Yourself.89

89

Slotki’s translation has “even Thou only,” which he explains as meaning “Thou
alone.” (P. 173) The sentence is incomplete in Hebrew, and we interpolate the verb
“are.”
The sentence is likewise incomplete in its Greek translation: kai. gnw,sontai
pa/sai ai` basilei/ai th/j gh/j o[ti su. ku,rioj o` qeo.j mo,noj, “And all kings of the earth
will know that You, Lord, the God, only / alone.” 1QIs a includes the word “God.”
This is a universalist prediction that in the future, from the standpoint of the
prophet, all kingdoms of the earth will know YHWH’s unique position, as being alone, by
Himself, the only God.
And we are reminded of Paul’s statement in 1 Corinthians 15:28,

o[tan de. u`potagh/| auvtw/| ta. pa,nta(
to,te Îkai.Ð auvto.j o` ui`o.j u`potagh,setai
tw/| u`pota,xanti auvtw/| ta. pa,nta(
i[na h=| o` qeo.j Îta.Ð pa,nta evn pa/sinÅ
So when all things are subjected to him,
then [also] the Son himself will be subject
to the one subjecting all things to him,
so that God may be [the] all in all!
Oswalt comments on verse 20 that “The chief motive for Judah’s being delivered
is that the world may know that God alone is God.” (P. 655)
Watts explains verses 1-20 as follows: “The Assyrian’s speeches (chapter 36)
have had their effect. He had tried to break the people’s trust in Hezekiah, in the city,
and ultimately in Yahweh. He then questioned the possibility for Hezekiah, the city, or
Yahweh to save the people from Assyrian power. His propaganda was skilled and
effective. He knew the weakness of words–but also the power of words (36:5).
“Chapter 37:1-20 portrays their effects and the response they evoked...Isaiah
has no doubt about Yahweh’s acoustical sense or attention...
“Hezekiah’s prayer makes possible the move from rumor to reality. His
recognition of the greatness of God (verse 16) helps him regain perspective...He
recognizes a partial truth in the Assyrian’s words (verse 18), but he also recognizes the
falsehood of his claims (verse 19)...
“This is the immediate and powerful message of this remarkable narrative, a
story so great and so well told that it has been preserved by editors both in 2 Kings and
in the [Book] of Isaiah. But the readers of both these works must look at the story with
a double application. They know that Yahweh answered Hezekiah’s prayer and that
(continued...)
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37:2190

rmo+ale WhY"ßqiz>xi-la, #Amêa'-!b, Why"å[.v;(y> ‘xl;v.YIw:

89

(...continued)
Jerusalem was saved in 701 B.C.E. But they also know, as 2 Kings 25 and Isaiah 32
show, that in a similar situation under Zedekiah in 587 B.C.E. Jerusalem was not
spared nor were its people saved. And the readers of [the Book of Isaiah] knew that
the situation for Jerusalem had hardly improved over the century and more that had
passed since then.
“37:1-20 has dealt with how one is to cope with an assault by words used as

~yrIb'D>

tAc[e

weapons of power. Words (
) and ideas (
) are human and may be as
empty and meaningless as fallible humans can make them. But they may come from
God. He knows how to use them to fight His battles and to accomplish His purposes.”
(Pp. 37-38)
We deeply appreciate this comment by Watts–and think it well worthy of
reflection on the part of the student of Isaiah!
Is the earthly city of Jerusalem / Zion inviolate, untouchable? This might be
concluded from the story of Sennacherib in 701 B.C.E., but certainly not in terms of
Nebuchadnezzar in 587 B.C.E.
Or can it be that the Book of Isaiah is thinking in terms of a “spiritual Jerusalem
/ Zion,” a city raised up above the hills and mountains, a city capable of welcoming all
the nations of earth? Is the new Jerusalem / Zion a symbol for the people of faith,
whose hearts welcome YHWH? Is it YHWH’s servant Israel, who willingly becomes the
substitute for sinful Israel, dying on their nation’s behalf? Is it those who open the
doors of His worship and knowledge and healing to all earth’s peoples, regardless of
race or nationality, especially to those most in need of His presence? What do you
say?
It is our hope that our reading of the remainder of the Book of Isaiah will reward
us with solid answers to these questions!
90

Watts comments on verses 21-38 that “Four of Isaiah’s eight speeches in
chapters 36-39 occur in this passage. They address the Assyrian threat, the survival
of Jerusalem, the sanctity of Jerusalem, and the deliverance of the city.
“I. The First Speech: Yahweh to the Assyrians (verses 22-29)...Part of it
(verses 22-25 is spoken by someone else who stands near the throne, a spokesman
who is privy to Yahweh’s intention. Then Yahweh speaks in the first person...The claim
that Yahweh’s plans...made and prepared for long ago, are now coming to pass (verse
26) echoes throughout the [Book of Isaiah] (14:26-27 and chapters 40-48)...The
speech does not deny the list of Assyrian conquests. Rather, it adds to the list. But it
claims (with 36:10) that Yahweh’s plan and preparation made them possible...
(continued...)
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90

(...continued)
“2. The Second Speech: Isaiah to Hezekiah (verses 30-32). A sign is offered
to support confidence that Yahweh will be faithful to His word...The sign offered was
that Judeans would survive the siege and repopulate their villages, replanting fields and
vineyards...Isaiah’s message here is positive. God can and will use the surviving
remnant to accomplish His purposes. The [Book of Isaiah] uses that hope as a
foundation of its structure and message. It is emphasized in the name...A Remnant
Will Return (7:3). It is spoken of Israel (4:2; 10:20; 11:11, 16; 17:6; 46:3), of the
inhabitants of Jerusalem (4:3; 37:32), and of survivors of the Diaspora [Jews scattered
abroad] (45:20). God can and will accomplish His work through them (66:19).
“The sign-speech looks beyond the apparent hopelessness of the moment to
project three years of progress from survival to ordered village harvests for ‘the
survivors that remain of the house of Judah’...The exiles had to acknowledge that even
the catastrophe of 587 B.C.E. had not wiped out all Judean presence in Palestine. T he
readers / hearers of the [Book of Isaiah] saw its fulfillment in themselves...
“3. The Third Speech: A Prophetic Yahweh Speech (verses 33-34)...It assures
the King that the Assyrian threat will not be carried out...The readers of this oracle were
aware of events that ran counter to its promise...Nebuchadnezzar humiliated the city in
598 B.C.E. and then breached its walls and entered its sacred areas in 587 B.C.E.
along with Edomites and others. The readers / hearers of the [Book of Isaiah] in the
fifth century B.C.E. inhabited ruins that could hardly be called a city...Isaiah’s promise
was fulfilled in a sense in 701 B.C.E. But neither it nor the broader g enre of Zion
promises had protected the city since that day...
“The Fourth Speech: Yahweh’s Promise to Zion (verse 35). This brief statement
of Yahweh’s commitment to Zion, repeated in substance in 38:6, is unequivocal. It is
the heart of the [Book of Isaiah’s] commitment to Zion’s future. The theme of

[v;y"

deliverance [/ salvation] (
) is enunciated here...This amounts to a reinterpretation of
Zion tradition and of Israelite doctrine for post-exilic Judean existence and faith...
“The [Book of Isaiah] positions the reading of this account in the generation of
Babylonian ascendancy. By this the tension between the promise made concerning the
city in 701 B.C.E. and the destruction of the city in 587 B.C.E. is heightened. No reader
or hearer of the [Book of Isaiah] could have been unaware of this or fail to ask the
question: If not then (701 B.C.E.), when then (587 B.C.E.)? The [Book of Isaiah] itself
is an attempt to answer that question with its deeper implications.” (Pp. 41-44)
We think this is a very important comment, that should challenge every student
of the Book of Isaiah to meditate upon, and respond to. How do you think the Book of
Isaiah answers these questions that Watts has raised? See the end of the preceding
footnote.

(continued...)
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(...continued)
Slotki states that verses 21-35 contain “God’s answer to Hezekiah’s prayer [that]
is conveyed in a message through Isaiah.” (P. 173)
He adds that verses 21-29 are “a taunt-song on Sennacherib, introduced by ‘this
is the word which the Lord has spoken concerning him.’” (Pp. 173-74)
Motyer entitles verses 21-35 “Isaiah’s spontaneous message to Hezekiah: the
man of the word of God.”
He comments that Hezekiah’s “adoption of the way of faith opens the door
whereby he speaks to God (verses 14-20) and God speaks to him (verses 2135)...The way of believing prayer is the truly practical way of dealing with the harsh
realities of this world...
“The Lord performs foreordained purposes in answer to prayer. The message
which Isaiah sent to Hezekiah has a delightful ‘spur-of-the-moment’ spontaneity about
it. It has all the marks of Isaiah’s word mastery but perhaps lacks the polish of a more
finished product. But what an impact it makes in context!...
“The oracle is in two main sections, dividing at verse 30 where Isaiah turns from
focusing on Assyria to address Hezekiah.” (P. 282)
Oswalt entitles verses 21-29 “Assyria ruled by the Lord.”
He comments that “These verses report the words of reassurance which came
from the Lord to Hezekiah through Isaiah...In a much more vivid and emotional tone
God declares that not only does He know of Assyria’s boasting but that her
achievements have only been possible because He has planned them (verses 23-27).
But now she has gone too far and God will prevent her from achieving her ultimate
objective of this campaign–capture of Jerusalem (verses 22, 28-35)...How fortunate
Hezekiah was to have someone like Isaiah near him at this time, a person who was so
much in touch with God that he could convey the comforting words at once while the
work of God in history unfolded more slowly.” (Pp. 658-59)
Motyer entitles verses 21-22 “The prayer-answering God.”
He comments that “The text as we have it is...Isaianically forceful in its link
between man at prayer and the word of God in reply, a clearer expression of the link
between faith and practical politics which Isaiah has been insisting on.” (P. 282)
Alexander translates / comments on verse 21: “And Isaiah, the son of Amoz,
sent to Hezekiah, saying, Thus saith Jehovah, the God of Israel, (as to) what thou hast
prayed to Me (with respect) to Sennacherib King of Assyria, (the apodosis follows in the
next verse)...
(continued...)
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And Isaiah, son of Amots, sent to Hezekiah, saying,
In this way YHWH, God of Israel, spoke:
Because you prayed to Me to / concerning 91 Sancheriyb / Sennacherib King of Assyria;92
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(...continued)
“Why Isaiah corresponded thus with Hezekiah, instead of speaking with him face
to face, as he did in other cases, both before and after this, none of the interpreters
have been able to explain, except by resolving it into a positive command of God.” (P.
64)
Watts states concerning verse 21 that “This word is mediated through Isaiah, but
it comes from Yahweh, God of Israel.”
Kaiser says that verse 21 shows “the prophet conveying the Divine answer to
Hezekiah without being asked. This makes it obvious that while Yahweh heard the
prayer uttered in the temple, He was in direct contact with His prophet.” (P. 394)
91

Alexander notes the use of

la, here in the place of l[;. “la, may either be

l[;

regarded as equivalent to
(against) in this connection, or be taken in the wider
sense of as to or concerning.” (P. 65)
As we have read the later Hebrew documents in the Hebrew Bible, we have
time and again observed these prepositions (along with others) being used
interchangeably, no longer having precise, exact connotations, but being easily
substituted for one another.
92

Oswalt notes that “2 Kings 19:20 has ‘That which you prayed...I have heard.’
The parallel here in Isaiah lacks the verb, leaving an apparently incomplete relative
clause. This has prompted some commentators (e.g., Delitzsch) to opt for the 2 Kings
statement as the more original.” (P. 656)
Where our Hebrew text ends with “King of the Assyrians,” 2 Kings 19:20 ends
with “I have heard.” The Greek translation (Rahlfs) of Isaiah 37:21 puts the verb “I
have heard” earlier in the sentence.
93

Oswalt notes that “Like Isaiah 14:4b-21, verses 22-29 are a taunt song written
using the form of the elegy...Assyria’s fall is not an occasion for sorrow but for mocking
delight.” (P. 658)
(continued...)
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This (is) the word which YHWH spoke concerning him:
She despised you, she mocked at you-(the) virgin94 daughter of Zion;95
behind you, she shook / wagged (her) head,96
93

(...continued)
Alexander translates / comments on verse 22: “This is the word which Jehovah
hath spoken concerning (or against) him, The virgin daughter of Zion hath despised
thee, she hath laughed thee to scorn, the daughter of Jerusalem hath shaken her head
after thee...
“The simple meaning is that what follows is a revelation from God in answer to
the vaunting of Sennacherib and the prayers of Hezekiah...The meaning of the whole
verse, divested of its figurative dress, is that the people of God might regard the threats
of the Assyrian with contempt.” (Pp. 65, 66)
Watts states that “The speech encourages an attitude of mockery and disdain for
the enemy.” (P. 44)
94

Motyer states that “Virgin is used here in the sense of being untouched by the
marauder.” (P. 282)
95

See Isaiah 23:12, where the phrase “virgin daughter of Sidon” occurs as a
description of Tyre.
Alexander comments that “The meaning of the whole phrase is, the virgin
daughter of Zion, i.e. Zion considered as a daughter and a virgin. It may be a
personification either of the whole [Israelite] church and nation, or of the city of
Jerusalem, which last seems more appropriate in this connection.” (P. 65)
96

Slotki comments that the virgin daughter of Zion’s “shaking her head,” indicates
“a gesture of contempt.” That it was made behind Sennacherib indicates that it is “an
anticipation of his coming flight.” (P. 174)
Oswalt comments that “Sennacherib may style himself the world ruler; he may
terrify his small neighbors. But it is the God of one of the least of these Who will close
(continued...)
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(the) daughter of Jerusalem.97
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Whom have you reproached, and reviled?
And over against Whom have you raised (your) voice?99

(...continued)
the book on who Sennacherib really is...
“So as the oppressor slinks away, the intended victim will stick out her tongue at
him and wag her head from side to side in derision.” See Psalm 22:8Heb / 7Eng;
Jeremiah 18:16; Lamentations 2:15.
Oswalt adds, Sennacherib “could not do what he planned. And why not?
Because Assyria has mocked the One Who is the Originator of all plans.” (P. 660)
97

Notice the parallelism of the first two lines of verse 22 with its last two lines,
which make it obvious that “(the) virgin daughter of Zion” is “(the) daughter of
Jerusalem.”
98

Motyer entitles verses 23-25 “The holy Sovereign.”

Slotki notes that verse 23 contains “two rhetorical questions, the answers to
which are obvious.” (P. 174)
Alexander translates / comments on verse 23: “Whom hast thou reproached
and reviled, and against Whom hast thou raised (thy) voice, and lifted thine eyes (on)
high towards (or against) the Holy One of Israel?...
“This is equivalent to saying, Dost thou know Who it is that thou revilest?” (P.
60)
Watts states that “The Assyrian dared to challenge, not Jerusalem as Hezekiah’s
fortress, but Zion as Yahweh’s dwelling-place. His crime changed simple war to
blasphemy which evokes holy war in return.” (Pp. 44-45)
99

Alexander states that “To raise the voice may simply mean to speak, or more
emphatically to speak boldly, perhaps with an allusion to the literal loudness of
(continued...)
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And you lifted your eyes on high,100
to / against101 Israel’s Set-apart One!
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(...continued)
Rabshakeh’s address to the people on the wall (Isaiah 31:13).” (P. 66)
100

~Ar±m'

Alexander notes that
“is a noun of place, here construed as an adverb,
and in sense equivalent to heavenwards or towards heaven.” (P. 66)
101

The use of the preposition la, here demonstrates how Hebrew prepositions
begin to lose their original meaning. Originally meaning “to” or “into,” the meaning here
has to be “against,” as all our English translations translate it. The Greek translation
(Rahlfs) changes the wording in order to retain the original meaning of the preposition:
kai. ouvk h=raj eivj u[yoj tou.j ovfqalmou,j sou eivj to.n a[gion tou/ Israhl, “and you
(singular) did not raise into (the) height your eyes, to the Set-apart One of Israel.”

l[;

The parallel passage 2 Kings 19:22 has the preposition
, perhaps meaning
“against,” again demonstrating the loss of distinctive meanings for such prepositions in
later Hebrew.
102

Slotki notes that in verses 24-25 “the prophet quotes Sennacherib’s boast of
his easy victories and of his power to overcome all obstacles in his way of conquest.
Some of the expressions are obviously metaphorical.” (P. 174)
Watts comments on these two verses that “The speeches of the field
commander and of Sennacherib (36:4-10, 13-20 and 37:10-13) are summarized in
poetry to document the charges of blasphemy and pride.” (P. 45)
Oswalt states that “Verses 24-25 read very much like portions of the Assyrian
royal annals in which the Kings boasted of their conquests.” (P. 660)
Alexander translates / comments on verse 24: “By the hand of thy servants hast
thou reproached the Lord and said, W ith the multitude of my chariots (or calvary) I have
ascended the height of mountains, the sides of Lebanon, and I w ill cut down the
loftiness of its cedars and the choice of its firs (or cypresses), and I will reach its
extreme height (literally, the height of its extremity), its garden-forest (literally, the
garden of its forest)...
“This may be regarded either as the substance of another message actually sent
by Sennacherib, or as a translation of his feelings and his conduct into words...[It is
most natural] to understand this verse as a poetical assertion of the speaker’s power to
overcome all obstacles.” (Pp. 66-67)
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By your servants’103 hand you reproached my Lord;104
and you said With my numerous chariots105
I, I ascended height of mountains, sides of Lebanon;
and I cut off (the) height (synonym) of its cedars, its choice106 cypresses;

103

Where Isaiah 37:24 has

^yd<b'[,] “Your servants,” 2 Kings 19:23 has

é^yk,a'l.m;, “Your messengers.”
èyn"doa], “my Lord,” a large number of Hebrew
manuscripts of 2 Kings 19:23 read hw"ßhy>, “YHWH.”
104

Where Isaiah 37:24 has

We suspect that this may be an indication of the passage in Isaiah 37's being
later than that in 2 Kings 19:23. The tendency in Israel was moving from constant use
of YHWH to “my Lord,” a tendency that reached its zenith in the translation of the
Hebrew Bible into Greek, where the Divine name YHWH no longer occurs, but is
always translated by “my Lord.”
105

Oswalt states that “With my many chariots begins the section which has direct
parallels with the royal annals...
“Chariots, like tanks or jet fighters today, were the most prestigious arm of the
military, and even though they were useful only in flat-land fighting, it was still a point of
honor with the Assyrians to take them everywhere they went, even over the most
difficult terrain.” (P. 661)
Instead of “with my many chariots,” the kethibh (written text) of 2 Kings 19:23
has “with (the) driver of my chariot.”
106

Where Isaiah 37:24 spells

rx;äb.mi, mibhchar, “choice,” 2 Kings 19:23 spells

rAxåb.mi, mibhchor, evidently simply another way of spelling “choice.”
42

and I came (to the) height,107 its end, (the) forest of its Carmel / garden.108
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107

Here the “height” means the top of Lebanon / Carmel mountains in Israel.

!Alåm.

Where Isaiah 37:24 has ~Aråm., “height,” 2 Kings 19:23 has
, “lodgingplace.” The Greek translation (Rahlfs) has kai. eivsh/lqon eivj u[yoj me,rouj tou/
drumou/, “and I entered into (the) highest parts of the forest.”
108

For this language, compare Isaiah 10:18; 29:17 and 32:15.

lm,r>K;

Alexander states that
, karmel, must be taken in its primary and proper
sense of fruitful field, vineyard, garden, orchard, or the like. It is here combined with
forest, either for the purpose of describing the cedar groves of Lebanon as similar to
parks and orchards, or of designating the spot where the cultivated slope of the
mountain is gradually changed into a forest.” (P. 67)
Oswalt translates by “I have come to its most inaccessible heights, and its
densest forest.” He notes that the last phrase is literally “‘forest of its garden-land’...
thus a forest as dense and lush as a garden...
On the extensive cutting of cedars for Assyrian building projects, especially by
Sargon, see A. T. Olmstead, History of Assyria, pp. 272-74.” (P. 656)
Oswalt adds that “All the language here is to be taken hyperbolically. The
Monarch is saying that nothing can stop him, neither high mountains in the north with
their dense forests, nor the deserts of Sinai, nor the swamps of the Nile Delta in the
south. This is not to say that he had actually done each of these, but that he could if he
wished.” (P. 661)
109

Alexander translates / comments on verse 25: “I have digged and drunk
water, and I will dry up with the sole of my feet (literally, steps) all the streams of Egypt.”
He states that the verse denotes that “he had begun his enterprise successfully
and expected to conclude it triumphantly...No difficulties or privations could retard his
march, that where there was no water he had dug for it and found it, and that where
there was he would exhaust it, both assertions implying a vast multitude of soldiers.”
(Pp. 67-68)
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I, I dug / bored,110 and I drank water;111
and I dried up with my foot’s sole,112
all Nile’s streams / canals.113
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Where our Hebrew text has “I dug / bored,” the Greek translation (Rahlfs) has
kai. e;qhka ge,furan, “and I laid a bridge.”
111

Slotki explains that in 2 Kings 19:24, this statement is not just “I drank water,”

~yrI+z" ~yIm:å ytiytiÞvw' “and I drank foreign water,” that is, the water of foreign,
conquered lands. (P. 175) 1QIs likewise reads ~yrI+z," “foreign.”
but

a

Oswalt translates “I have dug [wells] and drunk water.” He notes that the
Hebrew text is literally “I have dug and drunk water,” but 1QIsa and 2 Kings 19:24
both... add zarim, ‘strange, foreign,’ after ‘water.’” (Pp. 656-57)
112

Sennacherib’s language is arrogant and hyperbolic–as if he were a giant
treading through foreign lands, digging wells, and drying up rivers with the sole of his
foot. Of course, the reality behind the arrogant words was the Assyrian armies,
marching through foreign lands, accomplishing Sennacherib’s purposes.
Motyer comments that “Blasphemy is a human being acting as if he were God...
The King sees himself as the arbiter of his own plans and, figuring his opponents as
natural hazards, no height, no impenetrable jungle barrier could hinder him...The King’s
past successes emboldened him to see even Egypt as his prey–a task as easy as that
of the Egyptian farmer who closes the small irrigation channels which water his fields by
heaping up soil with his foot. The King’s foot is equal to blocking even the Nile itself!”
(P. 283)
113

Slotki comments that this “last claim must be regarded as an empty boast
since Sennacherib never invaded Egypt.” (P. 175)
114

Motyer entitles verses 26-29 “The executive Sovereign,” but there is no such
statement in the text itself.
He comments that “Divine sovereignty is absolute,” but we think this is an
example of the interpreter reading philosophical theological ideals into the text. To say
Divine sovereignty is absolute leaves out of consideration the reality of human freedom
and responsibility for the future. What do you think?
Slotki holds that in verses 26-27, “the prophet in the name of God apostrophizes
[addresses an exclamatory passage in a speech or poem to someone or something]
Sennacherib. All his power and achievements are due entirely to the will of God Who
had decreed of old the fate of the nations he had conquered.
(continued...)
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Did you not hear?

114

(...continued)
We agree that most probably verse 26 changes from the words of Sennacherib
to the words of YHWH, but note that the first two lines of the verse give no indication of
any change of speaker, and can be understood as continuing Sennacherib’s proud
speech, claiming that he had long ago planned what was now happening. It is only in
verses 27 and 28 that it becomes clear that the speaker has changed to YHWH, as the
voice speaks to Sennacherib in the second person.
Oswalt states that verses 26-29 “report that Sennacherib is in for a rude shock.
The very One Whom he has accused of impotence before the Assyrian might is in fact
the One Who has decreed and directed the Assyrian conquest...The tool has vaunted
itself against the hand that swings it, and this attitude God will not abide (see Isaiah
10:5-19). The Assyrians will be cut down like the cedar forests they themselves
boasted of decimating.” (Pp. 661-62)
Alexander translates / comments on verse 26: “Hast thou not heard? From afar
I have done it, from the days of old, and formed it. Now I have caused it to come, and it
shall be (or come to pass), to lay waste, (as or into) desolate heaps, fortified cities...
“Most writers, ancient and modern, are agreed in applying the first clause, either
to express predictions, or to the purpose and decree of God. The sense is then
substantially the same with that of Isaiah 10:5, 15, to wit, that the Assyrians had
wrought these conquests only as an instrument in the hand of God, Who had formed
and declared His purpose long before, and was now bringing it to pass.” (Pp. 68-69)
But in saying “only,” Alexander is, like Motyer, leaving out the freedom and
responsibility of the Assyrians for their actions. What do you think?
Watts comments on verse 26 that “No matter the distance, Yahweh claims that
He did it. He also claims prior knowledge and responsibility for the idea, the plan and
the execution of the Assyrian’s campaign.” (P. 45)
45

Long ago I did / made it,115
since ancient days-and I formed it.116
Now I brought it to pass–
and117 you (singular) were to lay waste118 (with) waves / billows,119
unassailable cities–(now) fallen in ruins.120
115

Slotki comments that this is YHWH’s claim that He made / did it–that is, “the
destiny of the nations defeated by Assyria.” (P. 175)
116

That is, like the great “Master Potter.” But the Master Potter is working with
human beings who have been given freedom and responsibility for their decisions, and
the Potter’s final work has to have taken all of this into consideration. See Motyer’s
statement in footnote 120 concerning the horse and its rider.

h'yTi_r>c;ywI

Where our Hebrew text has
, “and I formed it,” 1QIsa omits the
conjunction, reading only hytrcy, “I formed it.” Watts holds that the Qumran scroll is
correct, over against our Masoretic Text. (P. 40) The Greek translation (Rahlfs) has
sune,taxa nu/n de., “but then now I ordered.”
117

118

Where Isaiah 37:26 has

tAa±v.h;l,. lehash)oth, “to lay waste,” 2 Kings 19:25

tAv±h.l;

spells
, which may only be a different way of spelling the same verb, but which
some think means “to make to be like.” See Watts, p. 40.
119

~yLiîG:

Where our Hebrew text has
, “heaps,” “waves,” “billows” (Watts
mistakenly defines the noun as meaning ”ruins” or “stones” p. 40), the Greek translation
(Rahlfs) has e;qnh, “nations,” evidently reading

~yIAG, goyim, “nations.”

120

Slotki states that these last two lines are literally “that you should be (able) to
lay fortified cities waste,” and Oswalt likewise translates by “that you should cause
fortified cities to crash into heaps of ruins.”
Motyer comments that “All the energy, even violence, belongs to the horse; all
the direction, wisdom, guiding touch belongs to the rider. So Assyrian arrogance, brute
force, imperialistic ambition etc. are real, morally responsible and culpable, but they are
under Divine direction in their outworking (Isaiah 34:16-17).” We agree–do you?
Translations of verse 26 vary slightly, as the Hebrew text can be understood in
slightly differing ways:

(continued...)
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(...continued)
King James, “Hast thou not heard long ago, how I have done it; and of ancient times,
that I have formed it? now have I brought it to pass, that thou shouldest be to lay
waste defenced cities into ruinous heaps.”
Tanakh, “Have you not heard? Of old I planned that very thing, I designed it long ago,
And now have fulfilled it. And it has come to pass, Laying fortified towns waste in
desolate heaps.”
New Revised Standard, “Have you not heard that I determined it long ago? I planned
from days of old what now I bring to pass, that you should make fortified cities
crash into heaps of ruins...”
New International, “Have you not heard? Long ago I ordained it. In days of old I
planned it; now I have brought it to pass, that you have turned fortified cities into
piles of stone.”
New Jerusalem, “Hast thou not heard long ago, how I have done it; and of ancient
times, that I have formed it? now have I brought it to pass, that thou shouldest be
to lay waste defenced cities into ruinous heaps.”
Rahlfs, ouv tau/ta h;kousaj pa,lai a] evgw. evpoi,hsa evx avrcai,wn h`merw/n sune,taxa nu/n

de. evpe,deixa evxerhmw/sai e;qnh evn ovcuroi/j kai. evnoikou/ntaj evn po,lesin
ovcurai/j, “Did you (singular) not hear these things long ago, which I did? From
ancient days I arranged / ordered; but then now I showed / demonstrated (them),
to make nations in strong places desolate, and those dwelling in strong cities.”
Oswalt paraphrases the verse by “Don’t you understand? All these thing to
which you have been attaching your ‘I,’ I have done them!”
He adds, “ Prior to 732 B.C.E., Isaiah had predicted that the Assy rians would
sweep over Judah to the neck (Isaiah 8:6-8). Now here they are.” (P. 662)
121

Oswalt comments on verses 27-29 that “Here the prophet begins by agreeing
with the Assyrians as to the results of their conquests: people have been helpless
before the onslaught; they have been disgraced for trusting in fortifications or Deities
which could not stand; they withered before the blast like grass with no roots (On the
flat, clay-covered roofs of ancient Near Eastern buildings a rain could make wind-borne
grass seeds sprout in a short time. However, because there was no depth of soil, a dry
period of any length could kill the grass just as quickly.) But Sennacherib’s mistake was
in his estimation of the cause of those effects...
“The metaphors which Isaiah uses suggest...that God will treat Sennacherib like
a balky [reluctant, uncooperative] beast who must be made to do his master’s bidding
by means of bit and bridle. It is a vast come-down to go from self-made ruler of the
world to stubborn mule, but the latter is a truer picture of the situation.” (P. 663)
Alexander translates / comments on verse 27: “And their inhabitants are short of
hand; they are broken and confounded; they are grass of the field and green herbage,
(continued...)
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And their inhabitants--short of hand / strength--122
were dismayed and ashamed.123
They became vegetation of (the) field,

121

(...continued)
grass of the house-tops and a field before the stalk (or standing corn), i.e. before the
grain has grown up...
“This may be regarded either as a description of the weakness of those whom
the Assyrian had subdued, or as a description of the terror with which they were
inspired at his approach.” (P. 69)
Kaiser states that “Verse 27 describes in metaphorical terms the sad fate of
cities which Sennacherib had conquered.” (P. 396)

dy"ë-yrEc.qi

122

The phrase in Hebrew is
, “short ones of hand”–which is given
varying translations, from “of small power,” to “helpless,” to “shorn of strength,” to
“drained of power,” to “feeble of hand,” to avnh/ka ta.j cei/raj, “I weakened the hands.”
Alexander comments that “A short hand or arm implies inability to reach the
object...In a negative sense, it is applied to God, Numbers 11:23; Isaiah 50:2; 59:1.”
(P. 69)
Oswalt notes that “The phrase ‘short of hand’ is almost universally translated
‘powerless’ or ‘helpless.’ But it seems possible that there is reference here to the
ancient Near Eastern practice of cutting off the hands of dead and dying enemies as a
sort of body count.” (P. 657) He refers to pictures of the practice in Pritchard’s Ancient
Near East in Pictures, #’s 340 and 348.
123

Where Isaiah 37:27 has the qal perfect

19:26 has the qal imperfect

Wvbo+w", “and were ashamed,” 2 Kings

Wvbo+YEw:, “and will be ashamed.”
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and green grass,124
grass of roof-tops,125
and a field126 before (producing) standing grain / an east wind.127

124

Compare Psalm 129:6,

May they be like the grass of / on rooftops,
that before it came up dried out–
Watts states that “Sod on the roofs kept houses both cool and dry. It often
included grass seeds. After a rain they began to sprout. But the thin layer of sod gave
them no depth or moisture for their roots. When the dry desert wind blew, they quickly
withered and died. The figure fits the demoralized populations that faced the Assyrian
attack.” (P. 45)
125

Alexander comments on the phrase “grass of the house-tops” that “there is
reference at once to the flat surface, the earthy material, and the various uses of the
oriental house-top, in consequence of which seeds would frequently spring up there,
but without depth of root, and therefore short-lived.” He adds that “The comparison of
human frailty and infirmity to grass is very common in the Scriptures.” (P. 69)
126

Alexander notes that “Instead of

hm'ÞdEv. [‘a field’], the parallel passage (2

hp'ÞdEv.

Kings 19:26) has
, blasting or blasted corn.” Here, in Isaiah 37:27, “The
comparison is simply with the weakness and fragility of immature grain, field being put
by a common figure for its contents or products. The general meaning of the whole
verse evidently is that they were unable to resist him [Sennacherib].” (Pp. 69-70)
Unknown to Alexander, who lived a century before discovery of the Dead Sea
Scrolls, 1QIsa has

hp'ÞdEv,. blasting or blasted corn instead of hm'ÞdEv., “a field.”
hm'(q' ynEïp.li

127

Oswalt notes that for the Masoretic Text’s phrase
, “before it
stood,” a textual scholar by the name of Thenius “was the first in modern times to
suggest

~ydiq' ynEïp.l,i ‘before an east wind.’

This has now been confirmed by 1QIsa.”

Oswalt concludes that the reading of 1QIsa for the overall passage seems likely
to be better witness to the original text than is the Masoretic Text. (P. 657)

hm'(q' ynEïp.li hm'ÞdEv.W

Where our Hebrew text ends with
, “and a field before
(producing) standing grain / an east wind,” the Greek translation (Rahlfs) has kai. w`j
a;grwstij, “and like wild grass (that mules feed on).”
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37:28128

^±T.b.viw> $mwq
^ßa]AbW ^ït.acew>

yTi[.d"+y"
`yl'(ae ^ïz>G<r:t.hi( taeÞw>
(Your rising up)129 and your sitting,130
and your going forth, and your coming,
I knew,

128

Slotki comments on verses 28-29 that “None of Sennacherib’s movements is
hidden from the Lord and, as punishment for his arrogance in attributing his successes
to his own power and his blasphemous raging against God, he will be taken under
control like a wild beast and dragged back to his own lair.” (P. 175)
Alexander translates / comments on verse 28: “And thy sitting down, and thy
going out, and thy coming in, I have known, and thy raging (or provoking of thyself)
against Me...
“The [Aramaic] Targum explains sitting to mean sitting in council, going out
–going to war, and coming–the invasion of Judah. It is commonly agreed, however,
that these phrases are combined to signify all the actions of his life, like sitting down
and rising up in Psalm 139:2, going out and coming in, Deuteronomy 28:6; 1 Kings
3:7, and elsewhere.” (P. 70)
Watts states that “Rising and sitting, going out and coming in are word pairs with
single meanings. They are meant to include all of life.” (P. 45)
1QIsa begins verse 28 with the phrase hkmwq, “Your rising up,” and Watts
comments that “The addition fills out the verse and makes excellent sense.” (P. 41)
What do you think? Does the Dead Sea scroll have a superior reading here?
129

This is the reading of 1QIsa,

130

Compare Psalm 139:2.

$mwq, “Your rising.”

You (YHWH) knew my sitting and my arising;
You discerned / understood my purpose / aim from afar!
50

and your exciting yourself / raging against Me.131
37:29132

yl;êae ^åz>G<r:t.hi ![;y:…
yn"+z>a'b. hl'ä[' ^ßn>n:a]v;w>

^P,ªa;B. yxiøx; yTi’m.f;w>
^yt,êp'f.Bi ‘yGIt.miW
^ytiêboyviäh]w:
`HB'( t'aB'î-rv,a] %r<D<ßB;
Because of your exciting yourself / raging against Me--133
and your being at ease134 went up into My ears--

131

The Greek translation (Rahlfs) omits the last line of verse 28.

132

Alexander translates / comments on verse 29: “Because of thy raging against
Me, and (because) thy arrogance has come up into My ears, I will put My hook in thy
nose, and My bridle in thy lips, and I will cause thee to return by the way by which thou
camest.” (P. 70)
133

This first line of verse 29 is omitted by 1QIsa.

134

Alexander notes that “The sense of tumult, given by the English and other

!n"a]v;, sha)anan, is founded on the etymology proposed by Rabbi Jonah,
who derives it, through !wav, from hav. The more obvious derivation is from the
verb [!a;v', sha)an]...meaning to rest or be quiet, from which we may readily deduce
versions to

the ideas of security, indifference, nonchalance, superciliousness, and arrogance...The
word is expressive of something in the conduct of Sennacherib offensive to Jehovah.”
(P. 70)
Oswalt notes that the Greek translation (Rahlfs: kai. h` pikri,a sou, ‘and the
bitterness of yours’) “seems to support the Masoretic Text, and there was a certain
arrogant complacency in Sennacherib’s pointed dismissal of Judah’s God, so perhaps
the Masoretic Text is best.” (P. 658)
We do not see how the Greek translation supports the Masoretic Text. Is
“arrogant complacency” the same as “bitterness”?
51

and I will place My hook in your nose,135
and My bridle in your lips,136
and I will cause you to return
by the way on which you came!
37:30137

tAaêh' ^åL.-hz<w>
135

Motyer states that “My hook in your nose is cruelly apt; according to their
monuments, Assyrians led prisoners in this way.” (P. 283)
Oswalt notes that “Here, as elsewhere in Ezekiel (19:4; 38:4), something
approximating the ring put in a bull’s nose to which a halter rope may be attached
seems to be intended.” (P. 658)
136

Alexander states that “the figures [in the third and fourth lines of verse 29] are
drawn from the customary method of controlling horses.” (P. 70)
Where our Hebrew text reads the dual
reads the plural

^yt,êp'f.Bi, “in your (two) lips,” 1QIs

a

hkytwapfb, “in your lips.”

137

Slotki comments that in verses 30-35, the prophet now addresses Hezekiah.”
(P. 176) But we ask, does the text really give any indication of this change of person
being addressed?
Oswalt entitles verses 30-35 “Jerusalem’s deliverance.”
He comments on the passage that “As an indication that God is indeed at work
in this, Isaiah makes a specific promise regarding the future when it will be possible to
return to a normal agricultural life.” (P. 664)
Motyer entitles verses 30-32 “The faithful Sovereign.”
He comments that “Lest anyone should think that the Assyrian withdrawal was
no more than a happy chance, Isaiah adds a sign (compare Isaiah 7:14; 38:7; Exodus
3:12). For two years normal agriculture would be impossible, yet the land would of itself
produce enough for the people until in the third year tillage could be resumed.” (P. 283)
Alexander translates / comments on verse 30: “And this to thee (O Hezekiah,
shall be) the sign (of the fulfilment of the promise): eat, the (present) year, that which
groweth of itself, and the second year that w hich springeth of the same, and in the third
year sow ye, and reap, and plant vineyards, and eat the fruit thereof ...
Slotki later says: “The preceding verse closes the address to the Assyrians,
begun in verse 22, and the prophet now continues his message to Hezekiah.” (P. 70)
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x:ypiês' ‘hn"V'h; lAkÜa'
syxi_v' tynIßVeh; hn"ïVb' ;W
tyviªyliV.h; hn"åVb' ;W
Wr±c.qiw> W[ôr>zI
~ymiÞr"k. W[ïj.nIw>
`~y")r>pi ÎWlïk.aiw>Ð ¿lAka'w>À
And this (is) the sign138 for you (singular):
eating this year spilled seed / what grows of itself;139

138

Slotki states that the sign is “that the prophecy in the preceding passage will be
fulfilled.” (P. 176)
Oswalt comments that “The sign here is not of the sort which comes before the
event, but rather after the fact to demonstrate that God was indeed at work. So Isaiah
says in effect, When you see things developing over the next period of time just as I
said they would, you will know that it was truly God Who drove Sennacherib away.” He
adds that “The use of sign here continues the parallelism between this segment and the
one referring to Ahaz (Isaiah 7-12).” (Pp. 664-65)
Watts likewise states that “Some signs are aids to faith, like that in 38:7. But
others, like this one, aid later recognition that God was indeed at work. Only after the
third year when vineyards bear their fruit again and Judah’s population is secure and
reasonably prosperous can they look back, remember the crowded city under siege,
and know that Isaiah had spoken a true word from God.” (P. 45)
139

x:ypiês'

The Hebrew word
, saphiyach is defined by Brown-Driver-Briggs as
meaning “growth from spilled kernels poured out, accidentally, in harvesting, according
to most; Buhl thinks of additional growth...it is what springs up of itself in second year,
and serves as food when no grain could be sown.” Holladay holds that it means “aftergrowth, what grows of its own accord during the sabbath-year or from grains that have
spilled.”
They are in agreement with Alexander who a century earlier stated that “It is

x:ypiês'

commonly agreed that
, saphiyach denotes voluntary growth or products, such
as spring from the seed dropped before or during harvest.” (P. 70)
(continued...)
53

and in the second year, grain that shoots up of itself.140
And in the third year,
sow and harvest!141
And plant gardens!
And eat their fruit!142

139

(...continued)
Motyer says, “On

x:ypiês', saphiyach see Leviticus 25:5, 11.

What springs

syxi_v', shachiys) is found only here...seemingly with the meaning of self-set seed...

(

“The invasion prevented sowing in 702 B.C.E., yet when the threat lifted in 701
B.C.E., they would find sufficient self-sown crops. The ensuing situation with the
Assyrians still present though evacuating would make agriculture impossible, yet again
700 B.C.E. would bring in enough through ‘chance growth.’” (Pp. 283-84)
140

syxi_v'

vyxi_s'

Where Isaiah 37:30 has
, 2 Kings 19:29 has
. Watts notes that
both of these words occur only in these passages. Brown-Driver-Briggs takes them to
be the same word, only spelled with a different sibilant. Because of the words not being
found elsewhere, it is impossible to be certain as to their meaning.
141

Oswalt comments that “During the current year the only food is grain which
came up from seed spilled in the field by accident. During the next year only that which
came up from the roots of the previous plants will be available. But in the third year life
would return to normal with planting and harvesting...
“The general import of this saying is evidently that although the present state of
siege had thoroughly disrupted the agricultural base of the economy, there would soon
come a day when no trace of the Assyrian threat would remain...
“While three actual calendar years are intended, only about fourteen to fifteen
months would be covered.” (Pp. 664-65)
142

Slotki comments that by the third year, “Normal conditions will return to the
land and it will again yield its abundant produce.” (P. 176)
Alexander states that “As to the general meaning of the verse, there are two
opinions...[The first,] that although the cultivation of the land had been interrupted for
the last two years, yet now in this third year they might safely resume it...[The old and
obvious interpretation,] refers the whole verse to the future...Thus understood, the
verse is a prediction that for two years the people should subsist upon the secondary
fruits of what was sown two years before, but that in the third year they should till the
ground, as usual, implying that Sennacherib’s invasion should before that time be at an
end.” (Pp. 70-71)
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37:31143

hr"ßa'v.NIh; hd"±Why>-tyBe tj;óyleP. hp'øs.y"’w>
hJ'm'_l. vr<voå

`hl'[.m'(l. yrIßp. hf'î['w>
And (the) escapee(s), the one(s) remaining144 of Judah’s household,
will add root(s) downwards,
and will make fruit upwards.
37:32145

tyrIêaev. aceäTe ‘~ØIl;“v'Wr)ymi yKiÛ
!AY=ci rh;äme hj'Þylep.W
143

Oswalt comments on verses 31-32 that “In these verses the prophet extends
the agricultural figure and applies it to Judah and Jerusalem. Like the spilled grain, the
remnant of the people will bear fruit again; like the old root-stock, it will send up its
shoots again; like the fields plowed and sown, God’s people will spread over the land
once more (Isaiah 4:2,3; 10:10, 21; 11:1). God’s ardor for them is in no way
diminished, and whenever the faintest spark of trust appears in them, His breath is
there to fan it into flame...Although Israel’s sins may reduce her to a mere shadow of
her former self, even that shadow is redolent [strongly reminiscent or suggestive of
something] of life because of God’s unfailing grace.” (P. 665)
Alexander translates / comments on verse 31: “And the escaped (literally the
escape) of the house of Judah, that is left, shall again take root dow nward and bear
fruit upward. This verse foretells by a familiar figure, the returning prosperity of Judah.”
(P. 71)
Motyer comments that “What happens for the land is figurative of what will
happen for the people, who will enter a period of security (take root) and prosperity
(bear fruit).” (P. 284)

hr"ßa'v.NIh,; hannishe)arah, “that is remaining” in our Hebrew text
is changed to acmnh, “the one found” in 1QIs . The Greek translation (Rahlfs) has
144

The phrase

a

nothing as a translation for this Hebrew phrase.
145

Alexander translates verse 32: “For out of Jerusalem shall go forth a remnant,
and an escape from mount Zion; the zeal of Jehovah of hosts shall do this.”
He comments that “The first clause is an explanation of the use of the words

hj'yleP. and hr"ßa'v.nI [‘an escape’ and ‘that is left’] in the foregoing verse.”
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(P. 72)

`taZO*-hf,[]T;( tAaßb'c. hw"ïhy> ta;²n>qi
Because from Jerusalem146 will go forth a remnant,147
and escapee(s) from Mount Zion.148
YHWH of Armies’149 zeal / ardor will do this!150
37:33151

hw"hy> rm;Ûa'-hKo) !keªl'
146

has

Where our Hebrew text has the phrase

~Øil;“v'Wr)ymi, “from Jerusalem,” 1QIs

a

!wycm, “from Zion.”
tyrIêaev.

147

Motyer comments that “The word remnant [
, she)eriyth] always has
far-reaching resonances, looking beyond immediate experiences to the fact that the
Lord will always preserve a people for Himself.” (P. 284)
148

In this third line of verse 32, where our Hebrew text has

Mount Zion,” 1QIsa has
149

~Øil;“v'Wr)ymi, “from Jerusalem.”

!AY=ci rh;äme, “from

Compare footnote 146.

tAaßb'c.

The word
, “Armies,” found in Isaiah 37:32 is not found in the parallel
passage, 2 Kings 19:31.
150

Slotki comments that “It is the zeal of God for the vindication of His profaned
honor and not Israel’s merit that will be the cause of Assyria’s downfall and Israel’s
deliverance. The phrase occurred [earlier] in Isaiah 9:6.” (P. 176)
Watts states that “The power source for salvation lies in Yahweh, not Judean
arms nor Jerusalem’s diplomacy. This is quoted verbatim in 9:6 and the basic idea
pervades the [Book of Isaiah].” (P. 46)
Kaiser states that “Verses 31 and 32 suggest that the sign may be allegorical in
meaning, relating to the eschatological function of the remnant, which will have survived
the tempest of the nations in the final days of history full of struggle and conflict, and it
is consequently destined to be the nucleus of a new Israel, an Israel to which the
nations will make pilgrimage and which will rule the earth.” (Pp. 396-97)
But this is reading eschatological ideas into the text that are not actually found
there. What do you think?
151

Motyer entitles verses 33-35 “The preserving God.”

He comments that “The King will neither approach (to enter is ‘to come to’), nor
threaten, either from a distance (shoot an arrow) or at close quarters (with shield, build
(continued...)
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rWVêa; %l,m,ä-la,
taZOëh; ry[iäh-' la, aAby" al{Ü
#xe_ ~v'Þ hr<ïAy-al{)w>
!gEëm' hN"m<åD>q;y>-al{)w>
`hl'(l.so h'yl,Þ[\ %Poïv.yI-al{)w>
Therefore,152 in this way YHWH spoke
concerning Assyria’s King:
He will not enter into this city,
and he will not shoot an arrow there;153

151

(...continued)
a siege ramp), but he will go exactly as he came. He is under the Lord’s control, and
the city is under the Lord’s care.” (P. 284)
Oswalt states that verses 33-35 “constitute the logical conclusion of the previous
two points in the oracles: If Sennacherib’s arrogant boasting against God is to be
rebuffed, and if the remnant in Judah is once more to fill the land, then only one
outcome is possible–Assyria will not be permitted to enter the city.” (P. 666)
Alexander translates / comments on verse 33: “Therefore (because Jehovah
has determined to fulfil these promises), thus saith Jehovah (with respect) to the King of
Assyria, He shall not come to this city, and shall not shoot an arrow there, and shall not
come before it with a shield (or a shield shall not come upon it), and shall not cast up a
mound against it...
“Some understand this as meaning simply that he should not take the city, others
that he should not even attack it...
“This verse seems to show that Jerusalem was not actually besieged by the
Assyrians, or at least not by the main body of the army under Sennacherib himself,
unless we assume that he had already done so and retreated, and regard this as a
promise that the attempt should not be repeated.” (P. 72)
152

Slotki comments that the word therefore “refers back to the beginning of verse
29. It is another result of the Assyrian’s raging and blasphemy.” (P. 176)
153

Oswalt states that the phrase “will not shot an arrow there suggests that
Herodotus’ tradition (volume ii., p. 141) that a plague befell the Assyrian army on the
(continued...)
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and he will not approach it (with a) shield;
and he will not pour out / form a siege-mound around it! 154
37:34155

bWv+y" HB'ä aB'Þ-rv,a] %r<D<ïB;
aAbßy" al{ï taZO°h; ry[iîh-' la,w>

`hw")hy>-~aun>
By the way on which he came,156 he will return;
and into this city he will not enter!157
A saying of YHWH.
37:35158

H['_yviAh)l. taZOàh; ry[iîh-' l[; yti²ANg:w>

153

(...continued)
border of Egypt is generally correct and that the main body of the army never reached
Jerusalem, or that if they did they were unable to begin preparations for the siege.” (P.
666)
154

Oswalt translates by “nor cast a siege-mound against it,” and comments that
“Most ancient Near Eastern cities were built on hilltops, so that it was necessary for a
besieging army to build ramps up which to push battering-rams, siege towers, etc. Cast
probably refers to the pouring out of earth from the baskets in which it was carried to
the site (Habakkuk 1:10).” (P. 666)
155

Alexander translates verse 34: “By the way that he came shall he return, and
to this city shall he not come, saith Jehovah...
He comments that “The first clause may simply mean that he shall go back
whence he came, or more specifically, that he shall retreat without turning aside to
attack Jerusalem, either for the first or second time.” (P. 72)
156

Where our Hebrew text of Isaiah 37:34 has the qal perfect

parallel passage 2 Kings 19:33 has the qal imperfect,

aB'Þ, “he came,” the

aboßy," “he will come.”

157

Oswalt comments on verse 34 that “By the same way that Sennacherib came,
swaggering in his invincible might, he was to slink home, shorn of his army, only able to
put the best face upon his failure by saying in his annals that he had shut up Hezekiah
like a bird in a cage [see Pritchard’s Ancient Near-Eastern Texts, pp. 287-88].” (P.
666)
158

Alexander translates / comments on verse 35: “And I will cover over (or
protect) this city, (so as) to save it, for My own sake, for the sake of David My servant...
(continued...)
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ynIë[]m;(l.
`yDI)b.[; dwIïD" ![;m;Þl.W
And I will defend / cover159 over160 this city, to save / deliver it,161
for My Own sake,162
and for (the) sake of David My servant.163
158

(...continued)
“The terms of the promise in the first clause may be compared with those of
Isaiah 33:5.” (Pp. 72-73)
Watts comments that “The cover is described in 4:5-6 in terms of fire and cloud
which form a canopy over the city to protect it from sun and storm.” (P. 46)

yti²ANg:w>

159

Motyer notes that the verb here,
, wegannothiy, as in Isaiah 31:5 and
38:6, “means ‘to surround’ (as a garden with a protective wall).” (P. 284)

l[;

160

Where Isaiah 37:35 has the preposition
, “over,” the parallel passage 2
Kings 19:34 has the preposition la,,, “to.” We think this is another example of how
Hebrew prepositions have lost their distinctive meanings in late biblical Hebrew, and are
used somewhat interchangeably.
161

Watts states that the promise of Divine deliverance / salvation “is repeated in

['_yviAh)l,. ‘to save / deliver’; tou/ sw/sai, ‘to preserve, rescue, save
from death’] is an integral part of Isaiah’s name [Why"å[.v;(y,> ‘Salvation / Deliverance of
YHWH’]. It also forms Hosea’s [‘[:“veAh, ‘Salvation,’ ‘Deliverance’] and Joshua’s
[[;vuäAhy>, ‘YHWH Is Salvation / Deliverance’] names, and comes to form the name of
38:6 and the verb [

Jesus [see Matthew 1:21].” (P. 46)
162

Compare Ezekiel 36:22 for a very similar statement.

163

Oswalt mentions some three possible interpretations of this line:

First, “it may refer to the Divine promise to David to perpetuate his line on the
throne (2 Samuel 7:16).”
Second, it is possible “that Hezekiah is taken as the present representative of
‘My servant David’ and it is for his sake that the Lord is acting.”

(continued...)
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37:36164

hw"©hy> %a;äl.m; ŸaceäYEw:

163

(...continued)
Third, “in the recognition of the messianic promises (Isaiah 9:6Heb / 7Eng; 11:1;
55:3) [there is another possibility:] If the true David were to sit upon the throne of
Israel, then Israel must be enabled to survive whatever may befall her in the years
ahead...Through this deliverance [of Jerusalem from Sennacherib] there was sufficient
commitment on the part of some for the faith to survive the exile and to provide the
basis for the messianic revelation in Christ.” (P. 667)
164

Motyer entitles verses 36-38 “The finale: Assyrian overthrow.”

He comments on this passage that “Information from outside the Bible is...
sparse for it was not the Assyrian way to record disaster...We know only that a Divine
act of massive proportions settled the issue and provided the crowning demonstration
of Isaiah’s contention that the Lord is Master of world history.” (P. 284)
Motyer says “We know”–but the fact is that we don’t know all that much
concerning these stories from the ancient Near-Eastern world. We have the Assyrian
monuments with their records, written from a definitely “pro-Assyria” point of view; and
we have the biblical stories–both in Isaiah, 2 Kings, and 2 Chronicles, which tell
basically the same story concerning Isaiah, Hezekiah, and Sennacherib, but which are
written from a definitely “pro-Israel” point of view.
But to say that “We know” is to imply a certain knowledge concerning ancient
history that is no longer possible. We should rather say, We believe, or We agree with
the biblical writers, with their view of a God-centered world, in which God is actively at
work, creating, blessing, punishing. But we should not claim to “know” more than we
truly know. Those who read these biblical stories and reject them as nothing more than
ancient myths with no foundation in history, claiming to “know” that they are nonhistorical myths / stories, are likewise claiming a certainty of knowledge that is no longer
possible. What do you think?
Oswalt entitles verses 36-38 “The army of Assyria destroyed.”
He comments that “With a terrible suddenness, which is reinforced by the brevity
and terseness of the account, the long interchange of chapters 26-37 is brought to a
close. The mighty Assyrian emperor, stripped of his army, hurriedly departs for home,
never to set foot in Judah again. As Napoleon discovered before Moscow and Hitler
learned at Stalingrad, there are limits to even the most towering of human pretensions.”
(P. 668)
Kaiser states that “The fulfilment of the prophet’s oracle takes place in a wholly
unexpected way: At night the angel of Yahweh, who represents Yahweh in direct
interventions on earth and so mediates between heaven and earth, goes forth to slay
an immense number of those who were in the camp of the Assyrians, as he has once
done to the first-born of Egypt (compare Exodus 12:29).” (P. 395)
(continued...)
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164

(...continued)
Slotki comments that verse 36 depicts “The sudden destruction of the Assyrian
hosts by Divine intervention. This, according to tradition, occurred before the walls of
Jerusalem to which Sennacherib had returned after defeating the King of Ethiopia.
“Another serious calamity befell the hosts [armies] of Sennacherib, according to
an Egyptian tradition recorded by Herodotus. A plague of field-mice broke out in his
camp at Pelusium in Egypt. In one night the mice gnawed the thongs of his armies’
shields as well as their bows and, by depriving them of their main weapons, exposed
them helpless to the mercy of their enemies.” (P. 177)
Alexander translates / comments on verse 36: “And the angel of Jehovah went
forth, and smote in the camp of Assyria an hundred and eighty and five tho usand, and
they (the survivors or the Jews) rose early in the morning, and behold all of them (that
were smitten) were dead corpses...
“The terms used can naturally signify nothing but a single instantaneous stroke
of Divine vengeance, and the parallel passage (2 Kings 19:35) says expressly that the
angel smote this number [

aWhh; hl'y>L:åB; éyhiy>w:, ‘and it happened in that night]...

“The parallel narrative in 2 Chronicles 32:21, instead of numbering the slain,
says that all the mighty men of valor, and the leaders, and the captains in the c amp of
the Assyrians were cut off...
“Throughout the sacred narrative, it seems to be intentionally left uncertain
whether Jerusalem was besieged at all, whether Sennacherib in person ever came
before it, whether his army was divided or united when the stroke befell them, and also
what proportion of the host escaped. It is enough to know that one hundred and eightyfive thousand men perished in a single night.” (Pp. 73-74)
But again we ask, Do we really “know” that exactly 185,000 men perished in a
single night? Must we not rather say that this is what the biblical story reports–but we
have no way of confirming its accuracy, no way of determining how such “body counts”
were made or their accuracy?
The biblical story / stories affirm that there is a God Who is constantly at work in
human history, judging, blessing, saving, destroying, before and in Whom we human
beings live–a God Who, on rare occasions works marvelous historical acts on behalf of
those who put their trust in Him.
These stories call us to put our faith in this God–but to go beyond that and say
that we “know” the facts of ancient history, or even of modern history, is to go far
beyond reality–especially if we draw the conclusion that whenever we put our faith in
God, God will miraculously deliver us from our enemies–no matter how powerful.
(continued...)
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And YHWH’s messenger / angel165 went forth,
and it struck in Assyria’s camp a hundred and eighty and five thousand.
And they arose in the morning,
and look–all of them dead corpses!166

164

(...continued)
Must we not rather say with Paul “We walk by faith, not by sight”?
165

Motyer comments that “Instead of the angel of the Lord it would be more
consonant with Old Testament theology to print ‘the Angel of the Lord’–that Old
Testament personage who is both the Lord and distinct from the Lord (for example,
Genesis 16:7, 11; Judges 13:21-22), and who combines in himself Divine holiness
and Divine condescension (Exodus 23:20-23)...
“Thus Isaiah brings together in this incident five major Divine manifestations:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

the word (Isaiah 31:2),
the Spirit (Isaiah 37:7),
the hand (Isaiah 31:3),
the arm (Isaiah 30:30) and
the angel.

The Lord is indeed ‘Lord of hosts.’” (P. 284)
We think this is unnecessary overstatement, and that the word, the Spirit, the
hand, the arm and the angel / messenger are not Divine personages, but varying ways
of affirming the Divine action, which can use any and all instruments necessary to
accomplish the Divine purposes. We don’t think the biblical theologian should be
attempting to develop a a “Quadrity” or a “Pentity” in place of the Christian theological
attempt to develop a “Trinity” from the biblical materials. What do you think?
166

Watts comments that “Wildberger cautions that one should not question
numbers in a miracle account or seek exact information about the means. Let a miracle
be a miracle and wonder at its power. But the [Book of Isaiah] goes beyond the simple
telling of a miraculous story. It teaches throughout that the age in which God chooses
to use Assyria and Persia for His purposes demands that Israel and Judah depend on
Him for direction and protection. They are not needed to play active roles for military or
political purposes. This story bears that out.” (P. 47)
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Kaiser comments on verses 37-38 that “When the King returned to Nineveh...
he met the fate prophesied for him in our narrative in the form of a vaticinium ex eventu
[a technical theological or historiographical term referring to a prophecy written after the
author already had information about the events being ‘foretold.’ The text is written so
as to appear that the prophecy had taken place before the event, when in fact it was
written after the events supposedly predicted] in verse 7: he was murdered, not,
moreover, in a place, in circumstances and by people who were a matter of
indifference, but as he was praying in the temple and by his own sons...
“The two cuneiform texts which refer to this event, the annals of his grandson
Asshurbanipal and the Babylonian chronicle, cannot be wholly reconciled with the
present narrative. The annals of Asshurbanipal show that the king was killed by several
persons. The fact that they seemed to have used the statues of protective Deities as
their instruments may confirm the biblical narrative that he was murdered in the temple,
although it has not so far been possible to interpret the name of a God Nisroch given in
verse 38...
“The Babylonian chronicle suggests that the deed was done by one of his sons,
but similarly mentions no names, while in the biblical narrative it is questionable
whether they are given correctly or completely...
“But the main purpose of verses 37 and 38 is not to give us historical
information, but to provide a contrast to 37:2ff. and against the background of 36:4ff.,
13ff.: whereas the prayer to Yahweh, the living God, was heard, Sennacherib was
murdered in the temple as he prayed. This demonstrates Who is the living God and
Who are the lifeless idols of the nations.” (P. 391)
Alexander translates / comments on verse 37: “Then decamped, and departed,
and returned, Sennacherib King of Assyria, and dw elt (or remained) in Nineveh...
“The rapid succession of the verbs suggest...the idea of confused and sudden
flight.” (P. 74)
Watts comments that “The end of the story is short and abrupt. Sennacherib
broke camp and left. He returned home and lived in Nineveh. That means that he did
not return to Palestine. He lived some twenty years but no further campaigns in
Palestine are reported.” (P. 47)
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And he pulled up, and went,168
and he returned,
Sennacherib, Assyria’s King,
and he dwelt in Nineveh.169
37:38170
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This line is missing in the Greek translation (Rahlfs).

169

Slotki holds that the phrase “and he dwelt in Nineveh” “may signify that he
remained in his own capital and undertook no more campaigns.” (P. 177)
Alexander states that Sennacherib’s “dwelling in Nineveh is supposed by some
interpreters to be mentioned as implying that he went forth no more to war, at least not
against the Jews. An old tradition says that he lived only fifty days after his return; but
according to other chronological hypotheses, he reigned eighteen years longer, and
during that interval waged war successfully against the Greeks, and founded Tarsus in
Cilicia.” (P. 74)
Motyer states that “Sennacherib reigned for another twenty years and engaged
in further military exploits, but never again in Palestine; that road was closed to him. He
was assassinated in 681 B.C.E., and it is possible that Isaiah liv ed to see this final
stroke and to note the contrast between the living God Who hears the prayer of His
King and in Whose house the King first began to find his true security and a God of
wood and stone in Whose very house His King was struck down!...
“The names Nisroch, Adrammelech and Sharezer are not found outside the
Bible, but the Babylonian Chronicle records the assassination of Sennacherib and
Esarhaddon’s accession.” (Pp. 284-85)
Watts adds that “Ashurbanipal, who succeeded Esarhaddon, reported that he
avenged the murder of his grandfather by striking them with the same statues with
which they had killed his grandfather (Pritchard’s Ancient Near-Eastern Texts, 2,
288b).” (P. 47)
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Slotki states that verse 38 depicts “Sennacherib’s assassination.” (P. 177)

Alexander translates / comments on verse 38: “And he was worshiping (in) the
house of Nisroch his God, and Adrammelech and Sharezer his sons smote him with the
sword, and they escaped (literally, saved themselves) into the land of Ararat, and
Esarhaddon his son reigned in his stead...
“The Jews have a tradition that Sennacherib intended to sacrif ice his sons, and
that they slew him in self defense. Another tradition is, that he had f led into the temple
of his God as an asylum. A simple supposition is, that the time of his devotions was
(continued...)
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And he was worshiping (in the) house / temple of Nisrok his God,171
and Adrammelek172 and Saretser his sons struck him with the sword;173

170

(...continued)
chosen by his murderers, as one when he would be least guarded or suspicious.” (P.
74)
171

Oswalt states that “When Hezekiah prayed to his God, he was delivered, both
from enemies and from sickness. When Sennacherib prayed to his God, not only was
he not delivered, but his sons who, in God’s economy, were expected to honor their
father, slaughtered him.”
He adds in a footnote, “To date, no Assyrian God by the name Nisroch is known.
However, given the biblical record for accuracy in the reporting of obscure details of
ancient life, it is reasonable to assume that archeology has simply failed to uncover the
data as yet...Young and others see the name as a possible corruption of Marduk,
perhaps in mockery.” (P. 671)
172

Alexander notes that “The name Adrammelech occurs in 2 Kings 17:31 as
that of a Mesopotamian or Assyrian idol.” (P. 74)
173

Slotki notes that “The Babylonian Chronicle records that Sennacherib was
killed ‘on the 20th day of Tebeth, by his son, in an insurrection.’ Some historians give
Adrammelech as the name of his son. Sarezer, accordingly, may not have been guilty
of actual murder which, however, may well be attributed to him as an accomplice who
aided and abetted his brother.” (P. 177)
Oswalt comments that “In fact, [Sennacherib] did not die for some twenty years,
not until 681 B.C.E. However, there is nothing in the present statement to demand an
immediate death, and the fact that the writer’s report of the nature of the death
coincides with the Assyrian account (see Pritchard, Ancient Near Eastern Texts, pp.
288-89)–murder by his sons in his own temple–makes it plain that the author knows of
the intervening period but is consciously telescoping events in order to show how God’s
promise concerning Sennacherib and Jerusalem was kept.” (P. 670)
Oswalt adds in a footnote that “Since there is no evidence that Isaiah was still
alive in 681 B.C.E., it has been argued by some that this verse is the work of a later
hand. In itself this is not impossible, particularly since it is not written as prophecy but
as narrative. So a disciple of Isaiah’s, noting how God’s promises had been kept, could
(continued...)
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and they escaped (to) Ararat Land; 174
and Esar-Chaddon his son ruled instead of him.175

173

(...continued)
have included this report as the theological conclusion to the account. At the same
time it must be said that we have no reliable account of Isaiah’s death and thus cannot
be certain he did die prior to 681 B.C.E.” (P. 670)
174

Slotki states that Ararat Land is “Armenia, called by the Assyrians Urartu.” (P.

177)
Alexander notes that “The original name [Ararat] is retained in the [Latin]
Vulgate, while the [Greek translation / Rahlfs] renders it VArmeni,an [Armenia].” (P. 75)
175

Slotki notes that “According to an inscription, Esarhaddon, who was engaged
in a military campaign elsewhere, on hearing of the murder of his father, collected his
men and immediately marching on Nineveh defeated his brothers’ armies.” (P. 177)
Watts explains verses 21-38 by stating “The reading contains a treasure trove of
Isaiah’s oracles on the occasion of Jerusalem’s moment of dire threat. He delivers the
powerful taunt against the Assyrian. In doing so he lays the foundation for every other
Old Testament claim to Yahweh’s sovereignty over the emperors of the eighth to the
second centuries in the Ancient Near East...
“The [Book of Isaiah] has placed these speeches in the perspective of a
broader time to show how that moment in history was an aberration from Yahweh’s
announced direction, an aberration caused by Sennacherib’s provocation. The longer
view of the safety of Jerusalem, of the Davidic dynasty, and of Israel’s future had to be
seen in light of the God-willed rise of empire, the failure of Israel and Judah to follow
God’s direction, and the events of 734, 721, 714, 598, and 587 B.C.E. as well as those
of 701 B.C.E...
“This longer view given in the [Book of Isaiah], as it had been in the
Deuteronomic History [a modern theoretical construct holding that behind the present
forms of the books of Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges, Samuel, and Kings, the
‘Former Prophets’ in the Hebrew canon, there was a single literary work], showed the
direction of God’s plan for history. The events and oracles of 701 B.C.E. showed that
Yahweh was still in control, that He valued Zion as His city, and that He would not be
bullied by the emperor. These were lessons that were still needed in fifth century
Judaism.” (P. 48)
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1.

Tirhakah, Taharqa, Cushite Pharaoh of Egypt

“Taharqa was the son of Piye, the Nubian king of Napata who had first
conquered Egypt. Taharqa was also the cousin and successor of Shebitku. The
successful campaigns of Piye and Shabaka paved the way for a prosperous reign by
Taharqa.
“Taharqa's reign can be dated from 690 B.C.E. to 664 B.C. E. Evidence for the
dates of his reign is derived from the Serapeum stela, catalog number 192...
“Although Taharqa's reign was filled with conflict with the Assyrians, it was also a
prosperous renaissance period in Egypt and Kush. When Taharqa was about 20 years
old, he participated in a historic battle with the Assyrian emperor Sennacherib at
Eltekeh. At Hezekiah's request, Taharqa and the Egyptian / Kushite army managed to
stall the Assyrian advance on Jerusalem, with Sennacherib eventually abandoning the
siege due to the loss of 185,000 soldiers at the hand of the Lord according to the
Biblical account.
“The might of Taharqa's military forces was established at Eltekeh, leading to a
period of peace in Egypt. During this period of peace and prosperity, the empire
flourished. In the sixth year of Taharqa's reign, prosperity was also aided by abundant
rainfall and a large harvest. Taharqa took full advantage of the lull in fighting and
abundant harvest. He restored existing temples, built new ones, and built the largest
pyramid in the Napatan region. Particularly impressive were his additions to the
Temple at Karnak, new temple at Kawa, and temple at Jebel Barkal.
“Scholars have identified Taharqa with Tirhakah, king of Ethiopia (Kush), who
waged war against Sennacherib during the reign of King Hezekiah of Judah (2 Kings
19:9; Isaiah 37:9). The events in the Biblical account are believed to have taken place
in 701 B.C.E., whereas Taharqa came to the throne some ten years later. A number of
explanations have been proposed: one being that the title of king in the Biblical text
refers to his future royal title, when at the time of this account he was likely only a
military commander.
“Herodotus, the Greek historian who wrote his Histories about 450 B.C.E.,
speaks of a divinely-appointed disaster destroying an army of Sennacherib, which was
defeated by Sethos after praying to the Gods. The Gods sent ‘a multitude of field-mice,
which devoured all the quivers and bowstrings of the enemy, and ate the thongs by
which they managed their shields.’ This is commemorated in ‘a stone statue of Sethos,
with a mouse in his hand, and an inscription to this effect “Look on me, and learn to
reverence the Gods.”’
“According to Francis Llewellyn Griffith, an attractive hypothesis is to identify the
Pharaoh as Taharqa before his succession, and Sethos as his Memphitic priestly title,
‘supposing that he was then governor of Lower Egypt and high-priest of Ptah, and that
in his office of governor he prepared to move on the defensive against a threatened
attack by Sennacherib. While Taharqa was still in the neighborhood of Pelusium, some
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unexpected disaster may have befallen the Assyrian host on the borders of Palestine
and arrested their march on Egypt.’
“The two snakes in the crown of pharaoh Taharqa show that he was the king of
both the lands of Egypt and Nubia.
“It was during his reign that Egypt's enemy Assyria at last invaded Egypt.
Esarhaddon led several campaigns against Taharqa, which he recorded on several
monuments. His first attack in 677 B.C.E., aimed at pacifying Arab tribes around the
Dead Sea, led him as far as the Brook of Egypt. Esarhaddon then proceeded to invade
Egypt proper in Taharqa's 17th regnal year, after Esarhaddon had settled a revolt at
Ashkelon. Taharqa defeated the Assyrians on that occasion. Three years later in 671
B.C.E. the Assyrian king captured and sacked Memphis, where he captured numerous
members of the royal family. Taharqa fled to the south, and Esarhaddon reorganized
the political structure in the north, establishing Necho I as king at Sais. Upon
Esarhaddon's return to Assyria he erected a stele alongside the previous Egyptian and
Assyrian Commemorative stela of Nahr el-Kalb, as well as a victory stele at Zincirli
Höyük, showing Taharqa's young son Ushankhuru in bondage.
“Upon the Assyrian king's departure, however, Taharqa intrigued in the affairs of
Lower Egypt, and fanned numerous revolts. Esarhaddon died en route to Egypt, and it
was left to his son and heir Ashurbanipal to once again invade Egypt. Ashurbanipal
defeated Taharqa, who afterwards fled to Thebes.
“Taharqa died in the city of Thebes in 664 B.C.E. and was followed by his
appointed successor Tantamani, a son of Shabaka. Taharqa was buried at Nuri, in
North Sudan.” (Wikipedia, 4 / 9 / 2018)
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