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The euteronomıstıc Retouching O7 che
OTtf ezekıa 225 Kgs 20,12-19

Frıstopher Begg Washıngton

FOor have intr1igu« DV the AaCCOuntT. OT the Babylonıan
Dassy Hezekıah 1n Kgs ,12-19//Isa 39 : 1-8 tChe Varıous quest1ions
pOSEed DV 1 th1ıs Study wısh fOocus ONe partıcular feature Of the
AaCCOuUunNn: 1,.e. ezekiah's eV have T rom tTar COUN’  v (ba’u
me ?eres rel_15q:;h) © 1N KgS 20 ,14b. The STatement S: wıthın the 1nı 4al

exchange between Isaıahn Hezekıah following the EeNVOovS’ de  ure 4

KgS 20,14
Then Isaıah the prophet Kiıng Hezekiah, and sald at
these Say? whenCe Chev VOou:‘  b Hezekıah sald, "’I'hey
Navı from far ULy, £from ylon  »”

has Often noted, Hezı repliv Isaiah's question 1ea-
VeSs the prophet’'s OS wnhılLle respond1ing NL: SECONd wıth
superfluous verbıage- simple YCM wOould have sutfficed Wıth
ıntention then does the narrator place ezekıah's 1ips the Ot1ıo0ose rhetori-
cal £lourısh eV have from Tar LA here? the Gr
earch varıety O suggestions have pPUt OTYWATt CAhIS OT:
PLODOSE that, Lik!  D the aCcCcoun whole, the phrase 1 SM the

Nng's self-satisfied vanı the fact that ENVOYS COM afar”
1S5 ÖT A1Ss importance FOr Others the expression deflect

dampen sajiah's SUSP1C1OUS probing surely, ez would Saylng here,

5 tA1'S S  UdV ımıt consıderations CO the Kings version.
See Kıngs 20:12-19 Element OTt the Deuteronomistıc History, CBO
48 (1986) 27-38; The Reading aAat Kings E3 (1986) 339-341
SO B, DUHM, Das uch Jesaja KAT GÖttingen, 1892, 284; Ca ME IN-
HOLD , Dıie Jesajaerzählungen, ttıngen, 15-16, s 1 - BENZINGER, Dıe
Bücher der Könige (KHCAT), Freiburg KBa 1899 , 187; D SANDA , Das wel-
Te uch der Könige HAT Münster, 193472.; 308.



the PCO] NMOLE important CONCEeLNS eEMbasSsSY £from TemMmOte

country C 4: Others hold that the ase represents Hezekiah's attempt

egitimatıng An1ıs pLay the ENVOYS V intimatın that uıcCch CX

pansive gesture the due OT those had t+raveled (

ACKROYD , ET hıs part, wıtn referenCce prophetic es OT the Ormu La

„ country” opines that the Narrator makes2 here, wıtn (

witting 1rOoNYy, OT +he EeNVOovS ' COMLNG £rom the Jews” ÖT

ExXx1L.ie  v
conclude th1ıs S} by not1ing ONM& final suggest1ion 1 1ikew1ıse

st1tutes the po1int OT departure PE proposals. suggestion STEMS

from A wIr1ıtes:

alealam VD pr 1la nicht ıLL UurC] se1lnen er 1n

elnem milden erscheınen assen. Religion wohl

die Üpfung fre! Bezıehungen mM1L1t he1:  SC verhaßt,

wurde eın Unterschied gemacht zwischen nahen ernen VOöLlL-

kern; vgl. O56
3  Z the above remark helpful particularly TTOr i1ts suggest1on Chat, 1ın

attempting ascertaın the precise ÖE the phrase under discuss1ıon,

ONe Oug] NOT OVer L00)| the wider ın whıch 1t- and the SUurrounding
narratıve igures, 1,e. the Deuteronamistıc 1S (hereafter Dtr) When

th1Ss 15 done Owever, 4 apparent that readers Of would nOoOt have

encounter: the phrase Of KgS 20 ,14b ‚TE GEn advance preparation IleN-

conditioning. Rather, EHRL.LCH intımates, already IM the rar Law'  v Of

Deut 20,10-187, ON finds formulation anticipating that used DY Hezekıah,

SO S.U. 7 A OB. Der Prophet Jesaja KEH) , Leipzig, 1854 287:; AÄA.

DILLMANN, Der Prophet Jesala KEB) , Leipz1g, 1890° , 344; H. WILDBERGER,
Jesaja D ‚KAT Ne  irchen-Vluyn, 1982 VLELL
SO C.U. 7 e 1 The Prophec1ies Of Isaiah I London, 18824, 232; D

BOUTFLOWER , The O0k ÖT Isaıah I1-XXX1X lın the L1iıght ÖOf the Assyrian Monu-

ments, London, 1930, 143; Hs 7 The ‚O0k OÖf Isaiah D En 1941,
. V
An Interpretation OT Babylonıan Exiıle: Study Kiıngs 2 Isaıan
38-39, D (1974), 329-352, 338-339 anı g k

ndglosse u DE hebräischen Bıbel T LeilpZ1g, 1912, 141.
In what ollows speak Yroughout Of the ed1iıtor Ot Dtr the Deuteron0o0-

mıst, stracting YOM ontempor discussıon TO whether Dtr DILIE—-
presents work Oof O11  D rather several Deuteronom1sts. The d1ıs-
cussion 1S reviewed 1ın detail a the reCcent Utrecht Dissertatıon OT

BECKING, De nderg: Varn Samarıa. Historische, exegetısche theolog1-
sche Opmerkingen bı) Koningen E 1986, 140-166
On thıs and related eXts, sSe - ROFE, The aws of Warfare Iın the O0k



120 the reference iın 20715 "+he C1ıties whıch Far from yVOU
(harthoqot M1 mm ka mS“od ar  Ng C1tiıes S1 Deut 0,10-11
en7]oins Israel shouLld er them Ö PCACE prior NIg
under seige. NS thıs ground, Hezek1. about the ENVOYS ’
COMLNG hım Trom ‚v wOouLld surely insınuate the reader Oft

tchat, Ln treating wıth them he Hezekıah WdS only NI ı17
accordance wıth the Deuteronom1Cc Ordiınance. ın Oing, the reader might
further CONC. the king hardlıy deserved the penalty announced Dy
Isaıah ın 17-18

Ther:« 15 however, another relevant text Of NOT. C1ited Dy EHRLICH, a
&, the aCCOuUNTtT OT the makıng OT the Israel1ıte-Gibeoni: COVenAaAnNntT 1N JOS

g 327 Twice wıthın tCh1ıs ONE encounters formulations 1MmM1LL1ar
that used e2z Kgs 20 , LN 9,6 the AaVer "£rOom

Tar COUNTIYV Nave (me’?eres r“hogäh ba?’nu) y while 1ın 9,9 chey Aassert

"£from Tar COUNTLYV have (me?eres r“högqgaäh m“ *?5d ba’u VOUL SS -

vants. M Accepting these false) AaSSuranCcCeSs about the Gibeonı “ faraway"
origins 275 faith, the Israelites, acting, ONeEe understands, 1n accordan-

wıth the prescr1iption ÖOf Deut ,10-15, pProceed treaty W1ıth them

(9= Even though the1ir OiNg this, obJjectively SPE:  Ng, involves V10-
on * the requirement Of Deut ,16-18 that the prior ı.tants Of the

Otf Israel-, whom, Oft COUL’SES, the do, 1Ln PaCet: ‚ONg-
exterminated, the sraeliı suffer re  on Yahw:  s But

NOVW y SUggest, the NU1LVEe Treader OT cOould ar faı Ca
ÖTr the Gibeonites claıms about TÄSir plLace Of origin 1n JOS 9,6. V1

SUpräa) UupO] meeting Hezek1. ımı lar expression 1n KOS 20,14b. The

question 15 yucgh: S  at wOould that "scho" SUggeEST the eader

Deuteronomy : The1ir Or1igıins, Lntent anı Positivyityv, SO'T 3° (1985) 23-44
Recalıl Lln this connectıon the ng-standıng scholarly CONCEUeNSUS that the
hıstorical substratum OÖOf the entıre narratıve Öof Kgs 0,12-19 1S the
attempt DV Merodachbaladan LO 1LNduCe Hezekıah CO join hım Ln ntı-
Assyrıan PaCct= S 6! the cCommentarıes.
On ch1is text, sS66. 6 SCHÄFER-LICHTENBERGER, Das gıbeonitische Bündnıs
Ll1Mm Lıchte deuteronomischer Kr1ıegesgebote. Z UM Verhältnis VO: Tradition
un Interpretation Lln Jos 9I (1986) 58-81.



the appropriate evaluation Ooftf ezekiah's ANg wıth the CINVOYS "£rom
afar"? OU. A 1y  S the implications Of Kgs 11:7-18 notwith-

standing, that Hezekıah whO, just 1Like the sraelite OT Joshua's time,
himselt actıng 1ın faıth CO]  ormı w1ıth the prescriıiption OT Deut 2
1 1n faCct, L deserv1ing OT divine re  on for h1ıs than

they'  7
final fOor COMPAar1ısSoN L1S5 the narratıve Ot the Of Ü V1-

Sitr O LOMON iın Kgs 10,1-10.12. Althoucgh unlıke the PaASSaAYeS Cited PLE”
v1iously, th1ıs narratıive dOE: NOT. emp.Loy the terminology Of Kgs 20 ,14b
such, i1ts OVer: affinities wıth the aCcCcOount O Kgs ,12-19 15 ODbV1OUS

force themse lves the reader's CONSC1OUSNESS when a adsSsS-

sSessment OT Hezek]1. f all, 1Lıkı  D the Babylonıan ECNVOVS , the

(ueen does, L1n fact; hale f rom distant land, STa Of affairs
aCCcording the e)8 Deut 20,10-15, makes peaceable ealings wiıth her
11ıkew1iıse permissiıble. eCO]  V ı IMOTIe significantlv, the COMMFCEheNSLIVE d1S-

play Of h1Ss pPOSSsess1ions g1ıven DV O LOMON (1 Kgs 10,4) CAaNnnOt but Fa s
mind Hezek1]. SI TOr hıs Vısiıtors 2 20443) the Oth: hOw-

SVeL, there 15 ONe NO divergence between the presentations: Solamon’'s

pProvokes announCEMenN: OT divine retribution. Here agaln,
ouch , Just wıth OS 9, quest1ion Aarıses. WOuLld ONE who reads

1Nngs and 1NgS Gs single literarv wOork ask:
where 15 the Lın 'sS responding eren  V the imilar
actıons Oof the 1Nngs

In Vliew, the "superfluity” er the phrase Of Kgs 2053 elil
the assocatıons wiıth Oother Of Deut 20;175: JOs 9,6.9) Ü
EeVOke SUggeSt the conclusıiıon that the expression represen DeuteronOo-

miıstic insertiıion wıthin the pre-eX1stıng narratıve OT Kgs 20,12-19  12_ In

1gl Oft the Oregoing emarks the ıntention behlind the insertion 11ikewise
Clear: 1 wan: mL  ga the stronglyv negatıve impression f Heze-

's suggested DV the narratıve. Such CONCELN the ST
the uteronom1s L5 rea  V understandahble gıven the quite favorable evalua-
tıon Of Hezekiah he artıculates ın Kgs evaluation NS whıch

12 hıs conclusion IMaYy futther confirmed Dvy the observatıon that Ln LCWO
addıtional- and clearly Deuteronomist1ıc-texts E W D eut 29,21;

Kgs 8,41 the S aile construction COMe YXOM far country”" 18 used Ln
ference "foreigner".



the AaCCOuUnN: OT KgsS , 12-19% might welil SEEIMN The DeuteronNO-

mıst TJOCS D  d tOwards obviating th1s discrepan precisely Dvy Ot
ınsertıion er VeSs align ez wıth the sraelite: Ot Oshua's

h1ıs predecessor SoLomon £fides ODbSE@erver Otf the 1aw Ot Deut

WwNO , such , wOuUL L deserv1i1ng Of divine re  on
than Chey.

extent.ıon OT the FOoregO1ng remarks, would Lurther SUggeEeStT that
addıtıiıonal TraCce Of the uteronomist's "Hiskian apologetic ın Kgs , 12-19

perhaps identified 2  a NI poiNt here 15 the amı Lıar
observation that, Lın fact, KgS 20,19 contaıns LESPONSEC DV Hezekıah

salah'’'s dOoom OraCcle 20,17/7-18) , each havıng 1ts introductory
Oormula: wWwayyOo”’mer hizqiyyahu >*e ] y“Sa’yahu tob ACbar yhwh »Ser dibbarta

wayy5 *mer h21o0? ?ım Sra  Salom we ”’emet yıhyeh begämaw. Frequent.ly, T 15
hiıch LS EXC1SCd gloss whıiıch Co wOould Aarı. L1N S  at
SsüeSNSsEe Hezekıah call saiah's prediction L1N ,17-18 (F5b) n  *
SUg9geEeST, however, the alternative sSupposition 1S least equally p.lau-
sıble. however precisely ONE understands ezekijah's Statements 1N

20,19!*, 1CSs OF them clearly makes L "pLOUsS" inpression than the
SEeCONd Accordingly, G doe: cOoNCeivable that 20  a has ntrodu-

precisely Order wunteraCct the lematic image OT

veyed Dy the (earlier) attrıbu ın 202195 TOO; ONe

might 1  en the "interpolater” 1n question the uteronam1ıs see1ng
that 2  a dDPeCALS eViıdenCce the Tendenz the expansion A 2

attribu hım, also because elsewhere 1n varıous, specifically
Deuteronomistics of JOos 21,45  1 23 drn Kgs 8,36.56) Yahı
ar 1S, here, qualified tob

‚On, however, the uteronomist's sens1t.vıty the negative S
Oof Hezekıah 1ın Kgs ,12-19 might also help AaCCOuUn: OT h1ıs ure

13 SO 6.UJ. y DUHM , Jesaja, 286; B. 'TADE W SCHWALLY, The ‚OOk OT Kiıngs
BOT Leipz1g, 1904, 287; r SCHARBER'T , Die Propheten Israels Bb1ıs
VO: Christus, KOLN:; 1963; 269; B BOHNE T' , Überlieferung un! Redaktıon
der Jesajalegenden, Magisterschrift, Hamburg, 1974, 55 ; n WÜRTHWEIN, Die
Bücher der Könige. Kön Kön 25 ATD) Göttıngen, 1984, 438 COon-

objection/question Of s H. GEHMAN, The BooOk
Of Kings DG inburgh, 1951, 510: "But whYyY uch Oobscure interpo-
1atrtion?2”

14 On the point, i the commentarıes.
15 Kgs a 18 attributed CO the Deuteronomist Dy BOHNE'T', Jesajalegenden,



LewOrk the SOUrCenarratıve 1n WAaYV that might el have Spe-
CLI1iCaLlv, ONe notes that saiah's annOoOunCEMeNtT OT ,17-18 has NOT

conformed Kings' typical pattern fOr the pL  ets' roval Judoment
peeches Ln such annOuUunCEMeN: routinely grounded iın accusatıion
ga1ins the Offending ruler (see e.Y-. + Kgs ,9-11: 16,2-4; 21,20-24; KIS
21,10-15; 22,16-17) The OT tn1s ajilure 15 that ONeEe L5 Jetft ın
117-18 with prediction Of dısaster quite un-Deu  nomistically
"hangs 1N che air” wıthout explicit cation a the OLIenNse that
inspired - I thouch , the uteronomist'’'s P his WAaS ,

suggested, dominated Dy the CONCETrN cCOUNteEerAaCt ıLts problematic pOortra-
yal GrX then a 15 erstandable that he wOuUuLd NOtT have
W1S| LMSe. iıntroduce charges galins the king nNnto narratıve lacking
tChem

conclude the PreV1OUS CcCONsıderations briefly addressing question
whıch na SUuggest Chis poinNt WhY, E his CONCETrN Vis-ä-vis
n1ıs haveS the Deut-«  e ]eC the
COUN” Far IMNOLE thorough-going „  pro-Hiskian" reworking, O. better SEFEL,
SIMple Leave ODa asıde altogether In responding thiıs question, would
call attentıion Several points. 1rst, 1ın h1s approach Kgs „12-19%
the Deuteronomist, 1ın Fact, appears have influenced, NOT. ONe single,
but ather DV several, altogether compatıiıble CONCEerNS. the ONeEe hand,
ther' Was A1s interest . —m ameliorating 1ts image Dan Hezekıah noted e

the time, however , the Deuteronomist's freedoam reshape-or ignore-
the narratıve 1imited DV hıs realızation that, 1ın whole Ser;ı1es OfT 1ts
eatures, including partıcularly the annOoOunCEMeN OT ,17-18 wıth all s
negatıve reflections Hezekıah h1s the ONE hiıghly
Su1lted h1is wider PUL DOSCS Specificallyv, have indicated e-

16 Lın thıs connectiıon Oote hat the Chronıcler LN Chr 3832 COMPrCLESSES
the episode T the po1int Of unıntelillıgıbılity- undoubtedly out Oof
CONCEern LOr the image OT Hezekıah, the figure whom he, Ln contras
CO the Deuteronomist, especlally Wwıshes TO highlicht: See further above
ln the exXt.

17 hat the prediction Kgs 0,17-18 1.S nOot the Deuteronomist's (JIW!:
formulation 1-S suggested &.90 . 97 DVy 15s Lack OT dn mentıon the future
ate Oof the Temple and 1ts Yeasures at the hand Of the Babylonians-
contrast Kgs 24:13and 25:13-17 whıch, LN the Deuteronomist's aCcCcount
ÖT the despoilations 597 anı 587 respectively, this poin recelves
partıcular attentiıon.
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re the prediction OT ,17-18 the Deu:  OoNnoaMLıStTt the ss1ibiılı
O1 making the 'ansıtion from the earlier, tr1iumphant "Assyrian  A period OtT

Te history S, Kgs 18,1-20,11) the subsequent, sasterous "Babylonian"
era (2 KIS 21,1-25,30) eaqa.  Z1ing, the Deuteror  ST wOould NOTC, -
clear, have wished e1ilther spense with the narratıve entirely
wOrk S Iın drastiec WaVYV . CCO:  ngly, he confines himselft C1e: C X-

pans1ıons Oof ezekijah's words, while ew1lse, mentioned, refraining £rom

introducing accusatıon 1Nto ,17-18 cOoul but reflect negatiı-
vely Hezekiah. The ÖT th1ıs procedure L1S lLeave the reader
ON wıth the NMyVSTEIYV OT GCOod’'s ]udgments- agalns the gro OT Deu-

teronOMy 20° OS| Kings the penalty imposed TOr Hezek]1.
SCI1eS incamprehensiblyv EXCESS1Ve- whıch only accep wıth the

signation EeV1.|  Cced by the S  Cd he AsCrıbes Hezekıah 20 ,19a
FU DST aCcC influencing the uteronom1s 1ın treating h1s

KgS 20,12-19% he dOoes might briefly noted, hOoOwever . Ultimatelyv,
the Deuteronomist would have adverse leaving- evVen the LEWOL-

narratıve certainly does- AadlOW the figure Of Hezekıah SsSince,
COMparison Of Chronicles SUgIgEeSTS, the Deuteronomist rather

sistentlv PpLayS down the f Hezekıah 1ın Order aCcCcentuate that OT

O0S1. S iın Dtr- Z pears personally £flawless

ing 2

Ultimatelyv then the uteronomist's the earlier narratıve Of

Kgs 20,12-19 appearLs COMPFOMLSE ın he n1ıs ®  St Sa
the divergent impulses that TExt inspired Tn such, the aCCOUNT, CLE

7g 1S, Z  NgLy represents the such COMPFOMLSES whıch shaped
from ARecER: a

Kings 20:12-19, 31-34, 38
19 Also elsewhere the Deuteronomist, 1ın cCOontrast CO the Chronıiıcler,

content Leave 15 consıderable ambıgultvy the correlation between uman
deed an dıvıne sanctıon- S e .9 + 97 Moses' havıng TCO dı1ıe along wıth the
S1711 people (Deut 3,26; A7212 notwıthstandıng his etfforts TO dıssuade
them tHeir S11n (Deut ,„29-31) the misfortunes wWe SsSends
Y1LOUS the b Judean 1ngs.
19 NnOTtT. h1ıs WOTd be &en examplary confession which the EeuUte-
ronom1ıst formukiates wıth intentıon that his Exilic audiıence X  e W
t3Hheir OWN?

21 On A1s point, SsSEe  D 6M ROSENBAUM, Hezekiah's Reform anı Deuteronom1-
S 1E Tradit:zon, 42 (1979) 23-44 See Füurther Il »


