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Introduction
Thıs wıshes LO by the usc of form erıtical methods that

Isa1ah 41,21-42,4 has the features be consıdered rib OT trıal
SPESCH: ase'‘ the form of the ancıent Hıttıte awsult propose
by Ernest Wright. Thıs form includes UTININONS (41,21-22a), CadsSc ead
Dy proseCcultor (41,22b-24.26-27), ıst of ee Dy the suzeraın (41,25),

indıctment/verdict (41,29) and sentencıng (42,1-4) At the time of 1ts
captıvıty Israel stood In dıstıinct posıtıon of ethnıc identificatıon IC
separated ıtself from ıts surroundıng Gentile neighbors.“ Thıs olds
that the author of Isaı1ah 40-55 uUSsSEeSs rıib form wıthın 41,21-42,4 (8 CXDICSS
the CONtrOVerSY and ens1i0n that Was Occurrıng between Israel and the
natıons durıng the x1ile

Many authors have isolated Isa1ah 42,1-4 (or V.1-9) due the popularıty
and generally hegemonous VIEW that thıs 15 ON of the four servant
Thıs VIEW 1S st111 held oday McKenzıe and Blenkınsopp both PTrODOSC thıs
dea John Collıns offers 19891(0)8% promısıng VIEW In 1986, where he olds
that 41,21-42,9 1s ole unıt IC MmMIrrors the preceding DAaASSdSC, 41,1-
20 Roth env1ıs1ıon trıal SCECNCS, the first for Israel and the second
for toreıgn natıons and theır OIls Both contaın sımılar structure.“

Summons trial 41,1 41,21
ega questionıng 41,2-4 1,22-29
Election of Israe]l S=Z 42,1-9

wıth Collıns that 42,1-4 belongs wıth 41,21-29, and that thıs
parallels the pPrevi10us trıal In 4.1-20 do, however, question the

assumed dentıity of the defendant In the first trıal A Israe]l 1S 111 be
discussed er below). Iso h1s selection of STITUCTIUF! does NOLT fOcus
enough gener1c matfters, for instance, he leaves behıind the notion of VOCI-

dıct and sentencıng. In addıtıon, the form in 425 appCaIrs change
declaratıon speech T has SaVyS God’”), 1C 1S nOoTt COTINTNONMN In trıal settings.

Wrıight, Lawsult
Kaufmann, Captıvıty 108
McKenzıe, Isaı1ah 209P ON E NT Collıns, Isaıah 28-30



46 Tımothy Mılınovıch 136 (2008)

Partıtioning 42,1-4 and 42,5-9
Thıs proffers that 42,1-4 stands apart from Y 329 orma and

exıcal grounds 42,1-4 aCTS ASs verdıict the preceding trıal In
chapter 41 42,5-9, however, begıns wıth N Sa YS ON _ T
Sayıngs of thıs SO dIC prophetic declaratıon of word, “"messenger
speecch; and thus dıfferent altogether.”

On ex1cal grounds, the phrase SIh1r SdyS |God| N ND) dAaDPDCAIS
CD from the preceding VEeISCS The phrase ME 1 AaDDCAIS LOrty-
nıne times In the Oie of Isa1ah twenty-L[WO In Isajah 1-39; LWENTY
In Isa1ah 40-55; and In Isa1ah 56-66 One Call SCC how ımportant thıs
phrase Was the author of Isa1ah 20555 SInCe the number of uscsS 1n 1ıs/her
texi 1S nearly equa that OUuUnN:! In Isaıah 1-39, CNC1II though the former 1S
ess than half the S17e of the latter. The maJorı1ty of uscs In Isaıah 20=55
denote e In the tex{i of the introduction of Hc  S developıng dea OT

LIC  S imagery (42,5; 43:1.14.16:; 44,2.6; 44,24; 45,1.1 48,17:; 49,7.8
22.24:; 50.1: SILZZ: 2°O e the (ex1 after 42,4 and OW 42,5
egin H6  S section WOU be completely CONsSsoNant wıth the style OUnN:!
hrough the rest of 4A0=55 In addıtion. 1le there dIC Nan y trıal speeches
wıthın thıs plece, T 1 IS does not fall wıthın these sect1ons (40,12-16.17-
20.21-26; 41,1-5; 41,21-42,4; 42,18-25; a8'1 ° 8,14-16; 49,14-21). At
the times when SE 1 1S In close proxXx1ımıty trial it iımmediately
ollows the verdict (42,5; 43,14:; 48,17:;

Many examples of scholarshıp also sShow partıtıon between v.4 and S
GCVeNn f al times passıvely. Englısh translatıons such ASs the NAB,
NKJV, RSV and RSV nclude double-spacıng between 42,4 and w
CcCNolars who Fe 42,1-9 dSs Oje section still recognIıze dıfferences ın
cContent enough seft (TG SO  en of partıtıon OT another. Blenkınsopp breaks
VeAS nto parts 1) and 11), noting that the servant 15 addressed In the 3 rd
PCISON 1n ‚E S and the 2nd DCISON In V 5:0°° Oswalt also partıt1ons and
secti1ons and states “the fırst four VOLSCS present the Servant the hearers
and readers.. Y 3= Aarec ddress DYy (10d the Servant descrıbes|
what G0d 11l accomplısh hrough hıs ervant.  / S1 from these passıve
partıt1ons, scholars such d (0)8 follow Mullenberg establısh clear
divisıon between v.4 and SE thus includiıng 42,1-4 wıth 1fs preceding law-
suit.©

Jucker, Criticısm 5 E Westermann, Forms
Blenkinsopp, Isaıah 1’ Watts, Isaıah 11 See also, W estermann, IsaıahMC E OE OR Oswalt, o0ok 09-1
Clıfford, Function 453



Form eriticısm and the rIb ıIn Isa1ah 41,21-42,4

1 Identity of the Defendant(s)
The identity of the defendant(s) 1ın the trial In chapter has a1sSO been

ebated oug SOTIIC scholars that 41,1-8 1S trıal OT Israel and
1,21-29 1s trıal agaıinst the natıons, thıs dLICCS INOTEC wıth James
Mullenberg who olds that 41,1-42,4 1S sustaıned trıal agaılınst the natıons
and theır idols? The fiırst part 41,1-20) 1S agaınst the natıons themselves,
and the second part (41,21-42,4) 1S agaınst theır gods oUg. thıs
fOCuses the form and ur:‘! of 41,21-42,4, 11l need recognize
ıfs cContext wıthın larger trıal As it 1S, OUT TexTi contaıns all of the
forms be consıdered.

In thıs propose trıal God Sefs 1imself das fru! God, the sole ruler
of the earth The OlIS OT the natıons dIC PITOVCN be worthless: and ıle
the natıons dIC denounced for theır choıce of g0ds, Israe]l 1S raısed 1ın hıgh
esteem before them en YTUS, the ruler of the nat1ons, 15 saıd o g1ve
homage and vassalage Yhwh, and hıs HGc CcGss 1s attrıbuted fo Yhwh’s
patronage.

Though the verdıict (OCCUTIS In 41,29 the OlIS dIcC sentenced In 42,1-4
CIr punıshment 1S observe hwh ıng of the gods bestowıng h1ıs
spiırıt Israe] alone. Thus the rophet affırms SUDTCINC sovere1gnty,
denounces the natıons and theır ıdols, and reaffirms love for Israel
alone by usıng trıal setting and Juriıdıcal language In rib format CON-
demn dolatry and non-Israelıtes 1n orma yel creatıve ashıon

The rih 119

oug. the form of eneral trıal speech existed, ınvest1gat1ons nto
Ancıent Near Ekastern forms of lıterature led SOTINC scholars define the
form further. !© One 1S empted UuUSsSCc LLOTC specıfic form of the rib for thıs
PASSaLC, dAS compıle Dy Harvey. “ Thıs rib {OrM, ase Ancıent Near
Eastern ega X Can have [WO dıfferent varıatl1ons. It Can end wıth the
threat of destruction and exhortatıon LO change, ds In Isaıah and 1cC5 6,
OT ıt Can conclude wıth of assured destruction O: degradatıon, as
In Jeremıiah The best fıt for Is 41,21-42,4 WOU AaDPDPCAT be the rı of
destruction. Thıs contaıns UuUINMONS of defendants and wıtnesses, trıal
quest10ons and accusatıon, 1st of Yhwh’s SraC10US aCTISs in dıfferrence

Mullenburg, Isaıah 364
1S not possıble undergo thorough hıstory of research the rih ıIn the DIC-

sent What 1S presented above 1S 1ıst of general candıdates that resemble
the gıven DASSaLC and remaın pertinent developıng the ın expediti0us
INaNnnNneT. For INOTEC thorough hıstory of interpretatıon, CC Nıelsen, Yahweh S

March, Prophecy 168



48 Timothy Mılınoviıch 136 (2008)

Israel’s infıdelıty, reference the vanıty of cultıc efforts, and
declaratıon ofgul and threat of destruction.

Thıs WOu aAaDDCAaI be g00d fit, but althoug arvey qualıified hıs
forms allow for eıther destruction OT warnıng and exhortatıon
repentance, hıs iIructiure does nNOTt reach back the orıgınal 1tz IM eben,
but rather Incorporates factors that AL clearly Israelıte SucC AaSs the namıng
of hwh and the cult, and the comparıson of Israel’s infıdelıty). Ihus
INaYy conclude that OUT DASSasc does nOoTt fıt com{fortably nto Harvey’s rib of
destruction format.

er Hoffman classıfıed the rıib er ASs "COvenant lawsuıt, ” 1ın 962
Ernest Wrıight combıned studıes Ö£ ancıent covenantal treaties wıth Deu-

eroNOMY 35 15 He determıined thıs form of OUunNn: in Deuteronomy
3° has parallels In Hıttıte suzeraın treatıes, ın 16 Yhwh, takıng the place
of Hıttıte lord, “*aCts d Judge, plaıntıff and jury  'sal4 We 111 UsSsCc the form

that Wright
Summons of Wıtnesses Z 72
Introductory Statement of the ase 7 224
Grac10us Acts of the Suzeraın A
Indıctment V  O
Sentence 42,I

We preier thıs MO! OVeCT the others gıven above because of ıts
contingency (1t includes options for DrOSeCULOTr and indıctment) and ıts ad-
herence Ancıent Near Eastern Iıterature (1:6 the form mentions suzeraın
rather than Due (8) the nature of (J)UT DASSasl, however, 111 need

qualıify OINC partıcular aspect of thıs form 1$ assumed, and 111 d1-

SUuC elow, that thıs form W ds orıgınally establıshed and used ın ceremonI1es
that rebellious vassal COuU be trıed for dısobedience the suzeraın’s

In OUT PassascC, however, the defendants dIC nOL vassals of the
suzeraın, but rather they SCCI11H question Yhwh’s selection of hıs vassal,
Israel 1S possıble ONC 1S assume the natıons expected recelve Yhwh’s
lordshıp themselves. Regardless, theır challenge of Yhwh’s dec1ısıon 1S
challenge of Yhwh'’s authorıty, and they AdIc brought trıal before the
wıtnesses by hwh that he m1g defend hıs wıth Israel In thıs
instance the trıal 1S behalf of the vassal rather than agaınst hım Despıite
thıs varlance, the Hıttıte °cCovenant awsult’ form 15 In the OXn and
ıt 15 the author’s crediıt for achleving thıs brillıant

March, Prophecy 167
Wrıght, Lawsult
Wrıght, Lawsult 153
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Setting and 1tz IM en of the rıib form

E verYy has startıng pomnt. Limburg has enoted number of
instances In the Hebrew that ShOw lıkely place for COUTT proceedings
wıthın the ecp  a SLOTVY udg 10.17:12. and Sefire inscriptions. AarcC
adds, ..  alter edekı1a reDxDelle: agaılnst ebuchadnezzar he Was brought
before the Babylonıan kıng who spoke hım the Judgments’ (Jer
Kgs 25‚6).”16 Such ScCenarı10 15 reticent of the infrıngement of vassal trea-
LY, dS dIc the COUTT SCCNHNCS In E7zekıel where edekıa 15 condemned for hıs
dısloyalty the IYy ZE 1/ 1-21; 1:23:29: 29,14-16), each carryıng
statement of the CaASC, indıctment and sentence. N Wright has argued
that such rih ceremonI1es WEIC GCVCH incorporated nto lıturgi1es ın Northern
srael, d they arc reflected In both Deuteronomy and the prophets. 1S
brıllıant iıdea, but there 1S 11ı evidence. ®

From INOTEC caut10us angle urray that there AaIic dangers for
‚519those 6,  who seek define DOST factum the SCHICS used by others, and

cıtes ack of agreement In termınology wıthın the 16 of study He does,
however, concede that when factors dADDCAI ...  So predomiınant” wıthın 9
f warrants makıng them the fOcus of the d1scuss10n, in far dS OC

consıders INOTEC general, d opposed partıcular, sOoc1a] setting.““ He
adds that the dialectical development ınherent In prophetic dısputations 1S
precıpıtant of the ay-to-day conflıct prophet WOU face ın ex1ilic and pOST-
ex1l1c times.

The r1al Agaımst the Natıons, Isaıah ‚42
Many scholars thıs PASsSagc 15 rib agalnst srael, and nOot the

natıons who sSımply act as wıtnesses. But thıs conclusion does not AaDPCAI
hold

Every rı agaınst Israel contaıns clear ‚UTL1ONS of Israel trial (Isa
1” AB Ps S0 Deut Jer 2’5 Miıc 6,1) ere 1S question
ıdentity of the defendant ıIn these ıt 1S Israel The matter 1s not ASs clear
In Isa 41,1 TE characters dIC mentioned and addressed Dy hwh Israel
does not aDDCAaI untıl V.8, and then he 1S comforted, nNnOot aCccused.

The uUuSsSec of STaMMIMar AaDPDCAIS (8 sShow the natıons eıng called trıal
NOT dSs wıtnesses but d defendants The coastlands ATrCc clearly the wı1ıtnesses.

Lımburg, oot 20901364
March, Prophecy 168
March, Prophecy 168
Wrıght, Lawsult

19 urray, etorıic
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God orders the coastlands wıth dırect 2nd DCISON imperatıve and orders
them be sılent. But he addresses the natıons (41,1b-d) wıth three indırect
3l'd PDCISON imperatıves: let them ..  get reHesShed . “approach”, and “speak.”
SO these diIC clearly NOL [WO STOUDS of wıtnesses. God then IIN the cohorta-
tve: e us draw 1ICcCAal for Judgment, ” but he aDPDCAIS SEl be speakıng
the nat1ons. In thıs paragraph there aIc three characters comıng trıal, and
Israel 1s nowhere 18 be Oun:

The questioning OVervIews mythıcal events that only irue (God Call do
ıt mplıes that only ONC Cal do thıs wıthout need fOor help God ACCUSCS the
natıons of worshıpıing OlIS rather than the irue God, and ACCUSCS the OlIS
of eing ımpotent. For the rophet the OuUuftfcome 15 truly In OU! The
verdıct contaıns satırıcal and scathıng “Ccomplıment” those who comfort
each other wıth theır 1dols, when they have already been OUuUnN:! be unable

ANSWET the questi1ons g1ven them The sentenciıng 1S OUuUnNn:! wıthın the SONS
of consolatıon Israel ehold, al] who AaTrcC incensed agamnst yOUu chall be
put cshame” Israel 15 gıven mythıcal qualities 16 OW ıf
thresh mountaıns, clearly change of for thıs owly natıon, and dıf-
ficult atfter fOr other natıons I(8 recogn1ze. The trıal 1S called In order for
hwh {O defend hıs Ng elect and o1ve extraordınary DOWCTIS LO Israel
wıthout the natıons’ affırmatıon. 1S wıth thıs CONTfexTt that ONEC INaYy under-
stand the second AT of thıs trıal INOTEC clearly.

rial of the Natıons’ ols, Isaıah 41,21-42,4
Thıs aAargucCs that thıs texi continues Yhwh’s efense of hıs OW)

authorıty elect and choose Israel agalnst the natıons; but In th1ıs per1cope
hwh addresses the natıons’ gods OlIS themselves, nearly tauntıng them

sShow theırW and authorıty do siımılar aCTsS The iıdols’ impotence 1S
shown In theır Sılence, and the DASSargc closes wıth 1na indıctment of
theır uselessness Dy the coastlands.

The PAsSSsagc 42,1-4 15 sentencıng for the natıons’ idols, for “theır
partıcular destiny 1S interpreted 1ın the 1g of Israel’s peculıar function AaSs

‚521the instrument of dıvıne Judgment. Muıllenberg points Out the prophet’s
emphasıs AA (justice) throughout thıs trophe as of
dıvıne Judgment and Justice that has been aı1d Outft agamnst the natıons.

Summons: 4121
The defendants dIC rdered COUHIM: the peaker identifies imself AS

hwh and the Kıng of aCcCo The second PCISON imperatıves dIC clearly
addressed the defendant, ordering them GG NCar for JjJudgment and

Muılenburg, Isaıah 364
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plea theır IW awsulıt and efense OT proofs (: hwh G
the defendants rıng both defensive and offensive arguments; the Casec

agaınst Vhwh““ 15 perhaps that he has assumed LOO much authorıty In de-
fending Israe] 41,8-20) and hamıng the natı1ons (41,1-7) f the defendants
dIC the natıons’ Ols (gods) and they lıkely aIC, then they l attempt

that they dIC IHOTC powerful than hwh
The next from imperatıve (2Ild person)

Juss1ıve (31'd erson) and indicates In addressee; the He recıplent of
Yhwh’s speech AaTrec the coastlands, called be wıtnesses In 41,1 er
eLTECCSS the trıal has resumed. hwh ca 1rectly fo the coastlands, but
he speaks indırectly the 1dols, ellıng them for the Ir time GLE HCAal

SI W13) and o Sa Y before the COUurt 6,  what 1S happen
Thıs section 1S not the UuUTINIMNONS LE  S trıal, but rather repeats the

pattern SCCI In 41,7 The call for the OlISs present theır Case 53377 1S
consıistent wıth other UumMmMmMonNns (Mic 6” Hos 2492 and 1S purposed Dy
the author remınd the reader of the present Jurıdıical setting. The wıtnes-
SCS AI the coastlands, fırst called wıtness ın sılence In vAr The eien-
dants NO aAre not people, as before Here hwh C the OlIlSs of the
t10ns trıal, das shown Dy “that m1g know that yOoUu AaIec d”
and the ımplıcatıon that these subjects aIc the recıplents of SOTINC adoratıon

The suzeraın and thus hıs authorıty AT d prosecutor and
Judge, 1S emphasızed by the tıtle “Kıng of acob.” Thıs tıtle 15 SCCH nowhere
else In the Hebrew © ıt denotes not only Yhwh'’s ingshıp OVCI srael,
but also OVer the OIls Baltzer SCCS here eavenly COUTT sımılar
that ın salm Ö2; there the trıal takes place al the hıghest Ing’s palace, and
the wıtnesses Aarc called before hım plea theır case.2

A egal ase Introduced by Prosecution: b-24
In thıs section hwh presents three challenges the defendants

theır worth In the first challenge Yhwh imperatıve specch, direct-
1y callıng the OIS *tell us of the tormer things.” In swıtch the
hortatiıve hwh states that he CXPECIS Droo that 111 ehcıt reaction from hım
and the wıtnesses, such that they ıll be brought consıder these former
thıngs and *tO KNOW theır outcome.”

Chılds, Isaıah 320, AaBICcCS that there 15 SOINC pretension In the ıdols’ approach
Yhwh, lıkely stemmiıng TOM conflıct In authorıty andoNOr earthly events

Mullenberg, Isa1ah 346, holds that “bring YOUTr proofs” 15 LLOIC lıkely Tans-
latıon of 7a1 because of parallelısm (LXX reads (XL BOvACL e  LUOV and the
Vulgate, siquid forte habetitis; cf. Prov.
Baltzer, Deutero-Isaıah
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What dAd1iC the thıngs of long ag07 hwh addresses the ımport of the past,
for it 15 In owıng the past that ONC Cal understand what has transpıred
the present. The former thıngs AaTrc undenı1ably intrıcate the prophet’s
eOlogy. hwh 1S the only ONC who Cal proclaım the thıngs of old because
he 1S the only ONC who devised them (42,9; 451 Z 46,9-1 The natıons
clearly cannot 41,22-24; and agaın In 43,9)

The Jlack of from the OlIlSs after the first challenge mplıes
eıther that they WEeTC nOtL able ANSWECT that hwh knows they dIiC nNOL

able: ıt 1S lıkely that the author ıntends for both meanıngs. Thıs second
challenge presented 1$ ‘“declare... the thıngs come.” It pomts the
NCar future and the polıtıcal changes about take place the earth’s
They aTrc spea. of these thıngs that AaTICc COINC, and then EVECH orete
“the thıngs that COM afterward.” It 15 by owledge of polıtıcal events
that the gods dIiIC defend theır authorıty and W

The Prev1OuSs statement ffered that acti1ons have CONSCQUENCES, the fOr-
IL thıngs created events and OU the ension wıthın the 1S then
heightened SsInce the easler question answeTr WOU clearly be what
appene before; but Ss1Ince the OlISs COU nOoL g1ve that, ıt 1S
CVOIN HOTE unlıkely that they Can aNSWET question whose complexıty 1S
ase the pr10r. The farce 15 heightened AS the stakes dIC raısed: 1O

hwh ENCOUTALCS the OlIS that ıf they Call dısplay such A  9 then he 111
acknowledge they arec gods

1rı they Arc challenged do something, anythıng o00d OT ev1l”
1C: 1S lıkely intended nclude al] poss1ıble act10ns. hwh excorlates
them nstıl!l ..  awWwe and fear  27 in hım and the wıtnesses: but they Call do
nothıng al all The iImagerYy the author 1S ryıng CONVCY 1S becoming clear-
OT: NO ONC Call SCC hwh challenge OlIS carved from and wood
sıttıng 1n inanımate sılence. ASs wıth 41,1-5 the object of the proceedings 1S
the ega settlement of who Can claım be God Here dıvinıty 1S proved

3925hrough Congrulty ın word and deed, promıiıse and fulfıllmen
hwh g1Vves pecıal honor Israel after he W1 the plans and speaks

them, the plans do nOoTt COMMC Da untıl Israel has ear them (48,3.6)
Thıs 1S incredıbly ımportant for Israel’s honor, because CC the natıons’
OlIS do not know what 15 transpırıng 41,22-24; and agaın in 43,9) Every
eV: has OUICOME, and the OIS KNOW neıther the beginnıng 11OT the
endpoimnt of ecarthly events Israel 1S g1ven pecıal honor In hearıng of these
incredıble events before they d1iIC

The aCccusatıon 1S KeYy pomnt wiıthıin the trıal quest1i0ns, and IMay
be overly presumed 1n Wrıight’'s format. Regardless, thıs attrıbute 1S
omnıpresent 1ın rıib speeches: and 15 always OUnN! wıthın the prosecutor’s
25 Baltzer, Deutero-Isaıah
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openıng salvo. In thıs instance hwh responds the iıdols’ inactıon Dy
accusıng them of eing substantıvely nothıng, and theır works “nought.”
1S assumed Dy the texi that Yhwh’s dıatrıbe SUOCH unınterrupted primarıly
because the ..  27  g0ods AT completely 1gnorant and ıimpotent. They AaTrec unable

discern al y of the events prior 0)8 future because hwh 15 ın full contro|l
of the sıtuation. They dIC unable perform aCTS of 200d OT evıl aSs WE

Because of theır sılence and inactıvıty hwh lashes Out al them wıth
ars charge: they dIC worthless: and those who choose (to worshıp them
dIC ..  an abomiıinatıon” (MIDM) Thıs 1S loaded term that 1S used describe
worshiıpper of OlISs (Jer Z the offering of chılaren (Jer ’  9 wiıtcheraft
cu 18:9.:12) and idolatrous practices cu 17,4; E7zek 16,50: 18,12
and Mal Z Thus the accusatıon, though diırected al the 1ıdols, indırectly
ffends the natıons as ell In theır 1gnorance the natıons choose worshı1p
the worthless OIS rather than Yhwh, the irue Ssuzeraımn.

4 3 (jracCc10us hACis of the Suzera1n: 41,25-28
In Its orıginal setting thıs form Was intended sShow the suzeralın’s

authorıty and also h1ıs OW) ıdelıty the covenantal relatıonshıp. Here the
Kıng of aCO PTOVCS that he knows and has control OVeT the past, present
and future, and ımself d the kıng of the gods Dy movıng ma]Jor
worldly fıgure wıthout the other gods approva OT affırmatıon. Cyrus 1S the
ONC who Came from the orth and from the East, and hıs callıng Yhwh’s
Name 1S acceptance of Yhwh’s patronage. Yet another proo of Yhwh’s
head-  odshıp 15 OUnN! AaSs Cyrus the kıng of the worl makes 1ımself
vassal of Yhwh, and nOoTt of the Ols oug the Cyrus ylınder denotes
Marduk ds hıs helper,“® the prophet’s eology already knows who 1s In
control of the sıtuation; the prophet’s heology has superceded the ruler’s
hıstory. Cyrus becomes instrument of hwh and succeeds only d Yhwh’s
servant, al Yhwh’s command; thus the kıng of the WOTr. recogNn1zes hwh
d the irue (GJ0d Kıng

er thıs revelatıon of the comıing events, hwhF interrogatıng
the defendants he asks IC of them had foreseen Cyrus COom1ng, AS

shown by the cohortatıves 1G agaın hwh and the wI1tnesses
together 4S expectant audıence the defendants Because the Ols dıd nOT
know the past, they COU not Oretie the events about unfold

Thıs seis the next clear first DCTSON declaratıon Dy hwh “I have
eelared-” fact 1C reıterates hIs owledge of the former thıngs and
thus the thıngs o COINEC owledge 15 proo ofW' but declarıng eEven
ea of time 1S proo of both owledge and W Lord of hıstory
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15 he who Can OW the future be old ın advance.  27 hwh has done thıs,
but he eclare': the NC WS nNnOL the natıons but 10N

hwh o1Vves second accusatıon the Ols after they aTrc unable
answerl al all No councılor S forward spea behalf of the
sılent, inanımate ols authorıty 15 establıshed in the tex{i A the OlIS
COHIE hım for trıal al hıs palace, and hıs MOVE of Cyrus be ‘kıng
of the world” 1S nNnOotLt OpCH discussıon, 1NOT 1S hıs election of Israel Hıs
dec1ısıon let the Israelıtes return theır home ebuild Jerusalem and
theır Temple has been promised irom the beginning; SInCe the OIlSs dıd not

know of thıs past promıise, NOT of the events that WEeTIC about unfold, ıf 15
clear that they have control (X.GE anı Yy events the earth

4 4 Indıctment: 41,29
The accusatıon made In :  S that the OlIS dIiIC ‘“nothing” (gıven in 2nd

erson) 1s 110  S formalızed d indıctment (ın 3Td erson). The peaker INa y
eiıther be hwh the wıtnesses SINCE the suzeraln s authorıity ACT aASs Judge
INay have transferred the wıtnesses under Babylonıan influence.

Thıs statement brings the entire trial close. The peaker declares.,
Behold! But ıt 15 not clear who 15 speakıng, (T who 15 eıng spoken The
In DECISON 15 cogent ıf hwh 1S speakıng the coastlands:;: but ıt 1S also

poss1ıble that here the coastlands speal SINCE ıIn RO}  v hwh uUscsSs second
DCISON pronomınal suffixes when he speaks ırectly the defendants The
1T DCISON pronominal suffixes COU. denote the coastlands affırmıng the
suzeralın’s aCccusations and g1ving theır verdıiet. Historically the suzeraın had
authorıty ASs Judge, but the cCustom INay have changed ıIn Babylonıan
influence.“® TIhe defendant MaYy be the natıons for second time, consıder-
ing that the OIlS dIiIcC the indırect objects In VL ZD€ and nOoLt the direct reCcl-
plent. Here then, the natıons AdIC brought back in the ast for condem-
natıon along wıth theır OlIS (293,

45 Sentencing: 42, A

Mullenberg and other scholars belıeve AEM)7S mplıes that the sSservant ıll
have m1ssıon distrıbute Justice the nations.“ ST scholars rebuke
thıs dea and place thıs partıcular section A sep entity, grouping ıt
wıth the three other servant Followıng the other forms of rib
however, the only ONC remaınıng 1S carryıng Out of jJudgment In the SCI1-

en! E3 and FT 117 denote Judıcıa that when combined wıth four

VOIl Rad, Message 710
Wrıight, Lawsult
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other forms of FE  D, logıcally enta1ıl sentencing format Despıite hıs
contentions of thıs poımnt, McKenzıe does concede that the sSservant clearly
has m1ssıon the natıons d he aCTS behalf Öhwh d mediator. ”

ere dIC only qata verbs In thıs DASSaLC. 1837 (pleased) and In (gave)
ve  ıng else 1S In the yigtol form The current status-shıiıft of Israel denotes
present ongomg actıon for the Viqgtöl verbs. hwh STIaSDS h1is servant before
the defendants qf that mMoment cshow where hıs favor truly BYy
srael’s redemption (j0d 111 be onored above the other idols”‘; he 15 truly
(J0d of gods and Israe] 15 truly hıs servant

Israe]l 1S the sSservant of the kıng G0d Thıs Was the tıtle “held by
royal plenıpotentiary M' Israel’s ne1ghbors, and Was tıtle of honor.”
37 Thıs tıtle mplıed absolute obedience, but ıt also lNowed for certaın
amount of executive W' be used In the ing’s Name and by hıs
authorıty. When combıned wıth the terms AENMI3S and F there 1S he1ght-
ened dea of Justice eıng executed Dy VICar1ı0us agent. Israe] 15 the 6,  roya
VizZIeT... longer ““not-my-people,” but dIC NO truly ...  MY pe
wıth the Kıng authorıty and honor bestowed uUuDON her The EOTY
that 42,1-4 aCTISs d sentencing takes better shape when SCCI1 In thıs
perspective.

SE grasp  27 13 TDN (Gen 48,1/: Amos L 85 TOV 3,18) 1S preferre
translatıon “uphold.”34 The graspıng actıon denotes INOTEC PTODCI suzeraıln-
vassal ımagery and hwh d S owerful, earth-movıng entity
Israel’s hıstory begıns wıth her election ıt 1s prıvılege and oblıgatıon
XO 19,5-6; Amos 3.1-2: Deut Z 14,2), but be chosen entaıls
DUIDOSC Thıs dea of electiıon and serviıice SO together often in Isaıah 4055
38'97 43.10; ‚1-2 Israel has intiımate t1es wıth Yhwh, and he loves hıs
people (41,8; 49,15-16; 54,9-10) Election 1S ollowe Dy endowment, and
th1ıs g1ft of the spırıt 1S permanent 1.2) The POSSCSSOT 10 has unusual
DOWCIS. ıthın thıs m1issıon the ervant 11l not uUsSsc violence COeEerCcI0ON.
The prophet explaıns Israel’s weakness as natıon 1S 1vinely intoned, Just
ds theır election 15

The sentence and affırmatıon of Yhwh’s verdıict that the OlISs dIcC

nothıng 1S oun In the actıng Out of hıs earthly plans by setting hıs Spirıt
Israel Cyrus MNsıng from the Northeast Was only the beginnıng; wıth the
Spirıt srael, hwh declares her hıs servant({, alongs1ide h1s other servant
Cyrus OVve al] the other natı1ons, Yhwh, kıng of the g0ods, has chosen

Mullenberg, Isaı1ah 356; McKenzıe, Isa1ah
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Israel The natıons’ and iıdols’ ınabılıty plea theır CdSC forces them
accept Israel dASs the natıon, the ervant of the hıghest kıng (an XIira-

ordınary STatus In the ancıent world). And theır 1S recognıze and
accept these events dS fact, let theır question Yhwh’s
authorıty agaln.

Conclusıon
Israel ex1isted ds national-rel1g10us Communıty, XC H In captıvıty. They

stood In posıtıon confront theır Gentile ne1ghbors. CTE Was WAarlr-

Tare. but there Was “COontroversy. ” The rophet cshows thıs antagonısm wıth
metaphors, awsults, and Judgment. Israel Was espise and ate. Dy the

3535natiıons and “reaction blasphemy Was often counter-blasphemy.
In thıs DAaASSagc awsult 15 used 4as proo that dolatry 1S worthless.

rophecy 15 used A proo of polemic agalınst dolatry, setting the ar ZU-
men before “V1S10Nary courts” of God agalnst the natıons and theır “g0ds”
(40,18-26; 41,1-7; 42,8-9; 59_1 n ‚6-20; 5,18-21; 46,5-1 { 4A8 1415
The prophet usSscs rıib form show ethno-polıtical problems of hıs day, but
a1sSO eaffirm place and promıse In srael’s hıstory and al The
PAsSSagc ollows rib form d propose by rıght. contaıns SUMIMON\NS,
presentatıon of CaAsSC, aCTS of suzeraın, indıctment. and sentenc1ıng.

Th1s conventıional form Was “creatıvely ha  d” ex1ist ıIn the author’s
() W: theologıca /  message.” The vassal 1S longer trıal but rather 1S
onored before pretenti0us objectors. Yhwh’s W and Israel’s honor AIc

DIOVECM before al] the natıons and theır gods In the end, 1t 1S STOTY of Ove
and OYV, of ethnıc dentıity and rel1g10us prıde, and the Oortıtude maıntaın
one’s al For the prophet, CVECIl 1n the face of opposıtıon, the Outcome Was

truly In (0101

Summary
The author that Isaı1ah 41,21-42,4 represents CoOovenan lawsuılt, FL  »

based the STIrUuCTIUre formulated Dy Wrıght. The author argucs that the Dad-
SdpC contaıns SUTIMNIMNONS (41,21-22a), dSC ead Dy DrOSECULOTF (41,22b-24.26-27),
1st of STaC10US deeds Dy the suzeraın (41,25), indiıctment verdict (41,29), and
sentencing (42,1-4) The author holds that Isaı1ah 40-55 wa r1b form wıthın 41,21-
42,4 CADICS the CONLrOVErSY and ension that WdasSs Occurrıng between Israel and
the natıons durıng the Exıle
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Zusammenfassung
Der uftfor klassıfızıert dıie gesamte Komposıtion Jes 41,21-42,4 als „Bundes-

prozess” (r1D, vgl Wrıght). Die Struktur besteht dus eıner formalen Vorladung,
der Präsentation der Anklage, der Auflıstung der Vorleistungen des Suzeräns, des
Schiedsspruches und der Ankündıgung der Strafte. DIiese ın Jes 40-55 gebräuchliche
lıterarısche Form bringt die kontrovers1ielle Spannung zwıschen Israel und den
Natıonen während der Epoche des babylonıschen Exıls SE Ausdruck.
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