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ABSTRACT

| sai ah used apologetics in three distinct
(Past), Yahwehdéds divine intervention in deliwv
of the future (Immediatéxilic, Messianic and eschatological) to aeghat Yahweh was the
one true God, unique and superior to all pagan deities, to both his contemporary audience and to
future generationdn chapter oneghe research questions are addressed, a literary review is
presentedandthe methodology of the digdation isgiven. In chapter two, the dissertation
addresses how the book of Isas@guesapologeticallythat Yahweh is the Creator and therefore
is incomparable. In chapter three, the dissertation presents how the book of Isaiah argues
apologeticalthat Yahwehos abil ity tsahowdHisincompdrapility. nt er v e
In chapter four, the dissertation addresses how the book of Isaiah argues apologetically that
Yahweh carknow and predict the future and therefore is incomparabtmnclusions given in
which the theological and apologetic implications are addressed and further areas of research is
identified Finally, two appendixes address authorship of the book and the develop of

monotheism in the Old Testament.
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Chapter 1: Introduction, Literary Review and Research Questions
Significance of the Study

The area of apologetics has beconmeagor emphasis within Christianity over the past
thirty years as the western world has moved from a JQtheistian background to a more
secul ar worldview. Nor man Geisler has stated,
attack on an industrialscee as t he worl d searches for meanin
the last few decades, we have experienced a resurgence of lay interest and scholarship in the area
of ap o |I'voumes havesbeah written on the subject of apologetics, both on the
methodology of apologetics, such as presuppositionalism, classical and evidential apologetics,
and on how the New Testament authors used apo
However, very little has been written on how the people of the &dteihent used apologetics
in their own day to defend Yahweh to the pagan nations around them that all had their own

national deities.

Indeed, while there are many books on the apologetics of the Old Testament, they almost
universally are written to defend Yahwehoés ac
of the Canaanites or the call to sacrifice of Isaac. Little has be#aman how Yahweh Himself
or His prophets used apologetics in their writings or actions to present Yahweh as the one true

God. This dissertation will look at the book of Isaiah and see how it used apologetics to try to

INor man L. Geisler, fiWhat i s AfgheHa\gsHandbaokaEnd Why Do
Apologeticsed. Joseph M. Holden (Eugene: Harvest House Publishers, 2018), 22. This is not to assert that
apologetics is a new idea, but simply that cultural shifts have brought it to the forefront in many theological circles
that are attempting to defetitk truth of the Christian faith in a culture that no longer assumes that the Bible is
trustworthy.



argue not only to Israel but alsottee nations that Yahweh was the one true God and was

superior to all forms of idol worship.

Survey of Research
The survey of research will demonstrate two distinct but connected ideas. First, it will
establish that there has already been a strong &iendestablished in this area and much work
has already been written. However, it will also help to establish the academic gap in research that
is present in the current research in this area that will then be established in the following section
that denonstrates the need for the current research. The survey of research is divided into four
sections: creation studies in Isaiah, prophets/prophecy, divine Incomparability/polemic research

in Isaiah and finally apologetic/ methodological research.

Creation &udies in Isaiah

Matthew Hudson-i Cr eat i on Theo-b6gy in | saiah 40

Dr. Matthew Hudsonds dissertation at South
1995, entitl ed fACr e-66t An@xpressibneobdordidegceinthe | sai ah 4
Sovereignty of Godo is an excellent &elgpsource
creation theology. Hudson identified sixjght times in Isaiah 485 in which verbs directly
referring to the act of creation are used and showediitidtp ot her si xteen chapt
contains such a high concentration of creation ternd®eas Isaiah 48 52.Hé completed

extensive studies on Isaiah 40:32, 42:59 and 44:2445:13. In his work, he did a masterful job

2Matthew Hudson, i Cr e a66iAaBxprdshian ofIConfidgnce imthelSevareéignty 4 0
of Godo (PhD diss., So &dammarne 5995 63nindBed, Hudson makdsta strorig paint te a |
argue that in reality, the book of Isaiah actually spends a greater amount of words on the creation power and work of
Yahweh than even the book of Genesis, which spends only three chaptersaoealaind then largely moves to the
narrative accounts.



at arguing that much of the monotheistic argument for Yahweh-85646 grounded in this

creation theology.

ForexampleHudson argues that, fAln the passages
tradition, creation serves as the foundation for the prophet's message. All that he says hinges on
the belief that Yahweh is the creator. If creation faith was removed from thes¢hexts,
procl amati on wo ul®@husyReutevdsaiak, whorhe arguas ts a pesilic 0
prophet, is writing a defense for Yahweh in comparison to foreign deities and showing that
Yahweh is greater than all because Yahweh is the creator. Hargiss that Deutefisaiah

specifically defends against Marduk because of the mindset of the exiles. He states

They were surrounded with Babylonian theology that taught Marduk created the world
with the advice of his council. The prophet directly attadkézimyth by asserting

creation came from the royal council of Yahweh where he stands as the head.
Furthermore, unlike Marduk, he did not need advice on how to form the universe. In
Israel's view, the members of the heavenly council were there to piseelf and serve
as his messengers. No one was qualified to fill the position of advisor. With one stroke,
the prophet mocked the incompetence of the Babylonian gods and asserted the
omnipotence of Israel's Gdd.

Therefore, Hudson rightfully argues thag thook of Isaiah uses creation as one of the primary
methods of arguing for the incomparability of Yahweh. His work is very helpful in
understanding the overwhelming amount of creation theology found in Isath &@d showing

how fundamental this creatidheology is to the overall apologetic argument of the Book.

SHudson, ACreationo, 78.

41bid, 85. Hudson spends significant time addressing Marduk specifically because of the situation of the
exiles. While this dissertation will disagree with Deuttsaiac athorship, the focus on Marduk could still be
understood if Isaiah the prophet is looking to the future and writing this section to a future generation of exiles.
I ndeed, Marduk was specifically menti on dult,sdmgtimessai ah i n
referred to as BeMarduk. Edward Young, The Book of Isaiah, ChapteiiséQvol. 3 (Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B.
Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1972), 219.

5 Somewhat ironically, Hudson, although talking in very apologetic terminology, never egesrthin his
dissertation, perhaps because he was writing in an Old Testament setting and did not want to cross over into the area

3



However, while Hudsondés work is very helpf
emphasis to the first half of the book, did not connect it to other aspects of the apologetic
argumenthroughout the book and greatly struggled in how to interact with Cyrus in Isaiah 44
45. The first point was probably ignored because Hudson holds that chap&eveete written
by a different author. The second point may have simply been outside oédisfstudy. The
third point is the greater weakness to his overall argument. When Hudson did arrive at lsaiah 44
45 in his dissertation, he completely ignored the prophetic elements of the passage, probably
because he did not view them as prophetiethagpon his own dating of the authorship of the
book. Instead of holding that the author of the section was writing a prediction of a future Cyrus
t hat would prove Yahwehoés ability to predict
passage and wille addressed in great detail in chapter three, Hudson argued instead that
Deutereal sai ahés argument was simply to argue why
save the natThegoalof thegassageiisttogustify thé use of Cyrus as egeis.

The passage is best perceived as a di d$putatio
While this is certainly a part of the argument, it appears to miss the major focus of the entire

section, that Yahweh can predict the future and intieedoredicted Cyrus by name over 100

years in advance. Overall, Hudson does | ay a

use of creation language, but there is still much to add to his work.

of apologetics or because it was written in 1995 when the area of apologetics was not as popular in Old Testament
studies ashe modern context.

6 This is the very purpose of this dissertation.

"THudson, ACreationo, 104. Hudson seems to realize t
nature to the passage as Cyrus would have already been either in povesr de&d at the time of his writing.
Therefore, instead of calling the prophet a deceiver for writing prophecy after the fact, he simply ignores the
prophetic elements in the passage entirely.



Terrance Wardlaw Jr.-i The Signi ficabhbe 8boKre&tienaiaho
Terrance War dl aw JETSO 2016ywhite kgt asgampréhensiveasd i n

Hudsonds also brings tremendous insight into

significant time working with the potential sources ofdbad355 and argues that the author

does not simply borrow his creation language and information from other Mesopotamian

creation myths, but instead draws direct connections between these chapters and Génesis 1

Wardlaw thus effectively shows that the author of the book of Isaiah was specifically writing in

the Judaic creation context and was not simply borrowing from other ANE sources.

Wardlaw also identifies three areas in which the creation theology obtiehas a
direct impacf First, itisused o contrast the Lord with idols a
impulse. God is the creator and the idols are not only creators but are created themselves.
Second, it is used to point toward the greatnesstendhijesty of God. God as creator is greater
than anything that the idols could bring fort
omniscient knowledge of the weakness of those who have experienced judgment. Therefore,
Wardlaw shows in his work th#tte creation theology of Isaiah-&3 has major implications in
showing apologetically that Yahweh is special in comparison to the gods of the other nations,

represented by their idols.

8Terrance Wardlaw Jr ., ATheekSiod n JEFSaS, aoim3g(20160 452.Cr eat i o
Wardlaw does not make a commitment on whether Genesis was written before Isaiah and who was the primary
source that the other is based upon.

9 1bid, 459.



Prophets/Prophecy

Barstad-i No Pr ophet s?o0

Hans Barstad, inhisactii e A No Prophets? Recent Developr
Research and Ancient Near EadSOBgvesaBaidophecyo,
overview of the recent critical position on prophets and prophecy. Barstad asserts that much of
modern criticak ¢ h o | a r Kdéducpd whad \ge,findfin the 'prophetic writings' of the Hebrew
Bible to postexilic literary creations with little or no connection at all back into the history that
went before, it may seem that recent scholarship has postulated asabipadsadition gap, and
made whateverpre x i | i ¢ prophetic acti vi t%Thus, wkilethkey was q
do not deny that ther e +mdiylsrdekltheyjudbdemythati pr ophet

modern scholarship can know anything about these specific individuals.

Barstad, however, challenged this view. He instead argues that, jnst@ate stories
and prophecies of other prophets in the ANE, there are similar stories in Israel, essentially
arguing that they served in the same manner and function as their other ANE contemporaries. He
then argues that, while these stories are clemtihistorical, they are also not ahistorical, but
represent similar stories. He writes, ASprung
these storiegeflectthe historical and social surroundings that created them, and illustrate to us
the sgnificance of war in ancient Near Eastern societies, and of the role of '‘prophets’ in times of
c r i $In lsis.viéw, the prophets Isaiah and Jeremiah may not have existed, but prophets like

them probably did and therefore the stories reflect similaugistances. Thus, Barstad attempts

PYHans M. Barstad, fANo Pr o plibabRroptetic Reseacmand ADcientéNeao p me n t
Eastern PSO®5[F {1398):43.0

1 Ibid, 54.



to find what he argues is position between the tradition critical position which denies any
historicity at all and a traditional belief in the historicity of the prophets and their works.
Regardless, he ultimately landguarely in the critical camp because one still could not accept
anything in the prophetic books as historiarherefore, the critical view on prophets and
prophecy is that the books are unreliable for historical information and cannot be viewed as

telling real stories about historical evetis.

Kitchen- On the Reliability of the Old Testament
Kenneth Kitchen, in his worn the Reliability of the Old Testamgewhen discussing
prophecy in the ancient world made a very important distinttient we en what he cal
and pr eldH e t woBots aredalways set in the future, even in daily life, whether in
those days or now. Options are conditional ;
Predictions are meant to stithis is going to happerull stop. Most prophecies of
curse/blessing are in terms of options; some are more firmly expressed. Historically, both lots
| ar gel y c‘aThie distinctiorpisaverg imgortant when it comes to interpreting

prophecy.

Fox example, in the book of Jonah, Jonah proclaimed that judgment was falling on

Nineveh, but after they repented the judgment did not come. It is not that the prophecy was

2Barstad, f@ANo Prophets?0, 46.

B This would also eliminate prophecies given by the prophets as being reliable because the historical events
themselves are not viewed in this manner. If Isaiah may not even have ever existed, then critics argue he clearly
never made historical propheciésit were fulfilled many decades later.

1 K.A. Kitchen, On the Reliability of the Old Testamé@rand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), 378. He is not
attempting to downplay prophecy, but merely to show that sometimes an individual is given a choice by God that
ultimately depends on their actions, while at other times God simply makes a prediction thetwviin the future,
regardless of human activity.

15 |bid, 378.



wrong, but instead that the prophecy was an option prophecy where the prophecy widlyssen
dependent on the response to the judgment call. However, at other times, God put forth
predictions of judgment that were already guaranteed, such as when He even told the prophet
Jeremiah to not pray for the nation anymore because judgment wagc8mwiin of these types

of prophecy are futureriented calls by the prophets, but they are each distinctive based upon the

specific circumstance at the time of the prophécy.

Sandy Plowshares & Pruning Hooks

D. Brent Sandy also has established some important principles when looking at prophecy.
In his workPlowshares & Pruning Hooks: Rethinking the Language of Biblical Prophecy and
Apocalypticpublished in 2002, Sandy identified three sepdraten ct i ons of t Alke prophet
nature of prophecy, then, is threefaild descending order of prominedc@rosecution,
per suasi on d%addy pghtielly ponts oubtmat abtimes people have
overemphasized the prediction elements oppecy and have ignored that the majority of the
function of the prophetdés ministry was to pro
Torah and to persuade the nation to return to the Lord before judgment would come upon the

nation.

However there is also an element in academia that wants to go to the other extreme and

downplay prophecy. While Sandy does not go to this extreme, he does adhere to the viewpoint

16 Messianic prophecy is always viewed as predictive. Future restoration is also always viewed as
predictive in response to the covenant promises that God had already established witbrthi isadnly judgment
predictions that appear to be able to fall into the fio]

17D. Brent SandyPlowshares & Pruning Hooks: Rethinking the Language of Biblical Prophecy and
Apocalyptic(Downers Grove: IVP Academic, 2002), 131. Indeedyiidbe shown in this dissertation, the book of
Isaiah uses all three of these distinctions apologetically to try to both turn his own generation back to Lord as well as
prepare future generations.



t hat prophecy is al most I mpossi bl epredicioonnder st
part of prophecy? Yes. After the fact, the fulfillment of predictions may be transparent. Before

the fact, the fulfill ment *®dHsvipwpant vecytammons | s ¢
in evangelical circles, argues that the inigedbphecy given by a prophet is vague and unable to

be understood until the prophecy has been fulfiife@nly after the fulfillment has occurred can

the initial prophecy be understo&t.

While this could be argued at times in the Old Testament, there are also many prophecies
that seem very clearly understood by their recipients. For example, Jeremiah predicted a seventy
year captivity for the Babylonian Exile and Daniel understood théswhs close to ending in
Daniel 9 before the seventy years had been completed. Perhaps the clearest example of
understanding a prophecy occurred in Matthew 2:5, when the advisors to Herod clearly
understood the prophecy of Micah 5:2 even though they diknoow that the Messiah had been
born there and therefore fulfilled the prophecy. If the prophecies were so difficult to understand
that they could not be understood initially, then it becomes difficult to understand how they
would be understood as beingfilled. It seems more prudent to argue that, while all of the
details of how a prophecy would be fulfilled may not have been understood, the main objective

of the prophecy was understood prior to fulfilment on a much greater level of understanding

18 sandy Plowshares]154.

19 This also argues that progties were generally very mysterious. While there certainly are prophecies
that are difficult to understand, there are also many prophecies that are very straightforward. For example, God
promised to Hezekiah that he would deliver Judah from Assyria iah$#37. While Hezekiah may not have
known all the details of how the prophecy would be fulfilled, he understood the major emphasis of the prophecy,
that God would defend Judah from Assyria. One has to make a distinction between understanding a mebphecy a
knowing exact details of a prophecy. Sandy and others appear to go too far at times and argue that if the initial
audience did not understand all of the details of how a prophecy would be fulfilled, then the prophecy could not be
understood at all untit was fulfilled.

20 A Messianic version of this idea is propagated by Bateman, Bock and Johnston in thelesuwskhe
Messiah This will be addressed to a greater extent in chapter three.



thanSandy and others give to the Old Testament audiences who received these initial

prophecies.

Sailhamer-i The Messi ah and the Hebrew Bibleo
A very helpful article by John Sailhamer, published&TSin 2001, gives a very
detailed history andnalysis of how scholars have interpreted Messianic prophecy over the past
200 years. Sailhamer traces Evangelical views on the Messiah and the Hebrew Bible back to
Ernst Wilhelm Hengstenberg (18@869) and Johann Christian Konrad von Hofmann (1810
1877)He ar gues that for both men, AThe | ast wor
OT was that of Jesus and the NT. Both believed fulfilled prophecy offered essential support for
the truth of the gospel. Both also believed that in giving us messgigopbecy, God had
intervened i n a r &cShilhamerthenianguehthantemstdnbesy createg . 0

three assumptions in his own views on Messianic prophecy.

First, Hengestenberg believed that the meaning of any specific Messianic prophacy is
i mmedi ately transparent in the Old Testament.
NT held the key t 0°°Sedor, Sailbaaariargugs tlaf Hernigstember@ T . 0
believed that to be messianic, the OT must accurately predict tbedakevents in the life of
Jesus, meaning that the NT again held the key to the meaning of ti&@ally, Sailhamer
argues that for Hengstenberg, the value of messianic prophecies in the OT is largely apologetic,

but both people in his own time anadern scholars have largely rejected this pastihile his

22John H. Sail hamer, fAThe JHES4sno.dR004)n6d t he Hebrew Bib
22 1bid, 7.

Zbid, 8.

10



stance on Messianic prophecy was commendable, his emphasis on the New Testament alone
serving as the key to understanding the Old Testament was problematic for understanding the

Old Testament int$ one context.

Second, in addressing von Hof mann, Sail ham
area as moving beyond the text of Scripture to the historical events they reartaesd, the
text i tself was not meamessiana.hecefore, @llofthelHsbrewe | 6 s h
Bible could ultimately be about the Messiah because any passage could be seen as a
devel opment of a prophecy. Thus, Sail hamer ar
von Hofmann is that OT messianic propheowld no longer be viewed apologetically. Having
assigned the meaning of the OT to a history that finds its meaning in the events of the NT, one

could no longer speak of fulfifl ment in terms

Sailhamer then concludes lsigidy by looking at three assumptions both Hengstenberg
and von Hofmann made and his response to them. First, both men thought of prophecy as a
Ahi story of the futureo. However Sail hamer cr
just aofihilsé ofyture. o |t i28Thas)he distinguisfies besveear y f
simply viewing prophecy fiseeing the futureo |
how to get to the future. Second, Sailhamer asserts that both meredgbat one cannot
understand OT messianic prophecy without first understanding how it is fulfilled in the NT.

Sailhamer reverses this position, arguing that the OT, not the NT, is the messianic searchlight

Sail hamer , AThe Messiaho, 8 .
251pid, 8.
26 |bid, 10.

27bid, 11.
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that guides interpretation. Finally, Sailhamegues that both men saw the messianic picture in

the Old Testament as scattered and not straightforward or holistic. Sailhamer counters and argues
instead that, while this is partly true, there is a pattern that develops throughout the Old
Testament thatllaws, through progressive revelation, a clearer picture to occur the farther one

gets into the Old Testamett.

Chen- The Messianic Vision of the Pentateuch

A recent work by Kevin Chen, a former student of Sailhamer that has built upon
Sai | ha meentiledThes Measdianic Vision of the Pentateat$o has much to say on the
subject of Messianic prophecy. While Chenodos f
Pentateuch, his introduction makes a very strong argument in two major areas on understanding
Messianic texts in the Old Testament. Ei€hen argues that many scholars have taken away the
authorial intent of the Old Testament authors in the area of Messianic prophecy, either through
simply denying the prophecies or through turning the prophecies into typology. He argues
againsttheideaf separating the divine authordéds inten
that this | eads to what he calls Amuddled her
hermeneutical proce€8The only thing present is the final form of the tart therefore to try
to decide what came from the human author, who was under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit,

and what came from God is subjective at best.

28 This article is incredibly important because it shows that Hengstenberg and von Hofmann have had a
major impact on the idea of how to interpret Messianic prophecy. They combined to lead to the idea that the New
Testament is responsible for interpreting Mld Testament and therefore Old Testament prophecies cannot be
understood until they are fulfilled in the New Testament. They started the movement that Sandy and others continue
in a modern context.

29Kevin S. ChenThe Messianic Vision of the PentatBiDowners Grove: IVP Academic, 2019), loc.
359-361.
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Chen understands that his position will be attacked by those that argue that the Old
Testamehauthors could not have known the types of details that are present in the Messianic
texts. However, he challenges this argument by showing many New Testament passages,
including passages attributed to Jesus Himself, that argue that Old Testamentdaditivate
about Him directly. For example, in John 546, Jesus argued that if the people had believed
the words of Moses, then they would have believed that He was the Messiah. He is clearly
arguing that Moses wrote about Him. Thus, for Chen, the writethe Old Testament that made
Messianic predictions, all who were prophets, knew the material that they were writing and that

the major distinction was the timing of when the event would occur.

While Chen is not against all typology, he is againstitiy Messianic prophecies into
mere typology. Instead of seeing the prophecies as specifically about Jesus, they can sidestep the
argument by arguing that it typologically is about Jesus, but may not textually be about Jesus.
For example, when lookingatGhesi s 3: 15, he writes, AAs it r
Pentateuch itself, the problem with such an approach is that if, for example, Genesis 3: 15 is not
intended by the author as a Messianic prophecy, then it cannot be part of an authtemalld
Messianic vision t ha&Hedshaguds thattygology tekebthesneents f or
away from the Old Testament author and places it on the New Testament author. Instead, the Old
Testament author himself could have been making agbirex] exegetical point on his own that

does not need further explanation to be understood by a future New Testament author.

The second major thrust that really comes from the first point is that Chen argues the

New Testament clearly portrays that peopbuld/should have been able to understand the

30 Chen,The Messianic Vision of the Pentatepldt. 335337.
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Messianic prophecies of the Old Testament without a New Testament explanation. This
argument is broken into two main points. First, both Jesus and Paul clearly argued that people

should have known about Jesusl His mission from the Old Testament. Chen writes,

From Jesusd perspective, they should have
the Messiah would suffer, die, and rise from the dead. Although he presumably could

have confronted them farot believing his words that predicted the same (e.g., Lk 9: 22),
instead he held them responsible for not believing what the Old Testament had already
said. Even more to the point, Paul testified to King Agrippa that these same essential
elements oftheqs pel were Anothing but what the pr
happen 026:2228)tlrsother words, the gospel preached by Paul and fulfilled in

Christ did not in any way go beyond what the Old Testament had predicted beforehand.

In both of these eamples, Jesus and Paul assume that the Old Testament can be read and
understood on its own terms by nonscholars as declaring the good news of the Messiah
and the new covenant. Moreover, they nowhere suggest that a new hermeneutical method
is needed, whiclwould have undercut the force of their arguméhts.

He also argues the book of Acts shows numerous occasions when Paul argued for the death and
resurrection with a Jewish audience from the Scriptures. 1 Corinthians 15 makes a similar
argument. However, thenly Scriptures written during that time were the Old Testament; the

New Testament was still in the process of being written. If the Old Testament was not Messianic
or is Messianic but could only be understood in that way after the New Testament had been

written, then Jesus and Paul s argument woul d

Second, Chen argues that there had to be a way to read the Old Testament Messianically
prior to the coming of Jesus and the New Testament because there are many examples in the
Gospelsofpgnl e t hat did that very i dea. He writes,
believing Jew, recognized this very truth whe
Moses wrote about in the Law andb)téaRhiplriophset s

words further imply that he already had Messianic expectations that had been formed by the

31 Chen,The Messianic Vision of the Pentatepidt. 388396.
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Pentateuch and the prophets, éWeasolisteSinneonre he h
(Luke 2:2526) and Anna (Luke 2:388) as examples of pple who had a future Messianic
expectation. Chenés work is a very helpful an

around interpreting Messianic passages in the Old Testament.

Rydelnik-Messianic Prophecy

Michael Rydelnik, inarecentehpt er enti tl ed Al nterpretive
Pr o p h eTheyMoody Handbook of Messianic Prophdts given a very detailed overview
of the various interpretive approaches used in understanding Messianic prophecy that is an
incredibly helpfulove vi ew of this i1issue. Rydelnikos over
modern interpretation, beginning with Anthony Collins inbiscourse of the Grounds and
Reasons of the Christian Religi@ti724) and then in hihe Scheme of Literal Prophecy
Consideedthat has challenged the traditional view and asserted that the literal meaning of the
texts of the Old Testament could not support the messianic interpretations that were used in the
New Testament? Thomas Sherlock attempted to counter this view imlaik The Use and
Intent of Prophecy1732) by creating a dual fulfilment view on prophecy, a view that has
become very common in Evangelicalism today. Rydelnik then spends nine pages going through a
very detailed history of Messianic interpretation fr@wllin sand Sherlock to modern

scholarship.

32 Chen,The Messianic Vision of the Pentateuldt. 156163.

3 MichaelRydelnk , fAl nterpretive Appr oalhéMosdy Handbdded si ani ¢ Pr
Messianic Prophecy: Studies and Exposition of the Messiah in the Old Tes(@meago: Moody, 2019), 73 his
idea then strips apologetics of the argument from prophecy théeeadused by Christian apologetics for centuries
since the early Church Fathers.
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Rydelnik then lays out a summary of the seven different methods that have arisen out of
this historical context on how to interpret Messianic propRégirst, the historical fulfillment
position, held by Anthony Collins, many critical scholars and medieval and modern Jewish
scholars, holds that the Old Testament has no Messianic prophecy at all and that everything
spoken of in the Old Testament must taeed to historical figure¥.Second, the dual
fulfillment view, held by Sherlock and many modern Evangelical and Roman Catholics,
someti mes also called the ASensus Plenioro vi
have held a second meaning inelthe human author. Thus, the human author spoke of
immediate fulfillments in his own time and the divine author knew that these prophecies would
also one day be fulfilled by the Messiah. Third, an offshoot of the dual fulfillment view is the
typical fuffillment view, held by Aage Bentzen, that asserts that the literal meaning of the
prophecy is a historical figure in the Old Testament, but that figure then becomes a type that
Jesus then fulfills in the New Testament.

Fourth, the progressive fulfillmertew, held by Willis Beecher and Walter Kaiser, holds

that AThe biblical prophecy was given in seed
until it cul mi A®&iftthetle relecturetfulfiémentdesvsheldbly R.E. Clements
and P.D. Wegner, holdshat the | iteral prophecies refer t

day. Then, prophecies werenead later (LXX translators, New Testament authors)

“Rydelnik, Alnterp88etive Approacheso, 83

35 For example, Messianic Psalms would only refer to a historical David, etc. This view would hold that
both Immanuel and the Safing Servant must have been individuals alive in the time of the author.

%Rydelni k, Alnterpretive Approacheso, 86.
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in new ways so they have new meanings. The ne
with a messianic senséSixth, the midrash or pesher fulfillment view, held by R.L. Longnecker
and Donald Juel, holds that, AThe OT propheci
in the prophetsdé own days. Tchoedmgtothche NT i nter
intertestamental Jewish method called midrash or pesher. The NT cited these ancient passages in
creative ways to show thei¥® fulfillment in co

Finally, Rydelnik breaks the direct fulfillment view into two approachég T
Dogmatic/confession approach, held by Hengstenberg, makes the New Testament the final
authority on Messianic prophecy and does not worry about the original audience or context. The
compositional/canonical approach, held by Sailhamer and William Horboids that the
original authors had a messianic intention and that when the Old Testament was canonically
shaped, it pointed toward a messianic interpretation. Rydelnik himself agrees with this final
position, arguing t ha trystrafedidsand €monieat cor di ng t o
shape will yield a clear messianic intent, with far more direct messianic prediction than is
c o mmo n | ¥ This & the position taken in this dissertation.

Divine Incomparibility/Polemic Research in Isaiah

Labuschagne The Incomparability of Yahweh in the Old Testament

Perhaps the most influenti al book in the a
Ol d Testament , iThe InCamparabilityaobYatsvehhretlge Ol Destament

published in 1966 but still cited heavily to this day. Labuschagne identified Isaiah28):15

SRydelni k, Alnterpretive Approacheso, 86.
38 |bid, 87.

3% |bid, 89. This interpretive issue will become very important in chapter four of the dissertation when
Messianic prophecy in Isaiah is addressed.
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which focused on Goddés creative activity, as
order to convince them that Yahweh cannot be compared withitigs they regarded as gods.

In his arguments the prophet never gave a thought to the possibility that the heathen gods might

be Acreatorso, on the contrary he mer*®ly emph
Hudson, addressed earlier,tookmoch Labuschagneds work -48n God a

and built upon it.

However, Labuschagne addressed two other areas of Isaiah that Hudson did not address,
Yahweh against the i1 dols and Yahwehds work in

Deuterolsaiah spent considerable time arguing that Yahweh was greater than any idol. He

wrote, AThe primary object is to compare Yahw
on a | evel with Agodso of wood, ysniguever and go
BeingéBecause the people in the pagan environ

the many gods, on a level with the idols, Deutssiah was convinced that it was essential
emphatically to stress the incomparability of YahwWebabushagne clearly believed and

argued that Deutertsaiah was specifically arguing that Yahweh was greater than other gods.

Second, Labuschagne also argued an important point that Yahweh was unique and
i ncompar abl e because of Itidimportamtdanbte thahin dpitesft or vy .
the emphasis | aid on Yahwehoés creative activi
out standing aspect associated with Yahwehos i

referred to ahtwebbtsrgcandity vs. 26, by wusin

40 C.J. Labuschagn@he Incomparability of YHWH in the Old Testamgmtiden: Brill, 1966), 111.
41 |bid, 74. He does not see a problem in comparing YHWH to idols because the ancient mind would have

no other way of comparing YHWH to other deities without involving idols in some manner, as YHWH was the only
God of the ancient world that was not representedhbyesorm of idol or symbol.
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mi ght o and Astrong in power o, he obviously hi
hi s t*dHe grgued that Yahweh was not simply a God that was the creator, like a deist view,

but dso was a God that was involved in His creation. Therefore, Labuschagne laid a foundation

that this dissertation will build on in both chapters one with creation and chapter two with

Yahwehoés interaction in history.

John Currid - Against the Gods

John Cur i d 6 sAganstrthie Godpublished in 2013, is an incredibly important work
in understanding how polemical writing works, both in the Old Testament and in the ANE at
|l arge. Currid defines polemical thbhtéoimegy as,
and stories that were common in ancient Near Eastern culture, while filling them with radically
new meanind?® Thus, the Biblical writers would take stories or concepts in their own culture and
change them to refl ect QGuail sta¢eh thas theporposerof and dom
pol emical theology is to ADemonstrate emphat.
worl dview of the Hebrews and the*“WkilliefGumramnidd
work largely focused on examples of polemics in the Pentateuch, his definitions and purposes are

very helpful in understanding what the book of Isaiah does with polemics.

42 LabuschagneThe Incomparabilityl112. Interesting, he does not specifically address the various ways in
which Yahweh interacts within history within the book of Isaiah itself, which is specifically what chapter two of this
dissertation will address.

43 John D. CurridAgainst the Gods: The Polemical Theology of the Old TestaiWéeaton: Crossway,
2013), loc. 394. It is not that the Old Testament authors were copying blinding the stories of their neighbors and
using them atheir own, but instead were taking familiar concepts and ideas already present in the culture of their
day and changing their meaning to make them useful in describing Yahweh or denouncing the pagan gods.

44 Currid, Against the Godspc. 394. Polemics wereffective because they were combative to the pagan
gods and their concepts. They argued that Yahweh, not the pagan gods, had the power to create, the ability to deliver
etc. Many times they were used to show that Yahweh held the very strength ofahelpdigs, such as when
Elijah showed that Yahweh, not Baal, was the God who could call down fire from heaven, which was supposedly
Baal 6s strengt h.
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Robert Chishom-A To Whom Shall You Compare Me?0

Robert Chipsholimébs Whom Shall You Compare Me
Theol ogi cal Society convention in 1994, | ays
incomparability in the second half of the boo

OT peiod Yahweh was active in the world and demonstrated his incomparability in tangible and
incontrovertible ways. In the process the pagan gods were revealed to be impotent, unworthy of
devotion, and incapabl e “ihisidebtalishedtinitne bookyoh h we h 6 s
| sai ah when the author and Yahweh satirically
their nations. Second, Chisholm argued that,
tolerated no rivals. He was unwilling to sharedniis or y wi t h any ot her fAgod:
word fApluralismodo does not exist in the divine
was antit het Thasbecdmes apyparaniin teerbook of Isaiah as Yahweh shows

that He is supéor to anything else in the created order.

Finally, Chisholm argued, #fAY arévelaidn, basto met i me
such contextualization had a polemical design and rode on the back of a clearly articulated
demand for exclusive allegiance. @extualization compelled one toward exclusivism; it did not
promot e s*%Thus,rCkighalns arguan that Yahweh would use the culture at times to
interact with the world, but this does not mean that He was succumbing to the fallen nature of the

world and instead at times uses this polemically to argue for His superiority over creation.

“Robert Chisholm Jr., A'To Whom Shall You Compare N
Babylonianto-Gods i n Prophetic Literatured (paper presented ¢
Theological Society, Lisle, IL, November-1IB, 1994), 9.

48 Ibid, 9.

Chisholm Jr ., i' To Whomo, 10.
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Chisholm laid solid groundwork on how the book of Isaiah, specifically chaptes§,4fses

these strategies to develop thepowert heol ogi cal

Eugene Merrill-A | s ai-ZbhsAMtiBa byl oni an Pol emi co

Eugene Merrill, in &hasAntB dlxy leo reinarn tR celde mil s
published byGrace Theological Journah 1987, similarly to Chisholm argues that Isaiakb%0
is full of polemic theology, mainly aimed at the gods of Babylon. In the article, Merrill traces the
history of polemic, arguing that Isaiah-88 may be one of the first detailed polemics in the
and ent wor |l d. He wrot e, AThe only nonbiblical
the ancient near east are a dozen or so Sumerian and Akkadian disputations of a fabulous
natureéOne may say, t hen, -3Shlhrgnatetirmisgacltesal, oo f p ol

at | east, not in Mesopotamia. O

After establishing a history of polemics, Merrill then argued that the major reason why
the book of Isaiah has such an emphasis is to show the future exiles that their God Yahweh is
stronger than the Babylonian gods even though they have been defeated in combat. Merrill
writes, Adlt is a shifting of the contest from
demonstrating forensically t hredessafyafdritheahtosees t he
both the bankruptcy of pagan life and instituti@specially as manifest in the gods and cult and,
by contrast, the incomparability of their God and his historical and eschatological purposes for
t h e‘Thus, Merrill establiskes a strong foundational reason why the book of Isaiah would use

these polemical attacks decades in advance; Yahweh is attempting to prepare the Israelite

““Eugene Mer r-bdabAnti-Bial bsyal i oanhi a4@@rade dHeaagicatJpuinad, no. 1 (1987):

®Merril | ,-55f@dAntBiadlyl 4hi an Pol emic, o 3.
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mindset so that when they are defeated by the Babylonians, which Yahweh allows, they will
understandhat Yahweh is still the Lord and will not turn away from Him and shift their

allegiance to the Babylonian deities.

John Oswalt Isaiah 4066
Il n John Oswaltds commentary on | saiah he h
very important in this disession. Oswalt argues that the argument presented in Isa#&hid0

that Yahweh is God because He can predict the future. Oswalt writes,

Isaiah claims that the evidence for the uniqueness of God, that he is the sole creator, rests

on his ability to predit novel turns of history in advance, an ability the idols and their
technicians do not have...The shape of the present book and the absence of any authorial
identification except that of Isaiah ben Amoz lead me to believe that these predictions

had been made far in advance of the events, and that their eventual confirmation would

be the crowning evidence that |srael és God
One must either accept the evidence as given and adopt the conclusion, or else admit that
the evidence has been tampered with and deny the conclusion. One cannot accept the
conclusion while denying the evidente.

Thus, Oswalt makes it clear that i f one takes
outcome but to accept that the authblsaiah 4048 believed that Yahweh could and did predict

the future and that this offered direct evidence that Yahweh is the trug God.

50 John N. OswaltThe Book of Isaiah: 466, The New International Commentary On the Old Testament
(Grand RapidsEerdmans, 1998), 192.

51 The only way around this is to argue that Isaiah is not the author of the second half of the book and that
someone else wrote the book after the fact and pretended to predict the future. However, as will be addressed under
the upconng authorship section, this creates major interpretive problems for the New Testament and essentially
makes the author of Isaiah-86 into a deceiver if he is only pretending that God is predicting the future when the
events have already occurred.
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Apologetic/ Methodological Research
Siegbert Riecker The Old Testament Basis of Christian Apologetics
A new work, published in 2019 by Siegbert Riecker entitled Old Testament Basis of
Christian Apologeticsis very unique in that it is one of the few books that looks at apologetics
from an Old Testaent perspective. While the book is brief, 92 pages, Riecker does effectively

make the argument that the Old Testament has been completely overlooked in the area of

apol ogetics. For example, he writes, #Aln the

rarely considered when apologists | ook fo

r a

Christian apologetics uswvially start with the

Il n Rieckerdés chapter on what he calls
ways in which the prophets create apologetic arguments: creation, figural depictions of gods,
prophecy, moral offenses by the representatives and judgment on foreighi sdssurvey, the
book does an excellent job at introducing many of these concepts. Hothewseakness of the
book is its brevity. Riecker only gives brief overviews of each of these conceptsfesth
passages as examples, but does not go in depth on how these are used or give any type of
exposition on any of the passages. The book is highly useful in introducing that the Old
Testament does use apologetics, but ultimately needs to be expandepasglynwvith exegesis

and comprehensiveness in each of these ideas presented.

52 Sieggbert RieckerThe Old Testament Basis of Christian Apologediiasgene: Wipf and Stock, 2019),
Xiii -xiv.

53 1bid, 50-59.
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Gerhard von Rad Old Testament Theology Volume Two
Ger hard von Ra ®Ofl $estanzest TheaologyiViolume dwaklished in
1960 and brought to English in 1965, haseyymportant section in terms of research for this
dissertation. While von Rad assumed the existence of Deutero and Trito Isaiah, he did briefly
look at the unique impact of Deutelgaiah as a prophetic apologist for Yahweh in a way that
was unique? For example, von Rad asserts that Deudseiah was the first of the prophets to
use creation as an argument for Yahweho6s abil

message. He wrote

Very surprisingly however, there is still another tradition in Deutsaiah, now upon

which no previous prophet had called. It deals with the creation of the world by Jahweh.
Because Jahweh had the power to subdue chaos, appeal could also be made to him to
help his people in times of tribulation in the historical realng} because Jahweh created

the ends of the earth, the message which he is now sending to Israel is also
trustworthyeéfor him creation is the first
remarkable witness to his will to save.

Thus, von Rad understodigat Isaiah 4665 used creation as one of the justifications for trusting

Yahwehodés actions and interventi on.

Von Rad also sees Deutdros ai ah as a prophetic apol ogi st
theological aspect of history has much more practicalagin he uses it for apologetic
purposes, to counter the anxiety that in the long run the Babylonian gods may prove to be more
power ful t°Healsoadiiesses the idea that Deutsaiah used proof from

prophecy as apologetic argumentsfaa ¥ we hés power and used the id

>4 While this dissertation disagrees with the position the existence of a Désa&b that wrote Isaiah 40
55, the ideas that von Radesents can still be viewed as important even if one attributes them to First Isaiah in the
8™ century.

55 Gerhard von Rad)ld Testament Theologirans. D.M.G. Stalker (Peabody: Prince Press, 2005), 2:240.

56 1bid, 2:242.
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predict as a negative argument for their inherent weakh@$mrefore, while von Rad does falll

into the critical viewpoint of Deuteftsaiah, which ultimately greatly weakens the apologetic
ability of the prophet, he did recognize, albeit briefly, some of the major apologetic emphasis
found in Isaiah 465 that will be expounded upon in a much greater focus in the later sections of

this dissertation.

Douglas Scott Is Jesus of Nazareth thBredicted Messiah?
A recent dissertation by Douglas Scott, 20
Nazareth the Predicted Messiah? A Historiealdential Approach to Specific Old Testament
Messianic Prophecies and Their New Testarkent] f i | | ment so0 i s al so ver.y
several important reasons. First, Scott, who attempts to use a minimal facts approach to
predictive Messianic prophecies, shows how incredibly difficult it is to use Old Testament
Messianic prophecies am apologetic manner. He lays out five shortcomings that appear in this
process: (1) approaching the topic uncritically, (2) presupposing some form of divine inspiration,
(3) offering sparse historical evidence, (4) providing little interaction with tedtfieulties or
historical context (i.e., both OT and NT contexts), and (5) offering little interaction with the
objections of critical scholarshijd These objections tend to be the reason that critics reject

prophecy as evidence.

Scott shows that thHeardest part of using Old Testament prophecies apologetically is
dating books and showing that the prediction was actually a prediction and not made after the

fact . For example, one of Scottbds six Etriter:i

57von Rad,0ld Testament Theolog:248.

®Douglas Scott, dls Jesus of NaBvdent@tApproach® Predi ct ed
Speci fic Old Testament Messianic Prophecies and Their |
University, 2017), 7472.
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the fulfillment. There should be no valid reason to suspect that the event occurréiteafter

f a &°hisdmakes finding fulfillment of any Old Testament prophecy that is fulfilled later in the

Old Testament basically impossible to prove critically heeahe earliest manuscripts currently

found cannot go back far enough historically to prove that any predictions were made in
advance. Thus, while Scottds dissertation doe
insight into the difficultiesf using prophecies in apologetics and impacted the direction taken in

the methodology of this dissertatiéh.

Jonathan Kirsch- God Against the Gods

While the focus of this dissertation is on the positive side that the book of Isaiah plays in
promotingYahweh apologetically as the true God greater than the false gods of idolatry and
polytheism, not all authors have seen the book of Isaiah, the prophets, or even the Old Testament
at large in this manner. Jonathan Kirsch, in his waokl Against the Gogsakes an argument
in the exact opposite of what this dissertation asserts. He puts forth a major point of contention in
his work by arguing that the God of the Old Testament is not greater than the gods of
polytheism, but instead was a failure. He wrifesSf he unmenti oned but unmi s
these and many other biblical passages is that Yahweh, no less than Aton, is a failure. The God
of Israel is rejected by the majority of the Israelites, the very people whom he has

chosenérepeatgdbhpwpdotveoubhedl! biisldaoguegthaif anci en

¥Scott, Ails Jesus, 0 37.

60 This dissertation takes a much different approach than Scott or a Josh McDowell. They attempt to use
Old Testament prophecies to prove Jesus as Messiah or New Testament events. This dissertation instead is merely
showing howthebdo of | saiah used apologetics. Also, whereas Sc
prove prophecies to critical scholars, this dissertations approach is not aimed at accomplishing that task.

61 Jonathan KirschGGod Against the God®New York: Penguin Books, 2004), 33.
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polytheism was a much more natural, better and more tolerant religious system than monotheism

and that Israel rejected Yahweh because polytheism was a better system than monotheism.

Kirsch makes this argument through three major points, all which have serious problems
that he either downplays significantly, uses false comparisons or ignores completely. First,
Kirschds main argument that he uses against t
overdramatized the negative aspects of idolatry and paganism in the ANE and that polytheism
was not nearly as bad as what the prophets claimed it was in the Old Testament. For example, he
argues that human sacrifice, something that the Old Testamenefwapindemned strongly and
stated was common in pagan religion, was not something that was tolerated in paganism in a
meaningful manner. In describing the myth of Agamemnon and comparing it to the story of
Abraham, he writes, 0 Bacdficewsgstaleady in deglieesnttte t hat h
GreccRoman wor | d i n®Heiuses thisiniyth o tryt to shawithat paganism also
did not accept human sacrifice in the same manner that the Old Testament prophets argued.
However, the myth that he ded®s is from the GreeRoman era, which is over a thousand
years after the time of Abraham. One cannot compare two stories over a thousand years apart
and then state that the two systems believed in equal ideas. He consistently does this throughout

the bod in making similar arguments.

Second, Kirsch argues that archaeological evidence in Israel shows that many Israelites
worshiped Asherah as a divine wife figure for Yahweh and that other pagan deities have also
been found in the nation. He seems to thine this is a definitive proof that monotheism failed

in Israel and that the Bible tried to downplay or even hide this idea and promote monotheism.

62 Kirsch, God Against the Gog54.
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However, the Bible itself constantly admits that the Israelites kept falling away and worshiping

other godsindeed, it makes no attempt to try to hide this, but instead is one of the major

concerns of much of the Old Testament, such as the book of Judges and much of the prophets.
Therefore, Kirchds argument | osedgheiextef surpri s
Scripture and understands that the Bible does not try to hide the fact that the Israelites did

struggle with polytheisrf?

Finally, Kirschds major thrust is that pol
monotheism and that it should thiene be viewed as a much more acceptable form of religious
belief. He makes statements about the great tolerance of the ancient polytheistic worldview, such
as stating, fAThe cor e val uaemamndrwomangneanciem was r
Rome wast liberty to offer worship to whatever god or goddess seemed most likely to grant a
pr ayer f uMHoweeeq whersattually looking at the historical data, this seems more like
a naive utopian pipedream than anything actually practiced in the amoidtt Wars were
regularly fought to show the dominance of one
victory, nations would either take the conquered nations idols from their temples or simply

destroy them to show that their godds were su

Even Kirschés model nation, Rome, was not
Rome itself was guilty of major persecutions against Christianity. Kirsch even has to admit this,

but tries to play it off as merely a stubbornness on the part @fthstians and not the fault of

63 One could even argue that, based upon the text of Scripture, it would be more detrimental to the
historicity of the Old Testament if archaeology never found any other pagan deities withardbes of Israel. The
Bible clearly endorses monotheism and the worshipafhthas the one unique God, but never tries to hide that
the Jews did not always understand or accept this idea.

64 Kirsch, God Againsthe Gods7.
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t he Roman persecutors that he identifies as t
Kirsch writes, fiSometi mes the pagan magi str at
gesture of compromise in ordertoysa t h e i r % FonmKirscH, failure te compromise

oneds religious beliefs is the problem, not t
compl ete intolerance to other religious ideas
provocative and seemingly a hammer against the positive message ofQhdsian

monotheism in favor of polytheism, offers little in actuality that would destroy the foundation of

the unigueness of Yahweh in the Old Testament in relation to the pagan neighbretsyas

systems that surrounded the nation of Israel.

Chatraw and Allen- Apologetics at the Cross

A recent work in the field of apologetics that is important to this research is Joshua
Chatr aw andApdagetics atthelCess:0Aa Introductifor Christian Witness
published in 2018. While the majority of books on Christian apologetics begin with either the
New Testament 6s example of apologetics or go

briefly go back to the Old TestameéfitSpecifcally in relation to Isaiah, they argue that Isaiah 41

and other passages show that Godbdés deliveranc
state, Aln the Ol d Testament, Goddés acts of p
deitesancan ar gument f or t he¥Theeeryekidtepce ofisragldsa | i vi ng

nation, through all the struggles that they had been through, was an apologetic that Yahweh was

85 Kirsch, God Againsthe Gods16.

66 For example, Avery Dulles weknown workA History of Apologeticbegins with the New Testament
concept of apologetics and never mentions how apologetics was used in an Old Testament concept.

67 Joshua Chatraw and Mark Alleipologeticsat the Cross: An Introduction for Christian Witné¢&rand
Rapids: Zondervan, 2018), 37.
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faithful and was a strong enough deity to protect His people. Thegrgse that Yahweh did
not show favoritism toward Israel simply because He was their God, but also in order to reach

the nations by using Israel as His representative or mouttfiece.

Another area that Chatraw and Allen address that isinBuential in this subject is the
area of polemics in the Ol d Testament. They w
guestion was not whether or not a god or gods existed, but which god was true. For this reason,
Old Testament prophets often ewyzd polemics against false gods. Much of the Old Testament
was written in defense of the tr*uTkere®od and ag
significant aspects of the book of Isaiah that fall under this category of polemic and therefore this
ideai s significant. While Chatraw and All ends w:
apologetic works that addresses the use of apologetics in the Old Testament and is therefore

important in this studyP

Need for the Current Study
As can be seeirough the survey of research, there is a research gap in the study of how
the book of Isaiah itself presents its apologetic argument for both the existence and superiority of
Yahweh. While work has been done on sporadic elements of this overall sttidgssaork on
creationism in Isaiah and some of the polemic elements of Isaiah, no one to this point has created

an overarching study of all of the apologetic elements and arguments presented in the book.

58 Chatraw and AllenApologetics at the Cros85.
5 bid, 34.

“While much has been written on Old Testament apologetics, in defending the God of the Old Testament
and His actions, such & God a Moral Monsteby Paul Copan, there has been very little written recently
specifically to address how the writers of thiel ®estament used apologetics in their own ministry, both for their
own audience and for future generations.
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Therefore, this dissertation will serve as a corhensive study of how the book of Isaiah used

apologetical arguments in various ways to argue that Yahweh was the one true God.

Research Questions
The main questions that then need to be answered in this dissertation are first, did Isaiah
use apologetics his defense of Yahweh, and second, if so, then how did Isaiah use apologetics

in his ministry?

Thesis Statement
| sai ah used apologetics in three distinct
(Past), Yahwehos di viJudeh (presentgand/Yamwveh as the controllest e | i v
of the future (Immediate, exilic, Messianic and eschatological) to argue that Yahweh was the one
true God, unique and superior to all other pagan deities, to both his contemporary audience and

to future generains.

Key Definitions/Concepts
Definition and Purpose of Apologetics
Apologetics is both ancient and contemporary in its emphasis on identifying both the God
of the Bible as the true God as well as Jesus Christ as the Messianic Sor/ bi\Gdd.
scholars may disagree on a proper methodology for apologetics, most scholars generally agree on

adefinition?For exampl e, Norm Geisler defined apol o

" The word apologetics comes from the Greek wapdlogia,defined as giving a reason or defense, used
in 1 Peter 3:15.

"2t is hard to put thedwok of Isaiah in a specific apologetic category because these categories are foreign
to the author. If someone today asked Isaiah if he was an evidential, presuppositional or classical apologist, he
would not understand the modern distinctions. He seeteamcto a more classical approach, but other methods
could be argued.
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a rational defense of the Christian faith whether tiadlenges comes from inside or outside the

chur®h.ewen B. Cowan defines apologetics as, 0
charges of f al sehood /*Chamaw and Allensdefiaenapojogeticeas, ¢ r e d u
iThe prachgcanoappéfkbrand a déSTesdssertaioowill t he C

use Chatraw and Allends definition as it spec

and negative apol ogetics, Adef enseo.

The purpose of apologetics is then derifredn its definition; apologetics aims to both
defend the existence of God and persuade individuals to believe in that God. The book of Isaiah
does not necessarily spend significant time defending the existence of Yahweh because during its
time, every culire believed in gods of somnsert Therefore, the book of Isaiah did not have to
spend significantime arguing the existence of God. However, because every culture had their
own gods, the book of Isaiah had to spend significant time in addressing wthehgoids was
the correct and most powerful God and which of the gods was worthy of worship. This
dissertation argues that it accomplishes that apologetic task through the threefold approach of

creation, divine intervention and predictive prophecy.

Roleof the Prophet
Much has been written on the role of the prophets and what purpose they served in both
the Ancient Near Easind in ancient Israel. While in other cultures they were viewed as

predictors of the future that leaders would ask for divine esdcbm the gods, the Hebrew

BGeisler, AWhat is Apologetics and Why Do We Need |
apologetics can serve as both offensive, proving the existence of God and therChaithtiand defensive,
defending Christianity from attacks by skeptics but not specifically in the definition like Chatraw and Allen.

“Steven B. Cowa nFiveKiews On Apaogeati¢SrandnRapids: Zandervan, 2000), 8.

S Chatraw and AllenApologetics 17.
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prophets were so much more. Richard Patterson in addressing one of the biggest challenges in

interpreting prophetic |iterature wrote, fAPro
the future that must somehowbededed 6 but instead is primarily
reveal ed wil |l 7® This svas nanto argue agdinatshke existancedof predictions in

prophetic literature, as many critics assert, but instead Patterson wanted to show that the majority
of prophetic literature was forthtelling instead of foretelling, which is the popular idea

surrounding prophetic literaturg.

Indeed, J. Carl Laney has argued that the prophets not only predicted the future, but also
served as divinely appointed preachers and were messengers and official representatives of
Yahweh in the administration of Hiswenant with IsraeffThey served as Yahweh
lawyers who tried to hold the nation accountable and would call for judgment on the nation when
they failed to live up to their covenantal stipulations. Walter Brueggemann delineates three
methods of pophetic speech in the Old Testament prophetic literature: 1) lawsuit speech in
which I srael ds actions have created an aliena
which, after the sins of the nation have been recounted the prophet commandsrdpantto
and finally 3) oracles of promise in which, i

limits of the conditional covenant of Moses in order to assert the unconditionally positive resolve

Richard Patter son, i @CanpldtelLitcrasy @aideto the Bilped. hetandy , 0 i n
Ryken and Tremper Longman Il (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1993), 308.

"1t is clear in the text of the prophets that they believed they, through the words of YHWH, were making
predictions about the future. Hengst dalidvedthg Scriptugehot f ul | y
contain genuine predictions,agident from the passages in their writings already referred to, as wells as from a
great number of others to bEWMHengsteabertgbristologyobtheecDti i n t he p
Testamen(1847; repr., Grand Rapids: Kregel, 1970), 10.

®JCarl Laney, fAThe Role of t he BiBiottegaltactds8s8 (1981): God' s Ca
319.
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of Y a P Whe propbet then functions as the caogs for the nation, calling them back to
repentance when they strayed from the Mosaic Covenant. Thus, the role of the prophet serves as

a preacher, covenant lawyer and future predictor.

One issue that has arisen since the rise of German criticism isewnlie® prophets could
have served as covenant lawyers if the book of Deuteronomy had yet to be written. For example,
Julius Wellhausen argued in his landmark Prolegomena to the History of Israel (1883) that the
prophets antedated the law codes and thereould not have discharged the function assigned
to them by the tradition. On the contrary, it was the ethical and spiritual religion of the prophets
that made the law codes possifi&éhus, for Wellhausen, the prophets came prior to the Law
and theirstandard was the very concept that created the Law much later. This would eliminate
the major role of the prophet as covenant lawyer as there would be no law code for them to judge
by. However, it seems clear in the text of the prophets that there axascade in Israel
established in the Mosaic Covenant that was

conduct?

Authorship of Isaiaft
One of the most difficult and controversial issues in Old Testament studies is the issue of
authorship and thedok of Isaiah is not immune to these inquiries. Indeed, the standard critical

view on authorship is that the prophet Isaiah only wrote the first half of the book (chap8rs 1

7 Walter BrueggemaniT,heology of the Old TestamédMinneapolis: Fortress Press, 1997), &3

80 Joseph Blenkinsopi History of Prophecy itsrael, Revised and Enlarged. (Louisville: John Knox
Press, 1996), 145.

81 Even if one did not agree with Mosaic authorship to the Pentateuch, there still could have been a law
code established well before the time of the writing prophets, which begardaie & century.

82 The introduction will give a brief overview of the position taken in this dissertation on Isaiah authorship.
For a more comprehensive study of the various positions and arguments, see Appendix A.
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a second author, called Deutdsaiah, wrote chapters 45 and a third aut, Trito-Isaiah,

wrote chapters 566. However, there is much debate on these chapters as well, with many Isaiah
scholars calling into question much of IsaiaB9and asserting that there may be even more

than three authofS.The two major arguments used to argue for multiple authors are thiit an 8
century Isaiah could not have known some of the details found in the second half of the book,
such as the Cyrus prophecy, and that the wording/writing style of the second halbobk

looks very different from the first half of the book and therefore must be from a different

author®*

While there certainly are arguments that can be made against Isaianic authorship, there
are also strong arguments to be made in favor of hotditige traditional view that Isaiah is the
author of the entire book. While many arguments can be brought forth, the two strongest
arguments are the New Testament witness and the historical evidence of Isaiah authorship. First,
the New Testament authorgho were under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, identified Isaiah

as the author of a specific passage on twenty different occurrences, as seen in the table below.

83 Richard Schultz argues that someict i cal schol ars have put forth so n
Isaiah content is barely a few hundred verBes.c har d Schul tz, HfAHearing the Major
but You He arHedkmgthe Ola Testament: Listening for Goflddressed. Craig G. Bartholomew
and David J.H. Beldman (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2012), loc-3973

84 Sometimes conservative scholars only assert that critical scholars use thauthaltisolely because of
the Cyrus prediction. For example, Andr®ma v i s  Wwrejdcttthe anfisup@rnatural bias of scholars who must
have a fAiSecond | saiaho (or even a fAThird | saiaho) beca
| srael ds deliverer more than a;45:218} BiblepeliebirgfClaistanshi s par e
have no such problem. We know t Watew @& ®avis@hastCestggamik en t hr o
Exposition Commentary: Exalting Jesus in Isajillashville: B&H Publishing, 2017), loc. 423. While tlisfense
of Godds Word is powerful, it also ignoresautsoome of t he
position, which are discussed in Appendix A, and makes it seem like the critics ar8e only concerned with predictive
prophecy. While thissi certainly one of if not the major issue critics have with%oehtury prophet, it is a bit
disingenuous to only attribute that argument to their position.
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Passages in the New Testament that Specifically Both Quote and Identify Isaiah
Passage in Isaiah New Testament Passage
16 Different Identifications 20 Different Quotations
Isaiah 1:9 Romans 9:29
Isaiah 6:910 Matthew 13:1415, Acts 28:287
Isaiah 6:10 John 12:3%0
Isaiah 9:12 Matthew 4:1415
Isaiah 10:223 Romans 9:2-:28
Isaiah 11:10 Romans 15:12
Isaiah 29:13 Matthew 15:79, Mark 7:67
Isaiah 40:3 Matthew 3:3, Mark 1.3
Isaiah 40:35 Luke 3:46
Isaiah 42:13 Matthew 12:1721
Isaiah 42:7 Matthew 4:16
Isaiah 53:1 John 12:38, Romans 10:16
Isaiah 53:4 Matthew 8:17
Isaiah 53:78 Acts 8:2830, 3233
Isaiah 61:12 Luke 4:1719
Isaiah 65:1 Romans 10:20

Three points can be argued from this table. First, each of these passages from Isaiah are

not simply quoted in the New Testament, but the New Testament authorgcapigdifentify
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them as coming from the prophet IsafalSecond, this issue impacts a significant portion of the

New Testament, as all four gospels, the book of Acts and the epistle of Romans all present Isaiah
the prophet as the author of the book ofdkalf Isaiah is not the author of the book, then it

creates a serious credibility problem for the New Testament authors. Finally, perhaps the most
important point from the chart is that all three sections of the book of Isaiah are identified as
being writen by Isaiah on multiple occurrences in the New Testament, including nine times for
40-55 and twice for 5®6. Therefore, the New Testament not only does not know about a

different author for Isaiah outside of th® @&ntury prophet, but also assertswanty occasions

that Isaiah is the author of the work.

Second, historically the book of Isaiah has almost unanimously been attributed to the
prophet Isaiah until the 1700s. As seen, the New Testament viewed Isaiah as the author of the
entire book. Judam, outside of two rabbis, believed that Isaiah was the author of the entire
book?8® All of the church fathers believed that Isaiah was the author of the entire book. All of the
Catholic theologians prior to 1700 believed that Isaiah was the author of the entire book. All of

the Reformers viewed Isaiah as the author of the entire bostaridally, there is no concrete

8 There are three arguments one could present against this argument. First, critics wilhsjuelhat
the New Testament authors were men of their time and just did not know that Isaiah was not the author of the whole
book. One major issue with this position is that Jesus Himself asserts Isaiah authorship. Second, critics argue that the
New Tesament authors is simply quoting the book of Isaiah and not Isaiah himself, but this becomes a challenge
because several passages specifically say the prophet Isaiah and not the book of Isaiah. Some argue that they are
making |literary hrtghuanemrtsp leebtouta dilpraé ssent ed i n the text
others argue that the other authors were prophets that were also named Isaiah, such as Ben Witherington Il who
asserts that the other | s aasaellafteatss glarsifathddeh Witheriggtom ndson, n
I, Isaiah Old and New: Exegesis, Intertexuality, and Hermene(Ngmeapolis: Fortress Press, 2017), 451.

86 For example, Sirach 48:125 described Isaiah as a prophet that predicted future events. Josephus, in

Antiquities of the Jews Book XI, stated that Cyrus had read Isaiab 44d identified Isaiah the prophet as the
author that section, which occurred in the second half of the book.
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evidence that any part of the book ever existed without the othefpHnexefore, there is a

strong tradition and strong evidence that Isaiah is the author of the entire book.

Authorship becomessignificant issue for the focus of this dissertation because of the
significance of how the book of Isaiah uses prophecy in its apologetic for God. In chapters 40
48, the book argues that the audience can know that Yahweh is the true God because He and He
alone can predict the future and then the book uses the prediction of Cyrus as the major example
of how this is possible. If Isaiah is not the author and the author is much later, after Cyrus has
already conquered Babylon as many critics argue, then tine apologetic emphasis that the
book portrays is destroyed. Therefore, holding onto Isaiah authorship is incredibly significant for

the apologetic argument that the book itself pres¥nts.

Methodology

Limitations/Presuppositions
In conducting this digstation, three major limitations/presuppositions will be presented.
First, the dissertation will assume that tHec8ntury prophet Isaiah was the author of the entire
book of Isaiah and that any prophecies given in the book were true prophecies ¢hgitvesmin

advance and not written by a different author after the fact. While it is true that a different author

87 John N. OswaltThe Book of Isaiah:-B9, The New International Commemy On the Old Testament
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1986), 18. As shown in Appendix A, both Christianity and Judaism were united that
Isaiah was the author of the entire book. Few before the 1700s even commented on the authorship because it was
assumed as €& For example, John Calvin did not even mention in his massive Isaiah commentary that there was a
different view on authorship during his time. It was not until Doederlein ({I722) and Eichhorn (1752327) that
anyone seriously questioned that Isakads the sole author.

88 Some, such as Brevard Childs and John Goldingay, attempt to bypass this problem by either arguing that
the different author was still writing prior to Cyrusb
that theGod could still be seen as telling the future because chapter thirteen had already predicted that Babylon
would fall. While these can still serve as a possibility and salvage the apologetic value to an extent, they do weaken
the overall apologeticvaluegt t he book places on these predictions an
150 years in advance or ten years in advance are both technically still prophecies, the first option is clearly a
stronger and more emphatic prediction than the seconghopti
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writing later but still in advance of the coming of Cyrus could technically argue that Deutero

| sai ah was stil/l a rogradict igsigrifioantly Weakeng¢hb dveralla b i | i t y
argument that the book portrays if the prediction is only mildly in advance, such as when Cyrus
became ruler of Persia, than the large gap of time, around 150 years, that the book itself portrays.
Both this ntroduction and Appendix A have argued that the traditional view that Isaiah was the
author of the entire book and that there are solid Biblical and academic arguments presented that

maintain this view as a legitimate position.

Second, while the New Tesnent serves as a significant work in the study of the Bible,
this dissertation will limit itself to the study of the book of Isaiah as portrayed in the Old
Testament except for the specific passages that are directly quoted in the New TéStamemt.
the focus will be on how the various passages would have been understood to the original
audience of Isaiah, which includes not only the people of his own time but also the audience that
the second half of the book was written to address during both bytoBan Exile and the

return®® While this will not greatly impact chaptetwo and tiree chapterfour will address how

89 This is an important point, as many times critics argue that Christians read the New Testament back into

the Ol d Testament and do not allow the Old Testament t
biblical studies has not alwapgen kind to the study of Christian doctrine. Deep in the mindset of every well

trained biblical scholar is the fear that his or her e:
lessthanhonest grappl i ng wiandawlliognespto let aneobjectivé enterprisesbé twistedn s e
into an act of speci al pl eading for onebés own religiou:
there is an additional danger lurking: the tendency to allow Christian pesitipns to run roughshod over the

literal sense of the scriptural text and in so doing i

to understand the passages in their original Old Testament context before looking at how threstdavert used
the materialGary AndersonChristian Doctrine and the Old Testament: Theology in the Service of Biblical
Exegesi¢Grand Ripids: Baker Academic, 2017), 1.

90 |saiah writes predictions and passages that impact those Jews that both wehtttredmpylonian

Exile and to those that returned. He was able to accomplish this through the use of predictive prophecy, which will
be addressed in chapter three.
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particular Messianic prophecies found in Isaiah were seen as fulfilled by Jesus in the New

Testament as well as how the book of Revelation portrays the fulfillment of Isaiah 65.

Third, the dissertation will also limit its apologetic emphasis to spatifibow the book
of Isaiah makes its apologetic argument and not necessarily how modern Christians can use the
same arguments. For example, the book of Isaiah uses the prediction that Cyrus will come as an
apologetic argument for Yahweh. However, it isamunore difficult for a modern reader to use
this same argument because of | imited access
prediction was made in advantelhere are several apologetic arguments used by Isaiah that
modern Christians castill use today, such as his argument from creation. The dissertation will
make these distinctions in the conclusion but regardless of what can be used by a contemporary
reader, the book of Isaiah itself can still make apologetic arguments during itsr@ato its

own audience and that is the focus of this dissertation.

Approach to Exegesis/Apologetic Significance
The dissertation will contain a fourfold approach to understanding each passage that is
discussed. First, the dissertation will look at epabsage exegetically, briefly addressing
historical and literary context when needed and then looking at the passage exegetically to
interpret the original meaning of the text and then theologically to understand how the passage
relates to the overall thiagical emphasis in the book of Isaiah. Research into the meaning of the
original language, historical background and literary functions will all be addressed when

necessary. The goal of this section is to understand the specific text and argumerisai.the

91 This occurs because a scroll of Isaiah has not been found to this point that predates the appearance of
Cyrus. Similar arguments have been used to downplay the use of Messianic prophecies in apologetics.
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Second, the dissertation will then look at the apologetic significance of each passage.
Each passage has been selected specifically because they are used in various manners
apologetically by the book. The goal of this section of interpretationusderstand both how
and why the passage is used by the book to convey its apologetic message/argument for Yahweh.
Third, at the end of each major section, creation, divine intervention and predictive prophecy, the
apologetic significance of each sectioill e addressed. For example, how and why does the
book of Isaiah view Yahweh asthe eat or ? How does | saiahds port
make an apologetic case for Yahweh? What rol e
apologetic argument?agh section will address how the various passages combine to make the
specific apologetic arguments from the book. Finally, the conclusion will summarize the various
apologetic arguments presented in the book and also address their significance artcbapplica

both in their original context and in a modern context.
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Chapter Two: Yahweh as Creator in the Book of Isaiah

The book of I saiah has as much i f not more
other book in the Old Testament, including Genésis.e r oot «fi-)&ppearsgtwenty e 0 (
one times in IsaiaP? Hudson points out that in Isaiah-86 verbs directlyeferring to the act of
creation appear over sixgight times. Creation terms appear once for every five verses. No
other portion of the Bible contains such a high concentration of creation terms as does tsaiah 40
5593 |saiah uses the idea of Yahweh asa&for as a foundational doctrine and argues that
because Yahweh is the Creator, then He is also the only true God. Isaiah makes the argument for
Yahwehoés creative power in several different
language,through decl| arati on of Yahwehoés creative pow

creative power of the idols and the pagan deities that they represent.

Yahweh as the Creator

Isaiah 27:1
In that day thé.orD with his hard and great and straswgord will punishLeviathan the

fleeing serpent,.eviathan the twisting serpent, and he will sllag dragon that is in the
sea.

Leviathan/ the Chaos of the Sea in the Ancient Near East
Isaiah 27:1 has been viewed by scholars as a creation verse because ofatsahent

Leviathan, which was viewed as an ancient creation chaos enemy that the gods had to defeat in

92 Richard HessThe Old Testament: A Historicalh@ological, and Critical IntroductiofGrand Rapids:
Baker Academic, 2016)0" ®&8bGur #0X1 ctoimpeag iisront, hdi book of
which have largely been regarded as the two books that have the most emphasis on Y#tev€heatorWhile
other terms can be used to describ@®& ¢medtsiavahwdnpls she
emphasis that Isaiah places on creation in the book.

®Hudson, fiCreation Theol ogy o 6 3afthr@ehof the mejor passages at i on
in this section to show how the book of Isaiah uses creation theology in its argument. These three passages give a
solid representation of the bookds wus@eatorf creation as
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order to become the head of the panthiédno hn Day writes, fAThe backagr
terminology is found in the Ancient Near Eastern mythology of therasmcy of the local deity

to active headship of the pantheon by defeating the power of &hapsesented by the dual

picture of the raging Sea or afearsomeDrégant t he creati on®Eof t he or
example, Baal, the Canaanite god, was abtiefeat the sea and rivefrdgmm/Nahagy;, banishing

them back to the sea and establishing Baal as the lord of thé%Eintrs, the defeat of

Leviathan or the chaos of the sea was seen in some Ancient Near Eastern theological circles as a

mandatory actionyothe gods to establish their dominance over the created %orld.

Jessica Lee has also argued a slightly different approach in looking at the defeat of the
sea. She argues that in Mesopotamian and Ugaritic traditions the defeat of the sea was linked to
kingship. The defeat of the sea monster and the chaos of the sea showed that the god who
defeated it was kingf Inherently, either position shows that this defeat of the sea/sea monster

established dominion over creation by the gods. Therefore, the question that then arises in the

% Whether Isaiah is using the term in this manner or in a different manner will be addressed in the
following section.

®John Day, fAGod and |Biliothexd Saadbs ([1998):1423ai ah 27: 1, 0

% 1bid, 428. Other examples of similar ideas ocdutraoughout theAncient Near Easteriiterature. A
similar motif occurs in Egypt, where Seth kills the snake deity Apophis. In Egypt, different creation myths sought to
elevate the cities in which they were held by giving a key role to the deitiestofnea@ation, kingship, and the
net herworl d: in Hermopolis, the Ogdoad (fAigroup of eigh
Memphis, Ptah the craftsman. In the Emma Elish, Marduk defeated Tiamat, a sea goddess in dragon form. David W.
Baker,Isaiah, ed. John H. Waltorzondervan lllustrated Bible Backgrounds Commen{&sand Rapids:
Zondervan, 2009), loc. 3957.

97 Paul House specifically argues that these usually are found in creation accounts as part of the process of
creation. Paul R-ouse lsaiah :27: A Mentor Commentar§Glasgow: Christian Focus Publications, 2019), 1:713.

%Jessica Lee, AThe Rhetorical and Theological Funct
Dallas Theological Seminary, 2013), 49.
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text is whether Isaiah is using similar terminology and replacing the pagan god&iwteh in

a polemic or if there is another interpretation of the text?

Interpretations of Leviathan in the Old Testament/Isaiah

One interpretative issue that arises in this discussion is that Isaiah is not the only Old
Testament author to use the idéa @haos/sea monster. Leviathan is mentioned also in Job 3:8;
41:1-32; Psalm 74:14; and 104:26. In Job 3:8 and Psalm 74:14, Leviathan appears as part of a
comment on Goddés power i PPEdware¥YoungarguesthhténJdbe av e n
41, Jobwas speaking of some type of literal crocodifeAlden agrees, arguing that an Egyptian
papyrus from ca. 1436c shows a crocodile with a rope to its j@&%Thus, there are various
ways in which Leviathan is used in the Old Testament. For this particular passage in Isaiah, the

two views presented are the symbolic view and the polemic view.

For centuries, scholars have argued that Leviathan was merelbalsyfrthe
neighboring nation of Israel. Gary Smith argues that Leviathan is a symbolic term for Assyria.
He writes, AAlthough the Israelites and the p
mythological beliefs concerning monsters that battle one andkigeimagery in this passage is
demythologized and functions as a symbolic metapharstrong nation. Since Isaiah does not

identify that political power, one can assume that his audience would have automatically

®Houselsaiah 227,71 3. Psalm 74 especially focuses on Yahweh
parted the oceans, created the heavenly bodies in the sky, formed the earth and even created the various seasons.
Defeating the Leviathan was seen in Psalms as a part af &adive process.

100 Edward YoungThe Book of Isaiah, Chapters-89, vol. 2 (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1969), 233.
Some have even tried to argue that it was referring to
unnecessary and spéative.

101 Robert L. AldenJob. The New American Commentary (Nashville: B&H, 1993), 401.
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connected it with the evil enemy of Jda at t h e t!P?dobn Dayfasysey that the) . 0
immediate referent is Babylon, but that Babylon typologically morphs into the figure of Satan

through progressive revelation in the book of Reveldffdle wr i t es, @Al sai ah he
mythic symlol of Leviathan, the Great Dragon, that Ancient Serpent, to refer to Satan, the great

and final enemy of Yahweh whom He will defeat in the eschaton. Isaiah, in anticipation of the
eschatological climax of the conflict between God and Satan, describedhbaemy of

Yahweh in the most potent and é&%plicit ter ms

Others have seen three nations as representatives in play because of the threefold nature
of the passage, usually picking Assyria, Babylonia and Egypt, the threpewpes of the
Ancient Near East®® Rashi argued that the nations were Assyria, Egypt and Tyre. Others have
seen the nations as the Ptolemies, the Seleucids and the Pdffhvansg argues that Isaiah

did not specify the nation(s) because it was alreadyvk to the original audience and therefore,

102 Gary V. SmithIsaiah 39, The New American Commentary (Nashville, B&H, 2007), 456.

Wpay, fAGod and Leviathano 4 Pdsitionand argues\atithe chaos al so t al
monster was always Satan, represented in the garden by the Serpent in Genesis 3 and represented by Leviathan
throughout much of t hS8uchahdndersesdingisceniirmed firtdlly in the Apbcalygbse o fi
John, in which the serpent, now Satan, is described as a great dragon (Rev 12: 9), the chaos creature par excellence.

We could therefore conclude that the serpent in Genesis 3 is a chaos creature based on its role in the story and other
supporting contex sJohin H. WaltonQld Testament Theology for Christians: From Ancient Context to Enduring
Belief(Downers Grove: IVP Academic, 2017), 211.

pay, fAGod and Leviathano, 435. The difficulty witHt
an enemyhat really had yet to be fleshed out in the Old Testament and Satan, while connected with the serpent in
Genesis 3, was not referred to as a dragon until Revelation 12. It could be that the serpent in Genesis 3 was viewed
as a type of Israelite version thie chaos creature in the creation account that was later identified as Satan as
progressive revelation continued to be revealed.

105 bid. While it is true that Yahweh defeated all three of these nations in different manners throughout the
Old Testament, it does not fit well with the language of the text itself.

106 John DayGod's Conflict with the Dragon and the Sea: Echoes of Canaanite iklyte Old
Testamen(New York: Cambridge University Press, 1985), 1dRimately, most scholars have given up on the
threefold approach since the discovery of Ugaritic texts that have shown the threefold form was a poetic device
referring to one idea.
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he did not have to name the nation(s). He wr o

as descriptive figures of speech to re¥fer t
While this argurnant does have its strengths, especially if the original audience knew of the
nation of which Isaiah was speaking, the weakness of this view is that if Isaiah was using this
terminology to refer to a nation/nation(s), then it is strange that he nevefigtktitem or that

he would have used terminology that was already familiar in the Ancient Near East with another

concept.

The strongest argument in favor of the representative nation approach is that Isaiah 30:7
uses a similar terniRahah as a name fordypt. Rahabcan be used at times with a similar
meaning to Leviathan in representing a great chaos sea monster, such as in Job 9:13, 26:12,
Psalm 89:10 and Isaiah 51:9, but also is used in this passage to represeHi®Eégpefore,
proponents of this view hold thheviathan in Isaiah 27 is being used IRahabin Isaiah 31.
However, the major distinction between Isaiah 31 and Isaiah 27 is that Egypt is mentioned by

name in chapter 31 and no nation is mentioned in chapter 27.

The second view, the polemic vieargues instead that Isaiah is using Ancient Near East
creation myths in a polemic manner to show that it is Yahweh and not the Ancient Near Eastern
gods that was the Creator. Gordon asserts that the Hebrews ascribed to Yahweh the cosmic
victory over thesame symbol of evil that the Canaanites had ascribed to Baal and Motyer argues

that Isaiah not infrequently used pagan mythological concepts illustratively without subscribing

07Young, The Book of Isaiah, Chapters-B9, 233236.

183, Randal |l O' BadniaeltustratédBiblé Ridlignaryed. ®had Brand (Nashville:
Holman Bible Publishers, 2003), 1362.
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to their truth!®® Oswalt argues that while the original audience would havediave been
familiar with the myth to understand its significance, Isaiah would not have used it if he knew
the audience was unfamiliar with it because it would lose its significah€aus, it seems likely
that what Isaiah is doing in the passage iematally using ideas already present in the culture
to show that Yahweh is the Creator of the world and not the other pagan deities that were

commonly associated with these creation myths.

The weakness of this position is that the passage appears tthawokgical and not
necessarily set in a creation contxtdowever, what Isaiah may be doing is showing that
because Yahweh is the Creator and has power over the forces of nature, He also has the power to
set everything right at the end of time. Indaé¥ahweh is the sole Creator and everything else
in the universe is a part of creation, then Yahweh alone has ultimate power and authority. Oswalt
writes, AThey knew a God who was in absolute
newpurposes as here, where I saiah, in need of stro
over sin, oppression, and death, seizes on the Leviathan story and makes it say something much

more profound t ha n'Therefore baiab shews théalanmeldasthee f or e . 0

WCyrus H. Gordon, il e vBibbcal Matifs::Orighyand Bransforodtiorddv i | , 06 i n
Alexander Altmann (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1968) A2 Motyer,The Prophecy of Isaiah: An
Introduction and Commentaowners Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1993), 201.

John Oswal of @ THlee DMpiglo n a n dTh®OEvangelical QuademygOmo.3 Fai t h, o
(1977): 167. If the people were constantly falling away to worship pagan idols, including Baal, then it makes sense
that they would be familiar with some of the mythical talehefggagan deities of the region.

11 The literary context of the passage occurs in a section of Isaiah, chap&#stat is widely called
fithe Apocalypse of Isaidh because of i ts e mwiptyenlsaials 1824l ¢ ch,e temel todr i fime
dayo usually refers to the end of time when God would |
will be seen in chapters three and four, because Yahwké GreatorHe also can both intervene in history and
predict/control the future. Thus, the act of creation is not limited to the event itself at the beginning of time, but also
influences current and future events. This can be even stronger argued if Satan is seen as both the ultimate
representative of the chamonster in Genesis 3 in the form of the serpent, as he was both present for the early
creation account but also will be defeated in the future.

112 Oswalt, The Book of Isaiah:-B9, 491.
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Creator has multiple implications. Because He is the Creator, He has sovereign control over the

universe and has the power and authority to defeat sin, death and His enemies.

Apologetic Significance
This passage is used by the book ofdldo argue that Yahweh is the true Creator and is
greater than any of the other Ancient Near Eastern deities. Indeed, by using the own exploits of
the other deities and assigning them to Yahweh, the book is showing apologetically that Yahweh
is the Creatq not the Canaanite or other Ancient Near Eastern deities. Because He is the
Creator, He has wultimate power in the wunivers
overcome Leviathan here is one mor éencrpatiomce of

exceeds that of the cHaotic forces that oppos

Isaiah 4644:25
While Isaiah 27:1 is a very brief44st at emen
expands upon this work in much greater detail. This section is foundnmdidé of the greater
section of 4665, which has some of the strongest creation language in the entire Old
Testament!* Lessing asserts thisaiah had a deep love for the created order which shows in his
emphasis on Yahweh as the Credt\When addressing creation in this section, two major

emphasis are present in the text. First, the idea of Yahweh as the Creator is essential to

113 House lsaiah 127,714.

114C. Greg Long, in his dissertationent | ed, @A An I nvestigation of the Wor
| saiahdo, argued that creation should not be viewed as
viewed as a secondary and minor argument. However, when one looks at the sheerodmccurrences of
creation theology in the book, it seems impossible to argue that creation is not a significant doctrine developed
throughthebookC. Greg Long, #fAAn Investigation of the Work of
Orlears Baptist Theological Seminary, 1984), 160.

1SR, Reed Lessing, fAYahweh Ver susb3ancdrdik: Creation -
Journal (2010): 235.
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understanding these passages. Specifically, the dissertation will look at two foundational

passages in this regh Isaiah 40:1281 and 42:8. Second, the idea that the idols and false gods

of the pagans are not only not the creators, but themselves are created is also foundational to
understanding the creation theology of this section. Specifically, the disseraltilook at both

Isaiah 44:920 in this area. This section will first look at the historical and literary context of this
section, then | ook at God o screativevwwrtk andfnallwor k, t h

finish the section by looking at tla@ologetic significance of this section.

Historical Context!'®

The historical context is very important to this particular section of Isaiah because it
ultimately explains why the book has such a major emphasis on both Yahweh as Creator and the
otherfas e gods as i mpotent in creation. Judahos d
Jerusalem combined with the Babylonian Exile would have shaken the core of Jewish theology.
Webb is corMedet fian | stodt iJreg ,usial e mmoreproodhdly BC t e
than any other singl e eve nYThereforet Ibaimh, writing bothe Ol d
in advance to prepare the nation, uses both Y
prophecy to assure the nation that He was still thguerand only God (predictive prophecy will

be addressed in chapter four).

118 As noted in chapter one, this dissertation assumes that Isaiah the prophet wrote this sometime from 740
680 BC and this section was written to an audiexftar the destruction of Jerusalem.

7Barry G. WebbThe Message of Isaialthe Bible Speaks ToddPowners Grove: VP Academic,
1997), 166. The two most significant events in the Old Testament can be seen as the Exodus and the Babylonian
Exile. While the Exodus did test the faith of the people, the nation had yet to be established in the landeand, whil
Yahweh had established a relationship with the Patriarchs, it was still a fairly new relationship. The Babylonian
Exile would have been a shocking test to the nation, especially with the destruction of the temple and the deportation
from the Promised Lah
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Indeed, the nation during the Babylonian Exile would have been influenced by their
captors to identify Marduk as the creator god instead of YaRt#éh exile, they were
surroundd by the belief that Marduk created the world with the advice of his council. Isaiah
instead in this section argues that Yahweh alone is the Creator and that Yahweh did not need a
council or help in His creative wofk® They would not have to succumb tol#onian theology
just because Babylon was cultured and powerful, but instead could know that Yahweh was still
the Creator of the universe. Historically, Isaiah is writing in advance to encourage, explain and
enforce the belief bagentamtionehb day becquestianingthae p o wer

power due to the destruction and exile of the nation.

Literary Context

Two literary contexts are important in understanding the passage, both the context within
the book of Isaiah and the context of Jewish literary theology at the time of Isaiah. First, chapters
40-44 begin a completely new section in the book of Isaiah hidterical interlude in chapters
36-39 is complete and the book shifts to both a new setting and a new message. As addressed in
Appendix A, some scholars view chapters6®as either written sermons by Isaiah or sermons
that occurred much later in his nstry, which would explain why they look different
stylistically from the first half of the book. They also appear to be written to a different audience
compared to the first half of the book, which focused more so on events during the life of the

prophethimself and the audience of his own time. Finglghoon Jang argued that these

18The book of Daniel makes it clear that the Jews in the exile were under great pressure to conform to
Babylonian culture and religious beliefs. Some of the exiles were placed in Babylonian training programs and even
had their lives threatened if thégiled to worship the Babylonian deities and follow the orders of the Babylonian
officials.

MHudson, ACreation Theologyo, 85.

50



chapters were placed in this specific location strategically by the compiler of the book. He

argued,

Since the exiles are challenged to depend completely on God in theofradsbstile
atmosphere which is overwhelmed by polytheistic practices, it is clear that the image of
Hezekiah as a failed king in Isaiah-38 serves as a negative example to warn the
community not to repeat their ancestors' failure to place their whuslein God. The
Israelites in Babylon could be in danger of abandoning their monotheistic conviction that
Yahweh is the sovereign God who rules over the whole of creation and has the power to
subdue his foes. This is the reason why the monotheistic pratts of Yahweh's
uniqueness is set forth more prominently in the second half of the book of Isaiah than in
any other biblical books in the Old Testam#fit.

Hezekiah, while viewed largely positive in the book of Isaiah, did make a major mistake in

chapter39 with the Babylonian emissaries. Isaiah admonished him for his mistake and declared

that the Babylonians would one day return. Thus, there is also a clear connection between
Hezeki ahds actions with the BabylinBabylenins e mi s s

40-661%

Second, Terrance Wardlaw Jr. has spent significant time and research in identifying
whet her the book of I saiahdés creation | anguag
such as the book of Genesis, or if it was simggrdved from Ancient Near Eastern creation
myths and texts. Wardlaw argues that scholars that push for the second argument do so through

vague gener alheydravecenclasiomns basdd apon gerferalizations about

2Ssehoon Jang, Als Hezekiah a Success or a Failure?
End of the Royal Narratv e s i n t h e JBd42kno. & (2017):s134i Téik glsd shows that the two
sections of the book as a whole, chapteB® and 4666, are not two books that were forcefully placed together but
instead were masterfully arranged by the prophet to show the future generatiorehtivahYeven in an Israelite
defeat, was still the Lord of all the earth.

121This is especially significant because most scholars agree that chap8&rsv@ée chronologically out
of order and were placed in that specific arrangement for theological/ibgmgioses to connect the coming of
Babylon to the second half of the book.
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Mesopotamian creation texts anétht e xt of | sai ah rather' han tr
Essentially, these critical scholars argue that the book of Isaiah must be borrowing from
Mesopotamian creation texts, in large part because they argue that had not been written yet, but

do ot provide meaningful evidence to support their proposition. He ultimately concludes that

the book of Isaiah shows strong linguistic connections with the opening chapters of Genesis,

specifically theé kudbeeh oMt he ter ms 0
Isaiah 40:12-31

12\Who has measured the waters in the hollow of his hand and marked off the heavens
with a span, enclosed the dust of the earth in a measure and weighed the mountains in
scales and the hills in a balanééWho has measurate Spirit of theLoRD, or what

man shows him his counse?Whom did he consult, and who made him understand?
Who taught him the path of justice, and taught him knowledge, and showed him the way
of understanding® Behold, the nations are like a drop from a bucket, and are
accountedhsthe dust on the scales; behold, he takethegoastlands like fine dust.

16| ebanon would not suffice for fuel, nor ate beasts enough for a burnt offerifigAll

the nations are as nothing before him, they are accounted by him as less than ndthing a

emptiness.

22Wardlaw Jr., AThe Significance of Creationo, 452.
Isaiah was using similar language to the way the Persians describedathesamerk ofAhuramazda. However,
when one actually | ooks at the texts, the similarities
god is Ahuramazda, who created this earth, who created yonder sky, who created man, who created foappine
man, who made Darius king, one king of many, one | ord
about Yahweh, AThe One who created the sky, the One whi
firmly established it Hedid ot create it an empty void, but formed it

of each deity as creator are present in the text, it is a stretch to argue that the passage share specific linguistic
particulars. Indeed, all ancient cultures hadiegithat were viewed as creators and therefore general creation
overlaps should be expected.

2ZWardlaw Jr., AThe Significance of Creationo, 458.
Isaiah specifically was using Genesis as a foundatiohigoereation writing, it certainly shows that there may have
been creation language already present within Judaism that had already been developed prior to Isaiah and therefore
Isaiah did not have to simply borrow terminology from othecient Near Easte pagan creation myths.
Blenkinsopp also addresses this from a different approach. While he argues that-Baigbroould not be using
Genesis 111 as a literary foundation because it either had yet to be written or was written almoreirantt
Nea Easbusly with Isaiah4®& 5, he al s-o\Oappeafs with God hsahe sufiject in Genesi2¥Ua
seven times and in Isaiah-88 sixteen times while rarely occurring in the rest of the Old Testament. Joseph
Bl enkinsopp, AiToealk dgy ao Blretior @rCieation, Recreation: A Discursive
Commentary On Genesisll (New York: T&T Clark, 2011), 17&9.
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8To whom then will you liken God, or what likeness compare with RfiA? idol! A
craftsman casts it, and a goldsmith overlays it with gold and casts for it silver chains.
20He who is too impoverished for an offering chooses vibatlvill not rot; he seeks out
a skillful craftsman to set up an idol that will not move.

21Do you not know? Do you not hear? Has it not been told you from the beginning? Have
you not understood from the foundations of the e&th?s he who sits abovéé circle

of the earth, and its inhabitants #ike grasshoppers; who stretches out the heavens like a
curtain, and spreads them like a tent to dwel3imho brings princes to nothing, and

makes the rulers of the earth as emptiness.

24Scarcely are by planted, scarcely sown, scarcely has their stem taken root in the earth,
when he blows on them, and they wither, and the tempest carries them off like stubble.
25To whom then will you compare me, that | should be like him? says the Holy One.

26Lift up your eyes on high and see: who created these? He who brings out their host by
number, calling them all by name; by the greatness of his might and because he is strong
in power, not one is missing.

“Why do you say, O Jacobishiddendronstipterpkand O | sr ;
my right is di s rPelayayouneténowny Haveyyou®ot Heard?
TheLorbis the everlasting God, the Creator of the ends of the earth. He does not faint or
grow weary; his understanding is unsearchaBlde gives power to the faint, and to him

who has no might he increases strengftBven youths shall faint and be weary, and

young men shall fall exhaustedputthey who wait for thé.orD shall renew their

strength; they shall mount up with winljjge eaglesthey shall run and not be weary;
they shall walk and not faint.

Isaiah 40:1231 is one of the most significant creation texts outside of the book of
Genesis in the whole Old Testament. In this passage, Isaiah will argue that Yahweh is the
Creator of thainiverse and therefore because He is the Creator, He alone is God and is
incomparable. Blekinsopp asserts theg idea of the passage is to lead those addressed to put
aside their doubts and give their assent to faith in Yahweh adl-{h@werful Creatot?* This
passage can be divided into six sectionsi421517, 1820, 2124, 2526, and 2731) all of

which are connected but with different emphases.

124 Joseph Blenkinsopjisaiah 4055, vol. 19A in The Anchor Bible Commentary Series (New York, NY:
Doubleday, 2000),90.
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Verses 1214 begin the first section with a series of four rhetorical questianh, e
begi nni nggFirsty isdiah asked who created the seas, heavens, dust of the earth and the
mountains. These four concepts were viewed as some of the strongest forces in nature. The sea
was feared in the ancient world. It was vast and beyondlatitm 1?° The ability to measure
would be an immense sign of creative power. The heavens were viewed with great wonder, even
being worshipped in some cultures and larger than the sea itself. To measure the heavens was the
ultimate sign of creative powerhe earth and the mountains were signs of great power because
of their i mmense size and str engttdmplfyfhet yer ob
Hebrew idiom of oOtotality expressed ¥y contra
While other pagan cultures had several gods associated with different sections of creation, such
as a god of the sea, Isaiah saw Yahweh in control of all aspects of the created world. Indeed, by
using the rhetorical question narrative, Isaiah challenges the gadaro prove that they were

in control of creation instead of Yahweh.

Second, Isaiah asked who has measured the Spirit of the Lord. Some view this as the

Holy Spirit while others think it seems more likely to refer to the mind of ¥0Either option

125) essing points outthatthrdeour t hs of the earthdés surface is comp
that all of it fits into the hollow of Yahwehds hand.
creatonL essi ng, fYaarwleuk ovV,e rs3u8&. M

126 Motyer, The Prophecy of Isaial278. It is the Hebrew way of making the argument that Yahwtteis
Creatorof every part of the universe.

2Young argues that this must be the Holy Spirit, wr
intelligence and understanding who hovered above the waters at the creation (cf. Isa. 34:16; Gen. 1:2; Job 33:4,
etc.). It is the Spirit that brings life amdakes alive, who brought order out of chaos. No one has brought this Spirit
into line with a measure so that He must be subjected to the control and direction 6boraylsaiah 4066, 45.
Watts also sees something mepireitbansthel commah mradsWwa
purpose, and plans, but moves beyond t hisaiah3466 742ncl ude m
Several other scholars hold the second position. For example, Goldingay argues that LXX takesihe an 0 mi nd 0,
which would parallel way it is used in Proverbs and also how it is quoted in Romans 11:34. Goltliregslessage
of Isaiah 37. Paul House argues that, while Isaiah does speak about the Holy Spirit in 11:2 & 83s7more
likelythat he extols Yahwehdés spirit of wisdonlsaiameB66ch i s va
279. Smith arguidsmedns Thpiwdot in most cases, but in |
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shows the power and majesty of Yahweh, who is beyond the ability of mortal man to

comprehend in any comprehensive manner. Yahweh is in control of creation and does not need
the counsel or advice of mankind in order to rule and create. Third, Isaiah exparttatl

concept by then asking a bigger question about if Yahweh needed anyone to consult with Him or
to help Him understand anything in the creative world. While the second section focused on
humanity, this section now asks if Yahweh needed other gagigeddim wisdom and counsel.

Kool e Warse 144 says that, far from anyone telling Yahweh what his plan must be,
Yahweh has not even “Shaioim Paulrsees thiswas antattaekmgainsd tdey . o
Babylonian god Marduk, as Marduk had peacadvisors and a pantheon whereas Yahweh

needs no one el$é& Therefore, Yahweh is different than all forms of paganism in that He alone

is God and He does not need help in ruling His creation.

Fourth, Isaiah asked who was responsible for teaching &alawout justice and
understanding. The significance is that it is not enough to have the power to create, but Yahweh
must also be able to understand the how, what and why of creation. For example, a construction
worker may be able to follow a blueprint baw to make an »Xay machine, but may not know

how to use the machine after it has been created. Yahweh must be able to understand the

verse, "mind" (the Old Greeltss translates this as "mind") is appropriate (also in passages like Ezek 20: 32; 1 Chr

28: 12)lsaah4866j tlhoc. 18104. Oswalt at t eSpiptheseisaotprecdalyat i ng ¢
the Holy Spirit as the third person of the Tting , but nei ther s it merely fAmindo
and 1 Cor. 2:16) in the sense of intelligence. Rather, it is the sum total of the interior life, including the volitional,

affective, and cognitive aspects. Who can accurately comprehanaspect ofsodand so tell him what to d&?

Oswalt,Isaiah 4066, 59.

128]an L. Koole,lsaiah Il Isaiah 4048, Volume 1 of The Historical Commentary on the Old Testament
(Kampen: Kok Pharos Publishing House, 1997), 1:93. While Yahweh divulgesadswith mankind at times,
such as Genesis 18 when He told Abraham in advance of His plans, He does not need mankind or any other divine
being to help in His rule.

129 Shalom M. Paullsaiah 4666 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2012);2®@ Paul identifies six different
polemics again Marduk in 404.
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workings behind creation. If Yahweh needed someone else to tell Him these ideas, then He
would not be the ultimate powar the universe. The implication is that no one taught Yahweh

these things because He alone is the Creator and He alone is the ultimate power behind creation.
These four rhetorical questions show that Yahweh has both power over creation and has the

ability to create without the advice or instruction of others.

In the second section, Isaiah then temporarily shifts away from the rhetorical question

structure to argue for Yahwehos grl¥@daheness in
nations, the powr f u | entities that surround Godds peocg
throughout their history, are | i ke fAa drop fr

maj esty of Yahweh. Goldingay phr asaeeghei t wel |
threat nor assistance to Yahwehos ex®Theyi sing
are like dust on a scale in comparison to the greatness of YahWwethweh will use the nations

to accomplish His purposes, as He used Assyria and will use Babylon andméesii, but in
comparison to Yahweh they hold no power. Also, Yahweh is not bound to a single nation (i.e., a
local deity) like other pagan deitieé&/hile He is associated with Israel and Judah, He holds

power over all of the nations.

130 John Goldingaylsaiah, Understanding the Bible Commentary Series (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books,
2001), 42. While Yahweh at times used nations asuitstbr His divine judgment, such as Israel as a judging
nation on the Canaanites in the book of Joshua or the Babylonians as a judging nation on Judah, He is not limited or
dependent on nations. Indeed, Sodom and Gomorrah were judged and destroyacangthoman intervention.
Whil e Moses served as Yahwehdés representative to Phara
alone that sent the plagues that devastated the nation. In contrast, the concept associated with pagan deities was that
they needed their nations to conquer other nations in order to spread their power and influence throughout the world.

B1The picture here is that when weighed on a scale against the greatness of Yahweh, the nations cannot

even move the scale at all. They éike dust that has been left on the scale from a previous weighing instead of a
true comparison to Yahwehdés greatness.
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Verse sixteen is a surprising verse in the context of the ancient world. Lebanon not
having sufficient fuel would be almost unimaginable for an Ancient Near Easteler réae
cedars of Lebanon were famous and Lebanon was known around the entire region for their great
ti mber reserves. That Lebanonds timber and | i
superiority of Yahweh shows just how mighty Yahweh is imparison to the wealth and
resources of any natidi? Isaiah has previously asserted His power over the resources of
Lebanon (2:13; 10:34; 29:17; 33:9). If verses fifteen and sixteen were not enough to make
| sai ahds argument , t hhemattereThesnatiors ef the eattheaen c on c |
nothing in comparison to Yahweh. Isaiah uses three separate Hebrew words in the verse to
signify the i mpacadq mf athké&Hvhiteishidhis gsme tsyserbolei
because the nations do gxiin comparison to Yahweh they have absolutely no power or

influence on what actually occurs in the world.

The third section (vss. 130), begins again with a rhetorical question, similar to the first
section, but argues that there is no comparisomdsat an idol and Yahwef? It is almost as if
| saiah in verse eighteen, reading his audienc
Yahweh, then maybe the power behind the nations, the deities of the nations, will be able to
compareto Yahwe. 0 The argument has been buil ding. Fi
nations themselves could not compare. Finally, Isaiah will argue that the gods of the nations

cannot compare either.

132|1n an American culture, it would be similar to saying that Texas did not have enough oil, lowa enough
corn or ldaho enough potatoescompare to Yahweh.

BOoswal t nrosbigasfavarite wdrd fat Isaiah, occurring eleven times in the book, which is
significant because it only occurs twenty times in the entire Old Testament. OQsaiah, 4666, 61.

B34 |saiah builds on this in chapter 44, which will be addressed as the conclusion of this chapter.
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In verses nineteen and twenty, Isaiah shows the pitfaltbotdtry and that idols cannot
compare to Yahwek® First, the idol itself must be created by a craftsman. Thus, the idol is not a
creator, but instead is itself created. Not only is it created, it is both created by man and is created
out of the very elenmds of creation. Therefore, it cannot truly be God if it is so reliant on
creation for its existence. Second, it cannot
goldsmith is the one that overlays it with gold and makes for it silver chdiesv@&akness of

the idol is so apparent to Isaiah that it is almost laughable that one could compare it to Yahweh.

Then, in verse twenty, a woodcraftsman has to select wood, valuable wood that will not
easily rot, in order to create a platform for the iwostand on so that it will not move. House
asserts that this is the case because idols tended to not be created out of strong and durable
metals and were therefore easily damajédihe idol cannot even protect itself from falling
over if it is not proprly set up and fastened down by its creators. Perhaps the best example of
this is found in 1 Samuel 5, when the idol of Dagon continued to fall over in the presence of the
Ark of Covenant. The idol could not raise itself back up once fallen and the g @kso was
powerless to intervene. This section makes the argument that the idols and their gods that they
represent are merely created objects and therefore cannot compare to the true God, Yahweh, who

is Lord over all creation.

Section four (vss. 2@4), begins with four questions and then shifts back into describing
the creative power of Yahweh. First, the four questions that Isaiah poses all refer to the idea that

Yahweh has always been viewed as the Creator and that it is not new informatios, liegna

¥Some have objected to |Isaiaho6s take on idolatry, e
the idol and the god it represented. This will be edsed at the end of the chapter.

136 House,lsaiah 2866, 283.
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told to the people for generations since the beginning of history. Blenkinsopp rightfully argues,
AThe four questions addressed to the hearers
already accepted bel i e¥If Genesi¥rmhbeen rittensalready,c r e at o
which the traditional view has always attributed to Moses, then Israel should have known

Yahweh as the sole Creator from the very beginning of their existence. That the nation would

even question if Yahweh or the iddédse gods were the creators of the universe show that the

nation has fallen off course and stumbled into idolatry.

Verse twentytwo shows the absolute power and authority of Yahweh. Yahweh is the one
that fAsits above thexpglaiche thi $ hphiheawasehwhe ¥ ol
sitting upon the circle of theearths a f i gur ati ve expression for
and maintaining of creatiofi® One would not be impressed with the knowledge that God is the
Creator, unless @l continually upheld His creation. At the same time, the participle refers to
Godds being seated upon a throne. Seated as a
g o v e r 1®Ris alsb clear that Isaiah views Yahweh as outside of creationhidise is
above the earth and therefore He alone is not affected by the events of creation, but instead
controls that creation. Unlike the pagan gods that were affected by the events of men, the
inhabitants of the earth, mankind, are simply like grasshepgymenpared to Yahweh. They hold

no power and cannot affect His plan and purposes.

137 Blekinsopp,Isaiah 4655, 192.

¥Creationistds have used this verse to show that tt
demonstrated the inerrancy of the Bible during a time whemajority view of the world was that the earth was
flat.

13¥9Young, The Book of Isaialh7. Some see this as Isaiah declaring that the earth was a globe and not flat.

While this is certainly possible through divine revelation, it is not necessary tostart#ing the significance of the
text.
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The second half of the verse shows that it is Yahweh who is in control of the heavens and
it was He who created them and the stars that occupy them. Hudson argues thaulthbe
very important to the exiles because of the Babylonian emphasis on astrology. He writes,
fiMarduk was in control of the Babylonian pantheon which was represented by the other astral
bodies. The prophet employed the strongest word for divindandatdeclare that it is Yahweh
and him alone that created the objects the Babylonians worship. They are not gods, but mere
objects of Y a&*hThreugh tlse paverefahie HadySpirit that inspired him, Isaiah
was able to know exactly what thetdire generation would need to hear after the Babylonians
destroyed Jerusalem and they were carried away into'éxBeen though Marduk was the
Babylonian deity, it was Yahweh and not Marduk that was the Creator of the heavens, the very

stars that fascated the Babylonians.

Verse twentythree then shifts from the heavens to the earth once again. The rulers of the
earth are nothing in comparison to Yahwé&tiThe great kings that went against the nation, such
as Sennacherib and Nebuchadnezzar belieadthy, through the power of their deities, were
the rulers of the earth. Sennacherib was calléedd '~ (¥fike Gr eat Kingo) by hi
Isaiah 36, but it was Yahweh who brought him down in chapter 37. Nebuchadnezzar had

immense pride in his owaccomplishments in Daniel 4, but it was Yahweh who drove him mad.

"Hudson, fACreation Theologyo, 92. | f the astral phe
created by Yahweh, then Yahwehés power must be signifiq
bdiefs.

M1 This is not as impossible as critics like to make seem. Babylon had existed for centuries and already had
established a religious system. Isaiah was not creating something out of thin air.

142|saiah makes it clear that Yahweh brings down the rulers of the earth. For example, in 37:7 it is Yahweh
who will make Sennacherib fall through His own intervention. This would go counter to a deistic God that was
uninterested in His creation. Insteadih¥veh is the controller of the earth and history and makes the decision on
who rules the nations.
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Perhaps no ruler in history has had such contempt for Yahweh as Pharaoh in the book of Exodus,
but Yahweh defeated him and his kingdom through His powerful plagues. Verse-fagnty

bringsa similar message, using the imagery of the kings as plants that are barely growing before
Yahweh blows on them and they are blown away by the wind. The kings of the earth believed
that they controlled and ruled the earth, but Yahweh had consistentin siiughout history

that He alone controls the nations and therefore is the ruler of the earth.

Section five consists of verses tweffitye and twentysix with the focus again being on
YahwehoO6s incomparabil ity andeatdiostherstar. Birstas Cr e a
Yahweh, through Isaiah, again makes the rhetorical question about who can be put forth to
compare to Him. Indeed, Yahweh even puts forth that if someone or something can be put forth,
then should He be like it? In a vacuum, ttigllenge to Yahweh might seem legitimate.

However, in the context of the passage, there is nothing that can be put forth to compare to

Yahweh because Yahweh alone is the Creator and is greater than man, nations, the heavens and
even the pagangods. Theti e A Holy Oneodo, short for | saiahos
| srael 6, appears throughout the book as | saia

shows Yahwehodés power and purity.

Verse 26 again calls for a focus on the heavens and thlérdyplace of the stars. Isaiah
calls on the audience to look up to the stars and ask who is the Creator of the heavens. Many
pagans believed that the stars were gods themselves or that they were created by their own gods.
However, Isaiah makes it cledmat it is Yahweh who is the Creator of the heavens. He knows all

the stars by name, and He is so powerful that not a single star is absent from His creation. Paul
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again points out that Marduk was supposed to be the Creator of the heavenly host, but Yahweh

was taking credit for their creatigft

Section six,verses2Z¥ 1, shows the implications of t
for the audience. Because Yahweh is the Creator, then it greatly impacts His relationship with

His people. In verse 27, Isdn again asks a rhetorical question, this time from the perspective of

his audience. The people believe that Yahweh has abandoned them and no longer has interest in

them. While this clearly could have been asked by the exiles after the destructionaiéderiis

he

is symptomatic*™dheyscaesbanhigtdoybted Yahweh

deliver them even though Yahweh had always been faithful to them.

Verse 28 repeats many of the same concepts

already established in the passage. Once again Isaiah declares that Yahweh is the Creator of the

entire earth and that He is beyond time itself. He is not bound to the ways of man and never gets

tired. He knows all and nothing can evade his understandinde Koms the argument up well
statlmeg ,priophet counters | sraelds compl aint
of God, the theme ofw. 1326 . Goddés power is demonstrated

bodies and in his governmentoftreet h and ed®rt hly events. o

143 paul,Isaiah 4066, 19-20.

4 The people doubted Yahweh in the wilderness when they thought they would starve. They doubted His
ability to help them take thPromised Land. Gideon complained that Yahweh had abandoned them even when the
nation was in sinful rebellion. Time and again the nation blamed Yahweh and doubted Him.

145Koole, Isaiah III: Isaiah 4048, 123. It is as if Isaiah made a list of every polgstoncept in the world
that could be compared to Yahweh and systematically went down the list, showing that Yahweh was more powerful
than anything else in the universe.
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Baker makes a strong emphasis that Yahweh is portrayed in this section very differently

than many of the gods of the pagans. He writes

While |Israelds God is portrayed as power fu
not always so, but rather are at times weak and dependent, even on humanity. In the
Akkadian fable of the Tamari sk and the Pal

tiredo (but in a broken context wh&re the
the warrior god Erra is called out to batt
of sleep.0 I n the Gilgamesh Epic, the gods
fliesdO because the destructi ofoodortdénk!*®*had wr

Thus, Yahweh is not like the gods of the nations that were created in the images of man and
suffer some of the same weaknesses of the flesh. Instead, Yahweh is completely unigque and all
powerful. In the Old Testament, mankind is createthénimage of Godirhago De), while in

the pagan religions the gods were created in the image ofimago( hominik

Verses 281 conclude the passage by declaring that Yahweh wants to empower His
followers if they will wait and trust in Him instead mfnning away to paganism. Yahweh has
proven through His creative power that He is both willing and able to interact and save His
creation. The mention of #Awings I|ike eagl esbo
Yahweh delivered the nationdargy t he Exodus and, fAbore you on
y ou t o M“hhus,qubths Yahweh actively empowered and delivered the nation during the
time of the Exodus, so too is He willing to empower the nation again if they will return to Him.
The naion can trust and believe in this promise because Yahweh has proven Himself as the

Creator of the universe.

146 Baker,Isaiah loc. 5073.
“The Hebrewlot @adimoiis founddescGebesgsthe2Spirit #h

water in the act of creation. It is also found in Deut
the Exodus. Thus, the ability to create and the ability to preserve are both action€efatorGod.
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Isaiah 42:59

5Thus says God, theorp, who created the heaveasd stretched them owtho spread

out the earth and what comes fromwiho gives breath to the people oraitd spirit to

those who walk in it*fi |  a hor; Ihave called yod in righteousness;will take

you by the hand and keep ydwyill give you as a covenant for the peopéelight for the

nations,”to open the eyes that are blinol bring out the prisoners from the dungeon,

from the prison those who sit in darknédsam thel. orD; that is my namemy glory |

give to no othemor my praise to carved idofBehold, the former things have come to

passand new things | now declardeefore they springforth t el | you of t hem

Isaiah 42:59 is a second creation passage in thisi@eof Isaiah that focuses on both the
creation of the world and Yahwehos s6owverer ei gnt

taken by Deuterdsaiah from a Persian creation formula from the reigns of Darius |, Xerxes I,

Artaxerxes |, Artaxerxel, and Artaxerxes IIL*8|f the creation account was written by Isaiah as

the dissertation has suggested, then it makes a strong argument that Yahweh was the Creator of

the universe. Thus, Isaiah continued to build upon the foundation already estahblisiagah 27

and Isaiah 46l ndeed, this passage will make it cl eal

influences other aspects of his powers, specifically His ability to control history.

I n verse five, two aspectudgratadbylIsdiahhkirghdos cr e
| sai ah describes Yahweho6és power in the creati
who both created and spread out the heavens and it was Yahweh who both created and spread

out the earth. The idea of Yahweh spreadingloeiheavens was a common thought in the Old

Christine Mitchell, AA Note O4Ishitheti2FKaE®li on For mul
Per si an | #B&138, hopZ (2004 30B.d his would put the writing at a very late date, sometime in the
400s.

149 Childs believed thatlthough the passage appears to be independent in form and content, that it clearly
has a connection with the creation language already established in chapter 40. Brevard $s&i&iids,
Commentaryed. William P. Brown, Carol A. Newsom, aBdent A. Strawn, 1st ed., The Old Testament Library
(Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press, 2001), 326.
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https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Isaiah+42%3A5-9&version=ESV#fen-ESV-18487a

Testament as already has been addressed in 40
influence on His creation. Yahweh is not simply a deistic God who created the universe and then
turned away, butinsteadi acti ve i n sustaining Theivebscr eati on
created €& stretched €é& spread €é gives are in H
relationship between the Lord and his world. He, who in the beginning created, continues in

creative care and dominance; heavens and earth are maintained in place by his constant activity;

al |l I i f e c &tikedinaflinesmowsthiatyahiveh not only created the earth itself but

also created everything that comes from the éatffhus, Yahweh is the Creator of all of the

natural world.

Second, Isaiah asserts that it is Yahweh who is responsible for thercdanankind
and He is the one that gives breathe into the lungs, enabling life for mankind. Young writes,
Al sai ah had remarked in 2:22 that mands breat
God that the peoples receive their breathytta principle of life without which men cannot
| i V8Whibe other cultures may have argued that their gods were responsible for mankind,
Isaiah argued that it is Yahweh alone who is responsible for the creation of mankind. One cannot
miss the unmistakde connection Isaiah makes with Genes® Where Yahweh breathed the

breath of life { 1 ' ) ditectly intg Adam, the first representative of mankind. Thus, if

150 Motyer, Isaiah, 294. Creation was not merely a singular action of Yahweh, but requires constant
attention and supervision.

%1 This is importanbecause in pagan pantheons, different gods were responsible for the creation of various
pieces of creation. However, Isaiah asserts that Yahweh is th€rsal®@r of all of creation and therefore the ruler
of all.

152 Edward YoungThe Book of Isaiah, Chagrs 40666, vol. 3 (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1972),-117
118. Young argues that the idea of spirit in the tense is synonymous with breath and is not distinct from the breath.
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Yahweh is the Creator of mankind, then Yahweh is ultimately the ruler of mankincand h

sovereign control over humanity.

Whil e Yahwehos creative work itself is war
stop there but also shows the i mp9 lsa@laarguesn o f
that because Yahweh is the CoratHe also is the only deity worthy of praise and is the
controller of history. First, Yahweh, through Isaiah, declares that He is both worthy of glory and
will not share His glory with the idols. This follows directly back to the Ten Commandments in
Exodus 20 when Yahweh outlawed idolatry and worshipping other gods throughout the nation.
Young called this Yahwehoés fAdivine jeal ousyo
exclusiveness in Israelite religid?t While the dissertation has already argued traasdid not
create monotheism, this passage shows that Isaiah clearly believed in a monotheistic system in

which Yahweh alone was the Creator God and He alone was worthy of worship and glory.

Next, Yahweh declares that He has the power to deitiengs in advance because of His
creative power and control over the earth, hu
character of God is the guarantee of His power to achieve any and all of the things He proposes
t o u n d®This & kneitetresponse to the idols, who cannot create and cannot predict the
future and therefore cannot truly be God and should not be worshipped. Baker, in describing

pagan divination in the ancient world compared to Yahweh writes

The former things have takenpta¢ and new t hings | decl are (
neighbors, the past was predictive of the future in the form of omens and divination.

Rather than actual predictions of an unknown future, these prognostications were based

on an understanding that the pasuld repeat itself. While the gods seek to control the

153 Young, The Book of Isaiah, Chaptersi4b, 123.

154H.C. Leupold Exposition ¢ Isaiah(Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1970), 64.
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future, they do not choose to share it wit
God, who does not act in secret but openly reveals his plans through his ptophets.

Yahweh not only cadeclare the future, but He has declared the future and He can do this

because He is sovereignly in control of the universe as the Ct&ator.

Apologetical Significance of Isaiah 40, 42

The apologetical significance of these two passages are hard to igadab clearly
makes the argument that Yahweh is not only a Creator but is the only Creator. Because He is the
Creator, then He also is the controller of the universe. Therefore, His ability to create leads to
other implications of His divine rule, suels being able to intervene in history and being able to
predict the futuré®’ Apologetically, Isaiah argues that Yahweh is the Creator over the other gods
and their idols because He is above creation while they have been made from creation. Thus,
Isaiah 40and 42 lay out a positive argument for Yahweh as Creator, while mildly arguing that
the idols and the gods they represent are not, which because a major emphasis in chapter 44. Von
Rad, while denying many of the tenants of this dissertation on auth@shipmarized the

apol ogetical significance of the bookébés creat

Very surprisingly however, there is still another tradition in Deulsagah, now upon

which no previous prophet had called. It deals with the creation of the wovldhweh.
Because Yahweh had the power to subdue chaos, appeal could also be made to him to
help his people in times of tribulation in the historical realm; and because Yahweh
created the ends of the earth, the message which he is now sending to dsael is

155 Baker,lsaiah, loc. 5306.

More on Yahwehos use of prediction will be addres:
makes a strong argument against open theism, as Yahweh declares that He both knows and controls the future,
something that open theism deni€evorCai gen, -‘#ABsaihalbed™Moni c ChalTheenge to O

Master's Seminary JournalR, no. 2 (2001): 167.

157 Creation lays the foundation for both of these activities, which is why the dissertation has placed
creation first.
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trustworthyeéfor him creation is the first
remarkable witness to his will to sa{?.

Yahweho6s ability and power in creation both s

other arguments that Isaiahedsthroughout the book.

Idols/False Gods as Created

Isaiah 44:620

6Thus says theoRrb, the King of Israel antlis Redeemer, tHeorbo f host s: #Al a.
first and | am the last; besides me there is no gétho is like me? Let him proclaim it.

Let him declare and set it before me, since | appointed an ancient people. Let them

declare what is to come, and what will hapgeear notnor be afraid; have | not told

you from of old and declared it? And you are my witnesses! Is there a God besides me?
ThereisndRo c k ; I know not any. o

9 All who fashion idols are nothing, and the things they delight in do not profit. Their
witnesses neither see nor know, that they may be put to sHam®o fashions a god or
casts an idol that is profitable for nothingBehold, all his companions shall be put to
shame, and the craftsmen are only human. Let them all assemble, let tieforsta
They shall be terrified; they shall be put to shame together.

12The ironsmith takes a cutting tool and works it over the coals. He fashions it with

hammers and works it with his strong arm. He becomes hungry, and his strength fails; he
drinks no water and is fain The carpenter stretches a line; he marks it out with a

pencil. He shapes it with plAncient Near Easts and marks it with a conifgaskapes it

into the figure of a man, with the beauty of a man, to dwell in a hétide cuts down

cedars, or he chooses a cypress tree or an oak and lets it grow strong among the trees of

the forest. He plants a cedar and the rain nourish€g len it becomes fuel for a man.

He takes a part of it and warms himself; he kindles a fire akdddbread. Also he makes

a god and worships it; he makes it an idol and falls down beféfélilf of it he burns

in the fire. Over the half he eats meat; he roasts it and is satisfied. Also he warms himself
and says, fAAha, | amé&hnathenestofithbmakesinteaen t he
god, his idol, and falls down to it and worship¢Hte pr ays to it and say
for you are my god! o

18They know not, nor do they discern, for he has shut their eyes, so that they cannot see,
and thér hearts, so that they cannot understahNo one considers, nor is there

8yon Rad,0ld Testamentheology 2:240. One can debate whether Isaiah was the first prophet to use
creation theology as proof of Yahwehoés divinity. Much
Testament books. Indeed, if Moses, who the Bible identified as agt;dp the author of the Pentateuch, the
traditional view of authorship, then technically he would have been the first prophet to develop creation theology.
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knowl edge or discernment to say, #dAHalf of

coals; | roasted meat and have eaten. And shall | make the rest abtramation?

Shal l | fall down e feedsomshes; altlé¢lunied keardHas ledo o d ? 0
him astray, and he cannotadlil evien imy msiedght

While Isaiah has a strong emphasis on Yahweh as the Creator in this $exatsg had
a strong emphasis that the idols were not onlygreators but were themselves created and
therefore powerless and ndivine. Abernathy asserts that one of the major themes of Isaiah is
that, AYahweh is the sa8ptemaok!l Reghaps aogpassaged u s t

in the entire Old Testament makes this argument more powerful and persuasively than Isaiah

44620. Beginning in verse six, Yahweh decl ares
me there i snogeay gwrdi.toesGolfdahweh al one has beer
beginning (creation, Abraham, the Exodus) to
restoreJacob sr ael and be r ec o gThsésdot &new ¢cohcept withino | e  wc

Israelite theology, as Yahweh made similar claims even dating back to the Exodus. However,
with a nation full of idolatry and surrounded by pagan nations, Yahweh once again must remind

his people exactly who He is and what the other pagan idols and gaustar

An important point to note both in this passage and in other passages in which Isaiah
interacs with idols and gods is that Yahweh is not merely declaring that He is greater than the
other gods of the nations. Instead, He is declaring that He igltme God of all the nations and
that the other gods are false and not truly divine, thus declaring the incomparability of God. This

is a major distinction between Yahweh and the views of the other nations. When another nation

159 Andrew T. AbernethyThe Book of Isaiah and God's Kingdom: A Thematic Theological Appreath
40 of NSBT(Downers Grove, lllinois: InterVarsity Press, 2016), 72. A deity cannot be the king of the universe if He
is notthe Creatoof the universe.

180 Goldingay,Understanding 254.
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in the Ancient Near East nquered a nation, they did not believe their gods were the only gods,
but that their gods were stronger than the enemy gods. Yahweh, through these passages showing

the weaknesses of idolatry, is instead showing that there are no other gods and Hezaldne is

In verse 7, Yahweh once again challenges the idols and their gods to predict the future.
However, He portrays this ability in a little different way than in the previous section. He directly
associates himself with the creation of His quvawople Israel. Just as the other gods supposedly
had their own people to do their bidding, Yahweh is associated with Israel. However, He then
challenges the idols that He has been able to predict future events and tell them to his people and
they are therchallenged to do the same, which they cannot do. James Hamilton Jr. argues that
Yahwehoés ability to predict the future is so
cannot that if Yahweh could not predict the future, then He would be no thettethe idols®!

In verse 8, He continues and identifies Israel as his witness, as He has consistently predicted
future events and told the nation since the b
will be a living witness to the fact th&od had predicted all of this far in advance, and that he

had the power t o ma K%Idotrysanmmtrotienthessane leeelome t r ue .
comfort and guarantee that Yahweh can afford because they cannot control history or predict

future events. A Israelite does not have to live in fear because God has control of history and

warns his people in advance, whereas a follower of idolatry has no promise that their gods can do

anything to affect future events.

%1James M. Hamilton JIGod 6 s Gl or y i nJu®mént ABiblical TheolduyyViweatanhil:
Crossway, 2010), 205. This ability to predict the future will be the focus of chapter four.

162 Oswalt, The Book of Isaiah: 486, 172173. In contrast, if Yahweh was not able to back up His claims,
then He should not be viewed as the true God.
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Beginning in verse nine, Isaiah moveimthat can be described as a satirical assault on
idolatry. This shift has caused many liberal scholars to argue that this passage is not original,
either to Isaiah or even to Deutdsaiah!®*For exampl e, K| auBenBhal t zer
language dislays peculiarities, and the difference in rhythm and style is more striking still;
above all, it is impossible to see the grandiloquent Dedsaiah engaging in this finicking
pai ntHogwew er, there is a very mthsspecifieason for
situation. Writing to the future nation that has been defeated by Babylon, Isaiah writes to show
the weakness and folly of idolatry so that the nation will not turn away from Yahweh to worship
the Babylonian gods. Indeed, what Isaiah dodss argument is very similar to what Elijah did
at Mount Carmel to the worshippers of Baal in 1 Kings 18 when he mocked Baal as sleeping,
using the restroom or making a journey instead of being able to send down fire for his
worshippers. Like Isaiah, §dh was dealing with a nation in the grips of idolatry and had to act
drastically to get the peoplebs attention. Si
to try to make the people understand just how undesirable worshiping idols tewyhea

looked at objectivelys®

163 Claus Westermarisaiah 4666, trans. David M.G. Stalker (PhiladelphiEhe Westminster Press, 1966),
146. It is not enough for criticaktholars to author that Isaiah is not the author, but they even go farther and cut the
book up even greater in situations like this, which would lead to perhaps dozens of different authors piecing together
the book.

164 Klaus BaltzerDeutercisaiah Hermemia, trans. Margeret Kohl (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2001),
192. Baltzer maked no historical argument that this should be separated, instead simply argued that he believed
Deuteralsaiah was too sophisticated to make this claim. This seems highly afpexak best and good arguments
can be made for why the author would use this method.

®Webb sums it up well when he states, fAThis is the
against idolatry in versed 0. Its purpose is to expose the rd@macter of idolatry so that Israel will have no
il 1l usions aTheMessage of Isdiah8lie b b,
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Isaiah begins his mocking of those who create and worship idols in verse nine. First, he
argues that the creators of idolatry are nothing but mere men and therefore do not have the power
to create gods that are anything mtran them and therefore it is shameful to go through this.
The term that | sai ah u*xs gwofdasedih Geoesig?ltot hat make
describe a world filled with nothingne¥8.Thus, just as the earth was nothing before the
creative wok of Yahweh, so too is the power and authority of men when they create idols.
Verses ten and eleven continue to make this argument, declaring that the craftsman of the idol is

only human and that any who create the idol should be terrified and put te.$ham

In verses twelve through seventeen, Isaiah described the creation of an idol by an
ironsmith, but he also highlights several weaknesses throughout the process. First, the ironsmith
prepares the tools to create the idol, but his own humanity vgdaikness as he becomes hungry
and tired. In verse thirteen, he measures out the work but he makes it in the shape and likeness of
his own image. In Genesis2l Yahweh mde mankind in his own image, but in this section,
mankind makes the gods and idolittteir own image. Second, the idols are made from
creation, as the man cuts down a cypress or oak tree and uses it as the main source for the idol.
l nstead of creating, the idol i's made from cr
inHisimagee & 68, a word used for Aodiossemplhodtybadulgar

is a play on the concept that a god created man in His image, and now man is attempting to

186 Young, The Book of Isaiah, Chaptersib, 172.

’Kool e expands on this idea of the connection bet we
text plays with the word adam= man. The manufacturers of idols are merely men, what they produce is merely
something that looks like men and man is maraeed of wood for warming himself and making food than for the
production of an idol. This puts 6émand in his place, wl
people. The infinite qualitative difference between God and man can oolyebgome by God. Otherwise it is
human pride whi c Koolglsatah Il:lsaidhdd4& 378. Mankirid Icanriot create an idol with
power because he himself is merely a man and not a deity and therefore he cannot create anything more powerful
than himself.
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create god in his own image, and this is in addition to the worship of thentlaithg in the image

of man (cf. Rom. 1:25).

The true satire begins in verse fifteen. The man takes the wood from the tree and uses
half of it for firewood to bake his bread and keep himself warm and uses the other half to create
the idol that he then worgds and asks for deliverance. The idol has no power, was created by
the same items that he used to cook his food, and yet he begs the idol to deliver him from his
problems. Isaiah clearly is trying to show his audience the folly of idolatry and show how
incredibly powerless the entire process is when it is seen objecta@lyingay rightfully

concludes, fAlt is a mystery 0o the Poet how p

Verses eighteen through twenty give the divine response and explanation for why people
continued to worship idols if they were powerless. The people had fallen so far into idolatry that
they had become blind and they wer dolsa@ghit onger
is evident that the only reason why a person would not sedWneus contradictions in the
picture he has just drawn is that, for some reason, they cannot. In the normal course of human
intelligence, the implications would surely be plain. So what has happened? Why do they not
know? The answer is familiar to him: The have become b I*Theycaanotd i ns e |
understand that their sin has blinded them and they no longer recognize that they are forming

their own gods out of the very elements that they use to cook and warm themselves. This is

88 Goldingay,lsaiah Under standing, 256. The poet is Goldinga
section.

169 Oswalt, The Book of Isaiah, Chaptersi4ib, 184. Paul in Romans 1 makes a similar argument when he
admits that those under thewer of sin have worshiped the creation insteati@CreatarFalse worship is not
without consequences. It only leads to spiritual blindness which blinds mankind to the revelation that Yahweh is the
true God andhe Creatoof the universe.
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exactly what Yahwehad told Isaiah in his commissioning in Isaiah-83) that the nation

would become so blind that they could no longer see the truth or foolishness of their'dgtions.

In verse twenty, Isaiah argued that those who worship idols have a deluded hdag and t
has led to him not understanding that he is lying to himself in order to justify his actions.
Motyer writes, AThe emphasis throughout is on
fact that its Opower sd atarallpis. Notechgvt versed9 deging o nd t
and 20 ends with a reference to a c¢*Taus,t sman.
the idols are created from the earth and therefore have no power outside of the natural norm.
They do not have the abilito predict the future, control history or deliver their people in the
same way as Yahweh, who is independent of the natural world. Indeed, all the power and
craftsmanship of the idol has come from the human crafter, not from the divine. Instead of being
the Creator | ike Yahweh, the idols were merel
of their deity that the gods are required to bring is some evidence that they are independent of the
cosmos and i'%lacoftrash Genésis h:1 spegof tide creation of the universe,
but not the creation of Yahweh. He stands outside of the created universe and instead is the very
source of all of Creation. The false idols could not accomplish this because they were made by

man and had no power outsidf what mankind could grant them. To Yahweh, those that follow

Alsose Deuteronomy 4:28, in which Yahweh told the ne
and stone, the work of human hands, that neither !
idolatrous worship was not a surprise to Yahweh

"1 Motyer, The Prophecy of Isaial280. Power cannot be transferred from creator to creattbe iCreator
never held that power.

172 Oswalt, The Book of Isaiah: 466, 100.
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idols are foolish and should live in fear because their trust and faith has been placed in an object

that cannot deliver instead of the true God that can delivertfem.

Did IsaiahMisunderstand Paganism?

One minor issue that arises in looking at this passage is that critics sometimes argue that
Isaiah oversimplified idolatry in his critique and that he either misunderstood paganism or
deliberately made it seem untenable. Forexampl Cl aus Wester mann wrot e,
idolater no more confuses image with numen than does the Jew Elijah with his mantle. There is
no denying that, to say the least, he poem m
Whybray argued that theuthor of the passage was wrong in his assumptions about idolatry and
made this argument out of ignorart¢eCritics argue that ancient people knew that the images
and idols themselves held no actual power and were instead merely a physical represéntative

the spiritual deity.

However, if Isaiah the prophet or even Deutlsaiah wrote the passage, then it is highly
unlikely that he would not be familiar with how paganism worked in the ancient world. He was

surrounded by paganism on all sides, includmthe nation itself. There is simply no way in

173 This must have been very frustrating for both Yahweh and Isaiah as this was not a hypothetical
argument that they were making. Indeed, Isaiah probably saw this very type of action occurring regularly during his
ministry and Yahweh had seen Israel struggté this issue for hundreds of years. Yahweh had continually
demonstrated his power and deliverance for the nation time and time again and yet Israel continued to build idols
and worship foreign deities that never were able to deliver them or prediatdhein any meaningful way. The
passage shows Yahweh and | saiahés frustration with the
to continue to follow idols when Yahweh had proven himself trustworthy and powerful.

74 Westermanlsaiah 4066, 151. Many modern critics have attempted to downplay the negatives of
ancient paganism in an attempt to argue that it was similar to ancient Judaism. However, Judaism itself never had an
idol/image, rejected worshipping images/idols and wassflore significantly different than anything else in the
ancient world.

5 R.N. Whybray Isaiah 4666 (Edinburgh: Oliphants, 1975), 56. It seems ironic that someone thousands
of years after the fact would argue that they know more about an ancient thiatosomeone who grew up during
that time and saw the effects of it every day.
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which Isaiah would not have been familiar with how paganism worfgds wal t ar gues t |
is difficult to believe that this man, everywhere agreed to be the finest theological mind of Israel,
wassoobts e as not to understand this facteéehe was
f o r M9Nhite the idols themselves may not have been viewed as gods in theory, in

practicality the people worshipped the idols as if they were the deities themselves aiticthe de

that were behind them were supposedly the ones that gave power to mankind. When Isaiah
attacked the idols ability to create as in vain, he ultimately was attacking the pagan deities that

they supposedly represented and therefore he ultimately attdekpower of the gods behind

the idols and showed that they were powerless in comparison to Yahweh. Also, the Prophet is
representing the divine viewpoint, as a representative of Yahweh, and that the God of Israel can

see into Israeli hearts and knowattkven in their syncretistic worship their dependence is more

upon the idol than upon Him and that any worship of anything alongside Yahweh is sin and a

violation of the Mosaic agreement (Ex. 23

Apologetical Significance of Isaiah 4420
This setion of Isaiah is incredibly significant for its apologetic purposes. The first three
passages examined showed Isaiah arguing that Yahweh was the Creator. However, all ancient
religions held that their own gods were the creators or played some sigmdbieaint creation as
part of a pantheon of deities. Thus, one could argue that what Isaiah was doing was simply

standard practice in his time. Marduk was viewed as the creator within the Babylonian religion.

1781t is not as if Isaiah was writing about a different religion that he had rarely/never encountered
personally, such as when the reformers or the Puritans wrote about IstaerE@stern religions but had very little
interaction with their followers and often times misunderstood their beliefs or did not understand the significance of
their devotion. Isaiah had seen idolatry, both in pagan contexts and in his own natiohgftorrethe was old
enough to understand.

177 Oswalt, The Book of Isaiah: 466, 175.

76



Ra was the creator in Egyptian religion. Thuse oaould simply argue that Isaiah was merely
putting forth Yahweh as Creator in the same manner, albeit in a very different manner as
Yahweh was viewed as the only God responsible for creation without the help or guidance of a

pantheon of other deities.

However, Isaiah took the message one step further and argued that not only was Yahweh
the Creator and the other deities of the Ancient Near East were not, but also that the other gods
themselves were created as well. Not only were they created, but treegreated by mankind
through the use of the created elements that Yahweh Himself had created. Isaiah then is not
simply arguing that his God is a Creator but is the Creator that is responsible for all of the
Creation and that everything else in the uréeeras created from His created work. He also
limits the power of the gods of the other nations because they are created by mankind and
therefore cannot hold power over creation. In conclusion, Isaiah ends this creation section by
making the apologetic angnent that Yahweh is the true God because He alone is the Creator,
standing outside of creation, and everything else in the universe was both created by Yahweh and

stands inside of the Creation.
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Chapter Thr ee: Ineavantioa im the BodkioMsaiahe

The book of Isaiah not only emphasizes that Yahweh is the Creator, it also demonstrates
two other ways Yahweh is the one true God. From an apologetic standpoint, this chapter will
examine Yahwehos Oehalf ofiHie people wid lvethe fodus, as nvellaanthe
inability of divine intervention from the foreign gods and their idols. The two passages that
promote Yahwehos intervention tha87YWihd !l be ad

passage that stws the weakness of the idols and their lack of intervention will be chapter 46.

Isaiah 3638

Historical Context

This section, Isaiah 388, occurred during a very important historical time in the Ancient
Near East. Assyria, called the r@ssyrian empie from 745 BC until their destruction, had
finally overcome their internal problems and began to expand into the area around Israel and
Judah. Tiglatipileser Il (r. 745/744727) took the throne and began his expansion into the west,
first by putting dowra Chaldean revolt in Babylon and then moving Wwédt.was due to this
move that Israel and Syria allied together during the reign of King Ahaz in Isaiah 7. This
Assyrian push ultimately destroyed the northern kingdom of Israel in 722 BC and placed Assyri

on the doorstep of Judah.

"Two other passages that could be used t-45vlhow Yahy
both be addressed in the next chapter that focuses on predictive prophecy. Both passages have instances of divine
intervention, but their focus is ondlpredictive elements of these interventions and therefore they will be addressed
later.

Christopher B. Hays and Pet er ThaWdrldAdusditheOld Assyr i a
Testamented. Bill T. Arnold and Brent A. Strawn (Grand RapidakBr Academic, 2016), 47.
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King Hezekiah began his reign as a coregent with his father Ahaz for thirteen years of his
forty-two years of reign from 729 to 686 B€Hezekiah reversed the spiritual bankruptcy that
he had observed in 715 B®hen he began to rule independently of his father. He initiated a
return to Yahweh and severed all ties with Assyria (2 Kingsi 7828 In 712 BC, King Azuri
of Ashdod revolted against Assyria and was removed by Sargon Il and replaced by his brother,
showing everyone in the region that Assyria would not tolerate rebellion or a withholding of
tribute 182 However, Sargon Il had to stop his move west because of other rebellions within his

kingdom, including a rebellion by Meroda@&aladan in Babylon.

In706BC Sennacheri b, Sargondés son, took powel
After putting down another rebellion in Babylon from Merod&aiadan, which Hezekiah used
as a diversion to make his own revolt against Ass{ffi@ennacherib then marched wes7@1i
BC to engage both Judah and a possible Egyptian threat. He first laid siege to the Judean
stronghold of Lachish, which was pi®%Whier ed on
Sennacherib was still in the process of destroying Lachish, 2 Kin$)4-18 states that Hezekiah

paid a tribute of 300 talents of silver and 30 talents of §8I@his was not enough for

80 Walter C. Kaiser JrA History of Israel: From the Bronze Age through the Jewish \(lRashville, TN:
Broadman & Holman Publishers, 1998), 376. Motyer also agrees that, while this is not in the text, it is the best
solutiontoe st abl i shing how Sennacherib invaded in Hezekiahos
according to 2 Kings 18:1. Motydsaiah, 249.

18l Kaiser Jr. A History of Israel376.

182 |bid, 377.

183 bid, 378.

184 |bid, 379.

®There is great debate on why I saiah left out this
was intentionally | eft out by the author. However, he .

version of the account tnderstand the reasons behind leaving out any historical events instead of merely rushing

off to judge the document historically. Childsaiah, 271. Smith argues that Isaiah only selectively included the

information that served his theological purposed thus did not include the attempted bribe for theological reasons,

that Hezekiah ultimately trusted Yahweh for deliverance in the story. Ssath 239, 593. Smi t hdés ar gu
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Sennacherib so he sent his representatives to speak to the Judeans still in Jerusalem, trying to
force a surrender by Hezekiah throughuke of threats and theological intimidation (Isaiah 36

37).

Literary Context
Chapters 369 form what some call the historical interlude of the book. It is unique in
the book because it tells a narrat neractedst ory o
with King Hezekiaht®® While many have denied the historical nature of these acc®(itibere
is nothing within the text itself that makes it seem that they should not be taken as historical
events that occurred in the life of Isaiah the prop#fat.also connects both halves of the book,
finishing the Assyrian threat and introducing the Babylonian threat. Thus, it serves as the
conclusion of chapters35 in which Isaiah has attempted to show the people that trusting in the
nations is futile. Chaprs 3839 are connected to ¥, showing that, although Yahweh has
taken care of Assyria, Babylon will ultimately become a threat because of the actions of

Hezekiah.

holds much weight, arguing that Isaiah did not want to paint Hezekiahunfaworable light, as he did his father

Ahaz but instead wanted to show that ultimately Hezekiah, in this situation was faithful, regardless of the attempted
payoff. This is not to say that Isaiah only paints Hezekiah in a favorable light, as the bsakdaehis faults in

chapter 39.

186 While much of the book of Isaiah focused on his sermons and prophecies, there were passages that
described events in his own life and ministry.

187 They would argue that the Assyrian invasion did occur, as shown ini&ssigcuments, the actual
events as portrayed in these chapters were not necessal
exampl e, Beuken calls chapter 38 a fiprophetic |l egendodo
Willem A.M. Beuken,lsaiah II: Isaiah 2839, Volume 2 of The Historical Commentary on the Old Testament
(Leuven: Peeters, 2000), 386.

18 The Taylor Prism, found in 1830, documents that Sennacherib invaded Judah during this time period

and encircled Jerusale, but has no mention of conquering the city.
supply the city with water during the siege has also been located in Jerusalem.
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One problematic issue is the timing of these chaptéihey appear to be out of orde
chronologically, as MerodaeBaladan could not have been seeking allies after the Assyrians had
been defeated in chapter 37; this was more likely during MereBach adands bri ef
against Sennacherib in 703 B¥ Indeed, it would make sense tlifdte was in rebellion against
Assyria, then he would haveenseeking allies and thus was seeing if Hezekiah would join in
an alliance. Thus, it will be assumed that chapter88B8ccurred prior to the Assyrian invasion
but were placed out of chronolagi order in order to connect Babylon to the second half of the

book, where this is the focus.

Isaiah 38

1In those days Hezekiah becasiek and was at the point of death. Asdiah the

re

prophet the son of Amoz c sagsdhdDORD: Setyoor, and s

house in order, f or y o u2TkenhHdzdkiahdurned hisjaceu
to the wall and prayed to thheorD,3a nd s ai d ,LORD, Femender boywha@e
walked before you in faithfulness and with a whole heartl have done what is good in
your sight. o And Hezekiah wept bitterly

4 Then the word of theorDcame to Isaialbi Go and say to Hezeki

theLoRD, the God of David your father: | have heard your prayer; | have seen your tears.
Behold, | wil add fifteen years to your life5 | will deliver you and this city out of the

hand of the king of Assyria, and will defend thisctfi. Thi s s hal | be th

the LORD, that theLorD will do this thing that he has promisediBehold, | will make

the shadow cast by the declining sun on

turned back on the dial the ten steps by which it had declined.

2INow | saiah had said, ALet th

s ha

ah

e S

t h

em
recovwMezeki ah al so had sai d, i What i's the

theLORD? 0

189 Another issue is whether Isaiah himself wrote these chapters or if the authi§ings2vrote the

chapters, as there is major overlap in the stories. For the purpose of this dissertation, whether Isaiah was the original

author of the material or merely used the material from 2 Kings is irrelevant. The final form of the book uses the
sory in its own unique method to show how Yahwehos

190Young, The Book of Isaiah, Chaptersii®p, 508.
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| saiah 38 is a significant chapter in the
intervention in the life of Hezekiah. This is especially intaot if, as argued earlier, this chapter
occurred prior to the events of chapters338 as it woul d show that Hez
Yahwehoés ability to deliver the nation was fo
his own life!®! The chapter bean in verse one describing the sickness of Hezekiah, a sickness
that was so severe that it brought him to the point of death. While the text does not describe the
type of sickness that Hezekiah suffered, it seems apparent from the text that it made him

bedidden (vs.2).

Hezekiah was probably in great fear for his life at this point, as he was on the point of
death and so Yahweh sent Isaiah the prophet to see Hezekiah and to give him a message from the
LORD. The message was probably not something thaskitdz was expecting to hear as Isaiah
declared to Hezekiah that the LORD had spoken, and Hezekiah would not recover from this
sickness but would instead die from the illnE€ his statement made by Isaiah shows his great
courage in serving Yahweh, as hery life could have been put in danger by making this
statement. Baker, in describing the nature of Ancient Near Eastern court prophets explains,

fiProfessional prophets received a livelihood from the palace and were loath to jeopardize it.

¥ Many critical commentators see chapters3®8as a mere appendix to the end of the first half of the
bookthat has little to do with the overall story or message of the book. For exampRyresdd
Clements,Jerusalem and the Nations: Studies in the Book of Ig@8habffield: Sheffield Press, 2011), 1207.
However, if one sees this story as atestingafldek i ahé6s faith prior to Sennacherib
connection to the previous chapters, explaining in par/
intervene on behalf of the nation. Chapter 39 would then be used byttsaiadw that just because Yahweh had
intervened on Judaho6s behalf did not mean that He woul

192 At first glanceit seems that this could be seen as either a lie or a false prophecy fromsisaiah,
Heze&iah did not dieat that time However, it becomes clear throughout the Old Testament that when Yahweh make
a judgment claim, many times it could be reversed if the judged party turned to Yahweh. The greatest example of
this in the Old Testament is fourn the book of Jonah, where Yahweh gives no indication that there is any chance
for repentance and yet stays His judgment when the Assyrians turn from their wickedness.
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They and diviers could circumvent a negative pronouncement by pursuing omens until a
satisfactory one appeared. Isaiah does not depend on these magical means; rather, he turns to his

God, Who is not |l oathe confro¥fting even kings

The problem presented was twofold. First, Hezekiah himself was a Godly king,
responsible for making strong spiritual reforms in Judah (2 Kings 18, 2 Chronicles 29). His death
would set the kingdom back both politically and spiritually, especially at awimea Judah was
coming out of the spiritual chaos of his father Ahaz and was in a dire political situation under the
threat from Assyria. Indeed, losing Hezekiah during this difficult time would probably lead to
both political and spiritual destitution ftte nation. Isaiah himself may have been disheartened
in delivering the news as Hezekiah was a Godly king whose reign was completely different than

the reign of his father.

Second, Young argues that the situation may have been even more séiezekash
would not have had an heir yet to continue th
quite possible that Hezekiah at this time had no heir. Manasseh was twelve years old when he
began to reign (2 Kings 21:1). If Hezekiah was to live yetft e en y ear s, and i f
and the termination of his reign coinc¥ded, t
Hezekiah, as a member of the Davidic dynasty, would have clearly understood the Davidic
Covenant that Yahweh had made with ancestors. If he were to die without an heir, the great

dynasty would have ended, and the Messianic line would be cut off. This was the very problem

193 Baker,Isaiah loc. 4761. Other prophets were noffedunatein giving negative news to kings of Israel
and Judah, such as Jeremiah and Elijah who were both persecuted for their words. Even Isaiah himself was largely
ignored by Hezeki ah 6 s anfdmaylhave latek ibeanzilled g socnManassek.r s ev en

194Young, The Book of Isaiah, Chapters-B®, 509. Goswell also points out t
tears were not for his own death but the death of the Davidic line was found in both JosdphesTamudGreg
Goswell, AThe Literary L8Q@39¢no.2(RA14)M67ani ng of | saiah 38,
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that his father had faced in chapter seven, which will be addressed in the next chapter. Thus, at
theend of verse one, it appears that Hezekiah will die, Judah will be thrown into both political
and spiritual turmoil and the Davidic Messianic line will be cut off, ending the Davidic

Covenant.

Nevertheless, the situation begins to change beginningse wep. Hezekiah,
presumably so sick that he cannot even get out of bed, turned his face to the wall and made a
final prayer to Yahweh for healing. Young explained the situation well when he stated,
AAccording to natur al c @atcdesunldsewitl Hisael God He z e k |
should inter ven el®Hezekiahnas the Kkng, wauld daverhadragcess to the
best medical care in the nation and yet nothing could be done. Yahweh had spoken and without
divine intervention, he would pehsDivine intervention in answer to his prayer was his only

hope.

In verse three, Hezekiah poured out his heart and soul to Yahweh, pleading for
deliverance in a threefold prayer. First, he reminded Yahweh of how he had walked in
faithfulness, which wasue as Hezekiah had been a faithful king. Second, he reminded Yahweh
that he had worshipped Yahweh with his whole heart. This is similar to his ancestor David, who
foll owed Yahweh and was a man after Yahwehos
remindel Yahweh his actions had been good in the sight of Yahweh. After his prayer, he was so
sick and weary that all he could do was weep. Hezekiah had placed his life and trust in Yahweh

and now had to wait to see if Yahweh would intervene and deliver him.

195Young, The Book of Isaiah, Chapters-B9, 509
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Inverses four to six, Yahweh delivered an a
message given to him through Isaiah. The message was also threefold in nature. First, Yahweh
declared that He had heard Heé%Whhieithishtrss pr ayer
sounds trivial, it shows that Yahweh has the ability to hear and see his followers. In order for a
deity to intervene in the world, the deity must be able to understand what is happening in the
world. These abilities are exactly what the idotklan their inability to intervene on behalf of

their followers.

Second, Yahweh decl ared that He would exte
(v. 6). This would not only extend the reign of the Davidic dynasty with Hezekiah, but would
presumaby} allow him to have an heir, which occurred when Manasseh was born around three
years later. Third, the extra years would not come without opportunities and challenges.
Hezekiah was told by Yahweh that Assyria would attack the city during this time peaddtiat
he would be the king that would deal with the invasion (v. 6). Therefore, the fifteen years, while
a gift from Yahweh, did not come without a cost. Still, Yahweh completed the promise by
declaring to Hezekiah that Yahweh alone would both delivaeldiah and the entire city from
the Assyrian invasion. Thus, the promise made in chapter 38 was both a promise of personal and
national deliverance. This may explain why Hezekiah was both frustrated and yet trusting at the
same time in chapters & becase he trusted that Yahweh would deliver the city and yet he

did not know how it would occuf’

%1t is interesting that Yahweh identifies ingi msel f
this connection back to David and the Davidic Covenant, the very line and covenant that was in danger of
el imination. Later in |Isaiah 37:35 (2 Kgs, 19:34) Yahwi
servant Davi do srsceriagthe gentralityhobthe avidic Qomedant in relation to the Chosen city,
Jerusalem (Ps. 132:13) and the promise of fulfillment in the Davidic dynasty (2 Sam57R24. 89: 31, 20-37).

197Webb,The Message of Isaiali55.
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The answer continued in verses seven and eight when Yahweh declared that Hezekiah
woul d receive a sign ¥8ignswerefgiven om mdmctasianshr 6 s pr om
throughout the Old Testament to confirm prophecies and promises made by Yahweh. They were
also used at times to confirm that a prophet who claimed to be the mouthpiece of Yahweh was a
true prophet, as there were many false prophets in the A&tibime sign that Yahweh gave to
Hezekiah was a simple yet miraculous sign as the shadow on the sun dial would turn back ten
steps (v. 8). It is unclear how Yahweh completed this sign from a scientific perspective, but the
sign was given and confirmed theaterything Isaiah had declared to Hezekiah were the very

words of Yahweh and would occur exactly as Yahweh had predicted.

Verses R0 gave a reply from Hezekiah written after he had recovered from his sickness
and show both the despair he was in whewae sick and the thankfulness and praise that he
declared for Yahweh after his healing and divine intervention. Verses topatgnd twenty
two are difficult to interpret and place in the story. Indeed, 2 Kings 20 in the parallel passage
placesthesetwoer ses at the end of Yahwehoés first spe
seems to fit better chronologically within the text. In the text of Isaiah, the story has already been
completed and then the verses are placed at the end of the story.argued that the verses

were not misplaced in Isaiah but were placed there on purpose by Isaiah to give a conclusion to

MYahweh giving a sign to Hezekiah should not be vie
part, but rather another gift from Yahweh to strengthe]

199 Critical scholars view these signs as legendary, as they were many timeatadswith miraculous
events. For exampl elegentoy maratives absut fanows prophédis, thesessigns sometimes
have miraculous qualitieséProphets may oddM®Roberts,al | y ha
AProprmhetki mgs: A New Look at the Royal Persecution of F
in God so Near: Essays On Old Testament Theology in Honor of Patrick D.,MilleBrent A. Strawn and Nancy
R. Bowen (University Park: Pennsylvania State @nsity Press, 2002), 344.
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the entire account, instead of ending with the song of Hez&Ki@swalt argues that these
verses were not original to Isaiah but wpl&ced there by a later editor to match better with the
2 Kings narratiort! Regardless of why the verses have been placed in this location, they do give

greater information to how Hezekiah was healed.

Isaiah told Hezekiah, and presumably his doctoegtenders, to take a cake of figs and
apply it to Hezekiahod6s boil and that would al
guestion then sometimes arises if Hezekiah was healed by a natural herb or if he was healed by
divine intervention? Hoever, this appears to be a false distinction. Yahweh, through Isaiah, was
the source of the information for how to heal Hezekiah. Therefore, regardless of whether the figs
healed Hezekiah or Yahweh used his own powers to heal him, Hezekiah was healed, and
Yahweh was the source of the healings. Ultimately, the use of the figs does not take away from

the act of divine intervention by Yahweh in the passage.
Isaiah 36

1In the fourteenth year of King HezekigBennacherib king of Assyria came up against
all the fortified cities of Judah and took theiwnd the king of Assyria sent the
Rabshakeh frorhachish to King Hezekiah at Jerusalem, with a great army. And he
stoodby the conduit of the upper pool on the highway to the Washer's Fiehdl there
cameout to himEliakim the son of Hilkiah, who was over the household, @imebna the
secretary, and Joah the son of Asaph, the recorder.

“And the Rabshakeh said to t breanking faesking t o He
of Assyria: On what do you restis trust of yours? Do you think that mere words are

strategy and power for war? In whom do you now trust, that you have rebelled against

me?° Behold, you are trusting in Egypt, that broken reed of a staff, which will pierce the

hand of any man who leamn it. Such is Pharaoh king of Egypt to all who trust in

him.’But i f you say tLorDoMer, @&o, dwhosshight nnathehe

200Young, The Book of Isaiah, Chapters-B9, 529. While this is possible, it seems weird that Isaiah
would just tag these verses onto the story when they do not fit the narrative.

201 Oswalt, The Book of Isaiah: Chapters39, 690.While this is a possibility, it seems strange that the
editor did not place them in the same location.

87



pl aces and altars Hezekiah has removed, sa
wor shi p bef bQome now inake aavageravithon® master the king of

Assyria: | will give you two thousand horses, if you are able on your part to set riders on
them.® How then can you repulsesingle captain among the least of my master's

servants, whegou trust in Egpt for chariots and for horsemetfMoreover, is it

without theLoRD that | have come up against this land to destroyh#L oRD said to

me, AGo up against this | and and destroy i

1 Then Eliakim, Shebna, and Joah said to the RabshakeH, e as e speak to yo
servantsn Aramaic, for we understand it. Do not speak to us in the language of Judah
within the hearing of ¥YBet ptelopl Ralwhivalaelk o:
my master sent me to speak these words to your master ymdl, tand not to the men

sitting on the wall, who are doomed with you to eat their own dung and drink their own
urine?o

13 Then the Rabshakeh stood and called out in a loud voice in the language of Judah:
iHear the words of t frial“Fhussaysth&kkingit ®p thbe keh
Hezekiah deceive you, for he will not be able to deliver yoDo not let Hezekiah make

you trustinthee.orDb y s a y i Lorpwill Surkli aeliver us. This city will not be

given into the hand of the king ofsAs y r*®iDa notlisten to Hezekiah. For thus says the

king of Assyria: Make your peace with rlefnd come out to me. Theach one of you

will eat of his own vine, and each one of his own fig tree, and each one of you will drink

the water of his own cister®, until | come and take you away to a land like your own

land, a land of grain and wine, a land of bread and viney&sware lest Hezekiah

mi sl ead you Uogpwsdyi e, ivENe us. 06 Has any of
delivered his land out of the hand of the king of Assylfa®here are the gods

of Hamath andArpad? Where are the gods of Sepharvaita®?e thg delivered Samaria

out of my hand?° Who among all the gods of these lands have delivered their lands out

of my hand, thattheoros houl d del i ver Jerusalem out of

21 But they were silent and answered him not a word, for the king's command wafi D o

not ans #&hen Bidkim thé son of Hilkiah, who was over the household, and

Shebna the secretary, and Joah the son of Asaph, the recorder, came to Hezekiah with

their clothes torn, and told him the words of the Rabshakeh.

Chapters 37 cotain the climax story in the first section of the book as the coming
invasion of Assyria had finally arrived. Vers

reign, 701 BC, Sennacherib invaded Judah and conquered the fortified cities of°3untiged,

Isaiah was establishing that the might of Assyria was unmatchable and there was simply no way

202t js clear in the text that he was in the process of conquering Lachish and was preparing for a siege
against Jerusalem.
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that Judah militarily could fight them without divine intervention. Most of their own cities had

been destroyed, their forces had been beaten andathsneothing left for Judah to do but try to

hang on to Jerusalem and wait for a miracle from their God. Richter points out that while
Hezekiah ultimately saved the nation, at | eas
significant damage to the inftascture of the nation and Lachish and its western province was
ceded to Philistia be?udab survivetl thdHdrevasierk buttheydsld r e s i

so at the last possible instance and were completely deciffated.

Verse two established th&ennacherib, still at Lachish either sieging the city or just after
his victory, sent an army under the command of someone identified in the text as the Rabshakeh
in order to threaten Hezekiah and make him surreffd@he identity of the Rabshakeh hasmee
highly questioned throughout history. Jerome tells of two different ancient Hebrew claims of his
identity. Some claimed that he was the son of the prophet Isaiah and was a betrayer while others
believed that he was a captured Samaritan, which was wtgute speak the Hebrew

language®® That an advisor to the king would be able to speak Hebrew at first seems strange,

2Sandra Ric@Béeert ur % EAmgidgntldrael's BlistdrynAn Introduction to Issues and
Sourcesed. Bill T. Arnold and Richard S. Hess (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2014), 349.

The text of the Taylor Prism, the AekshytheiJu®an,account
| besieged fortysix of his fortified walled cities and surrounding smaller towns, which were without number. Using
packeddown ramps and applying battering rams, infantry attacks by mines, breeches, and siege machines, |
conquered (thein| took out 200,150 people, young and old, male and female, horses, mules, donkeys, camels,
cattle, and sheep, without number, and counted them as spoil. He himself, | locked up within Jerusalem, his royal
city, like a bird in a cage. 1 surrounded himihnéarthworks, and made it unthinkable for him to exit by the city
gatw.. W. Hall o and K. L. Younger , e dGontextofiepune:&anbnécali b' s Si
Compositions, Monumental Inscriptions and Archival Documents from the @&iiorld (Leiden: Brill, 2003),

2:3023.

205 That Sennacherib sieged Lachish is supported by Assyrian reliefs of theaeidtGravesBiblical
Archaeology: An Introduction with Recent Discoveries That Support the Reliability of theZitled(Toronto:
Electronic Christian Media, 2018), 1:171.

2Jer ome, fiComment ar gncienhChiistan Commentary apBaripteed IsaiaBd
ed. Steven McKinion (Downers Grove: IVP Academic, 2004), 10:323.
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but it is more plausible when one understands that Assyria had previously conquered the
northern kingdom. Furthermore, he was very famikigh the religious beliefs of the conquered
nations of Assyria, thus he may have been a personal advisor of the king that served as a
spokesperson when conquering new lands. This would explain his knowledge and position in the

military, as well as his ality to speak for the king.

Perhaps a more difficult interpretation is whether the speech of the Rabshakeh should be
viewed as historical. Three views are generally accepted. The first view is that the entire story is
fabricated, and that the Rabshakelsgbly never even existed but was a creation of the author
or, if he did exist, the wording was completely created by the author. For example, Ehud Ben Zvi
writes, ASome collective memory about an Assy
timewith a message from the Assyrian ki n%Ben probab
Zvi argues that there was a memory of the Rabshakeh in the Hebrew mythology and therefore
the author, certainly not Isaiah or anyone alive during the events, hadteastary about the
Rabshakeh threatening the people. However, from a literary perspective, the speech itself was
unnecessary to the plot and therefore it would have only been included if an actual event was
being reported.

The second view is that tlspeech, while not directly the word for word speech given by
the Rabshakeh, is a historical representation of something similar to what he would have said.

For exampl e, Beuken writes, ARThe speeches of
surrendepf the city have parallels in the Assyrian and Babylonian sources. They contain topics

and expressions which were employed i nTha he di

2Ehud Ben Zvi, 0 Whfo PM logtea k ehhe)BERfQEEne WHIOIOR? 92.07vi even
argues that although some of the wording is very similar teAssyrian inscriptions, the speech should only be
seen as a piece of biblical literature and not an actual Assyrian speech.
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speech itself is an authentic sample of biblical literature and not #&atranr adaption of an
originally Assyrian addres<8® For Beuken, the speech is not original to the Assyrian, but has
many items that would have occurred in the historical speech. The author took Assyrian
sounding rhetoric and placed it into his spetechake it sound like a historical speech given by

a historical figure.

Michael Press similarly argues that the speech should not be viewed as historical because
it seems to have problems in information presented. For example, in identifying probtéms in
story, he writes, AThe fact that Sennacherib
the conquests of his predecessors (e.g. Samaria, conquered by Shalmaneser V and Sargon), and
the puzzling suggestion that the gods of foreign cities (irapfailed to rescue Samaria from the
A's s y r °Henasgues that the first statement would be a mistake on the part of the Rabshakeh
and shows that the author was unaware of Assyrian history. However, there are examples of
Assyrian kings taking credit for what their predecessors accomplished. For exéma@apture
of Samaria is attributed to Shalmaneser by the Babylonian Chronicles, but Sargon Il also claimed
to have been the ruler when Samaria fell in the Khorsabad #€8snnacherib may have taken
credit for the actions of his predecessorsorhgma i mply been referring t
itself as the one that captured Samaria. Either way, the argument can be explained without the

historical error.

208 Beuken,|saiah II: Isaiah 2839, 338, 349.

2°Mi chael Press, A'Where are the Gods of Hamath?' (:
Deities in the JSQHGma2201b). 202.Speech, o

210Kaiser Jr. A History of Israel 364.
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Press also argues that the Rabshakeh mistakenly attributes the gods of Sepharvaim, pagan
gods, wih the failure to deliver Samaria and therefore this shows that these words are not
historical. However, two possibilities could be present. First, the lack of an antecedent does make
the verse difficult, butug@estsmidal tt heer gleens et h ast, ti
gods were able to save t h e’ Thereforenhe coult simply bea nd t
stating that no gods can stop the Assyrian army. Second, there is a strong possibility that Israel,
who the Biblical text clearly showsosshipped many foreign gods, might have worshipped these
gods or gods like them. The Rabshakeh may not have known who the people in the northern
kingdom worshipped because they worshipped so many gods.

Perhaps more importantly, it is clear that the nortlkkémgdom was so backslidden that
their own enemies outside the nation did not recognize that they were supposed to be
worshipping the same God as Judah. If the Rabshakeh had known that, he certainly would have
argued that Assyria had already defeatedxbé of Judah by defeating Israel. Nevertheless, this
position, while closer than the first, seems to have problems because it still argues that the
statements made by the Rabshakeh were not truly historical but were comparable to historical
fiction. Theth r d vi ew, and the view taken in this di:¢
are correctly presented in the text and therefore are historical.

The Rabshakeh stood outside the conduit of the upper pool on the highway to the
Was her 6s F ispatlthdt,saiah ihasl goneeto rgeet with Ahaz in chapter $&mstead
of Hezekiah coming out to speak with him personally, he sent three of his advisors to meet with

the emissary: Eliakim the son of Hilkiah, Shebna the secretary and Joah the sorofTAsap

211 Oswalt,The Book of Isaiah, Chapter$39, 641.

212|saiah, by making thipoint, i s cl early making a connection betwe
Hezekiahds trust in Yahweh.



first two men had already been identified in chapter twemity It is possible that Hezekiah
himself did not go out to meet with the emissary because of politics in that Sennacherib had sent
a lesser envoy to negotiate and therefore Hezekiah ndaticherct or Hezekiah may have been
busy preparing the defenses of the city for the coming siege. In fact, 2 Kings 18 specifically
asserts that Hezekiah gave a tribute to Sennacherib to stop the invasion but Sennacherib
continued the assault, which may bavaught Hezekiah unprepared for the assault and busy
preparing the defense as quickly as possible.
Verse four began a speech by the Rabshakeh that can be characterized as demanding,

rude and even terrorizing. Webb calls the speech a classic stimySatanic art of sowing
doubt?'3 The Rabshakeh immediately made a distinction between Hezekiah and Sennacherib,
refusing to call Hezekiah a king and identifying Sennacherib as the great king. He had no respect
for Hezekiah or the nation of Judah at laagel viewed them only as a minor nuisance in the
way of the mighty Assyrian war machine. He then began a series of questions in rapid
succession, the idea being that there was no

He first questioned what Hezekiah wasting his trust in to rebel against Assyria (v. 5).
It was almost as if he could not believe that someone would be ignorant enough to commit this
deed. Verse five moved to more questions, beginning with a question on what power Hezekiah
actually hasinhs nati on. The Rabshakeh thought that
and that he had no strength to backigwords. Finally, he asked about who Hezekiah was
trusting in to rebel, thinking that Hezekiah must have had some unknown reason for rebellion as
it did not make sense from a military or political perspective. He was unaware that Yahweh had

already guaraneed pr ot ection from Assyria during the

213\Webb,The Message of Isaiathi48149.
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Beginning in verse six, the Rabshakeh attempted to attack the two possible sources of
Hezeki ahds c¢onf lydnd spritaally. Hirsi, henbelipved that Heaekiah was
placing his trust in a possible alliance with Egypt, something that Isaiah himself had warned
against (28:15). Motyer writes, fAEgypt had ma
and its army had been beaten at El Tekeh. The Rabshakeh had himstilfssden his words
weremorefar eachi ng and damaging, exposing the cri
he said, they knew that anyo rféThewoa picwedhat t r ust
the Rabshakeh uses was brilliant, descgl@omeone trying to hold up their body weight with a
broken reed, which obviously could not hold the weight. Essentially, he was arguing that if
Hezekiah was placing his trust in Egypt, then he had already failed and would pay for it.

In verse seven, thirabshakeh switched to both psychological and theological warfare,
arguing that Hezekiah himself should not trust in Yahweh because Hezekiah had angered
Yahweh by removing His places of worship. It is clear that the Rabshakeh had solid intelligence,
knowing about many of the religious reforms that Hezekiah had made since becoming the king.
However, he had also misunderstood the action of Hezekiah. Yahweh was not angry at Hezekiah
for removing the high places and altars, but instead was very pleased wéttkHea h 6 s act i on
While attempting to discourage Hezekiah, he ultimately was reminding Hezekiah of his
faithfulness to Yahweh and why Yahweh would ultimately come through and defend the nation
from the Assyrian threat.

The Rabshakeh©6s saganmaesmeightanmoekindlylwageringthat
even if Sennacherib gave the people two thousand horses for a cavalry, they would not have

enough manpower available to create the cavalry regiment. It is a twofold assault: two thousand

214 Motyer, Isaiah, 250.
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horses to Assyria wdike a drop in the bucket with their mighty army but was more than Judah
can mobilize. He then again attacked a possible trust in Egypt, declaring that Judah could not
fight a single captain and his men when they trusted in Egypt for troops and weap@ss. It
obvious that the Rabshakeh had great confidence in his own military might and thought that
Judah attempting to rebel, even with Egyptian help, was almost comical.

He ended this first verbal assault in verse ten by attempting to make a common ANE
theological argument by stating that it was Yahweh Himself that commanded Assyria to destroy
Judahlndeed, perhaps the most famous example of this occurred in the Cyrus Cylinder, when
Cyrus the Persian made this very claim that Marduk, the Babylonian ligity,ommissioned
him to capture Babylon. The Rabshakeh had probably used a similar argument against other
enemies of Assyria and assumed it would be the same with Judah. However, what he failed to
realize was that Yahweh communicated with Hezekiah thrtaaghh the prophet and therefore
Hezekiah already had conf i dé%coganarguastthatthish we h w
t heol ogi cal mi sunderstanding by the Rabshakeh
unnecessary toodubyithdeéaattr kEThespidsanigilye narr at i
unlikely that a later editor would make the Rabshakeh so ignorant of Jewish theology if they

were creating his verbiage at a later time.

Eliakim, Shebna and Joah had heard enough to understandhhiiatHezekiah may
have had faith in Yahwehoés ability to interve

may not have that faith and therefore attempt to lessen the intimidation by asking the Rabshakeh

2BInteresting y, one hundred years |l ater, the Babylonianés
nation and would have been completely accurate in their theological intimidation as Yahweh had turned and
empowered Babylon to take the nation into exile.

218 Grogan, Isaiah, loc. 9255.
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to speak in Aramaic, a trade language thay as court officials would understand but the

average Judean would not understé@ridowever, the Rabshakeh, never willing to miss a

chance for intimidation, answered with another threat, this time asserting that the only future that
the soldiers had awuld be to eat their own feces and drink their own urine (v. 12). Smith argues
that the Rabshakeh wanted each man on the wall to have to process what will happen in a siege
when the people ran out of food and water, hoping that the intimidation woulad&hte

army and cause Hezekiah to make a quick surrefi@ler.

Beginning in verse thirteen, the Rabshakeh switched his audience from the three officials
to the common soldiers on the wall. He starte
Hezekidn. Blenkinsopp asserts that this was a common practice in Assyria as they would hold the
entire population of the vassal state responsible for keeping the peace and not revolting, hoping
to encourage the general population to depose or assassinate thaiteow if they attempted to
rebel against Assyri&® The Rabshakeh argued that Hezekiah was deceiving his soldiers by
making them think that he could save them. He also conveniently left out that Hezekiah was a
king; exclusivelynfocabi Agsypni aheFAigmeat hkman
Rabshakeh was not wrong in his assertions as Hezekiah was powerless to deliver the nation. He
had already tried a bribe to appease the Assyrians and his military might was no match to

Sennacherib. If he had stmgd at that point, he may have been justified in his verbal assault.

217 Aramaic, eventually the common language of Israel, was at this tiniega francaof the Fertile
Crescent, used normally in diplomatic exchanges but unintelligible to the mass of the people.

218 Smith, Isaiah £39, 602.
219 Joseph Blenkinsopjsaiah 139, Volume 19 iThe Anchor Bible Commentary Seri@¢ew York:
Doubleday, 2000), 470.

96



However, the Rabshakeh crossed the line in verse fifteen when he argued that the soldiers
should not trust Hezekiahds words that Yahweh
atack Hezekiahdés ability to save was one thin
save His people crossed the line. Motyer points out that it is clear that the Rabshakeh was well
informed and must have had s onisé Hezekahwthatchdhdy e o f
occurred previously during his sickness. Otherwise, it would make no sense for him to focus so
heavily on subverting?®RIrfustthei reveahvse hods Hdeezleikv
occurred sometime prior, it is possilthet word may have gotten around to Assyria that a
Judean prophet was declaring victory over Assyria (Isaiah119):38:6), especially once

Assyria had already attacked?®most of Judahos

Verses sixteen and seventeen served as both a warning and a temptation to compromise
for the soldiers on the wall. First, the Rabshakeh warned them again to not trust Hezekiah, which
also inferred not to trust Isaiah and Yahweh as well (v. 16). Secotalditbem to abandon the
city and the walls and to make peace with Sennacherib by surrendering to the Assyrians. Third,
he offered a counter to his previous threat from verse twelve: if they stay on the wall then they
will eat their own feces and drink thewn urine, but if they surrender then they will each have
his own vine, fig tree and water source (v. 17). He was offering them a chance to return to their

own homes and leave the war behind, if only they would become vassals of Assyria.

220Motyer,lsaiahh, 251. While it is possible that the Rabshaltk
would claim to save them and that ieyshe makes the claim, it seems very specific, almost as if he has been told
about the prophecy that Yahweh made to Hezekiah in chapter 38 prior to the invasion. It is possible that captured
Jewish leaders from some of the other cities may have told #hai&ss about the prophecy, which would explain
why the Rabshakeh was so adamant in his verbal assault

221 |f this was their first battle, it would seem very suspicious but Assyrian had already captured so much
territory it is very plausible that high ranking Judean officials had been captured already that would have heard
about Yahwehés promises and told the Assyrians about |
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Fourth, he coduded the offer with a promise of exile, but framed the exile in positive
terms (v. 17¥?? Sennacherib would take the people away, back to Assyria, but would place them
in a good land that had similar resources to Judah. This was standard protocatdoqgtered
people of Assyria and similar circumstances had already occurred when Israel had been exiled
two decades previously. Ackroyd points out that what Sennacherib was doing was essentially
taking the pl ace If&bddcahaohfwfildhis.prorfiises, giving thegpeople i
peace and a land flowing with milk and honey, grain and vineyards, at least the Hebrews can be
assured that Se rffdHowdver, Sinith pomis but thattie exildwowd have
been brutal and many would havediwell before making it to another land, thus the Rabshakeh

was making a terrible situation try to sound more appeéiig.

The Rabshakeh concluded his pronouncement in vers28 W&h another assault on the
strength and power of Yahweh, asserting thattweh was just another deity that could not stand
up to the power and supremacy of the Assyrian military might, and also inferring that the
Assyrian gods were superior to both Yahweh and the gods of the other nations. First, he again
declared that Hezekiakas attempting to mislead the nation into believing that Yahweh both
could and would deliver them (v. 18a). Second, he used recent military history to attempt to

prove that Yahweh could not defend the city (vs. 18b). None of the other gods of the other

222 The people of Judah had already seen what happened to Israet arler nations around them when
Assyria captured them, so it would have been useless for the Rabshakeh to attempt to lie and deny that they would
be exiled.

2P, R. Ackroyd, AAn Interpretation of 1t IBi89Babylnoni e
Studies in the Religious Tradition of the Old Testar{lesidon: SCM, 1987), 168.

224 gmith, Isaiah £39, 605. Indeed, the Rabshakeh was truly a master negotiator. He knew exactly when to

threaten with the stick and when to offer the carrot.
leadership and trust in Yahweh.
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nations that Assyrian had conquered had been able to intervene on behalf of their nation, so why

should Yahweh be any different?

Next, he | isted some of the kingdoms that
failure to intervene (v. 19Hamathwas amajor Syrian city located on the Orontes River about
one hundred fifty miles north of Damascus and two hundred sefieatsniles northeast of
Jerusalem. It had been conquered by Sargéi Arpad was to the north of Hamath.
Sephar vai moés ntlyankrownibat was prebabty inra sirailar region to the first two
cities. He concluded with the city of Samaria, the capital of the Northern Kingdom, which had
fallen to Assyria two decades earlier. It seems evident that the Rabshakeh was unaware that the
god of Samaria was supposed to be Yahweh as well or he would surely have used that as proof in
his argument that Yahweh could not stop Assyria. Indeed, this shows just how far the Northern
Kingdom had fallen away from Yahweh in that their enemies couléven identify Him as

their God.

He concluded his argument with a final summary of the failure of any god to stand up to
Assyria (v. 20). Young summari zes his argumen
at the time when help was neededYstweh also will not be present to help when Jerusalem
needs t2Rahis whsealtingately the crux of his argument. Yahweh was no different than
the other gods of the nations and therefore Yahweh could do nothing more than the other nations
deities.If the gods of the nations could not intervene on behalf of their people, then Yahweh

would not be able to intervene on behalf of Judah. The challenge then becomes, if Yahweh was

225 Oswalt,The Book of IsaiahChapters 139, 641.

226Young, The Book of Isaiah, Chaptersii3®, 470.
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truly the one true God and had promised that He would deliver Jerusalenh&dresyrians,
then a failure to intervene and save the city would prove the Rabshakeh correct and shows that
Yahweh was no different than the pagan gods who could not intervene on behalf of their own

people.

The chapter concludes without a responsearalf of Judah as Hezekiah had
specifically instructed the three Judeans to remain silent before the Assyrian representative (v.
21). However, while the three men did not answer the Rabshakeh, their physical actions revealed
their concern (v. 22). They wehack to Hezekiah to tell him the message, but first tore their
clothes in angui sh. I n Hebrew culture, tearin
frequently associated with mourning and lamenting because someone has just died or was about
to die??’ It also occurred when blaspheme occurred, which was exactly what the Rabshakeh had
stated when he demeaned Yahweh by comparing Him with the pagan gods. Hezekiah had a
similar response at the beginning of chapter 37. The Judeans knew that they faced @@mai

if Yahweh did not intervene on their behalf.

Isaiah 37

1 As soon as King Hezekiah heard it, he tore his clothes and covered himself with

sackcloth and went into the house of timrb. 2 And he sent Eliakim, who was over the
household, and Shebrzetsecretary, and the senior priests, covered with sackcloth, to

the prophetsaiah the sonof Amo2T hey said to hi m, AThus say
aday of distress, of rebuke, and of disgradetdren have come to the point of birth, and

there isno strength to bring them forthlt may be that th& orD your God will hear the

words of the Rabshakeh, whom his master the king of Assyria has sent to mock the living
God, and will rebuke the words that therb your God has heard; therefore lift upuyo

A

prayerfot he remnant that is |l eft. 60

5When the servants of King Hezekiah came to Is&ibhs ai ah sai d to t hem,
mast er , O LdrD Do mtdbeg adraid bbcause of the words that you have heard,

227 Smith,1saiah 1 39, 608.
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with which the young men of the kird Assyria have reviled méBehold,| will put a
spirit in him, so thahe shall hear a rumor and return to his own land, anll make him
fall by the sword in his own | and. 60

8The Rabshakeh returned, and found the king of Assyria fighting agiiinsth, for he

had heard that the king had Iefichish.? Now the king heard concerning Tirhakah king

of CushiiHe has set out to fight against you. o
to Hezekiah, saying®d Thus s h al Hezgkiahkingq &udaki Dbo not | et vy
God in whom you trust deceive you by promising that Jerusalem will not be given into

the hand of the king of Assyri&Behold, you have heard what the kings of Assyria have

done to all lands, devoting them to dastion. And shall you be delivered?Have the

gods of the nations delivered them, the nations that my fathers destémzsth,Haran,

Rezeph, and the people of Eden who were in Telas9afffere is the king of Hamath,

the king of Arpad, the king of écity of Sepharvaim, the king of Hena, or the king of

l vvah?06o0

l4Hezekiah received the letter from the hand of the messengers, and read it; and
Hezekiah went up to the house of therp, and spread it before therb. >*And
Hezekiah prayed to tHeorD: 16 @.0RD of hosts, God of Israegénthroned above the
cherubim, you are the God, you alone, of all the kingdoms of the gattttave made
heaven and earth’Incline your ear, Q orD, and hear; open your eyes] ORD, and

see; and heall the words of Sennacherib, which he has sent to mock the living
God.*®Truly, O Lorp, the kings of Assyria have laid waste all the nations and their
lands,'®and have cast their gods into the fire. For they were no gods, but the work of
men's hands, wood antbee. Therefore they were destroy&do now, OLORD our

God, save us from his hand, that all the kingdoms of the earth may know that you alone
are theLoRrRD. 0

2Then | saiah the son of Amoz dernthe®od Hezek.i
of Israd: Because you have prayed to me concerning Sennacherib king of AZii,

is the word thattheorbh as spoken concerning him: A&She
youd the virgin daughter of Zion; she wags her head behind yba daughter of
Jerusalem*i 6 Whom have you mocked and reviled? A

your voice and lifted your eyes to the heights? AgahestHoly One of Israef*By your

servants you have mocked the Lord, and you have\8&ikd,my many chariots | have

gone up the helgs of the mountains, to the far recesses of Lebanon, to cut down its

tallest cedars, its choicest cypresses, to come to its remotest height, its most fruitful

forest.?®| dug wells and drank waters, to dry up with the sole of my fodhall

stream®f Egypt.?*f 6 Have you not heard that | determ
days of old what now I bring to pass, that you should make fortified cities crash into

heaps of ruing’while their inhabitants, shorn of strength, are dismayed and confounded,

and have become like plants of the field and like tender grass, like grass on the housetops,
blightedbefore itis grown?®fi 61 know your sitting down and
in, and your raging against nf€Because you have raged against me and your

complacency has come to my ears, | will put my hook in your nose and my bit in your

mouth, and will turn you backonta way by which you came. 0
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%FAnd this shall be the sign for you: this
the second year what springs from that. Then in the third year sow and reap, and plant
vineyards, and eat their fru# And the surviing remnant of the house of Judsthall

again take root downward and bear fruit upwat&or out of Jerusalem shall go a

remnant, and out of Mount Zion a band of survivditse zeal of th&.ORD of hosts will

dothis®A Ther ef or e Ldrhcongerniagthe kingtofhAesyria: He shall not

come into this city or shoot an arrow there or come before it with a shietdioup a

siege mound against # By the way that he came, by the same he shall return, and he

shall not come into this city, declaréheLorb. 3°For | will defend this city to save it, for

my ownsakeandfaqrhe sake of my servant David. o

36 And the angel of theorp went out and struck down 185,000 in the camp of the
Assyrians. And when people arose early in the morning, belheise tvere all dead
bodies 3’ Then Sennacherib king of Assyria departed and returned home and lived
atNineveh.28 And as he was worshiping in the house of Nisroch his god, Adrammelech
and Sharezer, his sons, struck him down with the sword. And afteeshaped into the
land ofArarat,Esarhaddon his son reigned in his place.

Chapter 37 began with Hezekiahd0s response
soon as Hezekiah heard the news from his advisors, he too tore his clothes and covered himself
with sackcloth (v. 1). However, Hezekiah also knew where to go to for help in his time of
desperation; he immediately went to the temple and sent the advisors to go find Isaiah the
prophet (v. 2f*When t hey found | saiah, tohgeestdistressi ver ed

conveyed through a birth metaphor. Oswalt explains the birth metaphor in vivid details writing

The metaphor of labor is a telling one. All too familiar to them was the breech birth, or
some other complication, which caused the mothbetanable 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. Jerusalestbe delivered, but neither he

nor his government nor his people has the strength t3%do it

228 This was a very common practice in the ANEansulting a prophetic intermediator at a time of crisis is
attested throughout the Near East as early a®tfge of Zimrilim of the Kingdom of Matri in the eighteenth century
BC, if not earlierBlenkinsopp/saiah 139,474

229 Oswalt,The Book of Isaiah, Chapter$39, 645.
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Hezekiah understood the seriousness of the situation and knew that without divine intervention,

the kingdom was doomed.

Nevertheless, in verse four Hezekiahodos mes
intervention. First, he asserted that Yahweh haddbar mocking words of the Rabshakeh. He
understood that if Yahweh was truly God, then He could not sit idiytle the king and his
representative blaspheme. He trusted that Yahweh would intervene, both on behalf of the
promises that He had made to Haaé and the nation as a whole as well as a response to the
blaspheme against Him. The intervention is explained in 2 Kings 19:34 as on behalf of Jerusalem
and based on the Davidic Covenant. Second, Hezekiah asked Isaiah to pray for the remnant that
was ldt in the nation. Smith points out that usually this term is a negative term that refers to
exiles in a foreign land after the destruction of the nation, but Hezekiah used the term for the
people still in JerusaleRi® Hezekiah knew that without divine imtention, the people of the
city were in for a difficult time, as a siege would lead to destruction, starvation, lack of water and

ultimately exile for those that survived.

When the officials found | saiah aongd tol d h
and confident twofold response from Yahweh. First, Isaiah told Hezekiah not to be afraid.
Yahweh understood the predicament that Hezekiah was in and the intimidating verbiage that the
Rabshakeh had used in descrihbbenagralJevethdi hds f ut u
Hezekiah believed that Yahweh could deliver, for him to be greatly distressed and afraid. His

kingdom had been decimated. His strongest fortress, Lachish, was destroyed. The Rabshakeh had

230 Smith,Isaiah £39, 611.

103



a large army with him with more reinforcemeiain the way with Sennacherib. However,

Yahweh reassured Hezekiah that he had no reason to fear, for Yahweh would be with him.

Second, Yahweh made a prediction about His deliverance of the city and about the fate of
Sennacherib (v. 7). Yahweh would m&&ennacherib hear a rumor about a coming enemy and
cause him to return to his own land. Once he returned to his own land, he would be killed. The
rest of the chapter flushes out the details of how this prediction came to pass, but ultimately this
predictiongave Hezekiah the needed confidence to stand firm against Sennacherib. Interestingly,
Yahweh did not mention destroying Sennacherib
battle would never be fought. It is possible that Yahweh was giving Seamia a chance to turn
away his army and avoid their destruction. However, when Sennacherib ignored the warning and

sent messengers again, Yahweh then announces his defeat in battle.

Verse eight moved back to the story of the Rabshakeh as he retuBesthecherib, who

had moved from Lachish to Libnah, which was north of Lachish and on the way to Jerusalem. As
only the Rabshakeh was mentioned and not the military leaders or the military forces, it was
likely that he left them outside Jerusalem to bggeparation for the siege and to continue to
threaten the city while he went for more instructions. It seems Sennacherib had defeated Lachish
and was making his way up to meet with the army outside of Jerusalem. One has to assume that
either Hezekiah seiat message to the Rabshakeh stating that he would not surrender, or the
Rabshakeh heard nothing and assumed that meant that they would not surrender. Some

commentators speculate that vers&)vas simply a retelling of chapter 36, arguing that it
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would nd make sense for Sennacherib to send the same person back to Jerusalem if he failed to

secure the surrender previousty.

Sennacherib then heard a rumor that Tirhakah, identified as the king of Cush, had set out
to fight against him (v. 9). The mentionBfhakah presents two challenges in the text. First,
there is some debate on whether this rumor is the rumor that Yahweh had spoken about in the
previous verses. Young argued that the news of Tirhakah was not the rumor that Yahweh had
promised becausedid not immediately lead to an Assyrian withdraw, but instead to sending
another threat. Young believed that it was more likely that the rumor came to the king from
another part of his empire, possibly from Babylon or Niné\éfherefore, according to
Youngbds argument, because the Assyrians did not

rumor that Yahweh addressed in verse seven.

The problem with this view is that there is no other mention of a rumor in the rest of the
story. It would be strange that Yahweh would speak of a rumor, have Sennacherib hear about the
rumor a few verses later, not have it be the rumor and then nevemngithesr option. Instead,
one can argue that the rumor was what leads Sennacherib to rush his timetable and send the
threat again to Jerusalem, which ultimately I

while the rumor itself did not immediatelytba t o Sennacheri bdéds withdraw

231 Claus WestermantProphetic Oracles of Salvation in ti@ld Testamentrans. Keith Crim (Louisville:
John Knox Press, 1991), 71. Chapter 37 never states that the Rabshakeh was sent back to Hezekiah but messengers.
It is possible he was sent back but it is not directly in the text.

2%2Young, The Book ofsaiah, Chapters 189, 477. It seems that Young thinks that there can be no time or
events between the hearing of the rumor and the retreat of Assyria. However, the text does not use any timing words.
If Yahweh had said when Sennacherib would hear therum he woul d i mmedi ately retreat
would be much stronger.
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that started a series of events that ultimately lead to the destruction of his army and his retreat

back to Assyria.

The second problem is the dating of Tirhakah and if he was actually a king during this

time period. Tirhakah did not become king of Egypt before 689 BC, which leads many critics to
argue that the author either made a mistake or just fabricated the entire story. However, Oswalt
argues that it is possible that Tirkakah was simply identifiedgmyséaion which he held later in

his life and would have been familiartothere#déf. . R. Hobbs al so argues
birthdate, while unknown, was probably earlier than originally thought and therefore it would be
possible for him to have beenliis late teens during this time peritd Therefore, what was a

major historical error has reasonable explanations and should not be viewed as evidence that the

events themselves never occurféd.

Others have questioned the coming of Tirkakah in 701 B@use there is no historical
mention of Assyria fighting his forces during this time. However, the text never stated that
Assyria ever fought against his forces. Instead, Sennacherib advanced his plan and was defeated

by Yahweh instead of Tirkakah. It isinecessary to have Tirkakah advance historically because

the text calls it a rumor. Thus, even wild sp

233 Oswalt, The Book of Isaiah, Chapter$39, 649.
23T ,R. Hobbs?2 Kings Vol. 13 of The Word Biblical Commentary (Waco: Word Books, 1985), 276.

235 John Bright, in an attempt tnake the details work, argues that Sennacherib underwent two separate
campaigns against Hezekiah. The first, occurring in 701 BC, was the account when Hezekiah paid the tribute to
Sennacherib from 2 Kings. The second, occurring later around 688 BC, v&tarthef deliverance found in Isaiah
36-37. However, there is no mention in the Assyrian records of a second invasion and Bright makes the argument to
try to avoid a problem with dating Tirkakah in 701 B@hn Bright A History of Israel 4th ed. (Louisule:

Westminster John Knox Press, 2000),-307

106

t



could have mistakenly thought Tirkakah was coming and relayed the information to Sennacherib

would be suicient to make the event historical.

The rumor of Tirkakahoés move against him a
ti metable for Hezekiahdés surrender, which was
fight a war on two fronts. He sent mesgers again to Hezekiah, this time with a letter with
similar threats of destruction as previously stated by the Rabshakeh (v. 9). In verses ten through
thirteen, instead of trying to convince the soldiers on the walls, Sennacherib attempted to change
Hezki ah6s trust in YahwehOos ability to deliver
achieved, then he had to make Hezekiah change his mind and destroy his confidence and trust in
his God?*® He began his verbal assault in a slightly different mahneran t he Rabshake!l
assaults that had stated that Hezekiah was deceiving the soldiers, He stated that it was Yahweh
who had in fact deceived Hezekiah when He promised Hezekiah deliverance from Assyria (v.

10). By making this statement, Sennacherib doohmedelf by blaspheming Yahweh and

calling Yahweh a liar could not intervene on behalf of His petle.

In verse eleven, Sennacherib described the foreign policy accomplishments of Assyria,
stating that the Assyrian military had not only conquered, kitrdged the lands of their
enemies. The Assyrians were known throughout the ANE for their brutality when they
conquered their enemies. They were incredibly feared by their enemies, which was exactly why

these types of intimidation worked so well and whyr&eherib tried to use the same tactics

236 Ag the king of Assyria and one who had consistently conquered all who stood in his path, he was
probably used to seeing kings believe that their gods would deliver them, only to see them crushed urglgr the m
of his armies. He had no reason to believe Judah would be any different, but he failed to know that there was a
significant difference between the God of Judah and the other gods.

237 Smith, Isaiah 139, 615.
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against Hezekiah. Hezekiah would have understood, especially after seeing the destruction of the
northern kingdom, that if Yahweh did not deliver them, they would be destroyed and never

recover.

Verses 1213 give what Watts describes as a list of major Assyrian victories over their
enemieg>8 By listing all of these various nations that had been conquered by the Assyrians,
Sennacheri b hoped to make it overwhel mingly c
dominarce was unmatched. Judah was a small nation in comparison to many of the nations
conquered by Assyria and had lost most of their territory and strength. Why should Hezekiah
trust that Yahweh could defeat the Assyrians when all of these other gods faiéfdeb
Assyria? That was the question that Sennacherib ended the message with and the question that

Hezekiah would have to wrestle with in making the decision to trust Yahweh for deliverance.

When Hezekiah received the letter from Sennacherib, it cleadgwhelmed him, but
al so caused him to return to the temple to se
letter in the temple, symbolically showing that he was placing all of his trust in Yahweh (v. 15).
Young wWheattiengs,symiolicalpiwhich the king places before God all his need; it is
furthermore an action of childlike trust, for the king is confident that God will come to his
a i ®°Blénkinsopp asserts that this type of action was very common in the ANE. For example,
h e wr iethave seeniithdl the motif of the temple visit, piety towards the deity, and defeat of

the tyrant also occurs in Herodotusd story ab

238 John D.W. Wattslsaiah 3466, Vol. 25 d The Word Biblical Commentary (Waco: Word Books, 1987),
36. This is similar to what the Rabshakeh already had tried, but Sennacherib added even more nations to the list.

2%9Young, The Book of Isaiah482.
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Sennacheri b, prayed to the got#fOmé¢rkigshadnd r ecei
assuredly attempted similar actions when the Assyrians invaded their kingdom, but Yahweh

would now have the opportunity to show that He could deliver when the other gods could not.

Verse sixteen has largely been panned by critics as not autleeRiisttisaiah because
of his emphasis on both monotheism and creation. However, if one takes Isaiah as the author, as
the dissertation has (see Appendix A), and the words as authentic to Hezekiah, it shows that
Hezekiah had a strong foundation bothinWahh 6 s cr eati ve power as wel
divine incomparibility. W | dberger identified
cherubim as a si g Clefubinilke images e sdattenedyadl throughout
the Ancient Near East aroubdth temples and palaces, in part to guard these locations as
protective spirits but also to represent the
Hezekiah argued that Sennacherib was not the great king, but instead Yahweh was the Great

King of kings24?

I n describing Hezekiah6s prayer in verse s

aspects of Hezekiah6s theology that combined

You are God, you alone is not a theme found for the first timeap<648. It had

appeared in the first commandment and in 2
distinct religious consciousness. To al/l t
authority over all the governments involved, including Assyfau have made the

heavens and the earth: the monotheism of |
creation, which in turn was the basis of i

240 Blenkinsoppsaiah 139, 476.

241 HansWildberger,Isaiah 2839, Continental Commentary Series (Minneapolis: Augsburg Books, 2002),
421.

2This can be seen as a direct response to the Rabs!
king.
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These three confessions Ipeayfortdivine f oundati on
intervention?43

Essentially, Hezekiah was bringing out every theological truth that he could muster in calling for
Yahwehds deliverance. I f Yahweh was truly the

could intervene on behalf of Hpeople and defeat the forces of Assyria.

In verse seventeen, Hezekiah made a distinction between Yahweh and the idols, setting a
historical precedent that Isaiah will build upon later in the book (Isaiah 46). In calling for
Yahweh to both hear the wordESennacherib and see the situation that was occurring,
Hezekiah believed that Yahweh was active and had the ability to see and hear the events of the
world. Young argues that Hezekiah was not questioning Yahweh abilities, but rather pleading
with Yahwehto intervene on behalf of the natiéttHe could have been thinking that the reason
the other nations fell to Assyria was because their idols could not hear, see and intervene, but
Yahweh could and therefore that was the major distinction between thedduef Judah and

the false pagan gods of the nations.

Verses eighteen and nineteen combine to show two different arguments connected, but
also show that either Hezekiah had |istened t
some of HvwenzhedtogyaHirsi, slezekiah agreed with the statements of Sennacherib
because they were not idle boasts (v. 18). The Assyrians had destroyed all the nations that they

had claimed to have destroyed. Second, Hezekiah then made a theological argumeainto expl

243\Watts,Isaiah 3466, 36. This is why the dissation first described how Isaiah saw Yahweh as Creator,
as it was foundational to alll other beliefs. For more |

244 Young,lsaiah 1939, 484.
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their destruction; the reason was the weakness of their idols (v. 19). The idols themselves were

not gods, but were made by men and were created from wood or stone.

Therefore, the idols did not hold the power to intervene on behalf of their nations and
instead were simply tossed into the fire by the Assyrians when they conquered the very nations
that the idols were supposed to protect. It is not a coincidence tiaét isade similar arguments
later in the second half of the book, specifically chapters 41 and 44. Either Isaiah had already
made those statements, or similar statements like them, and Hezekiah had listened to the words
of the prophet, or Hezekiah himse#dthought through these concepts and then Isaiah used that
theology later in writing the second half of the book. Regardless of where the theology
originated, Hezekiah was arguing that the idols failed because they were powerless, but he
trusted that Yaheh could deliver and intervene for the people because Yahweh was so much

greater than the idols.

Verse twenty becomes the climax of Hezeki a
emphasis to the passage. Hezekiah concluded his prayer with a criveratee, but also
argued that the deliverance would serve as evidence to all of the nations that Yahweh alone was
the one true God. In effect, Hezekiah was using the argument presented first by the Rabshakeh
and then by Sennacherib in reverse. They atgu@t Yahweh could not deliver the nation
because he was just like the other gods that they had already defeated. Hezekiah turned that
argument around by declaring not only to Judah, but also to the nations of the earth that Yahweh

was greater than thehsr gods because of His deliverance from the Assyffans.

245 Obviously, a bit of hyperbole is present in thett@s not all the nations of the earth would hear about
Judahés deliverance. However, because of the I mmense p
could have heard about their defeat atonsdithtthnacnd of Jud:
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Similarly to the story of Hezekiahds heal.i
long for a response from Yahweh as Isaiah received a message from Yahweh and sent a message
toHezeki ah with Yah ®%\ik slezekialswaotimesuadier(cerof the2 1) .
message, the content of the message was the doom of Sennacherib. First, Yahweh pictured
Jerusalem as a virgin daughter who brushed off the advances of an unwanted f2#jor (v.

Motyer says, AVirgin is used here in the sens
came intent on rape b utInthe sameway, Sénmacherie wemtech s  u n

Jerusalem, but the city would not accept him.

Second, in verge2325 Yahweh made it clear exactly who Sennacherib had insulted with
his blaspheme. Sennacherib was not blaspheming a pagan god, but instead was blaspheming the
Holy One of I srael|, | sai ahds unique term for
his gods empowering him were greater than Yahweh and that they could take the resources of the
earth without interventiof®The reference to Egypt (fAall the
Sennacherib believing that he could defeat the coming Egyfptie under Tirkakah or may

simply be used as an example that nothing can stop Sennacherib from reaching his ultimate goal,

Yahweh and therefore Hezekiahds argument failed, but t|
result of their own spiritual blindness than a failure on any part of Yahweh.

246 \While a timeframe is not given in thext, it does not appear that Hezekiah had to wait a long time for
his response.

247 Motyer, Isaiah, 256.

Baker points out that the trees of Lebanon were si
country with its mighty trees is a motif uskd Assyrian kings to glorify themselves. Shalmaneser Il wrote that he
went up Ato the Amanus Mountains (in western Syria). I
symbolized Lebanese power and pride, Assyrian destruction of it broulghhde shame (see 1:7; 10:18). This
type of claim is noteworthy for an Assyrlsaamlokd70dg, si nc
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which was to reach and conquer Egypt. What is clear in the text is that Yahweh had noticed the

terrible pride of the Assyrian mord.

In verses 2&9, Yahweh declared that it was He, not Sennacherib, that had allowed the
Assyrians to defeat their enemies. Yahweh determined in the past that He would allow the
Assyrians to crush their enemi emswhoi<God His ngay
achievements have made him talk and think as if he is. He has behaved as if he could stand tall
and | ook God in the eyeéHe has taken no acc
a broader picture whegedqyh?SHiddas anfrmazipgalaim byw a s
Yahweh. Though viewed by outsiders as simply a local Judean deity, He was claiming that He

had authority over the most powerful nation on the pl&afiet.

Yahweh concluded his speech against Sennacheribdgridg his upcoming defeat.
Yahweh first professed that He knew exactly what Sennacherib did at every moment, including

the moments when Sennacherib raged against Him (v. 28). This can be seen as a response to

S

ou

b

Hezeki ahds prayer fwhatSéhaabherd had saa arsl dié Nat onl¢ dich e a r

Yahweh hear Sennacheri bds bl asphemous insul
said. Yahweh had not idly by while the nation had been attacked, but had seen everything and

was ready to act on belf of His people.

2499 Goldingay,Isaiah, 4201. It is never a good end for the human that places himself in the paod of
throughout the Bible. Pharaoh believed he was greater than Yahweh and had his kingdom decimated. King Herod
Agrippa in the New Testament was called a deity in a prideful manner and was killed. Putting oneself in the place of
God usually led to a quiatteath.

More on Yahwehos sovereignty over the nations t
chapter four.
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Verse 29 concluded Yahwehodés response to Se
overcome the Assyrian forces. Yahweh would turn Assyria away from the city, just as if they
were a horse with a bit in its mouth. Baker points out thatypis of language and action was
similar to Assyriab6s own policies. He writes,
turning the tables on those who treated others similarly. TuKuitirta | stated metaphorically:
owith a britddee Ilancdo.nét rTonlilsedt reat ment i s al so o
was |literally applied to <P¥ghwehbbasicallyarguedtat i n ad
He would drive Assyria away just as easily and humiliating as the Assyrians had défemted
own enemies$>In doing so, He was asserting His dominance over not only Sennacherib, but

also the entire Assyrian empire, including their own gods.

Verses 382 shifted the message of Yahweh from Sennacherib back to Judah. First,
Yahweh would giveghe nation a sign in that the people will not be carried away into exile, but
instead will reap their harvests and plant new harvests in the coming years (v. 30). This would be
an impossible task if the Assyrians were not driven away. Abernathy poirtteabtahweh was
using similar terminology to the Rabmt@kehds
nation to reap their crops and have success in theiffaAdcemnant was promised to come out

of the nation, which would be the surviving zéns of Jerusalem, as well as the continuing of

251 Baker,Isaiah, loc. 4712.
252 paul Houselsaiah 2866, A Mentor Commentary (Glasgow: Christian Focus Publications, 2019), 218.

253 Abemathy, The Book of Isaiah49. The difference is that Yahweh actually means his statement and was
not trying to simply trick the nation.
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the Davidic dynasty through Hezekiah (v. 3%)The nation would continue on for another

century after what looked to be certain doom with the Assyrian invasion.

Verses33B 5 conclude Yahwfihdnal mmesaage waltdhuta Ya
judgment on Assyria and His divine intertemn for the nation. First, Yahweh proclaimed that
Sennacherib not only would fail to take the city, but that he also would never even attempt to
assault or siege the city (v. 33).i3kwould have sounded impossible to the original audience if it
had not come from Yahweh. Sennacherib had already destroyed most of the nation and had an
army waiting outside of the city in preparation for an assault and siege. At the very least, one
would have expected for Yahweh to declare the siege would fail, not that it would nevef®8ccur.

Smith identifies a sense of timing in the pronouncement, arguing that if Yahweh is to intervene,

it must happen quickly for the assault to not oéer.

Second, Yaleh explained the twofold reason for His deliverance of the city (v. 35).
Yahweh defended the city for His own sake, which at first sounds selfish but was understood
when one realized that Yahweho6s inteX®rity had
Sennacherib had endlessly t ol ®®Hoisachblaabhtout Yah
blaspheme, Yahweh had to take action and defend His city, especially after He had already

promised its deliverance. A failure to defend the city would ultimately bemar k on Yahwert

he bool

%The idea of the remnant occurs throughou
t t he L

always looksbeyah i mmedi at e experiences to the fact
Motyer, Isaiah, 258.

t t
hat

5That the assault would never occur makes the mirac
defeats the army without interventiop the Judean army.

256 Smith, Isaiah £39, 629.

%"This is similar to Ezekiel 36:22 in which Godés Nz

258 House,Isaiah 2866, 220.
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trustworthiness and power. A failure to defend the city would prove that Sennacherib was correct
and that Hezekiah should never have trusted that Yahweh would keep his word and intervene for

the city.

Also, Yahweh mentioned that He wdudeliver the city for the sake of David. The line of
David, the Messianic line, was in danger, as Hezekiah could have been killed in an assault and
the city would be destroyed. Smith argues that the Davidic Covenant is not in question because it
never pronises the deliverance of the city and, if this was true, then Yahweh would not have
allowed Jerusalem to be destroyed later by the BabyloAi&Rewever, Oswalt makes a
convincing argument that the time was not right to allow for the destruction of ldenuste
wr i tHadsJerusélem succumbed at that point, might not the Judeans, like the Northern
Israelites, simply have been absorbed into their new homes and disappeared as the covenant
people? As it was, through this deliverance and through the subs@goghetic ministries,
there was sufficient commitment on the part of some for the faith to survive the Exile and: to
provide the basis for t2#ByginmeJwahanother centieyyie | at i o

enabled them to have a strong enoughitation to return from the Exile while Israel did A%t.

The chapter concluded with the 38Pfill ment

Yahweh sent the angel of the Lord to slay the army of Assyria and Sennacherib, after retreating,

259 Smith,Isaiah £39, 630.
260 Oswalt, The Book of Isaiah:-B9, 667.

261 Also, the Persians allowed the Jews to return to the land as part of their foreign policy. The Assyrians
and Babylonians would not have allowed this.

262The Taylor Prism verifies the events and does not deny the Biblical account. Sennacherib stated that h
had Hezekiah trapped in Jerusalem like a bird in a cage, but never mentions that he actually conquered the city, just
as one would expect to find if the events of the Bible were historical. That Sennacherib never mentioned his defeat is
not problematic amany in the ANE, especially the Assyrians, did not admit to their IdRaeslall Price and H.

Wayne HouseZondervan Handbook of Biblical Archaeolofyrand Rapids: Zondervan, 2017), 1B88.
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was assassinated by his two sons back in Nin&7athile the chapter describes the ultimately

victory and validation of Yahweh, two significant interpretisgues arise as well. First, the text

states that the angel of the Lord struck down 185,000 Assyrian séffi€ritics of the text

argue that the number is not possible. For ex
fantastically high. Even if circumstances had been excellent it would have been impossible to
provide for s?%Cldmerdas alges thaj the stony i ympodsible and that Hezekiah

merely surrendered to Sennacherib but later editors during the time of Josiah wanted to make

both Hezekiah and Yahweh look better and therefore created a fictitious a®€ount.

However, one can make an argemhthat the numbers should be taken historically. The
Tayl or Pr i s htook aut2@0|150 peoplea yoeng and did, male and female, horses,
mul es, donkeys, camels, cattle, and?sTheeeep, wi
is nothingin the text that hints at the story being mythical or legendary and there are other
similarly large numbers in the Old Testament and in other Ancient Near Eastern documents.
Thus, the details at the very least are plausible. Interestingly, Seitz pdithatoine defeat of
the Assyrian army was almost an afterthought in the book, as no details on how they were

defeated were given and it only was recorded in one verse. Instead, he argues that the author was

263The Babylonian Chronicle identifies his assassination §wgtins in a coup and his other son
Esarhaddon ruled after him. (Isaiah 37: 38; 2 Kings 19:37; 2 Chronicles 32: 21)

264 Josephus wrote that a plague was used to destroy the army, but this is speculation. However it occurred,
the Assyrian army was defeaté&dswalt, The Book of Isaiah:-B9, 667.

265wildberger,Isaiah 2839, 433. He does not see a significant textual problem because he sees it as a
miracle story that cannot be taken as historical anyway.

266 R.E. Clementssaiah 139, The New Century Bible Commtary (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980),
287.

267Hallo and YoungerContexf 2:3023.
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much more focused on the death of Sennachenite ie was viewed as the ultimate threat as
the king and also as the major source of blasphemy against Yaffweh.

Second, some see a problem with the text stating that Sennacherib went back to Nineveh
and then died when his sons assassinated him beuatm#cally this event occurred twenty
years later. However, the passage never gave a timeline for when these events would occur.
Verse 7 had declared that Sennacherib would return to Nineveh and die by the sword, but never
said it would occur quickly. Htorically,Sennacher i bés death was conf.
the Babylonian Chronicl€®®Ther ef or e, Yahwehos pronouncement
declared, although twenty years later. At the end of the chapter, Yahweh had achieved victory,
He had afifrmed His deity by delivering the city just as He had promised, He established that He
was greater than the idols of the other nations, including Assyria, because He had delivered His
people when other deities could not. Finally Sennacherib paid the telfpriee for blaspheming

Yahweh by his defeat and death, proving that Yahweh was greater than the king of Assyria.

Apologetic Significance
The apologetic significance of these three chapters are twofold: 1. Yahweh may intervene
on behalf of his peoplend 2. Yahweh is different than the pagan gods that surrounded Him. The
first point is that Yahweh not only could intervene, but choose to intervene on both occasions.
When Hezekiah was sick to the point of death, Yahweh intervened and sent him a massage th
he would die. This message of certain death m

prayer then led to Yahweh sending another message of hope and deliverance to Hezekiah and of

268 Seitz,Isaiah 139, 252253. He views the story as much more important theologically, the defeat of
Yahwehds enemies and Hi s hpstorisadlyn over the pagan gods, th:

269 Kitchen,On the Reliability of the Old TestamgeAg.
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Yahwehoés intervention to he alezekibbwas the kadpitiE r om h
possible that the entire nation heard of the miracle that Yahweh had performed in healing him.
Thus, for both Hezekiah and the nation, the healing served as evidence that Yahweh was a

powerful God who could intervene on behdltiee nation.

Chapters3@8 7 present the ultimate test case for
important reasons. First, the challenge presented was impossible from a human standpoint to
overcome as Judah could not defend itself fromthe Asayn mi ght . Only Yahweh
could save the nation. Second, because Yahweh had already promised deliverance from Assyria
when he delivered Hezekiah from his sickness, Yahweh Himself made this a test case on His
power to intervene. If He could ndeliver the nation, then He was untrustworthy and unworthy

to be called the true God.

Third and perhaps most importantly, the Rabshakeh, speaking on behalf of Sennacherib,
made the ability to deliver the nation a test case for deity. Young stated wivegllhe wrote,
fiThe Assyrian king is perfectly willing to regard this as a contest of the gods, a warfare between
Yahweh and h#%hedabshakdlecortinualsblagphemed Yahweh and declared
that He could not save Judah and that it was deceptidehalf of Hezekiah to tell the people
that He could save the nation. Therefore, Yahweh Himself intervened on behalf of the nation by
sending His own angel to slay the army of Sen
presence showing that Yahwetd not need his servants to carry Him to victory. Instead He
could take matters into His own hands and defeat the Assyrians by Himself. Indeed, Judah could

not even attempt to take credit for the victory because the battle was never actually fought. The

210Young, The Book of Isaiah: 189, 480.
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Rabshakeh made deliverance a necessity element of deity and Yahweh proved that He was the

true God, greater than Assyria and their idols, because He was able to deliver the nation.

Another point from chapters 3% may be seen indirectly in the speetthe Rabshakeh
and YahwehOos response to it. The Rabshakeh ma
the city because Yahweh was just like all of the other gods of the other nations that had failed to
intervene on behalf of their people. Abernathgws this as a mistake in part because the
Assyrians did not recognize a distinction bet
that no king is worthy of trust other than the king of Assyria, for no king can stand against him.
What is more,thegesd of the nations could not protect t
unabl e t o del?*'VheAssyfianoviewed all godeds similar and thought that
because they had defeated the rest of the pagan gods, they could easily defeat Yahweh in

similar manner.

However, the Assyrians did not understand who they were blaspheming. By Yahweh
delivering the city from the Assyrians, just as He had promised years before, He proved that He
was different than the gods of the other nations. The guaitie @ther nations failed to intervene
for their people but Yahweh intervened, destroying the Assyrian army and delivering the city. In
addition, Yahweh also proved that He was greater than the Assyrian gods, as they were
powerless to intervene and prdtéweir own army or to empower Sennacherib to achieve victory
over Judah. In conclusion, Yahwehoés ability t
healing and through intervention in warfare, presented a strong apologetic argument that Yahweh

wasgreater than any of the gods of the Ancient Near East, including the gods of the superpower

2 AbernathyGod d6s K#7ngdom
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Assyria, and should be viewed as the one true God. Therefore, the major apologetic emphasis of

this entire section of Isaiah is showing the divine incomparaldityahweh.

l dol atrybés Failure in-7TDivine I nterven

1 Bel bows down; Nebo stoops; their idols are on beasts and livestock; these things you
carry are borne as burdens on weary bed$tey stoop; they bow down together; they
cannot save the burden, themselves go into captivit)ii Li st en t oof me, O ho
Jacob, all the remnant of the house of Israel, who have been borne by me from before
your birth, carried from the wombgven to your old age | am he, and to gray hairs | will
carry you. | have made, and | will bear; | will carry and will s&¥e.T whom will you

liken me and make me equal, and compare me, that we may befdlik@® who lavish

gold from the purse, and weigh out silver in the scales, hire a goldsmith, and he makes it
into a god; then they fall down and worshiflhey lift it to ther shoulders, they carry it,

they set it in its place, and it stands there; it cannot move from its place. If one cries to it,
it does not answer or save him from his trouble.

Isaiah 3638 clearly established that Yahweh was not only capable but widling
intervene on behalf of His people. While this was incredibly important from an apologetic
perspective, it means little if it was not a unique phenomenon. If other foreign deities could also
intervene on behalf of their own people, then the only arguthahtould be presented would be
that Yahweh was a god, but not the only God. However, the book of Isaiah took this into account
in chapter 46 and made the argument that the idols and the gods that they represent were
powerless to intervene on behalf béir people?’? Perhaps most importantly, Isaiah did this
through showing the weakness of the Babylonian gods, the very gods that would have claimed

victory over Yahweh with the destruction of Jerusalem and the Babyloniar’Exile.

22 This was already established to an extent in chapte®¥ 3fut greatly expanded in this chapter.

213While it is true that this chapter only specifically addresses Bel and Nebo, the larger question is whether
this is all that it i s r elfiegpolemit bererisq@ airfed agaiesittee mpold ire , Kool e
general but specifically againgtarduke and Nabwoole, Isaiah 1lI: Isaiah 4648, 496. If this was the only passage
in the book that attacked idolatry, then perhaps one could make that argument. However, since Isaiah has already
attacked idolatry throughout the book, as seen in chaptewith creation and will be seen in chapter four with
predictive prophecy as well, it can be argued that Bel and Nebo serve as representatives of idolatry and that if they
cannot intervene on behalf of their people, then no idols can intervene.
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In verse one, Isaiah spi@cally identified that one day Bel and Nebo would bow down
and be carried away on carts in defé4Catlin points out that throughout the book, the idols
were nameless, but that in this passage, they are identified as the Babylonian gods. This was
nothing less than a direct assault on Babylonian religidMarduk had long been one of the
chief Babylonian deities, dating back to the Old Babylonian péffidabu appeared later
during the time of Hammurabi a?§Thesbweregwodf of wr
the major deities of Babylon and yet Isaiah argued that the only purpose they served was as
burdens for beasts to bear. They could not even move themselves but were reliant on animals to
move them. John Watts rightly asserts that Yahwehuwasa f r ai d t o fAtake on al

nations of the eighf to the sixth centuries B

In verse two, Isaiah made it clear that these deities could not save Babylon but would go
into captivity along with their people. The question then becomes was Isaiah simply making a

statement of history or making a future prophecy? Some argue thatwssesasimply making a

274 Somehave seen a direct correlation between this passage and the Babylonian New Year festival in
which Nebods idol was carried fro#mahidsktdtemplde!|t é ha opigd
of Babylon to the Esagila shrind/ebb,The Mesage of Isaiah187. If this is true, and it is speculative at best as
there is no way to know if Isaiah would have been familiar with this event, then Isaiah is using this event to show
that instead of celebrating a new year, the idols are being careésdape destruction.

’Mar k Catlin, fASennacherib's Invasion and Yahweh's
Referent of Isaiaho (PhD diss., Southeastern Baptist T
through Yahweh, knew advance that Babylon would be the one that destroyed Jerusalem (Isaiah 39) and that he is
preparing in advance to show the people that they should not follow after the Babylonian gods during the Exile, but
should remain faithful to Yahweh.

218 pautAlain Beaulieu A History of Babylon 2200 B@&d 75(Chichester: Wiley Blackwell, 2018), 157.
277 |bid, 157-158.

John D.W. Watts, 0l mages o StudiéesaimQidkTestamédoldeology: t he Pr
Essays in Tribute to David a. Hubbared. Robert L. Hubbard Jr., Robert K. Johnston, and Robert P. Meye (Dallas:
Word Publishing, 1992), 140. Yahweh was not merely combating other minor deities of smaller nations or tribes,
but went against both Assyria and Babylon, the two strongest naltioimg this period. To outsiders, it would have
been comical for tiny Judaho6s God to claim sole deity |
of Judah should have known, based upon Yahwehés record,
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statement of history, arguing that Isaiah was referring to times in the past when Babylon had

been defeat ed. DMatardlsaiahmerendescrives whaewas probably a not

uncommon happening in the world of history, an aotdound in an inscription of Sennacherib

relating to MerodaciB al adan on t he occ &%€Gary®Smithérguesthati | i t ar \
this defeat could be related to Tiglgiheser 11l who defeated Babylon in 729, Sargon Il in 710,
Sennacherib in 703 @89, Cyrus in 539 or Xerxes in around £80Regardless of who was the

reference, this position held that the Babylonian gods could not defend their own city and were

powerless to intervene.

A second view is that thi sructioa tsaishhagdr ophecy
already predicted the destruction of Babylon (Isaiah 13) so it was not impossible for him to be
referencing the same destruction. Also, the immediate context of the passage seemed to be
linking it with the Cyrus prophecy in the preceglichapter. The difficulty with this view is that
Cyrus did not take Marduk and Bel into captivity, but instead attributed his victory to Marduk.
Thus, the events of Cyrusd capture of Babyl on
text. HoweverGrogan does make a convincing argument that the defeat of Babylon was a defeat
and shame of Babylonds gods, even i f Cyrus cl
is true that Cyrus attributed his victories to Marduk, but there can be littl¢ thaabbhose who

heard of the downfall of Babyl % saw in this

279\Westermanisaiah 4066, 178.

280 gmith, Isaiah £39, loc. 6292. Smith does not believe that it is a prophecy about Cyrus because he
argues that Cyrus did not take Marduk away to captivity, but instead claimed Marduk was the one that told him to
capture Bbylon.

281 Grogan Isaiah loc. 10930.
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Critical commentators argue that Isaiah (or Deutsatah) simply made a wrong
prophecy and thought that Cyrus would destroy the idols in his corf§tigstwever, there are
two other possible interpretations that do not make Isaiah a false prophet. First, Isaiah may not
have had a specific event in mind when making the prediction. This view argues that whenever
Babylon fell, and the idols were destroyed ultieia fulfilled this prophecy. A second view is
that the prophecy was fulfilled by Cyrus and the prophecy was only arguing that Babylon would
be defeated, and their gods would not be able to help them, not specifically that their gods would
be carriedoutit o capti vity. Motyer writes, fAThere 1is
anticipation of Cyrusdé assault, but in a stri
gods cannot save (cf. 2:20) and, when the crunch comes, are themselves depmepalek
ani m&8WwWaltds similarly states, fAThe sight of th
being transported just like the other refugees from one place to another to avoid the approaching
invader , el i cit s ?4%Uhimasly, segardiess ef the taming af tmenegentt the o
argument being presented is that the pagan gods could not intervene on behalf of their people and

instead would be carried away.

Verses three through seven expand upon this argument by making a direct compariso
between Yahweh and the pagan gods/idols. First, Yahweh reminded the people that He had been
there since the beginning for the nation (v. 3). It was Yahweh that had born the nation and

carried them to birth. While the pagan idols needed to be carriegldsysband taken care of by

For example, Whybray claims that #fthis is a furthe
Whybray,|saiah 4666, 114.

283 Motyer, Isaiah,331.

284\Watts,|saiah 3466, 711.
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their worshippers, Yahweh instead carried His own pedplewas Yahweh who established
the covenant with Abraham and his descendants. It was Yahweh who rescued the nation from
captivity in the Exodus. Isaiah was reminding the nation who exactly it was that they worshiped

and all He had done for them throughthsir history.

Second, verse four continued this belief, identifying Yahweh as the one that would save
the nation and allow them to continue into their old age. Oswalt identifies the focus on the verses
on the divine intervention and protection of Yahwidle  w r This is the sighificance of the
fourfold repetition of the emphatic firpterson pronoun in v. 4will bear; 1 have madel, will
carry;| will bear. It is he, not we; it is he, not someone else; it is he and no one else who can
deliverhisg o p | e i n 2®&hisspromisedrgneY.alweh was ultimately fulfilled when
Yahweh allowed the nation to return to their homeland under Cyrus and reestablish their nation.
The pagan gods could not save their nation, but Yahweh would preserve His peeplafter

their capital was destroyed and they were carried away into exile.

Third, verses five through seven shifted
passagesod use of satire was reminisceit of
create and also in chapter 46 where he described the idols failure to intervene. In verse five,
Yahweh called out a challenge to those that followed idolatry and dared them to compare Him to
the pagan idols. This was exactly the type of comparisoniteateople of Israel had been

making for centuries when they chose syncretistic worship (which is tantamount to idolatry)

285 C.F. Keil and FranDelitzsch,Commentary on the Old Testamé@maha: Patristic Publishing, 2019),
loc. 159930.

286 Oswalt, The Book of Isaiah, Chaptersi4b, 231.
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rather than the pure worship of Yahweh. Isaiah argued that Yahweh can and had saved, but the

idols cannot. There was simply no compan to be made because Yahweh was incomparable.

However, Isaiah took it one step farther in verses six and seven by again attempting to
show the foolishness of idolat’ First, the idol worshippers in creating their idols used their
own such as gold arsilver (v. 6). They then hired a craftsman to turn their resources into an
idol. Thus, the idol was seen as a product of both human capacity and created resources. After
the idol had been created by humans, these same humans turned around and bowed down
worship to their own creation. They could not see that their creation had no power and authority

and was nothing in comparison to Yahweh.

Il f I saiahdés point had still yet to be prov
idolatry. Yahweh hd carried His people like a nurturing mother and had been there with them
from the beginning. In contrast, the idols were completely helpless to intervene for their
worshippers. The worshippers had to lift the idol up and carry it with them. They hddt o se
its place, presumably in their temple, and all the idol could do was stand in place. Finally, when
worshippers criedout to it for salvation and deliverance in their time of need, the idol was unable
to intervene. Gol di ngwel Is uansa tuipn d,s afi Whats ws e ui
securely in its place so that it can no more move than do anything when you neediit (vv. 5

7) %0

Apologetic Significance

287 This is the fourth such occurrence in this section as 4201941:67 and 44:920 all attempted to do the
sane. It is clear that Isaiah is trying to get the attention of the audience and show them that idolatry is not only
foolish, but will only lead to destruction, while worship of Yahweh will lead to salvation.

28 Goldingay,Isaiah loc. 5227.
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This section was very important 1in | saiaho
the true God. | sai ah was not simply arguing t
incomparability of Yahweh. However, only making a positive argumentab@diwe h 6 s di vi n
intervention would not make a definitive argument about Yahweh as the only God. By Isaiah
arguing that the idols, and the gods that they supposedly represent, were impotent and could not
intervene on behalf of their subjects, he was makiegatgument that Yahweh was greater and
in fact incomparable to the idol s. |l sai ahds a
faith in Yahweh over the idols, as only Yahweh had the power and ability to intervene on their

behalf.

Conclusion

The book of Isaiah has a major emphasis on both the divine intervention of Yahweh and
the lack of intervention by the false gods. The book uses this emphasis apologetically to make
the argument that Yahweh was completely unique and incomparable to the fiegies. While
they could not intervene for their followers, Yahweh could and did intervene on behalf of His
followers when they prayed and asked for deliverance, both medically by healing Hezekiah and
political/militarily by His intervention against 8eacherib. Therefore, the book of Isaiah has laid
the foundation with Yahweh as the Creator and has shown that Yahweh can not only create, but
will intervene for His people. Both of these elements are used apologetically by the book to

argue that Yahweh ithe one true God.
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Chapter 4: Predictive Prophecy in the Book of Isaiah

The dissertation has shown that the book of Isaiah made apologetic arguments for
Yahwehoés ability to create and His ability to
in which the book makes an apologetic argument for Yahweh is through the use of predictive
prophecy, arguing that Yahweh can predict the future while the pagan gods cannot. This will be
shown in three steps. First, Isaiah 412Blwill be used to show th#ie idols/pagan gods cannot
predict the future. Second, Isaiah 48.@iill be used to make the argument that Yahweh can
predict the future and is therefore the true God. Finally, to support point two the dissertation will
address the four time periods gégdictions made by Yahweh throughout the book: immediate,

exilic, Messianic and eschatologic&y.

The Idols cannot predict the future, but Yahweh Can

Isaiah 41:2229

21Set forth your case, says the Lord; bring your proofs, says the King of 3aceb.

them bring them, and tell us what is to happen. Tell us the former things, what they are,
that we may consider them, that we may know their outcome; or declare tcthisgise

to come 23 Tell us what is to come hereafter, that we may know that you are gods; do
good, or do harm, that we may be dismayed and terrfft&khold, you are nothing, and
your work is less than nothing; an abomination is he who chooses you.

25 stirred up one from the north, and he has come, from the rising of the sun, and he

shall call upon my name; he shall trample on rulers as on mortar, as the potter treads clay.

26 \Who declared it from the beginning, that we might know, and beforehandyeha

mi ght say, fAHe is righto? There was none w
who heard your word¢’l was the first to say to Zion,
give to Jerusalem a herald of good nef¥8ut when | look, there is no onepang these

there is no counselor who, when | ask, gives an angt@ehold, they are all a delusion;

their works are nothing; their metal images are empty wind.

28 This will serveas an overview of the types of predictions made throughout the book but will not be an
exhaustive list of every prophecy in the book as that would be a massive undertaking and is unnecessary to show the
use of apologetics in the book. Instead 2presetative samples from each time period will be presented to show
that Yahweh can and did predict future events and ther
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Isaiah 41:2129 is an incredibly important passage in establishing the apologetic
emphasis opredictive prophecy in the book of Isaiah. Along with 48,6t serves as the
foundati on for | saiahé6és apologetic argument t
could predict the future and the pagan gods could not. In the palssagle,creted a courtroom
case in which idolatry was put on trfdf.The strange aspect of the court case was that God was
not necessarily the judge but instead was the
plaintiff not the judge, but is absolutely surelofé ¢ o u r t ' $he idasrwdre guton tdial

and in vs. 21 they were asked to provide proof for their deity.

The proof that God required was established in vs. 22; He wanted the idols to be able to
explain history, both the significance of past éseand to predict future everff€Motyer states,
AThe challenge i s expressed in general ter ms:
t wo aspects: first, 22 explains the o6fl owb of
hppened already) they mi gh #°Adietdresting asidehirathte t he o
passage was that God was not ordering that they had to be able to make the events happen, but

simply to predict the®®Young st ates, fil f etthenenow abrodfawaar e t r

with their messages and declare the future. They are not even challenged to control the future: it

2905 ..04n the imperative in vs. 21 refers to a legal proceeding where God calls on those addressed to
present their evidencK&oole, Isaiah IlI: Isaiah 4048, 189.

291 Goldingay,Isaiah, 132.

292 Baltzer points out that Babylon and the Chaldeans were knowheimpropheciesBaltzer,Deutere
Isaiah, 117.Thus, Yahweh again was going after the pagan gods at a supposed strength.

293 Motyer, Isaiah,290. While predicting and controlling the future is the main charge, understanding the
past is also something of divine origin. Knowing what happened historically and understanding why God would
allow certain events to take place are two very differer#sd&od claims that a divine being should be able to do
both.

®Here the future i s mean,tAqKodeslsaiarsll: sdiab 4648 1890y t he di sj
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is sufficient mer e¥lywasamostasaf Ged wasltyigirig thent atestiof | b e
controlling the future but undstiood that they could not even pass the first requirement of truly
predicting major future events. Goldingay wr.i
predict where they are going is the evidence that they aged® They are helpless and

s | eIt wa®not even that they failed the test, they could not even take the test in the first

place.

In verse 23, Isaiah then laid down the challenge; if they were really gods, then they would
be able to do this simple task; if they could do thisentthey would be recognized as deity. God
in this passage was opening himself up to a direct challenge because if another deity could
predict and control future events, then He would no longer be unique, the One True God.
However, God already knew thaethwere not able to accomplish the task and thus He had no

problem challenging them to accomplish something that was impossible for them.

The |l ack of the idoldés abilities in vs. 23
which God declaredohte i dol s, fAYou are nothing, and your
abomination is he who chooses you. o0 Childs co

a trial only serves as a vehicle to arrive at a conclusion that the prophet assumedtaéthe ou
namely, that the gods were not a%¥IneaB2adver sa

God explained why they were nothing because they could not give an answer to his challenge.

2%5Young, The Book of Isaiah: Volume 3 Chapters@®9 6 . Ko o | e It{s oot thetnations butthe i
gods which are addressed. This is understood by the LXX. Targum and Vulgate in the sense that the gods should
now A ap Kaoole, saah lll:dsaiah 4048, 146.

2% John Goldingay and David PaymeCritical and Exegetical Qomentary On Isaiah 485, The
International Critical Commentary On the Holy Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments (London: Bloomsbury T
& T Clark, 2006), 236.

297 Childs, Isaiah, 321.
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The idols and the deities behind them failed the test betaexgevere not able to predict the

future or control history. Smith writes, dnlf
2124, then they would have to coffinteedi@dt hat t h
used strong terms to refer to those that would put their faith in idols by labeling them an

abomination because they had blasphemed God by allowing for idolatry.

An important aspect about this passage was that by default God was claimity divi
order to prosecute the idols and therefore inherently needed to defend Himself, requiring the
same evidence that He demanded from the fd®lswas one argument to say that someone else
was not a god, which itself would be shocking to the audidhevas a completely different
argument to say that someone else was not a god because you are actually God. That was the

argument that God through Isaiah would make, both in this chapter and in chapter 44.

While verses 224 focused on idols, begimg in verse 25 God began to assert why He
Sshould be viewed as divine. He asserted that
Three major views are taken about this passage. First, some argue that this was a reference to
Abraham and his caltém Haran®® For example, the Targums, some church fathers and John

Calvin took this positiod° However, there is nothing else in the text that seems to point to

2% Gary V. Smithsaiah 4666, The New American Commentafashville, B&H, 2009), 319.

®Young states, AThis not only implies that none of
i mplies that Yahweh t he Yddmg@hedbok df lsaiah: &dlumb 2aCGhaptes@®p r edi ct ed
102.

300 Goldingayasserts Cyrus or Abraham could be the refedaiin GoldingayThe Theology of the Book
of Isaiah(Downers Grove: IVP Academic, 2014), 6

301 Oswalt,Isaiah 4066, 81.
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Abraham and even though Abraham did fight in Genesis 14, he was not remembered as a valiant

warrior like King David.

Smith argues that this was Sennacherib, raised up by Yahweh to judge the nation,
although this seems highly unlikely because Sennacherib not only did not call upon Yahweh, but
actively mocked and blasphemed Yahw&hhile it is true that Isaiah 45:8 says that Cyrus
also did not know Yahweh, Cyrus is viewed positively in the book of Isaiah, even called
Yahweh®,gagnbintedo in 45:1. Al so-3and®@hrogiclear gues
36:2223 bothview®@ r us as pronouncing t heThapghnase mayf Yah we
mean, #dcall by means of My name, 0 in the sens
10:25), or it may mean calling out or pronouncing the name (cf. Isa. 43:1; 44:5; 45:3, dpsPerh
the latter is to be preferred, for it appears to be exemplified in the proclamation recorded in the
openi ng v e%Jmus Cyous didthave somepossible intertextual connections as
Yahwehodés representative, ewebwhile$ennhoberimveay er t r u
al ways viewed as a bl asphemer and was never v

the context of chapter 445, argues against Sennacherib being this one from the east.

The third option, by far the most dominant viewthat this is an early reference to
Cyrus3% Later, in 44:28, Isaiah would explicitly name this one from the north as Cyrus, who as

ruler of the Persians conquered Babyl&tThis both showed that God could predict that Cyrus

302 Smith, Isaiah 4666, 291. This is very different than Cyrus who is called an anointed one in 45:1.
303Young, Isaiah 4066, 102.

304Held by John Watts, Claus Westermann and Joseph Blenkinsopp, among many othertsaidhte4
66, 118. Westermantsaiah 4066, 89. Blenkinsopplsaiah 4055, 206. This does not mean that everyone views
this as prophecy, as critical scholars date Bretisaiah during the timef or after Cyrus.

305 Two arguments are made against this position. Fivsttextsays that the figure would come from the
north, whereas Persia was in the east. However, if one combines this verse with 41:2 that statggdt@ came
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would come and destroy Babyldout also that God was ultimately the one to control history. It

was also important that God was saying that He raised up a Persian ruler, as ANE gods generally
only took credit for events that happened within their borders and to their nation. Goé&mas th
going above and beyond what He required the idols to accomplish in order to be considered
divine. He not only could predict the future but could control history through other nations

outside of His own land and natié®.

In verse 26, God also asserthat He alone was the only one to predict that Cyrus would
come®%’ This was important because God was declaring that He was superior to the Babylonian
gods because they did not recognize and predict the danger that Persia would bring against their
nation He was not merely arguing that He was better than the idols of Babylon, but any idol and
the gods behind it. Grogan, who asserts that
was to emerge on the international scene at least a century alidadeln. Here, then, is

evidence indeed that what the gods of paganism cannot do, the God of Israel can and does do.

from the east, then it can be argued that Cyrus originated in the east but ultimately attacked from the north through
the fertile crescent. Perhaps the harder argument against this view is that the text states that the conqueror would

Acald myonameo. Smith argues, dAlt is hard to believe th
he was a Zoroastrian from Persia and proclaimed his allegiance to the Babylonian god Marduk in the Cyrus
Cy !l i nd e rlsaigh 4@6)lod. 3250. How ver , Mot yer argues that the passag

suitable meaning is that, since the rise and career of the conqueror confirms the predictions, he will by his coming
and actions proclaim the Lord as the only God. He was right: udadéourts of the one in whose favor the verdict
was pronountsaat29d. Mot yer,

3%There was a belief in the Ancient Near East that
territorial borders. MerrillEverlasting Dominion261.Yahweh declarig that He could control events outside of
His territory would have been viewed as incredible in the ancient world.

307 Inherent in the coming of Cyrus was the idea that Persia would destroy Babylon. While it was important
that God did name Cyrus by name, perhaps the more important prediction historically would be that Persia would be
the nation to take down Babylon. Persias not considered a world power during this time period and really had
never been considered a world power, unlike Babylon or Egypt. If Isaiah was the author, then this prediction
becomes even more impressive as Babylon was not even the majorwortd pave r i ng | sai ahdés | i fe.
looking significantly into the future to identify Persia as a world power strong enough to overcome the nation that
would be strong enough to destroy Assyria.
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Here is pr e#Othdrs have takemadddferemt!agproach, arguing that if Cyrus was

still 150 years away in the future, thers ai ahés prophecy would have r
coul d not v er iFbrwaprediction t&hbe validz it nmast hatedbeen uttéred

meaningfully to contemporaries; yet it cannot at the same time carry weight as having been

uttered long ago to sgial witnesses, whose posterity can claim to know something no one else

knowe?. o

However, while Seitz would be correct if Isaiah had hidden his message or kept it to a
select few individuals, he instead had written it for the entire nation to seeamnd te
future3° Thus, it would be possible to be used by a different audience that could later verify the
claims because they could still read his prediction a century later. Oswalt argues that the
prediction is only really amazing and really autheattigy for divinity if it is predicted well in
advance’!! Indeed, if the prediction was either after the fact or in concert with the rise of Cyrus,
then it was not a prediction of the future which would undermine a major part of the apologetic
significanceof Yahwehdos argument in the passage. Ul
passage was that the pagan gods could not predict the future and therefore could not pass the
deity test that Yahweh had established. However, Yahweh had predicted the futimerefode

He should be worshipped as the true God.

308 Grogan,lsaiah, loc. 1008610087.

309 Christopher R. Seitz iHow |Is the Prophet | saiah Present in t|
Chapters4® 6 wi t hi n t h eBLAIGpnk. 2 (1996)1 282a Tha drgurdent that a prediction must have
use for the audience of wreaerdetailiintthe Méssianid @mopheeyisdction.be addr e

SThis is similar to Mosesd address on the Plains of
in the far future (Deuteronomy 230). Because Isaiah, like Moses, had given near propheciesdiataon
fulfilled, such as Isaiah 8, he had already validated his prophetic ministry.

311 John Oswaltlsaiah, The NIV Application Commentary (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House,
2003),loc. 1008010082.
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Isaiah 44:6-8

6Thus says theoRrb, the King of Israeandhis Redeemer, theorpof hostsfi| am t he

first and | am the lashesides me there is no gd#vho is like me? Let him proclaim it.

Let himdeclare and set it before nsnce | appointed an ancient peoglet them

declare what is to come, and what will hapgdrear not, nor be afraithave | not told

you from of old and declared ifhd you are my witnessel there a God besides me?

TherisnoRo c k ; Il know not any. o

A second and similar passage to Isaiah 422bccurs only a few chapters later in Isaiah
44:6-8. In this passage, Yahweh again challenged the pagan gods to the predictive prophecy test
for deity and again claimed that Heme was God because He alone had passed the test.
Beginning in verse six, Yahweh asserted both His kingship and His uniqueness with a threefold
title: Yahweh was the king of Israel, not Ahaz, Hezekiah or any of the human Xetyseh
was the redeemer tdrael, as He had consistently rescued the nation time and time again from
destruction, such as the Exodus and the Assyrian crisis. Fivialiyveh was the Lord of

hosts?The idea of the first and the | ast shows

before Him and nothing will survive without Hifh

The final line of verse six presents a significant challenge in interpretation to the critical
interpretation that rejés an early date for the Pentateuch and see monotheistic theology
occurring very | ate within Judai sm. For examp
concept of abstract monotheism, in the sense of the existence of one God and one only, would

havelg e n i mp o s s Sone critical ischdiars maveeven argued that Dedsaiah

312 Motyer asserts that this title was used by Isaiah to show the power and majesty of Yahweh in direct
comparison to the feeble nature of the idols. Motlsaiah, 312. Bétzer argued that Deutetlsaiah made it clear
that Yahweh was king because after the destruction of JerusalemBC586 nation itself had no human king.
Baltzer,Deuterclsaiah, 188.

313 A similar type of argument is made using the terms Alpha and Omega in Revelation 22:13.

sl4\westermannisaiah 4666, 140. Westermann argues that if there are no other gods, then Isaiah could not
be putting the other gods on trial in these courtrdiém scenarios and therefore the text cannot be a claim that the
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was making the first monotheistic claims in the history of Judaism, which would égitaded

into the Pentateuch, which they argue had yet to be weittétowever, for scholars that argue
Judaism had always been monotheistic, this was simply a restatement of the first commandment
given to Moses at Mount aShalemge to Isrééhin its Babyloniant e s ,
setting to affirm again the First Commandment. They are challenged to bear witness in that

pagan setting tha® Yahweh alone is God. o0

Verse seven presented another challenge by Yahweh to the pagan gods, making the
contention that if any deity wanted to be compared to Yahweh, then they would have to present
evidence that they could predict future events. The idea of Yahweh appointing an ancient people,
the nation of Israel through Abraham, showed that Yahweh botthe&3od of the nation and
also had cared for the nation from the very beginning. It is also interesting to note that Yahweh
shared predictions of the future with the nation, starting with the prophecy of the future Egyptian
captivity to Abraham (Genesi$113-16). The verse concluded with another call out to the pagan
gods to declare the future. This claim inferred that Yahweh could predict the future was the idea
of absolute knowledge of history. If Yahweh could predict the future as He declared, then the
pagan gods could not deceive Yahweh with vague generalities or deceptions of future events but

would actually have to know the future in order to pass the test.

other gods do not exist. However, the pagan gods never respthrair own defense like a defendant in a
courtroom. It is like Yahweh instead is prosecuting a defendant who had never shownuw, ipresumably based
on this textthey never existed as gga®ntrary to pagan opinion, which He is challenging.

315 For more on this topic, see Appendix B.

318 Watts,Isaiah 3466, 143. Indeed, similar arguments in the book have already been showpterdia
in the area of creation. Isaiah was writing to prepare the exiles and the returners, who would both be under pagan
control and influence, to stay strong in their belief that Yahweh was not only their God, but the only God.
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Verse eight concluded the passage with a message of hope for the nation. First, Yahweh
told the nation to not fear. This would have been a very difficult task during the time period of
the audience. They had been through the destruction of their nation, the Temple had been
destroyed and they were in captivity. It would be understandable to heweatraid as a Jew
after all of these events had taken place and it would have been understandable to question if the
Babylonian gods were stronger than the God of Israel (Ezekiel 36:20). The people needed a
reason to trust that Yahweh was greater, andHsaas making this case through the evidence of

predictive prophecy.

Second, Yahweh then put forth a statement of a divine record to the nation. He asked the
guestion of the nation if it was true that He had told them of future events since the lgegfnnin
the nation. The people could look back on all of the times that Yahweh had declared events prior
to their occurrence as examples of Yahweho6s Kk
made such predictions throughout the history of the natath, directly and through His
prophetic messengers. The people themselves were witnesses because they had not only the
entire history of the nation available, but t
Babylonian Exile in advancg’ Finally, Yahweh concluded his court case with a question that
He then answered Himself. Yahweh questioned if there was any god like Him and then answered
ils there any God besi des NH®Indeed ahwehcondudede any

that He alone wa&od and that the pagan gods could not compare to Him, in part because they

could not predict the future.

317 Not only had Isaiahnmephesied about the coming Babylonians, but Jeremiah too had prophesied that the
nation would gahereinto captivity for 70 years.

S8The title ARocko is a title used for God in the Pc
26:4; 18:3, 47; 195; 28:1; 31:3; 63:3, 7; 73:26; 91:1). Wattgiah 3466, 145.
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Apologetic Significance

The apologetic significance of these two passages are twofold. First, Isaiah makes the
argument that the pagan gods canndrie gods because they cannot predict future events. The
argument is that if one is truly deity, then he must be able to know the future and thus be a
master of time. If the deity cannot control the future, then the deity would ultimately be
powerless to @ntrol their own fate and therefore could not truly be deity. Because the pagan
gods continually failed to answer Yahweho6s ch

argues that they are not truly deities like Yahweh.

Second, by challenging thegan gods to predict the future as a test of deity, Yahweh
had placed Himself in the same test. He had to show that He was capable to predict the future if
He was to be worshipped as the true God. It was not enough to simply show that the pagan gods
could rot predict the future, but Yahweh had to prove that He could. Ultimately, this is
accomplished in a fourfold approach in the book through predictive prophecy: (1)Yahweh will
predict immediate events in the life of Isaiah the prophet and events shorthyitftthe
Babylonian Exile, (2) events that will occur at the end of the Babylonian Exile (roughly 150
years after Isaiah), (3) Messianic predictions (roughly 700 years after Isaiah) and (4) end time

eschatological predictions.

The Assyrian Invasion arttie Babylonian Exile (Immediate Future)
The book of Isaiah made predictions during four different time periods, but without
predictions being fulfilled in the prophetds
if Isaiah was a true prophetf( Numbers 11:23; Deuteronomy 18:22). However, by making

predictions about the coming Assyrian invasion and then eventually the Babylonian exile, Isaiah
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was able to validate his prophetic office. The texts explored in this passage will be Isaiah 5,

Isaiah6:9-13 and Isaiah 39.

Isaiah 5

! Let me sing for my beloved my love song concerning his vineyard: My beloveal had
vineyard on a very fertile hilkHe dug it and cleared it of stones, and planted it

with choice vines; he built a watchtower in the midst of it, and hewed out a wineitat i
andhe looked for it to yield grapes, but it yielded wild gragésd now, O inhabitants

of Jerusalem and men of Judah, judge between me and my virfedrat more was

there to do for my vineyard, that | have not done in it? When | lookedttoyield

grapes, why did it yield wild grape82nd now | will tell you what | will do to my

vineyard. | will removets hedge, and it shall be devoured; | will break down its wall, and
it shall be trampled dowsI will make it a waste; it shall not @uned or hoed,

andbriers and thorns shall grow up; | will also command the clouds that they rain no rain
upon it.” For the vineyard of theorb of hosts is the house of Israel, and the men of
Judah are his pleasant planting; and he looked for justitéghold, bloodshed; for
righteousness, but behold, an outcry!

26He will raise a signal for nations far awandwhistle for thenfrom the ends of the
earth;and behold, quickly, speedily they comiéNone is weary, none stumblemne
slumbers or sleepapt a waistband is looseot a sandal strap brokefitheir arrows are
sharp all their bows bentheir horses' hoofs seem like fliatnd their wheelike the
whirlwind. 2°Their roaring is like a lionljke young lions they roathey growl andeize
their prey;they carry it off, and none can rescéflhey will growl over it on that day,
like the growling of the se@nd if one looks to the landehold,darkness and distress;
and the light is darkened by its clouds.

Chapter five of Isaiah serves as both the conclusion of chapteas Well as connecting
i nto | sai ah o%¥°0Oswalldlvides the chaptar into three najor sectios: &24

and then 280.3%°Verses 17 was a parable to illustrate to the nation of the upcoming Assyrian

¥ saiah 5 is about the judgment of Yahweh and withi
Babylonian exile, which will be addressed in the next section.

320 Oswalt,Isaiah, loc.2342.
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judgment®?! Verses 12a established the great care that the husbandman, Yahweh, had taken in
preparing the vineyard. He had placed the vineyard on a fertile hill. He had prépaground,
removing stones and only planted the best vines. He had even prepared a watchtower to guard
the vineyard from anyone that would attempt to sabotage or steal from the vineyard. Finally, He
had even built a wine vat so that the vineyard coelgroductive on its own. Watts argues that

the passage was meant to show that the husbandman had taken every possible step in preparing

the vineyard for succes%

However, beginning at the end of verse two, the problem of the vineyard was established;
when Yahweh sought to finally taste the grapes from His-prejbared and resourced vineyard,
and yet when He tasted the grapes, they were rotten, wild gfdgéss would have been
shocking to the reader, as they would have expected good grapes bastu: ygpeparation of
t he husbandma mherei$ oaagsoe reasonifar thesvineydrd to have brought forth
what it did. No enemy has-sown the vineyard: the owner did not neglect the vineyard.
Something strange has occurred, unless the ownerasednehbalanced. The passage slowly

draws readers into a 3%ecision that condemns

321 |t seems best to classify the literary type of this periscope as a parable, and to describe its contents as a
parabolic song of a disappointed husbandrdao.h n Wi | | i s, A T h7,JBE86nno.a8 (1677):35% ai a h

322 John D.WWatts,Isaiah £33, Vol. 24 of The Word Biblical Commentary (Waco: Word Books, 1985),
85. This is especially true with the watchtower and the wine vat.

2The Hebrew d@ghimch'shds the connotationlsaidghl3IBhave a
85. The idea is that the grapes were sour and rotten and were completely unable to be eaten.

324 House,Isaiah +27,1:132.
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Verses three and four serve as a rhetorical question that was to be answered by the
reader/audienc&?® Seitz points out that this is where the parable begins to thakswitch to a
prophetic indictment*The answer to Yahwehos question was
Yahweh could have done to make the grapes grow correctly and the grapes poor quality was its
responsibility. Verses five and six show the impaat the grapes would have; Yahweh would
remove all of the protections that He had given to the vineyard and let nature take its course.
Without its hedge, wall, pruning and watering, the vineyard would quickly fall apart and become

a wasteland?’

Verse seen concluded the parable with a shocking twist, the vineyard was the nation
itself, which would be laid to ruin. Yahweh had given the nation everything to be successful, but
the nation had rebelled against Yahweh and instead of justice and righteoudyeésonlshed
and distress could be found. In like manner, wild animals would lay waste to a vineyard are the
nations that Yahweh woul d br i Juggmengwas porgayedHi s p
as the vineyard owner allowing the vineyard to be mwvewith thorns. Protective hedges and

walls would be torn down, resulting in wild animals trampling the vines. The image is applied

325 Juridical parables served this function. They were meant to make the audience themselves realize the
ending.

326 Christopter R. Seitz)saiah 139, Interpretation (Louisville: John Knox Press, 1993), 47.

327 Hays argues that the vineyard metaphor was used by Isaiah because it would be easy for an
agriculturally minded culture to understai®tle becca Hay s, 1 SiomigaiaMeVinayar®andIlssb| e of 2
Rel ation to the DaBlUHnoedr(2016): %9 Traditi on, o
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forcefully in 5:7 t38Wihdutdhe pratectomamdproviioooimuni t y . 0

Yahweh, the nation could not sureiagainst their much more powerful enenifés.

Verses &4 listed a sequence of six woe oracles against the nation. The first woe was
against latifundiatization, defined as the process of land accumulation in the hands of a few
wealthy landowners to thaeprivation of the peasant?$ Two of the woes were against
drinking and many of the other woes focused on the injustice that occurred throughout the
nation®*!ver se 24 concluded the section of woes wi
thepeopbe had rejected both Yahwehdés | aw and word

deeds*®?

Verse twentyfive transitions from the woe oracles against the nation to the results of
these woe oracle€3 The anger of the Lord would be unleashed upon gtiem for their sins and
He would stretch out his hand against his own people in judgment. This lays the foundation for

an important aspect of the judgment in this section in that Yahweh is not merely telling the

328\, Wayne VanHorn, fThe-1P%he ThedlogidanEdugaadidp1):i9697.1 sai ah 1
This is important because Judah itself, as a small nation faced with Egypt to the south and Assyria to the northeast,
had no military hope in defeating the military powers of their day. Yahweh only was responsible for their protection
and f He would no longer offer them protection, then they were doomed.

329 Hamilton sees a connection between the vineyard and Eden. Just as Adam was exiled from Eden
because of his sin, the nation would be exiled from the Promised Land for their sin. James M. Han@tondJ®, s
Glory, 193.

30D, N. Premnat h, afdlsaiahi5f8u)JSDT40 (1988% 49i o n

BlAndrew Sloane, fAJustice and TtinityedJoukalti2618)e5nSloarien t he |
sees injustice as a prominent theme in the first half of the book because the nation.

332Verse 13 mentions théhe people will go into exile as a result of their lack of knowledge about Yahweh
and His ways.

333 Some critical scholars argue that this prediction is not authentic to Isaiah but instead argue that it was
written after the destruction of Jerusalem. ot a mpl e, Ott o Kai ser wrot e, Al n my o
theologian of history from the fifth century, in the guise of the prophet, speaking of the annihilating blow of the
Babylonians against the kingdom of Jud@tto Kaiser|saiah 12, 2nd ed., @ns. John Bowden (Philadelphia: The
Westminster Press, 1983), 112.

142



nation that He would allow other nationsclmme and attack Judah but instead, as will be seen in

verse twentysix, YahwehHimself will initiate this judgment upon Judah. Instead of merely

being passive in removirdis protection, Yahweh will actively bring judgment upon the
nation®**Therepeatep hr ase fAFor all this his anger has n
stretched out stillo is significant because |
his judgments against the northern kingdSmi. f t he peopl e of Judah 1 oo
destruction in the north with pride or arrogance, thinking they were safe, then Isaiah was making

it clear that they too would soon suffer a similar crisis.

Inversetwentys i X, t he mejudgmedtisdirfally devedled imdnw® stages.
First, instead of direct intervention, such as a miraculous earthquake or flood, Yahweh will
instead rai se up, )aHatiwgl segveas b sign forthe fdtianstimaeJudah ig
nolongerundette protection of Yahweh. Grogan points
|l saiah (cf. 5:26; 11:12; 18:3; 33:23 [A sailoo
hi s t3%Bagners were significant in the ancient world as they were used as magraiyn for
armies, usually placed on high ground so that the forces could see it from across the battlefield
and rally to that specific poit’ Yahweh then directs the enemies of Judah to attack the nation

that He once defended. Calvin wrote thattheyAssi ans woul d be fAcommi ssi c

334 This would be similar to a parent that actively disciplines a child for bad behavior instead merely
warning the child that misbehaving is bad and letting someone else, such as a tétanhézly distill the
punishment on the child.

33%5See 9:12, 9:17, 9:21 and 10:4.
336 Grogan,lsaiah, loc. 5017.

3373 H. Widyapranawalhe Lord Is Savior: Faith in National Cris{&rand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1990), 28.
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slaughter the natiori®® Thus, while the nations would come to destlagah they would only

do at the direction of Yahweh.

Second, one might wonder about the timing of when the attack would codoe@mnd
if nations would somehow miss the banner signal that Yahweh would place for them, but the
second half of the verse makes it clear that this will happen both soon and is guaranteed to occur.
First, Yahweh wil/ Awhi st | ehoWirgthattydheaemwiibotb m t he
initiate the call for the nations and that these nations are not merely the same minor nations that
Judah has dealt with in the past. |l ndeed, Smi
of one of J uedaenfedH(sne of thasinalltnations ardund it), for it is pictured as an
invasion by a mysterious nation %Thetwhistié | | tr a
shows Yahwehdés ability to command ot bl nati o
horde*° Second, Yahweh will do this quickly and they will come at his call. Thus, the nation

does not have decades to live in freedom, but instead will have to soon deal with this crisis.

However, Isaiah at this point does not address who thisnAaations will be. Some
interpreters view this as only the nation of Assyria that would come under Sennacherib in
chapter thirtysix during the reign of Hezekiafit However, two problems occur with this
position. First, verse twensix identifies the nions as plural. While it could be argued that

Assyrian, because of their conquering prowess, was made up of many nations, it still was viewed

338 John Calvin and William Pringl&Gommentary on the Book of the Prophet Isaial. 1 (Bellingham,
WA: Logos Bible Software, 2010},93.

339 Smith, Isaiah 439, 118.
340 Grogan,lsaiah, loc. 3404.
341 Both Geoffrey Grogan and Gary Smith connect the whistling in the verse with the whistling of Assyria

in 7:18.Smith,Isaiah 139, 181. Groganlsaiah, loc. 3404.
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as a single entity. Second, even though Assyria under Sennacherib laid waste to much of Judah,

Jerusalem was ndestroyed because of the divine intervention of Yahweh.

Therefore, perhaps a better understanding of the nations is that it represents both Assyria
and eventually Babylon, the first will bring Judah to its knees and the second will finally finish
the jobof their destruction. Both Oswalt and Goldingay argue that these nations represent the
enemies of the nation, under divine control that will destroy Judah and send it into exile.
Gol dingay writes, AThis ar my s sthabvaesfronitometot he a
ti me summoned t o Y a&R0oswditbuidds aponghisyevem morepacgsirg that
it is not the strength of Assyria and Babylon that should scare Judah, but that Yahweh is now on
the side of *3lindeed, hsdirswasnotenerelepsoclaiming that Yahweh was
merely the God of two little nations of Israel and Judah and could only fight on their sides
against the opposing gods, which was the common view of the ancient near east, but instead that,
AYahweh wthelLom bfthesa ather countries (their gods being no gods at all), and he
was using those nations to accompl3*gahweli s di s
can take even nations that do not know Him and still have them serve the divine ptirpose.
Thus, the identities of the nations really do not matter because if Yahweh was against Judah, then

He could empower any nation to defeat them.

342 Goldingay,Isaiah, 56.

343 Oswidt, Isaiah loc. 2421.

3441bid, loc. 2480.

345 Bryan BeyerEncountering the Book of Isaiah: A Historical and Theological Su@esnd Rapids,
Mich.: Baker Academic, 2007), 58.
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Nonetheless, verses-3D are then used by Isaiah as a reminder/prediction of the type of
military might andpower that these nations can bring to bear upon the r#4fiBhe enemies are
tireless and physically fit. Their weapons are sharp and their horses are numerous. They are like
lions that strike at their prey quickly and efficiently. The land will bedtifiarkness and distress
when the enemy finally comes. In conclusion, Judah is ripe for judgment, Yahweh himself will
rai seotarediwhi stl e for the enemy to come to
Judah can do militarily to stop theffherefore, when the nations would come against Judah,
Judah could understand that Yahweh not only was the controller of these nations but had even

predicted that the events would occur.

Isaiah 6:9-13

And he said, AGo, and say to this people:

keep on seei ng, °Makethedenrt of this pequdeli, @nd their earsd
heavy, and blind their eyes; lest they see with their eyes, and hear witbatiseiand

understand with their Téentshidi,Hoaw d otnugr,n CGand

Lord?0 And [itesle wastd withdutUnhabitamt, and houses without people,
and the land is a desolate wastend theLorD removes people far @y, and the

forsaken places are many in the midst of the |&h&id though a tenth remain in it, it

will be burnedagain, like a terebinth or an oak, whose stumpmai ns when it
The holy seed is its stump.

Isaiah 6 is a very familiar passagieout the call of Isaiah, but sometimes versé8 @re
overlooked when considering both the prophetic ministry of Isaiah and the predictive ability of

Yahweh34” The historical context of this passage is very important in understanding the call and

346 Even though Isaiah did not name the enemy specifically, the people would still recognize by these
verses the type of enemy that would be coming against them and could guess if they did not know that it would be
Assyria or something that would be similarAssyria, like Babylon or Egypt. Regardless, they would understand
that the enemy would be superior militarily in every way in comparison to their own army.

347 One reason the passage is often overlooked is because of the concept of judicial hardedé@zgtithe
Yahweh allows individuals to continually rebel and harden their hearts against Him until judgment ultimately falls.
The best example in the Old Testament of this type of hardening is the Pharaoh in the Exodus account. Oswalt
writes, @rségdepict Goe as @reventing repentance so that total destruction may occur. The only glimmer

‘N

of hope appears i n t he Isai@hizgdni8Aal88cWhileithis by squihdrlilee alears® Os wal t |
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missim of | sai ah. Hi storically, King Uzziah had
Uzziah was a godly king who reigned for over 50 years. Many of the people of the nation had

never lived under another king. Isaiah and the nation at large wouldbberen a state of

mourning but also apprehension, unsure of what the future would bring. It is into this situation

that Yahweh had called Isaiah to be a prophet to the nation.

Beginning in verse 9, Yahweh begdanngHi s pr e
that the people would not understand or identify the message that Isaiah would be given by
Yahweh. Robinson argues this sinful rebellion against Yahweh and His laws was not new to the
nation, but simply was a continuation of the sinful rebellfaat the nation had constantly battled

throughout their history. He writes

This tendency began in the Garden of Eden and continued in the days of Noah and at
Babel. Even in the wilderness, at the birth of the nation, Israel struggled to faittdir

to God to understand the significance of the Exodus, to see God in the pillar of fire and
cloud, and to hear the voice of God through the voice of his spokesman Moses. The
period of the Judges is a low point in this respect, where the charactefistin is

"everyone did what was right in his own eyes" (Judg 17:6; 21:25). The period of the
monarchy continued this failure of faith with some notable exceptions (David, Solomon,
Hezekiah). The lure of the gods of the nations, the temptation tdvekekom the

nations and not from Yahweh all betray the same fundamental malfunction of spiritual
seeing, hearing, and understandfiffyy.

|l ndeed, this rebellious attitude would not st

ministry of Jesusywho quoted this passage in John 12:40 about His own generation.

judgment by Yahweh, one has to remember thab#tien also had the opportunity to repent and that Yahweh had
consistently sent prophets to the people calling for repentdfitée Yahweh knew in advance what would occur,
the people chose their own fate by their continued sinful rebellion.

38 GeoffreyD. Robinson, fAThe Motif of -IDe&dnmeeauslsliteearyd Bl i ndr
and Theol og iBdletih forBibliadl Resears8,(1®98): 185.
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Verse ten served as both a cause and effec
ministry. Isaiah would preach, but the people would not listen and instead would merely harden
their heats. Beale argues that this hardening occurred because of their continued idol worship.
He writes, AThe expressions descri-bO)amdy | sr ael
"like a burning tree" (Isa. vi 13a) are best understood as metaphomabfyidvhich are applied
to the disobedient nation in order to emphasize that they would be punished for their idol
worship by being judged in the sam®&Thatanner as
Isaiah would have such an emphasis on the @iligolatry throughout the book gives credence
to this position. The people would have access to the very words of Yahweh as given through
Isaiah, but instead would be so focused on their idols that they ultimately would lead to their own

destruction.

Verses111 2 i dentified both the I ength and ul ti
First, Isaiah questioned how long he would have to continue in his ministry, a valid question
given the difficult nature of his ministry. The answer was given by Yahwalgh would preach
until Jerusalem was destroyed and the people were carried away intS®ikdle exile seems
incredibly harsh, the nation had been previously warned of this consequence if they failed to
obey the Mosaic Covenant; Leviticus 182b hadwarned that the land would vomit the nation

out if they followed other gods and the curses of Deuteronomy 28 laid out exile as the ultimate

curse of di sobedience to the covenant. | f t he
9G. K. Beal e;13idl AaiRah rVYibu® i ve VétasTestameAtgid nonst | dol at r
(1991): 272.

350 While Isaiah died irmbout680BC well before the Babylonian Exile, he did live through the Assyrian
crisis that almost led to exile if not for the prayer of Hezekiah and divine intervention of Yahweh. He also preached
his entire ministry to a people that continually turned away from ‘¢&hand was well on their way to exile at his
death.
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would soon see a demstmation of its reality when Samaria was destroyed, and the people of the
Northern Kingdom were taken captive to AssyfaHence, Yahweh, in the very call of Isaiah,
predicted the coming of the Babylonian Exile that would take place some 150 years afterda h 6 s

call.

Verse 13 concluded the passage with a ray of hope, albeit one that would be difficult to
stomach for his audience. Even the remnant would suffer a purging in the captivity. Evans, in
describing | saiahos mi,thatte prophet Isaiahicame ®© viewthist ¢ o u
judgmental commission in terms of a purificatory purge. Whereas the prophet understood fully
well that his word would bring about further spiritual insensitivity and so guarantee divine wrath,
he was ablé or at least so it seendsto foresee the survival of a remnant through which would
come restorati ®Whamd Yaa hiwethtdesr jdiay.m&@nt was com
would remain, but the stump would represent the holy seed, the remnant, that would survive the
exile and return to the larié® The prediction then, was that the exile would occur and that a
remnant would survive the exile to continue Y

with the return from exile under Zerubbabel, Ezra and Nehemiah.

|saiah 39

1 At that time Merodactaladan the son of Baladan, king of Babyleent envoys with
letters and a present to Hezekiah, for he heard that he had been sick and had
recovered? And Hezekiah welcomed them gladly. And he showed them his treasure
housethe siver, the gold, the spices, the precious oil, his whole armory, all that was
found in his storehouseshere was nothing in his house or in all his realm that Hezekiah

351 Seitz,Isaiah 139, 57. Both Assyria and Babylon followed similar practices of deportation of their
conquered enemies.

3%2Crai g Evansl3 filns aihaeh Cé:nt% x tJETSX9, nd.5(H086k h46.s Theol ogy,

353 The stump may be referenced in chapter 11 in which the Messiah will arise from, which would be
accurate as the Messiah would come from the returned exiles.
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did not show then® Then Isaiah the prophet came to King Hezekiah, and said to him,

Awat did these men say? And from where did
have come to me from d@&Héasaicounfiwlhgat f hawme B
your house?0 Hezekiah answered, AThey have
nothing n my storehouses that | did not show t

SThen I saiah said to HeéaredfhosisfBehofdHmeadays t he wo
are coming, when all that is in your house, and that which your fathers have stored up till

this day, shall be carried Babylon. Nothing shall be left, says therp.  And some of

your own sons, who will come from you, whom you will father, shall be taken away, and

t hey shall be eunuchs i n 8fhéndlezpkath saidte of t he
| sai ah, @ Tehoardptwhoartd yoofu thhave spokefiThergood.
wi || be peace and security in my days. o

Isaiah 39 is a critical passage that both ends the historical interlude section of the book
and leads directly into the second half of the b&&8Rhe story found in the chapter occurs
historically between the healing of Hezekiah in chapter 38 and the Assyrian invasion in chapters
36-37. This can be deduced from several key factors. First, Merdmdatian is mentioned in
the story. He was the leadaf Babylon from 721 to 710 BC and again in around 705 BC for a
short period of time, so the events of chapter 39 must occur during one of these two
timeframes>>® Second, if Babylon was looking for allies against Assyria, then it is unlikely that
the evets occurred after the Assyrian invasion of Judah since with the deliverance of Yahweh
the nation was still decimated. Finally, Hezekiah showed off the treasures of the nation, which
according to 2 Kings were sold off in large quantities as tribute to 8eémrar i b pri or t o

deliverance.

354 Critical commentators assert that this chapter was added much later because of the prediction th
Babyl on would one day come for Judah. Fox example, Chil
39 apart from knoigdiah@8e of 587. 0 Chil ds,

355 Oswalt,Isaiah 139, 693. Roberts dates the events aroundBO8luring the briétime of Merodach
bal adands r ev dirstisaiahJHerdnenbla (MiRnedpais: Fostress Press, 2015), 489.
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Beginning in verse one, Isaiah described the envoys from Babylon that came to
Jerusalem, both with letters from Meroddiladan and a present for Hezekiah, who had been
healed from sicknes8® Many see it as a recruitment mission, hoping Judah could serve as an
ally for Babyl on. For exampl e, Roberts states
probably to confirm his continued participation inthe-#8 s y r i a 8’Shmihamgues . 0
Alas ahds strong negat i vig)iieatesthat thigvisitffoma hese eve
Babylonian ambassador and the gifts that accompanied it had significant political
i mplic8Ahans. Hezekiahos father, hafdrustnginst ed i

Yahweh and it seems that Hezekiah was following the same&3ath.

Verse two showed the flaw of Hezekiah; he trusted in his own power and his ability to
craft alliances instead of trusting in Yahweh. Clearly Hezekiah showed the Babylalhiaiss
resources to establish his alliance. It is likely that the Babylonians wanted to see the strength of
Judah before making a formal alliance and Hezekiah was more than willing to show them his
strength. 2 Chronicl es 3Jighwasevidem im khis texd. AlsoHe z e k i a

Chronicles 32:31 pointed out that Yahweh had left Hezekiah on his own in order to test his heart.

%Bl enkinsopp argues that the envoy did not hear abc¢
Jerusalem and therefore the mission alaarly never about giving him a present for his healing. Blenkinsopp,
Isaiah 139, 487.

357 Roberts First Isaiah 489. Young similarly wrote that his major purpose was political. Yolsaggh
19-39, 533.

358 Smith, Isaiah 139, 656.

359 Interestingly, Hezekiah later would learn to trust Yahweh as seen in chapt&Ts 8ghweh had
already declared that he would defeat Assyria, but Hezekiah did not quite trust Yahweh yet, just as when he would
later give the tribute to Sennacherib. It vaas until the Rabshakeh showed up at the gate that Hezekiah truly trusted
Yahweh.
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Yahweh understood that Hezekiah, who had trusted Yahweh for healing earlier in his life, still

did not fully trust Yahweh in all areas of life.

Verse three and four then shifted to Yahwe
message given by | saiah. 't is unclear whethe
Yahweh did not tell him, or if he was usiaghetorical question. Either way, he wanted to know
where the messengers came from and what they wanted with Hezekiah. Hezekiah ignored the
first question about the reason for the messe
response would beifHeged ah reveal ed his faithless intent.
statement of where they came from also showed his heart, declaring that people from mighty
Babylon had come all the way to see Rfitiwhen Isaiah asked what Hezekiah showed the

BabyloniansHezekiah truthfully answered that he had opened everything to the visitors.

Verses five through seven mark a change in tone, as Isaiah shifted from questioning
Hezekiah to making a prophetic announcement divided into two33aFisst, all the wealth ah
resources that Hezekiah had shown Babylon would one day be taken away by Babylon. Second,
Hezeki ahds own | i ne woBabyloniarssEssentally, Isaiah waststatindh a n d s
that Babylon would not soon forget the wealth of the nation andidiame day come for what

they had seen in the treasury of Judah. The idea of the descendants becoming eunuchs in

360 Motyer, Isaiah, 270.

¥Whet her Hezekiaho6s actions had any i mpact on this
agree that he is looked at very unfavorably intthe x t . However, it seems that Hezeki
cause of the Babylonian Exile. Young writes, AWe must |

captivity. It was not the cause, but rather the occasion. As early as theeRemtae read that Israel will be taken

from her land (cf. Lev. 26:33; Deut. 28i&7 ; 3 0 : 3 Isaiab 193905860 Seitz argues that the captivity is

simply stated as a matter of fact Isiahdt39263 Onasanague espons
that responses like Hezekiah, trusting in other nations or other gods instead of Yahweh, was one of the major
reasons for the exile and thus Hezekiah in this story |
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Babylon showed that his descendants would not go willingly to Babylon but instead would be in
captivity. Isaiah thus was declaring the futBabylonian Exile to Hezekiah over a century prior

to its occurrencé®?

Verse eight concluded the passage with Hez
commentators argue was justifiable but others argue showed great weakness. For example,
Roberts arguethat Hezekiah thought what Isaiah was saying was that the rebellion would be
successful and Merodadfaladan would remain in power in BabyR$iCalvin argued that
Hezekiah had a positive response to the proph
he does not argue or contend with the Prophet, but conducts himself with gentleness and

modesty, and thus holds out to us an3*exampl e

Ot hers see the statement as a sWMieftmah r esp
be that Hezekiah is humbly thankful for God©os
upon him immediately, it is hard to avoid the implication that the real reason for his saying that
Godds word is good i s hahleerisendt going tb lze desteoyeyd. Whethera n r

his descendants are to be C’Cltrisalsonddfidulttd noesee not s

362 This reference is one ofdhmain reasons why many critics argue that Isaiah could not have written this
passage during his own time period. Critics may argue that Isaiah simply guessed that the Babylonians would one
day attack Judah. However, Babylon itself, although being a worier, had suffered greatly under the pressure
from Assyria and would not severely challenge Assyrian dominance for many years. Also, Yahweh would have had
to have known that Assyria would not destroy Judah, but Babylon would later, which itself showwéahtiveh had
knowledge of the future as no person would have dreamed that Judah could have withstood Assyria. Indeed, by
stating that Babylon would take Judah and Hezekiahodos ||
prophetic undertaking.

363 Roberts First Isaiah 489. Roberts seems to be reading into the text as Isaiah never declared that
Hezekiahdés ally would be able to resist Assyri a.

364 Calvin, Isaiah, 190.

365 Oswalt,Isaiah 139, 697.

153



the emotion Hezekiah presented when his life was in danger in chapter 38 and his life and
kingdom were in dangen 37 and not see a complete difference in his response in this situation.
Hezekiah seemed content that he would remain in power and the nation would survive but had
little concern for the future with the coming Babylonian Exile. Ultimately, this passexyeed

that Yahweh could predict the future as He predicted the coming Babylonians over a century in

advance.
Apologetic Significance

The immediate predictions of Isaiah are incredibly significant apologetically as they
would be the only predictions thabuld truly be tested by his original audience. When Yahweh
declared that the enemy Assyrians would attack and punish the city in the early chapters of the
book, the people saw firsthand that the judgment of God fell upon the nation. When Yahweh
declaredhat He would deliver Judah from the Assyrian invasion in chapte883the people
saw that the prediction that He made came to pass. Finally, when the Babylonians came in 605
BC, the people could | ook back oerstahddhati ahds pr
Yahweh was not caught off guard by the Babylonian invasion but instead predicted that they

would come. They could see that Yahweh was the God of history and could predict the future.

The Destruction of Babylon and The Coming of Cyrus (Ekili
While Isaiah had much to say about the events that occurred during his own day, he also
had much to say about future events beyond his lifetime. In this section, Isaiah 13 and Isaiah
44:24.28 will look at some of the predictions that Isaiah made atatiitthe destruction of

Babylon and the future coming of Cyrus.

Isaiah 13
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! The oracle concerninBabylon whichisaiah the son of Amoz sa®On a bare hiltaise

a signal; cry aloud to them; wave the handtli@m to enter the gates of the nobfds.

myself have commanded my consecrated ones, and have summoned my mighty men to
execute my anger, my proudly exulting ones.

4The soundf a tumit is on the mountains as of a great multitude! The sound of an
uproar of kingdoms, of nations gathering together! TorD of hosts is mustering a host
for battle.> They come from a distant land, from the end of the heavenkpt®and the
weapons of is indignation, to destroy the whole land.

6Wail, for the day of the_orDis near; as destruction from the Almiglityvill come!
"Therefore all hands will be feeble, and every human mékurnelt. 8 They will be
dismayed: pangs and agony will seilzem; they will be in anguish like a woman in
labor. They will look aghast at one another; their faces will be aflame.

9Behold,the day of the.orRD comes, cruel, with wrath and fierce anger, to make the land
a desolation antb destroy its sinners from {°For the stars of the heavens and their
constellations will not give their light; the sun will be dark at its rising, and the moon will
not shed its lightt*l will punishthe world for its evil, and the wicked for their iniquity; |
will put an endd the pomp of the arrogant, and lay low the pompous pride of the
ruthless?1 will make people more rare than fine gold, and mankind thaigdihd of
Ophir. 3 Thereforel will make the heavens tremble, and the earth will be shaken out of
its place, athe wrath of the.oRD of hosts in the day of his fierce ang€rAnd like a

hunted gazelle, or like sheep with none to gather them, each will turn to his own people,
and each will flee to his own lanttWhoever is found will be thrust through, and

whoeve is caught will fall by the sword® Their infants will be dashed in pieces before
their eyes; their houses will be plundered and their wives ravished.

17Behold,| am stirring up the Medes against them, who have no regard for silver and do
not delightin gold.*®Their bows will slaughtethe young men; they will have no mercy

on the fruit of the womb; their eyes will not pity childréhAnd Babylonthe glory of
kingdoms, the splendor and pomp of the Chaldeans, wilk&é&odom and Gomorrah

when God overthrew therf It will never be inhabited or lived in for all generations;

no Arab will pitch his tent there; nshepherds will make #ir flocks lie down there.

21But wild animals will lie down there, and their houses will be full of howling creatures;
thereostricheswill dwell, and there wild goats will danc&Hyena$! will cry in its

towers, angackals inthe pleasant palaces; its time is close at hand and its days will not
be prolonged.

Isaiah 13 is one of the most challenged passages in all of the bpekjadly within the
first half. Within the passage, the future destruction of Babylon is predicted by Isaiah, who is
actually named in verse one of the passage as the receptor of the oracle/vision. While many of
the other predictive passages in the bookat specifically say they came from Isaiah, although
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that can be inferred from chapter one, this passage does make that claim. Four views are
presented on how this claim could be made: the addition/fake view, the Babylon was Assyria
view, the Babylondurng | sai aho6és o0 wn -Assyriangredictiom wewabBaach t he N

view will be addressed because of the significance of the predictive elements in this #4ssage.

First, even though Isaiah son of Amoz is attached to the prophecy, it has not stopped
critical scholars from attempting to argue that this passage was not an oracle from Isaiah. Franke
simply writes, fiANo reference to Babyl o# is gi
Roberts writes, fnDespi trimtethib@aclate Balah sogof Antoz,i s di
in the | ate eight o ®Blenrkinsbpp argueswhatiihe dateofe nt ury BC
composition cannot iBabyldnianxpeeths, fotbeyampld (1822t 148 The an
21; 21:110), could not very welhave been written before the death of Nebuchadnezzar in 562
B C E3%° 8weeney argues that the nations listed in IsaiaP31®ere all conquered by Persia and
therefore this passage must have been written

Yahweld s sovereignty over thé%°nations with Per si

¥Because | sai ahodos o wn sageathiepassage bedorhes onk &f the most signifidarg  p a s
passages for the prophecy argument.

%'Chris Franke, fAReversals of Fortune in the Ancient
I s ai aNew \siomswf Isaighed. Marvin Sweeney and Roy Melugin (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press,
1996), 105. Franke believes that the name of Isaiah was attached to the passage to make it seem as if Isaiah had
made this prediction.

368 Roberts First Isaiah 194. Roberts argud@swas written sometime after the destruction of Jerusalem but
prior to the rise of Cyrus, which is why the author used the Medes instead of the Persians.

369 Blenkinsopp A History of Prophecy in Isragl83. He argues that because the Medes were mentibned
proved that it could not come from the time of | saiah
editor.

S"Marvin A. Sweeney, 0EschaTtheoBoakgfisaiahnEssays elond@iogo k of | s
Joseph Blenkinsopp and HBontribution to the Study of Isaiabd. Richard J. Bautch and J. Todd Hibbard (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2014), 58. While this argument at first seems interesting, one must also realize that Assyria and
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All of these positions are given not because there is actual evidence presented, but simply
because they do not allow for predictive prophecy and therefore assume Isaiah could not have
been the lgitimate author. These views suggest that his name must have been added by Deutero
Isaiah or another editor when the second half of the book was written to make it look like
Yahweh had predicted these events. If this argument is true, then two concanBiesi, if a
chapter that is directly asserted to be written by Isaiah the prophet was not actually written by
him, then it is impossible to know if anything else in the book was actually written by him and if
he even existed at @ff! Second, ifalate edi t or added | saiahodos name
the author blatantly deceive his readers, but the readers themselves, the Jews, allowed themselves
to be deceived into thinking Isaiah wrote a prophecy that he never actually wrote. Ultimately,
this view must be rejected unless one is willing to allow for inspired authors of the Bible to be

deceptive in their writing.

The second view argues that when Isaiah referred to Babylon, he was really using
Babylon as a figure for Assyria. Ferx a mp | e , Br uedigisfromthaeighth i t es, i
century, then Babyl on h¥HencenBabylonbveulddbed i gur e f o
codename for Assyria. This may not be without Biblical precedence, as Peter may have used
Babylon as a codename feome in his epistles (1 Peter 5:13). The significant diflezenthat
Isaiah in other places condemned both Assyria and their king and therefore it makes little sense

for him to use a codename for the nation in this instance. Furthermore, if Babylan was

Babylon also conquered many of these nations andwikesn conquered by Persia. This does not prove that Isaiah
was not the author of chapter 13 specifically.

31 This may sound strong, but if critics are unwilling to allow for Isaiah to have written a chapter that has
his name attached, then no other passatfee book can definitively be attached to Isaiah.

s72\Walter Brueggemannsaiah £39 (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1998), 115.

157



codename for Assyria, then the introduction of the Medes in verse 17 would lack any historical

evidence. Ultimately this view must be rejected as speculative and lacking internal evidence.

The third view argues that the Babylon mentioned by Isaiamaiaitie NeeBabylonian
Empire but was the Babylon of Isaiahdés owacte
13:1-22 belongs to the period of Tiglaghi | eser 6 s efforts to subdue t
Babyl onéThe r ef er en daesnotonean that théy everetise maimforde3 : 1 7
attacking Babylon. During Tiglath i | eser 6s reign, the Medes, or
subordinat e #%mithwhile Baviagythe pasgibiity apen to Cyrus, also argues
that it is possible #t Isaiah was referring to the fall of Babylon in 689 BC, which would have
happened duri ng °“BoavevarhChils arguedragalnst thieiew beeause the
symbolic language used of Babylon did not seem like it was referencing a Babylotirsgrtmg
survive against Assyria, but a | aterThBabyl on
symbolism attached to Babylon is that of the soghtury NeeBabylonian empire, not the
struggling forces of Merodadbaladan. The analogy with Assygas fit he rod of hi s
breaks down, since vvi 36 depict the final denouement of history and the defeat of cosmic
evittL.ickewi se, if the prediction was about Baby
the predictions made by Yahweh since the city would be lived in again during the times of the

Neo-Babylonian Empire.

373 John H. Hayes and Stuart A. Irvidsaiah: The Eight Century Proph@¥lashville: Abingdon Press,
1987), 222. Hase agrees that 7B is the most logical choice for the passage. Holsséah 127, 378.

374 Smith, Isaiah £39, 305. Smith dates every event in the book as early as he possible can allow.

375 Childs, Isaiah, 123.
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The fourth view is that Isaiah made a predictibat Babylon would one day fall in an
invasion by the Medes and that it was fulfilled when Cyrus conquered Babylon. Three arguments
can be made in favor of this position beyond what has already been presented. First, the mention
of the Medes seems tomlnate a fulfilment during the time of Isaiah. While Irvine and Hayes
argued that it was possible that some Medes were in the army of Assyria, that is both speculative
and it would be strange to call the Assyrian army a Median army. Instead, Davis &ftpees,
Medes were allies with Babylon in finding opportunities to resist the Assyrians. But by the
power of the Holy Spirit, Isaiah looks down the corridors of time and predicts the fall of Babylon

at the hands of the Medes (v. 17) almost two centuries(lafeB 9 B C) . o

Second, Oswalt argues that if someone was writing later, during the time period of the
fall of Babylon, then it would be almost impossible for them to mention the Medes without
mentioning the Persiarié’ This helps to eliminate someonewrihg | at er and attac
name to the passage. Finally, if someone was trying to pass off the passage as being written by
Isaiah, they never would have had to try to force his name on the passage in deception in the first
place as the whole book halteady been assumed to have been written by Isaiah the prophet.
Ultimately, there seems to be no argument presented that would eliminate the heading from 13:1
that attributes the chapter to Isaiah and therefore one must assume that Isaiah the prephet mad

this predictior?’®

376 Davis, ChristCentered Exposition Commentary: Exalting Jesus in Isdéh 2241.
377 Oswalt, The Book of Isaiah:-B9, 308.

378 Keil and Delitzsch draw out an interesting point, arguing that the reason that Yahweh may have had
Isaiah place his name in this location is because, through divine foresight, Yahweh understood that without the name
of Isaiah present, it would be hardn@ake the argument that the prediction was legitiméd.and
Delitzsch,Commentary on the Old Testamdot.151409. Ironically, even with the name present critical scholars
still do not accept the prediction as legitimate.
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Looking at the passage itself, it can be divided into two sectieh8:ahd 1722. While
verse one identified Isaiah as the author and the oracle against Babylon, viE8desus on the
future judgment of the Day of the Lord, whiat times refers to eschatological judgment but can
also refer to specific judgments on nations, which in Isaiah 13 was BaliyBeginning in
verse 17, the Medes are mentioned as the sour
dur i ng | istyg,ibu they srerenalscanot a world power and therefore their prediction by
| sai ah shows the specific nat 3 wWhileO@yfustvea hwe ho's
Persian led the armies against Babylon, the Medes as his allies played such argigoigi¢hat
Daniel 5:30 stated that Darius the Mede was given a high place as the ruler of B&bphay.
could not be bribed and therefore nothing could stop their advance. However, it is also important
to note that it was Yahweh that was stirring up Mhedes against Babylon; He was in control of
the nations and history and everything that happened only happened according to His will and
purpose. Verse 18 declared the extent of their judgment; they would slaughter everyone in their

path, including the guth and children.

Verses 1922 declared the absolute destruction that Babylon would endure. They would
be completely decimated by Yahwehdéds judgement
No one would permanently inhabit the city again and it woulgt be a place for wild animals.

While the text seems clear that Babylon would be decimated, some have argued that this work

39While verses 216 are imprtant in the text, the specific prophetic elements outside of verse 1 begin in
verse 17 and therefore the dissertation will only specifically addres2l7 f or it s purposes of she
ability to predict the future.

380 For example, Isaiah was notedicting a nation that did not exist during his own time, such as Great
Britain, which would have made the prediction harder to believe as legitimate. Oswalt shows that the Assyrians
began to view them as a threat as early asBE3®swalt, The Book ofdaiah: 39, 308.

381 Motyer, The Prophecy of Isaigh31132.
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could not be the work of Cyrus because he did not destroy Babylon when he conquered the city.
Young argues that the predictionwas ogr essi vely ful f Cyruskefdtheover t
walls and the city of Babylon itself still standing. Later, in B8 the walls were destroyed.

Then Xerxes ruined the Temple of Belus. As Se
time Babyl on was a desert of whi cChBallyenwasay s, fia
ultimately destroyed and never rebuilt just as Isaiah had predicted would occur. One can argue

that the Medes were a part of this destruction, as Babylon would never recover from its defeat by
Cyrus. Hence, Yahweh showed that He could predefuture and that even mighty Babylon, a

power for centuries, would one day be destroyed.

Isaiah 44:2428

24Thus says theorb, your Redeemeryho formed you from the womifi | a m

theLoRD, who made all thingsyho alone stretched out the heavewiso spread out the

earth by myself2>who frustrates the signs of liamad makes fools of divinergho turns

wise men backnd makes their knowledge foolighwho confirms the word of his

servantand fulfills the counsel of his messengevhp saysofl er usal em, &éShe s
i nhabandedoféo the cities odnduldawi |l 6Thaiyseshap
"who says to tlheviddepd,r yo8who sigyenflry rruisy, e roHe;

is my shepherdand he shall fulfill all my pyp 0 seay i ng of Jerusal em,
buidnd 6of the Temple, O6Your foundation shal

It is without question that Isaiah 44:248 is both one of the most significant and yet one
of the most controversial passages in the entire bookiahlsBhe predictions found within
these verses are one of the major reasons why the Ddsa@ab theory was created because
critical commentators could not believe that Isaiah the prophet, ministering fre68048C,

could accurately name Cyrus the Famsl50 years in advané® For example, Blenkinsopp

382Young, The Book of Isaiah-18, 427.

383 Cyrus came to power in Persia around B&He would conquer Babylon in 53C, roughly 140 years
after the ti me oAHidtosyafilseaabl4lS. deat h. Kai ser,
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writes, ANot much needs to be said in support
later epoch than that of Isaiah of Jerusalem. The historical context is no longer the kingdom of
Judah dung the period of Assyrian supremacy but the Jewish diaspora in the last years of
Babylonian rule. Reference to the Iranian Cyrus king of Anshan (44:28; 45:1), to Babylonian

deities, to the anticipated fall of Babylon, to the repatriation of the exileshigiconclusion

beyond any r e€4Howoava,lif Cyeus was indeed prédicted by Yahweh in
advance, then it would be a major evidence fo

because He could pass the deity test and predict futureseven

The literary context of this passage is especially significant in understanding the reason
for the Cyrus prediction. As shown in the beginning of this chapter, Isaiah-29.:24d 44:68
had established a certain criteria for deity, the abilityremlict the future. While Yahweh had
accomplished this task previously in the book, He hadoyditectly demonstrate this ability in
the second half of the book, specifically to the Exilic generdfiovihile they could read Isaiah
13 and know that oneagt Yahweh would judge Babylon, there was no specific timeframe when
that would occur in the passage. However, the explicit naming of Cyrus revealed that when he
came into power, Babylon would face their destruction and the nation would be allowed to return
to the Promised Land. Therefore, Isaiah 4448414 serve as the climax to the entire argument

of Yahwehoés ability to prediddbt the future as

Beginning in verse 24, Isaiah introduced a new statement with Yahweh as the speaker.

The verse declared that Yahweh was the Creator, tying back into other passag#s ihatO

384 Blenkinsopp A History of Prophecy in Isragl84.

38 |saiah 41:2, 25 could be considered a prediction if the one arising from the east and north was Cyrus, but
he wa not specifically named in that text and therefore the prediction was vague. This passage solves the vagueness
problem byspecificallynaming Cyrus.
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were addressed in chapter two. Hence, as was argued in chapter two, Yahweh based his ability to
predict the future on the foundation that He was the CreatoruBed&hweh had made
everything, both the heavens and the earthsldevereign over all parts of the universe. This

power allowed Him to not only predict history, but also to control hist6ry.

In verse 25, Yahweh then turned His attention to thogeattempt to predict the future
outside of His direct interventioff’ Yahweh frustrated those that attempted to pass themselves
off as readers of signs and made fools out of diviners. Wise men who attempted to predict the
future were made to look foolish. Interestingly, the audience did not have to look outside of
Scriptureto see many examples of this action by Yahweh. Joseph had the ability to both interpret
dreams and predict the future when the wise men of Egypt could do nothing. Daniel would be

able to do virtually the same type of dream interpretation and predictioNebuchadnezzaf®

Verse 26a served as a counter to verse 25. In contrast to the foolishness of trying to
predict the future without Yahweh, Judaism held a special place because Yahweh was directly
involved in telling the nation of future events. Theple could trust the messengers that
Yahweh sent them because He empowered them to know the future while the pagan gods could

not. Watts writes, fAThe result was a plethora

38 The significance of this difference cannot be understated. It is very different to make a prediation of
future event and to have the power to ensure that the event happens. For example, someone may make an educated
guess about a sporting event and correctly predict the outcome of the game. However, they did not ensure that the
event would happen. Yahwelgaes that He not only can predict events but has the power to enable the events to
occur.

387 For example, when Yahweh would give a message of prediction to a prophet.

38 While Isaiah and his original audience would not have known this, the exiles pagsibityhave
known about this story.
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representing a variety of gods. Theyali ssued forecasts about the ¢

proclaims that none of these will %% all owed

Verse 26b then served as a proclamation that Jerusalem and the rest of Judah would be
restored and rebuilt from rusnTwo major points come from this verse: Jerusalem would be
destroyed but would be restored. First, this
encouraged critics to use this as evidence that Delgai@h was writing after 586 BC, at a time
when the city had already been destroyed. However, as shown earlier, Isaiah had already
predicted that Babylon would come and destroy the city and therefore had divine knowledge of
its coming destructiof?® Second, the exiles may have questioned if they dveuér return and
rebuild Jerusalem, which Isaiah positively affirmed in this pas§agée question of how this

would occur after the Babylonian destruction and exile would be answered two verses later.

Verse 27 is a very difficult verse to interpret@mmentators vary greatly in

N

understanding the meaning of Athe deepdo and
a reference to the creation waters that Yahweh controlled or was a reference to the moat that
surrounded Babylon that Cyrus dtiap in order to invade the city? Motyer and Smith argued

that it was a reference tying back to the Exodus. Just as Yahweh had delivered the nation from

captivity in Egypt and taken them back to the Promised Land, so too would Yahweh deliver

38 \Watts,Isaiah 3466, 155. While Watts was specifically highlighting Babylonian future predictors, one
could make the argument that all of the ANE future predictors would fall in the same category. They were all trying
to predict future events without the benefit of being ewsred by the only God that could actually know the future.
The only except would be in the book of Numbers when Balaam the prophet actually did make correct predictions
only because Yahweh continued to intervene with His own purposes.

3% For example, Isah had already predicted the coming Babylonian invasion in Isaiah 39.

391 The restoration of Jerusalem, both after the exile and in the eschatological future, is a major theme in the
second half of Isaiah. See the eschatological future section at the thiglabfapter as well.

392\Watts,|saiah 3466, 155.
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them from Béylon and return them honi&® Regardless of which position is taken, the idea
behind each view is similar; Yahweh will bring about a Second Exodus and allow the people to
return. However, the question still remains of how this would be accomplished ibBatgs

still in power?

Verse 28 served as the ultimate answer to this problem; Cyrus would come and allow the
Jews to return to the land and rebuild the Temple. Very few verses in the Old Testament have
come under the scrutiny that this verse has uneleray critical scholars. They have put forth
many variations of how this verse came about outside of predictive profffi@ne of the older
arguments that was presented was that a | ater
passage. For example, R.Harrison suggested that the two mentions of the name Cyrus (44:28;
45:1) could have been later glosses added after the actual name of the predicted deliverer had
become knowd®However, O.T. Allisd argument, which v
evidence is addressed, has shown that the poetic nature of the passage makes this a difficult

proposition.

Modern critical scholars have for the most part abandoned the addition view and instead
have simply argued that the entire passage was written at ddsgesnce Cyrus had already
been established as the ruler of Persia. Paul Hanson, taking Disaialoas the author, argues

that the author was not making a specific prediction as given to him by Yahweh, but instead was

393 Motyer, Isaiah, 320. Smith)saiah 4066, loc. 5529. This view would fit with the Second Exodus motifs
that are found throughout the second half of the book.

3% |_ester Grabbe argued that this type adictions/prophecy did not occur in Second or Third Isaiah and
was more reminiscent of the oracles against the nations in First Isagibr L GrabbePriests, Prophets, Diviners,
Sages: A Socidlistorical Study of Religious Specialists in Ancient Isk&&llley Forge: Trinity Press International,
1995), 74.

3% R.K. Harrison Introduction to the Old Testamef@rand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1969), 735t
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merely looking at the political falscape of his day and found Cyrus as a possible solution. He

writes, AConvinced that God was the sovereign
signs of Goddéds activity in a process- of disce
histae i cal knowledgeéCyrus was the ®Basicallyhosen by

Hanson was arguing that Deutdsaiah saw Cyrus was a political leader that could conquer and therefore
must be Yahwehoés solution, but Yahsvehds awhowgiungah

process.

Blenkinsopp argues that Deutdsaiah saw that Cyrus had come on the scene and would
eventually conquer Babyl on -CyTrhuesr epfaorrte?® ptrhoep apgaa
Essentially, the author wanted the pleoto pick the winning side and attempted to get the nation
to side with Cyrus by making him seem | ike Ya
who was unknown, may have even been a member of the entourage of Cyrusfffmself.

Duperreault argues @honce Cyrus had freed the nation, Deuteegah went back and placed

this Apredictiond into |sraelés history to sh

3% pPaul Hansonlsaiah 4666 (Louisville: John Knox Press, 1995), 98.

397 Blenkinsopp A History of Prophecy itsrael, 186. Blenkinsopp makes the argument that, in order to get
the people to back Cyrus, he wrote his prNodoalanda as i
anticipating such a response, he attempted to disarm criticism by claiming that he spoke in the name of a god who
had already demonstrated his ability to inspire predictions of the future and then make them happen. This is a
cardinal pointinSeaod | sai ahdéds apologetic. The proof of divinity
Unlike the Babylonian deities, Yahweh stood behind his prophets (Isa. 44:26). The very disasters through which the
people had passed were turned into occasmrfsith, in that they had happened in fulfillment of prophecy and
therefore provided grounds for confidence now that judgment lay in the past@i&R@peatedly the seer called his
contemporaries, understandably reluctant to put themselves on thadmagain, to witness that this reading of
contemporary events was the only one that made sense for them, that in effect they had no alternative but the one
now being held out to them. o6 Thus, it waa/fonDemerer a pr ed
Isaiah to make the people both listen to what he had to say and follow his council.

MJoseph Blenkins-BppphésSeaobnlb0OMB(#9B3& 8B4. i sm, 0
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affairs39° All of these options represent critical approaches to eliminate the predictiverdse

in the passage.

The major problem that arises with these positions is that they attack the character of the
author, the apologetic argument presented in the passage and they make the Jewish audience
look very foolish for accepting the deceptionrsEi Oswalt strongly defends the necessity of the
prediction of Cyrus because it was the very argument that the text uses to argue that Yahweh was

the true God. He writes,

The centerpiece of the whole argument against the idols is that they cannotttieclare
future. Nothing they have said in the past can explain the present, and nothing they say
now is anything but a vague rehash of what has already happened. But God not only has
done so in the past, he does so now, and evidence clearly supports bath{4lait24,

261 29; 43:8 13; 44:6 9, 24 26; 45:2021; 46:9 11, 48:35; 14 16). Three of the four
references to Cyrus (41:25; 44:28; 46:11) are directly connected to this argument, and the
other (41:2) is connected by implication because it opens a statératooncludes with

the argument of 41:229. These facts cannot mean anything else but that the person or
persons responsible for the final form of the book wish us to believe that the specific
predictions of Cyrus were given far enough in advancethiegtcould not have been part

of any normal process of forecasting future events. The Cyrus predictions are thus made
the specific evidence that God can and does tell the future. As such, they are made the
very fulcrum on whi ch uniuenesstuoff®e ar gument f

The entire apologetic argument that Yahweh wa
to predict the future and particularly the coming of Cyrus. If this argument was fabricated by a
later author after the event had alreadgwred then the argument loses its entire apologetic

foundation.

®¥Danielle Duperreault, AThe Poeadliscasi aBhbpheéiisjisnt ory and
Prophecy, and Ancient Israelite Historiograpled. Mark J. Boda and Lissa M. Wray Beal (Winona Lake:
Eisenbrauns, 2013), 262.

400 Oswalt, The Book of Isaiah: 466, 196.
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Second, if the Cyrus passage was not actually prophetic, then it leads to both deception
and foolishness. If Deutefigaiah already knew that the events had occurred or were close to
occuring and yet passed the information off as a prophecy, then it is hard to view this as
anything other than outright deception by the author, who created a prediction for Yahweh and
then had based on it his en®Atthevepleast,omenost f or
argue that the author would have been playing loose with the definition of prophecy, as the
critics do with their view of ex eventu proph
argues that critics have never given a solid aentrwhy the Jewish people, so guarded of their
Scriptures, would have been duped into accepting the prophecy as coming from Isaiah himself if
it had only been written during their own time pertétiThe Jewish people were not ignorant
and would not have attributed a prophecy given during their own time by an unknown author to

Isaiah, one of the most revered prophets of their faith.

Recently, even some evangelical scholars have limited the fivediature of the
passage while attempting to work around direc
Richard Hess argues that Isaiah was not necessarily predicting Cyrus the Great, but just a Cyrus.

He writes,

The assumption that a prophetthe eighth century BC would name a king who would
rule a century and a half later has been rejected by critics as fanciful. Yet perhaps even in
the eighth century (or early seventh century), Judeans may have known of the name

WlSmith attempts to downplay this by arguing, fiComme
believing in prophecy, but the issue is more related to the time when the prophecy was given and fulfilled. Some
critical commentators do not believe in prophétat refers to events far in the future; instead, they claim that all
prophecy referred to events i n t hilsaialp40G6doe. 49757 Howegen,t e Xt 0|
when one reads many of the critical commentaries, as shown alheyeompletely downplay or downright deny
the prediction of Cyrus.

2John C. Whitcomb Jr ., i Cy Thekawiand thé Praphe®:rObl Jestarcente s o f
Studies in Honor of Oswald Thompson Aléd. John H. Skilton (Phillipsburg: Presérian and Reformed
Publishing, 1974), 388.
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Cyrus among rulers in thesaA grandfather of the emperor also ruled in Iran under the
name of Cyrus, and an earlier Cyrus ruled around 646. Still earlier Cyruses may have
ruled in Iran. Given these facts, it is no longer possible to assume that an early Persian
leader named Cyrusas necessarily unknown to Isaiéh.

Hess then is arguing that Isaiah may have simply been searching around to see a possibility of
someone conquering Babylon and used the Cyrus name because he was a ruler in Persia during
this time?% Therefore, the paage was never meant to be about Cyrus the great but

inadvertently was fulfilled by him. However, if this was not an actual prediction of a future

person, then the argument itself would be nullified.

John Goldingay, building much of his argument alahg8revard Childs, accepts
Deuterolsaiah authorship and denies that the passage was written as a predicted prophecy. He
offers perhaps the most compelling argument for a later author while maintaining God can
predict. He argues that this unknown propteet argue that Yahweh already established that
Persia would one day destroy Babylon in chapter 13 of First Isaiah and therefore the author was
not being deceptive when he argued that Yahweh could predict the future, even though Cyrus
would have already badn power at the time of the writirf§® While Goldingay, as an
evangelical, may see this as a way to both hold to prophecy in general and yet deny that Cyrus

was named 150 years in advance, his position weakens the apologetic argument draffatically.

403Hess,The Old Testament: A Historical, Theological, and Critical Introductisizb.

404 This view seems highly speculative and is really an argument from silence. Hess seems to want to keep
| saiah as the author but find a |l oophole to get around
places Cyrus during a differetime.

405 Not to mention the fact that if Isaiah had been referencing a different Cyrus, then he would have been
wrong with his original concept, as that person never rescued the Jews, etc.

406 Goldingay,Isaiah, loc. 4638.

407t is very different to pedictthat a nation would defeat another nation than to identify the leader of the
nation 150 years in advance. For example, someone in 1790 could have predicted that Germany would one day
defeat France, which would be impressive. However, if that same peiddtitder would one day defeat France, it
would be incredible.
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One must also question why Goldingay accepts that Isaiah the prophet could predict that
Babylon would fall to Persia in advance when Persia was not yet a world power, but have a
problem with Cyrus being named in advance. While Goldingay may make a ciegjibieent

on the surface, it weakens the apologetic argument severely and therefore should be rejected,

especially when solid evidence can be put forth to argue for the predictive elements of the text.

The question then arises, are there positive argtaneimold to the Cyrus prediction as
legitimately Isaianic? Six reasons can be given in support of this position. First, the entire
argument of Isaiah 485 is based upon the ability of Yahweh to predict the future and the Cyrus
prediction serves as a prary example. Second, O.T. Allis, writing in 1950 in response to the
argument that a later editor might have added the name Cyrus into the text, put together a strong
argument showing that the entire passage poetically leads up to the climax of namsfy&Cyru
At the time, his argument was unanswerable by critical scholars, The argument was important in
establishing that the Cyrus name could not have simply been added at a later date after he had
conquered Babylon unless one wanted to ignore the lingtostiwila that was used by the

author.

Third, the prophecy is not isolated in the book, instéae book is filled with prophecies,

including prophecies that span much longer periods than 150 years. Isaiah himself had already

408 See Oswald T AllisUnity of Isaiah(Philadelphia: The Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing
Company, 1950), 680. Allis argued that the poem consisted of three different strophe that build upon each other to
climax in the prediction of Cyrus. The first strophe relates to the distantppse s econd strophe rel a
dealings in providence and in redemption and the | ast
equally clear that, if the aim of the poet to represent the desolation of Israel as already takdéheptadle as
nearly ended, and Cyrus as already present, an invincible warrior on the point of attacking Babylon, the structure of
the poem is illcalculated, to say the least, to bring out and emphasize these important matters. For it places Cyrus,
who belongs, we are told, to the present and immediate firtureediacy is stressed by the critias the distant
future and gives his mighty deeds an entirely different setting from the one which the critics hold to be the correct
oneéWe concl uhhtahe clainhtieat Gyriusois referred to in a way which requires us to see in him the
contemporary of the prophet is not supported by, but is in direct conflict with the entire structure and argument of
the poem, which aims to make it clear that Cyrusbengs t o a di stant future. o
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predicted the destruction Blabylon in chapter 13. If Isaiah 7, 11, or52 were about the future
Messiah, as will be argued later in the chapter, then Isaiah could not only predict a future
Messiah 700 years in advance, but predict specific details about hi¢¥&ath.Cyrus prphecy
is not found in a narrative section that lacks prophetic elements, but fits into the prophetic

content found throughout the book.

Fourth, the prophecy is not isolated in the corpus of the Old Testament. Whitcomb points
out that even beforethe it of Cyr us, Dani el prophesied to t
shall arise another ki ngdo rarmedsilver kingdom, Medo t he e o
Persia''® The book of Habakkuk described a coming Median invasion of Babylon and Jeremiah
predicted the doom of Babylon (Jeremiah 50). Thus, Isaiah was not the only prophet to predict a

future defeat of Babylofi'

Fifth, while predictions naming someone in advance are very rare in the Bible, it is not
entirely unique. Motyer points out that ings 13:2 portray a prediction of Josiah, by name, 300
years in advanc#? In addition, Isaiah never gave a time period for the Cyrus prediction.
Therefore Isaiah may not have known that it would take 150 years until the prophecy would be
fulfilled. Finally, Allis argued that the Cyrus prediction was not mentioned once but several

times throughout chapters-4% *3 Therefore, it is not a singular insert, but was used on several

409 Allis, Unity of Isaiah 122.

WWhitcomb Jr., ACyrus i nAgairhthe prediaive hatuce ioféhis pasdagelalsoa i a h, ¢
depends on the early date of Daniel.

411 0ne could argue that the other passages didaroe Cyrus by name. While this is true, none of the
other passages were making the same type of argument that Isaiah was making as well.

412 Motyer, The Prophecy of Isaial34.

413 Allis, Unity of Isaiah 51.
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occasions. In conclusion, there is ample evidence to argue that the Cyrasqredhs a

legitimate naming prediction in the original text.

Cyrus was given two functions by Yahweh when he was introduced in verse 28. First, he
was called Yahwehds shepherd. This has | ed ma
described athe shepherd and the founder of the second Temple, there would be no other new
Davidic king expected at that time because Cyrus was the new Davidit kitgwever, Choi
argues that the text merely states that Cyrus was called Yahweh's "shepherd,'the wosild
fulfill Yahweh's will. There is no evidence that the shepherd and the Davidic king were linked in
this text*!® Also, there seems to be too many other passages in the book that show a focus on a
future Davidic ruler (e.g., Isaiah 11) to make #ngument that Isaiah had given up on the
Davidic Covenant. Finally, if Cyrus was a replacement for the Davidic line, then there would be

no explanation for why the Jewish people continued to look for the future Messiah aftef*€yrus.

Second, he was tolful the purposes of Yahwehy providing for the rebuilding of
Jerusalem and the Temple. Historically, the Cyrus Cylinder, found in the Temple of Marduk in

1879 by Hormuzd Rassam, confirms that Cyrus was responsible for the return of the Jewish

414 Baltzer, Deuterdsaiah, 218. It would be as[ifeuteralsaiah, seeing the nation destroyed and the line of
kings ended, had given up hope on the Davidic line and had instead placed his hope in Cyrus.

“45Cheol Choi, #AA Critical Evalwuation of the Proposal
Pragraminlsaiah4® 506 ( PhD di ss. , Dall as Theol ogi cal Seminary, Z
passage is that Cyrus i n 435 :iHoweves, this dokd netdutométieallylmean thdts fan
Isaiah was arguing that @ys was a Messianic figure that replaced the Davidic Messiah, as the term was also used
for priests, such as Leviticus 4:3.

4“6 For examples, see Part20r ai g Evans and Richard Hess, fiThe Mes:

in Israel's Messiah in thBible and the Dead Sea Scroléxl. Richard Hess and M. Daniel Carroll (Grand Rapids:
Baker Academic, 2003), 8511.
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exiles toJerusalent!’ The people returned to the land because of this edict, thus beginning the
restoratiorof JerusalemEzra 5:617 show that, when the second Temple was under construction

and Tattenai and Shethar attempted to stop its rebuilding, the ediatusf\Wgs used as

justification for rebuilding the Temple. Hence, Cyrus did ultimately fulfill the purposes of

Yahweh and was ultimately responsible for the rebuilding of Jerusalem and the Second Temple.
Yahwehoés predicti ons yfalfilad:iCyrgs defeatediBabylon ande r e a |l |
Cyrus was used by Yahweh to allow the exiles to return to the land and rebuild Jerusalem/the

Temple. This showed that Yahweh could predict the future unlike the pagaftgods.

Apologetic Significance

Theapologetic significance of these two passages, which are united in content, are
significant, especially when looking at the generation that suffered through the Exile. These
people, certainly disheartened bytoekiercaulsal e més
look forward to the coming of Cyrus and his conquest of Babylon. Likewise, they could look
back at the message of their prophet with confidence that their God was great because He alone
had predicted the events that had occurred in thgjrletime. If Josephus was correct, Cyrus
may have read this prophecy of Isaiah about hini&dlifis no wonder that Isaiah was viewed
with great reverence by the Jewish people as he made these types of predictions under the power

and authority of Yahwe

417 David GravesBiblical Archaeology: An Introduction with Recent Discoveries That Support the
Reliability of the Bible2nd ed. (TorontoElectronic Christian Media, 2018), 2:1-33.

418 More was written about Cyrus in chapter 45. However, the purpose of the dissertation was fulfilled in
showing | saiahdés use of prediction prophecyntesgnd theref

MWWJosephus, AJewi sh Adoseprms The Essestial Whrksil Padl L. d/aiey (Geadd i n
Rapids: Kregel, 1988), 188.
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The Future Messiah (Messianic)

The book of Isaiah does not stop with the coming of Cyrus, but also argues that Yahweh
can predict future events well beyond the time of Isaiah. Indeed, the book makes predictions
about the future Messianiigure who would not come for 700 years until the time of Jesus.

Some choose to argue against the idea of Messianic prophecy in the Old Te&tiRoent.

example, Joseph Klausner argued that the Messianic predictions in Isaiah were originally meant
to be albut Hezekiah but only after his death did the Jews switch the interpretation to a future
Messianic figuré?! However, in both Isaiah 7 and Isaiah B2, the prediction of a future

Messianic figure can be found.

The Immanuel Prophecy Isaiah 7

1 In thedays ofAhaz the son of Jotham, son of Uzziah, king of JuBazjn the king of

Syria andPekah the son of Remaliah the king of Israel came up to Jerusalem to wage war
against it, but could not yet mount an attack againd¥When the house of David was
told,AiSyria i s EBmhrlaiang,ute twhaad tiedeant df hisgppéopld h a z
shook as the trees of the forest shake before the wind.

SAndtheLorps ai d t o | sai ah, A GoSheagashubyoarsaneaet Ahaz
the end othe conduit othe upper pool on the highway to the Washer's Fiéddd say

to him,6 B e c hergeidt, dd npt fear, and do not let your heart be faint because of

these twesmoldering stumps of firebrands, at the fierce anger of Rezin and Sytilaeand

son of Remah.®Because Syria, with Ephraim atite son of Remaliah, has devised

420If and how the Old Testament Messianic prophecies are to be understood has become a major issue,
with some goings far as saying there are no such thing as Old Testament prophecies, such as Tremper Longman Ill
who wrot e, Alt is Iimpossible to establish that any pas:
should be understood as portendifgat ur e mes direamiperf Lguwmgenad |11, AThe Mes
in the Law aThdMedsiahihthenQidsanddNew TestamesdsS.E. Porter (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
2007), 13.

2Kl ausner writes, 0For ytdéfieitivelydhattisaigh@nophesiedof daysvepyos si bl e
near at hand: many of the Messianic promises were undoubtedly intended for the time and person of Hezekiah king
of JudahéThe prophets hoped that the Mes <onsidereccat er a wo u |
one and the same time as the restorer of Hebrew sovereignty and the spiritual head of the other people. Therefore, |
consider these prophecies as an aspirationéWhen the Me:
Hezekiah, the ation-and perhaps also the prophethimsglio st poned t he f ul Josephh ment t o a
Klausner,The Messianic Idea in Israel: From Its Beginning to the Completion of the MigN&ah York: The
Macmillan Company, 1955), 567.
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evil against you, sayin§fiLet us go up against Judah and
itf or ourselves, and set up t hehussaystheef Tabe:
LordGop: A6l t shall not st arfkbrthedeadof Bytia s hal | n
is Damascus, and the head of Damascus is Rezin. And withinfsigtyears Ephraim

will be shattered from being a peopglé&nd the head of Ephraim is Samaria, and tbach

of Samaria igshe son of Remaliah. If yoare not firm in faith, you will not be firm at

all . 60

10 Again theLorD spoke to Ahaz*'ii A salsign of the.oRD your God; let it be deep as

Sheol or hi3Bhuta sAhmeawearn .dg willnot puttheLormtm t as k
t he ¥Andhes @i d, fAHear then, O house of David!
men, that yoweary my God also? Therefore thé.ord himself will give you a

sign.Behold, thevirgin shall conceive and bear a son, andllscall his

namelmmanuel *>*He shall eaturds and honey when he knows how to refuse the evil

and choose the gootf.For before the boy knows how to refuse the evil and choose the

good, the land whose two kings you dread wildleserted}’ The Lorb will bring upon

you and upon your people and upon your father's house such days as have not come since
the day thaEphraim departed from Judah he ki ng of Assyrial! o

Isaiah 7:14 is one of the most controversial passages in the Old Testament and is
regarakd as the most controversial of all the messianic prophtéi€ke dissertation will first
address the context and text of the passage and then evaluate the three major views regarding the
passage. The historical context of the passage is paramount in understanding the threat that Ahaz
faced. The Assyrian army haddas to move west and was threatening the region of Syria, Israel
and Judah. This caused the kings of Syria and Israel, Rezin and Pekah, to threaten Judah to join
an alliance against Assyria. If he refused, they would invade Judah, kill Ahaz and hisafiaanily
put the son of Tabell on the throffé Ahaz thus was in a difficult position and thus Yahweh sent

Isaiah the prophet to Him to give Godly council.

422 MichaelRydelnik, The Messianic Hope: Is the Hebrew Bible Really MessiaNis€ Studies in Bible
and Theology (Nashville: B&H, 2010), loc. 4092. As will be shown in the next section, the Suffering Servant
passage is also controversial, but most evangelical ssHaéd to the strict Messianic view unlike 7:14.

423 The identity of this son of Tabeel is unknown.
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In verse three, Yahweh commanded Isaiah to go and meet Ahaz and to take his son
Sheatjashub withhim. This seems like a strange and overlooked aspect of the account and will
be addressed later. Isaiah found Ahaz at the end of the conduit of the upper pool on the highway
to the Washeros Field, possibly chsoe®lt ng on t

probably would have been strange to Ahaz to see the prophet bringing his small child with him

in the middle of such a dire situation. Howev
given Ahaz hope, as his  rm&me means fila remnant
Beginning in verse four, Yahwehods message

Ahaz to stay strong and remain unafraid of the situation. He also made it clear that He was aware

of the current events and the threat posed by Rezin and Pekahuddestandably would have

been afraid in this situation as his |ife and
succeeded. However, Yahweh made it clear that
enemies would be defeated. Motyerwag that the 6§ear reference, which could not refer to

the fall of Samaria in 722 BC, instead was to 671 BC when Esarhaddon of Assyria imported

foreign settlers to the northern kingdom and thus put an end to any hope that the nation could be
revived??® Yahweh concluded the message with a challenge; if Ahaz would not trust Yahweh in

this occurrence, then He would never trust Yahweh (v. 9).

Yahweh may have been sensing Ahazds skepti
confirm that His words would beue. Usually a human asked Yahweh for a sign, but in this

occurrence, it was Yahweh who asked Ahaz to ask for a sign. Yahweh made it clear that it could

424Hezekiah is found in the same location in chapter 36 during the Assyrian invasion.
425House |saiah +27,1:206.

426 Motyer, Isaiah, 87.
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be a miraculous sign, anything that was possible to imagine on the earth or heaven. However,
Ahaz regcted the sign, using a false piety argument that he would not test Yahweh. Instead, he
really should have said that he did not trust Yahweh as his actions with Assyria woul&prove.
This then leads directly into the Immanuel prophecy in verse 14. Wefjaes no less than

eight possible options for the identity of Immanuel: any child born during this time, a specific
child born of a woman that was present at the time of the prophecy but unnamed, a son of Ahaz
(Hezekiah), a son of Isaiah (Mak&lralathash-baz), the Messiah, a possible virgin child legend,

a Messiah that Isaiah thought would be born soon but was not or that Immanuel was simply a

faithful remnant of the natiott®

Throughout history, two major interpretations have been understood abqadbigye,
with a third more recent view developed within the last 200 years. First, tidessianic view
argues that the Immanuel child was born during the time of Isaiah as one of options 1
presented above. Four major arguments are given in suppbis pbsition. First, the most
influential argument given is that the passage must have a relevance for Ahaz during his own
time period and if the passage was only Messianic, then it would have no immediate application.
Also, verse 16 asserts that beftite boy knows how to refuse evil and choose good, the enemies
of Ahaz would be defeated. Thus, holders of this position argue that this must be a reference to
an actual child born during this time period. It could have been a specific child, Hezekiah,

Mahea-shalathashbaz or even a random nameless child.

427The Biblicaltextar e generally interpreted with the sense t
appealed to Assyria against the Syfisaimarian axis with the result that Judah became an Assyrian vassal.
Blenkinsopp/saiah £39,230.

428 paul WegnerAn Examination of Kingship and Messianic Expectation in Isaid@b {L ewiston: Mellen

Biblical Press, 1992), 1181. Options 14 would fall under the NoiMessianic view or dual fulfilment view, option
5 would be the Messianic view aneBéwill not be addregsl as they are not widely held views.
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Second, they argue that there is nothing exegetical in the text that leads one to assume
that the child would be born much later in the future. The only reason that a future Messiah was
ever attributed tohis passage was because Matthew read the LXX translation, which mistakenly
translatecalmahasparthenosand therefore attributed this passage to Jesus. Roberts argues
Matthew was more interested in finding prophecies about Jesus than in explainihg) the O
Testament?® Schibler similarly argues Matthew basically ignored the Old Testament context of
Isaiah in order to assert his argument that Jesus was ¢fiAlalton, while not going to Roberts
or Schiblerds | evel , ar g ucal arguméntand thenefere shaulda n n o t
not force it just to fit ~Ndencelteisposionanguestmat t he
Isaiah never meant for the passage to be Messianic and Matthew only read that back into the text,

which caused Christiatyi to adopt the Messianic interpretation of the passage.

Third, some who hold this position contend that Immanuel was Msdtsathashbaz,
the child that Isaiah was about to have at the beginning of Isaiah 8:1. Grabbe argues that the
prophetessin8:1lavs not | saiahodés wafmébidtldnsHeadr wasesi
prophetess was is not el aborated, but the fre
unli kely. There is no indication t,#amdthea pr oph

failure to designate the woman as his wife seems strange if she was indeed his wife. Also, she

429 Roberts First Isaiah, 118.

pDaniel Schibler, fAMessiani sshaadRB 3Méleséddsni ¢ Pr ophec
Anointed: Interpretations of Old Testament Messianic TextsPhilip E Satterthwaite, Richard S. Hess, and
Gordon J. Wenham (Eugene: Wipf and Stock, 1995), 100.

BlJohn H. Walton, @l sai XRS30{nol341987\3630%." s in a Name?, 0
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seems to be the A%Wohy svomahar oy &d&r ddes® that,

7 and 8 reveals the same picture. Isaiah was aboettodngaged t &% a prophet e:

Finally, some interpreters argue that Immanuel should be seen as a reference to Hezekiah.
The argument is that Hezekiah was largely seen as the future righteous king who would come
and resolve the problems experienced by ARaz example, both Laato and Seitz argue that
there is a connection between the child in 7:14 and the child of chapter 9. However, they both
argue that the child of chapter nine was viewed as Hez&Kitdaiah thought that Hezekiah
would become the righbus king, possibly even the Messiah, but Hezekiah ultimately failed to
accomplish this task. Consequently, while there are several options for who Immanuel would be

in this view, they all were born in Ahazbds ti

Several problemsan be presented against this position. First, the biggest issue is that no
legitimate option for Immanuel can be argued. Kings asserts that Hezekiah had already been
born 9 years before Ahaz took the throne, thus it seems impossible to argue that henigsdinm
unless one allows for an error in the t&RtMahershalathashbaz also seems problematic for
two reasons. First, as will be argued in the next sedlian] meahs a young woman of
marriageable age who is in fact a virgin. However, if Isaiah @réad a son, then his wife
cannotbead al maAs seen earlier, some argue that |Is

this is an argument from silence. The biggest problem with Msthedathashbaz occurs in

432 Grabbe Priests, Prophets, Diviners, Sag&d.

433 Herbert M. Wolf,Interpreting Isaiah: The Suffering and Glory of the Mesgfarand Rapids:
Zondervan, 1985), 91.

BANtti Laato, AUnderstandi ng ZBtudiesinBdiab:distongy i n t he I
Theology and Receptipad. Tommy Wasserman, Greger Andenssmd David Willgren (New York: Bloombury
T&T Clark, 2017), 27 Seitz,Isaiah 139, 65.

435 Seitz,Isaiah £39, 74. Seitz even admits this in his own argument.
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Isaiah 8:8, when the land is called thedaf Immanuel. It is hard to believe that the land would
be called the land of the son of the prophet instead of a child in the Davidic line (like the

child/son in 9:67).

Second, it seems difficult to assert that Immanuel was born during the timeo&Adha
yet no one in the story has the characteristics attributed to him. Hezekiah, while important in the
book of Isaiah, is never called Immanuel or described with divine/Messianic characteristics.
Instead, he was viewed as a good king that also madakessin chapter 39. Mahshalathash
baz was not named Immanuel and was in fact named for a different purpose, as his name
symbolizes the quick destruction that will come, not the salvation of God with Aihild born
to a nameless virgin, suchas Abag wi f e or a member of his har el

would be a major oversight by Isaiah.

Third, many have argued that if the birth was not in some way miraculous and was
simply an ordinary birth, then how could it serve as a sign? Hindson vititesy Scr i ptur e t
word refers to something addressed to the senses to attest the existence of divine power. Often
extraordinary events were given as ® sign to
Chrysostom wrote cent utogive birthavgsmot a\virdinfbutthb e one w

conception occurred in the natural manner, then what sort of sign would this be? A sign must be

“%Calvin wrote in his day against thisapabBosisan, sitt
an utterly frivolous conjecture; for we do not read that a deliverer would be raised up from the seed of Isaiah, who
should be called | mmanuel; for this title i dsaighar t oo il

244,

437 Edward E. Hindsonsaiah's Immanuel: A Sign of His Times or the Sign of the @RJelipsburg:
Presbyterian & Reformed, 1985), 31.
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extraordinary and st r an d#2The anmmountement seems averdoreeu | d

if it was simply a regulabirth.

Finally, |l et us examine the argument that
influenced by the LXX and ignores other areas of evidence. One could argue that the scholars
were mistaken, but it does show that there were Jews, ptioewiting of the book of
Matthew, that translated the word as virgin. While this argument does not definitively prove the
Messianic interpretation, it does argue that Jews translatedl mirgih.*3° Also, Matthew
himself was a Jew and as a tax collector dwave been able to read and write, so it is very

unlikely that he would have made a mistake in his translation.

Perhaps more importantly is that there are other passages, written by Isaiah and a
contemporary of Isaiah, that also described a birthddfiae Messianic child. Micah 5:2 not
only described the birthplace of the Messiah, Bethlehem, but also attributed a divine nature to the
chil d. l ndeed, the wording Awhose (weqgedeing f or t
points to deity, to ading from the beginning of tinfé% Isaiah 9 speaks of the coming of a

divine child who has the characteristics of Yahweh. Isaiah 11, in the same section as 7 and 9, is

¥WChrysostom, fAHomilies on tAfcientCadssign €dmmenfarybhat t hew, 0
Scripture: Isaiahl-39, ed. Steven McKinion (Downers Grove: IVP Academic, 2004), 10:121.

439 While this argument was very important in previous decades when critical scholars argued that almah
did not mean virgin, it has lessened in impact to an extent. Manynegsianic sablars now argue that the woman
in question was indeed a virgin at the time of the proclamation, but then had intercourse and had a child during
| saiahés time. Thus, the argument is | ess abohed. t he vi |

“40Mi chael Rydel niTheModdy damdba@ok of Messladic Rioplieay: Studies and
Expositions of the Messiah in the Old Testameat Michael Rydelnik and Edwin Blum (Chicago: Moody
Publishers, 2019), 825.
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also Messiani¢*Thus, one cannot simply argue that Mat

Christians view the pasga as Messianic.

The second view, the Messianic view, argues that the passage was a direct prediction of
the coming Messiah. Many of the Messianic arguments have already been presented in response
to the previous view, but two more will be addressedt,Fiohtrary to the neiMessianic view,
that asserts that there must be a contemporary relevance for Ahaz to make the sign valid, the sign
can only have validity if it is Messianfé? Adamthwaite argues that the major point of
contention in the passagewasr at t he Davi dic |ine was in dang
succeeded? If the Messiah would be born in the future, then it would show that Ahaz and his
l ine would not be killed and replaced. Feinbu
was to beborn in Judah, of its royal family, might be a sign to Ahaz, that the kingdom should not
perish in his dayéthat the further off it was
which it guaranteed*** Essentially, if the Messiah would one dayre then it was impossible
for the Davidic |ine to be destroyed during A

current situation in Ahazbdés ti me.

Second, the greatest challenge to this interpretation is the timing elements in verse 16ff. If
theMesi ah would not be born for 700 years, then

happen before the child could learn to know right and wrong? Rydelnik argues that the key to

441 See next section for argumeinta on Isaiah 11.

442 This assumes that this premise is even correct. Because Ahaz himself rejected the sign, it could be
argued that the sign did not even need to have relevance for Ahaz.

“Murray Adamthwaite, Al sai ah TheR&ormeEhgolodical Révieve | mma r
59, no. 2 (2000): 67.

“4Charles Feinberg, 0The TheiMastpis BemBary Joun22ann.d (201%8)ai ah 7 :
17.
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explainng this problem was Shedashub, who came with Isaiah in 7:3. He, alait many
otherMessianic Jews, argue that the text has two predictions: a long term prediction addressed to

the house of David in 7:185 and a shoiterm prediction to Ahaz in 7:185. He writes

While many have considered v. 16 to be a continuationegptbphecy in 7:13L5, the

grammar of the passage suggests otherwise. The opening phrase in Hebrew can reflect an
adversative nuance, allowing for a disjunction between the child describedii%:13

and the one described in verse 16. There is a differgidtin view in this verse. It makes

most sense to identify the lad as Sh&ashub. Otherwise there would be no purpose for

God directing Isaiah to bring the boy. Thus having promised the virgin birth of the

Messiah (7:1B15), the prophet then pointsttze very small boy that he has brought

along and says, ABut before this | ad (usin
enough to refuse evil and choose good, the land whose two kings you dread will be
forsakent*®

Also, the grammar shifts in the@gsage from second person singular with Ahaz (v.10) to
second person plural for the prophecy to the house of Judah (v. 13) and then back to second
person singular with reference to Ahaz (v. 46)Thus, it is highly likely that two different
referents arén view in the passage. This argument answers the immediate context question and

explains why Yahweh would tell Isaiah to bring his son to confront the king.

The third view, the dudulfillment view, while recent, has become the dominant view
within evamgelicalism today*’ This view is a combination view of the previous two views. It

takes the same arguments presented by thévlassianic view to argue that there must have

445 Rydelnik, The Messianic Hopégc. 4276.Rydelnik also connects this to Isaiah 8:18, saying,n t hi s
way, ShearOjashub functioned as a sign to the king. Appropriately, Isaiah could tell Judah in the very next chapter,
OHere | am with the children the LORD has given me to |
who dwellson MountZ o iMi @ hael Rydel ni3k, @Al saiah 7:14,0 82

“4Mi chael Rydelnib, #Alsaiah 7:14,0 82

447 The view was first developed by Albert Barnes id3.8He admitted in his work that he originally
believed the passage was not about Jesus but then changed his mind and created the double fulfillment view.
However, a flaw in his argument was that he admitted he was basing his view only on ch8adstiis ignored
the literary context of the entire12 section that also has the divine child prediction in chapter 9 and the branch
prediction in chapter 1Albert BarnesBarnes Notes: IsaiafGrand Rapids: Baker Book House ABg 1:163.
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been an original child born during the time of Ahaz that served as the fulfilohdr sign.

However, it also argues that secondarily the sign was a prediction of the virgin birth of the
Messiah, which is why Matthew used the passag
can this prophecy be taken as less than messianic dfilkedfin a merely human figure. So it is

best to see a partial, proleptic fulfill ment

more glorious ful fi*l ment in Jesusd own birth

While this position at first seems to take the strengthstf &rguments, it also has two
significant problems. First, although proponents of the view claim that it does not, it does seem
to downplay the power of the prophecy if Jesus was only a secondary fulfillment and was never
the true emphasis of the prophe8gcond, the view struggles to answer the question of why
Isaiah used the definitive article in front@fa | hiaeheally had two possibi@a | & hi n mi nd
when making the prediction. It seems that Isaiah had a specific woman in mind when he made
the prediction, hence why he used the definitive article. While the view attempts to take the
strengths of both views, it also inherently takes some of the weaknesses and creates another

weakness.

In conclusion, the Messianic view appears to be the stropgsiion of the three
outlined, although technically for the purpose of this dissertation all three views serve the
purpose of showing that Yahweh can predict the future. Thévtessianic view, while denying

a future Messianic prediction, still makes Hrgument that Yahweh both predicted the downfall

448 Craig BlombergMatthew vol. 22, The New American Commentary (Nashville: Broadman & Holman
Publishers, 1992), 60. Wil kins similarly argues, fAThe |
and recognizes that God was giving through Isaiah a signdbatiktorical significance and fulfilment in the days
of Ahaz, but that God was also giving through Isaiah a prophecy of a future messianic deliverer that was fulfilled in
the conception and bi r tMatthewfThelN8/Appkcatin Cohlimertiasy éGrandRapida/i | ki ns
MI: Zondervan Publishing House, 2004), 80.
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of Ahazdés enemies and the prediction of a chi
because of the lack of a direct reference to the child. Both thdudiiizhent and Messianic

views predcb ot h t he downfall of Ahazdés enemies and
duakHulfillment view lessens the emphasis of the future Messiah. Therefore, each position in

some way argues that Yahweh can predict the future in some manner.

The Suffering Servant 52:1353:12

13Behold,my servant shall act wiseliag shall be high and lifted uand shall be exalted.
14 As many were astonished at yohis appearance was so marred, beyond human
semblanceand his form beyond that of the childrernadinkind °soshall he

sprinkléd many nationsKings shall shut their mouths because of Hionthat which has
not been toldhem they seegnd that which they have not heard they understand.

1 Who has believed what he has heard from us? And to whothdasm of

the LORD been revealed®or he grew up before him like a young plant, and like a root
out of dry ground; he had no form or majesty that we should look at him, and no beauty
that we should desire hirhiHe was despised and rejec¢tédy men, a man of sorrows

and acquainted withrief; and as one from whom men hide their fdwegas despised,
andwe esteemed him not.

4Surely he has borne our griefs and @tour sorrows; yet we esteemed him stricken,
smitten by God, and afflicte8But he was pierced for our transgressions; he was crushed
for our iniquities; upon him was the chastisement that brought us peace, and with his
wounds we are healetlAll we like sheep have gone astray; we have tuyneckry

ong& to his own way; and thieoRD has laid on him the iniquity of us all.

"He was oppressed, and he was afflicted, yet he opened not his mouthatike that is

led to the slaughter, and like a sheep bedore its shearers is silent, so he opened not his
mouth.8 By oppression and judgment he was taken away; and as for his genevation,
considered that he was cut off out of the land of the living, stricken for the transgression
of my people? And theymade his grave with the wicked and with a rich man in his
death, althoughe had done no violence, and there was no deceit in his mouth.

10Yyet it was the will of theLorD to crush him; he has put him to grief; when his soul
makesan offering for guilthe shall see his offspring; he shall prolong his days; the will
of theLorD shall prosper in his han#.Out of the anguish of his soul he shall aed be
satisfied; by his knowledge shé#tle righteous one, my servant, make many to be
accounted righteous, and he shall bear their iniquiti@herefore | will divide him a
portion with the many, and he shdivide the spoil with the strong, because he poured
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out his soul to death and was numbered with the transgressors; yet he bore the sin of
many, and makes intercession for the transgressors.

The Suffering Servant passage located in Isaiah 5231 isone of the most debated
passages in the entire Old Testament. Early Judaism and orthodox Christianity have largely
viewed the passage as a Messianic prediction while medieval and contemporary Judaism has
denied its Messianic interpretation, instead arguimat the Servant was Israel or the remnant of
Israel or some other historical figure. Critical scholars (Jewish and Christian) may also argue a
nontMessianic interpretation of the passage, usually that the Servant was Beaiino In
recent times somevangelical scholars have also acedjpt normessianic interpretation. While
ot her passages that the dissertation has | ook
predict in a variety of views, Isaiah 52:53:12is different in that the Messi& view on this
passage i s essenti al i n allowing it to show Y
of the three views will be presented to argue that the Messianic view, whicsgllow Y ahwe h 6 s

ability to predict the future, is the correcterpretation of the passage.

First, the medieval and contemporary Jewish view is that the nation of Israel was the
Suffering Servant for three major reasons. Firdb, e t er m fAimy s-®Famdant o i n |
beyond i s often a gserfastpeopiecnottoanindividualaSeHreinars Go d 6
wr i tBecause iriithe remainder of the book of Deutsaiah, which forms the context of the
Servant Songs, it is always Jacob/ I srael that
bethecas i n t he s ot@aeme tabbis argued thatehe sedvant was not Israel as a

whole, but only a remnant. For example, Rabbi Isaac ben Abraham of Troki, writing in the mid

st efan Schreiner, fAlsaiah 53 in the SefefMheHi zzuk I
Suffering Servant: Isaiah 53 in Jewish and Christian Soyr@sBerndlanowski and Peter Stuhlmacher, trans.
Daniel P. Bailey (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2004), 430.

186



16" century, argued that the Servant was not the people of Israel absdiutelye people of
Israel suffering in exilé>® Second, Jews argue that this is an ancient interpretation and cite both

Origin and Justin Martyr as examples of Jewish arguments that were taking this view very

451

early:

Third, rabbis have argued that theespage was a description of the suffering that the
nation had to endure during the exile. | saac
the Servant as | srael and the fAweo plural suf

therefore, if tlat is true, then the author was saying Israel suffered vicariously for the sins of the

nations?®? All three of the major medieval Jewish rabbis, Rashi, ibn Ezra and Radaq all made

this argument . Rashi said, Al stonemehtmghilbef er ed i
made for al Pl dinhé&rzrmatsiaonms. The expressions p
di stress occasioned by exil eéBy our transgres
by the “Ratdaoognss.adi d, fAFor the transgression of
confession, saying that in consequence of the

fall en ufkence, tthe maderrdJewish view is that Israel suffered for the sins of the

nations around them during the exile.

OSchreiner, filsaiah 53 in ade Berd eAbMHalzamkofEmImaki

451 bid, 432 The idea is both Justin Martyr and Origin wrote argutsi@gainst Jews in which they cited
that Jews were making thisarguméhth e s e early Apol ogist Church Fathers we

4521hid, 432.

453 AD Neubauer S.R. Driver, edlhe FiftyThird Chapter of Isaiah According to tlewish
Interpreters(Maharashtra: Varda Books, 2005), 2:38. Rashi also argued that the idea of the Servant being cut off
from the land of the living was not that he died but that he was exiled from the land of Israel.

454 Neubauer and Driver, edrhe FiftyThird Chapter2:45.
455 |bid, 2:52.
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The major problem it arises from this view is that the nation of Judah was itself a
sinful nation and deserved the exile. The idea that the exile occurred so that the Jewish people
would suffer for the sins of the nations is completely alien to the rest of the Old Testaheent
very book of Isaiah argues that the people would go into exile because of their own sins
(especially chapters-3). Jeremiah 25, in which the sevegtar captivity was foretold,
specifically linked the captivity with the sins of the nation. Eze&i&0 specifically addressed
that idolatry had swept through the nation and the glory of Yahweh had already left the Temple
because of the sins of the nation. Even if one argues that it was only a remnant within the nation
and not the entire nation, both il and Nehemiah, two of the most faithful survivors of the
exile and return, both had significant prayers of confession, including themselves and the nation
at large, within their accounts (Daniel 9 and Nehemiah 1). Thus, if one reads the prophets and th
Old Testament at large, it is incredibly difficult to make the argument that the nation went into

exile as a sinless sacrifice to take on the sins of the other nations.

The second view, held by many critical scholars, argues that the passage was not
referring to a future Messianic figure, but instead was a reference to Dé¢zdexio, either
written by himself or by one of his discipl&8.Two major arguments are put forth. First,
proponents of this view hold that the passage was a description oetbétlie prophet.

Deutereal sai ahdéds ministry was hampered by difficul

456 Fox example, this view is held iBlenkinsoppJsaiah 4055, 356. R.N. WhybrayThanksgiving for a
Liberated Prophet: An Interpretation of Isaiah Chapter(SBeffield: Sheffield, 1978), 10506. Goldingay|saiah
40-55, 273.David PatoAWi | | i ams, A The Se- 8 andOTL2¢1O88)s98i n Deut er o
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listen and therefore his disciples wrote about his troubles in the p48§&be.passage then

served as a thanksgiving song from Deutseoeh f or Yahwehos del®™ ver anc:
Seitz6s continues this argument, writing

In my judgment, the servant who is described in 49ahd 50:49 was an actual

historical figure as well as the prophetic voice at work in these chp®86). That is,

more is at work in these passages than literary representation for the purpose of resolving
prophecy's complex legacy. Furthermore, in my view a genetic relationship exists

between this voice and the servant who speaks in the first paréari-7, and for this

and other reasons a new description of the relationship between ch&psad@ 5666 is

called for.n the firstperson account of 50:@, an individual describes a vocation of

suffering and affliction not unlike that of Jeremiahr o f many ot her figur
experience. Prophecy is being described in a way that comports with what we know from

| srael 6s record of it, i ncl udsidesgnsifotitsA uncl e
real figur e, wh oswordinthelsectioasp@raundngthesd Go d 6
descriptions, here understands his suffering as consistent with and the culmination of
prophecy as it has taken form in |Israel 6s
figure is being described, now in a Iémgand detailed thirgherson report, in the

dramatic fourth poem (52:133:12). My view at this juncture is that the same figure is

being described, now by other servants (54:17), who reflect on the significance of the
servant 0s deat N353 Mhsonenfahe seavants who gins irbtl& plural
confession found at 53:6.4°°

Therefore, the passage was never meant to be a prediction, but instead was a summary of the

prophetds | ife.

Second, proponents of the view hold that the passage siatube viewed as Messianic
and instead should be viewed as Deutsesah because the Messiah had not been mentioned in
Deutereal s ai ah. For e x amptkeems utikely that thegsaryantmib2.13 e s g

53.12 is some person who has not been roeeti before and who is not actually identified here

®’patonWi | | i ams, fAThe SeisantahSong98in Deutero
458 \Whybray, Thanksgiving for a Liberated Prophet27.

*seitz, fAHow |Is the Prophet |1 saiah Present in the I
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(e.g. Jehoiachin or Zerubbabel or the Mesgiad) if this is so, the book does not give us enough
information to come to a conclusion on the matter. More likely the starting point for identifying

the serant is the interplay between people and prophet that has characterized preceding

c h a p t%%As te why the New Testament authors attributed these passages to Jesus,

Mowi nckel writes, Alt may be said at once tha

Messi anic, but that Jesus gave them d%cisive i

Two major problems arise with this view. First, it must assume either Delateai
authorship or authorship by his disciples. If Isaiah the prophet wrote thehtaxit ts much
harder to argue that Messianic arguments were not already present in the book. The many
Messianic passages in the first half of the book could connect to the Suffering Servant as a
picture of the Messiah. Second, the Suffering Servant diassabstitute for the nation. It is hard
to argue that any prophet, regardless of what they went through personally, died through

vicarious suffering?

The Messianic view argues that the Suffering Servant should be viewed exclusively as
the Messiah. Rar arguments are put forth to support this view: The Servant suffers vicariously
for the sins of others, the Servant is #fAhigh

to the Davidic Messiaff? First, the text asserts that the Servant suffeariously for the sins of

460 Goldingay,Isaiah 40655, 273.
461 Sigmund MowinckelHe That Comethtrans. G.W. Anderson (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1954), 187.

®Whybray argues Christians read the vicarious suffe
Whybray, Thanksgiving for a Liberated Proph&5. This will be addressed in the Messianic position.

463 A distinction needs to be made betweeruargnts for the Messiah in Isaiah-52 and arguments for
Jesus as the fulfillment of Isaiah-53. For example, one can argue that Jesus was humiliated just as the Suffering
Servant was humiliated and therefore the passage points to Jesus. Howevar,ifbng has | sai ahds mes
idea of humiliation itself does not necessarily point to the passage as Messianic. These four arguments were
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others in several places all throughout 5824 In verse four the Servant bore the griefs and

carried the sorrows of the people and was smitten and afflicted by Yahweh (v. 10). This is a
shocking statement, especially when ooasiders the belief system of the ANE. Oswalt writes,
APart of the shock of recognition is due to t
source of suffering: if a person is suffering, it is because he or she has done something to deserve

it (the book of Job is the classic example in the OT). Thus, if a person is smitten, it is because he

or she is a sinner. But this man has been stricken besase e s %4Tinedact shat the

Servant had done nothing to deserve this punishment will be expounded upon in verse nine, but

even in this early verse it is clear that he is taking on the punishment of others.

The i dea+- gifasald o a nd ii’ggabbabalsb play a critical role in
understanding t he nadiswsedin loebiticus toshow thateetsactificial i o n .
animal bares the sins of the offeror away so that he no longer must carry*B&simlarly,
fi *owas used to show thedming of a burden for another as in Isaiah 46:4, 7 and Lamentations
5:7. These are already established terms that Isaiah was using to argue that the Servant was

suffering for ot*ersé sins in their place.

Verse five continues this trajectory of suhgin. The Servant was both pierced and
crushed for the sins of the people. Young argued that the idea of piercing was not simply a

wounding, but was pierced through unto death, a violent d&attmwever, the substitution of

specifically chosen because they point to the passage as being Messianic in its original context without the need fo
New Testament insight.

464 Oswalt,Isaiah 4066, 386.
465 See Leviticus 5:1, 17; 10:17; 16:22; 17:16; 20:19. Oswalt, Isaigs64686.
466 This assumes that the book of Leviticus or some form of it had already been written.

467Young,Isaiah 4066, 346.

191



the piercing and crushing dig¢ Servant was beneficial for the people. His actions of sacrifice led

to peace and healing for others but ultimately not for himself as he instead suffered the

puni shment for sinThercontheasti Kgopreeposietsi o fi:;
and 6for uso6, all this is du®The dabhei encasitohes

the text, understood in verse five that the sufferings of the Servant were substitutionary for them.

Verse six expands on the substitutionary elemerds &ven greater extent. The people
admit their own failures and that they, like wandering sheep, have turned away into sin.
However, instead of receiving the punishment for their sin that they deserved, Yahweh has
instead placed the sin of the peoplelom $ervant. That it is Yahweh that does this is significant;
it is not that people are falsely accusing the Servant and attempting to blame Him for their sins.
Instead, Yahweh Himself is placing the sins of the people on the Servant and thereforerithe actio

is justified and acceptable to Him.

The response of the Servant is addressed in verse seven. One would assume that the
Servant would be upset at being wrongfully pu
was oppressed and afflicted, he nevdedéed himself or blamed others. Like a lamb before his
shearers, the Servant remained silent in the face of danger and oppression. Smith sees a contrast
between the sinful sheep that wandered away in verse six and the silent sheep, the Servant, who

was punished for the sins of the other shé&p.

The Servant was then taken away in oppression and judgment and ultimately was

Astrickend (killed) because of the sins of th

468 |]an L. Koole, Isaiah III: Isaiah 4955, Volume 2 of The Historical Commentary on the Old Testament
(Kampen: Kok Pharos Publishing House, 1998), 296.

469 Smith, Isaiah 4066, loc. 9959.
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the |1ivingo do atattheoSIervantmiddHoweaver, IChildsmrguas strongly
against this assertion stating, fAlt has been
death or was exiled, allegedly a fate worse than death. In my opinion, these are tortuous
interpretations and run against the plain sense of the text. The implicit mention of his grave in v.
10 rules out t hé&%rdeed, thgpassaye Havneoved fpom ithe Besvandbeing

punished for the sins of others to officially dying in place of others for their sins.

Verse nine becomes I mportant to | saiahodés d
that the Servantwaont dyi ng because of his own sins, as
violencedo and had fino deceito. Motyer argues

Servant was sinless in both word and d&éahis is a stark contrast to the nation wiaml
turned to idolatry, abused the poor and even had blodldeir hands because of their lack of
respect of the poor (Jeremiah 23@). That his grave is mentioned also is strong evidence of the

death of the Servant, which some Jews and critical sshaéary occurretf®

Verse ten continues the theme with the idea of a human offering for guilt after the Lord
would crush the Servant. Motyer, in describin
found in Leviticus 5:1 6:7. The heart of its distinctiveness isiitsistence on minute exactness
bet ween sin and remedy. lt-otberdngél | | bei salbs

much to affirm that the Servant bore and discharged the guiltiness of our sin, but that what he did

40Whybray argues that the Servant never dies in Isaiah 53, arguing instead that it was merely hyperbole.
Whybray, Thanksgiving for a Liberated Prophédt05106.

471 Childs, Isaiah,416.

472 Motyer, Isaiah, 380. If Leviticus had not yet been written, this idea must have originated in Judaism as
some point.

BJust as His suffering was underserved, so His buri
peopleds perspective, agimna.e t he Servant was deemed
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is exactly equivalenttwh at n e e d e 4"*Theooffebing is dlsp mssuredl to be both
received and accepted as legitimate because Yahweh Himself was involved in the process and it

was His will for the Servant to accomplish this task.

Verse eleven points to two separaté dmnnected events; the servant will make many
righteous but will also bear their sins. First, the Servant must be a righteous person in order to
bestow righteousness o0 nrhemnelwhoringerced8sgor thecsinseeof ma n n
others is himsel§inless and righteous. In 53:11 his righteousness, which is important for what he
effects vicariousl!l y, i*8Chieseasthatthgtworaretcdnnettdd;s s i n
because the Servant will bear the sins of the people, they can then tezlasurighteou’’®
This figure is not simply an ordinary Jewish figure, like a prophet or king, but was uniquely

righteous.

Finally, verse 12 concludes the passage wi
substitutional sacrifice. The Servant died (@mliout his soul to death) and yet he bore the sins
of the people and then makes intercession for
gradation; in addition to having borne the sins of many, the servant will also make intercession
for the trangressorsHere again there is reflection upon a priestly work of the servant, who
pleads before God the merit and virtue of his atoning work as the only ground of acceptance of

the transgressors for whom he dies. The basis of the intercession is thetsutesty expiation

474 Motyer, Isaiah, 382.

““Her mann Spieckermann, AThe Conception and Prehist
T e st a m@metSyfféring Servant: Isaiah 53 in Jewish and Christian Souece8ernd Janowski and Peter
Stuhlmacher, trans. Daniel P. Bailey (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2004), 5

476 Childs, Isaiah, 420.
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of t he *SHe esseatially setves as the high priest for the nation, interceding on their
behalf. Therefore, the Servant, because of his actions, can and does intercede on behalf of the

sinners by taking their sinful death anch@inment on himself in their place.

Based upon this overview, the text clearly teaches the idea of vicarious suffering on the
part of the Servant. Spieckermann lists five criteria based upon the p&$$dgs, one person
intercedes for the sins of @is. Second, the one who intercedes for the sins of others is himself
sinless and righteous. Third, the vicarious act of the one occurs once for all, meaning the death
that he suffers can only occur once. Fourth, the Servant intercedes for the sinssaffdtise
own will. Finally, God brings about the vicarious action of the Servant for the sins of the others

intentionally, meaning the action was preordained as both the plan of God and will of God.

Brown sums t he ar gu melranndisge awy editimatewbadimg ofisaiahs t at e

53 that denies the effectual, “*%Yicarious natur
While the Servantds substitutionary death
passage should be viewed as Messianic. For gXara |, Robert EIlis writes,

not able to foresee is that the individual who finally fulfilled the role of the servant was also the

Davidic messiah, as well as the ultimate prophet and the great high priest. All the Old Testament

officesof Yahweh's redemptive activity are united in Jesus Christ. While many descendants of

Abraham have served in the roles of king, prophet, and priest, Jesus alone has fulfilled the

47Young,Isaiah 4066, 352.

‘%Spieckermann, fAThe Conception and PRPFfehistory of

Mi chael L. Brown ,nsibdwil sfbhe@GdspetsABqpndiegticaitaiahctd.
Darrell L. Bock and Mitch Glaser (Grand Rapids: Kregel, 2012), 78.
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portrait of the remarkable suffering servant of Isaiatb 48° Bhe questionthat arises is
whether the New Testament was needed to understand the Messiah as the Suffering Servant or if
there is evidence within Isaiah and the Old Testament for that conclusion? The other three

arguments presented will address this issue.

Firstt Osval t argues that t herwpdndnadsmwsihdtthgh and |
Servant is not just an ordinary man, but shar
are used in combination four times in this book (and no place else@hén the other three
places (6:1; 33: 10 ;% @Godingapalsodckn@evedgdsahsscannettien, Go d .
linking the passage with 6:1 and arguing that the Servant will end up as exalted as Yahweh
Himself#82f Isaiah 7, 9 and 11 are Messiaaied depict a divine child that will gnoup as the
Messiah, then having a Servant identified with similar Godlike language establishes an identity

between the two characters.

Second, there is strong Jewish historical support in identifying the pasddgssanic.
Michael Brown has identified nine different pieces of rabbinic literature that connect the Messiah
to Isaiah 53: Targum Jonathan interprets Isaiah 53 with reference to the Messiah, the Talmud
refers Isaiah 53:4 to the Messiah, Ruth Rabbah ireer53:5 with reference to the Messiah,
MidrashTanchuma ppl i es bot h 52: 13 exakapoeaack5B:3tgtheof t he S
Messiah,Yalkut Shimonapplies 52:13 to the Messiah, Maimonides refers Isaiah 53:2 with the

Messiah, Nachmanides connects Messiah to 52:13, Rabbi Moshe Alshech connected the

WRobert R. EIllis, fiThe Re maibHmthwestGuiodmalofi ng Ser vant
Theology34 (1991): 30. Ellis doesot deny that it is the Messiah, only that it is not apparent in this particular text.

481 Oswalt, The Book of Isaiah: 466, 378.

482 Goldingay,Isaiah, loc. 5878.
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Messiah to Isaiah 53 and the Zohar does as*#eMrnold Fruchtenbaum listed 27 different

Jewish Messianic interpretations of Isaiah 53, all given before the tenth centi# While

one can argue that these views have been rejected by modern Jewish rabbis, it does show that
there was a substantial amount of Jewish thought throughout history, especially prior to Rashi,

ibn Ezra and Radag, that have viewed the passage as Me&Siani

Finally, Daniel Block has laid out eight connections between the Messiah and the
Suffering Servant passage of Isaialf%¥¥ i r st , the expression fimy se
of royal figures in both Isaiah 37:35 and other Old Testament passagesd 3&e declaration
that Yahweh has put His Spirit on His servant accords with a royal identity and finds explicit
support in Isaiah 11:3. Third, the role of the servant as one who brings forth justice and
establishes it to the ends of the earth accerttsroyal functions. Fourth, the reference to the
response of kings and the promise of victory supports a royal interpretation. Fifth, the botanical
imagery in 53:2 recalls 11:1 and other horticultural Davidic messianic references. Six, the
referencetth i s fAsuper human anointingo in 52:14 poin
the notice of a rich burial in the passage suites a royal person. Finally, Zechariah 11:8 and 12:10
joins his predecessor in portraying him as one whom the people rejezs ane who is struck

in accordance with the will of Yahweh.

483 Brown, Gospel According to Isaiah 583.

®SeeAr nol d Fr ucht en b aRabbinic IftekpreStionswilspianbp12:88 6 ( paper
Presented at the annual meeting of thetRbelation Research Center, Dallas, TX, December 12, 2019).

485 However, a modern Hasidic movement in Judaism known as the Lubavitchers recognized their Rebbe
Menachem Mendel Schneerson as fiKing Messiaho in the 19
Isaiah 53 and the group still expects his return from the dead, also based on their understanding of this text.

pDani el Block, iRMei®entvdmstr alavisd \srasl's Messiabwifthe he Mess
Bible and the Dead Sea Scroled. Richard S. Hess and M. Daniel Carroll R. (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic,
2003), 5651.
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In conclusion, the Messianic view has significant support both in the passage of Isaiah
itself as well as other connecting passages in the Old Testament and Judaic support. The Servant
has somelivine qualities and yet humbles himself to the point of death. This would mean that
Yahweh predicted that a future Messianic figure would suffer a violent death as a substitute for
others. This passage, in combination with Isaiah 7, shows that Yahwéhehetullity to predict

future events well beyond the scope of 1l saiah
Apologetic Significance

While the Messianic predictions of Yahweh in the book of Isaiah did not have a major
apol ogetic I mpact i n erhapstheaipndisentoAHarthathme , excep
ultimately ignored, they were used apologetically in the life of the early church. Matthew 1:23
cited Isaiah 7:14 as a prophetic fulfill ment
there are whathecaflspassi on apol ogeticso in which the v
the Suffering Servant of Isaiah 53 to Jesus in Matthew 8:17, Luke 22:37, John 12:38 and Romans
10:16487 Also, both John the Baptist (John 1:29) and John the Apostle (Revelationfyidenti
Jesus as the lamb of God, very similar to the lamb imagery found in the Suffering Servant

passagé®®

However, perhaps no other passage shows a greater apologetic emphasis from these
passages in Isaiah as Acts 8 and the story of the Ethiopian eunuch. In this passage, the eunuch,

newly departed from Jerusalem, was reading the scroll of Isaiah when Ph#ligant to him by

¥Kenneth Litwak, AThe Use-5afB3nQubeaNiwnlERRoinamehs adalt
4 (1983): 388.

488 Jesus is referred to as the lamb over twenty times in the book of ReveRaianation 5:6, 8, 12, 13;
6:1, 16; 7:9, 14, 17; 12:11, 13:8, 11, 14:1, 4, 10; 15:3; 17:14; 19:7, 9, 9; 21:9, P2, P23
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the Holy Spirit. The eunuch did not understand what the message of Isaiah 53 entailed and the
identity of the Servant until Phillip showed him that the passage had been fulfilled in Jesus, who
was the Suffering Servafft’ After understanithg that the passage had been fulfilled by the death

of Christ, the eunuch was then baptized, a sign that he was allying himself with Christ. Fernando
argues that the resurrected Jesus in Luke 24 most likely attributed this text to Himself and hence

it wasused apologetically by the early church to show His fulfillment of the preditiion.
Consequently, these two passages serve as bot
predict the future and were later used by the early church to demonsitatesihs was the

Messiah.

Messianic Kingdom and New Creation (Eschatological Future)

The book of Isaiah does not stop with the predictions of the Messiah but continues to
make the argument that Yahweh can predict future events, even to thetlema@é. This will

be addressed in Isaiah B1lsaiah 4:26, Isaiah 11 and Isaiah 65:25.

Isaiah 2:1-5 and Isaiah 4:26

! The word that Isaiah the son of Amoz saw concerning Judah and Jerdsakall

come to pass in the latter days ttiet mountain of the house of therbp shall be

established as the highest of the mountains, and shall be lifted up above thedllk; an

the nations shall flowtoifandmany peopl es shall come, and
to the mountain of theoRbD, to the house of the God of Jacob, that he may teach us his

®p ol hi | IThewassageasone ofithe most difficult texts to interpret of all the servant psalms and even
more obscure in the Greek than the Hebrew. In general, however, it depicts the basic pattern of the suffering,
humiliation,andexalat i on of Chri st. The picture of the sl aughter
| amb before his shearers, that of Jesusd silence befor:
accusations of blasphemy leveledcdh r i st and t he equivocation of PilateéTh
would mean to a Christian |ike Philip. When Christés |

resurrection, exalted to the right hand@bd o J .oPwlhill, A&ts vol. 26 in The New American Commentary
(Nashville: Broadman & Holman Publishers, 1992),i222b.

40 Ajith FernandoActs The NIV Application Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan Publishing
House, 1998), 284.
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ways and that we maoytofiian skall gorortithe lsav,aq@ahe hs . 0 F
word of theLorbp from Jerusalent.He shall judge between the nations, and shall decide
disputes for many peoples; and they shall beat their swords into plowshares, and their
spears into pruning hooks; nation shall not lift up sword agaatson, neither shall they
learn war anymore.O house of Jacob, come, let us walkha light of theL oRD.

21n that daythe branch of theorp shall be beautiful and glorious, atie fruit of the

land shall be the pride and honor of hevivors of Israel® And he who is left in Zion

and remains in Jerusalem will be callealy, everyone who haseen recorded for life in
Jerusalent;whenthe Lord shall have washed away the filthitte# daughters of Zion and
cleansed the bloodstains Jdrusalem from its midst by a spirit of judgment an@ by

spirit of burning® Then theLorp will create over the whole site of Mount Zion and over
her assembliea cloud by day, and smoke and the shining of a flaming fire by night; for
over all the glonthere will bea canopy® There will be abooth for shade by day from

the heat, antbr a refuge and a shelter from the storm and rain.

Isaiah 2:15 and Isaiah 4:B serve as sister chapters/bookends to the section of Isaiah
2:1-4:6 %1 Both serve as esatological pictures of a renewed Jerusalem in the future, possibly

during the Messianic KingdoMi?Ch apt er two began with a timing

®lLim writes, fThe -bhandthermingoge in4farm lareinclusio, partraging the
fate of Zion/Jerusalem in a very positive way. The elex@atin o f  YempleMeumténs2:2 corresponds to
Yahwehoés creation of his gYlomrgys udv eri mg !l IAi Tchfe NNoaun to nki dm |
Il nclusion of the Nations in Yahweh' s Esitglnternatohab gi c al Sal
University, 2004) , 23. Price argues that HdwdsapZ2dssages
is interpreted affects how Isa 462will be understood in the larger context. The reason for this, as shown above, is
that the prophet interrupted his description of the Messianic Age 4 Bh2xplain how the coming judgment of the
nation would not cancel this hope, now continued in&:Zhe structure of these two texts argues for their being
understood in continuityAs Isa 2:2 began with the glory of the futdremple so 4:6 ends with a description of its
glory. Both Isa 2:3 and 4:3 center on Zion and Jerusalem and the sanctification of its people. As Isa 2:4 ended a
restoration secti on ginsthédrendhedrestoratiorbfecuswithithés thenseoThid : 2 b e
A:B:A:A:B:A arrangement indicates that the prophet joined these two sections in his thought as complementary
descriptions of the Messianic Age. Because most commentators view-#a #ing messnic and as having its
setting in the Messianic Age, textual consistency argues fe8 Belng messianic as well.. Randal l Price,
4:2: The Branch of t he The doody Handbodk hfeMessians Prophaty: $tudidsgard, 0 i n
Expositons of the Messiah in the Old Testament Michael Rydelnik and Edwin Blum (Chicago: Moody
Publishers, 2019), 809.

492 Critical scholars do not view the passages as authentic to Isaiah and instead argue that they were added
much later. Sweeney and Clements argue that the passages were merely describing the restoration of Jerusalem
during the reign of Cyrus or shortly aftdlarvin Sweeneylsaiah 139 with an Introduction to Prophetic
Literature (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996), 99. R.E. Clemé&digh 1: 39 The New Century Bible Commentary
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980), 40. Clements even argues that all modern coongneawatargued that these
passages are not authentic and that this view must be unquestionably upheld. Otto Kaiser dated the passages to the
late 8" century or # century after Nehemiah had restored the city walls and the people again had hope for the
future. Kaiser|saiah £12, 52. However, leading Jewish scholars throughout history, including Rambam, Radak,
Ibn Ezra, Rashi and modern Jewish commentaries all see the passage as referring to a future Messianic kingdom. J.
Randal | Pri-AdMicah4itbs aiTale Re38t oration of TheWvoadyHandbookt he Me
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(6acharit hayyamim), that was wused regutl arly
future in an eschatological serfS&lt seems highly implausible that the author would use this

term if he was either referring to an event in his lifetime or shortly after. Whether the raising of

Mount Zion is literal or figurative is highly debated.ikKand Delitzsch argue that the mountain

woul d fione day tower in actual *HOswgphtakesthbove a
opposite view, instead arguing that Isaiah was simply arguing that the nations would understand

that Yahweh was theue God in a figurative way that ancient people could underéfand.

The purpose for this raising is found in the end of verse two through verse three in a
threefold description. First, the nations will come to the mountain of the house of the Losl. In th
Old Testament, the nation of Israel was to serve as a drawing place to gather the nations of the
world to worship Yahweh, but the nation had largely failed in its mission because of its own
sinful condition. At times the people were able to reach tleéghiors and some Gentiles did
follow Yahweh, but not in overwhelming numbers. However, in the future, the nations will

finally flock to Yahwehodés m8untain, the Templ

of Messianic Prophecy: Studies and Expositions of the Messiah in the Old Testin#tithael Rydelnik and
Edwin Blum (Chicago: Moody Publishers, 2019), 785.

4BRobertsargas t hat the term only means fisomeirst ndefinite
Isaiah, 4 0. I n contr a, Keil and Delitzsch argued the expre
dayso), which does n abh,isalwayswsed ia anyesehamwlogeal sehse. & neven reférstathe
course of history immediately following the time being, but invariably indicates the furthest point in the history of
this life - the point which lies on the outermost limits of the &gea horizonKeil and DelitzschCommentary On
the Old Testamenloc.147575Pr i ce st ates, fAJewish transl ations al/l un
timesd though variously translate it as O0the days to c
days. 6 Each has under gimedndidatot Pricelsaiah 2.24a/94. eschat ol ogi cal

494 Keil and DelitzschCommentary On the Old Testamdnt. 147580.

4% Oswalt,Isaiah 139, 117. Many of the ancient religions saw their gods as dwelling on a high mountain
(Olympus for the Greeks or Cassius floe Phoenicians).
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Second, the reason that the nations will come will be for sgdirsauction to learn
from Yahweh and will walk in obedience to His ways. This verse has been highly contested by
scholars as to whether it is advocating that the nations will become monotheists and only
worship Yahweh or if they will simply add Yahwehtteeir pantheon. For example, Zimran
writes
Does Isaiah believe that they will eventually abandon their idolatrous belief and worship
the God of Israel in full or does he merely posit that they will acknowledge God
alongside their own godg%halysis of the vision as an autonomous periscope allows no
easy or conclusive answer to this question. It is possible to contend that in describing the
nations going up to the Mount of the LORD and expressing their desire that God instruct
them in His wag so that they might walk in His paths and asserting that the Torah will
go forth from Jerusalem, Isaiah is portraying a scene in which the nations fully recognize
Goddbds sovereignty aadhickinchudes forgaking théirlidolsy Hi s w
Alternaively, the vision may be understood as depicting a partial acceptance of the God
of Israel 6s ways, the nations contnuing t
Roberts similarly argues that the nations are only going to know how to serve Yaloaabkee
He is supreme and not serving Him would be dangerous, not because they have turned to Him
spiritually #7
However, the third description seems to clear up this argument as Isaiah describes that
the law would be sent out from Zion as a part of #hing. It is very difficult to argue that the
law, which denied worshipping other deities, would allow the nations to merely worship Yahweh
as a part of their pantheon and not as the true and only God. If Yahweh through His prophets had

constantly rebuketthe nation for worshipping idols, there is no logical way for one to argue that

Yahweh would allow for pagan gods to be worshipped alongside Him in the future. Based upon

9%Yjisca Zimran, f@dlsaiah b. Amoz's At tStcahdindvan Towar ds t
Journal of the Old TestameB0, no. 1 (2016): 78.

4973 .J.M. RobertsFirst Isaiah, 41.
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this passage, it seems that Isaiah is predicting that one day the nations Myiltdimato
Yahweh and worship Him alone as the true God.

Verse four declares the radical change that will take place among the nations because of
their spiritual turn to Yahweh. Yahweh will judge all the nations and settle their disputes.
Because the pgte will have a perfect judge, there will no longer be a need for war or weapons
to settle disputes between natidPfsA time of unprecedented universal peace will descend upon
the earth as Yahweh rules from Jerusalem. Wolf identifies that this mustmeciuture time,
as this has never happened in the history of the WtTthe passage ends with an invitation to
the people of &sshi hbadasabwwasi thecl|l bBting, dalf t
Yahweh, then why wilkloun ot t urn back to Yahweh now?o

4:2-6 builds upon the foundation laid by Zsldescribing how this utopia could be
accomplished. The 6br aimvwerbe tvoof The idemtity &f this ldranchiiss me n
debated. Clements argues that o6the branchoé i s
of the land?°® Watts similarly argues that the branch is connected to Yahweh and not David and
parallels thdruit of the land®®! However, others view the term as a reference to the coming
Messianic figure. Motyer argues that Isaiah 4:2 is the earliest occurrence of the Messianic branch

that is developed throughout Isaiah and other propfetdso, Judaism, begning with the

48 \Waymeyer does point out that this cannot be temat state, as disputes and sin still exikitt
Waymeyer Amillennialism and the Age to Come: A Premillennial Critique of the-Ag® Mode(Woodlands:
Kress Biblical Resources, 2016), loc. 6567.

4% He argues that this will occur after the second ognaif Jesus during the Millennial Kingdom.
Wolf, Interpreting Isaiah,77.

500 Clements)saiah 139, 54.
501 Watts,Isaiah 133, 75.

502 There will be more on the branch concept in Isaiah 11.
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Targum, has interpreted the passage as referring to the M&srathis view, the fruit of the
land would be the abundance that came with the coming Messianic Age.

Verses 34 shows that the survivors who live into the Messianic kingddhhave a
spiritual transformation after the Lord had purged Jerusalem of its sinful re5&fi\derse 5
uses Exodus terminology to show the permanenc
people. During the Exodus, Yahweh directed His people witbuaddby day and a flaming fire
by night. However, in the future the cloud and fire will instead serve as a canopy for the entire
nation. Many commentators see this canopy in relation to a wedding canopy that covered both
the bride and groom, possibly a mn&fiece to a restored marriage between Yahweh and his bride
Israel®®® Thus, the presence of Yahweh would fill the entire site of Mount Zion. Finally, Yahweh
wi || provide a sanctuary f or dukka)thateiigrabected nat
them both from the heat and the weather.

Young argues that this would be a familiar
the fields there is a booth in which the shepherd may find refuge, so in the new age will there
also be such protection. To @miental this would be a beautiful picture of the blessing and
protection t hat Wik sosne wanttoplace this e/eheddringthe return
from the exile, the language would have to be severely downplayed to make it fit that period of
history. While the Jews came back to the land, they were destitute in many ways and were under

Persian dominance. While they did rebuild the Temple, they still never had the type of spiritual

503 Oswalt,Isaiah 139, 145.

504 Proponents of the nellessianic view argue that this purge and restoration occurred after the exile,
which could not be the case if the branch is the Messiah.

505Young, The Book of Isaiah, Chapter$ 18, vol. 1 (Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publighin
Co., 1965), 187.

506 1bid, 187.
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revival that is presented in the text. In addition, in the OldaTese nt Yahwehds prese
(Shekinah) never returned to the Second Temple. Finally, if the passage is connected to Isaiah 2

and the Messianic figure is viewed as the branch, then it could not occur after the exile because

the Messiah had not yet arrived. Téfere, it seems better to understand the passage as a

reference to a future event during the time of the Messianic Kingdom (Ezekiel 43 ese

two passages then both show that Yahweh could predict future events, even to the point of the

eschatologicaluture.

Isaiah 11

! There shall come forth a shoot from the stumpesise, and a branch from his roots
shall bear fruit? And the Spirit of theLorD shall rest upon him, the Spirit of wisdom and
understanding, the Spirit of counsel and might,Spgit of knowledge and the fear of
the LorD. 3 And his delight shall be in the fear of therp. He shall not judge byhat

his eyes see, or decide disputesitnat his ears heatbutwith righteousness he shall
judge the poor, and decide with equity foe meek of the earth; and he sisalike the
earth with the rod of his mouth, andgth the breath of his lipee shall kill the wicked.
SRighteousness shall be the belt of his waist,faitlfulness the belt of his loins.

6The wolf shall dwell witithe lamb, and the leopard shall lie down with the young goat,
and the calf and the lion and the fattened calf together; and a little child shall lead them.
"The cow and the bear shall graze; their young shall lie down together; and the lion shall
eat staw like the ox8 The nursing child shall play over the hole of the cobra, and the
weaned child shall put his hand on the adder'stEmey shall not hurt or destroy in

all my holy mountain; for the earth shall be full of the knowledge of.theD as the

waters cover the sea.

10|n that daythe root ofJesse, who shall standasignal for the peopl&sof him shall
the nations inquire, and his resting place shall be gloriélrsthat day the Lord will
extend his hand yet a second time to recoverdimmant that remains of his peoglem
Assyria,from Egypt, fromPathros, fronCush, fromElam, fromShinar, fromHamath,
and fromthe coastlands of the sea.

12He will raisea signal for the nations and will assemtbie banished of Israel, and

gather he dispersed of Judah from the four corners of the éaitthe jealousy of

Ephraim shall depart, and those who harass Judah shall be cut off; Ephraim shall not be
jealous of Judah, and Judah shall not harass Eph¥dut they shall swoop down on

the shoulder of the Philistines in the west, and together they shall pthedszople of

the east. They shall put out their haghinstEdom andMoab, andhe Ammonites shall

obey them!®>And theLorp will utterly destroythe tongue of the Sea of Egypt, and will
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wave his hand ovehe River with his scorching breath, and strike it into seven channels,
and he will lead people across in sand&land there will bea highway from Assyria for
the remnant that remains of hisopée, as there was for Israel when they came up from
the land of Egypt.

Isaiah 11 is a complicated passage to interpret but presents a significant argument that is
both Messianic and eschatological. Verse one opens up the chapter by identifying a future
Messianic figure that | saiah refers to as the
passage in Hebrew that are all similar but show different elements. The idea of the shoot is the
Hebrew- t,élhontwéi @ h has t he isgoatig forhardestecky gr owt h
s t u APThus, it shows the humble origins of the Davidic figure. The idea of the branch is the
Hebrew-te&mmt&iro has the idea of Aimplying a
g e n e r F¥Thus, the Bavidic root is from the same line but a future generation.

Some have tried to connect this figure with Ahaz or Hezekiah, including medieval Jewish

rabbis and many critical schola® However, ancient Jewish rabbis in the Targum tied this to

507 James Swansomjctionary of Biblical Languages with Semantic Domains: Hebrew (Old Testament)
(Oak Harbor: Logos Research Systems, Inc., 1997).

508 |hid.

509 Kahn points out that critical scholars have dated the passage eneyfndm 7343C to 170BC Dan'el
Kahn, AEgypt and Aswsigamal af Ancient Bgyptan latércorindctiat32016): 11Corley
argues that the passage was not originally Messianic in its original context but later was viewed as Messianic after
thereturn fromexileJ er emy Corl ey, AEIl ement s elf0 PMceedngsaftthe bish Ri t ual
Biblical Associaibn 35 (2012): 2. The problem with this view is that the earlier Jewish sources viewed it as a
reference to the Messiah and only | ater Jewish sources
Blenkinsopp argued that the passage should be datét the exile or most likely postexilic because it sounded
comparable to Third Isaiah. BlenkinsogpHistory of Prophecy in Isragl09. Roberts argues that the passage was
not Messianic but referred to any new king that would arise and lead the Imatioto glory.J.J.M. Robertsrirst
Isaiah, 189. Westermann argues that the concept of a royal savior only occurred in the exilic or postexilic period.
Claus Westermani®rophetic Oracles of Salvation in the Old Testam&ans. Keith Crim (Louiglle: John Knox
Press, 1991),8&®weeney argues that this passage must belong to
positions were never seriously threaterfgdeeney|saiah +39,204. However, Ahaz was invaded by Syria and
Israel and Hezekiah wasvaded by Assyria, both which threatened their lines. Clements argues that the stump must
mean that the passage was exilic or postexilic after the destruction of Jerusalem. Cleaiants; 39 121.
Johnston argues that the passage was originally &teagkiah, but after he failed was vague enough to be shifted
to the Messiah. Gordon H. Johnston, Darrell L. Bock, and Herbert W. Batemaesiys the Messiah: Tracing the
Promises, Expectations, and Coming of Israel's K{Btand Rapids: Kregel Academi2(12), 149. Hindson
counters thisJahgopsmemtdswrsiutgigreg,t ifon that | saiah initial
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the Messial?l° The Dead Sea Scrolls also clearly link this figure to the end fithesfact,

other Old Testament passages use the term to refer to the Messiah: Jeremiah 23:5, 33:15 and
Zechariah 3:8'2 Therefore, it seems that these medieval rabbis @ubthgir own ancient

interpretation to make it look less Messianic. It also seems impossible based upon the

characteristics of the figure in the following verses, as well as Messianic figures that Isaiah has
already laid out in chapters seven and Ridd@his figure is clearly not just another member of

the Davidic line but has supernatural characteristt6.he i dea of the f@Astumpo
because it shows that the current Davidic dynasty will have great trouble and be cut down all the

way to its veryroots. Ahaz or Hezekiah therefore cannot be this figure because the stump had not

been cut down until the destruction of Judah and the Babylonian exile.

supported by the biblical text. First, the Davidic | in
time. I n response to |saiaht6és | ater warning about the cor
AiFor there wildl be peace and security during my |ifeti:

removed the last Davidic king frothe throne in Jerusalem (2 Kg 25 Third, the context of Isaiah 11156 is

clearly eschatol ogical (Aon that d&Eawa)y darmkd iHS nidrs omqg Wiad:
16: The Reign of the RhedlbodyEandbsok dfl MessaniaRrapleecyKStudies amil i n
Expositions of the Messiah in the Old Testameut Michael Rydelnik and Edwin Blum (Chicago: Moody

Publishers, 2019), 847.

510Young, Isaiah £18, 380.

14 Q161 states, fAThis saying refers to the Branch of

be Ahaz or Hezekiah. The | saiah Targum renders the ver:
the Messiah shall be exalted from¢ sons of his sonsodo (cf. Targum | saiah
| srael 0éMessianic intepratdapiromabhge Mleis¢ aEeDR L D fH TLites |
Messiah in the Dead Sea Scrolls, o0 93.

S12Smith argues thattheseg sages were written |l ater and used | sai

establishedJames SmithWhat the Bible Teaches About the Promised Megslakhville: Thomas Nelson, 1993),
246.

513 Smith, Isaiah £39, 268. None of the Davidic kings that caafeer the time of Isaiah ever even come
close to the ideal nature that Isaiah writes about with this Messianic figure.

514 Chisholm argues that Isaiah and the other prophets understood that the normal Davidic dynasty would

ultimately fail and that only thislessianic Davidic king would make the idealareaRyo ber t Chi shol m Jr .
Christological Ful f i | | Bibdiatheca Bacrd8342806)a389. s Ser vant Songs, 0O
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The connection with Jesse also plays an important role in connecting this branch to the
Davidic line This is not merely some future figure that will come and save Israel, but from the
very kingly line of David, which is the same line of Ahaz whose sin was leading Judah into
disarray. One might wonder why Isaiah used Jesse instead of David. Firsthiétaahow that
God began the Davidic line from very humble origins. Jesse was not from a kingly line, but
instead through David formed the kingly line of Judah. God did not start the kingly Messianic
line from a high and mighty kingly line, but insteadrh a small Israelite family and a young

shepherd boy.

Second, Oswalt believes that Isaiah is going to the very foundation of the Davidic line
and bypassing David himself, in part because
David was a gdg king, he was not without his faults, including covering up murder and
adultery. Oswalt writes, AAlthough the tree o
is still life in the original root, a life that resides finally in the faithfulnes6 of d°*° This new
future king will come from a clean slate by starting at the very foundation of the dynasty.
Therefore, by bypassing David, Isaiah may be showing that the new Messianic figure is even

greater than David.

Finally, the branch is not an anéry branch, but instead a branch that bears fruit. This
contrasts with Ahaz and his |line that had fai
not bearing good fruit but was bearing bad fruit by subjecting the nation to paganism and in
trustingpAssyria for help. Smith writes, AThis twig

the stump, will bearfrug i t wi | | not die out@ledisaspmebolofut of f .

515 Oswalt,Isaiah, loc. 3976.
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hope and a clear contrast t ahrnedrlgdesiroypddlee ssness
nation and its Daviditnl | saiahéosutdays (hbepsbd
little confidence in looking to their king for wisdom and success, but in the future this Messiah

will bear fruit which will lead to a successful kingship.

In verse two, Isaiah gave characteristics of the cgromanch. First, Isaiah declares that
the Spirit of the Lord will rest upon the branch. This is important because it shows that the
branch continues a long line of figures in the Old Testament that were anointed by the Holy
Spirit. Moses, Joshua, many aetjudges, kings and prophets were all given anointings from the
Holy Spirit. Even Saul and Samson were filled with the Spirit, although the Spirit departed from
them due to their rebellious actions. Thus, this branch will continue a long line of Israelite

leaders that have led the nation through the Holy Spirit that God had placed upon them.

Second, the Spirit will give the branch wisdom and understanding. This is in direct
contrast to Ahaz. Smith writes, @slohAhazwmew r ul
acted based on what made sense fr oMThenewhort si
ruler will have the ability to understand and interpret the proper action to take. Whereas the line
of Davidic kings had failed because they hagdutheir own wisdom and understanding instead
of looking to God, with exceptions such as Hezekiah, the new Davidic ruler will have the

wherewithal to know where to look to for proper understanding.

516 Smith, Isaiah £39, 271.
517 bid. This is one of the major problems that all of humanity must address. Mankind, without the

omniscience of God, will always be limited in their understanding and therefore must trust God when it comes to
future events.
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Third, the Spirit of God will equip leaders with gifedated to the practical
accomplishment of tasks by giving him council and mtghlt is not enough to only be a wise
ruler, but also a ruler that has the strength to carry out this wisdom and understanding. If the
Messianidking was merely a ruler that wainder a Gentile nation and had little power to
implement decisions, then he would be a lesser figure. Instead, he will have the strength and
mi ght to accomplish his purposes. Young write
right decisions, thtle s si ah exhi bits a firmness an®¥ const
The Messiah is both wise and strong and will be able to accomplish his purposes with firmness

and tenacity.

Fourth, the Messiah will have divine knowledge and the fear of the dridh Proverbs
identifies as the beginning of wisdom. The people will not have to worry about whether or not
the ruler is in line with the Lord, but instead will be able to trust him completely because he
model s a fear of t he etheoMessiah wdlberchdracterined bytthes fear i B e
of the Lord, he can be depended upé&hhazo perce
had no thought about Yahweh when he made his decisions and had no fear of the Lord. On the
other hand, the Messiawill be the exact opposite of Ahaz and will lead the people back to

Yahweh.

Verses three and four describe the actions of the Messiah. First, the Messiah will not need
to use human understanding to make correct judgments. He will not need to base his

understanding only on his powers of sight and sound as a normal king would need to do.

518 Smith, Isaiah 139, 272.
51%Young,Isaiah 118, 382.

520 Oswalt, The Book of Isaiah:-B9, 280.
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Therefore, Isaiah is beginning to hint in the passage that this ruler is not merely another Davidic
king, but instead a figur e wphybtepsasipwerethet ur al
veil is being removed from the figure of this King, and we are learning that not only in His

human nature is He miraculously equi®¥ped, but

In verse four, Isaiah declares first theipws things the Messiah will do for the people
and then the negative things he will do against His enemies. First, the Messiah will judge the
poor with righteousness, something that was often overlooked in Israel. Through the Torah, God
had establishedsystem of justice for the nation, but unfortunately many of the kings had failed
to attribute justice to the nation. Many of the prophets had condemned the leaders of the nation
for not taking care of the poor and oppressed. The Messiah will correcetiaigde He will not
be swayed by peopleds position. Smith writes,
derail this new Davidic rulerbés perspective o

false information by the guilty willngtr event the truth from being |

The second half of the verse describes the
words will crush his enemies and he will be the judge of the earth through royal #écree.
Oswalt writes, AThe Messiah will carry out Go

stich emphasizes that it is the w#Thisshdwswho wi

521Young,Isaiah 118, 384. It is important to understand the idea of progressive revelation when it comes
to Messianic prophecy. God did not give a detailed manual of all the characteristieguitite Messiah in
Genesis, but instead gives piece after piece spread out throughout the Old Testament. As the Old Testament
progresses, more of the picture becomes clearer until the arrival of the New Testament where Jesus is able to
connect all of theictures in his own ministry.

522 Smith, Isaiah £39, 272. Hezekiah and Josiah, while good, do not come close to this standard.
523 hid.

524 Oswalt,Isaiah 139, 281.
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once again that the Messiah will have divine power, as ontiylae the power and authority to

judge the earth and defeat the wicR&The Messiah will not only have the power and authority

to treat his own people well but will also have the power and authority to bring justice against the
enemies of Yahweh. Thuhe Messi ah is both Yahwehoés king a

work in the world.

Finally, verse five shows the character of the Messiah. His actions will be righteous and
faithful. The Davidic kings had struggled with staying faithful to God ande@i« in their
actions. The coming Messiah will be the contrast to them; he will act in faithfulness to God and
will only deal in righteousness. The theme of this section of Isaiah 11 is that a Messianic figure
is coming, and he will be greater than any davking that has every sat on the throne. He will
rule and judge as Goddéds representative on ear
to Yahweh. Oswalt sums it up well, stating, A
house of Jese to rule over his people. Instead of the cowardly shepherd who depends on force to
secure his kingdom, this One, filled with the Spirit of God, will rule with fairness and justice and

will bring about trug) a |.68n

The scene shifts in verse sixfromth@ mi ng Messiah to the comin

kingdom>2” This passage is difficult to interpret because it is hard to interpret if Isaiah is

525While this idea may not be strongly developed in the Old Testament, it becomes clear in the New
Testament that Jesus, as the Messiah, has the authority to judge the nations and forgive sins, things that only God
could do.

526 Qswalt,Isaiah, loc. 39613964

Some have tried to downplay the Messiaho6s role in
writes, Al will seek to sh®watbhathothdupatadt heahctoods:
However, this appears to be making tgreat of a distinction between the work of God and the Messianic figure.

Greg Goswell, AMessi anWTd79Ralg)el2®B5at i on in | saiah 11,0
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speaking literally or figuratively in the passag&Some of the language appears to be so

different from the current wi that some people view this as strictly metaphoric. Goldingay
writes, AA | it er ai8woullals hgve ddficuitytin egphainiogfhow er ses 6
wol ves and | eopards can remain t hefidomdveres i f
regardess if one takes the passage literally or figuratively, the idea is still present that the

Messianic kingdom will be a time of peace and prosperity in which the curse of sin is radically

different than in the current world.

First, in verse six, Isaiahe&ates several pairings of animals that are normally predatory
living together in peace and harmaotiyWolves eat lambs and leopards eat young calves in the
world, but in the Messianic kingdom those animals will not only not hunt each other but will also
lie down with each other in peace. Oswalt lays out three ways to interpret these animal
passages:! First, there is the literal interpretation that this will occur in the millennial kingdom.
This would infer that the desires of animals would change in scan@en, possibly similar to
preffall conditions. While this is certainly a possibility, it seems to be a stretch to change the

animal population in such a great detail.

A second form of interpretation is a spiritualistic interpretation in which the animals

represent humans in various spiritual conditions. However, this creates a host of other problems.

528 Smith,lsaiah 139, 268.

529 Goldingay,Isaiah, 88. While this is difficult to understand in human terms, it is not impossible for God,
the Creator of the universe, to make changes in the animal kingdom during this time.

530van EE argues that the idea presented is not that nature is at peace,thatphedators that were
feared by humans were no longeradangjesm.s hua Van EE, #AWolf and Lamb as Hype
Creational Connection in Isaiah 1486, JBL 137, no. 2 (2018): 31%owever, this argument seems very weak
because the caept presented is that animal would not eat animal, not that animal would no longer eat human.
While that may be inferred, it is not the only reason for the passage.

531 Oswalt,Isaiah 139, 283.
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Oswalt writes, flt depends solely upot? the ex
Thus, it would be completely open to the interpreter to figure out which animals represented

which group of people, because Isaiah never gives any interpretation of how the animals

correspond to humans. It would almost lead to an allegorical interpretdtibe passage in

which the meaning of the text is solely based upon the understanding of the reader. Therefore, of
the three interpretations, this one seems to be the least precise and thus the least likely to be

accurate.

A third interpretive view ighe figurative view. In this view, the animals are not really at
peace with one another, but Isaiah is merely showing symbolically just how peaceful the time of

the Messiah will be during his kingdom. Oswalt writes

In this approach one concludes that ateeaed figure of speech is being used to make a
single, overarching point, namely, that in
insecurity, danger, and evil will be removed, not only for the individual but for the world

as well. Precociously howdd may choose to do this in his infinite creativity is his to

decide. But that he will do so we may confidently beligie.

Thus, for Oswalt, the how is not as important as the completion. The Messianic kingdom will be
a time of great peace and Isaiah amgd the animals symbolically just to show how peaceful
the kingdom will become3* Most proponents of this position, such as Young and Oswalt,

believe that the Messianic kingdom is the church age.

The end of verse six and verse seven continue withitbiee of showing peace between

mankind and animals. Verse six ends describing that a young child will be able to lead a calf and

532 Oswalt,Isaiah 139, 283.
533 |pid.

534|f Isaiah had lived in a modern context and had chosen to use nations, he might have said something like
Israel and Iran will become great allies and lead to a great peace.
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a lion, something that no parent would ever allow and no child would ever be able to accomplish

in a contemporary world. Thencaw and a bear will not only graze together, but will place their
children together, something that is completely foreign to a contemporary world. Finally, Isaiah
refers to a |ion eating straw | i ke astureex. You
l i ke an ox, eating the straw which s?¥™tdges ha
seems like the lion has changed his nature and acts like a domesticated animal instead of a

predator?®®

In verse eight, Isaiah dramatizes the pednefis of the kingdom to an even greater
extent by declaring that the enmity between man and serpent, started in the early chapters of
Genesis, will be reversed as a child will not only play over the den of serpents, but a child will
alsobeabletoputhlsand in the den of the serpent. Moty
moved from the beasts to the child; but now the relationship of humankind to reptiles is in focus:
not the restoration of true 06domfiGenessB:d5 as i n
The 6enmi t% §oudyarguegtimanthe enmity between man and serpent is the oldest
of enmities and that even that age old struggle will be destroyed by the Messiah and his coming

kingdom?®38

Finally, in verse nine, the real pug®mbehind the Messianic kingdom is revealed. The

world will be different because the earth will be full of the knowledge of the Lord. The idea of

5% Young,Isaiah £18, 389.

5% This verse is used by many in the literal intergretaon t o show t hat animal 6s naf
the millennium.

537 Motyer, Isaiah, 119.

5% Young,Isaiah 118, 389.
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fullness comes f¥ o mmgale whe lcrhe w st er thai mi ng ter

full crop.>3® Thus, it comes with the idea that everyone will know of the Lord, but not necessarily
that everyone wil/ follow the Lord. Young sta
found in the knowledge of Yahweh. Men will know God, which involves &ifstll a theoretical

knowl edge, but it incl>Idresl paiaaxch d x adayk,nomwdte dar
around Judah fail to know the Lord, but most of the nation itself had no knowledge of the Lord.
However, in the kingdom, the knowledgktioe Lord will spread to every corner of the globe

and be recognized by all, both Jew and Gentile. Thus, with the coming of the Messiah, a new
world will arise. Van Gronigan writes, fiThe wu
what Yahweh hagromised Abraham and what had taken place in an initial way when Solomon,

the wise king, ruled in peace. A greater than the first Solomon is to come and serve more

pur posef ul | y*Thusdhe toming MessiaH willyne day reign and literdignge

the world by bringing great peace and knowledge of the Lord to the earth.

Verses 16016 shift from the Messiah and his kingdom to how the Messiah will interact
with the nations, including a renewed Jewish state. In verse ten, the Messiah wilsséand a
signal to the people, both Jew and Gentile. S

Jesseo0o as different from the branch of 11: 1,

539 Swansonpictionary of Biblical Languages with Semantic Domains : Hebrew (Old Testament)
Deuteronomy 22:9 is an example of thistermst at i ng fiYou shall not sow your Vi
the whole yield be forfeited.

540Young,Isaiah 118, 392.
541 Gerard van Groningeiessianic Revelation in the Old Testam@tand Rapids, Mich: Baker Book
House, 1990), 561.
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but that is unlikely because this leader reunites Judakseael®*?> The Hebrew term, while not
identical, is ,als®r esiomicloan, naessithe idea of @
g e n e r a2 Tiheidea of $tanding is important because it shows the power and influence of

the Messiah. Oswalt connectsts passage to chapter five, stat
of these. There God raises an ensign to call the nations to the dismemberment of his people. Here
he raises another e n¥*Hgwill b¢ tbe figueehehd thHatiusitdtsp e o p | e h
nation when it returns and is restored, something that no king had been able to accomplish since

the reign of Solomon under the united monarchy.

The Messiah will also have a unique relationship with the nations surrounding Israel. Not
only will the nations see and recognize him but will inquire of him. Thus, they are gathering
information, presumably religious instruction
Gentile nations, who know not Yahweh, will seek for the purpose of obtainingreigi
i nst r taMhentha Messiah arrives, Israel will finally accomplish its purpose in bringing
the nations to Yahweh, something that they failed to do throughout the Old Testament. Finally,
the nation will receive a glorious resting place, sometthiagthey had not had under Ahaz and

would certainly not have in the following decades with the coming threat of Babylon.

2JacobSt o mber g, AThe ' Root of Jesse' in IlIsaiah 11:10:
Ki n gIBL127, no. 4 (2008): 6569.

543 Swansonpictionary of Biblical Languages with Semantic Domains : Hebrew (Old Testament)
544 Oswalt,Isaiah 139, 387.

545Young,Isaiah 118, 393. The idea of the gentile nations knowing the Lord through the actions of
Yahweh becomes a fairly prominent theme throughout the writings of the prophets, with the greatest example being
the ministry of Jonah. However, one doesimmte to look too far within the book of Isaiah to notice a connection
between Isaiah 11 and Isaiah 2. In chapter 2, the nations would come up to learn the law from Yahweh and in
chapter 11 the nations will learn from the Messiah. This may be a subtte hidivine nature in the Messiah.
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In verse eleven, Isaiah declares that a remnant of Israel will return from many nations.
The idea of God extending his hand a sedondme . God wi |l |l once again i
history and deliver them from Gentile nations. Fruchtenbaum argues that the regathering of the

nation is fundamental for Israelite eschatology. He writes

The regathering of Israel, following the regenemtis another high point of prophetic

revelation to be found in many of the prophets. In Isaiah 1126, the final regathering

is described as the second of the wavlde regathering of Israel. The first regathering is

the one in unbelief prior to th@reat Tribulation in preparation for judgment. The

regathering described in this passage is the second one (v. 11a), in faith and in

preparation for the millennial blessings. This regathering is not merely local from the

nations of the Middle East (v. 11kjut from all over the world (v. 12). Isaiah then goes

on to develop certain char¥cteristics of |

The question that arises in the passage then is when this return occurred or will occur in
the future. The firspossible solution would be that Isaiah is referring to the return from the
Babylonian exile with the decree of Cyrus. However, this does not appear to be the case because
the Messiah was not responsible for this return and the people only returned frgonEeatal
not many nations. Oswalt writes, fiThe Dispers
between 722 and 586 BC, and the return in 538 BC was only from Babylon and not from these
other |l ands. This 1invites upmintttom secandrsturdfom t hat
e x i " €he first return under Cyrus, while great, is not the return from the diaspora under the

Messiah. Instead, it appears that this return will occur in the future and will bring Jews back from

546 Arnold G. Fruchtenbauntsraelology: The Missing Link in Systematic Theo|dggv. ed. (Tustin, CA:
Ariel Ministries, 1994), 797.

547 Oswalt,Isaiah,loc. 4025. That the Jews have been separated from their nationdeatius of years
and yet still have been able to keep their identity intact plays a significant role in this concept. Had the Jews been
destroyed, either in 588C or 70 A.D. and lost their identity, then one would be forced to view the Babylonian exile
asthe fulfillment of this passage. However, a future option is available because of the Jews remaining a unique
people.
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every corner of the glob@.her ef or e, this fAsecond time, 0 base
time, when the promised regathering and restoration of the nation is completely fulfilled. Verse
twelve shows that it will be the signal of the Messiah that will ultimately be regpensi

drawing the Jews back to the land

Verse thirteen shows that the relationship between Israel and Judah will be radically
different in the future than in the present time of Isaiah. In the time of Isaiah with Ahaz, Judah
and Israel were notonlysep at ed, but were enemies because o0
alliance with Israel and Syria against Assyria. However, in the future, this enmity between
Yahwehoés people wild be gone. The idea of Eph
theDavidic line were in the southern kingdom. Judah would use the same twofold narrative to
lord it over Israel because they viewed Judah as the rightful nation and the people of Israel as

deserters.

The Messiah will join the two nations together into oagam again and they will defeat
their surrounding enemies, found in verse fourfé&fhese are the same nations that David was

able to defeat during his reigfeMot yer writes, AThis vision of r

S48 Williamson takes the critical view, which argues that Israel and Judah were always two separate nations
and never a united monarchydaargues that this is not a regathering of one nation, but instead that this only
represents Jews from the north moving to the south after the fall of Sarhari®&. M. Wi | | i amson, AJud:
Ei ght Cent urAGo®of Baphfulmess EssaiysiHonour of j. Gordon McConvilleed. Jamie A. Grant,
Allison Lo, and Gordon J. Wenham (London: T&T Clark, 2011), 82. This view obviously runs counter to the text of
Scripture, which holds that the natéandividedvas united wunde:

Maul hehil writ es,-Cdnyusshis nailiadssc. Im ehsensey it sbunds at fodddvéth the
description of the Peaceful Kingdom in the previous section (Isa9)1t8owever, peace comes only after the total
victory of Yahweh, who bringshe nations into submission. War and peace are realities of human existence. Peace
comes as a result of Y&hWwedudnitedinations wilkcenmetoiworship fahwehonl sa 9 : |
Zion (Isa2:24 ) Amdr ey Muzhchil , 0@ Tland3$lolh6: AalliodianEschatol®icad ot 9 :
I nterpretation of Isaiah 9 and 110 (PhD diss., Dallas
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forecast ofanbdavtihded sk irneg duoPPhThis s ad lessathhah d retuyrmetd theb e . 0
nation under David, the time when the nation achieved its greatest political and spiritual
success$ Thus, the new David will restore the glory and power of the kingdom of histance

and his kingdom reign.

Verse fifteen and sixteen finalize the cha
restore the Jews using language reminiscent of the Exodus. The sea of Egypt will be decimated,
and the people will once again cross over tee $he return then is seenseaomplete work of
the Lord. Oswalt states, AThe result wil/l be
it is always. God will make a way where human power cannot avail. In this recognition of, and
dependencewpn, Godoés graci ous poWeodwbulsestdreittee hope o

nation that human kings had split and would bring them back to their rightful power.

Finally, verse sixteen is a promise from Yahweh that those that return will have the same
safety that the original Israelites had coming out oBkedus. A highway from Assyria would
allow those exiles to return from exi#’ The northern kingdom was destroyed and taken away
by Assyria. If the northern kingdom would be restored back to Israel, then at least some of the
Jews would have to return frothat region. Hindson sums up the future elements of the chapter
succinctly, writing, fAChapter 11 makes it =cl e

futureéln contrast to the i mmediate Assyrian

550 Motyer, Isaiah, 120.
551 Oswalt,Isaiah 139, 388.
5521pid, 289.

533 This is not to be confused with the return from the Babylonian Exile, as they were taken away to
Babylon. This instead points to the people of Israel, not Judah, returning to the land from their exile that occurred in
722BC
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of aroyal messiah (11:16). Since the final cutting down of the Davidic royal line was yet to
come in 586 BC, it can be concluded that the shoot arising from the stump of that line is coming
i n t h e Wltimataly, éhapter 11 shows that Yahweh was joted) a future time in

which the nation would be restored under the Messianic king and a time of peace would ccur in

the Messianic Age to come.
Isaiah 65:1725

YA For Hedate hed heavemsd a new eartland the former things shall not be
rememberedbr come into mind!®But be glad and rejoice forevierthat which | create;
for behold,| create Jerusalem to be a jayd her people to be a gladné8swill rejoice

in Jerusalenand be glad in my peoplap more shall be heard in it tseund of weeping
and the cry of distres¥?No more shall there be inah infant who lives but a few days,
or an old man who does not fill out his dafgs,the young man shall die a hundred years
old, andthe sinner a hundred years old shall be acdurse

21They shall build houses and inhabit thehgy shall plant vineyards and eat their fruit.

22They shall not build and another inhalitey shall not plant and another dat;like

the days of a tree shall the days of my peoplebeé my chosenhall long enjoythe

work of their hands*® They shall not labor in vaiar bear children for calamity, fohey

shall be the offspring of the blessed of thaRD, and their descendants with them.

24Before they call | will answeryhile they are yespeaking | will hear?®The wolf and

the lamb shall graze togethéng lion shall eat straw like the canddust shall be the

serpent's foodl'hey shall not hurt or destrayn al | my hsaysthdarm unt ai n,

Isaiah 65:1725 is a significant paage not only in the book of Isaiah, but in the entire
Old Testament in part because it is the only passage that directly references the new heavens and
new earth. Judaism, especially in the intertestamental period, had a major emphasis on the new
earth asan eschatological phenomendAThe New Testament speaks of the new heavens and

new earth in both 2 Peter 3:13 and Revelatiof221The question then becomes what did Isaiah

%4Hi ndson, AbB®&4&i ah 11:1

555 See the eschatological new creation in Jub. 1:29; 4:26; 1 Enoch 72:1, 91:16; 2 Bar. 44:9. Craig S.
Keener,Revelation The NIV Application Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan Publishing House, 1999),
485.
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mean in the original context of this passage? Three positions will be addressed: the return from

exile view, theeschatological view and the millennial vié¥.

The first view holds that the passage was not a prediction of the end times but instead
was merely a hope/prediction of the return after the exile. Westermann argues that this section
was merely the hope @tito-Isaiah, who believed the nation would have more success after the
return under Persian conttstWat t s si mi l arly writes, @AOnly af:t
can a new age be created, but the references in cha36 #Pesumed a position which the
former age is already gone and a new age with Cyrus and his successors has begun. Here, too,
the new order that is being created is (like chap. 45) the one in which Persia holds sway over the

entire area so tha® Jerusalem can be rebuil't

Goldingay similarly argues that the passage was never about the eschaton but instead was
about the r et ur n THeline doesenat signiéy a traHsgionworeschawlegical ér
apocalyptic thinking. The prophecy is not referring to the creatiennafw planetary system or
i mplying that Yahweh is going ba%Qoldingaydses uar e

not see this as occurring at the end of time, but instead places it at the return from the exile or

56 This is not a comprehensive list of af the views, but is an overview of the three largest views. For
example, Hanson argues that this was merely a dream fromShieth, a hope that the future would be better. He
writes, AWe can picture t he p mdtpeh afterapdriodofisitegce, ephpsngey es,
with the words in verses 175 . 0 Hsaials406a66, 245. In order for this to be a true prediction of the future,
then view two or three make the strongest apologetic argument.

57He also argues that vs. 1ich25 were not original and were expanded later. Westerrtsaiah 4666,
299. Bl enkinsopp strongly rejects this view, calling i/
thematic hiatus bet we elsaialvbp66128. and 18. 0 Bl enkinsopp,

558 \Watts,Isaiah 3466, 958. Watts actually does not comment on verse 20 in his commentary.
59John GoldingayA Critical and Exegetical Commentary On Isaiah@® The International Critical

Commentary On the Holy Scriptures of the Old and New Testamamisi¢n: Bloomsbury T & T Clark, 2014),
467-68.
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sometime soon for the author ofifichisaiahHe wr i t es, AWhile | ater thi
language in this direction (e.g. 1 Enoch 91:16; Rev-81)1, t hi s i s no%Het he pr

argues this through three main points.

First, he argues that to view this as an eschatdbgew creation, either a new cosmos
or recreation, would be very strange based upon the context of not only Isaiah, but also the rest
of the Ol d Testament. He writes, HfANeither pre
material in the Old Testamehas suggested any reason for thinking in terms of the creation of a
new ¢ 0°8 Hedssnotarguing that Isaiah does not address eschatological ideas or predict the
distant future, but instead that this would be the only section in the Old Testaatembtid
describe this everif? For him, an important event like the creation or recreation of the earth

would occur in other prophetic literature if Isaiah was really referring to such a significant event.

Second, Goldingay views the new heavenandeenw t h i n Third | sai aht¢
renewal of Israel, not necessarily a renewal
heavens and a new earth is an image for a transformation of the way life works out for the
community, a powerful metaphorrfthe complete transformation of Jerusalem within
hi s t°8Thys, far Goldingay, the new heavens and new earth do not represent new or

recreation by God, but instead a new atmosphere of transformation within the nation of Israel.

560Goldingay,lsaiah 5666, 468 . Thi s seems to be Goldingayés meth
passage in the book of Revelation.

%61 1bid, 468.

562He places the mentioning of new heaven and earth in Isaiah 66 as part of this same context. Therefore,
Isaiah only describes the event in one section.

563 Goldingay,Isaiah 5666, 468.
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He ties this directly wih the beginning part of the chapter in which the author described a new
Israel that God would restore in the land.

Third, Goldingay does not agree that these new heavens and new earth are eschatological
because the conditions in versesZ®are too comparable to current earth. When the author
described the long life during this time, such as babies not dying and people living exceptionally
long lifespans, he does not view this as referring to eternal life. Indeed, he believes that there is
no indicationin this section that death will be abolistétiinstead, he views the author as
merely describing prosperous long human life, such as discussed in Exodu¥28186ael is
obedient to God, then God will allow for them to live long lives in the lamdvaver, there is
nothing that places this passage in the eschaton.

A second view, the eschaton view held by Gary Smith, J. Alec Motyer and G.K. Beale,
goes to the other end of the spectrum in comp
65:1725describes the perfect conditions found in the eternal state with the creation or recreation
of the new heaven and new eatthThus, whereas Goldingay viewed the passage as non
eschatological, Smith, Motyer, Beale and others view it as purely eschatbldgiegproblem
that arises in this view is a reading of Isaiah 65 seems to show that death, although rarer during
this ti me, does occur . Smith even acknowl edge
curse on the sinner presents some problemsfemwould not expect these to be present in the

new heavens anffd8 the new earth. o

564 Goldingay,Isaiah 5666, 471.
565 |bid.
566 This view tends to be held ®millennialists.

567 Smith, Isaiah 4066, 693.
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However, proponents of the view argue that Isaiah was not reféoratgual death, but

only symbolically showing that death was not possible. Motyer, addressing vewse 20t e s, Al t
not meant to suggest that death will stild]l be
life, the power *%Smidiehatwr iwielsl, bfiel tg omaes. ous ed me
t hat peopl e wildl | urseepeaple wilkenotyive 1o benjugt 1@0iyears @ldOf ¢ o

and people will not be unde rr®Thusdsaiahsveuldibem God 6 s

making an impossible hypothetical. If a person died at 100, then it would be difficult

(metaphorically speakinghey would be thought accursed), but because no one will die at 100,

then it will show that the curse is gone and death is no more. The same would occur with the end

of verse 20 describing the death obutiftheysi nner .
were then they would face judgment and deat h.
sinners in the new Jerusaleni 8, 12, 15c). We are &%%ancen deal i n

just as death is an impossible hypothetical, then so ig#isemce of sin in the eternal state.

They also cite an allusion to Isaiah 25:8 in Revelation 21:4 to show that God will destroy
death and thateathwill no longer occuP’! Richard Schultz, another proponent of the view,
writes, AThis apocalyptic description of futu

another Isaianic intertext, Isa 2536, which announces f4%lbe end of d

568 Motyer, Isaiah,451.
569 Smith, Isaiah 4066, 693.

570 Motyer, Isaiah,451.

1G. K. Beale, fAAn Amillennial RespodE8lnm3a Premil]l e
(2018): 490.
SRichardSchul tz, Alntertextuality, Canon, and 'Undeci d

New Earth' (Isaiah 65:2Z 5 )Bullétin for Biblical ResearcR0, no. 1 (2010): 35
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problem is nothing like that is stated in the context of Isaiah 65. Indeed, the very opposite occurs
where death, although rarer, will still occur. The impossible hypothetical cited by Smith and

Motyer does not seem to be taken from the actual text afhi€#, but instead must be inferred

from a separate section of Isaiah to match up with Revelation 21. While this is possible, it seems
very strange that Isaiah would write that death had been defeated, but then leave open at least the

possibility of deathn vague symbolism.

The third view, held by Blaising, Oswalt, Fruchtenbaum and Kaiser, holds that Isaiah
may be describing two different times in Isaiah 65. In this view, vers&8 tigscribe the eternal
state and verses Zb refer to life during the Mennial Kingdom®”3 Kaiser even identifies two
di f fer ent-inl7l9 itistlzeINewndérgsalem found coming from Heaven but verses
20-25 describe the Jerusalem of the Millennial KingdéfB | ai si ng wri tes, #flt
that the differencesithese descriptions point to two different phases of the eschatological

kingdom, one before and one®following the Fi

While at first unusual, the concept itself is something that occurred many times
throughout the prophets. Onetomh e pr obl ems t hat arose during
many of his followers, even the disciples at times, thought that he would become a ruler, not
realizing that those passages in the Old Testament referred to the Second Coming instead of the

First Coming. An example of this occurs only a few chapters over in Isaial2 6Atthe

53 Arnold FruchtenbauniThe Footsteps of the Messiah: A Study of3kguence of Prophetic Eventav.
ed. (San Antonio: Ariel Ministries, 2003), 382.

S74walter C. KaiserPreaching the Last Things: Old Testament Eschatology for the Life of the Church
(Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2011), 160.

Cr ai g Bl ai si higs mThde \ikews oh thesMillaniniam and Beyped. Stanley R.
Gundry and Darrel L. Bock (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1999), 202.
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beginning of Jesusd earthly ministry, he quot
stops in the middle of the verse. The first section that he quoteterkte his earthly ministry,

but the section on the Second Coming he did not quote because it was not yétTms, even

in Isaiah verses and passages merge the earthly ministry of Jesus with the Second Coming.
Therefore, it would not be impossible figaiah to have been describing one time and then

immediately shift into another time without any noticeable signs in the text itself.

The major evidence laid out for this position is the idea of death in a new creation which
appears to pose a problenn &ofuturistic position. However, this position attempts to mitigate
this problem by dividing the new heaven and new earth (eternal state) from the Millennial
Kingdom. Death does not occur in the new heavens and new earth of vet$@buttoes occur
in the Millennial Kingdom in verses 285. In verse 20, Isaiah describes a Millennial Kingdom
in which the curse is suspended, but death is possible, but rarer and less tragic than in previous
eras. Thus, the death of a newborn baby, perhaps one of theagasevents in all the world,
will not occur in the Millennial Kingdom. People will live out their natural lives without the fear
of untimely demise. Kai s e-24iswhatiintthe future dndmay poi nt
disregard any thoughts ofanw i me |y’ Whigealéath wil still occur in the Kingdom,

longer life and less tragedy will be the focus of Kingdom living.

A second argument for the position occurs
sinner a hundred yearsoldshalbaccur sedo. | f one takes these

state, then Kaiser and Oswalt argue that the concept of a sinner would still be present in the final

576 Motyer, Isaiah, 500.

577 Kaiser,Preaching the Last Thing&g0.
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state. Kai ser writes, fiThe reason | dinake this
eternity, sin, sorrow, and death will no longer appear, while all of them still appear in the
mi | | enni a’®Thks thegprsenme df sinners as a possibility point to verses 26

part of the Millennial Kingdom, while verses-1B describe th eternal state.

Finally, the ages presented in the passage seem to refer to a time outside of the present
condition, but the presence of death seems to make it impossible to be the eternal state. Vlach
writes, fAiSo noti ce t waah®65@@ anrincreased lortgdvity ofdife her e
and the presence of si R®Smiarlg Wayheydr arques thatevers e s a
in a modern time of having a human lifespan o800years, which was significantly longer than
| sai ahos ibdees nat @me close to the tonditions described in the pa¥8ades
long of a lifespan has never occurred historically since the time of Isaiah. However, it does sound
like the early pages of Genesis prior to the Flood. Thus, there is precedengftifespans in

the human condition that could be renewed again during an earthly millennial kifgfdom.

Overall, all three views attempt to identify how Isaiah saw the new heavens and new
earth. Goldingayo6s ar gume ntothedite ofésamgh (Third tssvah)p | a c e
but to argue that it is not possible to be eschatological because only Isaiah references the new
heavens and new earth in the Old Testarardseems to be an overgeneralization of a lack of

future prophecy in Isaiah drithe other prophets. While other prophets may not have identified

578 Kaiser,Preaching the Last Thing&g0.

*Mi chael VIlach, APremillennialism and t heTh&ki ngdom:
Master's Seminary Journ@B, no. 2 (2018): 213.

580\waymeyer Amillennialism and the Age to Conteg. 919920.

581 Adam, Noah and even Methuselah were fallen humans that lived almost 1,000 years, showing that with
different conditions humans could live for the timespan described in the passage.
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the new heavens and new earth, they did reference future events. Isaiah also references other
future events in the coming of the Messiah and judgment on the nations. Thus, it would not be

out of the range of possibility for Isaiah to be referencing new eschatological material.

The difference between the final two positions is whether Isaiah is describing the
Millennial Kingdom or the eternal state in Isaiah 65:2b/ The second view go&sthe other
extreme and seems to put too much emphasis on symbolic language. If Isaiah wanted to describe
the eternal state where death and sin could not occur, then it seems unlikely that he would have
created a hypothetical impossibility to show that th possible. He merely could have written
that death and sin were no longer present in the eternal state, just as what was written in Isaiah
25. Thus, while this view maintains a better eschatological position than Goldingay, it still fails

to adequategl answer all the difficulties of the passage.

The third view seems to be the strongest of the three positions, but it too has difficulties.
One must assume that Isaiah would bereafgng two separate times in the same passage. While
there are exampled this occurrence in Isaiah, without stronger direct information from Isaiah
hi msel f, it is difficult to clearly understan
offers the strongest argument, like many eschatological concepts it is nbtgtsprove this
position strictly from the text. Ultimately, Isaiah was arguing that Yahweh could predict the
future; if the first view accepts that this is a prediction of the future and not simply a hope on the
part of the author, then it can makestargument. However, if either the second or third view are
correct, they make a stronger apologetic significance because they argue that Yahweh could see

not just the future, but the end of the age.

Apologetic Significance
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While at first it may sem that these passages offered little apologetic significance for the
people of I saiah6és own time, nothing could be
knew that he was a true prophet of Yahweh based upon his immediate predictions, they could
take comfort in knowing that when Isaiah spoke about the distant future, these events will occur
exactly as he predicted. The people could take heart that Yahweh is not only God, but also is a
just and powerful God that can accomplish all that He set®@acomplish. By showing that
Yahweh ultimately would restore creation to its original intent and would fulfill the promises that
He had made to His people, Yahweh was declaring apologetically that the future was just as
much in His control as the preseamd that the world, currently in a sinful condition because of

the fall of man in Genesis 3, would one day be restored by Yahweh.

Conclusion

The ability to predict the future was established as a test for deity in the book of Isaiah.
The book argues that the pagan gods could not predict the future and therefore could not be true
gods. The question was could Yahweh pass His own test? Yahwklsesththat He could pass
the test of predicting the future and did so
Cyrus, the future Messiah and finally the eschatological future. Therefore, Y aragéhe true

God while the pagan gods were not.
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Chapter Five: Conclusion

Summary of Arguments
The thesis statement of this dissertation is i&fh used apologetics in three distinct
areas: Yahwehos creation and sovereign contro
delivering Judah (preserdhd Yahweh as the controller of the future (Immediate, exilic,
Messianic and eschatological) to argue that Yahweh was the one true God, incomparable and
superior to all other pagan deities, to both his contemporary audience and to future generations.
Eachchapter in the dissertation showed one of these three arguments made throughout the book

of Isaiah.

First, chapter two showed that | saiah argu
as the Creator was God. In contrast, the idols were created by ©iandhtherefore were not
true gods because they were a part of the created universe. Second, chapter three showed that
Isaiah argued Yahweh had the ability and desire to intervene on behalf of His people through His
intervention i n Ibhe AshyriaH Erisis. ki icamtrast,she pagah godsa n d
specifically the Babylonian gods, were unable to intervene on behalf of their people and were
taken captive by their enemies, showing that they were not gods. Finally, chapter four showed
that Isaiah argukYahweh had the ability to predict and control the future by making predictions
about four different time periods. Only Yahweh Who started history had a plan for history and
the power to fulfill His plan. In contrast, the pagan gods could not predifittive, showing

that they were not gods.

Contribution to the Field of Apologetics
The dissertation has foursik areas where this study on the book of Isaiah makes

significant contributions to the field of apologetics. The twgt deal with concepts/arguments,
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the next three deal with apologetic tactics and the last is a general overview of apologetics in the

Old Testament as a whole.

Concepts/Arguments

1. New Testament credibility: In chapter four, the dissertation showed that Isaiah developed

a comprehensive apologetic argument using predictive prophecy as evidence for the deity of

Yahweh. In making this argumentet dissertation showed the single author position, that Isaiah

wrote the second half of the book, was essential in making this apologetic case, specifically with

the prediction of Cyrus. If Isaiah the prophet did not write this section during his lifétieme,

the apol ogetic argument i s greatly weakened

argument from predictive prophecy can be used to defend the single author view of the book.
This plays a role in apologetics by defending the creditlitthe New Testament. One

may ask why this is the case if Isaiah was written in the Old Testament? The answer is found in

the chart presented in chapter one of this dissertation, which showed that on twelve different

occasions, New Testament authors gmdly identified passages from the second half of the

book as authored by the prophet Isaiah (9 froed3@nd 3 from 5&6). This affects all four

gospels, Acts, and Romans. If the New Testament is truly infallible, then Isaiah the prophet must

have witten the second half of the book or there are at least twelve errors in the New Testament.

If one wants to argue for the reliability and infallibility of the New Testament, which is
commonly one of the most used apologetic arguments and rightfully sajltimeately one
needs to have a strong argument for defending Isaiah authorship. If the New Testament authors
could not even attribute Old Testament books to their proper authors, like the multiple author
view technically claims, then it leads to a mdawk of credibility issue for the authors of these

six New Testament books. Critics could argue that other mistakes could have been made, such as
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the deity of Christ, if the New Testament authors could not even get the authorship issue correct.
The predidlve prophecy argument presented in chapter four of this dissertation adds a strong
argument that Isaiah is the author of the second half of the book to the various arguments for
single authorship that are listed in Appendix A and can therefore helpdefiregse of New

Testament credibility in defending against critical attacks.

2. God as the sole Creator as an apologetic argument in Scripture: God as the Creator is one
of the most used apologetic arguments. Apologists have consistently argued that theeeanus
God who is the Creator of the universe. Unfortunately, in many cases, the arguments for the
Christian God as the Creator have almost exclusively come from either the book of Genesis or
the Psalms. Two issues arise when these two books are usedné&irg attack Genesis1ll as
mythology and unhistorical. For exampliEennis Lamoureux, a theistic evolutionist who does not
believe Yahweh created everything but merely started the process of creationfinRtesa | hi story i
Bible begins roughlyraund Genesis 12 with Abraham. Like many other evangelical theologians, | view
Genesis111 as a uniqgue type of literature (I¥terary g
Critics attack the Psalms as merely wisdom literature that canmakdre as historical.

However, as shown in chapter two of this dissertation, the book of Isaiah not only has an
immense amount of information that expands on God as the sole Creator, but also makes an apologetic
argument in the text that God is the Creator, arguing that i§ iHetithe Creator, then He is not truly
God. The book of Genesis does not even specifically make this argument in its creation accounts,
although it can be inferred because God is the only being present at creation. This dissertation hopes to

show the areaf apologetics that there is a strong apologetic argument already formed in the

82Deni s O. Lamour eux, fiNo Hi st or i cFaurVievsamthe Evol uti or

Historical Adam ed. Matthew Barrett, Ardel B. Caneday, and Stanley N. Gundry, Zondervan Counterpoints Series
(Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2013), 44.
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book of Isaiah that has often been underused in the area of creation apologetics and also to
encourage apologists to break out of only using the Genddisandbox and expdnheir

horizons by looking at many other passages in the Old Testament that could also be used in
making the apologetic argument of Goddés creat
simply arguing that Genesis is mythological and force themtt@mby address the entire

creation argument used throughout the Bible.

Apologetic Tactics
1. Comparing worldviews in a pluralistic society: One of the major challenges in the field of
apologetic tactics in a contemporary culture is how to argue for the exglag Christianity in
a pluralistic world that allows for the presence of multiple worldviews and challenges any
worl dview that declares itself HfAbettero than
shown that the book of Isaiah was writtemditme when the world was very similar to a modern
cont ext. For example, when the Rabshakeh in |
these lands have delivered their lands out of my hand, that the LORD should deliver Jerusalem
out of mys hmomtdot hat unsimilar to a modern cri
Christian God is any different than Al Il ah, Br
society, worldviews clash and some offer more evidence and support than others.

The dissertation has shown that Yahweh modeled His own approach throughout the book
of Isaiah in dealing with a pluralistic envir
compare Himself against the other gods. He did this in all three areas afrgredérvention,
and predictive prophecy. He consistently challenged the other gods to open competition,

knowing that He could provide the evidence to back up His claims while the other gods could
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not support their own claims. Yahweh was not scaredrgpete against other gods because He

ultimately knew that He was greater than any challenger.

Many times, Christians are afraid to compare Christianity against other competing
worldviews, either because they do not have enough knowledge about their awar because
they are scared of what might happen if their view is challenged. However, if God is not scared
to challenge other gods, then Christians should not be afraid to challenge other competing
worldviews. If Christianity is true, then it will be @&bto overcome any competition. It will have
more evidence, tell a better metanarrative story, and outperform all competition. While many
apologists already do these types of debates and critiques, this dissertation hopes to lend more
biblical support behid the tactic of comparing worldviews in the field of apologetics because

Yahweh Himself modeled this very approach throughout the book of Isaiah.

2. Reversing the Burden of Proof: As an offshoot of the first tactic, Isaiah also modeled a
apologetictacticsni | ar to the tactic that Greg®Mesuki ca
shown in chapter two, Isaiah, when addressing the creation of the world, made both positive and
negative apologetic arguments. Heandgaeended Ya
evidence that Yahweh should be viewed as the
above the circle of the eartho (lsaiah 40:22)
deliver the city of Jerusalem from the Assyrians. In adrajoiur, Isaiah argued that Yahweh
could predict the future.

However, Isaiah did not stop by merely making positive arguments for Yahweh, in part

because positive apologetic arguments alone do not prove anything. If Yahweh can predict the

583 Greg Kouki, Tactics: Updated and Expandé@rand Rapids: Zondervan, 2019), 76.
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future, but so an fifteen other gods, then Yahweh is not special. If Yahweh can create, but so

can Baal, then Yahweh is not special. Isaiah took it one step further and reversed the burden of
proof. He put the idols on trial throughout Isaiah4®) The idols were askeéd predict the

future. The idols were asked to intervene for their people. The idols were asked to create instead
of merely being created themselves. Thus, Isaiah becomes the model apologist on reversing the
burden of proof in the apologetic debate. Heritlavoid presenting his own evidences for God,

but also did not let the idols avoid answering the same types of questions and ultimately showed
apologetically that Yahweh was incomparable when compared to the pagan gods. This could not
happen, howevernless the burden of proof was switched and the pagan gods had to defend

themselves.

In a contemporary setting, this tactic is especially important in the field of apologetics
because Christianity is faced with holding up the burden of proof in almasgt@digeussion
while other worldviews, specifically naturalism, do not have to argue their side. Christians at
ti mes can be wary of Agoing on the offensiveo
rude, but there are times and ways to do it inop@r manner. Otherwise, Christianity will
consistently be attacked and mocked while other worldviews get a free pass without giving their
own answers and evidence. The dissertation shows that the book of Isaiah gives a biblical
foundation and examples obw to use this apologetic tactic when engaged in a worldview

debate.

3. Varied apologetic arguments: A final apologetic tactic that the book of Isaiah
demonstrates is the book varied its apologetic arguments. Isaiah used several different styles of
apologeticargumentation in combating the pagan gods of his day. First, he made the argument of

creation, arguing that Yahweh was the true Creator and that the pagan gods who also claimed to
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be creators were themselves created by mankind. Second, he made thetawfdiviee
intervention, arguing that Yahweh was incomparable because Yahweh could intervene in history
and the pagan gods could not intervene but instead needed their own followers to take care of
them. Finally, he made the argument that Yahweh was ipamahle because He could both
predict and control the future, while the pagan gods could not. When the three arguments are
combined, it makes for an incredibly strong apologetic argument but also a very diverse
apologetic argument.

| sai ahds dildydnepbrtant is the field af apologetics for two distinct reasons.
First, it shows that apologetics needs to have several different arguments in order to make a
comprehensive case for God. While it is important to have very good anctesedirched
arguments, several different apologetic arguments from various fields can have a very dynamic
impact because it brings overwhelming argumentation. Isaiah very easily could have simply
argued any one of the three ar guompearability. and mad
However, when all three are combined, the argument becomes even stronger and makes a much

better overall case.

Second, by using several different apologetic arguments, Isaiah covers all of his potential
backgrounds. For example, if someoreswoncerned about which God was the creator, then
Isaiah made his argument. That same person might not have cared about which God could
predict the future. However, someone else may have wanted to know which God could predict
the future and did not caréaut who created the world. Moreover, certain arguments are more
effective in different times and different si
the coming of the Assyrians, his divine intervention argument may not have been tiateeffe

because the average Jew was living a comfortable and safe life. However, when the Assyrians
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encircled Jerusalem, the divine intervention argument became much more prevalent. Hence,
different apologetic arguments, while equally valid, can be morete#ebased on timing,

situation and audience.

| sai ahds model is very important in the mo
scientifically minded and will argue about creation, while other people simply do not care about
these topics. Otheese philosophically minded and may need answers to questions like the
problem of evil, but do not necessarily care about historical evidence. A good apologist, learning
from | saiahd6s apologetic model, wilekrenunder st a
apologetic arguments so that they can both connect in an area of interest with their audience and

also demonstrate several avenues of apologetic arguments.

Overview

Apologetics were a regular aspect of the Old Testament: Perhaps the most important
contribution of this dissertation to the field of apologetics is that apologetics was a regular aspect
of the Old Testament. As shown in the literature review, apologetic books almost universally
begin their study of apologetics with the New Testamentpjag past the Old Testament that
had laid the foundation for many of the concepts that were then built upon in the New Testament.
The study of apologetics is no different. The Old Testament laid a foundation in apologetics that
were then built upon by tiéew Testament authors. The New Testament authors understood
how to use these types of arguments, such as the argument from predictive prophecy, at least in
part because these types of apologetic arguments had already been established centuries before in
the Old Testament.

The final observation in this section is the limitations of this study in the field of modern

apol ogetics. Each of I saiahé6és three arguments
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The creation argument found in chapter two ef dissertation has changed very little from the
time of Isaiah and can be used in a similar manner. However, the other two arguments have
changed in effectiveness over tif¥#The divine intervention argument that Isaiah specifically
used offers little apologetic argumentation in a modern context because we were not alive to see
the events in person and live through the events and therefore the apologetic emphasis is
lessonedHowever, the type of argumentation, divine intervention itself, can still be an effective
apologetic tool based on our own life experiences.

Predictive prophecy is a more complex argument because of timing changes. The
immediate predictions that Isaiah desare hard to use apologetically in a modern context
because we cannot definitively prove that they were made in advance. As seen throughout the
dissertation, critical scholars deny that many of the predictions were made in advance or that the
events thermselves even occurred. Ironically, these predictions offered significant apologetic
argumentation during | saiahés own | ife before
However, Messianic predictions from the book of Isaiah are still highly eféeict apologetics
today because they are used by the New Testament to identify that Jesus really is the Messiah.
Thus, specific predictions can have a greater effectiveness at various times, but predictive

prophecy as a whole is still very effective inaeon apologetics.

Areas for Further Research
Three areas of future research have come up during the study and preparation of this
dissertation. First, more work needs to be done on how individual Old Testament books crafted

apologetic arguments forahiweh. For example, similar style studies could be done for Jeremiah,

584 This is not to say they are less significant or less valuable, but just that some arguments are more
effective at various times.
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Ezekiel and Daniel as well as several of the Minor Prophets or even the Minor Prophets as a unit.
The books of Genesis and Exodus contain important apologetic arguments and even the
historical books and the wisdom literature could be mined for various apologetic arguments. This

dissertation has served as an introduction to this field but the field is ripe to be explored.

Second, more work needs to be done on how the Old Testamegeatiafted
apologetic arguments for Yahweh. This would include both connecting the various arguments
put forth by the different Old Testament works and seeing how many arguments are contributed
by various sections of the Old Testament. As shown inthedéite y r evi ew, Dr . Ri e
The Old Testament Basis of Christian Apologatit®duces this area in a brief manner, but
more work needs to be done. Creation, divine intervention and predictive prophecy are all
elements that Isaiah used and occur epbooks of the Old Testament but other arguments
might be discovered as well. By accomplishing the first task of addressing the apologetic
arguments of individual books, this second task will become easier as one will be able to trace
the various argumés presented over multiple books/sections of Scripture and connect them to

establish a comprehensive Old Testament apologetic.

Finally, more work needs to be done on how the New Testament authors built upon the
foundation laid by the apologetic arguments that were created in the Old Testament. If point two
is accomplished and a comprehensive Old Testament apologetic can be edntipéet that can
be foundational in establishing how the New Testament authors both built upon that foundation
and how some of the points were modified as a result of the coming of the Messiah and the
creation of the church. Indeed, much of the New Testémrguments were built upon the Old

Testament because the New Testament itself was still in the process of being written. Overall,
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this is a relatively new field and much work needs to done in the relationship between the Old

Testament and apologetic dies.
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Appendix A: The Effect of Authorship on the Use of Apologetics in Isaiah

The authorship of Isaiah has been a hotly debated issue for the past 250 years within
academia. While most critical scholars view the debate settledcaegt multiple authors,
conservative scholars have and continue to argue that Isaiah ben Amoz was the author of the
entire book’® Some scholars have even concluded that authorship does not even matter when
interpreting the booR® However, as shown in apter four of this dissertation, if Isaiah the
prophet was not the author, then much of the
would be lost or greatly diminished. This appendix, while not detailing every view or argument
on authorship, will addss the major points of both the nuatithor position as well as the
traditional single author positiof! A brief conclusion will follow after the two views have been
analyzed.

Multi-Author View

Overview of Early Development
Bo H. Lim, Assistant Professor of Old Testament at Seattle Pacific University, in his
article on the History of Interpretation of Isaiah in Bietionary of the Old Testament Prophets

gives an overview of the early developments of mukgléhor view. Tis view began with J.C.

585 Indeed, the critical position of muléiuthorship in th book is so accepted within critical circles that Dr.
LenaSofia Tiemeyer, in a recent work on Isaiah68) does not even list Isaiah ben Amoz as a potential author
within her four views on authorship of that sectibenaS o f i a Ti e me y e rDjscofitiQuadyrintidaiahu i t y and
406 6 , Hi st or y QGorhtinuR/ersd®scortiruify:0Chronological and Thematic Development in Isaiah
40-66, ed. LenaSofia Tiemeyer and Hans M. Barstad (Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2024, 13

586 For example, Leupold in the foreword to his twmlume commentary on Isaiah takes the traditional
authorship position, but then makes the statement that,
same whether multiple authorship orunitau o r s h i p LbupoldiExpbséidn af.Isaiahl.

587 An entire dissertation can be written on this topic. The purpose of this appendix is to give an overview
of the two positions and show that the singighor position is still tenable today evenugb many within critical
circles have not only abandoned it but consider it a dead proposition.
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Ddderlein in 1775 who was the first major scholar to suggest that Isai® was written by a

di fferent author, who he al s%J)G. [Eiohhagnhimhiswas nam
introduction to the Old Testament (178@83) reconstructed the historical person of Isaiah to be

distinct from the character of Isaiah portrayed in the narratiféseinrich Gesenius, in his 1821
commentary on Isaiah, created a different volume for Isaigd640 which he called the author

APseludani aho, | at-msaiah®er med Deutero

Perhaps the foremost proponent of multiple authorship whose work most iefiudec
acceptance of this view was Bernard Duhm (18828), professor at Gottingéh.-He was the
first to separate 566 into what he called Trittsaiah, which he dated much later than Deutero
Isaiah, placing it in the posixilic period. Lim says that lhm argued this because he thought,
AThat t heb55fwasamere cofupt@ext, full of glosses and additions, less poetically
refined, and degen e ??Duhendlsoidid hobview Depted@amaas c nat ur
being an exile in Babylon, buistead argued that he probably came from somewhere in Lebanon
due to his lack of knowledge of Babylon and an intimate knowledge of the natural resources of

Palestine®® Therefore, by the early twentieth century, because of the works of Doderlein,

8B, H. Lim, f#lsai ah: Hiicsohaoyrofithe @Il Tebtanterd Prgpheesit MatkiJ.on, 0 i n
Boda and J. Gordon McConville (Downers Grove: IVP damaic, 2012), 387.

589 bid, 387. This would allow for a later date for the authorship.
590 |pid, 387.

591 Duhm is also famous for distinguishing the four Servant Songs.
) im, Al saiaho, 388.

593 |bid.
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Eichhorn Gesenius, Duhm and many others, the rauthorship view became the dominant

position in Isaiac studie$?

Contemporary Scholars

Brevard Childs

Brevard Childs (1922007), professor at Yale, attempted to bridge the gap between
liberalism and the texhtough what he called his canonical approach to interpretation. Childs,
while mainly focusing on the final form of the text as the authoritative Scripture, also held the
mult-aut hor view to the text for sevencemnkd reasons
with the unity of the book, which | agee can
His main argument why Isaiah could not have written the entire book was that Isaiah never
appeared in the book after chapter 39. For him, the evettie second half of the book
appeared to reflect a much | ater date that <co

century prophet as °&8 clairvoyant of the futur

Second, while agreeing with much of modern
concluded that it was the canonical text that was authoritative; his concern was how biblical
books appeared at the end of the editorial process rather than an analysis of the different layers of

interpretatiorr®’ Third, Childs argued that intertextuality svamportant theologically in

5% Other noted scholars that contributed to this field include Ernest Rosenmuellerl@3%3 Charles
Cutler Torrey (1863.956) and Sigmund Mowinckel (188465).

595 Childs, Isaiah, 3.
5% |bid, 3i 4.

597 Childs, Isaiah, 4.
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understanding how the various voices of editors formed the book in message and Stfucture.
Finally, Childs admitted that he was not a New Testament scholar and therefore did not attempt
to integrate Newioil& the passages bfdsaiahiit quotedFhpsr Ghitds: t
moved beyond arguing about authorship issues and focused more on the final form of the text

itself.

Childs also argued against the idea that the naming of Cyrus was a future prediction in
chapters445. He argued that, AThe |l ogic of the pr.
of the prophetds words stands at a point in t
as part °YHe essénsatly@nguedthat it made no sensestiah to argue that people
could trust that Yahweh was God because He could predict Cyrus would come if that audience
would never live to see that occur. Instead, he argued that the original audience lived during the
time of Cyrus and therefore couldseety ri se and domination of Bab)
have been recognized as fulfilled and therefore authoritative, the audience addressed must have

experienced th® coming of Cyrus. o

However, Childs understood that if Second Isaiah was claimingy #fatveh could
predict the future, then there had to be a prediction for him to claim. His solution was to connect
First | saiah and Second | saiah, wridgting, @dAThe

fulfillment in chapter 41 is based on a recognitiort tha corpus of Second Isaiah presupposes

598 Childs, Isaiah,4. He called this the final form of the text.
599 |bid, 4.
600 |bid, 290.This eliminates a significant argument from being put forth.

01 1bid, 322.
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that of P3iHres tt hlemnaiiallenda i fi ed the prediction of
the prediction of the coming of Cyréf¥ Therefore, God had correctly predicted that the Medes

(Cyrus) would conger Babylon and Second Isaiah could make the argument based on its

fulfillment in his day, that God could predict the futG?&In conclusion, Childs adopted the

multi-author view yet still held the book was authoritative in its final form, which was more than

many of the liberal scholars were willing to allow.

John Goldingay

John Goldingay, David Allan Hubbard Professor Emeridf Old Testament in the
School of Theology of Fuller Theological Seminary, like Childs, argues for multiple authors but
holds that prophecy is possible. In his commentary on Isaiah, one of his main arguments for
dividing the book into multiple authors that Isaiah 40 belongs to the present and not future. He
writes, Alt does not say filn days to come God
been punished, 0 in the ®r&nndrt osfays ,pasasaea ,s i
comfortingy ou wh o have %BTheraiorepha argusslthatdhe @uthor of the second
half of the book is writing in the present tense during a time of great distress for the nation and is

therefore not Isaiah the prophet writing for a future generation.

602 Childs, Isaiah,322.He understood that the argument could not be completely ignored.
803 bid, 322.

604 Cyrus was a Persian but was allied with the Medes. It seems strange that Childs was willing to allow
First Isaiah to predict the destruction of the Babylonian Empire 158 yeadvance but has a problem with
iSecond | saiahd predicting future events and writing al

605 Goldingay,Isaiah loc. 4376
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Goldingay argues that there are four human voices found within the’¥fdeikst, he has

the fiambassador o, who he associates with the
Adi scipled, who he identifies as odycalectedci pl e o
| saiah the prophetds materi al and gave it org

introductions and the historical narratives about Isaiah. He also even allows for a fifth voice, a
much later prophet, who composed chapterg2¥’'He cut s off | saiah the

39:3.

Gol dingayods third author is designated the
time and is located among the exiles in Babylon, on the verge of being rescued by Cyrus the
Great. Similar to Chils, Goldingay argues that this different prophet can argue that Yahweh
already established that Persia would one day destroy Babylon in chapter 13. Therefore he
believes the poet is not being deceptive when he argues that Yahweh can predict the fature, eve
though Cyrus would have already been in power at the time of the WiRmally, Goldingay
designates the Apr && whoe batk inlgaeltafteethe aetutn roomrtheo f 5 6
exile 8°° He then concludes that there may have been evenvoioes than just these four
because there could have been more than one person serving as the disciple, poet and preacher.

He concludes argue that, AEvi dence within the

606 Goldingay, Isaiah loc. 211 As will be seen, he even allows for more than four.
607 bid, loc. 243.
6081bid, loc. 4638

6091pid, loc. 257
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certainty regarding the proceskwve r e by t he act ual book called 1Is

|l east these four voices ®peak from the book a

Kenton Sparks

Kenton Sparks, professor of Biblical Studies at Eastern University, also argued for
multiple authorship in hisworodbo s Wor d i n Human Words: An Evan
Critical Biblical Scholarship published in 2008. Sparks argued that modern scholarship was
increasingly accepting that, AThe book of | sa
u n i %yowever, he argues that instead of pointing to%oehtury prophet writing the whole
book, it simply shows that later redactors and editors did a very good job at piecing the book
together thematically. Theref orrenotemtiegn Spar ks
antagonistic to traditional views of the book
editorial unity, but not authorial unity. Richard Schultz, writing in response to Sparks, writes,
ARecogni zi ng edi t osensaHardlyrepresents a nove sowartethe traaligjomae

viewpoint since some scholars |l ocaf% the fina

Sparks also makes a distinction between fp
Deuterolsaiah was not tly predicting the return from exile or the coming of Cyrus, since he
was writing during or after the fact, but 1ins

the exiles that predicted t h%Heaargdes kimilki@r ance a

610 Goldingay,Isaiah, loc. 270He does not address how this affects the argument of the book.

611 Kenton L. SparksGod's Word in Human Words: An Evangelical Appropriation of Critical Biblical
Scholarship(Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2008), 105.

2Ri chard Schultz, @l sai ah, DbHistoricaliMatiers Matter to Eaith?re nt Sc |
Critical Appraisal of Modern and Postmodern Approaches to ScriptdeJames K. Hoffmeier and Dennis R
Magary (Wheaton: Crossway, 2012), 192.

613 Sparks God's Word106.
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Gol dingay, dAlt strains the i magination to bel
about a Gentile messiah some one hundred and fifty years before they took place and that his
response to those debates was copied and recopied for gasyby scribes and read by

audi ences who coul d S%f8dulthia hisresponsd, arguestthmtahis t h e m.
would eliminate any genuine messianic or eschatological prophecy since the original audience
would never understand it in fitt> Somewtat ironically, this is exactly what many critical

scholars have done in eliminating any type of prophetic elements.

Third, Sparks argues that Isaiah-@® cannot be written by Isaiah because it never
mentioned his name, unlike3B which mentions his nagrsixteen time&® Two problems arise
from this charge. First, Deutetsaiah is also never mentioned in the text, so arguing from
silence could be used both w&y$Second, as Schultz points out, there are large sections of
Isaiah 139 that also do not @ictly mention Isaiah, such as Isaiah38lwhich is almost as long
as 4056, the passage associated with Deutsa@ah®'® Fourth, Sparks argues that if Isaiah 40
66 was written by Isaiah, then why did Jeremiah never cite them as prophecy when addressing
Babylon?!° While this at first seems significant, many of the prophets that were contemporaries,
such as Isaiah and Micah do not address each other. Therefore, this argument from silence, is not

enough to definitively show that Jeremiah did not know Isaadte chapters 466.

614 Sparks God's Worg 106-107.
85Schul t zo, 193.ai ah
616 Sparks God's Word107.

617 At least Isaiah is mentioned in the text at all, whereas Delgaiah is never mentioned in the entire
book.

68Schul t zo 1i94s.ai ah

619 Sparks God's Word107.
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Finally, Sparks ends his discussion arguin
serious reading of Isaiah will easily suggest to readers that large portions of this prophetic
collection were not written by an eighth centurypp het whose famse was | sa
presents the crux of Sparkédés view, which is o
scholars than those that came before them. This, then, would have to also include Jesus, the
disciples, the church fagins, and all the Catholic and Reformed theologians through the
centuries, as well as Jewish rabbis all of wh

or fAseriouslyo.

Additional Support

Several other notable scholars have also made radwtions to this position. Joseph
Blenkinsopp, in addressing the problem of why Deutsatah was unknown to history, argued
that this was possibly because of potential persecution that he might have faced had he made
himself known to the Babylonians,peially after predicting their defeat and attacking their
deities®?! Claus Westerman argued for a specific time frame for Dedgaiah, from between
587 and 539 BC. Thus, Cyrus would defeat Babylon but only after Cyrus had already been born
and was already the ruler of the Persi#Aginally, Marvin Sweeney argues thhe book of
Isaiah, in its final form, was written to a late fitlentury community in order to explain why
they had suffered through the Babylonian Captivity, convince them the covenant with Yahweh is

still intact and to persuade them to return backabweh®?®When both critical and

620 Sparks God's Word 108.
621 Blenkinsopp A History of Prophecy in Isragl84.
622\Westermanisaiah 4066, 3.

22Marvin SweewandtheFotExailalt Under standing of the I sai
Claremont, 1983), 1. Sweeney basically takes the same argument that conservative scholars used, but instead of
having Isaiattell a future generation in advance to prepare them and explain their judgment, he switches it to have a
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conservative schol ar s make s ucaathoapogitiannse nt s, i
now the majority view. However, there is also a significant amount of evidence to support the

traditional singleauthor view.

Single-Author View

Joseph Addison Alexander

Joseph Alexander (18aBB60), professor at Princeton Theological Seminary, was one of
the first conservatives to push back against the mulaptaorship view. In his tweolume
commentary on Isaiah, publishedli&61, he laid out a basic but foundational argument for
Isaiah authorship consisting of two main points. First, Alexander argued that no one in history,
especially those closest to Isaiahdos time, ev
foomand content. He wrote, fAiThe apocryphal writ
expressions which imply that it was not already long complete in its present form and size. The
same thing seems to be implied in the numerous citations of this book in theeNew Ta ffé nt . 0
Thus, his argument is that if the book was written by many people, then it seems strange that no

one in the ancient world ever mentioned it.

Second, he argued that the quotations/allusions to Isaiah in both the Old and New
Testamentscamefom al | parts of the book. He wrot e,
imitations of him, in the later books of the Old Testament, are not confined to any one part of the

book or a si ng e ddntifisd?]l padsagesanshe BNey Eisentauoted

much later book of Isaiah explain the events after the fact. While the content of the message is similar, the audience
and the purpose changes dranmahjc

624 Joseph Addison Alexanddsaiah: Translated and Explaingd861; repr., Denver: Klock & Klock,
1981), 1:12.

623 |bid.
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from all sections of the book all attributed to Isaiah. Therefore, consisting mostly of textual

arguments, Alexander laid a foundation to counter the +auttior approacf?®

Oswald T. Allis

One of the foremost defenders of the single asthiprof Isaiah was Oswald T. Allis
(18801973), former professor and founder of Westminster Theological Seminary in
Philadelphia. Allis was a staunch defender of the inspiration of Scripture and argued for Mosaic
authorship of the Pentateuch. His classfedd of the single authorship of Isaiah was his work
Unity of Isaiahpublished in 19562’ Allis argued that critics of the single view argued against it
in three major ways. First, they argued that because prophecy could not exist, then anything that
looks prophetic in the book of Isaiah must have been added{&8&scond, they argued that
because prophecy could not exist, the original message must have been vague and indefinite,
allowing a later editor to make it read like predicti¢&Finally, criticsargue that since prophecy
could not occur hundreds of years in advance because it would not have had meaning to the

original audience must have been added fafer.

626 |t js also important to note that Alexander was writing at a time before the finding of the Dead Sea
Scrolls, so he was very limited in what type of arguments that he could make outside of Scripture.

627 Allis has come under recent attack within some pzfrthe Evangelical camp that want to push for

multi-authorship. For example, John Halsey Wood, ina28085ar t i cl e entitl ed AOswald T.
Question of Isaianic Authorshipo, argued tdesiretoAl |l i s onl
hold onto an fAobvious sense of predictive pPgahmphecyo th:
Hal sey Wood Jr., AOswald t. Al | JEFS48 nod2 (2005 2460lu Richard on o f
Schultz maks adefers of Al las@uipmgithain Wood simplifies Allisd p

overgeneralizationSc hul t z2018989. s ai ah

628 Allis, Unity, 3.

629 bid, 4. Allis uses Genesis 15 as an example of this approach, showing that critics argue that the 400
years of captivity spoken of by Yahweh to Abraham was probably just an insert much later after the 400 years had
occurred and that Abraham, in his own time, ldcuave never heard that specific detail.

6301pid, 21. For example, they would argue that in Isaiah 7:14 that Isaiah could not have only been

describing a future Messiah because it would have had no significant meaning to the original audience.
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Allis presented seven arguments to counter many of the arguments presented by those
oppose to the single authorship view. First, Allis argued that the heading in 1:1 should be
viewed as the heading of the entire book and that this allows for the entire book to be seen as
composed by Isaiai? Allis asserts that every prophetic book in the Dédtament follows a
similar format of i1identifying the author in t
that every one of the fifteen books which com
commences with a hteasdstatingtbat thelndme afghe graphet whosa
utterances are contained in t [f%3Ifabotherlauthart t he h
outside of Isaiah the prophet joined in the writing of the book, then it is contrary to any form of
Old Testanent prophecy to have a distinct prophecy or a series of prophecies without any type of

heading identifying these specific auth&ts.

Second, Allis argued that there was no manuscript evidence to show that the book was
ever divided as the critics argb There was no record in ancient history of anyone ever having
two different versions of the book of Isaiah. Allis even argues that the Dead Sea Scrolls, newly

discovered in his time, show the Great Isaiah scroll to be a single unit.

Third, Allis argued that if there was another prophet that wrote much of the book, then
why did no one in history ever speak of hi m?

Haggai and Zechariah prophesied in this period and are known to us byYeirtieat prophet

631 Allis, Unity, 39.
632 bid, 39.

633 |bid, 39. One example that could possibly be used to argue against this would be Judges 6:8 in which the
book identifies a prophet giving a message from the Lord but does not give his name. However, this is a completely
different stuation than a writing prophet. There is no other example of an anonymous writing prophet in the Old
Testament.

5341bid, 40.
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whom many would regard as the g¢g%@&md meamguedf t he
that it would have been impossible for such a prophet to have existed during a time period that
was wellattested by other writers and historiamsl yet no mention of him ever occurred in

Jewish writings.

Fourth, Allis argued that the New Testament authors all clearly believed that Isaiah wrote
both halves of the book. He identified numerous quotes in the New Testament in which Isaiah
was quotedy name and all of the quotes were attributed only to IS3fatherefore, to argue
against Isaiah authorship was to argue against the inspiration of the New Testament authors

themselves.

Fifth, Allis argued that | sfarithasalled®dind 6s hea
attributed to Isaiah and yet predicts the downfall of Babylon that would not occur until many
years after his deaffi! Allis believed that this argument was very hard for critics to rebut, for

they had to either argue that the headas inaccurate or that the passage was not prophetic.

Sixth, Allis spends significant time on the passage concerning Cyrus in Isaddh He
argued that Cyrus could not simply be a later insert because he appeared seven or eight times in
these chaptersnd in various manners, especially as the climax of a poem in Isat&hHdally,
Allis argued that one could not simply argue that Cyrus could not have been seen in advance by

Isaiah if one held that Jesus was the fulfillment of the Suffering Servésdiah 5253 5%° Allis

635 Allis, Unity, 41.

636 |bid, 42. See chart presented in the introduction.
537 |bid, 45.

638 |bid, 51 See chapter 4.

5391bid, 122.
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argued that it made no logical sense to argue that Isaiah could predict the coming Messiah 700
years in advance but then not be able to predict the coming of Cyrus 150 years in advance.
Therefore, while not the first to argue for gingle authorship of Isaiah, his work is viewed as

one of the hallmark defenses of single authorship.

Edward J. Young

Edward Joseph Young (190B68), graduated from Westminister in 1935 and was
clearly influenced by Gaiah.Whik bdstikreown for hissnwls on t h
volume commentary on Isaiah, the original contribution to the New International Commentary
on the Old Testament series, he also published in 1958 a work evithiledVrote Isaiah?
Youngds maj or t tkwasthatautharship of ésaiah meas hdt siniply @ minor
disagreement between rival theologians; the trustworthiness of the Bible itself was at stake
because the Bible supported Isaiah as the single author of the work that bears i Wnite.
herepeatmany of Al 1l i sd arguments, he also offered
some of Allisd positions. First, he showed th
Isaiah was the Isaiah of the entire book within Christianity and that onlydwish figures had
suggested that any part of the book was not authentic to f8aiHerefore, the idea that Isaiah

was not the author was a relatively new phenomenon and did not have historical support.

Second, Young argued that instead of historyiagyfor multiple authors, it instead
argued for a single author. Young argued that the book of Ecclesiasticus, written by Jewish

authors prior to the coming of Christ in around 180 BC accepted that Isaiah the prophet wrote the

640 Edward J. YoungWho Wrote Isaiah®Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1958), 9

641Young,Who,7. The two Jewish individuals were an unnamed Jewish scholar of Cordoba in Spain
around 1100 A.D. and Ibn Ezra (109267).
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second half of the book améd prophetic abilitie¥?Thi r d, Young devel oped ¢/
argument, contending that it was absolutely impossible that an unknown prophet could have
written much of the book and yet remain unide
greatespr oponent of monotheism in all of te OI d
He also argued that Isaiah would not have been viewed as the greatest of the Old Testament
prophets if he had not been recognized as writing the second half of his \mantk,contains

some of his most renown prophecies.

Fourth, Young addressed the argument that an anonymous author or school much later, in
showing respect for Isaiah and his prophetic ministry, may have added the second half of the
book to continue his legy. Young argues against this position by showing that Isai&i 40
not just a remake of Isaiah3B, but, while connected, takes the book in a much different
direction®4 Therefore, this argument could only work if Isaiah@®were similar to Isaiah-39
and the author was taking passages from the first part of the book and repackaging them.
However, it seems unlikely that an apocryphal author would continue the legacy of Isaiah by
creating an entirely new section of the book that differs substaritiatbntent from the first half
of the book. Finally, Young asserts that it is likely that Isaiale@@as never given out orally to

the nati on, but was written as a | ast test ame

542 Young,Who,27.

643 |bid, 28. While the idea of monotheism is present throughout much of the Old Testament, it can be
argued that no one better represents this idea than the prophet Isaiah, especially in-Eanafibis arguments
for the unigueness o theftmeandanhid attackshagainst the/ cortcapt opidolatgy.i ¢ t

644 1bid, 34.
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Spirit as his legacy to ¢hnationr®*Ther ef ore, Young built upon his

developed new ideas to defend the unity of the book.

John Oswalt

John Oswalt, Visiting Distinguished Professor of Old Testament at Asbury Theological
Seminary in Wilmore, Kentucky, wte the two volume commentary on Isaiah as the
replacement for E.J. Young6s in the New Inter
Series. This work is important because Oswalt serves as the bridge to the next generation after
Allis and Young. His work @dressed new challenges raised by the critics since the earlier works.
I n critiquing the methods of the critics, Osw
keeps getting &%Dawal makes tava significantirhplhotsin.this adealing
with new criticisms and creating a thematic approach to understanding how to connect the two

halves of the book in relationship to authorship.

First, Oswalt identifies three major objections that critics of the single authorship view
present: cange of structure, Isaiah addressing his words to people in the futuré@at@l
predictive prophec$:’ While Allis and Young had already dealt with point three, Oswalt is very
effective in combating the first two objections. First, in regards to difitags in structure,

Oswalt argues that it is possible that Isaiah wred® ®arly in his ministry and that he wrote- 40

66 later in his life and therefore his style changed based upon age or expéffehisisswould

645Young,Whg 79 Motyer builds upon this later, as will be shown in his section.
646 Oswalt,Isaiah: 1-39, 24.
847 1bid, 23-24.

648 Oswalt,Isaiah 139, 26.For example, if a preacher preached for 50 years, one would hope his sermons
at the end of his ministry would sound significantly different than the sermons at the beginning of his ministry.
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be similar to the difference in stylerfthe apostle John in his gospel and the book of Revelation.
Authors can change their style and structure as they gain experience in their writings and this
offers a solution to the stylistic problem. Oswalt also argues that the changes in structire in th
second half of the book have been overblown by the critics using computer programs to diagnose

changes that are fairly co®mon within an auth

Second, Oswalt argues that, while it is not common for a prophet to write to people in
advance like Isaiah seems to do iR6H) it is not without precident in the Old Testament. He
cites Ezekiel 3#48, Daniel 711 and Zechariah-83 as similar examples in other prophetic
works®PIf one argues that prophets cannot write in this style, therhas to make divisions in
these other books as well. Therefore, the objections put forth by the critics are not nearly as

unanswerable as once thought.

A second contribution by Oswalt is his argument about the significance tohihg of
| sai ahds message and how this affects authors
God gave Isaiah insight into future events instead of waiting to give knowledge to Jeremiah or
Ezekiel. Critics argue that it makes no sense for God to hage tpaiah future information that
would not impact the nation for over a century. What makes better sense is for the the author of
the second half of the book to have lived when the events occured. However, Oswalt argues that
this information does fit vilh the overall message of the book because it connects with the theme
of Goddés power and Lordship over the nations.

the booktrust in human power, as exemplified in the nations, is foolish, whereas trinstogl,

649 Oswalt,Isaiah 139, 26.

850 | bid.
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the Lord of the nations,iswisend gi ven that Godds triumph over
proof of that power, how should one treat the upcoming defeat at the hands of Babylon that

| sai ah h a%Osfvaltis ¢hereforeratyding that Gosjaae of the coming defeat of

Judah by Babylon, is preparing the nation beforehand so that they will not lose hope in Him and

His ability to overcome nations, but this will only take place when the nation is faithful to God.
Therefore, the predictions ofdBabylonian Exile are necessary to the theology of the book of

| saiah and are relevant to the times of 1|saia

the book as an argument for the single authorship position.

J.A. Motyer
J Alec Motyer (1924016) was principal of Trinity College in Bristol, England and was
a noted scholar on the book of Isaiah, publishing his WagkProphecy of Isaiaim 1993.
While Motyer used many of the same arguments for single authorship as his predecessors, he
also adled a few unique arguments to the discussion. First, Motyer argued that the critics that say
it would be impossible for Isaiah to have predicted a Babylonian exile simply do not understand
hi st or y. Thereis momeaed te find dnything difficult®rt r ange i n | sai ahods
Babylonian captivity. Babylon was plainly a world power; MerodBelladan had already once
achieved a bal ance %*saigh s notareatingia néhenatiom utisa mi a . o

merely arguing that one of the natiorigtee world during his time period will one day come to

651 Oswalt,Isaiah: 1-39, 27.

652 Motyer, Isaiah26.
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invade Judah and take them away into ékitélotyer argues that, while the prediction does

require prophetic ability, it is not so unique as critics try to make it out to be.

Second, Motyeralsoadde s sed the critics who argue t ha
relevant to his own time period by arguing that Isaiah never states and may himself not have
known that the Babylonian exile would be as far off as it ended up being in history. He wrote,
A | s aaysandthing about a gap of a hundred years between prediction and fulfilment. It is a
caricature to claim he said, o6Dondét worry! 1In
so%Botyer argues that the i mmiwteaheithemhamayr e of
not have known the timeline of events or he did not share that timeline with the nation. The
message itself then would be very relevant to his own culture because they would not have
known if the event was happening next week or aucghater; all they knew was that judgment

would come on them if they did not repent and turn back to the Lord.

Third, Motyer argued that the differences between the first half of the book and the
second half of the book are not because it was writtendif§eaent author, but because the first
half of the book contained sermons and the second half of the book contained Gitikigie
Edward Young had already proposed a similar idea, Motyer fleshed out the idea in a more
substantially. He argued thatagnmatical and stylistic changes can vary greatly if one is

speaking rather than writing and therefore that may help to explain the stylistic differences in the

3This is not |ike someone in 1500 A.D. predicted t!
invade their nation, as the United States of America did not exist during that time. Babylon did already exist and was
even a major player in internationalemts for thousands of years.

654 Motyer, Isaiah, 33.

555 bid, 35. Herbert Wolf makes a similar type of argument, but instead argues that the book is like 1 and 2
Ti mot hy . Sielar® i Girhothg and Zimd Timothy in that the two halves were writteifferent times
dur i ng | &Wolf, interpreting I9aiahe36.
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two halves of the book. Indeed, Motyer argued that the second half of the book contains no
histar i ¢ a | narratives and therefore may have bee
but probably later in his ministry than many of his early preaching sermons when he still had

access to the kings of Judah and to the palace.

Finally, Motyer, likeOswalt and others, made his own thematic argument of the book
that centered around the single authorship view. He argued that the theme of the Holy One of
|l srael , | sai ahds speci al name for Yahweh, was
appearingalmost equally in both sectiof% Second, he argued that the six major foci of the first
half of the book, the Lord as Lord of history (1015), his supremacy over idols (2i2D), the
remnant (8:1120), God and sinner reconciled through atonement,(Bi@i restored (1:2&7)
and the Davidic Messiah (9:1), all show up again in the second half of the book in various
ways. This evidences a theological unity within the book that Motyer argued could have only
come from the hand of a single autfrMotyer then built on the foundation of his
predecessors, updated and expounded on some of their work and added his own insight and

arguments to the single author posittéh.

Alan Millard
Alan Millard, Rankin Professor Emeritus of Hebrew and Ancient Senaitiguages, and

Honorary Senior Fellow at the School of Archaeology, Classics and Egyptology in the

556 Motyer, Isaiah, 37.

87 |bid, 37.

658 Another area that points toward single authorship is linguistic evidence, which points to an earlier date
for Isaiah 4066 in comparison to other books, such as Ezekiel which dates to the Exile. For a more thorough

analysis, sedar k F. R o o kighr406 6ft D athiant g Dloses t he L Wesgninstest i ¢ Evi den
Theological Journab8 (1996): 30312.
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University of Liverpool, offered additional insight from his discipline into the process of how
Isaiah would have written his prophecies down throughout mstry, which culminated in the
Book of Isaiah itself. In countering the idea that Isaiah either could not have or chose not to write

down his prophecies, Millard writes,

Why may not a prophet have kept records of his words over several years, dudhg whi
the content and his style may have changed, added to them, arrangedsiadged
them, quoted from them in later utterances and eventually created his own collection a
decade or more later? The impression often received of a prophet delivering$égene
then disappearing from the scene, showing no more concern for his utterances, is
misleading®®®
Thus, Millard argues that if Isaiah was spending his entire life as a prophet and was given
predictions that he knew were going to be important in the future, then it makes sense that he

would have written some of these prophecies down and collected dhéutuire generations.

Second, Millard argues that other Jewish Scriptures and other Ancient Near Eastern
writings offer comparati ve e XThendehbresvepigmphicpr ophe
corpus illustrates the availability of writing, the bei 6 Al | a and Egyptian text
lengthier compositions than the oracles in cuneiform. The Mari letters certainly exhibit a
readiness to write the pr op#&inalycMilardargiss as s oo
that because some of | saiah6s predictions wer
words would have demanded preservation, especially with so many future predictions that had

yet to be fulfilled®®! It is not as if Isaialelaimed to be a prophet, made only long term

Al an Millard, fATake a Large -Wr Wti nhgnd alGhesiphando Wr i
Isaiah and Psalms: A Festschrift to hondnofessor John Emerton for his eightieth birthdagl. Katharine J. Dell,
Graham Davies, and Yee Von Koh (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 112.

660 hid, 117.

IMi | | ard, fATake a Large Writing Tableto, 117.
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predictions and then passed, but instead made many predictions that were fulfilled in his own

life, thus marking him as a true prophet.

Conclusion

There may never be enough evidence to convince critical ssivatese presuppositions
deny the supernatural inspiration that Isaiah ben Amoz wrote the entire book of Isaiah. However,
this appendix has shown that there is much internal evidence within the book itself that argues
for sinleauthorship. The belief th#daiah wrote the entire book is not only plausible and
defendable, but still has strong support in the world of acad®Mghile critical scholars have
brought arguments against the sinrglghor view, none have definitively proven that Isaiah
could and @i not write the entire boo%® These arguments combined with the testimony of the
New Testament and near unanimous historical support prior to 1700 AD show that the defense

for single authorship can still be maintained with academic integrity.

662Indeed, even if archaeology were to find a complete bookaddl that was dated in th€ @entury,
critical scholars would still argue that it would not prove that Isaiah was the sole author of the book.

563 Unless one argues that prediction itself is impossible and therefore Isaiah could not possibly have
written the book.
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Appendix B: Did the Book of Isaiah Create Monotheism in Judaism?

One of the critical challenges in discussing Old Testament theology is the debate on what
exactly the Old Testament believers believed about Yahweh and when they believed it. Critical
scholars hve maintained that true monotheism did not develop in Judaism until after the
Babylonian Exile. By contrast, conservatives argue that Judaism has always been a monotheistic
religion, at least in faith if not in practice. This is important in the apologetiphasis of Isaiah
because it identifies whether  @entury prophet could have argued for monotheism. This
appendix will first address monotheism throughout the Old Testament and then take a closer look

at monotheism specifically in the book of Isaiah.

Monotheism in the Old Testament

Dating Issues

The first major issue that arises in trying to describe the development of monotheism is
Israel is = when this occurred. Critical scholars argue that monotheism only developed after the
Babylonian Exile while conservative scholars argue that Judaism was alwaptheistic®*
The Old Testament books at the center of this debate are Deuteronomy and Isaiah. Critical
scholars place the final composition of both of these works very late, during the exilic or Persian
peri od. Day writes, 0 aesaxplctexpressianiythelprepghet m wa s

Deuterelsaiah in the exile and became fully operative in the-posti | i c®°Bmithi od . 0

664 Critical scholars argue that this was a long process over a long period of time, when Judaism moved
from polytheism to henotheism to monolatry and finally
Deuteralsaiah, in the exilic period, Israelwasomm e or | ess henotheistic, and after
Matthew J. Lynch, #AMapping Monot hei sm: Mbdeluss of Monot h
Testamenturf4, no. 1 (2014): 47This will be addressed in the next section.

665 John Day Yahweh and the Gods and Goddesses of Cadaamnal for the Study of the Old Testament
Supplement Series 265 (London: Sheffield Academic Press, 200022228
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