

Introduction
1. A Declaration: Yahweh Is Coming and Acting
Isaiah 40-55 is a prophetic poem, compiled by the bringing together of a number of shorter prophetic messages, designed to turn Judahites from gloom, anxiety, and doubt about themselves and about Yahweh to confidence and commitment for the future. It seeks to get them to see themselves and to see Yahweh in new (but old) ways, to accept declarations about Yahweh’s intentions for Babylon and for Cyrus and about his return to Jerusalem, to see themselves and to see their prophet as Yahweh’s servant, to be ready to return to a renewed Zion-Jerusalem, and to accept the benefits of a renewed covenant. Seeking to fulfil these aims takes it through three main stages:

A challenge to a new belief in Yahweh as the all-powerful God (Isaiah 40-44)
A revelation about Yahweh putting Babylon down (Isaiah 45-48)
A portrait of Yahweh’s servant and of a renewed Jerusalem (Isaiah 49-55)

It relates its message to the time of the conquest of Babylon by Medo-Persia under Cyrus the Great and thus to the situation of the Judahites at the point of transition from Yahweh’s chastisement of his people by means of the Babylonians to his restoration of them by means of the Persians, so that it suggests reference to events about the year 540. 
In the background of the poem is thus the Babylonian subjugation of Judah and the forced migration of many of Jerusalem’s people, which happened four or five decades previously, but it nevertheless reads as ‘crisis literature’ (Römer, ‘L’Ancien Testament’; Römer, ‘Redaction’). It take up a series of ongoing issues (cf. Korpel, ‘Coping’) which may not be problems that all Judahites feel, but are problems that the chapters see as real.

· The city of Jerusalem needs comfort and restoration.
· Many Judahites have a sense that Yahweh has permanently rejected them. 
· They have not faced the fact of the waywardness that led to the catastrophe of 587.
· Present circumstances do not suggest that the Davidic promise stands.
· Judahites in Babylonia have settled down there more permanently than they should.
· They are tempted to turn to Babylonian gods.
· The world order whereby Babylon rules the Middle East looks vulnerable.

The chapters bring these issues out into the open, visualize their resolution, promise action on Yahweh’s part, and urge response on the Judahites’ part. There is overlap though not identity between the issues presupposed in Isaiah 40-55 and in Jeremiah and Ezekiel, and there is  overlap though not identity with the approaches to them and the solutions promised for them that are propounded there (see, e.g., Baltzer, Ezechiel und Deuterojesaja). Ezekiel, for instance, has a more systematic vision for the restoration of Jerusalem and its worship; Isaiah 40-55 has a broader vision for Yahweh’s acknowledgment by the nations. Jeremiah and Ezekiel reaffirm the Davidic promise; Isaiah 40-55 redefines it out of existence in its traditional form. Jeremiah and Ezekiel have a vision for Ephraim as well as Judah; Isaiah 40-55 does not. Jeremiah and Ezekiel work with the reality of Babylonian authority; Isaiah 40-55 works with the reality of Babylonian vulnerability to Medo-Persia.
In seeking to speak to the issues it identifies, Isaiah 40-55:

· Is parenetic in the sense that it aims to change people’s attitude to God and to their own situation, and to be ready for a life-changing move.
· Is didactic in the sense that it presents definitive teaching about God and Israel and the world.
· Is dramatic in that it presents something like an account of God’s shifting dealings with Israel.
· Is narrative in the sense that it something like the emplotted story of a stage in a relationship that moves from a beginning to a conclusion.
· Is dialectical in the sense that it presents something like an account of an ongoing argument between God and his people.
· Is poetic in the sense that it comprises short rhythmic sentences of two or three linked cola using the imagery, language, and syntax of Classical Hebrew poetry.
· Is prophetic in the sense that it makes declarations about coming events and about the significance of current events, which it derives from God.
· Is rhetorical in the sense that that it employs techniques to persuade, engage, and involve its audience and make them think and respond. 

Isaiah 40-55 is a discrete work, a self-contained prophetic poem, but it became part of the much more substantial composition that comprises the Isaiah scroll as a whole. It forms a segment of the scroll between chapters 1-39 and 56-66, with which it has significant points of contact. Henceforth, people who heard the Isaiah scroll read, or who read it for themselves, heard and read Isaiah 40-55 in the context of the chapters that precede and follow, and vice versa.
The chapters that precede Isaiah 40 relate an event late in the time of Isaiah ben Amoz when envoys from an earlier king of Babylon pay a visit to Jerusalem to see King Hezekiah (36.1-37.38). Isaiah subsequently bids Hezekiah:

Listen to the words of Almighty Yahweh. There, days are coming when everything which is in your house and which your ancestors stored up until this day will be carried to Babylon; nothing will remain, Yahweh has said. (39.5)

Hezekiah expresses some relief that there will therefore be well-being and truthfulness
(ואמת שׁלום) in his day. The text continues:

Comfort, comfort my people, 
your God says.	
Speak to Jerusalem’s heart, 
and call out to her. 
Because she has fulfilled her service, 
because her waywardness has been paid for. 
Because she has received from Yahweh's hand 
double for all her offences. (40.1-2)

Nothing formally marks Isaiah 40 as the beginning of a distinct section over against what precedes, still less as a separate work. Sirach consequently sees no break between Isaiah 39 and 40, and reports in his account of Isaiah:

In his days, the sun went backward,
	and he prolonged his life for the king.
By his great spirit he saw the last things, 
and comforted the mourners in Zion. (48.23-24; cf. Akpunonu, Overture, 1)

Justin Martyr likewise sees no break between Isaiah 39 and 40, quoting 39.8 and continuing into 40.1-17 as if Hezekiah continues to speak: 

Isaiah thus foretold John's forerunning: 'And Hezekiah said to Isaiah, Good is the word of the Lord which he spoke: Let there be peace and righteousness in my days’. And, 'Encourage the people; you priests, speak to the heart of Jerusalem, and encourage her, because her humiliation is accomplished.….’ 
(Dialogue with Trypho, 50; cf. *Penner, 545; van Wieringen, ‘Diseased King’)

Isaiah 36-39 has in effect portrayed Jerusalem as needing comfort, as destined in the future to need comfort again, and specifically as having being made like grass and wild plants (Seufert, ‘Reading Isaiah 40’). An audience listening to the Isaiah scroll read sequentially could thus naturally hear Isaiah 40 as continuing from Isaiah 36-39 and offering an encouraging contrast to those chapters with their discouraging aspects (cf. *Seitz, 327-30). Isaiah 39 could be seen as forming a bridge to Isaiah 40-55, and Isaiah 40 could be viewed as forming a bridge with Isaiah 1-39 (Beuken, ‘Major Interchanges’; cf. Cunha, ‘Isaiah 39’; Goswell, ‘Farewell’; Abernethy, ‘Shape and Shaping’). 
Yet Isaiah 40 turns out to address people living a century and a half later than Isaiah ben Amoz and Hezekiah, and some inference, not to say creativity, is required in order to make the link with the chapters that precede. The creativity is evidenced in other early Christian writers’ references to the passage (see *Elliott, 1-2). It will become clear from what follows in chapters 40-55 that 40.1-11 indeed relates to the discouraging circumstances of Judahites quite a while after Hezekiah’s day, and to troubles greater than those related or presaged in Isaiah 36-39. ‘In the space between chs. 39 and 40 is the catastrophe. Chapter 40, and Deutero-Isaiah generally, is a post-catastrophe text. It is thus a work of mourning, and as such spectral,’ ghostly (Landy, ‘Spectrality’, 136). In this sense, ‘a chasm divides ch. 39 from ch. 40’ (Landy, Poetry, 327). Yet Isaiah 40 asserts that the event of 587 and its aftermath were not fatally far-reaching (Kostamo, ‘Mind the Gap’). It introduces a declaration that a black hole is now filled, a silence now broken (Poulsen, Black Hole, 19-29, 250-57). To offer a contrast to the observation in b. Batra 14b that ‘Isaiah is full of comfort’, one could say that ‘Isaiah is all about exile—but in a way it is not about exile at all’ (Landy, ‘Exile’, 241).

Directly after the start of this chapter, the implied reader appears to be situated after the crisis announced in chapter 39 …. The crisis itself, however, is present in the text only in the form of an ellipse between chapters 39 and 40, that is, between the unresolved narrative, anticipating the crisis, which is in fact the most difficult narrative text for the implied reader, and the new discursive text (discourse), taking place after the crisis. (van Wieringen, ‘Sirach 48:17-25’, 194).

The chasm is not wholly filled in Isaiah 40, in that chapters 36-39 might cause readers to wonder about Yahweh’s promise to David, and this question is left unattended until at least 42.1-7 (Beuken, ‘Unity’). In Isaiah 1-39 David is a significant figure, whereas insofar as the idea of a new David features in Isaiah 40-55, it is radically reworked (cf. Clements, ‘Zion’; Barstad, ‘Isa. 40’; Hagelia, ‘Divine Election’). Meanwhile, however, the remembering of Isaiah such as characterizes Isaiah 36-39 

shaped, in the main, a mnemonic narrative whose focus moves directly from the world encountered in Isa 39 to that of Isa 40. This is a narrative in which life under exile is bracketed to a large extent and as such, it is a narrative that tends to be preferred in the discourse of Yehud, in which actual references to life outside the land or the pre-‘restoration’, post-586 Babylonian period in Judah tend to be marginal. Isaiah reflects well and reinforces the social mindscape of Yehud in terms of what is worthy of being remembered. (Ben Zvi, ‘Isaiah’, 377)

The new major segment of the Isaiah scroll that begins in Isaiah 40 comprises poetry rather than prose and continues in this way for some 640 lines, sixteen ‘chapters’ by the medieval reckoning. The chapters have a broad coherence and a broadly consistent poetic form that differs from those of chapters 1-39 and (for instance) from Amos or Jeremiah. They have no superscription such as the ones that introduce prophetic books. In thus lacking any formal indication of a transition, Isaiah 40.1 compares with Isaiah 24.1 and 28.1, though in form and content Isaiah 40 stands in sharper contrast to the preceding chapter than Isaiah 24 and 28 do in relation to the chapters that precede them. Isaiah 40-55 also parallels sequences such as Jeremiah 1-6 or Ezekiel 40-48 or Isaiah 13-23 in being a compilation from earlier messages that is part of a broader prophetic scroll, yet it differs from them in being a compilation of material that overtly dates from a period much later than that of the prophet whose name appears at the head of the total collection.
MT does identify 40.1 as the beginning of a new chapter-like section in Isaiah by means of a petuḥah, leaving the previous line ‘open’ and starting a new line for a new section; it is marked by פ in printed texts of MT. 1QIsa and 4QIsb mark 40.1 similarly with a new line, and a new synagogue lection begins at this point. This fits with the contrast between the form of 40.1-11, with its biddings and affirmations in verse, and the narrative form of the preceding chapters. The contrast might also suggest a transition of some kind. The chapters that follow will establish that it is indeed the beginning of a new segment of the Isaiah scroll, as the content of the biddings about comfort that open chapter 40 stand in contrast to the generally confrontational and menacing nature of Isaiah 1-39 as a whole. 
Then, after the sixteen chapters, the text goes on:

Yahweh has said this:

Guard the exercise of judgment, 
and do what is right,
Because my deliverance is near to coming,
and my right-doing to manifesting. 
The good fortune of the one who does this,
	yes, the person who holds fast to it,
Who guards the Sabbath rather than profaning it,
	and guards his hand rather than doing any wrong. (56.1-2)

The first two couplets here need not mark a distinction of perspective from Isaiah 40-55, and before this new chapter MT has only a setumah, a ‘closed’ space in the middle of a line (marked by ס in printed texts of MT) which suggests a division more like a paragraph break than a chapter break, a petuḥah.  On the other hand, the transition to talk of the Sabbath suggests the text taking a new direction, as does the concern with foreigners and eunuchs in the following lines. Isaiah 56-66 as a whole goes on to interweave moral and religious confrontation with encouragement in a way that follows on from 56.1-8 and differs from Isaiah 40-55.  It will turn out to have its own distinctive focus, structure and agenda. The contents of the drama in 40.1-11 with its encouragement and challenge to faith and hope cohere with what will follow in chapters 40-55, but it is not clear that problems that are presupposed by Isaiah 40 have exactly been resolved by the end of Isaiah 40-55, and most of them are still problems in the background of Isaiah 56-66 and of Haggai and Zechariah and Ezra-Nehemiah. 
2. Isaiah 40-55 as a Dramatic Poem
Isaiah 40-55 is a dramatic poetic work giving an account of Yahweh’s involvement with his people from the old things through his recent silence to the new things (Hendy, ‘Second Isaianic Mirroring’, 208). It structures its story in the manner of a drama, in some ways like a trial (*Seitz, 348-49). It implies a dramatic story about actual or possible events. It comprises a sequence of units that constitute ‘acts’ in a more literal sense than might apply to the Isaiah scroll as a whole (Berges, ‘Isaiah: Structure’, 157). It is a drama that also carries prophetic or parenetic implications, bringing good news and challenge. Like any prophetic or parenetic work, it would be declaimed to the community, like a drama. As a piece of dramatic, poetic parenesis, it is not an example of a genre that can be compared with other examples in the Tanak, except perhaps Job. It is the longest poetic work in the Tanak except for Job. Yet as an argument or exhortation or announcement or account of Yahweh’s intentions, in general terms it does parallel other works belonging to genres that feature within the Tanak and are instanced from elsewhere in the ancient Near East, and as a dramatic poetic composition with a  religious framework it can be compared with European works such as those of Dante or Milton. It comprises a collection of prophetic poems or poetic prophecies that have been assembled so as to become something like a single long quasi-narrative or dramatic whole. It is more a prophetic and rhetorical work than a lyrical one like the Song of Songs or a confessional prayer like Psalm 119 or a didactic poem like Proverbs 31.8-31 or other poems within Proverbs or a reflective work like Qohelet. 
Like long poems from other cultures, it does implicitly divide into chapters or cantos, segments that are to some extent self-contained and make sense in themselves but that gain further sense as parts of a whole. Yet it is not an overtly structured composition like Lamentations, which more explicitly distinguishes separate poems with concrete markers of structure such as the use of an acrostic form. In Isaiah 40-55, one message leads into another with few such explicit markers. There is movement through the chapters, but this movement has a spiral as much as a linear character (cf. Barstad, A Way, 20, following Pfeifer,  ‘Amos’, 443; Börtnes, 'Lineœritet). It works a little like some (post)modern novels and movies, and it might be more appropriately compared with a symphony or a suite than with a piece of Aristotelian rhetoric (a comparison *Gitay suggested). 
The medieval scholars who divided the Scriptures into chapters divided Isaiah 40-55 into sixteen units, and some of their divisions work well, though this commentary rethinks them and understands the composition as comprising seventeen units or cantos, plus a prologue and a finale. In length, these cantos are thus on average similar to the chapters in the medieval scheme, and they sometimes correspond to them. The seventeen comprise three parts or acts that respectively have five, four, and six cantos, plus the prologue and finale. The cantos then subdivide into sections, or stanzas (to use a term from poetry), or beats (to use a term from drama). Some cantos correspond to an original complete message. In other cantos their subdivisions correspond to an analysis of the nature of the material as a collection of originally discrete messages: for instance, stanzas such as 42.18-25, 43.1-7, 8-13, and 14-21 likely each began as a self-contained message delivered by a prophet on an occasion such as a community gathering of the kind that Ezekiel describes. A canto such as 42.18-43.21 then comprises a compilation of such messages, adapted where necessary and turned into a sequence with a message of its own, and Isaiah 40-55 comprises a compilation of such cantos. While Isaiah 40-55 parallels compilations  such as Jeremiah 1-6 or Ezekiel 40-48 or Isaiah 13-23, it differs from them in being an assemblage with an essential dramatic, quasi-narrative structure. It could not have followed some other order without the significance of the whole being markedly affected.
Within Isaiah 40-55 there is a major transition between chapters 40-48 and 49-55. The former focus on Jacob-Israel, on arguing for the sole deity of Yahweh, and on the role of Cyrus as deliverer. The latter focus on Jerusalem-Zion and on Yahweh’s servant, pictured more in individual terms than was the case earlier. In pre-modern study, chapters 40-48 could be seen as applying to the community in exile in Babylon, chapters 49-55 as relating more to God's ultimate (‘eschatological’) purposes. In modern study, the distinction has sometimes been seen as implying that chapters 40-48 derive from the eve of the fall of Babylon and chapters 49-55 from a little later. Structurally the commission to leave Babylon in 48.20-21 signals the end of the first half of the collection, with the comment in 48.22 being a supplementary end-marker. These features fit with suggestions that chapter 48 marks the end of a stage in the prophet's ministry (e.g., Haran, ‘Literary Structure’) or the end of the material that comes from the prophet known as ‘Second Isaiah’ (e.g., *Morgenstern) or the end of a first edition of the compilation (e.g., van Oorschot, von Babel). 
While the distinction between chapters 40-48 and 49-55 broadly works, the very beginning of chapters 40-48 compromises it. Its first canto, 40.1-11, focuses on the restoration of Jerusalem-Zion through the return of the sovereign Yahweh, but this will not be the material’s subsequent focus until chapters 49-55. Meanwhile, 40.12-31 introduces a focus on the restoration of Jacob-Israel and the assertion of Yahweh’s sovereignty in the world, which will be the focus of chapters 41-48. The opening chapter in Isaiah 40-55 thus introduces what will turn out to be two major concerns of chapters 40-55 as a whole, the present and future of Jerusalem-Zion and of Jacob-Israel. It comprises a double prologue to the poem, 40.1-11 relating to the poem as a whole but especially its later part, 40.12-31 relating to what will immediately follow.
Isaiah 40 introduces another feature of the composition’s opening cantos, their indeterminacy of reference. They do not explicitly refer to Babylon, to the Babylonian gods, or to Cyrus, as later chapters will. The audience has to work with this indeterminacy, not thinking to resolve it in too resolute or exclusive a fashion, but waiting for specificity to emerge. In Isaiah 40-55 the argument proceeds in part by allusiveness and by a gradual move towards specificity. Attending to it involves following the text as it unfolds, then listening in the light of what has preceded and hearing echoes of that, and recognizing that what can now be seen in earlier cantos was an anticipation of what features at this later point. It involves reconsidering the significance of what featured earlier, and letting that cast light on what now features, in the light of where it has in fact led. While it thus involves guessing where the text must lead, identifying questions it will need to clarify, listeners are wise not to imagine too far ahead as they listen, and readers are wise not to turn the page too easily, in order that they may discover answers from what actually follows. They do not at the earlier point know what that is, and they are invited to wait for it. Allusiveness at one point must be allowed to be what it is, if listeners and readers are to do justice to this part of the text. They must allow for the possibility that apparent clarity at one point may turn out to be an illusion, in that the next chapter may mystify it. At the end they may eventually look back profitably over the way they have walked, though not in a fashion that makes the journeying redundant. This image is intrinsic to Isaiah 40-55 itself: the text's talk of a journey becomes a figure of the journey on which it takes its audience. 
In the double prologue in chapter 40 the dramatic poem thus begins by making no concrete references to places or events, beyond Jerusalem-Zion and Jacob-Israel. Isaiah 41-44 then  comprises a series of four patterned sequences of units, the first pair comprising 41.1-20 and 41.21-42.17, the second pair comprising 42.18-43.21 and 43.22-44.28. The first pair again names no names, but in the developing drama, the naming of Babylon in 43.14-21 and of Cyrus in 44.24-28 brings Part One of the poem to its climax.
Part Two, Isaiah 45-48, takes the drama further. The named entities come to have the prominence. MT has no chapter divisions between 45.13 and 48.17, but the medieval chapter division plausibly sees chapters 45-48 as four coherent units, relating to Cyrus (ch. 45), to Babylon's gods, now also named for the first time (ch. 46), to Babylon itself (ch. 47), and to the implications for Jacob-Israel (ch. 48). The drama comes to an interim conclusion in 48.20-22 with a bidding to people to depart from Babylon. Except that it also brings to a climax its confrontation of Jacob-Israel for its deafness and blindness (42.18-25), its offences and waywardness (43.21-28), its quarrelling (45.9), its strong mindedness (46.12), and its failure in truthfulness and faithfulness (48.1). So Part Two concludes with the solemn assertion that there is no well-being for the faithless (48.22). In this way the heightened confrontational tone of chapter 48 embodies a mystifying of clarity which accompanies a clarifying of mystery.
Part Three of the poem opens with an ‘I’ testimony in 49.1-6 which begins to take up the great unsolved problem about Jacob-Israel on which chapter 45-48 has eventually focused, and also takes up the brief  ‘I’ testimony in 48.16b. Thematically, chapters 49-54 as a whole is characterized by an alternating focus on the testimony, experience, and destiny of Yahweh’s servant (49.1-13; 50.4-11; 52.13-53.12) and on the pleas, experience, and destiny of the woman-city (49.14-50.3; 51.1-52.12; 54.1-17). Whereas Part One was mostly a succession of sequences and Part Two a succession of single units, Part Three interweaves sequences and single units, which come in pairs. At the end of the second pair, a renewed announcement of well-being and of deliverance to Zion and a renewed bidding to depart (52.7-12) looks as if it closes off the drama that began in Part One and came to a first climax at the end of Part Two. Thus 52.7-12 is an interim end-marker comparing with the one in 48.20-22, and 52.7-10 forms an inclusio with 40.1-11 in connection with Jerusalem-Zion, and 52.11-12 constitutes another commission to depart (see, e.g. *Zapff). Yet 52.13-53.12 now follows, taking further the pressing question that 49.1-6 and 50.4-11 began to answer, and 54.1-17 bids rejoicing in the reality of well-being in a way that might again suggest closure. While 49.1-52.12 have in common an identifying of Yahweh’s servant as ‘I’ and of the woman-city as Jerusalem-Zion, 52.13-54.17 have in common a return to the lack of concrete reference that characterized the opening chapters of the drama. Yahweh’s servant is no longer ‘I’, and the woman-city is no longer identified. Anonymity of reference continues in 55.1-13, invitations and biddings that form the drama’s finale.
The chapters thus unfold as follows: 

Prologue: 40.1-11 	Yahweh is returning to Jerusalem-Zion

Part One: 40.12-44.28 	
Yahweh’s sovereignty affirmed before Jacob-Israel and his deliverance of Jacob-Israel

40.12-31 	Yahweh the creator who has Jacob-Israel's destiny in hand
41.1-20 	Yahweh's power and his commitment to his servant Israel
41.21-42.17 	Yahweh's power and his intention regarding his servant
42.18-43.21 	Yahweh's commitment to blind and deaf Israel
43.22-44.28 	Yahweh's intention for Israel and for Cyrus and the uselessness of images

Part Two: 45.1-48.22	
Yahweh's initiative regarding Cyrus and his action against Babylon

45.1-25 	Yahweh’s commissioning of Cyrus
46.1-13 	The fall of Babylon's gods
47.1-15 	The fall of Ms. Babylon
48.1-22 	Yahweh’s challenge to Jacob-Israel

Part Three: 49.1-54.17 	
Yahweh’s work through his servant and his restoration of Jerusalem-Zion 

49.1-13 	Yahweh’s servant’s questioning and Yahweh’s response
49.14-50.3 	Ms. Zion’s protest and Yahweh’s response
50.4-11 	Yahweh’s servant’s present testimony and the implications
51.1-52.12 	The awakening of Yahweh and of Jerusalem-Zion
52.13-53.12 	Yahweh’s servant exalted, afflicted, recognized, fruitful
54.1-17 	The woman-city abandoned and renewed

Finale: 55.1-13 		Yahweh’s summons and promise

While Isaiah 40-55 thus works as a dramatic whole, the passages that make it up can be read at a number of levels. Readers can consider

Stanzas or sections within chapters or cantos: e.g.,  
40.1-2, 3-5, 6-8, 9-11, within 40.1-11
40.12-17, 18-20, 21-24, 25-26, 27-31, within 40.12-31
41.1-7, 8-16, 17-20 within 41.1-20
Chapters or cantos within the parts of the poem to which they belong: 
e.g., 40.12-31 or 41.1-20, within Part One
Parts or acts within the poem: 	
e.g., 40.12-44.28 or 45.1-48.22 within the composition as a whole	

Partly because of the spiral character of the material, different readers may properly have different understandings of the interrelationships of units. The outline above sees 42.10-17 as the conclusion of what precedes, but Eva Hessler, for instance, sees it as the introduction to what follows (‘Gott der Schöpfer', 99). There is likewise some ambiguity over the transition from the fourth spiral to the chapters on Cyrus (see the Introduction to 43.22-44.28). Isaiah 49.1-6 can be seen both as leading from Isaiah 48 and as leading into Part Three of the poem. Isaiah 55, which concludes chapters 40-55, can also be seen as introducing chapters 56-66. Descriptions of the structure of chapters 40-55 can thus differ, though they have features in common, as is the case with descriptions of a musical work. Strong themes develop and strong structural markers sometimes appear, while there are other themes or structural markers that different interpreters may appropriately highlight in different ways. Anti Laato (Servant, 12-14) thus presents two understandings of the macro-structure of chapters 40-55 (the second, which Laato credits simply to ‘Webster’, overlaps with the one in this commentary). Consideration of a number of possible ways of making divisions in the Isaiah scroll as a whole and within Isaiah 40-66 can throw light on the text (see, e.g., Ehring, Rückkehr, Albertz, ‘Darius’; Tiemeyer, ‘Continuity’).
It can thus be illuminating to read individual stanzas or sections against the background of their having started off life as self-contained prophetic messages, and also in the context of their cantos. It can be illuminating to read individual cantos as self-contained sequences or messages, and also in the context of the part in which they feature. It can be illuminating to read each part as an entity in itself, and also in the context of Isaiah 40-55 as a whole. It can be illuminating to read the poetic composition as a whole and also in the context of the Isaiah scroll, like sequences such as Jeremiah 1-6 or Ezekiel 40-48 or Isaiah 13-23 which are compilations from earlier messages that have some coherence of their own but appear within a broader scroll and ultimately need to be understood in this context. Further, the eventual location of chapters 40-55 within the context of the Isaiah scroll means that people who hear or read Isaiah 40-55 as part of the scroll do so against a background at least some decades after 540, so that a historical understanding of the chapters could include a consideration of what they would mean to listeners or readers in those decades, let alone what they would mean to listeners or readers in subsequent contexts.
3. The Poetic Nature of Isaiah 40-55
The closing lines of Isaiah 39 and the opening lines of Isaiah 40 are quoted above in translation, the former laid out as prose and the latter as verse.  However, in what is likely the oldest surviving manuscript of Isaiah, 1QIsa, the close of Isaiah 39 and the opening of Isaiah 40 appear as continuous text, though with 40.1 starting a new line: 

בימי ואמת שלום יהוה כיא ויואמר דברתה אשר יהוה דבר
אליהא וקראו ירושלים לב על דברו אלוהיכמה יואמר עמי נחמו נחמו

The same is true of MT and of English translations of Isaiah until the mid-twentieth century. To put it in modern terms, texts and translations did not distinguish between prose and verse. This is not universally true of manuscripts from Qumran and of other manuscripts from the ancient world; 1QIsa implicitly marks 61.10-62.9 as verse, by leaving spaces in lines (see Dobbs-Allsopp, Poetry, 29-38). In general, however, manuscripts and translations have not reflected the poetic nature of Isaiah 40-55 along with most of the rest of Isaiah and half of the rest of the Tanak.
The first modern Isaiah scholar was *Robert Lowth, who in the eighteenth century sought to analyse the poetic prosody of Isaiah by taking the kind of approach that one might adopt to other literature (see Dobbs-Allsopp, Poetry; Jarick, Conjectures; Kugel, Poetry; Stansell, ‘Lowth’s Isaiah’; Tull, ‘What’s New’; Grosser, Unparalleling). The first formal feature of its prosody identified by Lowth, and typical of Isaiah 40-55, is that the unit of thought is characteristically a line of about six to eight words which divides into two parts so that they form a couplet or bicolon, with the two parts or cola complementing each other. Lowth called this phenomenon 'parallelism'. As rhyme and syllable count has been characteristic of much English verse, one can see parallelism as having an equivalent place in Hebrew poetry, ‘a frequent but not mandatory marker of poetry, whose function is to assert equivalence as constitutive of the sequence’ (Landy, ‘Poetics’, 114).
The opening section of Isaiah 40-55 illustrates both the ‘frequent’ and the ‘not mandatory’ significance of parallelism, and its varied nature. The third couplet reads:

Because she has fulfilled her service, 
because her waywardness has been paid for. (40.2aβ)

The second colon restates the first, though the words in a second colon are rarely simply synonyms of words in the first, and this pair of cola combine to offer a twofold account of the logic expressed in the section’s opening commands about comfort. The complementary relationship of the cola can be expressed as, ‘this, and what is more …’ (Kugel, Idea, 1-95). In parallelism, the second colon in some way takes the thought of the line further. It may strengthen, reinforce, and intensify the point made in the first. It may give it more definition or expand it, clarify it or explain how it is so. 
The section goes on:

Because she has received from Yahweh's hand 
double for all her offences. (40.2b)

This next couplet illustrates how parallelism is not an essential feature of Hebrew poetry, since its second colon completes the first but does not parallel it. The couplet also thereby illustrates another possible function or effect of the pairing of cola in order to make one complete statement, that it can generate suspense. Here, the first colon raises the question ‘What has she received?’, which the second colon answers. Isaiah 40.2 also illustrates how parallelism can operate between couplets as well as within couplets, in that this couplet as a whole parallels the preceding one. Parallelism can thus work between successive lines and successive cola to strengthen, reinforce, intensify, define, expand, clarify, explain, or contrast (see, e.g., Alter, Art, 3-84; further Miller, ‘Theological Significance’; and Elliot-Hogg’s ‘typology of parallelism’ in ‘The Poetry of Isaiah 40-45’). 
The preceding couplets which lead into the ‘because’ couplets illustrate the same dynamics:

Comfort, comfort my people, 
your God says.
Speak to Jerusalem’s heart, 
and call out to her. (40.1-2aα)

The opening colon introduces suspense by raising three questions. Who says ‘comfort my people’? The complementary colon provides an answer. Who or what is my people? The following couplet might provide an answer, though it does so in a way that raises further questions. What is the nature of the comfort? That following couplet as a whole answers this question (or begins to answer it) as well as being parallel to the first, and being internally parallel.
A further pair of couplets illustrate in a more down-to-earth way how parallelism may involve a simple heightening, in this case in a second couplet:

In the wilderness clear
Yahweh's road.
Direct in the steppe 
a highway for our God. (40.3aβb)

It is to be not merely a road but a highway, and ‘Yahweh’ is ‘our God’. Complementing and restating that couplet as a whole:

Every ravine, it is to rise up, 
and every mountain and hill, they are to sink down.
Yes, the ridge is to become level ground, 
and the cliffs a vale. (40.4)

The first of these two couplets illustrates how parallelism may involve contrast—here, ravines rising and heights sinking down. Such contrast and complementariness may enhance similarities while also bringing out oppositions (Greenstein, ‘How Does Parallelism Mean?’, 69). In addition, each of the two couplets in v. 4 follows a broadly aba’b’ sequence—noun(s) then verb in the first sequence, contrasting nouns in the second. The parallelism between the two couplets is closer than that between 40.1 and 2aα or between 40.2aβ and 2b, and one might see the two couplets as a quatrain. Other pairs of couplets work abb’a’ (e.g., 41.1a), or in a more thoroughly chiastic fashion, abcc’b’a’ (e.g., 40.12a), and such closely formed couplets may open a section or bring it to a closure and conclusion. They also sometimes reflect in the prosody the related or contrasting realities to which the words refer (e.g., 42.16; 43.18; 45.1), as alliteration may underline and bring home something of the message of the words in the links it makes (cf. Seybold, ‘Akrostichie’). Recognizing the structure when two couplets belong together and follow an abb’a’ pattern may contribute to understanding lines that seem jerky (e.g., 52.14-15; the commentary refers to these as tetracola). Something similar applies to some five-colon lines, especially concentric ones (e.g., 50.8).
Isaiah 40.1-11 illustrates further how the lines of the text, while not working with rhyme or metre, do work with rhythm as well as with parallelism. In the rabbinic period, reading the Tanak (whether narrative, Torah, prophetic material, or psalmody) would commonly  be ‘more a chant than a flat “reading voice”’ (Kugel, Poetry, 109, 110). The Dead Sea Scrolls already suggest this at Qumran with regard to psalmody, and with regard to forms of instruction generally (see Darby, Shaping Text), and 1QIsa has signs in its margins which might relate to such rhythmic reading (cf. Werner, ‘Musical Aspects’). With Isaiah 40-55 as with other poetic material in the Tanak, the prophet’s attention to rhythm accompanies the references to singing and chanting. Poetic material in the Tanak works initially by addressing the ear rather than the eye, and the prophet would be like a bard who chants or raps a message for people to listen to, and would do so in a way that works with its regularity of rhythm. 
Any Hebrew word has one stress, so that it is possible to count the words and thus count the stresses in each colon and each line, and thereby to identify the rhythm of each line and to express this in a way that identifies the stresses in the two cola of the average two-colon line. In 40.1-5 the count is 3-2, 3-2, 3-3, 4-2, 2, 4-4, 2-3, 3-2, 3-3, 4. An unusual feature of these lines is thus that among the couplets there are two isolated cola, with two and four stresses respectively, in vv. 3aα and 5bβ, which perhaps form a quasi-couplet around vv. 3aβ and 5bα. 
A common feature is that words can be joined by a maqqeph or hyphen, with the result that the hyphenated expression counts as one word and has one stress. In 40.1-5, the examples are על־לב (‘to the heart of’, v. 2), and the four occurrences of כל (‘all/every’, vv. 2, 4 and 5) which are joined by a maqqeph to the word that follows. Judicious use of a maqqeph to combine words so that they have only one stress would make it possible to keep a regular rhythm where a colon has more words than the rhythm would otherwise allow. While there are some broad patterns in the presence of maqqephs, which mostly attach to particles, prepositions, and other little words, the patterns are not consistent. In 40.5 there are four instances of כי (‘because’) without a maqqeph, so that it has a stress, but in 43.1-5 there are two instances without a maqqeph and three with a maqqeph. Like vocalization, maqqephs do not appear in a manuscript such as 1QIsa; they are a feature of the work of the Masoretes. As with vocalization, one may assume that the Masoretes preserved a tradition concerning the close links between words that came to be marked by maqqephs, but that it is likely that they have sometimes modified the tradition. 
The rhythmic nature of the poetry in Isaiah 40-55 compares with Old English poetry such as Beowulf, which works in couplets with two stresses in each colon but with no rules about the number of syllables. In Isaiah 40-55 and elsewhere in the Tanak, the most common rhythm for a couplet is 3-3, but 3-3 couplets come to less than half of the total number of lines in Isaiah 40-55. Almost as many are 4-3, 3-4, or 4-4. A 4-4 line may especially draw attention to itself by its length, but the variety of rhythms implies that the prophet-bard did not make a point of rhythmic regularity, like Beowulf. One may hypothesize that the prophet chanted messages in pairs of four-stress bars, so that 3-3, 4-3, or 3-4 as well as 4-4 would fit. With any 3-stress colon the prophet would leave a one-stress rest at the end of the colon, which gives the prophet breathing space and gives the audience thinking space. It is possible to generate a more consistent form of the rhythm by the manipulation of maqqephs, and this commentary notes examples, but guessing where the Masoretes might have reworked maqqephs is an even more speculative operation than is the case with guessing where the Masoretes have reworked vocalization; 42.16 is one verse where this commentary yields to the temptation. Yet manipulating maqqephs generally presupposes that prophets aimed at regularity of metre, whereas it is just as likely that they did not, because irregularity of metre would not in itself raise problems for delivering a message in the context of their following a 4-4 bar measure. 
Lines with a short second colon, 2-2, 3-2, or 4-2 (or a short first colon, 2-3 or 2-4) stand out in a converse way from 4-4, 4-3, and 3-4 lines. One reason for such rhythms is ellipsis (see Miller, ‘Linguistic Approach’); a word in one colon then also applies to the other, which is therefore one stress shorter (e.g., 40.4b above). Short cola give listeners more time to think, and 3-2 and especially 2-2 lines draw attention to themselves by their briskness. One converse of the forcefulness of a 4-4 line is thus that a 2-2 couplet can carry special punch. Another is that a sequence of couplets with only two stresses in the second colon can suggest a sense of falling short, and can convey a feeling that things in life are falling short and are disconcerting, with an implication of loss or grief or protest (see Garr, ‘Qinah’). In Isaiah 40-55, 50.4-11 is the most systematic example. 
In its non-regularity the poetry in Isaiah 40-55 also resembles less the sonnet or English hymnody than blank verse, rap, charismatic choruses, or Ugaritic and Babylonian poetry, as well as Old English verse. W. G. Lambert notes that the Babylonian Theodicy (COS 1.492-95) utilizes odd numbers of cola (often but not invariably for emphasis), and that a poem mostly characterized by 4-stress rhythm includes lines that 'can only be made to have four principal stresses by unnatural means' (Babylonian Wisdom Literature, 66). Rap illustrates how it is possible to incorporate wide variation in the number of words in a line as long as the bard keeps the rhythm going.
 While the couplet is the default poetic structural feature in Isaiah 40-55, the chapters include many tricola. These commonly open or close sections or subsections, or emphasize the importance of a point (see, e.g., 41.8, 24, 26b, 28, 29; 42.7, 17b). Eight of the fifteen lines in 48.1-11 are tricola, which fits the rhetorical and parenetic significance of that section. Perhaps tricola required a whole 4-stress pause before the prophet preceded to the next line, which would fit the emphasis that commonly thus attaches to a tricolon. Within a tricolon, the three cola may parallel each other, as in the double example that closes 41.21-29. Alternatively, two of the three cola may be parallel, so that the tricolon has an aa’b shape (e.g., the tricolon closing 45.1-8) or an abb’ shape (e.g., the tricolon closing a subsection at 48.16a) or possibly an aba’ shape (51.3b has been so understood). There may be some 2-2-2 tricola (so they commonly are understood by *Hermisson), but these may alternatively be seen as 4-2 or 2-4 couplets (e.g., 51.1). It need make no difference to the chanting, but the structuring would have rhetorical implications.
MT has occasional one-stress cola (e.g., 43.12; 52.6) and 5-2 couplets (see the comment on 50.1; cf. 52.1; 53.12), as well as occasional monocola (such as 40.3, 5). Some such forms one could regularize by adding or deleting a maqqeph, though that might be arbitrary. A recurrent monocolon is an expression such as ‘Yahweh has said this’. While this expression may be part of a regular couplet (e.g., 40.1), it may stand alone as an extra-metrical introduction in a message (43.16; 45.14; 49.8, 14, 21, 22, 25; 50.1; 52.3, 4) or issue from the process of incorporating a self-contained message into the chapters. 
A couplet or triplet is commonly a unit of thought and is a complete sentence, and sentences in Hebrew poetry are thus usually shorter than prose sentences. Short sentences are thus another frequent but not mandatory feature of the poetry, on the assumption that Hebrew is freer than strictly-correct English in allowing for self-contained sentences that begin ‘because’. An example is 40.2 above, though these sentences are arguably not really self-contained in that the ‘because’ follows from what precedes. Later in the prologue, 40.7-8 are two double couplets that each comprise one sentence and are thus exceptions to the rule. A couplet or triplet that could not constitute a sentence may be subordinated to a preceding line by enjambment (e.g., 42.17; 43.7; 53.3), or material qualifying what is to follow may lead into its main clause (e.g., 46.3, 11-12), often with the use of the waw-apodosis construction (e.g., 47.9-10; see GK 143d; JM 176). 
Isaiah 40-55 does not work with any regular conventions regarding strophes or other units beyond the individual line. Putative strophes have to be considered in their own right in order to identify markers of beginnings, endings, subdivisions, and transitions. Occasionally, sections may suggest the form of a palistrophe or chiasm, either an envelope structure, abb’a’, or a pivot patterning, abcb’a’ (e.g., 43.1-7). However, whereas such chiastic order within lines is common, chiasms in stanzas are inclined to lie in the eyes of the beholder, and considering possible chiasms requires looking for concrete textual markers rather than relying on an impression of parallels in the passage’s thinking. 
Poetry is characteristically more dense than prose. One way Hebrew poetry achieves denseness is by making little use of particles such as the article ה, the object marker את, the relative אשׁר, and the waw-consecutive (see Anderson/Forbes, ‘Prose Particle Counts’; Bekins, Transitivity; Freedman, ‘Another Look’). Another is by the use of ellipsis of a part of a word (such as a preposition or suffix) in one colon, which also applies to the other colon. As particles, prefixes, and suffixes aid clarity in prose, their absence in poetry makes for allusiveness in the interrelation of words and clauses, which compels the hearers to be more involved in the task of interpretation (see, e.g., 41.2-3). The use of ambiguity, ‘a corollary feature of poetry’ (Jakobson, ‘Linguistics’, 85; cf. Rosenbaum, ‘Servant’, 212), can have the same effect. It can open up the possibility that listeners in different contexts may hear different messages that relate to their context. Ambiguity can also avoid giving the impression of a reference to a specific concrete coming event which does not happen, with the result that that the prophecy has been falsified. In one sense ambiguity thus takes less risks, through in another sense it takes more risks by leaving more to the listener or reader. However, there are more instances of prose markers in Isaiah 40-55 than one might have expected (e.g., 41.22), which may reflect the poet’s focus on communicating clearly with the audience, which rivals the poet’s appreciation of the advantages of ambiguity. A related feature is the significance of the prophet’s use of rare words, of the possibly varied meanings of words, and of words with homonyms, which can be provocative and can stimulate thought, but can also be confusing.
The principle of economy is compromised by the free use of the copula waw, frequently epexegetical (e.g., 40aβ); IBHS 39.2.4). In Isaiah 40-55, waw thus means 'and' less commonly than it does in prose. The principle of economy is also compromised by the prevalence of repetition in the chapters, which again reflects the nature of Isaiah 40-55 as prophetic rhetoric as well as poetry. While poetry may be composed chiefly for the benefit of the poet's self-expression, as a means of saying what one needs to say, and prophecy may also be a means of fulfilling the prophet in some way, prophecy’s overt concern is to do something to some people, and it has its effect by means of rhetorical devices such as repetition, allusiveness, questioning, confrontation, invitation, argument, and paronomasia, as well as the use of unusual words. This prophet is a master of synonyms, of repetition, of reversal, of polarities (Alonso Schökel, Manual), of ‘allusion, apostrophe, hendiadys, hyperbole and litotes, irony, merismus, oxymoron, personification, and rhetorical questions’ (Berlin, Dynamics, 14). There are said to be at least seventy-two rhetorical questions in the chapters (Whybray, Counsellor, 2; cf. Merrill, 'Polemic’, 9-11; also Kuntz, ‘Form’). Such rhetorical devices that feature in prose but are more prevalent in poetry, and especially in Isaiah 40-55, may not make a difference to the poetry’s meaning, but may make a difference to its impact.
The significance of the Hebrew verb 'tenses' is especially problematic in the poetry of Isaiah 40-55. In general, the traditional terms ‘perfect’ and ‘imperfect’ to designate qatal verbs and yiqtol verbs (suffix conjugation and prefix conjugation) are misleading, though there can be something to be said for them from time to time in Isaiah 40-55. A convenient rough distinction is to see qatal and wayyiqtol verbs as referring to an event or an act as actual or complete, and yiqtol and weqatal verbs as referring to an event or an act as incomplete, perhaps not even begun, perhaps just as an idea. Temporarily, either verb form can thus refer to past, present, or future. Although in prose qatal usually refers to the past and yiqtol to the future, even in prose yiqtol can be used in various ways to refer not only to the future but also to the past or the present, as well as in modal connections (suggesting, ‘would’, ‘may’ ‘could’ or the like), while qatal can be used in various ways to refer to the present or the future as well as the past (see IHBS 30-31; and works such as Niccacci, Syntax; Cook, Time; Isaksson, Verb; Robar, Verb). 
In poetry, and specifically in Isaiah 40-55, the two verb forms approximate less often to European past and future than they do in prose. As happens elsewhere in the Tanak and in Ugaritic poetry, the two forms can appear in parallelism, and they may then have the same time reference, though not the same significance. In 40.13-15 there appear three occurrences of qatal paired with yiqtol, and NRSV renders the first pair by two perfects ('has directed/has instructed'), the second pair by two aorists ('taught/showed'), the third pair by two presents ('are accounted/takes up'). Yet in each verse the different verb forms have different connotations (see the comments). In other passages the audience has to work out whether the two forms have the temporal significance that commonly attaches to them in prose and plays an important part in everyday communication, as they do (for instance) in 45.13 ('I aroused/I will level'; cf. NRSV); so also 46.4b, 11b. Even where the two verb forms have the same time reference and are primarily stylistic variants, the alternation may well have some rhetorical significance. In a number of passages, a series of qatal verbs is concluded by a yiqtol (see 40.12-13, 14, 24; 42.25; 44.14; 49.13), each time in elevated style at the end of a colon, with its subject or object preceding it (Saydon, ‘Tenses’, 296, noting TTH 85). The usage parallels the abb’a’ sequencing of verbs and nouns that sometimes features in couplets. When the two forms appear in parallelism, the parallelism may imply the second expression adding to the first in some way that is not merely verbal. Verb forms appearing in parallelism will thus likely have different implications, even if they have the same time reference. The possibility of alternating qatal and yiqtol gives Hebrew poetry a form of flexibility that parallels the flexibility that English possesses in its range of aspect (e.g., 'I was going', 'I used to go', 'I went', 'I would go', 'I have gone'). 
First, then, a line alternating qatal and yiqtol may refer to the future. An 'instantaneous qatal' (the 'prophetic perfect'; cf. IBHS 30.5.1de) is then complemented by a yiqtol with the future reference that is characteristic of prose usage. The effect of the qatal is to convey vividly the certainty of the event. The effect of the yiqtol is to acknowledge that it is nevertheless an event that is not yet actual. Thus Yahweh 'is comforting/will have compassion' (49.13); earth and its people 'are shredding/will wear out' (51.6); ‘joy and grief 'will overtake/are fleeing' (51.11, with the order unusually yiqtol/qatal). 
Second, the line may refer to the past, with the qatal establishing the time reference and the yiqtol having modal connotations: thus who 'directed/might enable him to know' (40.13; NIV has two modal verbs). Yiqtol and weqatal verbs may also function imaginatively as a narrative tense (e.g., 40.24, 27; 51.2), in a way comparable with the use of the present tense in English as a narrative tense to give a vivid impression of an event. 
Third, the line may refer to the present, both verb forms being ways of expressing a general truth and denoting recurrent actions or events. The 'gnomic qatal' stating a general truth based on factual experience (GK 106k, IBHS 30.4, 30.5.1c, 30.5.3c; DG 57d) is then comparable to an English past statement such as ‘the course of true love never did run smooth’ or ‘curiosity killed the cat’. It is complemented by the use of the yiqtol that more directly suggests what recurrently happens, for which English can use a future or a present verb or a modal expression utilizing an auxiliary verb such as could, might, or should. Thus ‘nations … have counted/a fine … thing rises’ (40.15; NRSV has two present verbs); the image-maker 'has cast/will beat' (40.19a; NJPS has two aorist verbs). 
Poetic syntax has further distinctive aspects. As in English, one expects cola to be linked by a conjunction (e.g., 40.4), but they can be juxtaposed asyndetically (e.g., 40.3). The translation in this commentary recognizes asyndesis by the use of a comma. Like English, Hebrew has a default word order, which with Hebrew means the verb precedes the subject. Alternative word orders then commonly make a point of some kind (e.g., 40.3-4; see *Rosenbaum). If the subject or object comes first in a colon, it thereby has some prominence. Deviation from expected word order can highlight the relationship between two cola. A couplet’s completeness may be signalled by its beginning and ending with a verb or by otherwise following an abb’a’ order, so that the first word in the second colon may then pair with the last word in the first colon as these are juxtaposed (e.g., 41.1).
In substance, a key feature of poetry is its use of imagery, which enables the poet or prophet to say things that could not otherwise be said, to say new things, and to say things with greater depth (see Gitay, ‘Why Metaphors’; Macky, Centrality; Korpel, Rift). Isaiah 40-55 emphasizes that Yahweh cannot be compared with anyone or anything, which would imply that he cannot be described, and certainly he cannot be represented by a wooden, metal, or stone image. This might raise the question of how human beings can think of him or speak of him at all. Metaphors make it possible. For instance, Yahweh is creator and craftworker, sovereign king, and head of a household (Brassey, ‘Metaphor’; cf. Gaiser, ‘To Whom’; Eidevall, ‘Metaphors’, 415-22). Isaiah 40-55 contains a concentration of symbolism that might be compared with that in Ezekiel, Psalms, and Job, with a focus on family, creation, shepherding, water, and enmity (Berlin, Dynamics, 15; cf. James, Invitation, 111). It is a ‘labyrinth of images’ (Miscall, ‘Isaiah’), whose understanding is key to understanding the chapters (*Lack). Metaphor is then key to the process whereby the prophet seeks to transform the view of the self and of the world for a displaced people living under the domination of an imperial power (Plunket-Brewton, ‘Metaphor’).

Second Isaiah was able to intuit the invisible connection between things .… The lost perception of the “One and indivisible/the holy One of Israel” was recovered in the present, leading to the springing forth of a new future .… His poetry aims to instigate the people’s perceptive imagination, enabling them to gaze at what Second Isaiah himself imaginatively perceived. Consequently, facilitating the reordering and revitalization of the wholeness that had shattered and become chaos. (Hendy, ‘Second Isaianic Mirroring’ 96, 97).

Paradoxically, one reason why imagery works is that a text may not always make clear where an image has literal reference and where it has symbolic reference. Study of Isaiah 40-55 may then sometimes seem to opt arbitrarily for more literal or more metaphorical understandings when the chapters picture (for instance) the levelling of a road, the greening of a desert, the wasting of mountains, the making of a path through the sea, and the worship of the animal world: see 40.3-4; 41.18-19; 42.15; 43.16, 20 (Hessler, ‘Struktur’, 349-50). The prophecy's 'descriptions' of the future are pictures in metaphor, and its symbols (such as Zion) are commonly tensive as well as steno-symbols. Further, the significance and function of the symbols may change between the original pronouncement of an individual prophecy around 540, its inclusion in the dramatic composition that became Isaiah 40-55 and might have been read to a congregation somewhat later, the subsequent incorporation of this composition in the Isaiah scroll, and later generations’ involvement with the Isaiah scroll when it has become part of their authoritative religious and theological tradition and is of ongoing significance for people living long after the prophecies were delivered. Perhaps neither prophet nor people might know whether to understand the prophet’s picture of the fall of Babylon literally or metaphorically, but people listening to or reading the prophecy later might assume a metaphorical understanding. 
Either way, the images in chapters 40-55 are an aspect of a composition designed to communicate with some people living on the cusp of the Babylonian and Persian period in Babylon or in Judah, and it is significant to note the strategies that the text uses to carry this audience along the path it seeks to encourage them to tread. The poetry combines a concern to do something to people and an  approach that presupposes the importance of the imagination. On the usual definition, lyrical poetry does not work with plot or argument, and does not focus on picturing things in the real world (see Heffelfinger, I Am Large, 36-81; cf. Roberts, Memory, 48-56). Isaiah 40-55 has plot and argument and overt reference to the real world, but also other qualities that are characteristic of lyrical poetry, such as being the fruit of imagination and appealing to the imagination, a prominent speaking voice and the use of expressive language, and personification and apostrophe, so that  cities or realties within nature become personal beings. 
4. Messages and Compilation
In the twelfth century AD, *Abraham Ibn Ezra noted that the Isaiah scroll begins with a reference to Isaiah ben Amoz who lived and worked a century and a half before the time to which Isaiah 40 refers, and that Isaiah 40 and the chapters that follow speak as if the fall of Jerusalem is long past, so that the contemporary question concerns the community’s restoration. He inferred cautiously that these chapters come from a later time than Isaiah’s. It seems that no-one picked up this insight for six or seven centuries until commentators such as *Johann Christoph Döderlein (1775) and *Wilhelm Gesenius (1821) affirmed that chapters 40-66 were indeed broadly much later than chapters 1-39. At the end of the nineteenth century*Bernhard Duhm in Die Theologie der Propheten (1875) and in his commentary Jesaia (1892) then established Isaiah 40-55 as a subject for study distinct from Isaiah 56-66, and argued that four of the passages in Isaiah 40-55 were a group of ‘Servant Songs’ distinguishable from the main body of these chapters. Meanwhile, in S. R. Driver’s classic statement of the reasons for assuming that Isaiah 40-66 comes from a different author or different authors from Isaiah 1-39 in his Introduction (1891), Driver’s first and most crucial argument is the same as Ibn Ezra’s, that the prophecies address people who live in the exile or afterwards, not people who live in the eighth century. His second and third arguments relate to literary style and language, and to theological ideas. In later editions of his Introduction, he notes but does not comment on Duhm’s distinguishing between Second and Third Isaiah, and notes that T. K. Cheyne in due course accepted this distinction. In his International Critical Commentary volume on Isaiah 1-27, G. B. Gray likewise recognized that Isaiah 40-55 is broadly homogeneous and derives from a single sixth-century author, while Isaiah 56-66 derives from a different author in the fifth century (Gray, Isaiah I-XXVII, xxix-xxxii, xlviii; see further, e.g., Schulz, ‘Origins’; Mulzer, ‘Ibn Esra’; Mulzer, ‘Döderlein’; Erikkson, ‘From Gesenius to Childs’). 
Duhm’s understanding of a division between chapters 1-39, 40-55, and 56-66 became the regular scholarly view, though it never became as embedded or normative in the Jewish or Christian community as, oddly, Duhm’s theory about Servant Songs did. Scholars such as *J. D. Smart, *S. M. Paul, M. Haran (‘Literary Structure’), Y. Kaufmann (‘Babylonian Captivity’), A. Murtonen (‘Third Isaiah’), and B. D. Sommer (Prophet) continue to emphasize the coherence of Isaiah 40-66 as a whole. Chapter 55 indeed does not constitute closure for the Isaiah scroll, and the issues raised in chapters 1-39 and 40-55 are taken further in chapters 56-66. The distinction between material that issued from an eighth century prophet and material of later origin was resisted by scholars with conservative theological views (who did accept the Servant Songs theory) at least until the 1960s (see further Block and Schultz, Bind Up), though they contested the suggestion that they held their view simply because of conservative theological instincts (see, e.g., Payne, ‘Israelitish Background’; Smith, ‘Which Audience’). 
Duhm was as interested in getting further behind the form of the text as we have it as in exegeting the text that we have, and that was the focus of the evolution of form criticism in the first part of the twentieth century. This development led to an emphasis on the study of the units within Isaiah 40-55 as relatively brief oral messages, though the pioneer form critic, Hermann Gunkel, recognized that the oral forms are more difficult to distinguish in these chapters than they may be elsewhere because the prophet uses them with greater creativity and independence (‘Fundamental Problems’, 65-66). While working on the assumption that short oral units were indeed the building blocks from which Isaiah 40-55 was composed, *Hugo Gressmann (295) also recognized that 'the dissolution of prophetic types' begins with Isaiah 40-55. *Joachim Begrich similarly worked on the assumption that the chapters are a compilation from compositions utilizing oral models, which Sigmund Mowinckel (‘Komposition’) assumed were arranged on the basis of catchwords. Subsequently, Hans Eberhard von Waldow (‘Anlass’) pressed for a more radically form-critical approach, according to which Isaiah 40-55 becomes a collection of actual oral messages that had been delivered in the context of the exiles' worship. 
Form criticism, then, was a means of looking into the oral units that might lie behind a work such as Isaiah 40-55, though the actual units within the work could be compositions with a distinctive nature and could be one step removed from any oral form. The form and the content of the messages reflect the sense in which a prophet is saying something old (‘Arm of Yahweh, awake as in days of old’, 51.9; ‘Remember the days of old’, 46.8), yet something new (‘New events I am announcing’, 42.9; ‘Do not remember the things of old, I am doing a new thing’; 43.18-19). The messages were working with forms of speech which were old and which audiences might recognize, but working with them in a way that acknowledged similarities and dissimilarities between the old situation and the new (Tull, ‘Rhetorical Criticism’). 
One can then picture a prophet having a sense of receiving messages from God that took traditional forms yet in reworked configurations, and sharing them in the context of community worship or other gatherings in Babylonia such as the ones described in Ezekiel, or in contexts in Judah in Bethel or Mizpah or Jerusalem itself such as the ones described in Jeremiah 40-42 or implied by Lamentations, or elsewhere wherever Judahites had migrated. While it is possible to imagine prophets writing down their messages or having them written down at the time of their delivery, perhaps to confirm the message, there are no references to their doing so.  It is also possible to imagine them able to remember their messages and subsequently incorporate them into longer written units or have them so incorporated. Isaiah ben Amoz speaks a little elusively about having ‘testimony’ and ‘teaching’ (תעודה, תורה) sealed up (Isa 8.16), Jeremiah speaks more plainly of having his messages written down some time after he delivered them (see Jer 36), and Ezekiel apparently either wrote his messages down or had someone write them down. 
In the second half of the twentieth century, the most creative commentaries on Isaiah 40-55 were those of *James Muilenburg and *Claus Westermann. In the 1960s Westermann started from the form-critical work of Begrich and von Waldow and demonstrated the illuminating results of considering the small units within the chapters against the background of the everyday forms of speech with which a Judahite community would be familiar. These included forms of speech associated with legal gatherings at the city gate, with religio-political events such as the accession of a king, and with religious contexts such as the worship and counselling ministry of priests and prophets. While Westermann also assumed that the composition had been ordered as a whole, and recognized with Begrich that many longer units in the latter part of chapters 40-55 do not fit the classically defined short genres, his emphasis lay on the study of individual units against their background in Israel's worship, as von Waldow described it. In this respect Muilenburg's work from the 1950s contrasted with Westermann's. He treated the material more as poetry than as preaching, emphasized its independence and creativity, and sought to perceive how it worked as literature. He started from the assumption that Isaiah 40-66 formed a coherent whole, which meant it was important to interpret each unit in the light of what preceded and what followed. He saw the chapters as composed of longer units than those envisaged by form criticism, units that combined earlier genres but were divided into strophes, and he paid attention to the significance for the material's interpretation of its use of repetition, paronomasia, imagery, and changes of tone. 
Insights emerge from both these starting-points. Paradoxically, Muilenburg's work is more compelling on matters of detail than on the larger scale. He has clear views on the bounds of units, their division into 'strophes', and the relationship of units to one another, but these views often seem impressionistic rather than being supported by concrete data in the text. Something similar is true of the work of commentators such as *G. A. F. Knight and *J. D. Smart, who also sought to interpret the unfolding chapters as they stand, but did so more on the basis of theological criteria than literary ones. Like Muilenburg, they are thus vulnerable to the charge of reading understandings into the text rather than finding them there. 
Two aspects of Westermann's observations on the forms of speech become significant in this connection. First, delimiting units into small numbers of verses works better in chapters 41-44 than it does subsequently, but even here (indeed, especially here) the units come in sequences. In identifying the structure of the whole, however, form-critical insights offer some control on impressionism. Second, the coherence of some longer sequences such as chapter 47 suggests that they were composed as wholes rather than compiled from earlier shorter units, which could also raise the question of whether this was also the case with the material in chapters 41-44. 
In the ancient world and in the modern world, prophetic messages can be of any length from a couple of lines upwards. There is no reason to set a maximum length, or a minimum length, as if a message of just a couple of lines must be only a fragment (so *Blenkinsopp, 266). Works such as those of  *Muilenburg, *Westermann, *Knight, and *Smart, suggest that Isaiah 40-55 is then in fact a compilation of such messages. The implications of this insight were especially the focus of the subsequent work of *Roy F. Melugin, who argued that Isaiah 40-55 comprises a variety of shorter and longer pieces assembled in a structured arrangement. Perhaps, then, some crisis or other circumstance or a conviction that the community should hold onto the messages might lead a prophet eventually to put together such an orderly or semi-orderly collection of messages in writing, or to have an associate do so, or the composition might be undertaken subsequently by someone with that conviction. Distinguishing between prophet and composer may make little difference to the exegesis of Isaiah 40-55, but it is heuristically useful. 
There is no implication that the material in Isaiah 40-55 then appears in the order in which it came into being, and the work of turning the parts into an integrated entity likely involved modifying the material's wording to make it part of a connected whole with a message within that new context. In the case of Jeremiah, at least, one can sometimes see where this happened. It seems less plausible to imagine that the integrated whole that comprises Isaiah 40-55 emerged simply through the combining of disparate material as it stood. Compositional artistry and a degree of cutting and pasting could work together (cf. Alter, World, 20). A composer, then, turned the messages in Isaiah 40-55 into a dramatic whole. The word ‘composer’ is preferable to the word ‘editor’, because the work was more creative than the latter word implies. One way or another, composers have assembled Isaiah 40-55 as a coherent whole, and assembled Isaiah 56-66 as a coherent whole, and Isaiah 1-39 as a not-quite-as-coherent whole. 
Related questions about Isaiah 40-55 are ones that apply to the origin of prophetic books in general, questions that remain open and on which scholarly opinions vary. How far is a given scroll confined to containing that prophet’s words? How far were prophets involved in writing down their words? How far did they themselves update them? How far are the prophets’ books transcripts of their words and how far are they developed by subsequent theologian-scholars? How far are these books arranged so that there are implications in the arrangement as well as in the individual messages? While some prophetic scrolls give direct answers to some of these questions, for the most part the questions are matters of scholarly debate, and scholarly answers vary for different books in different periods and in different countries and within different countries (e.g., the United Kingdom, Germany, the Unites States, Israel). This will surely continue to be so. Scholarly study will never issue in definitive answers, but discussing the questions can issue in insights. 

Literary prophecies from the ancient Near East are very important in
understanding Hebrew prophecy. They illustrate how difficult it often is to
distinguish a literary prophecy from the record of an actual prophecy. They
also highlight the fact that many Hebrew prophecies are or may be literary
prophecies rather than simply the recording of the words of a prophet. Even
where we have the original words of a prophet, these may have been rewritten,
edited, or worked over by the later scribes and tradents who passed them
down. (Grabbe, Spirit, 111).

Admittedly, ‘literary prophecy’ and ‘actual prophecy’ may not be quite the right antithesis. A prophecy expressed in writing might be an actual prophecy (cf. Leene, ‘Suche’). Generally, however, the prophets were preachers, though their words came to subsequent generations and epochs in written form (cf. Nissinen, ʻSince When Do Prophets Write?ʼ). It may be that some of the subtlety of the rhetoric in Isaiah 40-55 would be evident only to people who interacted with the text by reading it rather than by hearing it, though this assumption may be peculiar to modern people who are used to reading rather than listening. Conversely, some might be picked up only by people hearing it as opposed to reading it. It was by hearing that the word of God came to people, Romans 10.17 notes, in a follow up to quoting Isaiah 53.1. An ancient audience might grasp more than a modern audience would, and/or might apprehend more as it heard the text re-read on more than one occasion (see further the comments on 40.8).
In principle, a composition such as Isaiah 40-55 might be something of an anthology, an assemblage that included messages given by other prophets as well as by the main figure whose work lay behind them, or it might even not have the work of a main figure lying behind it. In Isaiah 40-55 there is enough diversity of expression and conviction in the material to make it possible that the chapters reflect the ministry of more than one prophet, but enough homogeneity to make it possible that the chapters all come from the same prophet. My working hypothesis is that all the material did come from one prophet-poet (see further section 14 below), and this person may also have been the composer of the dramatic poem. 
One way or another, around 540 or subsequently in the 530s or later, a number of the prophet’s messages were turned into the work that we know as Isaiah 40-55. In 540, the individual messages would have encouraged hope and expectation in the light of the coming fall of Babylon, and the collection makes distinctive sense against the background of the 540s, as opposed to (say) that of Jerusalem over the later decades. The tightness of the chronology fits with the possibility of identifying prophet and composer. However, the publication  of the compilation in the 530s or 520s or later could have encouraged the maintaining of faith and hope in that context, especially if people were tempted to abandon it. It would have been able to have that effect whether it came into being then or had come into being earlier.
Whenever the composition came into existence, most Judahites would continue to interact with its text aurally, by hearing it read, and consideration of the meaning of passages will need to take that into account, though scholars and teachers would study the written text, and consideration of the written text will also take that into account. Even Judahites who read Isaiah 40-55 on their own might hear voices while reading it (van der Woude, ‘Hearing Voices while Reading’; see also van der Woude, ‘What Is New?’; van der Woude, ‘Comfort’). However, the vast majority of people who became acquainted with the text would still do so through its being read to them in the kind of gathering of which a prophet such as Ezekiel speaks, or which the book of Ezra describes, or which Lamentations presupposes (cf. Albertz, ‘Public Recitation’). One can imagine it being declaimed by a leader in such a community and becoming the basis of teaching or discussion. It might take an hour to read out. While there are no pointers towards its being acted, the analogy with the role of drama in the lives of ordinary people in Greece or in Elizabethan England makes it possible to imagine a reader declaiming Isaiah 40-55 to a similar gathering of Judahites. Describing the chapters as a dramatic poem thus does not imply that it was performed as a drama (contrast *Baltzer, 29-38 [ET 7-14); cf. Wilks, ‘Prophet’). It is something in between narrative and discourse (to adapt a comment by van Wieringen, Reader-Oriented Unity, ch. 2), a ‘literary drama’ (Berges ‘Isaiah: Structure’, 153; cf. Stassen, ‘Plot’, 128), ‘the literary “Drama of Zion”’ (Berges, ‘Structure’, 157; cf. Tiemeyer, ‘Reading Drama’; Leene, Vroegere, 324; Abma, ‘Travelling’). 
5. Isaiah 40-55 and the Isaiah Scroll: Context
Complementing the work of the prophet(s) who generated the messages in Isaiah 40-55 and the work of the composer(s) who turned a collection of poetic/prophetic messages into a dramatic poem of some length is the work of the curator(s) who set this dramatic poem into the context of the Isaiah scroll. The word ‘curator’ is again preferable to the word ‘editor’, in that the work was surely more creative than this latter word may imply. 
Although audiences and readers would naturally read Isaiah 40-55 as an integral part of the Isaiah scroll, *Duhm (2nd ed., vii) believed that chapters 40-66 were originally attached to Jeremiah, and are only formally attached to Isaiah 1-39. Variants of such possibilities have been more recently raised by O. H. Steck (‘Israel und Zion’) and K. Schmid (Buchgestalten des Jeremiabuches). As an alternative understanding, *C. H. Cornill (103-4) suggested that a redactor linked the work of ‘Second Isaiah’ to that of ‘First Isaiah’ because the later prophet happened also to bear the actual name ‘Isaiah’, while R. H. Pfeiffer (Introduction, 415) suggested that the link came about because chapters 1-39 and 40-66 fitted conveniently onto one scroll. If one of these possibilities were correct, there might be no more (though no less) basis for considering Isaiah 40-55 in relation to Isaiah 1-39 than in relation to Hosea, Jeremiah, Zechariah, Psalms, or Lamentations. 
However, there are substantial and historical links between Isaiah 40-55 and the rest of the Isaiah scroll, and an argument for interpreting chapters 40-55 as part of a whole can be made on both diachronic and synchronic bases. Before the publication of Duhm’s commentary, *S. R. Driver in his introduction to Isaiah (Isaiah, 202) noted how the prophet whose message appears in Isaiah 40-66 took up themes from Isaiah ben Amoz. In connection with the International Critical Commentary series of which Driver was one of the original editors, the planning for and work on a commentary on Isaiah subverted any assumption that Isaiah 1-39 and Isaiah 40-66 were unrelated entities that came to be linked by accident or for convenience. The original preface to this commentary noted the plan that the series should have three volumes devoted to Isaiah, which would cover chapters 1-27, 28-48, and 49-66, not (for instance) chapters 1-39, 40-55, and 56-66. In his work on chapters 1-27 for the series, G. B. Gray did speak of Isaiah 40-66 as originally a separate ‘book’ from Isaiah 1-39 and of the two being brought together in the Second Temple period (Isaiah I-XXVII, xxiii-lvii). Yet actually there is no such thing as ‘the Book of Deutero-Isaiah’, though such phrases continue to be used (e.g., von Waldow, ‘Message’, 259). Isaiah 40-55 is not a work that stands on its own but lacks the heading that prophetic books usually have. It was not written by a wholly independent prophet but ‘unfortunately we do not know his name’ (Koch, Profeten 2:124; ET 118). It is part of the one Isaiah scroll and it requires to be related to what precedes it and to what follows it. 
The pseudo-name ‘Second Isaiah’ usefully pays recognition to the relationships the messages in Isaiah 40-55 sometimes reflect with Isaiah 1-39 and 56-66 and their perspectives, though the location of Isaiah 40-55 in the context of the Isaiah scroll complicates its significance. The location and these relationships mean that its lack of an introduction identifying a prophet is not so odd, given that it is not a work that stands on its own. On the other hand, looking back from Isaiah 40-55 does make it surprising that the beginning of the scroll simply names someone associated with the 700s in a way that fits the context and content only of the chapters that immediately follow. 
In due course, 56.1 marks another new beginning, like 40.1. It again implies a different historical context from that of the preceding chapters, though it does so less explicitly, having no concrete historical references. Yet the new beginning announces an intention to hold together the concerns of chapters 1-39 and those of chapters 40-55 (see Goldingay, Isaiah 56-66, following Rendtorff, 'Jesaja 56,1’). Isaiah 56-66 constitutes a coherent further segment of the scroll as a whole, of separate origin from chapters 40-55, comprising a ‘Third Isaiah’ over against the ‘Second Isaiah’. It makes a new start with a new agenda and the beginning of a chiasm running through chapters 56-66. Further, at the actual close of the Isaiah scroll in 66.18-24, motifs from both Isaiah 40 and Isaiah 55 are taken up once more, suggesting a need to look back to chapters 40-55 at the close of Isaiah 56-66. 
The recurrence of the comment that 'there is no well-being for the wicked' at 48.22 and 57.21 is insufficient to suggest that chapters 40-66 should be divided into three sections at these points (Goulder takes them as among the marks of a division into Isaiah as Liturgy). The statement in 48.22 does close off chapters 40-48, which focus on a number of themes that distinguish them from chapters 49-55 with their distinctive foci, but it does not constitute an ending, for a major significance of chapter 48 is to provide the strongest statement of the problem of Jacob-Israel's resistance to Yahweh, alongside a statement of Yahweh's commitment to Jacob-Israel, so that chapters 40-48 lead into the further handling of this problem in chapters 49-55. 
Both the nature of Isaiah 40-55 as a part of the Isaiah scroll, constituting about a quarter of it, and the chapters’ forming a discrete composition, need recognition. While chapters 40-55 have a distinctive agenda that makes it appropriate to consider them as a discrete composition, they also have various forms of relationship to the material on either side. They follow on from chapters 34-35 as well as from chapters 36-39, and they are in turn followed sequentially by chapters 56-66 in a way that gives chapter 55 a forward link with what follows, paralleling the forward link between chapters 34-39 and chapter 40. We may speculate that the relationship of overlap rather than identity with the material on either side reflects diachronic factors in the relationship of chapters 40-55 to these chapters (see *Torrey, 98-104; more recently, e.g., Steck, Heimkehr; Ackroyd, 'Isaiah 36-39'; Seitz, Destiny; Hardmeier, Prophetie). 
The simple historical outline distinguishing the three parts of the scroll provided a working background for the study of Isaiah in the scholarly world for a century from Duhm onwards, and the scroll does follow a broad historical sequence. Isaiah 1-39 contains a number of explicit references to the Judah of the eighth century BC when Assyria was the great Near Eastern power, and to the activity of the prophet called Isaiah ben Amoz in that period. Isaiah 40-55 contains a number of explicit references to the circumstances of the sixth century BC when Babylon was the great power, so that the Babylonian period is not future, as if Isaiah were prophesying it, but present, as if the prophecies come from someone contemporary with it. Isaiah 56-66, in turn, includes no explicit historical references, but takes up ideas and themes from chapters 40-55 as well as having its own links with chapters 1-39, it presupposes that the temple is rebuilt and functioning, and it thus suggests a historical background in the time of Haggai and Zechariah or Ezra and Nehemiah. 
While the historical interrelationship of the scroll’s parts is thus simple to state in outline, it is complex in detail. Different parts of the scroll may imply different historical contexts from the one with which the part to which they belong is broadly associated: for instance parts of Isaiah 1-39 may reflect the imminent collapse of Assyria in the seventh century BC, or parts of Isaiah 40-55 may reflect contexts in the Persian period. Within the threefold structure of the scroll as a whole, Isaiah 1-39 has a structure of its own, but it also follows a rudimentary historical sequence, beginning with its opening list of kings and then explicitly focusing first on Ahaz and later on Hezekiah. Isaiah 40-55 has a tighter structure and a tighter quasi-narrative sequence, but it then forms part of the broadly dramatic and loosely narrative compilation that constitutes the Isaiah scroll as a whole. Isaiah 56-66 likewise has its distinctive, chiastic rather than narrative structure, as it stands at the end of the sequence of the scroll as a whole. 
The historical and narrative sequence of the scroll as a whole is admittedly a strange one, proceeding as it does straight from Hezekiah to the potential rule of Zerubbabel, ignoring Manasseh and Josiah unless he is he hiding within Isaiah 1-39 (see, e.g., Sweeney, ‘Dating’; Sweeney, ‘Legacy’), ignoring Jehoiachin unless he is hiding within Isaiah 40-55 (see, e.g., Goulder, ‘Behold’), ignoring Zedekiah and the calamity that swallowed Jehoiachin and Zedekiah and their city, temple, and people, and actually ignoring Zerubbabel. Yet precisely in its strangeness, as a narrative it makes its point. Isaiah 40-55 takes up motifs and messages from Isaiah 1-39 and declares their fulfilment, reapplication, suspension, or transformation, or uses them as resources for understanding and speaking to the situation two centuries later (see, e.g., Clements, ‘Unity’). Chapters 56-66 takes up these motifs and messages and subjects them to analogous treatment for a community living with the substantially unfulfilled vision of chapters 40-55.
Following on the century through which Duhm’s perspective on Isaiah 40-55 in relation to Isaiah 1-39 and Isaiah 56-66 was assumed, alternative foci of study emerged in the last decades of the twentieth century. These foci of study reflected a sense that there were various kinds of interwovenness and interdependence between Isaiah 40-55 and the material on either side in their origin and content. The idea of thinking about the Isaiah scroll in terms of narrative is an example of these new foci. The scroll follows a narrative or quasi-narrative order, a broadly logical and historical sequence with some unity about it (see Routledge, ‘Narrative’; Stromberg, ‘Book of Isaiah’, Rossi et al., Unity, especially Williamson, ‘Two Steps’; Kim, ‘E pluribus’).
Paradoxically, the narrative is a postmodern one that involves a historical or narrative dialogue between the parts. One aspect of the dialogue is the scroll’s sequence embracing the presence within Isaiah 1-39 of material that may postdate the 540s, and material within Isaiah 56-66 that may predate 587. From a diachronic perspective reflection on this dialogue may thus involve anachronism. For instance, in the order within the scroll 42.1-4 picks up issues raised in 2.2-4 and takes them further, whereas historically, 2.2-4 may be later than 42.1-4. The Isaiah scroll as we have it in effect then invites readers to understand the older passage in the light of the newer one. As Isaiah 40-55 takes up questions about the significance of chapters 1-39, so chapters 1-39 and 56-66 affect the significance of chapters 40-55. For chapters 40-48, declarations in Isaiah 13-14 that Babylon would fall to the Medes, and the approach of that event with the advent of Cyrus, provide evidence that Yahweh is indeed sovereign in the events of the 540s, in a way significant for Israel’s own destiny. Yet Isaiah 13-14 may well reflect an adaptation of Yahweh’s message concerning Assyria so that it applies to Babylon, an adaptation reflecting a context not far from that of Isaiah 40-55 itself. Declarations about the community's blindness and deafness in chapters 40-55 constitute not merely contemporary assessments of the sixth-century community but statements of links with the community to which chapters 1-39 refer, and the note about the holy offspring at the close of Isaiah 6 may reflect the fulfilment of the threats of blindness and deafness in the sixth century. The recurrent reminder that the God who is setting about Jacob-Israel's restoration is 'the holy one of Israel' gains part of its significance from the description of this God in chapters 1-39 as the great threat to the community in its rebelliousness. 
Consideration of the meaning of passages in Isaiah 40-55 can properly take into account their significance in a variety of contexts within Isaiah as a whole. Links with chapters 1-39 imply that exegesis of chapters 40-55 has some interest in the way words are used earlier in Isaiah, which constitutes part of the context of their subsequent usage. Conversely, the taking up and reworking in chapters 56-66 of promises in chapters 40-55 may raise both positive and critical questions about the significance of chapters 40-55. The promises of Zion's renewal in chapters 56-66, set in the context of earlier statements about that renewal in chapters 40-55, require readers to reconsider the significance of the promises in chapters 40-55. 
For a particular passage in Isaiah 40-55 considered in its context in Isaiah as a whole, one audience might be a Judahite community around 540, another might be a community hearing the passage in the context of Isaiah 40-55 a decade later, another might be the community presupposed by Isaiah 56-66 (if that was different), and yet another might be a community attending to Isaiah as a whole. Exegesis of a passage might take into account its significance for all four audiences. The scope for reflection on the chapters in their broader context within the entire Isaiah scroll and in a series of such contexts is wonderfully but also hopelessly wide, but the nature of a commentary lends itself to study that is synchronic and linear and focuses in this case on reading chapters 40-55. The nature of a commentary (at least, the nature of the International Critical Commentary) pushes the exegete to work with eyes paying close attention to the details of the specifics of a text and more restrained with regard to that wider perspective.
6. Isaiah 40-55 and the Isaiah Scroll: Redaction, Theology, Dialogue
Isaiah 40-55 thus relates to the Isaiah scroll as a whole historically and narratively, as it forms part of a broad historical and narrative sequence with the material on either side. Overlapping with the historical and narratival, the chapters’ relationship with the scroll as a whole may be considered in terms of the redactional process that brought the scroll into being, and of the theology that Isaiah 40-55 has in common with the rest of the scroll and the dialogical, hermeneutical conversation implied by the differences between the parts of the scroll. 

Redactional process
The obvious assumption about the process whereby the Isaiah scroll came into being would be that chapters 40-55 were added to a form of Isaiah 1-39 that existed by the sixth century, and that chapters 56-66 were then added later. However, the usual scholarly view has included the assumption that a significant amount of material within chapters 1-39 came from the sixth century or subsequently. The commonality of themes and perspectives between chapters 40-55 and chapters 34-35 might imply common authorship (so *Torrey), though the relationship involves overlap rather than identity, but chapters 34-35 might have come into existence not long before chapters 40-55—or not long after. The obvious assumption about chapters 36-39 with their focus on the time of Hezekiah is that they came into existence earlier than chapters 40-55, but the way they lead into chapters 40-55 could mean they were put in position later. Again, some elements within chapters 56-66 (notably, most of 56.9-57.13) may seem to have more in common with chapters 1-39 than with chapters 40-55, and might be of earlier date (so, e.g., *Westermann), even though broadly the material in chapters 56-66 came into being later than the material in chapters 40-55, so that chapters 40-55 turned out not to be the final word for an Isaiah scroll.  Such considerations and questions open up the possibility of considering how Isaiah 40-55 came into being as part of a process that also brought into being Isaiah 1-39 and Isaiah 56-66, and the Isaiah scroll as a whole (see, e.g., Becker, ‘Book of Isaiah’). 
It is not necessary to follow theories that virtually the entire work comes from the Persian and Hellenistic periods in order to begin to acknowledge that a simple three-stage understanding of the growth of the Isaiah scroll dies the death of a thousand qualifications (see, e.g., Kratz, ‘Isaiah and the Persians’). Indeed, one can reverse the understanding of the process whereby chapters 1-39 and 40-55 came into being and see ‘Second Isaiah’ as having played a decisive part in putting the material in chapters 1-39 into the form that we know, putting a distinctive stamp on the existent 'Isaianic tradition' and turning it into an introduction to chapters 40-55 (so *Williamson). 'Third Isaiah’ might then be seen as the person who fulfilled an analogous role in relation to the material in chapters 40-55 to that hypothesized for ‘Second Isaiah’ in relation to chapters 1-39 (cf. earlier Elliger, Verhältnis). Isaiah 40-55 as a composition might thus have been designed to speak to the Second Temple community to which 'Third Isaiah' belonged, in the time of Haggai and Zechariah or that of Ezra and/or Nehemiah. It could then seem to have been dehistoricized when set in the context of Isaiah 56-66 and the Isaiah scroll (cf. Stromberg, ‘Deutero-Isaiah’s Restoration’). On any such understandings of how the Isaiah scroll came into being, the position of 'Second Isaiah' between 'First Isaiah' and 'Third Isaiah' gives 'Second Isaiah' a key place in the process. Redaction-critically as in other respects, the chapters have to be understood in the context of this larger whole. 
It will have been at some subsequent point in the Persian period (or perhaps early Hellenistic period: see, e.g., Becker, ‘Gibt es hellenistisches Jesajabuch?’) that a group of theologian-scholars in Jerusalem (perhaps the composers of Isaiah 56-66) assembled the book of Isaiah, giving Isaiah 40-55 its place within this composition. A fine tuning is possible on that observation. 1QIsa, apparently the oldest manuscript of Isaiah, leaves a three-line space at the bottom of a column at the end of chapter 33. While this might have been an accidental result of a change of scribe, scribal practice suggests that it could reflect scribal recognition of a division in the work. It has thus stimulated reflection on Isaiah’s division into two halves (see Tov, ‘Text’). Chapters 1 and 33 open and close the first half of the scroll, introducing major themes and summarizing them in retrospect. Issues introduced in the first half of the scroll are then taken up again in the second half, which opens with Isaiah 34. 
While the links between both chapters 34-35 and 36-39 and chapters 1-33 have justified the dividing of Isaiah after chapter 39, as presupposed by traditional criticism, chapters 34-39 can thus also be seen as comprising a dedicated prophetic/poetic introduction and narrative/historical introduction to the second half of the scroll. Chapters 34-35 do open up some themes that will receive more extensive treatment in chapters 40-66, so that they may be designed to function as anticipatory yet retrospective partial summaries of the subsequent chapters. Reading Isaiah 40-55 in the context of the Isaiah scroll could then mean that chapters 34-35 would lead people to hear chapters 40-55 differently (Berges, ‘Zweite Exodus’). Chapters 36-39 in turn take the narrative background of Isaiah from the time of Isaiah ben Amoz to that of 'Second Isaiah', from Assyrian domination to Babylonian domination, and from a location in Judah to one in Babylonia (cf. Cunha, ‘Isaiah 39’). While within Isaiah 1-39 they balance the Ahaz narrative (chapters 6-8), they might have been fashioned, or at least put in their place, subsequent to the work of 'Second Isaiah'. As some passages within Isaiah 40-55 face both ways, concluding what precedes and opening up what follows (so, e.g., 42.10-17; 44.24-28), Isaiah 34-39 then does something similar on a larger scale in binding the scroll as a whole together. Although chapter 40 constitutes a new beginning in marking a transition from a narrative about Hezekiah's day to a proclamation to the sixth-century community, within the work as a whole it does not form a wholly new beginning. The introductory chapter 40 has itself been provided with a dedicated double introduction. Isaiah 55 might then fulfil the same function for the relationship between Isaiah 40-55 and Isaiah 56-66. 
Yet the structure of the Isaiah scroll as a whole is not as systematically coherent as Ezekiel and more like Jeremiah. The Isaiah scroll is a literary cathedral (Berges, ‘Jesajabuch’). It forms one whole, but not one with a systematic coherence. In due course, like a cathedral, it may eventually stop rather than find completion: it represents a frozen dialogue (Albertz, History, 12, though he uses the phrase in a different connection). It may seem to be a book without an ending (Clements ‘Isaiah: A Book without an Ending?’). In some respects the Isaiah scroll may come across not only as anthological but as ‘aleatory’, as a work that came into being by chance rather than through planning (Landy, Poetry, 7). 
It is possible to imagine a collection such as Isaiah 40-55 and perhaps of the scroll as a whole coming into being as the product of a scribal culture (Wilson, ‘Scribal Culture’; cf. Kwon, Scribal Culture, on Job and Isaiah 40-55—both of which are something like dramas; and Nissinen, ʻSince When Do Prophets Write?ʼ). In the context of the scroll as a whole, Isaiah 40-55 becomes an expression of social memory among Israel’s scholars (Ben Zvi, ‘Remembering’). 
Other considerations qualify that possible perspective. Most if not all the compilations of prophetic messages in the Tanak would indeed be literary compositions, but they read less like compositions designed for reading and pondering by other scholars but as prophecy, designed to be uttered, heard and heeded. In this connection, like words such as ‘composer’ or ‘curator’ as opposed to ‘editor’ or ‘scribe’, the word ‘theologians’ is preferable to the word ‘literati’, which sounds as if it refers simply to academic or scholarly people. While the composition is indeed academic or scholarly, its apparent concern is with shaping people’s understanding of God and their commitment to God, and academic or scholarly aims are secondary to that concern. For prophet, composer, and curator, being a professor is a subset of being a pastor. The reports in Isaiah 8 and Jeremiah 36 suggest that any scribal ordering of the scroll would be a second order operation.
It would be a continuance of such a concern with shaping people’s understanding of God and their commitment to God that the messages might be updated by the original prophet or by the composer of the dramatic poem or by a later curator, and that assemblages might be expanded so that they become the collections that appear in the Tanak. It is in this connection that the process of ordering generates a significance in the collections that supplements the significance of the individual messages. It would be these collections that might gain recognition in the Second Temple community and become copied in Jerusalem and elsewhere.

Theology, Dialogue, and Hermeneutics
Isaiah 40-55 relates to the Isaiah scroll as a whole in the substance of its theology. The theology of the scroll as a whole has features that give it a distinct profile compared with other works in the Tanak and that are shared by each of its three main parts, which fits their being part of the same scroll. The recurrence of themes within the scroll makes it possible and appropriate to read references to them in relation to each other and to consider the treatment of individual words and themes in one part in the light of the treatment in another part.  
Like other works in the Tanak, the Isaiah scroll has the name of a well-known person at the beginning or recurring in the course of it (compare Moses, Jeremiah, Zechariah, David, Solomon), without any necessary implication that this person was directly behind the work or behind the entire work. There could be various reasons why writings in the Tanak, like many other writings in the ancient world, have this feature. With Isaiah 40-55 the content of the chapters suggests a reason, that their content has actual connections with the thinking and message of Isaiah ben Amoz and of Isaiah 56-66. Isaiah 40-55 does have interrelationships with other parts of the Tanak, substantial and historical links with Deuteronomy, Hosea, Jeremiah, Lamentations, Zechariah, Psalms, and other works (see, for instance, the excursus on ‘Isaiah 40.1-11 Between Texts’ in the commentary on Isaiah 40.1-11, and the introduction to 42.18-25; also Sommer, Prophet; Paul, ‘Deuteronom(ist)ic Influences’; Paul, 'Literary and Ideological Echoes’; the Introduction in *Paul; Nurmela, Mouth of the Lord). Yet it has distinctive links with Isaiah 1-39 and Isaiah 56-66. 
First, in all three major parts of the scroll, a prophetic ‘I’ is important, and in each part the prophetic ‘I’ is more than that of a messenger. In Isaiah 6.1-13 the ‘I’ is commissioned to be the means of implementing the message, to block the people’s mind so that it resembles ears blocked with oil, and to smear its eyes so that it cannot understand, hear, see, and turn to find healing (6.10). In 8.18 the prophet describes himself as a sign, and in 20.1-6 Yahweh describes him as a sign as he models the fate of Judah’s allies and perhaps thereby implements the threat of it. In Isaiah 36-39 he is key to the fate of Judah in Hezekiah’s day and to the king’s own fate. In 40.6-8 in 1QIsa and LXX a prophetic ‘I’ models the people’s inability to believe Yahweh’s word. In 48.16 the ‘I’ speaks of having been sent by Yahweh, as Isaiah was, and in 49.1-6 and 50.4-9 this ‘I’ expands on the implications of that sending. In 61.1-3 a prophetic ‘I’ speaks further about such a commission. 
A second theological theme running through the whole of Isaiah in a distinctive fashion is the destiny of Jerusalem-Zion (see, e.g., Dumbrell, ‘Purpose’). Chapters 1-39 speak of Yahweh's commitment to the city, of its deep sinfulness, of its necessary punishment, and of its destined fall, though it does not make clear how these can be coherently interrelated. The city's fall to the Babylonians sharpens this question. Chapters 40-55 reaffirm all the aspects of the way this motif is handled in chapters 1-39 and declare that God's commitment will have the last word. Chapters 56-66 then reaffirm the promises of Zion's restoration in even more glorious technicolour than that in Isaiah 40-55, doing so in the context of other statements such as make clear that those promises have not been fulfilled in anything like technicolour. 
Third, the description of Yahweh as the holy one runs distinctively though the scroll. While the title may not be the creation of Isaiah ben Amoz, it plays a key role from the first message in the scroll (1.4) via 5.16-24 to the proclaiming of Yahweh as the holy, holy, holy one in 6.3. It is because he is the holy one that he must bring calamity on wayward Judah. Isaiah 40-55 affirms this entitling and this logic, but also declares that the holy one is now mercifully reversing the basic message that he gave via Isaiah ben Amoz. Isaiah 40-55 affirms the status of the message of Isaiah 1-39, but implies a contrast between its message of judgment and the message of restoration that Yahweh now brings (Feuerstein, ‘Pourquoi). In The Anxiety of Influence, Harold Bloom speaks of the dynamic whereby a poet may both honour great predecessors and need to differ from them, and something of this dynamic (though not necessarily the anxiety) applies to the relationship between the prophet who speaks in Isaiah 40-55 and the prophet who speaks in Isaiah 1-39. This new understanding of the holy one might make it seem implausible to see the figure(s) behind Isaiah 40-55 as behind the compiling of Isaiah 1-39, but it need not, especially as the holy one and the same theo-logic reappear in Isaiah 56-66. Likewise, the difference in the presuppositions of the message in Isaiah 56-66 might make it seem implausible to see the figure(s) behind Isaiah 56-66 as behind the compiling of Isaiah 40-55, but it need not. More likely, the compiler of Isaiah 56-66 respected the message in Isaiah 40-55 but felt a need to respond to it, as the compiler of Isaiah 40-55 respected the message in Isaiah 1-39 but felt a need to respond to it. 
Likewise, the blindness and deafness of the community was both the reason for and the nature of the calamity threatened in Isaiah 1-39, but its statements about blindness and deafness eventually turn out to be set in the context of further statements in chapters 40-55 about this blindness and deafness which both affirm them and take further the questions they raise (cf. Clements, ‘Beyond Tradition-history’). Reference to failure to listen recurs again in 65.12; 66.4. 
The vision of Yahweh as the holy one particularly illustrates how Isaiah 40-55 relates to the scroll as a whole dialogically or hermeneutically. It works out and expresses its insights in conversation with the other parts of the scroll. It takes up motifs and messages from chapters 1-39 and declares their fulfilment or reapplication or suspension or transformation, or uses them as resources for understanding and speaking to the situation two centuries later (see, e.g., Clements, ‘Unity’; Goldingay, ‘Canonical Readings’). The nature of Yahweh as the holy one of Israel was both the reason for Israel’s chastisement and the basis for Israel’s restoration. 
Seeing statements within a work such as Isaiah in the light of other statements in the work might be appropriate because the latter are consciously in dialogue with the former, so that it could be seen as an aspect of the exegesis of a particular passage. In addition, seeing them in this light may affect a grasp of a passage's significance as part of a whole, and a parallel with Isaiah could be the interpretation of Job, where each part (the framework story, the statements of Job and those of his friends, Yahweh's statements, and so on) needs to be interpreted in its own right and also as part of a whole. 
The Isaiah scroll is the record of a dialogue in which Isaiah 40-55 has a central place. 

Whenever history seems at a dead end, a very new vision is needed—not the old story repeated again. But at such a crisis point, visions that ignore the old story are not likely to gain traction. So, grounding Second Isaiah’s vision in words from the past, molding those words into new forms, and using old cadences to sing new songs became one prophet’s way of claiming that what might sound entirely novel was actually implicit all along. (Tull, ‘Mikhail Bakhtin’, 185) 

As intertextuality can presuppose, in this connection one biblical writer can engage dialogically with another, and it is possible to ask what that writer was seeking to say, and more importantly, was seeking to do or to make happen in that engagement.
7. The Development of Isaiah 40-55 
The nature of a commentary with its chapter-by-chapter format encourages a focus on the text as it presents itself to ancient or modern readers, on what is often called its final form or its canonical form. Yet another possible focus of study can be the process whereby the text developed towards the form that it eventually reached. This has been the aim pursued in a number of monographs and other works on Isaiah 40-55 since the last decade of the twentieth century. 
From its beginning, the study of Isaiah 40-55 raised the question of whether some of the passages that refer to Yahweh’s servant and some of the passages about images, which stand out in form or content, have a different background from that of the rest of the material and were subsequent additions to the original text. More recently, broader questioning about the text’s development has issued in a number of broader hypotheses.
While *Duhm saw the bulk of Isaiah 40-55 as deriving from one prophet, he did also suggest that the passages that relate to image-making originally belonged together and were later additions to the bulk of the chapters, and that four of the passages about Yahweh’s servant were ‘servant songs’ that also originally belonged together and were later additions to the scroll (see the excursus on ‘Servant Songs’ in the commentary on 41.21-42.17). For a century those suggestions were widely viewed as plausible, and the second suggestion had a far-reaching influence on the study of Isaiah 40-55 and has encouraged the proliferation of theories about the identity of this servant of Yahweh. In effect, like the idea of Joshua to Kings being the ‘Deuteronomistic History’, the idea of ‘servant songs’ became quasi-canonical, even outside scholarly circles; preachers refer to the ‘servant songs’. Both suggestions still held for *Westermann in the 1960s, for whom the ‘servant songs’ (42.1-4; 49.1-6; 50.4-9; 52.13-53.12), the polemics against the idols (40.19-20 + 41.6-7; 42.17; 44.9-20; 45.16-17.20b; 46.5-8) and some admonitions (such as 44.21,22b; 45.9-10; 48.1*, 4, 5b, 7b, 8-10,18-19) were later additions. 
Over against the general assumption of one main authorship of the chapters apart from such exceptions, a change came about in Europe (as the continent from which Britain distinguishes itself) in the late twentieth century. It links with a development going back to the nineteenth century, when in the Humanities the scholarly world came to embrace the assumption that understanding something depends on understanding its historical development. Thus the development of English Literature as an object of study depended on tracing the historical interrelationships of literary works (cf. Collini, Literature and Learning). The same assumption came to hold for theology and for biblical study, and *Duhm’s work played a key role in the application of this assumption to Isaiah (see also Najman, Scriptural Vitality, 14-32). The realization that Isaiah 40-55 derived distinctively from the late Babylonian period was the major first fruit of the application of this assumption. In the late twentieth century there developed in Europe a more far-reaching interest in penetrating the historical origin of chapters 40-55 and in considering the possibility that Isaiah 40-55 did not come from one author or come into existence at the same time, but developed through several stages. Thus the attempt to trace the process whereby the material in chapters 40-55 came into being. 
A starting point for considering this question is the distinctive coherence and possible completeness of Isaiah 40-48 (ignoring the admonitory material in chapter 48) and a distinctiveness about Isaiah 49-55 over against Isaiah 40-48, which could make it worthwhile to consider chapters 40-48 and 49-55 semi-separately. The distinction between them might then be geographical and/or historical and/or theological. To oversimply the possibilities, chapters 40-48 could reflect the situation in Babylon before 539, and chapters 49-55 reflect the situation in Jerusalem after 539. The two might constitute linked collections of prophetic messages, but semi-separate collections addressed to the different contexts, and/or they might reflect a process whereby messages addressed to the Babylonian context were brought up to date after 539. The process might reflect disappointment with the non-fulfillment of the main set of prophecies in chapters 40-48, and it might reflect the closing decades of the sixth century, the time of Haggai and Zechariah, and/or the fifth century, the time of Ezra and Nehemiah. The process whereby Duhm’s servant passages and the image-making passages came to be part of Isaiah 40-55 would then have been an aspect of this broader process of development, concerning the nature of which there are a number of views: see, e.g., Vincent, Studien, Kiesow, Exodustexte; *Merendino; Werlitz, Redaktion; Berges, Buch Jesaja; Hermisson, ‘Einheit’, reconsidered in *Hermisson; *Zapff; Kratz, Kyros; Steck, Gottesknecht; van Oorschot, von Babel; Albertz, ‘Structure’; and for survey, comparisons, and critiques, see, e.g., Leene, ‘Suche’; Scheuer, Return; Conroy, ‘Four Servant Poems’; Joachimsen, ‘Steck’s Five Stories’.
 One implication of such views is in effect to question the axiom going back to Duhm that chapters 40-55 fundamentally reflect the ministry of a single individual prophet in the mould of the individual pre-exilic prophets. Even if this axiom is still assumed, perhaps in connection with the bulk of the messages in Isaiah 40-48, such an approach assumes that the work of this individual might have been expanded in a number of contexts in Babylonia and then in Jerusalem, perhaps in the 530s, the 520s, and the fifth century. The expansion will then reflect different historical contexts and the questions they raise for the community, and reflect how Yahweh guided prophets and scholars seeking to address them. It might have involved both the reworking of existent prophecies and the offering of new ones. The resultant text that we have is thus a layered document, and redaction-critical study seeks to identify the layers. 
The outline understanding of a possible process whereby Isaiah 40-55 might have developed seems quite plausible, but the (mostly) English-speaking world has several kinds of unease with the attempt to discern the clues that make it possible to describe the actual process of the chapters’ development and with the results of the approach to them.

· It presupposes the conviction that repetitions, syntactical unevenness, and varying symbolism suggest diversity of authorship. But it is gratuitous to assume that poets and prophets aim at or achieve succinctness and consistency. Unevenness or jerkiness in a work is at least as likely to drive from its one author as from a later modifier of the text. 
· Likewise, its observations about theological tensions between passages make an uncertain basis for inferring diversity of origin (Childs, 'Retrospective Reading’, 368-69). Subjects such as Yahweh’s commitment to Israel and his concern about the nations (‘nationalism and universalism’) are complex, and a single thinker would be wise to have complex views about them. The same applies to views of the relationship between God, the heavens, and the earth (Schmid, ‘Himmelsgott’, 30-31).
· It works with predetermined decisions about what a prophet may have said. For instance, J. J. van Oorschot (von Babel) assumes that a prophet in Babylonia would not have talked about Jerusalem, and this provides him with his starting-point for understanding the process that takes the material 'from Babylon to Zion'. Such an assumption also seems gratuitous. 
· It presupposes a process for which we have no analogies in the ancient world. The development of the text in this way is easier to conceive in the age of the word processor and the internet than in the age of the scroll. 
· It produces inherently implausible results. Kratz (Kyros ) believes that the specific references to Cyrus belong to a late layer of the material and constitute a coded reference to Darius the Great. It is easier to believe that a prophet who said Cyrus would mean Cyrus and that a prophet who meant Darius would say Darius, as Haggai and Zechariah do. 
· It presupposes a process whose tracing may be impossible even in the world we know (cf. Roberts, First Isaiah, 2-3). C. S. Lewis (‘Modern Theology’) notes how scholars discussing his own works put forward hypotheses concerning his aims and process that are invariably wrong. 
· It produces results that differ markedly at the hands of different exponents of the method. If the material did come into being by a staged process, this suggests that we cannot recover that process. Differences between the hypotheses suggests that they reflect more the creativity of the scholars than the evidence of the material.
· The observation that ‘the major problem presented by Van Oorschot's impressive hypothesis is identification of the Core stratum, which is based on the thinnest evidence’ (Albertz, Israel in Exile, 387) applies rather generally to these theories, including, ironically, Albertz’s own.
· A similar irony attaches to a comment by U. Berges (Book of Isaiah, 302) that  ‘The redaction-critical work on Isaiah 40-55 begun in the last 20 years has truly freed these chapters from their “exilic imprisonment;” this work, however, is entangled in a confusion of successive layers of redactions that are not dissimilar to the confusion of tongues at Babel’. It is not clear that Berges is exempt from his own critique.
· Berges goes on, ‘Yet there is no going back before these studies, since in spite of all their divergence they concur that it is the basic message of one exilic prophet that is primarily, if not exclusively, to be recovered within 40-48’. Actually, the implication of the situation he describes is that there is going back, and that going back is advisable.  

 It is tempting then to argue that interpreting the ‘final form’ of the text is objective in a way that seeking to trace the historical development of the text is not. After all, this final form of the text definitely does exist. Yet the existence of as many interpretations of its final form as there are of its history undermines that idea (Aaron, Ambiguities, 43, comparing Barr, Philology, 3-4; cf. Melugin, ‘Book of Isaiah’). Conversely, questioning the results of redaction-critical study need not mean questioning whether such study generates insights. This commentary will from time to time note the application of redaction-critical theories to the chapters and make use of exegetical insights that emerge from them, although much of the reference to such theories is undertaken for the sake of record. While the commentary takes the text broadly against a background of the 540s and the imminent fall of Babylon, the setting to which it explicitly refers, it also sometimes imagines how the text might come home in the settings in Judah implied by the text’s location within the broader Isaiah scroll, in the later sixth century and fifth century, from the 530s through to the time of Ezra and Nehemiah. In a sense, it thus works with the assumptions or results of redaction-critical work, but sees this as a study that may really be more like canonical criticism or reception history than like an actual tracing of the historical process of development. This points to another implication of C. S. Lewis’s comment about interpretations of his work. It is tempting for a commentator to suggest or even pronounce on what was the aim of the prophet or editor or translator at this point or at that, on the basis of making an inference from the text. Yet such observations are merely inferences whose validity we cannot test. We do not have access to the mind of prophet or editor or translator. We have only the text. It may be less hazardous to seek to infer the possible effect of the text on the audience than to seek to infer the aims on the part of the author that lie behind it.
In reading the text against the background of the 540s, the commentary does sometimes imagine behind the text the origin and significance of a given passage in the oral ministry of the prophet, though in this connection a further proviso is advisable. A related inquiry that overlaps with the redaction-critical one but belongs earlier in the twentieth century is the attempt to give more precise and sequential dates to individual messages or whole units within chapters 40-55 (e.g., *S. Smith; *Morgenstern). One problem with this venture is that it presupposes a correspondence between events within the poet's vision and events in the empirical world. For instance, Isaiah 45 is set on the eve of the fall of Babylon and it commissions the effecting of the exiles' restoration. But that need not mean that historically the passage dates from just before the fall of Babylon. It could be earlier, or later. It is within the vision that the imminence of the fall of Babylon is the passage’s setting (*Hessler). The commission to leave Babylon in 48.20 means that the city has fallen within the vision, but this does not fix the date in the world outside the vision. Indeed Babylon already seems to have fallen in 43.14-15: so one might infer that the whole of chapters 40-66 post-dates this event (so Haran, ‘Literary Structure’). 
A related comment emerges from Isaiah 40-55’s being a dramatic poem with a quasi-narrative structure. The location of individual messages within the poem serves the poem. It may not constitute a guide to the temporal origin of an individual message. The possible difference between the visionary world and the empirical world, and between the origin of a message and its role in the poem, makes it unwise to seek to date the material or to set it in a chronological sequence. A similar consideration applies to the focus on Jacob-Israel in chapters 40-48, with Jacob-Israel disappearing after 49.6 (Williamson, ‘Jacob’), and the focus on Jerusalem-Zion in chapters 49-54 after it has been almost unmentioned in 40.12-48.22. This is an aspect of the drama of the poem; it may not be a pointer to chronology or to the location of prophet or audience. While rhetorically Isaiah 40-55 comprises three Parts, dramatically it comprises two, and it is possible that the first (Isaiah 40-48) derives from prophetic ministry in Babylon before 539 and the second (Isaiah 49-55) from prophetic ministry in Judah in a subsequent decade. But the inference is not certain, and one can interpret the drama of Isaiah 40-55 without making this assumption. 
8. The Hebrew Text of Isaiah 40-55: From Qumran to the Masoretes
This commentary seeks to interpret the Hebrew text of Isaiah 40-55. What counts as the Hebrew text of Isaiah 40-55 in this connection? On what follows, see, for instance, Lange and Tov, Textual History of the Bible Online: 6 Isaiah; and within this work, Fuller and Flint, ‘Ancient Hebrew Texts’; van der Kooij ‘Septuagint’; van der Kooij ‘Textual History of Isaiah’; also Lemmelijn, ‘Textual Criticism’.
The Isaiah scroll in printed texts of the Tanak is the Masoretic Text, usually MTL, the version in the Leningrad/St Petersburg Codex which bears a date that says it was copied in 1008-9 AD. This is also the starting point for modern translations of the Hebrew Scriptures. The (partial) Qumran manuscript of Isaiah known as 1QIsb (that is, the second Isaiah manuscript from Cave 1 at Qumran) is very similar to MT Isaiah and indicates that MT is a descendant of a form of the text that goes back at least to the late Second Temple period, around the second century BC. 1QIsb was not the only form of the scriptural text in existence at this time. 1QIsa (the first Isaiah manuscript from Cave 1), which is more complete than 1QIsb, is more distinctive when compared with MT, and can thus count as a different form of the text. A third form may be inferred from the translation of Isaiah into Greek which became part of the Septuagint (see section 9 of this Introduction). 
Many of the slight differences between Hebrew manuscripts likely result from accidental slips. As is the case with any copying, errors may be present in the text through misreading similar letters, transposing or misdividing letters or words, or copying something once instead or twice or twice instead of once (see the survey in Parry, ‘Contextual Errors’). Other differences likely reflect a process whereby theologian-scribes, ‘professors or students’ (Wyngarden, ‘Servant’, 20), purposefully added to the text they received, or simplified it. Such development belongs to the two or three centuries subsequent to the process whereby the text of Isaiah 40-55 had developed in around 540, the time beginning in about 520 when the Judahite community was rebuilding the temple, and the decades that followed. An example of the material’s seeing detailed revision during these two or three centuries (or subsequently) can be seen in 40.6 (see the comment). In that verse, either ‘but I said’ (ואומרה, 1QIsa; καὶ eἶπα, LXX) became ‘but someone said’ (ואמר, MT), or vice versa (the verse does not appear in the surviving fragments of 1QIsb).
The works of commentators such as *Ibn Ezra (1089-1167) and *John Calvin (1509-64) show that the identity of ‘the Hebrew text of Isaiah 40-55’ was self-evident in the pre-critical period. The term simply referred to the traditional text that had been put into definitive form in the century or two before Ibn Ezra's time, as what came to be termed the Masoretic Text. By Calvin's day, forms of this text had appeared in the first printed edition of the Prophets in Hebrew in 1485-86 and then in the second edition of the Rabbinic Bible, published in 1524-25. In the mid-twentieth century the same text still appeared in the Bible Society Hebrew Bible edited by N. H. Snaith (‘ישעיה’), which was based on a British Museum manuscript of 1482. This traditional text includes some variant readings in the form of the Kethiv and Qere, the text as ‘written’, the consonantal text, and the text as ‘read out’, a slightly different and/or differently vocalized alternative version, but that phenomenon did not seem to imperil the assumption that the traditional text could be identified as the Hebrew text of Isaiah. 
A defining characteristic of modernity and thus of biblical criticism was to question tradition, and textual criticism therefore regarded it as an open question whether the traditional text was the text. Before the dating of Isaiah 40-55 became an issue, from the time of *Louis Cappell (1585-1658) and his Critica sacra, scholars began making suggestions for emending the traditional text to conform it to what they thought must have been the original text. A development took place that was analogous to the contemporary one traced by Hans Frei in The Eclipse of Biblical Narrative, whereby pre-critical study assumed the identity of the biblical narrative and a sequence of events that took place in history, and critical study saw that there was a difference between these two and chose to focus theologically on the second rather than the first. Pre-critical textual study likewise assumed the identity of the traditional text and the original text, and critical textual study saw there was a difference between these and again chose to focus on a critically reconstructed version rather than the traditional version. A postmodern context encourages an awareness of the ambiguity of these decisions. In both cases, critical study chose to put the emphasis on something that might now seem an unattainable will of the wisp rather than something that at least has the virtue of clearly existing. Whereas an assumed aim of Isaianic textual criticism has thus been the ascertaining of the scroll's original text, this now seems an equivocal notion (see, e. g., Martin, Multiple Originals, and his references). Modernity's model for studying this text came from the era of the printing press, which is approximately coterminous with modernity itself. In this era, it was meaningful to think of a work as having an original text and to assume that this text is the same in all copies except when it is officially revised. This assumption may not have been so meaningful in the age of the manuscript, as it ceases to be so meaningful in the age of the word processor. 
There are, then, two sorts of reasons why modern translations presuppose a different text of Isaiah from the one assumed by Ibn Ezra and Calvin. One is that the traditional Hebrew text seems implausible, because is difficult to construe or simply because it seems odd: see, for example, the comments on 41.27; 45.11. Criticism therefore hypothesizes a form of the text that is easier to understand or seems more plausible. 
The other reason is that the ancient versions (especially LXX) and the Qumran scrolls (especially 1QIsa) indicate the existence of other versions of the Hebrew text in antiquity. 1QIsa and 1QIsb, which were discovered near the Dead Sea at Qumran in the 1940s and 1950s, are the oldest extant copies of Isaiah, and Isaiah is the most prominent of the prophets at Qumran (Fabry, ‘Jesaja-Rolle’). One need not think that all these manuscripts had been copied at Qumran itself; it is usually assumed that members of the community took some manuscripts there from elsewhere. 1QIsa is the one virtually complete version of Isaiah, 1QIsb includes about half of chapters 40-55, and the Qumran finds include a number of smaller fragments of Isaiah. On the basis of characteristics such as handwriting styles, 1QIsa and the other Isaiah scrolls have been dated between the early second and mid-first century BC. 1QIsa perhaps more likely comes from the second century, with different scribes being involved for chapters 1-33 and 34-66 (Popović et al., ‘Artificial Intelligence Based Writer Identification’; Popović et al., ‘Dating Ancient Manuscripts’; see further Brownlee Meaning, 247-59; developed by Gileadi, ‘Holistic Structure’; cf. *Sweeney, ch. 1). 
The Qumran manuscripts of chapters 40-55 are as follows. 

1QIsa: complete for chapters 40-55 except for a few letters at the beginning of eight successive lines at 45.10-16
1QIsb: 40.2-3; 41.3-23; 43.1-13, 23-27; 44.21-28; 45.1-13; 46.3-13; 47.1-14; 48.17-22; 49.1-15; 50.7-11; 51.1-10; 52.7-15; 53.1-12; 54.1-6; 55.2-13 
4QIsb: 40.1-4, 22-26; 41.8-11; 42.2-7, 9-12; 43.12-15; 44.19-28; 45.20-25; 46.1-3; 48.6-8; 49.21-23; 51.1-2, 14-16; 52.2, 7; 53.11-12 
4QIsc: 44.3-7, 23; 45.1-4, 6-8; 46.8-13; 48.10-15, 17-19; 49.22; 51.8-16; 52.10-15; 53.1-3, 6-8; 54.3-5, 7-17; 55.1-7 
4QIsd: 45.20; 46.10-13; 47.1-6, 8-9; 48.8-22; 49.1-15; 52.4-7; 53.8-12; 54.1-11 
4QIsg: 42.14-25; 43.1-4, 16-24 
4QIsh: 42.4-11 
4QIsq: 54.10-13 
5QIs: 40.16, 18-19; ?41.25 

Other Qumran documents include quotations from chapters 40-55 that reveal ways in which the chapters were being read and utilized in the period. The number of these quotations further underlines the importance of Isaiah at Qumran. Indeed, the verses with which Isaiah 40-55 almost begins, the command to prepare Yahweh's way in the wilderness, provided the members of the community with the warrant for their vocation. The Community Rule (1QS 8.14; 9.19-20; DSS 1:88-93) indicates that they saw themselves as its fulfilment. The use of such scriptural passages at Qumran has provided new material and stimulus for the study of the influence of Isaiah 40-55 on later communities and on the circumstances in which it might be appropriated. The most substantial collection of quotations comes in 4Q176, 4QTanḥûmîm (DSS 1:356-61), which refers to 40.1-5; 41.8-9; 49.7, 13-17; 43.1-2, 4-6; 51.22-23; 52.1-3; 54.4-10; 52.1-2. Further significant quotations feature in the pesharim 4Q164 (54.11-12) and 4Q165 (40.11-12); 11Q13 2.15-16 (52.7) (DSS 1:326-29; 2:1208-9) and in Damascus Document CD-A, 6.7-8 (54.16) (DSS 1:558-59) . Some  quotations in these works agree with 1QIsa against MT in matters of substance as well as spelling (see, e.g., the comments on 54.8a, 9a, 10a in this commentary). 
In connection with the text, scholarly attention has focused especially on 1QIsa. It updates spelling and attempts to clarify meaning by the addition of the conjunction waw and of suffixes. It also contains many evident slips, despite having been heavily emended by the original scribe or by a subsequent scribe. Some of the emendations conform the text more to the Masoretic tradition, some make it more independent. The close similarity between1QIsb and the Masoretic manuscripts from a millennium later, which were previously our oldest copies of the Hebrew text of Isaiah, paradoxically makes 1QIsb at least as important as 1QIsa, as it confirms the antiquity of the textual tradition represented by MT. While there are again many slight differences between 1QIsb and MT, these are mostly matters of spelling or morphology, or of the absence or addition of the copula. With 1QIsa, differences might indicate that it was the scribe’s personal copy of the text rather than an 'official' one like 1QIsb (*Kutscher), or the scribe might have been working from a damaged exemplar (Longacre, ‘Developmental Stage’). The other Qumran fragments listed above, though in general also nearer to MT (see Morrow, ‘Text’, 171), have some readings in common with 1QIsa as well as some in common with 1QIsb, which suggests that 1QIsa represents more than merely the vagaries of a single scribe. 
The Qumran Isaiah scrolls and fragments, with notes on where they differ from MT and among themselves, are published in Eugene Ulrich, The Biblical Qumran Scrolls, and the rest of the Qumran documents are published with a translation in Florentino García Martínez and Eibert J. C. Tigchelaar, The Dead Sea Scrolls (DSS). The original and much more detailed presentation of the manuscripts appears in the Discoveries in the Judean Desert (DJD) series of Qumran manuscripts, listed in the bibliography in this volume under the names of the editors, Ulrich, Flint, Skehan, Allegro, and Milik; see also Sukenik, Dead Sea Scrolls, for the original publication of 1QIsb. On Isaiah at Qumran (and elsewhere in the Second Temple period), see (e.g.) *Kutscher; Abegg, ‘1QIsaa and 1QIsab; Blenkinsopp, Opening; Brooke, ‘Isaiah in the Qumran Scrolls’; Brooke, 'Isaiah in the Pesharim’; Ulrich, ‘Prophet Isaiah’; Flint, ‘Book of Isaiah’; Flint, ‘Interpretation’; Flint, ‘Isaiah Scrolls from the Judean Desert’; Flint and Ulrich, 'Variant Textual Readings’; Høgenhaven, ‘Isaiah at Qumran’; Metzenthin, Jesaja-Auslegung; Parry, Exploring; Tzoref, ‘Textuality’; Stanley, ‘4QTanḥumim’.
After the Qumran scrolls, the Masoretic codices from the ninth to twelfth centuries AD are the next oldest complete manuscripts of Isaiah in Hebrew. Unlike the Qumran manuscripts, they are vocalized texts. Whereas Semitic writing strictly records only consonants, in the Second Temple period scribes developed the practice of marking some vowel sounds by utilizing some less important consonants and giving them this new significance. By the time of the Qumran scrolls there were a number of ways of doing this, and by the late first millennium AD subsequent scribes had developed several further ways of indicating vowel sounds more fully. The system represented in most Masoretic codices and used in printed Hebrew Bibles was developed at Tiberias, and was used by scribes belonging to the Ben Asher family there. A copy of the Prophets kept in a Cairo synagogue and thus known as the Cairo Codex (MTC) is described on its colophon as having been made in AD 895 by Moses ben Asher, though the veracity of the colophon has  been questioned. There is a facsimile edition with an introduction by D. S. Lowinger (or Loewinger). Other finds from the storeroom, the geniza, of the Old Cairo synagogue include many other fragments of older manuscripts of Isaiah and other texts, from the sixth to ninth centuries, using an older Babylonian system for indicating vowels. The translation footnotes in this commentary refer to some of their variants, on the basis of information in The Hebrew University Bible (HUB). Some manuscripts with sigla such as Eb 51 have the simpler version of this Babylonian pointing and come from the earlier part of this period. Others with sigla such as Kb 13 have the more complex Babylonian system and come from the eighth and ninth centuries (see classically, Kahle, Geniza). 
The Leningrad/St Petersburg Codex of the Prophets, dated AD 916, uses the Babylonian sigla but follows the Western tradition in its actual text and pointing (see Würthwein, Text, 42-43). It was published in a facsimile edition by H. L. Strack. The Hebrew University Bible edition of Isaiah reproduces the Aleppo Codex (MTA), copied by Solomon ben Buya'a who lived in the early tenth century AD, and vocalized by Aaron ben Moses ben Asher. Also from the tenth century but said to be less carefully copied (Würthwein, Text, 42) is the Sassoon Codex (MTS). Biblia hebraica in its various editions (*Kittel, *Thomas) reproduces the Leningrad Codex (MTL), the oldest extant complete Hebrew Bible. It was copied by Samuel ben Jacob in Cairo, but it states that it was made from manuscripts copied by Aaron ben Moses ben Asher. There is a facsimile edition edited by D. S. Loewinger and a more recent one edited by D. N. Freedman and others. A simpler vowel system appears in the Reuchlin Codex (MTR), written in Italy in 1105 and published in a facsimile edition by A. Sperber. 
The Masoretic movement sought to standardize the text, with the result that direct witnesses to other readings largely disappeared. The many other Hebrew manuscripts deriving from the time after the period of the MT manuscripts are copies of them. Their distinctive readings were listed in the eighteenth century by B. B. Kennicott (Vetus Testamentum Hebraice) and J. B. de Rossi (Variae lectiones), but it is usually reckoned that these manuscripts mostly reflect changes that came about after the standardization of MT rather than incorporating witness to readings older than MT (though contrast Armstrong, ‘Study’). On the other hand, where biblical quotations in first millennium Jewish writers differ from MT, these may well witness to older readings. HUB thus includes them in its apparatus. 
The similarity between 1QIsb and the great MT manuscripts supports the hypothesis that MT represents a text that had changed little over the preceding millennium. Both 1QIsb and MT manuscripts preserve spelling conventions older than those of 1QIsa, though also ones that differed from the practice of the earlier period in which the Isaiah scroll came into being. They thus make some limited use of vowel letters, generally incorporating medial yod and waw and final he, but not the fuller use of vowel letters or of the newer formulations of suffixes that characterizes 1QIsa. The spelling in other Qumran manuscripts varies between a greater conservatism than 1QIsb or MT, and the modernity of 1QIsa (Morrow, ‘Text’, 171). Markers of division into sections and paragraphs also vary. MT has a more formalized system, signalled in printed texts by פ and ס, petuḥah and setumah, though the different MT manuscripts vary. Qumran practice shows more variation in beginning new lines and leaving spaces within lines (Steck, Erste Jesajarolle; Steck, ‘Bemerkungen’; Olley, ‘Hear’; and in general, Oesch, Petucha und Setuma).
The distinctiveness of 1QIsa confirms the hypothesis that in late antiquity the text of Isaiah was extant in several forms, as had been an implicit assumption of textual criticism since the seventeenth century when scholarship began proposing emendations to the traditional Hebrew text on the basis of the Septuagint. This practice presupposed that LXX was translated from a different Hebrew text than the one preserved by the Masoretes, a text that could be recovered by translating the Greek back into Hebrew and could then be the basis for emending the traditional Hebrew. The same process could be undertaken on the basis of other ancient translations, though these were later and were thus assumed to be of less importance compared with LXX. 
9. The Ancient Versions of Isaiah 40-55: Reconstructing a Text
It is usually assumed that it was in Egypt in the mid-second century BC (not very distant from the time of the Qumran manuscripts) that Isaiah was translated into Greek, along with other works in the Tanak: see especially the works in the bibliography by Ottley, Ziegler (the editor of the standard version of the text), Seeligmann, Koenig, van der Kooij, Penner, Troxel, van der Vorm-Croughs, de Waard, and K. Baltzer et al.
While all translation involves some interpretation, the LXX translation of Isaiah is freer than that of many other works in LXX. When phrases that are in the Hebrew are missing, this can reflect omission where the Hebrew text contained repetition. Another prosaic reason for differences between the Greek and the Hebrew is that sometimes the translator had difficulty with the Hebrew, and one characteristic feature of LXX is its recourse to certain favourite expressions in this situation (see the translation footnote on 40.6b). A related device is the adoption of phrases from elsewhere in the translation, or from elsewhere in the Tanak. Conversely, extra material in the Greek can reflect a desire to clarify matters, and from time to time to relate the text to the translator's own day (see, e.g., the comments on 40.5b, 26). The most notable example is the addition of the words 'Jacob' and 'Israel' in 42.1, which make the servant's identity explicit. One can never prove that a difference between the Greek and Hebrew indicates a Greek addition rather than a Hebrew loss, but in this example addition in the Greek is easier to understand than loss from the Hebrew. A notable instance of omission in LXX is the allusion to the servant's being struck by God in 53.4b. The (mis)understanding of a verb in 53.10a may be another example of a theologically motivated distinctiveness in LXX. Scholarly views vary on how much contemporizing appears in LXX: see, e.g., de Sousa, ‘Isaiah’; Müller, ‘Theology’; Ekblad, Servant Poems; van der Kooij, ‘Do You Understand’; van der Kooij, ‘Ptolemaic Egypt’; van der Kooij, ‘Septuagint of Isaiah: Translation’; Ngunga, ‘Isaiah in Greek’; Parry, ‘LXX Isaiah’; Salveson, ‘LXX Isaiah as Prophecy’; Tov, ‘Personal Names’; Troxel, LXX-Isaiah; Troxel, ‘What’s in a Name’; Ulrich ‘Isaiah for the Hellenistic World’; Ulrich, ‘Scrolls’; Wagner, Reading the Sealed Book; Wagner, ‘Translation’; Wilk, ‘Between Scripture and History’. 
The Aramaic version of Isaiah in Targum Jonathan is a more paraphrastic and interpretative translation than LXX. It is assumed to belong to the same tradition as the work of the Masoretes. The most sustained student of the Isaiah Targum, B. D. Chilton, maintains that Tg as we have it is the deposit of two main stages of interpretation. One was undertaken in the Tannaitic period in the aftermath of the fall of Jerusalem in AD 70, and was concerned for the restoration of the temple. The other came from the Amoraic period, from study in fourth-century Babylon that presupposed an acceptance of dispersion. Chilton suggests that the messianism of the Tannaitic period appears in the interpretation of the servant figure in 52.13-53.12, but the messianism of the later period appears in 42.1-4; 43.10-12 (‘Two in One’, 555-57). The standard text of Tg as a whole is that of A. Sperber, but J. F. Stenning produced a convenient edition of Tg of Isaiah with a facing translation, and an edition with translation is also available at sefaria.org (see also Houtman, ‘Torah Study’; Houtman, Studies; Tooman, ‘Isaiah in Aramaic’).
The Syriac version of Isaiah was part of the version of the Scriptures used by the Syriac-speaking church with its centre in Edessa. The oldest (fragmentary) Syriac manuscript of Isaiah, which includes leaves covering 40.1-54.12, is dated 459/460 AD; it is the oldest extant dated biblical manuscript. Apparent knowledge of Syr by fourth-century Syriac writers suggests that the translation was in existence by the early fourth century. The translators are usually reckoned to have worked from a Hebrew text not very different from MT but sometimes to have utilized both LXX (see Bodor, ‘Reception’) and other Jewish exegetical traditions in interpreting the Hebrew. In general Syr's translation is quite literal, but like LXX it sometimes omits phrases, for instance when it is puzzled by them (e.g., 40.20a; 47.7a; 54.15). It can add or omit the copula (e.g., 40.3, 11a, 18a, 20a, 31a) and vary prepositions, suffixes, and verb forms, often in order to make the text smoother (e.g., 42.20b, 24b, 25a; 44.2b, 24; 45.8b, 9a; 48.5b, 8a, 11, 15). It can omit repetitions (e.g., 48.11; 55.1b) or offer what seems to be a conflate text (e.g., 44.9, 16). It can clarify or simplify the unclear (e.g., 42.3b; 44.7b; 51.12) and modify the theologically implausible (e.g., 47.6a): see works in the bibliography by Brock, Delekat, Goshen-Gottstein, Greenberg, Jenkins, Rowlands, Running, and van der Kooij; for the text, see *Brock; for a convenient edition with text and translation, *Bali et al.; for issues in the study of Syr Isaiah, Atwood, ‘Peshiṭta’; and for general introduction, works by Dirksen. 
In a fashion that parallels discussion of contemporizing in LXX, scholarly views differ on whether Syr was a Jewish or a Christian production. Its rendering of passages quoted in the New Testament, such as 40.3-5, 6b, 8; 42.1-4, does not seem to have been influenced by their rendering in Syriac versions of the New Testament (see Gelston, ‘Peshitta’, 570-72). On the other hand, there are possible indications that its rendering of 49.1-6 is influenced by Christian convictions, as may also be the case in 52.15a and 53.2b (*van der Kooij; see also Drijvers, ‘Syrian Christianity’). However, the indications are slight (see Bodor, Theological Profile) and Syr's rendering of 53.9a and 12b is odd if it presupposes Christian faith. So ‘the evidence that the translator of Isaiah was a Christian is suggestive but inconclusive’ (Greenberg, ‘Indications’, 190; cf. Greenberg, ‘Faith’). We do not have evidence of Syr having had an earlier life within Judaism as opposed to its being a Christian creation, but the translator’s being a Hebraist suggests a Jewish background (Atwood, Translating). The inconclusive nature of the evidence on this question might suggest that the antithesis between ‘Jewish’ and ‘Christian’ in Edessa should not be drawn too sharply (cf. Weitzmann, ‘From Judaism’; Weitzmann, Syriac Version).
The first major translation of the Tanak into Latin, the Old Latin, was made from the LXX. It may have come into being in the form of a number of originally independent versions rather than through a single process, perhaps in the second century AD. It is available in an edition edited by R. Gryson. Two centuries later, the Bishop of Rome commissioned the great Christian scholar Eusebius Hieronymus (Jerome) to make a new translation that would be the officially recognized version. Jerome settled in Bethlehem in 385 in order to do the work with access to experts in Hebrew, and he was thus sometimes able to get behind LXX to provide a more accurate version of the Hebrew. A notable instance is his ability to get nearer to the right translation of 40.20a than any other version in antiquity; see also, for example, 46.7a; 48.13. Like other translations, Vg often smooths out the Hebrew when it changes swiftly between persons or number, and sometimes varies from it in adding or omitting the copula: see, for example, 42.20; 43.7, 22 (see further Laato, ‘Isaiah in Latin’).
Isaiah was one of the first works that Jerome translated, perhaps the very first. By his time, three revisions of the Greek translation had been made, associated with the names of Aquila, Theodotion, and Symmachus (*Ziegler notes the differences; see Veltri and Salveson, ‘Aquila’; Kreuzer, ‘Kaige and ‘Theodotion’; van der Meer, ‘Symmachus’; van der Kooij, ‘Isaiah’, on Symmachus). Jerome consults these as well as LXX, and through his Jewish contacts had access to Jewish exegetical traditions. He thus sometimes compares with Tg (e.g., 42.19a). The influence of Christian convictions has commonly been seen in Vg in passages such as 41.2a; 45.8; 51.5b, 14b. As with Syr, if this influence is there, it is strange that there is so little evidence of its presence in 52.13-53.12: see, for example, the comment on 53.2a. The ongoing influence of Vg on modern English versions can be seen in their rendering of passages such as 51.17b and 54.11a. The critical edition of Vg is the work of the Benedictine monks of the Abbey of St Jerome in Rome (see under Monachi; and see Pieri, ‘Jesaja-Kommentarierung’). 
Consideration of the various versions of Isaiah from antiquity indicates that the question of what we mean by the Hebrew text of Isaiah 40-55 is capable of various answers. As noted at the beginning of section 8 of this Introduction, the history of Hebrew texts and of the ancient versions suggests that modern interpreters have access to three slightly different textual traditions of Isaiah from late antiquity, the pre-Masoretic represented by 1QIsb, the Greek represented by LXX, and the distinctive Hebrew version of 1QIsa. In addition to Tg, Syr, Vg, and the three later Greek translations, modern interpreters also have access to other translations from after the Second Temple/New Testament period such as the Ethiopic and Arabic. 
Study of the ancient versions and translations, like study of the medieval commentators, is of considerable significance for the interpretation of the text. It is rarely the case that those translations and commentaries fail implicitly to consider the questions that interpreters still have to handle, and commonly they open up what are still basic interpretative options. However, the implication of the above considerations is that the various older manuscripts and translations of Isaiah are less helpful as aids in reconstructing the ‘original’ text of Isaiah than critics a century ago assumed. Each of the text forms from the Second Temple period represents a separate tradition or semi-independent recension of the text. Where 1QIsa and LXX differ from MT, for instance, they usually do so independently. There are few places where they agree on a difference from MT (though 40.6 is a notable one). 
If the Isaiah scroll came into existence in the Persian (or perhaps early Hellenistic) period, this original Isaiah scroll would then have been copied so as to be read in community gatherings and used for private or group study. Them from the beginning the copying would issue in changes such as the accidental or purposeful alteration of individual words, the relocation of lines, and the addition or omission of words, phrases, or lines. On this assumption the New English Bible (for instance), as well as omitting part of 40.7, part of 40.14, and 48.16b in the conviction that these are additions, changes the wording of 41.1a in the conviction that it had become assimilated to that of 40.31, adds 'before him' to 41.2b in the conviction that it had been omitted (making the colon rather short), and moves 41.6-7 to follow 40.20. 
The text would thus come to exist in multiple slightly different versions, as is the case with the New Testament documents and with modern translations of the Scriptures, and the three slightly different textual traditions issued from this process of development. The differences between them may mean that LXX or 1QIsa or 1QIsb sometimes more closely represents the hypothetical original form of the scroll, or that they embody their own interpretations of the text form that they are translating or copying, or that earlier instances of such interpretations lie behind those text forms. It is a plausible assumption that there would be a semi-official version of the Isaiah scroll in the temple (to call it ‘canonical' would be anachronistic), with 1QIsb representing that version and MT being a later recension of it. 
A modern commentator might take it as a heuristically useful aim to attempt to establish the text of the hypothetical first copy of the Isaiah scroll, and to comment on that. Yet we lack criteria for knowing which of a variety of possible early text forms was the original. Nor need we necessarily fret about that. A more developed form of the text might be just as valuable, reflecting the guidance of the Holy Spirit in bringing out the significance of the text in new situations. Hindy Najman thus goes about ‘problematizing the search for the original’ partly on the basis that later versions of the text witness to the vitality of the Scriptures (Najman, Scriptural Vitality, 14-32). 
Jews in the Hellenistic and Roman period apparently did not think it was vital for every copy of their hypothetical semi-official form of the text to be exactly the same, as rabbinic evidence as well as Qumran data suggests: 'even the model codices that were kept in the Temple precincts not only exhibited divergent readings, but represented conflicting text types' (Talmon, ‘Aspects’, 97). The situation in the Jewish community in the Hellenistic or Roman period would be like that in modern Judaism and in the church. In the late modern age, translations of the Scriptures into English multiplied exponentially. These Scriptures thus now exist in a variety of text forms, not least among groups committed to the inerrant authority of the Scriptures, while in different quarters NJPS or NRSV are semi-official texts. Rabbinic authorities did take steps to resolve differences between the scrolls (cf. Talmon, ‘Three Scrolls’), and in the modern age scholars sometimes argue fiercely for or against particular readings or translations (e.g., of 7.14 or 40.6 or 53.10). Yet the Scriptures could and can be sacred and authoritative and hold that status without having one standard text form.
A more realistic aim than seeking to establish the original text of the Isiah scroll is to seek to establish the texts that existed in the Greek or Roman period, ones that could have been accepted in Jerusalem or at Qumran or in Alexandria in that period. A commentator might then comment on all three versions, or on one of the three, as do, for instance, *K. M. Penner on LXX and O. H. Steck, Erste Jesajarolle. This commentary will focus on MT as opposed to 1QIsa or LXX, on the assumption that its text is a descendant of a text that had some official status in Jerusalem in the Second Temple period. Even if it does not quite correspond to any form that actually existed then, it is a text that for the most part could have existed then. Individually its readings for the most part correspond to readings that existed then, though one might identify and wish to eliminate exceptions to that rule. 
It is reasonable to take MT as represented by the Aleppo Codex, the Leningrad Codex, and the Cairo Codex as fundamentally reliable guides to the form of the pre-Masoretic text, even though it is in principle likely that this text was affected by changes of various kinds during the millennium that passed before these copies were made. In this connection, a significance of other manuscripts such as those from Qumran and of the ancient versions is to provide alternative traditional forms of the text, which are not in themselves pre-Masoretic forms, but might in principle preserve pre-Masoretic readings and thus aid the reconstruction of a more authentic pre-Masoretic text. 
Further, given the likelihood that changes came about in the Masoretic process that are not reflected in those other textual traditions, speculative textual emendations with no ancient support may from time to time restore that pre-Masoretic text, by a process that Frank Kermode calls ‘divination’ (Kermode, ‘Divination’). The first edition of this commentary took 44.7b to be an example, though this edition has reverted to the Masoretic reading. The question will be: does evidence from the versions or does scholarly speculation produce a text that seems more likely to be the pre-Masoretic one? This commentary is conservative in deciding that this may be the case, perhaps on average like *Barthélemy. However, it will record many proposals for emending the text that have been generated by the Qumran documents and by the versions, and by the industry of scholarship, though it will do so mostly for the sake of record, as with the reporting of redactional theories.
Many textual variations between Hebrew manuscripts of Isaiah and between the versions and the Hebrew manuscripts fit into no pattern and need to be considered individually But some fit into patterns which reflect accidental omissions or additions or suggest that copyists and translators felt free deliberately to add or omit the copula waw, pronouns, prepositions, and the word 'all'. They could also vary pronouns, prepositions, conjunctions, and nouns referring to God (e.g., LXX not infrequently prefers 'God' to 'Lord' for rendering the name of God), and change singular to plural or vice versa. In addition, they felt free to abbreviate and condense, especially by the omission of synonyms. The commentary does not always note these, but the following table lists such variants in Isaiah 40 for illustrative purposes. It uses the following sigla: 

G = Septuagint; V = Vulgate; S = Syriac; T = Targum; Q=1QIsa; - = lacks; + = adds; * = changes (e.g., singular to plural); copula = ו; connective = other conjunctions
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10. The Audience(s) of Isaiah 40-55: Their Time 
Critical study of the Tanak concerns itself with texts and with their authors and their communicative aims. By virtue of having this concern, such study is necessarily interested in audiences or readers, the people whom authors were addressing and the way these authors’ words might come home to them. The messages in Isaiah 40-55 and the composition of which they came to form part indeed read as if they were designed to do something to an audience. What was this audience? With regard to Isaiah 40-55, the short answer is that they address a Judahite audience in Babylonia, Jerusalem, and perhaps elsewhere, in about 540, though there are three or four other proper answers to the question.
If the Isaiah scroll reached the form in which we have it sometime during the Persian (or perhaps early Hellenistic) period, this likely took place in Jerusalem. There is no hard evidence regarding chronology or location, and neither Isaiah 40-55 nor the scroll as a whole relates itself in identifiable ways to such a context. The scroll does not concretely or directly address a particular audience, at least one that we can identify. While in broad terms it will have come into being as a scholarly exercise, its nature suggests that its aim would be to make possible the proclamation of its message (see the comments on ‘Redactional Process in section 6 of this Introduction above). 
The evidence we have of its influence in the Persian, Hellenistic, and Hasmonean periods points in this direction. In the Persian (or again, possibly the early Hellenistic) period, the end of Chronicles and the beginning of Ezra express the conviction that prophecy in Isaiah 40-55 was implemented when Cyrus commissioned Judahites to return to Jerusalem to build Yahweh's house—notwithstanding the passages' references to Jeremiah. The authors of Chronicles and Ezra believe that the Second Temple community's life began as a fulfilment of this prophecy. Isaiah 40-55 thus constitutes part of the religious charter of the Jerusalem community in that period, in a fashion analogous to the role played by the narrative in the Torah. It forms part of the religious foundation of the community’s life.
The composition’s significance for the community is reflected in the second century in Ben Sira’s description of the material that begins in chapter 40-55 as a revelation about the last things: Isaiah εἶδε τὰ ἔσχατα καὶ παρεκάλεσε τοὺς πενθοῦντας ἐν Σιών (see Laato, About Zion, 14-17). In that same century its significance is suggested by the reflection of 52.13-53.12 in Daniel.  Daniel 10-12 utilizes material from Isaiah and elsewhere in formulating its understanding of what God has been doing and is about to do in the life of the Judahite community and in international affairs as these affect the community. The Isaiah scroll is assumed to reflect patterns in events or to make promises that can be of ongoing significance for the people of God. There is a dynamic about these words that came from Yahweh that make them an ongoing power in the community; they are not limited in their power to the occasion when they were uttered (see Goldingay, Daniel, 284-85 = 517-18; further on the relationship between Daniel and Isaiah 40-55, Goldingay, ‘Daniel and Isaiah’; Fröhlich, 'Daniel 2; Blenkinsopp, Opening, ch. 1; Henze, ‘Use of Scripture’; and on the close relationship in the Septuagint between Isaiah and Daniel, van der Kooij, ‘Isaiah and Daniel’). Later in the second century, some Qumran documents indicate that in the Hellenistic and Hasmonean period some Judahites understood the commission to prepare a way in the wilderness for Yahweh's coming as a commission that they must fulfil, in anticipation of a coming that was indeed still future and might be imminent (see further the excursus on ‘Isaiah 40.1-11 in between Texts’ in the commentary on Isaiah 40.1-11 below). 
Sirach, Daniel, and the Qumran community may also imply an awareness that many aspects of the vision for the future in Isaiah 40-55 had not found realization in the community’s experience, as Isaiah 56-66 implies. While the preserving of the material that now constitutes chapters 40-55 suggests that events in the 530s could be read as a partial vindication of the chapters’ vision, as Chronicles and Ezra indicate, the partial nature of that vindication could also make it both possible and necessary to look for their fuller realization. Both their vision’s having found partial fulfillment and its not having found total fulfillment would provide reasons for holding onto it. Zechariah 12.10-13.1 may have already projected onto 'that day' the vision in 52.13-53.12. 
The way Isaiah 40-55 was being applied to the life of the Judahite community in the Persian, Hellenistic, and Hasmonean periods fits with the assumption that this corresponds to one motivation for Isaiah 40-55 and the wider scroll being brought into being. It would again be anachronistic to infer that this was part of a canonical project whereby material was shaped to function as canon, but it does suggest that the process of the work’s creation was 'essentially thematic and religious rather than literary or biographical' (Clements, 'Unity', 97-98, 101). 
It is then striking that the Isaiah scroll makes no reference to events in the Persian or Hellenistic periods. It was preserved as a deposit of aspects of God's dealings with the community over the eighth, seventh, and sixth centuries in a form that did not make explicit its significance for these later periods. Perhaps it was assumed that the way the material overtly addressed audiences in the Assyrian and Babylonian periods could constitute a covert addressing of a later audience, or that the way the material concretely addressed earlier audiences could still be instructive for later ones. The community that read Isaiah 40-55 was applying it to its own day in a way that presupposed a largely fixed text rather than one that could be updated, as happens with regard to events within those centuries in the adaptation of the message about Assyria in Isaiah 13-14 to apply to Babylon. The largely fixed nature of the text and the community’s relationship with it were not so different from the situation that obtains in the late modern period. In late antiquity, as now, the text was fixed in principle, even though flexible in detail. Within the context of the Isaiah scroll as a whole, then, Isaiah 40-55 reached essentially the form in which we have it, apart perhaps from some matters of detail (see sections 8 and 9 of this Introduction). 
Working backwards, an earlier stage in the Persian period will have seen the community in Jerusalem coming to read the material in chapters 40-55 in the context from which the material in chapters 56-66 does derive, the end of the sixth century and/or the fifth century. For readers in this period, Cyrus might have become a figure for a later Persian ruler (cf. Davies, ‘God of Cyrus’), even if it is less plausible to think of the text’s own formulation as seeing the figure that way (so Albertz, ‘Darius’). References in Zechariah 1-6 and Ezra constitute more concrete indication that the challenge to leave Babylon might have been understood as directed to people in the closing years of the sixth century or in the fifth century. 
Perhaps chapters 40-55 were edited and reworked for such reading. There are at least two possible models for such a process. One is the reworking of material from Isaiah ben Amoz in the time of Josiah into the form in which it now appears in Isaiah 1-39, as pictured by H. Barth (Jesaja-Worte). Such reworking happens in a way that does not involve directly referring to the period in which the reworking happens, so that the process of supplementation has to be inferred. It is not transparent. The other model is the process assumed by the traditional view of chapters 40-55 whereby a prophet or prophets in the Babylonian period overtly address the issues of that time. The process is transparent. 
If the material in chapters 40-55 has been reworked in the Persian period, this has happened on the basis of the first model, in a way that masks the process, and any evidence for its having happened is circumstantial. For instance, 40.1-11 could be a later Jerusalem-oriented introduction to material that originally addressed the Babylonian community (so *Merendino). Some of the issues raised in Isaiah 40-55 make good sense in the Persian period, and one might infer that the material came into being then, along with chapters 56-66. A comparison of Chronicles and Second Temple prophecy suggests that the future of the Davidic monarchy could be a matter of debate in that context, and the reworking of the promise to David in Isaiah 40-55 would make a distinctive contribution to such a debate (Davies, ‘God of Cyrus’, 218-20). The allusions to Cyrus in Isaiah 40-55 were then in their origin (inaccurate) prophecies after the event, or figures for a later ruler, or mistaken glosses (*Torrey). 
Yet none of these more complicated theories seems preferable to the traditional critical assumption that the material in chapters 40-55 comes from around 540 and relates to the imminent fall of the Babylonian empire to the Persians, which will make it possible for Judahites in Babylon to go home and for Jerusalem to be rebuilt. The prophet's understanding of Cyrus and of the destiny of the people as a whole offers people in the context of the sixth century a controversial alternative view to a hope for a restoration of the Davidic monarchy or a simple abandonment of the Davidic promise. While chapters 40-55 would then be being read in the Persian and Hellenistic periods, they do not directly address their needs. If there were concrete grounds for reckoning that Isaiah 40-55 reflected the Persian period, we would have plausible reason to associate this and other passages with that period, but we do not have such grounds, and the theory is an unnecessary complication. Perhaps reworking in the Persian period did indeed happen, but if so, the comments on redaction criticism in section 7 of this Introduction have issued in scepticism about whether we can recover the process. 
A more radical possibility emerges from the insight that the poem’s focus on events in the 540s might simply carry no implications for the time of poet or audience. Whoever Homer was, or whoever were the authors of the Iliad, they did not live in the period to which the story refers. Shakespeare did not live in the time to which many of his plays refer. The author of Jonah did not live in the time to which the Jonah story refers. The author of Baruch did not live in the time to which Baruch refers. Such analogies provide a different basis for recognizing that Isaiah 40-66 as a whole might not merely date from after the fall of Babylon (Haran, ‘Literary Structure’) but from any time in the next century or two or three. As precritical interpretation assumed that Isaiah 40-55 issued from a forward projection by a visionary in the eighth century, so postcritical interpretation might imagine Isaiah 40-55 issuing from a backward projection by a visionary in the fourth century, without implying that its agenda related to that context. If by any chance the author(s) of Isaiah 40-55 lived in the sixth century only in their imagination, then in considering their audience, we are considering the audience they invite us to imagine, not their actual audience which we cannot identify. It is a theoretical possibility.
Similar considerations apply in connection with the contrasting theoretically possible audience for the prophecies, the traditional one of eighth-century Jerusalem. That context, too, does not surface in the prophecies. If people heard them then, they overheard them rather than hearing themselves directly addressed by them. Pre-critical commentators such as *Ibn Ezra and *Calvin were in agreement that whatever the date of the prophecies, they were not intended for an eighth-century audience. They do not tell an eighth-century audience of a day when comfort will come to its descendants (contrast 39.5-8). They address the people to whom that message comes. If they were delivered in the eighth century, this has no significance for their interpretation. R. K. Harrison (Introduction, 794), a proponent of an eighth-century date, agrees with *Torrey that the references to Cyrus in chapters 44-45 are later glosses. These references are the Achilles heel of any attempt to date chapters 40-55 in any period other than the mid-sixth century. The references have to be removed or allegorized.
The audience directly addressed by Isaiah 40-55 lives not in the Assyrian period, nor in the Persian period, nor in the Hellenistic period, but late in the Babylonian period. B. S. Childs (Introduction, 325) suggests that 'the characteristic feature of Second Isaiah, in striking contrast to Amos or Jeremiah, is that these chapters have no real historical context once they are removed from their present canonical setting within the book of Isaiah'. This is not so. While the chapters have no superscription, data within them made it apparent to pre-critical scholars that chapters 40-55 related to the circumstances of Judahites in the sixth century, even if the scholars then assumed that the prophecies actually came from Isaiah ben Amoz. While Isaiah 40-55 contains fewer concrete historical references than Amos and Jeremiah, it does not contain fewer than many earlier sections of Isaiah itself, or than works such as Micah. 
The sixth-century context of the chapters is explicit. The effect of setting them in the context of chapters 1-39 is not to turn them into a prophetic word tied to no historical referent (so Childs, Introduction, 326). It is to put together the historical activity of the God who brings calamity in chapters 1-39 and the historical activity of the God who brings restoration in chapters 40-55. The preserving of the prophetic word implies the assumption that it will continue to speak in the future. This applies to chapters 40-55 in the same way as it does to chapters 1-39, or to the work of other prophets, and it stands in no tension with the material's historical rootedness. In being incorporated in the larger scroll, the prophet's words do not become 'fully eschatological' (Childs, Introduction, 326). The chapters remain not statements about what Yahweh will do 'in that day' or 'at the end of the days' or 'in days to come'. While they are indeed statements of Yahweh's ultimate purpose and intention, as a prophet's words commonly are, they are applied concretely to a historical situation. In the setting in the book, this continues to be the case. They both illumine the nature of Yahweh's ultimate intention and model the way in which that ultimate intention is from time to time partly and concretely implemented in history. Perhaps this is what the opaque description of them as ‘eschatological’ means (Childs goes on to note the point), but it needs to be distinguished from the suggestion that the prophecies relate distinctively or essentially to the End as opposed to the Now, or that they are timeless. 
Isaiah 40-55 addresses issues in the life of the Judahite community around 540, a second generation displaced community (Ahn, Exile, 159) that needs to believe in the possibility and the desirability of homecoming (Brueggemann, ‘Evangelical Rereading’, 75). This community may believe that Yahweh has abandoned it. It knows that powers such as Babylon and Persia are more powerful than it is. It is tempted to make images of Yahweh as aids for its worship, or to worship the Babylonian gods who seem so impressive. It believes that the devastation of Jerusalem and the sojourn of many of its people in Babylon and other parts of the Babylonian empire may last forever. In that context Isaiah 40-55 gives expression to some contrasting controversial convictions. Yahweh is about to return to Jerusalem, and so are the Judahites scattered around the empire. The rise of Persian power is not a threat but the means of bringing that about. The key to the future is not even a Judahite anointed king but a Persian one. The significance of God's commitment to David is that it means a commitment to Israel. Although the Judahite community has learned nothing from the experience of being devastatingly chastised by Yahweh, this does not mean that Yahweh has finished with it. Yahweh intends to fulfil the original purpose of adopting it, and to be recognized in the whole world through what he does with it, he has the power and the commitment to do that, and he intends also to bring about the renewal of the people that chastisement has failed to achieve. 
11. The Audience(s) of Isaiah 40-55: Their Location 
If a time around 540 BC has priority as the period in which the chapters in Isaiah 40-55 were initially heard, where was their audience? 
Judah is named only three times in Isaiah 40-55, in 40.9; 44.26; and 48.1 (even more strikingly, Judah is named only once in chapters 56-66, in 65.9). However, there is no controversy over whether the 'you' who are addressed are people from Judah, which by 587 would mostly imply people whose families belonged to the area ten or fifteen miles around Jerusalem. Yet in chapters 40-48 the prophet often addresses Jacob or Israel, usually in parallelism, and in chapters 49-55 often addresses Zion or Jerusalem, less often in parallelism. Insofar as Jacob-Israel and Jerusalem-Zion refer to people, they denote Judahite people, but the terms raise several questions. Do they denote different groups? Where are they located? And why are they referred to by these terms? 
The traditional critical view locates the Judahites who embody Jacob-Israel in Isaiah 40-55 in Babylonia, and especially in Babylon itself rather than Babylonia in a broader sense, the location that applies to Ezekiel. The argument for this view is largely circumstantial, even if less so than that for *Duhm's locating the prophet’s audience in Lebanon or Phoenicia, or *Ewald's locating of it in Egypt, both appealing to 49.12: so also Bass (God Comforts), and Oosting (Role of Zion, 171, 244), referring to 48.10 (see further Barstad, Babylonian Captivity, and his references). A number of aspects of the chapters make sense against the background of Babylonian documents and Babylonian ideas and practices (see, e.g., Paul, 'Cuneiform Royal Inscriptions'; Vanderhooft, Neo-Babylonian Empire, 187-88; Blunda Grubert, ‘Un profeta’). 
Many of the prophet's emphases do fit a Babylonian background. Information about the rise of Cyrus will have caused much talk and raised many questions in Babylon. The power of Babylonian religion, the practicalities of image-making, and the significance of astrology and other forms of divination were prominent realities there. Talk of undertaking a journey back to Jerusalem has literal application there. The dramatic vision of the fall of Babylon's gods (46.1-2) would have great force there. The command to leave Babylon (48.20) applies directly there. Talk about Jerusalem could be significant there, as Judahites in Babylon could be concerned about the destiny of Jerusalem as the city from which their families came, and the adoption of a Jerusalem perspective in messages addressed to a community in Babylonia is more intelligible than the converse. The stress on Jerusalem-Zion as a symbol, as well as a bricks-and-mortar reality under the audience's feet, could suggest a setting away from Jerusalem itself (Robinson, ‘Zion Concept’, e.g., 447). Given the longtime presence of Jehoiachin there, the significance of Yahweh’s promise concerning David could be an issue there. Meek (‘Some Passages’) notes six passages that suggest a Babylonian provenance in the 540s for the messages (41.2; 43.14; 44.28; 45.1; 48.14, 20), and *Torrey emends or reinterprets all of them in order to maintain a setting in later Jerusalem. 
On the other hand, the prophet promises that people will return to Jerusalem from all four points of the compass (43.5-6; cf. 49.12, 22), and the whole world is the material's horizon when it is speaking of the nations themselves (e.g., 41.5-7; 42.1-12; 43.9; 45.6, 14, 20-25; 49.1,6), and in another way when it speaks of Jacob-Israel as scattered not merely by the Babylonians but long before by the Assyrians (e.g., 43.5-7; 49.12). Many features of the material are intelligible notwithstanding any hypothesis regarding its audience's location, so that the audience could be in Judah. It would not be Judahites in Babylonia alone who might be disillusioned about Yahweh or fearful that they had been cast off by Yahweh or impressed by Babylonian power and religion. People who had not been taken to Babylonia might also be grieved about the possibility that their relatives in the Judahite community in Babylonia could be there forever or could be inclined to think that they would be wise to settle there forever (cf. Zech 1-6), so that talk about the exiles' return is not in itself a sign that the material comes from Babylonia. People in Judah, too, might be aware of the Babylonian creation story, tempted to make images of Yahweh or of Babylonian gods, uncertain about the future of the Davidic monarchy, and aware of the rise of Cyrus and uncertain what it might mean. They, too, might be discouraged by their own feebleness, longing for refreshment like land withered by drought, and needing provision if they were to persist on their journey. They, too, could be blind to the significance of Yahweh's chastisement, would be unable to make the regular offerings to Yahweh since the temple’s destruction and the exile of its priesthood, and could be longing for deliverance from their imperial masters and for the collapse of the empire. Much of this description of the people's need matches Jerusalemite self-description in Lamentations. A Jerusalem perspective is implied, or at least an exclusively Babylonian perspective is excluded, when Yahweh speaks of sending to Babylon (43.14) and by the references to topography (with the stress on mountains) and to specific species of trees. 
A number of the descriptions of the people could thus apply to either location, and from the beginning the material gives equivocal concrete evidence regarding its audience's location. Chapter 39 seems to prepare the way for a transition from a location in Jerusalem to one in Babylonia (see vv. 5-7), yet chapter 40 begins with good news for Jerusalem (see vv. 1-2, 9-11). Such ambiguity persists through the chapters. Yahweh declares that Cyrus 'will build my city and send off my exile community' (45.13). Both city and exile community are in focus. While 52.11 speaks of Babylon as 'there’, *Cassuto (150-51) suggests that the 'going out' of 55.12 (יצא) presupposes a Babylonian setting: it contrasts with the 'coming' of Jeremiah 31.8 (בוא). 
Even if the chapters' original covert audience was specifically people in one place or the other, their overt audience includes both the city of Jerusalem and the community in Babylonia. Jerusalem is the explicit but indirect addressee in 40.1-2 and the explicit and direct addressee in 40.9-11, and the entirety of what follows in the chapters is implicitly of interest to the community that is geographically focused on Jerusalem. In 40.12-31, in contrast, Jacob-Israel as a whole is the explicit and direct audience, yet the passage does not specify the referent of the term Jacob-Israel—for instance, whether it denotes people in Judah or in Babylonia or both. While it makes sense to infer that the audience is in Babylonia, one should perhaps not force a specific interpretation on the term. Jacob-Israel is also the audience in 41.1-20, sometimes explicitly and directly, sometimes less so. The description of it as taken from the ends of the earth like Abraham (41.8-9) suggests that it is pictured in its theological location in Judah, but this might not mark that as its present geographical location. In 41.21-42.17 the identity of the direct audience is left implicit. Jacob-Israel is unmentioned, though Jerusalem-Zion reappears as indirect audience in 41.27. 
In 42.18-44.28 Jacob-Israel is often addressed but not identified. It can be read as located in Babylonia, as a people in exile promised a return to its home, which therefore plays a prominent place in the rhetoric. Or it can be read as a people living around a largely depopulated capital that is promised the restoration of its exiled population, who therefore play a prominent place in its rhetoric. These alternatives apply to the material as a whole. They reflect the way each community could be significant for the other. The material implicitly invites a reading from both perspectives (among others, such as the perspectives of the Babylonians, of the Persians, and of other peoples for whom the latter might bring release from the former). One might conclude that the ongoing disagreement between interpreters who locate the audience in Babylonia, such as Paul (e.g., ‘Deutero-Isaiah’), Blenkinsopp (e.g., Continuity), *Heffelfinger, and *McConville, on one hand, and interpreters who locate the audience in Judah, such as Clements (e.g., ‘Zion’), Goulder (‘Deutero-Isaiah’), Barstad (e.g., Babylonian Captivity), and Tiemeyer (e.g., Comfort) on the other, suggests that the discussion about location has reached an impasse (Williamson, ‘Setting’). 
If the traditional critical view that the prophet worked in Babylon is right, it will seem likely that the audience that embodies Jacob-Israel is to be distinguished from the people who live in the literal Jerusalem-Zion. The material's distinguishing between these two and moving its focus from the one to the other loses something of its point if the two are identical. But the material's frequent assumption of a Judahite perspective, which can be understood as a pointer to a location in Judah, needs to be taken into account in reading the messages. They can be read as implicitly addressing Judahites in Babylonia who had been transported there at the beginning of the sixth century, and their descendants, but also as implicitly addressing people in Judah who had not been transported, and their descendants. They address both lamenting Jerusalem-Zion and battling Israel-Jacob (Hessler, ‘Struktur’, 351). 
They do so throughout, sometimes directly, sometimes indirectly. The impasse over the location of the audience relates to the chapters’ commonly presupposing two audiences, 'one on the stage … and one in the house' (Beuken, ‘Confessions’, 346). The audience on the stage, taking part in the drama of the chapters, is sometimes in Babylon, sometimes in Jerusalem. The trickier question concerns the location of the audience in the house, the people among whom the prophet actually lived and worked. From time to time the prophet also addresses (for instance) the members of the heavenly court (possibly; 40.1-11), the peoples of the world (41.1-4), and the other 'gods' (41.21-29). It is in the drama of Isaiah 40-55 that the prophet addresses these, as a means of directly communicating with an actual audience of people from or in Judah. Jacob-Israel and Jerusalem-Zion are also characters in this drama, characters on the stage. It can no more be assumed that these characters have a corresponding referent in the physical audience before whom the prophet stands than this would be assumed regarding the members of the heavenly court, the peoples of the world, or the other gods. To put it another way, 'the poet is neither in Babylon nor in Jerusalem, but with one thrust of his eyes, as if from the highest mountain, embraces at the same time Babylon and Jerusalem' (L. Alonso Schökel, in lecture notes referred to by *Lack, 111). The implied author can be in both places, and interpreters have to make allowance for that in seeking to infer the location of the actual author. 
The question of audience also compares with the question of audience when prophets address foreign nations (e.g., Isa 13-23; 47; Jer 46-51; Ezek 25-32), which is generally a rhetorical trope. As far as we know, as a rule prophets did not physically address foreign nations, even in the persons of the nations' representatives in Jerusalem. They usually addressed their own community, for whom Yahweh's intentions regarding foreign nations were significant. Should representatives of these nations hear the messages and take them as addressed to them, they would not exactly be mistaken. The prophet did mean that Yahweh really was saying these things to these nations. On the stage they were the audience and in the house Judahites were overhearing Yahweh speak to them. It would then be as if they drifted into the house and overheard Yahweh speaking to them. 
Similar questions arise on other occasions in the work of prophets in relation to Judahite communities in Judah and elsewhere. Jeremiah lives in Jerusalem and historically addresses the Jerusalem community. Within chapters 29 and 50-51 the Jeremiah scroll also addresses the exilic community (see also chapter 24). This is in part rhetorical, perhaps entirely so. So historically these chapters, too, address people in Jerusalem. But if the messages were passed on to the exilic community and they took note of them, Jeremiah would hardly complain, even if this was not his direct aim. The validity of his message to Judahites in Jerusalem would depend on its being a truthful account of Yahweh's attitude to people in Judah and in Babylonia, and therefore a message that people in Babylonia could validly hear and respond to. 
To complicate matters but to add to the parallel with Isaiah 40-55, questions about this material in Jeremiah also arise on the chronological plane. Rhetorically Jeremiah addresses people just before and just after the fall of Jerusalem, but historically the Jeremiah scroll may address people living later in the sixth century. Its audience on the stage might then be people in Jerusalem, but it is not clear whether that is so. If its intended audience was in Jerusalem, its actual audience soon included people in Babylonia, and/or in Egypt. In a parallel fashion, in Jeremiah 3 and 30-31 the prophet rhetorically addresses Ephraim, and directly he was surely addressing Judahites, but he may have also meant his words for the survivors of the northern kingdom (see Unterman, From Repentance). 
A converse picture emerges in Ezekiel. The prophet lives in Babylonia and historically addresses the community there, but in chapters 11-13 and elsewhere the book also addresses the Jerusalem community. This is again surely rhetorical. Historically these chapters, too, address the Babylonian community. But if the messages were passed on to the Jerusalem community, Ezekiel would surely rejoice rather than object. Once again, questions also arise on the chronological plane. Rhetorically, Ezekiel addresses people just before and just after the fall of Jerusalem, but historically his message may address people living later in the sixth century and afterwards (within the Ezekiel scroll, 40.1 refers to 573). The rhetorical audience of the Ezekiel scroll is in Babylonia but its intended audience might be in Jerusalem, and certainly its actual audience soon included people in Jerusalem. 
The possibilities for Isaiah 40-55 are yet more complicated. Rhetorically the chapters seem sometimes to address Jerusalem-Zion and sometimes Judahites in Babylonia, though their 'you' is commonly unidentified. Logically, the prophet might have lived in Jerusalem and directly addressed the community there; or might have lived in Babylon and addressed the community there; or might have lived in Jerusalem and addressed the Babylonian community; or might have lived in Babylon and addressed the Jerusalem community; or might have intended to address both communities, living in either location (cf. Abma, ‘Travelling’). Even if the prophet had in mind a particular audience in the house, if the other audience came to hear prophecies that were rhetorically addressed to them, this could hardly be reckoned inappropriate. If it is most likely that the prophet addressed the Babylonian community around 540, nevertheless the rhetorical setting of the Isaiah scroll as a whole is Jerusalem. The Jerusalem community is the implicit audience of the Isaiah scroll and the Second Temple Jerusalem community is surely its immediate intended audience, even if it, too, also had an actual audience in Babylonia in the later period. 
This commentary will often refer to the prophet's audience as 'the Judahite community', and it intends this term to be open in its implications. It can refer to an audience of Judahite people who might be in Judah or in Babylonia, or conceivably somewhere else; certainly there are ears in other places where the prophet would be glad to be heard. The fact that the material addresses both Jerusalem and the exiles relativizes the question of where the author and the original audience is. 
12. The Audience(s) of Isaiah 40-55: Their Identity 
On the stage, then, in Isaiah 40-55 the Judahite audience is frequently addressed as Jacob-Israel or as Jerusalem-Zion. Jacob-Israel is first addressed in 40.12-31 (see v. 27), and it is then the dominant figure on the stage through 40.12-49.13. In 40.1-11 Jerusalem-Zion is the indirect audience, and in 49.14-52.12, the dominant figure on the stage. What is the significance of the terms for the prophet’s audience? What do they convey? What claim do they make? (see further Goldingay, 'Isaiah 40-55 in the 1990s’, from which some paragraphs that follow are adapted). 
The terms 'Jacob' and 'Israel' are used in close correlation. Outside their appearance in the context of phrases to denote Yahweh as holy one or as restorer of Israel and as king or strong one of Jacob, in Isaiah 40-55 it is hard to find examples of either term occurring in isolation from the other. The regular usage involves their appearing in parallelism (40.27; 41.8, 14; 42.24; 43.1, 22, 28; 44.1, 5, 23; 45.4; 46.3; 48.1, 12; 49.5, 6). The exceptions are 44.2 (where Jacob is paralleled by Jeshurun); 44.21 (where the combination is Jacob, then Israel, then Israel again); 45.17-19 (where Israel is followed by Jacob two verses later); 46.13 (where Israel is paralleled by Zion); and 48.20-49.3 (where Jacob is followed by Israel five verses later). Neither term appears in 49.7-55.13 except in divine names. In chapters 56-66 the terms are never used together, and in chapters 1-39 only occasionally (e.g., 9.7 [8]; 10.20; 27.6, in passages of varying possible dates). 
Within the Tanak as a whole, the name 'Israel' is used with a variety of references. It can denote (for instance) the ancestor also known as Jacob, the ethnic group that traces its descent from him, the political entity that occupied an area north and south of Jerusalem in the time of David, the political entity that occupied an area north of Jerusalem after Solomon's day, a group of people with a certain religious commitment, and a theological entity, the people especially favoured by Yahweh (see Davies, Search, 48-50, and his references). This variety of reference can generate confusion in usage outside the Tanak, including modern scholarly writing. The references are interconnecting and overlapping, and no doubt people will have made tendentious use of their ambiguity. To describe one's group as 'Israel' could imply a claim. Consciously or unconsciously, texts can be written to serve the interests of their authors and their communities. That is not a total explanation of them, but it is one level of explanation. A possible question of any text, then, is 'Whose interest does it serve?' It may be read socio-critically in the sense of being asked what praxis in community and society it warrants. That reading is appropriate to Isaiah 40-55 not least because this concern is prominent in the Isaiah scroll itself, a fact reflected in the role of the prophets as a significant intertext for Karl Marx.
A starting point for an answer to this question could be the prophet’s addressing the audience in royal terms. N. K. Gottwald (‘Social Cless’, 54-55) saw Isaiah 40-55 as especially concerned to bolster the position of the exilic community as an aristocratic oligarchy destined to resume power in Jerusalem. ‘The text of Deutero-Isaiah may be understood as a document designed to entice a reluctant and somewhat fractured ruling elite to engage once again in politics so that they may return to the remote Judean highlands in order to take up their rightful place as rulers’ (Boer, ‘Deutero-Isaiah’, 199). They would then be a minority within the Babylonian Judahite community and might be in conflict with them, as people who could see themselves as a spiritual elite, as the real Israel (Wilson, ‘Community’, 61-69). They might then lack any reflection on the need to safeguard against the abuse and corruption of power that characterized their pre-exilic predecessors. 
Yet the prophet gives no direct indication that the designation ‘Israel’ applies only to a group within the people. More plausibly, quasi-royal status applies to Jacob-Israel as a whole. Israel as a theological entity had long lived in reliance on Yahweh’s commitment to David. In Isaiah 40-55, a motif that has been called the ‘democratizing’ or collectivizing or communalizing of Yahweh’s promise to David runs through the chapters (von Rad, Theologie 2:254; ET 240). It first appears in chapters 41-42 in the treatment of Jacob-Israel as Yahweh's servant. Expressions such as 'servant', 'chosen', and 'Do not be afraid, for I am with you' (41.8-16) belong to the king by origin or by familiar usage, and they are now reapplied to Jacob-Israel. The main features of the portrait of Yahweh’s servant in 42.1-4 are likewise royal in background, but in this context in Isaiah 41-42 they presuppose application to Jacob-Israel. Over against whom is communalizing asserted? Is communalizing simply asserted over against the potential power of the Davidic monarchy? Or is it a way of coming to terms with the failure of the Davidic monarchy? The prophecy's point is not that the title 'Jacob-Israel' belongs to one group rather than another in Babylon (see the comment on 40.7b and Tg’s rendering there). It is that the community addressed means something rather than nothing and that significance attaches to all of it, rather than to the Davidic house alone.
While the existence of identifiable groups within the community is possible, even likely, perceiving these dynamics involves reading between and behind the lines in Isaiah 40-55. The text suggests division within the community only by occasionally indicating that the tension between prophet and people need not have involved the prophet standing alone. Isaiah 50.10-11 may thus imply that there are people who identify with Yahweh’s servant (that is, in this context, with the prophet) and people who do not. In that sense Isaiah 40-55 does suggest a division within the community it addresses (wherever that is), at least in implying that the prophet and any group that identified with the message expressed in these chapters had a different perspective on events from the rest of the community. Isaiah 51.1-16 might have similar implications (so Wilson, ‘Community’, 63). 
The messages in Isaiah 40-55 were heard by people who were concerned about Jerusalem—or who were not, people who were concerned that Yahweh had abandoned them—or who were not, people who were comfortable in Babylonia—or who were not, people who grieved at the loss of the Davidic monarchy and the destruction of the temple—or who were not (cf. Crouch, Israel and Judah, 91-111). Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and Isaiah 40-55 indicate that there were people who accepted the stance the  prophet took and people who did not, who would perhaps be a majority, especially among the leadership, the people identified with the royal house, the priests, and the prophets. It would then not be surprising if they saw themselves as the true Israel and believed that the future lay with them. Conversely, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and Second Isaiah will have seen themselves as embodying what it really meant to be Israel (as Isa 49.3 makes explicit for Second Isaiah). Yet they do not speak as if they represent a defined group over against other groups. They give more the impression of challenging people in general to join them in light of the fact that the entire people is Jacob-Israel and that this is the way to be Jacob-Israel. 
The communalizing presupposed by Isaiah 40-55 embodies a force capable of working against ideologies, because by definition it works against loci of power. It puts all human entities under the authority and protection of God. While that perspective could be subject to ideological appropriation, Isaiah 40-55 works against that, too. If its Jacob-Israel (however identified) might gain too unequivocal comfort from being reminded in 41.8-16 of its high status as Yahweh's personal servant, such comfort is quickly subverted by the reminder of the vocation involved in servanthood in 42.1-9. It is more explicitly and devastatingly subverted by the assessment of its servanthood offered in 42.18-25. Like the Genesis story of Jacob/Israel and Esau/Edom, 'this is a kind of ideological literature that incorporates a reflex of ideological auto-critique' (Alter, World, 68). The prophet's critique of the community might in turn be judged ideological because it leaves the prophet as the one person unsullied by disobedience and the one person to whom everyone must yield. However, the other side of that coin is the degree of trouble involved in the prophetic vocation, described in 50.4-11 and supremely in the picture in 52.13-53.12 when read in this context. The chapters are about prophetic power, but this is power that receives such radical redefinition that ideology deconstructs. 
'Jerusalem-Zion' is also a complicated symbol (see the excursus on ‘Zion-Jerusalem’ in the commentary on 49.14-50.3, which also comments on the etymology of Jacob and Israel). In other contexts in the Tanak, 'Jerusalem' can occasionally mean the population of the city that has been deported elsewhere (so, e.g., 2 Kgs 24.14), and passages such as 40.2 have been seen as viewing ‘Jerusalem’ as a figure for the exilic community itself (so *Volz), while passages such as 40.9-10; 44.26; 46.13; 49.14-21; and 52.7-10 have been understood as speaking of the exilic community ‘proleptically’ as Jerusalem (Williamson, ‘Concept of Israel’, 145). It seems doubtful whether Jerusalem or Zion could be used without qualification to refer to the exilic community. The tendency of the symbol Jerusalem-Zion is to be geographically fixed but flexible with regard to the people who link with it. The tendency of the symbol Jacob-Israel is to be more fixed in its reference to people but flexible geographically (cf. Tull, Remember, 225). It is more likely that the displaced community can be identified as Jacob-Israel or as the children of Zion-Jerusalem than as Zion-Jerusalem. On the stage Zion is addressed because her children are in the house. Address to Zion is for overhearing by the deportees. 
In the arrangement of Isaiah 40-55, Isaiah 40.1-11 with its Jerusalem-Zion focus introduces 40.12-48.22 with its Jacob-Israel focus, while Isaiah 49.1-13 with its Jacob-Israel concern introduces 49.14-55.13 with its Jerusalem-Zion concern (Stassen, ‘Jesaja 40:1-11). The two foci of the whole are bound together. A difference between the terms Jacob-Israel and Jerusalem-Zion is that Jacob-Israel is a thoroughly human collective person while Jerusalem-Zion is an archetype at least as much as a concrete historical entity (*Hessler, 238). To say that Jacob-Israel is Yahweh's people is to use analogical language. To say that Jerusalem-Zion is Yahweh's wife is to speak in metaphor or myth, such as enables Yahweh's passion to receive expression as fundamental to the work of deliverance and restoration. Again, saying that Jacob-Israel is the community's ancestor is a different kind of statement from saying that Zion is its mother. Zion is represented or embodied by the royal temple state in Jerusalem, but it is more than a mere personification of that. 
The image of Yahweh's servant appears recurrently throughout chapters 41-53. It becomes more prominent as the chapters unfold and its significance becomes more complex. While Jacob-Israel is identified as Yahweh's servant in 41.8-9 and then from time to time through chapters 41-48, the context in chapters 49-54 suggests that the prophet speaks as Yahweh's servant in chapters 49 and 50, while Yahweh’s servant in 52.13-53.12 is unnamed. Jerusalem-Zion is never identified as Yahweh’s servant, though the identification has been suggested (see Wilshire, ‘Servant-City’). In chapters 49-54, the portrait of a woman-city and of a servant interweave, without being brought into explicit interrelationship. Rhetorically, Yahweh’s servant and Jerusalem-Zion may be in two different places, the one in Babylonia, the other in Judah. 
Tull (Remember, 180-81) describes city and servant as also occupying parallel universes of discourse. It is easier for Jacob-Israel and Yahweh’s servant to be related because the former is nearer to being an unequivocally referential noun. It denotes an empirical entity, the people that in one way or another identifies itself as Jacob-Israel's descendants. The fact that there can be slippage between singular and plural in the context of references to Jacob-Israel as servant (e.g., 42.22; 43.6-12) reflects that primary reference of the servant image. Yet it remains an image. To put it another way, 'Yahweh's servant' is to 'Jacob-Israel' what 'Yahweh's wife' is to 'Jerusalem-Zion'. 
While the designation Jacob-Israel could make a claim for a group within the community in Babylon or within the community in Judah, it could alternatively imply a claim for the Babylonian community as a whole over against that in Judah, or for the community in Judah as a whole over against that in Babylon. Jeremiah and Ezekiel are more or less explicit that there were tensions between the people who were deported from Judah in 597 and the people who were left behind (see Jer 24; Ezek 11). It would not be surprising if there were also such tensions after 587 and in the 540s (see Crouch, Israel and Judah; Rom-Shiloni, Exclusive Inclusivity). Yet it is also likely that in both locations there were  people who worshiped Yahweh alone and Yahwists of more liberal views, people who worshiped with images and without images, people who took different attitudes to the question of responsibility for the fall of Jerusalem, people who took different attitudes to the Davidic promise, and people who took different attitudes to the political realities of the day. 
Isaiah 40-55 presents an image of the city of Jerusalem and the land of Judah as ruined, desolate, and empty (e.g., 44.26; 49.19; 51.3). This might seem to imply that there was no community there, and on behalf of the Judahite community in Babylonia it might constitute an ideological claim, parallel to one in the modern Middle East. If prophet and people represent themselves as Zion in exile (cf. *Volz's comment on 40.2), this could give ideological support to a claim to be the real Israel. Representing themselves as Zion's children, entitled to return to their mother city, could have a parallel function. Yet the description of the city as desolate and empty  parallels the one that appears in Lamentations and derives from the city itself. People in Jerusalem and people elsewhere could describe city and land as empty, and be speaking in hyperbole. Such descriptions offer no indication of the whereabouts of their audience, nor of a tendentiousness on the part of people speaking in these terms. To describe city and land as desolate need carry no implication of claiming ownership of city and land, or of a rejection of the actual population of Jerusalem and Judah. There is a contrast with the 'myth of the empty land' found at some points elsewhere within the Tanak (see, e.g., Barstad, Myth; ‘After the “Myth”’; Barstad, Babylonian Captivity; Carroll, ‘Myth’). Blenkinsopp (‘Bible, Archaeology’) sees Leviticus 26.34-35 and 2 Chronicles 36.20-21 as key to the development of the myth in Second Temple times, and they may indeed have encouraged the development of the myth, but these look more like hyperbolic interpretations of the reality of the disaster of 587 than political statements that reflect attitudes in the 540s.
Between 597 and 587, Jeremiah 24 and Ezekiel 11 seek to counter any assumption in Jerusalem that the community there is safe whereas the community in Babylon is under Yahweh's judgment, but these are not context-less declarations regarding the superior theological status of the Babylonian community. Subsequently, while Lamentations grieves over the removal of the city's leadership (e.g., 2.9; 4.13-16), it lays significant responsibility for the city's fall at the feet of that leadership and thus at the feet of its survivors now in Babylon.  The evidence from a slightly later period, after Persian rule arrived and people began to return from Babylonia to Judah, is that there could indeed be some antipathy between the communities in Judah and in Babylon, and there are also indications of related tensions within the community in Judah. Within each community there were at least some people who regarded the other as contaminated: see, e.g., Zechariah 3; Ezra 3-6; and the indications of conflict within Isaiah 56-66. It would not be surprising if the same attitude obtained in the 540s, and such judgments can serve claims to power. Yet in texts from the period from 587 to 539 there are no concrete indications of a dismissal of one community by the other. Like Isaiah 40-55, Ezekiel uses the term 'Judah' rarely; both thus contrast with Jeremiah. The tensions of the Second Temple period are not evident here (cf. Zimmerli’s discussion in ‘Israel’; also Zimmerli, Ezechiel, 1258-61 [ET 2:563-65]). 
In taking up the speech of Lamentations and announcing a response to its pleas, in a non-ideological fashion Isaiah 40-55 may implicitly see itself as one in destiny with the Jerusalem community rather than set over against it. The prophet's usage is implicitly inclusive rather than exclusive. In a 'Response' to Gottwald (74, 78), C. A. Newsom notes that Isaiah 40-55 makes much use of the terms 'children', 'sons', and 'daughters', and refrains from describing its community as 'kings', 'princes', 'priests', and 'prophets', in Lamentations' manner. While this might imply an evasion of responsibility, it might suggest a proper self-effacement. 
It is a plausible view that in Isaiah 40-55 Jacob-Israel stands directly for the Judahite audience of the messages in Isaiah 40-55 in Babylon, while Jerusalem-Zion suggests the Judahite community around Jerusalem. Yet in the context, the prophecy's point again is not that the title 'Jacob-Israel' belongs to the community in Babylon rather than that in Judah, or vice versa. Its point is rather that the community addressed means something rather than nothing and that significance attaches to all of it, rather than to the Davidic house alone. Lamentations and Isaiah 40-55 may have covert concerns to justify political positions, or they may not. Perhaps the better way to put it is to grant that there may be an aspect of self-interest in every text, but that such a consideration may or not be a particularly significant factor in the shaping of these specific texts. The exiles may actually be quite ignorant of the situation in Jerusalem and too preoccupied with their own situation to reflect on the situation anywhere else: that is, their silence about the Jerusalem community may be significant, but there are several ways in which it could be significant. We do not have enough knowledge of the socio-historical context of Isaiah 40-55 to provide the undergirding for a properly socio-critical interpretation of the chapters, or to test the application of socio-critical models to it. The matter is too conjectural. Aside from questions regarding the assumption that relationships between the two communities are to be understood by means of a conflict model rather than a consensual one, the question is complicated by our not even knowing for certain whether the material in Isaiah 40-55 is of Babylonian background, or perhaps of mixed origin. A quite different socio-historical understanding of Isaiah 40-55 would be possible and necessary if the chapters are of Jerusalem provenance. 
Socio-critical interpretation does draw our attention to the fact that within Isaiah 40-55, Jacob-Israel is not simply a cipher (e.g., for the Judahite community in Babylonia or in Jerusalem) but an expression like 'the church'. When a preacher reminds a congregation that it is 'the church', this sets a symbol before them. It is a way of suggesting possibilities, visions, hopes, and obligations. It is not usually a way of asserting that the word 'church' belongs to them as it does not belong to the congregation across the street. It implies a contrast with how they see themselves rather than a contrast with how other people see themselves. Isaiah 40-55 applies the terms 'Jacob' and 'Israel' to a people that needs to be reminded of its significance before Yahweh and of its obligations to Yahweh. The usage recalls the description of Judahites as 'Israelites' in Daniel 1.3 (cf. also the use in Chronicles). Churches do make claims to be the church, and elements within the sixth-century Judahite community may have made an exclusive claim to be the real Jacob-Israel. One cannot exclude the possibility that Isaiah 40-55 makes this claim for the community in Babylonia or in Jerusalem. If so, however, it does this with a reticence that contrasts with the earlier language of Jeremiah and Ezekiel, who indulge in direct critique of the community in Judah. Indeed, Isaiah 40-55 explicitly does the opposite of undergirding any claim to exclusive ownership of the designation 'Jacob-Israel' on the part of its audience. Even though it does reassure its audience that it is Jacob-Israel, in traditional prophetic fashion this prophet tells the audience that it has no true right to this designation (see 48.1-11). 
13. The Audience(s) of Isaiah 40-55: Their Situation
If we picture the prophecies being heard in Jerusalem, they address a situation of the following kind. Judah’s rebellion against its Babylonian overlords had led to punitive invasions in the 590s and 580s. This resulted in death and destruction in Jerusalem and other towns and in the deportation to Babylonia of tens of thousands of people, including as far as possible all the people in Jerusalem whom the Babylonians saw as significant. Davidic rule was thus terminated and the area put under the control of Babylonian-appointed governors. The poems in Lamentations both grieve over the loss of the city's people and indicate that nevertheless there were people left behind who could compose such prayers with their literary, theological, and religious qualities. Some occasional forms of prayer and worship were resumed in the Jerusalem temple (cf. Jer 41), and one can picture the prayers in Lamentations themselves being used there. 
The convention of referring to the period after 587 as ‘the exile’ is misleading, and even more misleading is the expression ‘the Babylonian exile’, which can encourage the impression that the entire Judahite community was transported to Babylonia in 587 and then returned to Judah after 539. The entire community did not leave, some people left to find refuge in other locations, and most did not return when they had chance. To speak with more caution, the time after 587 from which the messages in Isaiah 40-55 come is the ‘post-destruction period’ (*Blenkinsopp, e.g., 113), the ‘templeless’ period (Middlemas, e.g., Templeless Age). 
While Lamentations does portray the city itself as desolate and empty, its picture of an abandoned city seems to be a hyperbole, more likely to express its trauma for its own sake and to appeal to Yahweh than to make an ideological point. The first poem, which speaks of the city's emptiness (e.g., 1.4, 5), also speaks of the problems that beset its population (e.g., 1.11, 16). The numbers of people deported according to 2 Kings and Jeremiah by no means suggest that the Babylonians emptied Judah, or even Jerusalem. The Judahite hills continued to be occupied by small communities of farmers and shepherds; there were at least as many of them than there were of people taken off into exile (see 2 Kgs 25; Jer 40-43). Partly on the basis of archaeological evidence, it has been estimated that Judah saw a sixty percent decline in population numbers, so that the population of the Babylonian province of Judah, Yehud, was about forty thousand, which is not nothing. However, scholarly opinions do vary on how devastating were the results of the Babylonian conquest of Judah and how far Jerusalem was an empty city and Judah an empty land: see *Tull, 74-75; Middlemas, Troubles; Lipshits, Fall and Rise; Lipschits and Blenkinsopp, Judah and the Judeans in the Neo-Babylonian Period; Faust, Judah; Faust, ‘Deportation’; Blenkinsopp, ‘Bible, Archaeology’; Blenkinsopp, ‘Babylonian Gap’; Stern, ‘Babylonian Gap’ 2000; Stern, ‘Babylonian Gap’ 2002; Stern, ‘Babylonian Gap’ 2004; Stern, Archaeology 2:303-50; James, ‘Assyrian, Babylonian and Persian Periods’.
While many Judahites were transported to Babylonia, others took themselves off to ‘foreign shores’ in different directions and settled there (see, e.g., Oded, ‘Settlements’). Yet others took refuge on a more temporary basis not so far away, and Jeremiah 40-41 speaks of the return to Judah soon after the fall of Jerusalem by people who had fled to neighbouring countries during the troubles. It also speaks of the assassination of the Babylonian-appointed governor by supporters of the ex-king, and it refers to ongoing conflict between people who accepted and who resisted Babylonian rule. One consequence was the voluntary exile of a further Judahite group in Egypt, which Jeremiah 42-44 describes. Lamentations indicates an acceptance that the fall of Jerusalem was not unjust but was the deserved consequence of the city's wrongdoing, specifically of the moral and religious failure of its leadership, and in particular of priests and prophets. The same understanding is expressed in Kings, though we do not know where Kings was written. The book of Jeremiah looks at the matter in a similar way and urges the community to submit to Babylonian authority, though it also promises that foreign rule and the absence of much of the population will not last forever. 
Nearly half a century after the fall of Jerusalem, Isaiah 49-54 gives the impression that Jerusalem is a city and people that is still characterized by trauma. There might be two senses in which this is so, or two reasons for it. One is that a gloomier understanding of the devastating material results of Babylonian invasion is more appropriate and/or that the city in particular is still in a state of devastation. The other is that the effects of a traumatic experience like the Babylonian invasion(s) can persist over decades and through generations, not least as the trauma is passed on by parents to their children. It is a community reality. Thus the opening bidding in Isaiah 40-55 concerns comfort for Yahweh’s people, and specifically for Jerusalem, and indicates a continuing sense of guilt and abandonment by God.
If we picture the prophecies in Isaiah 40-55 being heard in Babylonia, the evidence regarding the community’s situation can again be read in different ways. Jeremiah 27-29 suggests that the people taken the people taken there in 597 had not been inclined to settle down there, and this may also have been true of people taken there after 587. The community in Babylonia had prophets who encouraged it to expect a speedy return to Judah and the re-establishment of the Davidic monarchy, and it had priests who supported these assumptions. According to Jeremiah 29.4-7, Yahweh had told them to build houses, start families, plant allotments and eat the produce, and get involved in the Babylonian community, and perhaps they had (Meadowcroft, ‘Transforming Word’, 138). A collection of legal documents from Babylonia in the fifth century, the Murashu texts, which reflect business involvement by people with Jewish names and are presumably Judahites (see ABD under ‘Murashû’ and the references), indicates their freedom to engage in business and buy property, and suggests that if they knew of Jeremiah’s encouragement, they accepted it rather more enthusiastically than he might have wished. The Ezekiel scroll portrays the Judahite community able to meet together. People's reluctance to return to Judah suggests that they were quite comfortable in Babylonia, and stories in Daniel and Esther testify to the possibilities as well as the pressures of life in dispersion, as opposed to something that feels like exile. While the Murashu texts and works such as Daniel and Esther relate to the Persian period, another more recently published collection of texts gives a similar impression for the sixth century (see Pearce, ‘How Bad Was the Babylonian Exile?’; Pearce, ‘Cuneiform Sources’). 
On the other hand, the Babylonians themselves give a different impression of conditions in the sixth century in their own accounts of the way they treated transported peoples as effectively slave-labour on building projects (see, e.g., Smith[-Christopher], ‘Reassessing’; also Religion of the Landless). These match the prophet's allusions to conditions that were prison-like (see, e.g., 42.7, 22; cf. Carr, ‘Reading into the Gap). It would not be surprising if the community lived with the ongoing reality of the traumatic effect of effect of 587 and the further transportation and if it still felt an alien people in a foreign land, like a people confined in prison. On the other hand, Isaiah 40-48 does not give the strong impression of a community characterized by trauma that Isaiah 49-54 gives with regard to Jerusalem-Zion, though it possible to find such references in Ezekiel and Psalm 137 (see Carr, ‘Reading into the Gap’) or in Isaiah 56-66 (see Frechette, ‘Power, People, Place, and Plan’). Comfort is a theme in Isaiah 40-55 relates to Jerusalem rather than to the exiles (contrast Roberts, Memory, 18); the word ‘comfort’ does not occur between 40.1 and 49.13. It may be that current stress on trauma as a lens for reading the Tanak (e.g., Groenewald, ‘Trauma’) may turn out to be overplayed. Nevertheless it is a plausible view that the trauma through which the 587-generation had lived has an afterlife in the experience of its children and grandchildren in Babylonia as in Jerusalem. They, too, are portrayed as affected by a sense of weariness, feebleness, insignificance, and abandonment by God (40.27-31; 41.14), and against that background, the exile has been called ‘the birth trauma of monotheism’ (Markl, ‘Babylonian Exile’). 
Isaiah 40-55 does presuppose that the community it addresses as Jacob-Israel still felt the abandonment by Yahweh to which Lamentations refers, and hints that this community was inclined to worship Yahweh by means of images and/or to be impressed by the Babylonian gods with their images. It had not owned the religious or theological reasons for the Babylonian defeat and it was not prepared to see Yahweh's hand in the rise of Cyrus. Still less was it prepared to see Cyrus as Yahweh's anointee, as if promises of the re-establishment of the Davidic monarchy could be abandoned. 
The material in Isaiah 40-55 gives the impression of emerging from an interaction between prophet and people, as is most clear when the prophet attributes some words to the people and responds to them (40.27-31; 49.14-18) or anticipates the reaction of the hearers (48.5,7). ‘It is theoretically possible that the author is addressing an implicit public, but there is a sense of immediacy here that is difficult to reconcile with a work produced at a much later time, as a kind of literary exercise, when the events of the late Neo-Babylonian period were of purely historical interest. What drives the interactivity is the need to persuade’ (*Blenkinsopp, 272). The addressees ‘appear to view their homeland with affection, but the rhetorical enthusiasm of the Jeremiah and Second Isaiah material especially suggests that persuading them to return to it is a challenge’ (Crouch, Israel and Judah, 148). While Isaiah 40-55 implies that the prophet does not expect the Judahites to welcome the chapters’ message, it does not make explicit that this is because they are too comfortable in Babylonia. The rhetoric of Isaiah 40-55 implies a need to persuade people to enthuse about the idea of leaving Babylon, when they have come to accept the Babylonian definition of reality to give them a sense of identity in their diasporic context (Cuéllar, Voices, 95-96). The last paragraph of 2 Kings records that the former Judahite king Jehoiachin was eventually released from prison in Babylon. For Judahites in general, too, the situation may have improved over the forty or fifty years that have passed since they were force-marched to Babylon. 
Further, by 540 Babylonia itself may have been in a state of disorder. The traditional scholarly view is that the years running up to the fall of Babylon saw the last Babylonian king, Nabonidus, engaged in religious reforms that reduced the significance of Marduk in Babylon in favour of the god Sîn, action that was then reversed by Cyrus. This understanding is based on information from the Nabonidus Chronicle, the Nabonidus Cylinders, the Verse Account of Nabonidus, and the Cyrus Cylinder, (see www.livius.org; Grayson, Chronicle; Beaulieu, Nabonidus). The documents relating these events have their own political agenda and it is not clear how to evaluate their historical value, but the reforms to which they refer may form part of the background to Yahweh’s sardonic challenges in Isaiah 41 (so Machinist, ‘Mesopotamian Imperialism’). Externally, city and empire were threatened by the victories of the Median king Cyrus. While the troubles of the empire would no doubt be known and wondered at in Jerusalem, they would be of even more pressing concern in Babylonia itself. 
14. The Prophet 
The construct outlined so far has focused on making sense of ‘Second Isaiah’ as a segment of the Isaiah scroll. What of ‘Second Isaiah’ as a person? The construct sees Isaiah 40-55 as a collection of individual prophetic messages put into writing in an orderly fashion. One might think of such a collection as issuing from the ministry of one prophet, or as issuing from a number of prophets, or as mostly issuing from one prophet but as supplemented by the work of others (cf. *Hermisson 3:662-66). The consistency of the chapters’ theme and poetic form allows for them all deriving from the same prophet, but it does it require that. They might come from a group of prophets who looked at things in related ways and had heard Yahweh speak in related ways. The coherence of the chapters’ structure as a dramatic poem suggests that someone composed it, but such creative work need not be undertaken by a lone individual, and the relationship of composer(s) and prophet(s) might be a different question.
For the same century through which scholarly study worked with the assumption that Isaiah 40-55 constituted a work that stands on its own semi-independently of the rest of the Isaiah scroll, scholarly study also worked with the assumption that a single prophet was indeed the person behind the chapters, except for some startlingly significant later additions such as the ‘servant songs’ and the image-making passages. This single prophet is the person called—faute de mieux—'Second Isaiah’ or ‘Deutero-Isaiah’. In scholarly study, the focus on this person was an aspect of a focus on individual prophets in the Tanak generally, and thus on the ‘First Isaiah’, the ‘Second Isaiah’, and the ‘Third Isaiah’. 
In Isaiah 40-55, someone indeed speaks as an ‘I’ in 48.16b; 49.1-6; and 50.4-9, and also in 40.6 in 1QIsa and LXX. Ironically, while twentieth-century study of Isaiah 40-55 generally did assume that there was a single anonymous ‘Second Isaiah’ behind Isaiah 40-55, a prophet equivalent to a figure such as Amos, Jeremiah, or Isaiah ben Amoz behind the scrolls named after them, it did not assume that this prophet was the ‘I’ in 49.1-6 and 50.4-9 (as *Rashi and *Ibn Ezra, for instance, did). While the content of Isaiah 40-55 rules out Isaiah ben Amoz being the author of these messages in any straightforward sense, he is prominent in them as a grey eminence, a shadowy background figure, because his message provided much of the conceptuality and many of the presuppositions for the work of the prophecies’ direct author, the actual prophet whose messages feature here. In a sense, then, Isaiah ben Amoz is present in these chapters in their words, especially in chapters 40-48, and then perhaps in some sense in person in the ‘I’ who speaks in chapters 49 and 50 (Seitz, ‘How Is the Prophet Isaiah Present’, 234-37). It may be that the audience is simply to assume that this ‘I’ is also the voice lying behind the rest of the messages in the chapters, a little like Jeremiah as an ‘I’ in the Jeremiah scroll and Luke as part of a ‘we’ in the Book of Acts. This ‘I’ is the implied author of Isaiah 40-55. For the most part, however, the meaning and significance of the individual messages does not depend on their authorship, whereas it does depend somewhat on their place in the sixteen-chapter whole. 
During the half century beginning in the last decades of the twentieth century, as the scholarly world questioned the assumption that Isaiah 40-55 stands more or less on its own, it also questioned the focus on a single prophet in these chapters. It thus reacted to an attentiveness towards the scroll as a whole (cf. Berges, ‘Isaiah’) and noted that Isaiah 40-55 might be unique within the Isaiah scroll if it represent the work of one person (Clements, ‘Beyond Tradition History’, 110-11). The implication would then be that one should not reify an individual prophet designated 'Second Isaiah'. Isaiah 40-55 might rather bring together the work of a group of prophets. Perhaps an interest in identifying material that came from a key individual is anachronistic. It is in deference to such possibilities that this Introduction to Isaiah 40-55 leaves consideration of the possible single 'author' of these chapters to near the end. 
However, the reaction is an overreaction. The Isaiah scroll as a whole, and Isaiah 40-55 in particular (and for that matter the Jeremiah and Ezekiel scrolls, and some of the shorter prophetic scrolls) invite attention both to the prophet and to the prophecies. Much of Isaiah 40-55 indeed stands independently of its prophet(s). In these chapters and in other works or traditions that are described as prophecy, Yahweh’s voice dominates, and the prophet may remain largely ‘elusive’ (Tull, ‘Who Says’, 156). Yet the nature of the references to an individual prophet make it implausible to reinterpret the ‘I’ of the chapters out of existence. Conversely, considerable inference, if not allegorical reading, is involved in working with the suggestion that the chapters issued from the work of a collective, perhaps a group of temple singers (Berges, e.g., ‘Isaiah: Structure’, 166-67; Berges, ‘Jesajabuch’; Berges, ‘Farewell’; Berges, ‘Sing’; cf. Laato, Message; Blenkinsopp, Beauty, 65-67). While ‘historicism is inadequate’ in connection with Isaiah 40-55 ‘because we are encountering the poetic invention of figurative characters (Diamond, ‘First-Person Figurations’, 89) finding a group of prophets in these chapters looks like a figurative reading of something that is not inherently figurative.
The Tanak portrays a number of relationships between a prophet, a prophet’s life, a prophet’s words, and the scroll that bears the prophet’s name. Some individual messages are anonymous, some have a prophet’s name attached to them. Some shorter scrolls make no link between messages they record and the life of the prophet, most scrolls imply a link between message and prophet. Some refer to a prophet’s involvement in the writing down of messages, some make no such statement. Isaiah 2.2-4 and Micah 4.1-3 make it undeniable that a scroll may include the messages of more than one prophet. 
With Isaiah 40-55, the importance of the role played by the prophetic ‘I’ in the outworking of its drama supports the hypothesis that the messages all or nearly all come from the prophet whose ‘I’ thus speaks, otherwise the argument of the poem deconstructs. The plot of the dramatic poem implies that the ‘I’ featuring in some messages is the ‘I’ of this prophetic individual. This individual is intrinsic to the plot. The material also emphasizes the significance of the life of the individual of whom 52.13-53.12 speaks, who might be the poet-prophet who especially lies behind the chapters. Its message may threaten to self-destruct if this person has no existence outside the poems. 
The nature of Isaiah 40-55 and a comparison with other prophetic scrolls thus suggests that the truth about the significance of the individual prophet lies somewhere between the contrasting assumptions of the dominant focus on the individual and the elimination of the individual. Isaiah 1-39, Jeremiah and Ezekiel suggest that in each case an individual prophet was significant to their prophetic ministry, in a broader sense than being simply the deliverer of messages. The prophet was a sign (Isa 8.18; 20.1-6; Ezek 24.24), an embodiment of the message that guaranteed its fulfillment. Jeremiah does not use the word ‘sign’ in this fashion, but his ‘confessions’ function in a similar way. On the other hand, it may be that the scrolls recording these prophets’ messages also incorporate the messages of other prophets. While the clearest ‘proof text’ for this phenomenon is the occurrence of the same message in Isaiah 2 and Micah 4, the overlap between Jeremiah 49 and Obadiah points in the same direction. Yet their scrolls do not provide a basis for distinguishing with any confidence between the work of the named individuals and the work of other prophets. 
Isaiah 40-55 suggests the same dynamic. Most of the material comprises simply the reporting of messages whose origin in Yahweh may be noted but whose human origin is unstated. Alongside that, in those few crucial paragraphs the prophetic ‘I’ speaks. The combination compares with Isaiah 1-39, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel. The chapters give no indication that the material derives from a group of prophets, any more than Isaiah 1-39, Jeremiah, or Ezekiel do. If anything, the ‘I’ passages suggest a prophet who has a sense of standing alone, as do Jeremiah and Ezekiel. There was no group of prophets. If the material nevertheless does incorporate messages from a number of prophets, as Isaiah 1-39 and 56-66 likely do, it provides no basis for distinguishing among them. 
Isaiah 40-55 is the deposit of the ministry of a prophet. What is a prophet? Some of the messages suggest an acquaintance with Mesopotamian prophecy, comparing with a prophet speaking in a god’s name in saying ‘I am Ishtar’ and encouraging the king, ‘Do not be afraid’ (see Gordon, ‘Prophecy’, 56-57; Weippert, ‘“Ich bin Jahwe”— “Ich bin Ištar von Arbela”’; more generally Nissinen, Prophets; Grabbe, Spirit). ‘Prophet’ is the default English translation for the word נביא, but it is a vague term, and neither this noun nor the verb נבא nor the noun נבואה occurs in Isaiah 40-55. Nor do any of these words occur elsewhere in the Isaiah scroll, except for some occurrences of the noun נביא of which three are descriptions of Isaiah by the curator of the scroll and the other four have not very positive connotations. In Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel there are some hints that משׂא is the word for a prophetic message, and in Isaiah 40-55 there is a hint in 44.26 that the word מלאך would be the term a prophet would use in a self-description, though 42.19 indicates that this, too, is a term that is not unequivocally positive (see Cohen, ‘Nabi’; Conrad, ‘Messengers’). 
Perhaps it is misleading to call the prophets נביאים. Robert Carroll (‘Poets, 25’) calls them ‘poets, probably intellectuals, and possibly ideologues’. If ideologues are people who are dogmatic and uncompromising in their stance, then ‘ideologue’ would be a reasonable description of Jeremiah, Ezekiel, or the figure(s) lying behind Isaiah 40-55, though C. E. Carter seems not to include Isaiah 40-55 in his study of ‘Ideology and Archaeology in the Neo-Babylonian Period’. 
Isaiah 1.1 implicitly sees Isaiah ben Amoz as a visionary or seer, in that it speaks of the vision that he saw (חזון, חזה). It then immediately pictures him as a poet, in that his words come in the form of verse and with the imagery of verse, and in proclaiming his vision he uses the expressive, communicative, and persuasive devices of poetry. It goes on to picture him as a messenger, like someone who transmits communications from a king. The messages may be about the future, but they will challenge the thinking and life of their recipients in the present. Subsequently, 20.3 describes Isaiah as a servant of Yahweh, and 44.26 puts the word ‘messengers’ and the word ‘servant’ in parallelism. In Haggai 2.13 the prophet is Yahweh’s ‘messenger’; the term ‘message’ implies a communication to people that ostensibly comes from God, and a prophet means someone who delivers such messages, so that the expression ‘prophetic message’ is more or less tautologous. It is Isaiah 37-39 that goes on to describe Isaiah as a נביא, which suggests someone who claims to speak words from God to people and words from people to God. A prophet is someone who brings communications from God, possibly in words that seemed to come without the prophet’s being aware of making them up, or possibly in words that the prophet is aware of formulating. Either way, a prophet articulates something that the community and its leaders are not articulating. Prophets differ from counsellors, theologians, priests, and scholars, in that the words of the latter may be just as true and just as important, but they are more consciously derived from human thinking. Prophecy might hen be classified as the ‘spontaneous, i.e. non-inductive, communication from a divinity to a human being’, which means that 

in contrast to astrologers and diviners, prophets do not employ methods based on systematic observations to perceive the divine will, but rather act as direct mouthpieces of the deities whose message they communicate. At the same time, scholars today are less likely to stress the uniqueness of biblical prophecy than their earlier colleagues. Instead, prophecy is understood as a cross-cultural phenomenon, existing in various cultures at various times throughout human history. (Tiemeyer, ‘Recent Currents’, 161-62)

All these terms—visionary, poet, messenger, servant, prophet—illumine the role of the person who speaks in Isaiah 40-55, though this person’s role has a further distinctive feature. The messages in Isaiah 40-55 build on messages in Isaiah 1-39 and elsewhere, so that the  visionary/poet/messenger/servant/prophet whose work appears in Isaiah 40-55 may also be seen as a preacher, someone who proclaims to a congregation the contemporary significance of words that were uttered long ago and came to be accepted by the people of God as words from God. This person might then be seen as a scholar, who thinks through the significance of these words and thinks through theological questions, or as a curator or theologian or composer engaged in preserving and organizing the material that derives from a prophet or prophets—though this might be the same person as the prophet. 
Isaiah 40-55, which works as a more coherent whole than Isaiah 1-39 though not than Isaiah 56-66, also gives a more significant place to the ‘I’ of a prophet than Isaiah 1-39 or perhaps than Isaiah 56-66—though the place of 61.1-9 there is significant. In this sense Isaiah 40-55 is indeed unique in the book, though the ‘I’ is not all-pervasive in chapters 40-55. However, if chapters 40-55 do represent (at least for the most part) the work of one person, their distinctiveness in this respect might relate to the chapters and their composer having a distinctive role in the development of the book as a whole, on a hypothesis such as *Williamson's (see section 6 of this Introduction). 
While the importance of the individual prophet 'Second Isaiah' who has been given that title has sometimes been overestimated, it can also be underestimated. The text presents us with a collection of messages that refer to an individual prophet, even though they do so only from time to time. At both points we might read with the grain. Faute de mieux, we might indeed refer to the prophet who speaks with an ‘I’ as ‘Second Isaiah’, but might refer to the messages in general as ‘Isaiah 40-55’ rather than give more prominence to the person of the prophet than the text does.
Childs (Introduction, 325) suggests that the incorporation of chapters 40-66 in 'the book of Isaiah' means that they 'are now understood as a prophetic word of promise offered to Israel by the eighth-century prophet, Isaiah of Jerusalem' (cf. *Sweeney’s comments on 40.1-11). That seems a questionable way to articulate things. The English phrase 'the book of Isaiah' might indeed suggest a book that emanates in its entirety from the prophet of that name. It is analogous to the expression ‘Psalm[s] of David'. But לדוד מזמור is a more ambiguous expression than 'Psalm of David'. The title of the books conventionally named שׁמואל likely implies the conviction that Samuel wrote part of them, but not that he necessarily completed the writing of them after he died. The same is true of the expression שׁלמה משׁלי; the Book of Proverbs goes on to make explicit that it includes material from other sources. 4Q176, 4QTanḥûmîm, quotes Isaiah 40.1-5 as from  ישעיה ספר, and a fragmentary Qumran rule (4Q265) quotes 54.1-2 as from
 הנביא ישעיה ספר (DSS 1:358-59, 548-49; cf. Mastnjak, ‘Book of Isaiah’, 51). Even the title 'Isaiah' or ‘Book of Isaiah’ might be later than the book itself. In accordance with ancient Near Eastern custom, the book could once presumably have been known by its opening words, 'The vision of Isaiah'. That need not imply the assumption that these words were a marker of authorship, any more than is the case with the use of an opening phrase to designate the title of other books. The title 'Isaiah' or ‘the book of Isaiah’ or ‘the book of Isaiah the prophet’ implies a relationship between Isaiah and the whole book, but leaves open the nature of that relationship. In Terence Collins's happy phrase, the Isaiah scroll is 'the book called Isaiah' (Mantle, 37-58; cf. *Williamson).
Nor need Isaiah 1.1 in itself imply that the whole book comes from Isaiah in the time of the four eighth-century kings (see Goldingay, 'Isa i 1’; and Mastnjak, ‘Book of Isaiah’; cf. Mastnjak, Before the Scrolls, 108-48). It is in keeping with that perspective on the book's relationship with Isaiah that chapters 40-55 incorporate material that speaks with the ‘I’ of a prophet who functions in the sixth century. It has been suggested that 'in Second Isaiah, the "prophet" becomes a figure depicted in the literature (49.1-6; 50.3-9 [sic]) alongside Zion and Jacob/Israel. In this manner the single identifiable prophetic voice in the wider book—the prophet Isaiah—is respected and allowed to stand alone’ (Seitz, Destiny, 206). Yet 49.1-6 and 50.4-9 do not speak about the prophet in the third person, as in due course 50.10-11 and perhaps 52.13-53.12 do. The analogy with Jacob-Israel and Zion-Jerusalem breaks down. The first-person statements in 49.1-6 and 50.4-9 invite as realistic a reading as that usually applied to chapter 6 or to other books where the prophet speaks as ‘I’. It is the prophet who speaks, as is the case in 48.16a, and in 40.6-7 according to one tradition. 
What then do we get to know of this ‘I’, whom we might see as the implied author of chapters 40-55? Isaiah 50.4-9 provides a starting point. An early Christian writer such as John Chrysostom assumes that the prophet speaks here (see, e.g., Homilies on First Corinthians vii, 7; Homilies on Second Corinthians ii, 7). As *Rashi and *Ibn Ezra make the same assumption, so does *Calvin with his historical instinct. The prophet here testifies to having been given the tongue of a disciple and of being woken up to listen like a disciple, and thereby establishes both a link with and a distinction from the prophet Isaiah ben Amoz. Isaiah had urged that his teaching should be sealed among his 'disciples' (8.16). This speaker asks to be seen as one of these disciples or as like one of them; למודים is plural both times, and it has the article on the second occasion. If the request refers to being one of Yahweh's disciples, the point is little affected. The prophet seems not actually to present himself as Isaiah, but as someone who identifies with Isaiah's teaching and claims an ear opened by Yahweh and a tongue that can speak as such a disciple would. This fits the nature of this prophet's work, which is (among other things) a distinctive new preaching of Isaianic themes. That is not to imply that a 'school' of such disciples had existed through the years since Isaiah's ministry. It may have been so, but we have no evidence of it (see Clements, 'Unity', 94-95). 
Like many other prophets, this ‘I’ has met with opposition and physical attack, but has kept up a commitment to the message Yahweh gave and is convinced of eventual (indeed imminent) vindication. The audience is given no reason for the opposition, but might infer it from the content of the message over the previous ten chapters and the implied reaction to it, with their challenge to see the rise of Cyrus as brought about by Yahweh and as Yahweh's means of bringing down the Babylonian empire, and not least in the portrayal of Jacob-Israel as rebellious and wayward and in the attitude taken to it that this message assumes. Passages such as 45.9-13 imply that the message was unwelcome in some quarters. As well as perhaps being unwelcome to some Judahites, it might indeed be unwelcome to some Babylonians and to the Babylonian authorities. While earlier prophecy included other promises of Babylon's downfall, it had also encouraged Judahites to see Babylon as Yahweh's agent, and it had urged Judah to submit to Babylon and settle down under its sovereignty. The prophet is opposing this earlier Jeremianic and Isaianic view that may also have been the security of leading Judahites in Judah and in Babylon who hoped for a quiet(er) life if they remained loyal to Babylonian sovereignty. 
The testimony in 50.4-9 is preceded by another in 49.1-6. Exegetes such as *Rashi and *Ibn Ezra again recognize that here, too, the prophet speaks. While the words begin in the same way as those of Isaiah ben Amoz, with a summons to 'listen' (cf. 1.2), they go on to suggest a connection with Jeremiah. As Jeremiah had sensed himself acknowledged by Yahweh before he was formed in the womb and set apart to be a prophet before he was born, so this prophet speaks of being summoned before birth and named when still in the womb. The sense of being called to embody the commitment to Yahweh to which Israel as a whole was called, and the sense of having laboured fruitlessly (49.3-4), further recall Jeremiah. It was Jeremiah's calling, too, to seek to bring the people back to Yahweh, though he was also 'a prophet to the nations'. These points of connection  with Jeremiah match the links with the book called Jeremiah that run through Isaiah 40-55, the links that would have made it not seem too odd if the chapters had featured as part of that book rather than part of Isaiah as *Duhm thought they once had (see further Sommer, Prophet; O’Connor, ‘Figuration’).
The two substantial passages in Isaiah 40-55 in which the prophet speaks as ‘I’ set up links with Isaiah ben Amoz and Jeremiah, the two prophets with whom scholars have seen especially close links in chapters 40-55. E. Voegelin (Israel, 488-91) suggests that Isaiah ben Amoz and Jeremiah supremely embody two different responses to the disparity between what Israel was called to be and what it actually was. Both announce the need for a third exodus, not only from the imperial civilizations (Abraham) and from Egypt (Moses), but an 'Exodus of Israel from itself’. One response (Isaiah's) was to form a group who would safeguard the awareness of that calling until the moment when Yahweh implemented it. The other (Jeremiah's) was to embody the calling of Israel in oneself. This prophet identifies with both responses to the tension between vision and reality. 'The Exodus has happened in the soul of the author, and his work is the symbol of a historical event' (Voegelin, Israel, 494-95). The words in the text are there because the prophet believes they have this significance, and moreover they are the fruit of experience over the years. 
The two briefer first-person references appear in Isaiah 40-55 at either end of chapters 40-48. In 1QIsa and LXX the prophet first speaks in 40.6, and there are telling links between Isaiah 40.1-11 and Isaiah 6. In chapter 40 we may even re-enter the scene of Isaiah's commission, the workings of Yahweh's court in heaven. This prophet speaks as one who is party to the deliberations of that court. Yet there is a contrast in the intention that Yahweh is now concerned to implement. The period of Isaiah's ministry of warning is over. The ministry now to be exercised is one of 'comfort'. There is also a contrast in the ‘I’ that responds to the voice commissioning a preacher. Whereas Isaiah ben Amoz volunteers to speak of calamity, this voice resists a commission to speak words of comfort. This prophet, who knows how harshly the warning of calamity has been fulfilled, is not clear that those on whom it has fallen can hear a message of comfort. Events justify this doubt. While the scene in 40.1-11 and the chapters that follow need to be read as part of the book called Isaiah, this is not incompatible with their being the work of another individual prophet, a Second Isaiah, whose commission is reflected here (contrast Melugin, 'Servant', 23, summarizing Seitz, 'Divine Council').
At the other end of chapters 40-48, the prophet once more speaks briefly in the first person. The solemn closing cola in 48.17-22 are introduced at 48.16b with a description of Yahweh's commission that uses the actual terminology of 6.8. The prophet is 'sent' as Isaiah ben Amoz was. The declaration ‘Yahweh has sent me’ (שׁלחני) is also the expression that Moses uses three times (Exod 3.13-15), a significant link in the light of Moses being Yahweh’s servant and the prophet being Yahweh’s servant in 49.1-6 and in 50.4-11. The prophet’s broader expression, ‘the Lord Yahweh, he sent me, with his breath/spirit’, ורוחו אדני יהוִה שׁלחני, might also recall Yahweh’s taking some of his breath/spirit that was on Moses and putting it on seventy Israelite elders. It more specifically parallels Ezekiel’s characteristic talk of the Lord Yahweh and of his breath/spirit. This prophet is another Isaiah, another Jeremiah, another Moses, and another Ezekiel. 
In 52.13-53.12, Yahweh’s servant does not speak as ‘I’. The prophecy refers to Yahweh’s servant in the third person, without identifying him. Following on the servant passages in Isaiah 49-50 and the third-person reference to Yahweh’s servant in 50.10-11, it could make sense to infer that ‘Yahweh’s servant’ denotes the prophet, so that either Second Isaiah is self-referring, or another prophet is referring to Second Isaiah, or Second Isaiah is one potential reference of the passage. In its non-specificity the passage expresses a vision of Yahweh’s servant making the experience of attack and even martyrdom into something to offer Yahweh that might compensate for the waywardness of the community. It is a vision of the possible significance of a prophet’s life.
It may seem strange and regrettable that the prophet who speaks in Isaiah 40-55 does not give us a name, but then, Isaiah himself did not do so. It was someone else who did, perhaps the very compiler of Isaiah 40-55, who might be this prophet who speaks as ‘I’ in Isaiah 40-55. Why, then, did this prophet or the compiler of Isaiah 40-55 and perhaps of 1-39 not give us a name? Perhaps the compiler was willing to cooperate with the prophet's own desire to stay under the shadow of the Isaiah who was a significant inspiration, as indeed did 'Third Isaiah'. Perhaps the compiler was thus willing precisely because the compiler was the prophet. In chapter 6, Isaiah ben Amoz speaks as ‘I’ without using his own name, but one of the introductions to chapters 40-55, the one in chapter 39, has implicitly noted that time has moved on. Hezekiah is dead by now, and so therefore is Isaiah (39.5-8; Seitz, Reading, 121). Following on the disappearance of that first prophetic voice in the book, in several passages in chapters 40-55 this further prophet speaks as ‘I’ in the same way as Isaiah had. In chapter 61 'Third Isaiah' will in turn do so. The example set by Second Isaiah and Third Isaiah is followed by the author of the visions in the second half of the book of Daniel, who was inspired by the story of Daniel and in particular the vision of Daniel in the first half of the book (see Goldingay, Daniel).
The prophet's language raises another question. Isaiah 40-55 reflects a woman's experience and a woman’s concerns to an extent hardly paralleled elsewhere in the Tanak (Stone, ‘Second Isaiah’). The community's experience, needs, hopes, and promises are described and expressed in terms of those of a woman's experience of being a wife and a mother, and of rape, divorce, and widowhood. Her restoration will be that of a woman, loved by her husband, surrounded by children, enjoying a woman's finery. It is in such a connection that 51.1-2 mentions Sarah, her only mention outside Genesis. The distinctive experiences of a woman also contribute to the portrayal of Yahweh. While Yahweh can be pictured as a warrior, Yahweh can also shriek like a birthing woman (42.14: see the comment) and care like a mother for the children of her womb (49.15). In the chapters’ imagery, then, ‘particularly sensational is the theology that compares God himself to women’ and portrays God in this variety of female images’ (Sals, ‘GottesFrauenBilder’, 222; see further Moughtin-Mumby, ‘Feminist/Womanist Readings’). Elsewhere, Yahweh himself is an ‘unconventional husband’ in these chapters (Fischer, ‘Female Metaphors’), even if still a patriarchal one. 
Israel had a number of women prophets, which would allow for the possibility that Second Isaiah was a woman (McEvenue, ‘Quién fue El Segundo Isaías?’; McEvenue, 'Who Was Second Isaiah?'), though it could at the same time have been another reason for letting the messages remain anonymous. The commission of a מבשׂרת, which suggests a woman herald (40.9), might then be her commission. The testimony in 50.4-9 does come from someone who has a beard to pull, perhaps literally, but perhaps metaphorically. Further, if the portrayal of the servant in 52.13-53.12 is a description of the prophet's actual or potential experience, it is the portrait of a man. While in isolation the portrayal of Yahweh as mother might relate to the motif of Zion as mother (Schmitt, ‘Motherhood’), it is but one aspect of the author’s awareness of the nature of woman's distinctive experiences. If the poet-prophet was a man, then at least this was a man who knew about the nature of many of a woman's distinctive experiences, had reflected on them, and knew how to use them theologically and pastorally. The data give the impression that the prophet had listened to women talking about their experiences, had paid attention, and had respected it (cf. Kaiser, ‘Poet’). To leave open the question of gender, one might seek to avoid referring to this prophet-poet as 'he'. 
There is a converse phenomenon. Prophets such as Hosea, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel took a woman's unfaithfulness as a key symbol for speaking of the unfaithfulness of the people of God. Isaiah 40-55 speaks of the people of God's unfaithfulness, but invariably attributes that to the 'male' Jacob-Israel, and perhaps implies that it is especially the men (who had the formal leadership in the community) who are responsible for its plight. Conversely, the male servant figure that the chapters portray has a different cast of behaviour from the male stereotype embodied by Cyrus. It suggests 'a paradigm of power that surely subverts the patriarchal paradigm' (Stone, ‘Second Isaiah’, 94). Correlatively, Ms. Babylon is critiqued for a failure of the virtue of compassion or 'womb-love' (47.6). In contrast, the female figure Jerusalem-Zion is never accused of unfaithfulness, though her children are so accused (50.2) and she has ‘offences’ for which she had to pay a penalty (40.2). Otherwise, she appears only as victim. Further, the Scriptures have God speaking to 'my daughters' as well as 'my sons' only at 43.6 (except for the allusion in 2 Cor 6.18).
These words—visionary, poet, messenger, servant, prophet, preacher, scholar, curator, theologian, composer—qualify each other. We do not know whether the person who speaks in Isaiah 40-55 would have welcomed the designations, apart from servant or messenger, nor do we know anything of this servant/messenger’s social location or function. Behind Isaiah 40-55 lies the ministry of a Judahite who speaks as ‘I’ from time to time, takes up the words of Isaiah ben Amoz and other existent Israelite traditions, and works them into a message for a new age.
15. Conclusions
The introduction to a work appears at the beginning, but it is characteristically written last, and it may thus trailer what are actually the conclusions to the work. This applies to a commentary. To summarize the conclusions that emerge from this Introduction and from the work in the commentary, then:

1. Isaiah 40-55 follows on seamlessly from Isaiah 1-39 but it comprises a coherent, semi-complete, and semi-independent unit within the Isaiah scroll.
2. It is a semi-dramatic, semi-narrative poem unfolding in three parts with a prologue and a finale, designed to be both encouraging and confrontational.
3. Its messages broadly follow the conventions of classical Hebrew poetry, and work in rhythmic cola, but do so in this poet’s distinctive creative form.
4. Its parts constitute a compilation from messages delivered to Judahite congregations concerning Yahweh’s intentions for Jacob-Israel as his servant, and for Jerusalem-Zion.
5. It is capable of standing alone and it once did so, but it takes up themes from Isaiah 1-39 and it eventually became an integral part of the wider Isaiah scroll.
6. It relates to the wider Isaiah scroll historically, narratively, redactionally, theologically, and dialogically.
7. Scholarly theories, especially in the German-speaking world, have a variety of suggestions regarding the way the compilation developed.
8. It exists in several versions that go back to late Second Temple times and differ in detail in small ways, the Masoretic Text being the descendant of one. 
9. It exists in translations into a number of ancient languages  which can contribute to the identifying of Hebrew versions from antiquity but are also interesting in their own right.
10. The individual messages and the compilation issued from the years when the fall of Babylon was imminent, and they speak to that context, though they may have been reworked later.
11. The immediate audience for the individual messages and for the compilation consisted in Judahite deportees in Babylon and their descendants.
12. This intended audience comprised the Judahite community as a whole rather than supporting the position of one group over against another.
13. This community was not oppressed but it was discouraged and still lived with the trauma of the fall of Jerusalem and its deportation, as did the Jerusalem community.
14. The material in the chapters issued from the prophet who is Yahweh’s servant but this ministry brought attacks whose acceptance becomes an aspect of servanthood.
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