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RESUME

Ce travail est une étude de la famille du
mot ‘réconciliation’ dans le Nouveau
Testament. Il aborde aussi le suject du
sacrifice de Christ, dans la mesure ou l'on
rencontre des références a la mort de Jésus,
a son sang et a la croix, dans le contexte
immédiat des affirmations concernant la
réconciliation. L auteur passe en revue les
principales questions qui sont actuellement
débattues dans les travaux consacrés a ces
textes pauliniens (Rm 5.10s ; 2 Co 5.18-21
s Ep2.12; Col 1.20,22), et les réponses qui
y sont apportées, dans le monde
germanophone surtout. Il rappelle quelles
on été les réponses traditionelles et montre
comment elles on été considérées dans la
recherche récente : tantot réaffirmées,
parfois pour recevoir de nouveaux
développements, tantot remises en
question, ou encore abordées avec un angle
d’approche nouveau. Quelle est la nature
de la réconciliation, comment est-elle
opéreée et pourquot ¢ En quoi la mort de
Christ est-elle le fondement de la
réconciliation, ou le moyen par lequel elle
est effectuée, et pourquot ¢ Quel role joue
cette mort ici - a-t-elle la fonction d’un
sacrifice (cultuel), ou une fonction
substitutive, ou une fonction représentative?

Faut-il la comprendre en fonction de
notions venues de [’Ancien Testament du
Jjudaisme, ou du monde gréco-romain, et
lesquelles ? L’auteur rend compte des
débats et tente une évaluation. Ceux qui
remettent en cause la compréhension
traditionelle font un travail critique utile et
soulévent des problemes qui nous forcent a
reconsideérer de positions que ['on on
traditionnellement adoptées comme allant
de soi. Ils nous ameénent aussi @ nous
demander si les éléments sur lesquels
certains ont insisté ces derniéres décennies
sont réellement présents dans les textes de
Paul, ou encore si l’arriére-plan conceptual
de ces textes a bien été analysé. Les tenants
de deux positions livrent des études
approfondies des textes pauliniens en cause
et de ceux qui ont un rapport avec ceux-ct.
1Ils sont progressor notre connaissance de
leurs contextes, de [’arriére-plan conceptual
de l'usage paulinien du theme de la
réconciliation, ils nous font mieux
comprendre la conception paulinienne de
la mort de Jésus, ils nous apportent des
lumieres sur la maniére dont on
considérait les sacrifices, la propitiation et
le remede au pécheé dans I’Ancien
Testament, dans le Judaisme ancien el,
dans une moindre mesure, dans le monde
gréco-romain.

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

Dieser Beitrag konzentriert sich auf das
Wortfeld ,,Versohnung* im Neuen
Testament. Er behandelt ausserdem das

Opfer Christi, insofern Verweise auf den
Tod, das Blut oder das Kreuz Jesu im
unmittelbaren Zusammenhang mit
Aussagen tiber Versohnung erscheinen.
Der Aufsatz geht die Hauptfragen in der
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gegenwdrtigen Diskussion paulinischer
Aussagen (Rom 5, 10f.; 2 Kor 5, 18-21;
Eph 2, 12; Kol 1, 20-22) und einige
Antworten durch. Es werden
hauptsdchlich deutschsprachige Beitrige
beriicksichtigt. Wie lauten die
traditionellen Antworten, und auf welche
Weise wurden sie bestdtigt, entwickelt,
herausgefordert oder aus einer neuen
Perspektive beleuchtet? Es wird gefragt,
was Versohnung ist, wie und warum sie
geschieht. Wie und warum kann der Tod
Christi die Grundlage oder der Weg sein,
auf der bzw. dem Versohnung geschieht?
Stirbt er als (kultisches) Opfer,
Reprdsentant, Stellvertreter, etc.? Welche
alttestamentlichen, jiidischen oder
griechisch-rémischen Vorstellungen liegen
Jeweils im Hintergrund? Die Debatte wird
zusammengefasst und ein
Bewertungsversuch wird unternommen.

Die Herausforderungen des traditionellen
Verstindnisses bieten wertvolle Kritik und
werfen Fragen auf, die nachzudenken
zwingen, inwiefern die traditionelle Sicht
oder neuere Entwicklungen wirklich in
den paulinischen Aussagen enthalten sind
oder nur thren konzeptuellen Hintergrund
abgeben. Die Beitrdge auf beiden Seiten
dieser Diskussion bieten sorgfiiltige
Studien der Aussagen selbst und anderer
Texte, die oft mit thnen in Verbindung
gebracht werden. Ausserdem werden neue
Einsichien in ithren Kontext, in den
konzeptuellen Hintergrund der
paulinischen Versohnungssprache, in das
paulinische Verstindnis des Todes Jesu
und allgemeiner in das alttestamentliche
und frithjiidische sowie, in geringerem
Umfang, in das griechisch-rémische>
Verstdndnis von Opfer, Siihne und
Wegnahme von Siinde gegeben.

This paper will focus on the word group of
reconciliation in the New Testament,
namely the verbs «kataihocoo,
amokatulucon and the noun kotallayn.
However, we shall see that the subject is
closely related to the sacrifice of Christ
because references to the death, blood or
actual cross of Jesus occur in the immediate
contexts of statements on reconciliation.

In order to arrange the material in a
helpful way, I decided not to list and com-
ment upon some representative recent
exegetical studies — of which there are
many —in great detail or to present detailed
surveys of research for each of the four
major passages in Paul’s letters where he
employs the language of reconciliation.'
Rather, I tried to discover the major ques-
tions in the current discussion of Paul’s
statements and some of the answers they
received. We shall briefly survey traditional
answers and the ways in which they have
been affirmed, developed, challenged or
given treatment from a fresh perspective by
recent study.

1. What is reconciliation?
Any attempt at the study of particular NT

words with theological significance has
become a daunting prospect. Studies of the
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past have received severe criticism. In
addition, due to the progress in linguistic
methodology and its application to biblical
studies since, for example, F. Biichsel's
entry ‘ariacocwn, ktl.” in the Theological
Dictionary, word study has become a sci-
ence in itself.” It is therefore not surprising
that the most recent and also most compre-
hensive monograph on the NT language of
reconciliation by C. Breytenbach,
Versohnung: Eine Studie zur paulinischen
Soteriologie, contains a section on proper
methodology for such a study.” We are on
the safe side — at least from a linguistic per-
spective — if we present the definitions of
J.P. Louw and E.A. Nida for our word
group:

to re-establish proper friendly interper-
sonal relations after these have been dis-
rupted or broken (the componential
features of this series of meanings involve
(1) disruption of friendly relations because
of (2) presumed or real provocation, (3)
overt behaviour designed to remove hostil-
ity, and (4) restoration of original friendly
relations) — ‘to reconcile, to make things
right with one another, reconciliation’.’

A more traditional definition is that of L.L.
Morris, a prolific writer of the older genera-
tion on the work of Christ, who defines
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reconciliation as the death of Christ doing
away with the hostility that sin aroused.’
C.M. Tuckett observes: “Where sacrificial
language conceives the human situation in
terms of sinfulness, ... reconciliation lan-
guage thinks in terms of personal relation-
ships, severed and restored’.’ And finally
the definition of J. Stott: ‘... to reconcile
means to restore a relationship, to renew a
friendship. So an original relationship is
presupposed which, having been broken,
has been recovered by Christ’.”

There is only one occasion in the NT
where a word of the xatullayn/
Kuturlaoom word group occurs without
referring to the relationship of humans and
God.®* In 1 Cor 7:11 Paul advises that if a
wife has separated from her husband (v. 10)
she should remain unmarried or else be
reconciled to her former husband
(T avdpt; KotoAlomto). She is called to
undo the previous divorce and restore the
severed relationship with her husband.”

The cases where reconciliation is used
metaphorically in the NT to refer to the res-
toration of human relationships with God,
or vice versa of God’s relationship with
humanity, do not fully define this concept
or answer all our questions. Before we turn
to the passage where Paul comes closest to
a definition of reconciliation, we briefly
gather what can be learnt from the
contexts of these metaphorical usages: Rec-
onciliation is to God (Rom 5:10; Eph 2:16;
Col 1:20); it comes through the death of his
Son (Rom 5:10; through the cross, Eph
2:16; through him, Col 1:20; through the
blood of his cross, Col 1:20; in his fleshly
body through death, Col 1:22); reconcilia-
tion relates to all things, whether on earth
or in heaven (Col 1:20); reconciliation is
brought about by (God) making peace (Col
1:20); the rejection of the Jews is the recon-
ciliation of the world (Rom 11:15). The pur-
pose and consequence of the reconciling
activity is twofold: a) to present the benefi-
ciaries ‘holy and blameless and irre-
proachable before Jesus (Col 1:22; this pur-
pose is dependent on the beneficiaries’ con-
tinuing in the faith, v. 23!); b) through
reconciliation Jews and Gentiles become
one body, their former hostility is elimi-
nated (Eph 2:16).

The most thorough Pauline definition
and further clues appear in 2 Cor 5:19.
After stating what is also expressed else-
where (‘who reconciled us to himself
through Christ’), Paul claims to have
received ‘the ministry of reconciliation’.
This is then further defined in v. 19 as:
‘that is (referring to xatulioyn in v. 18)
in Christ God was reconciling the world to
himself’. His activity has a twofold thrust:
a) (In reconciling) God does not count
their trespasses against them and b)
entrusts the message of reconciliation to
Paul.' In this function Paul entreats the
audience on behalf of Christ: ‘Be recon-
ciled to God’ (v. 20). The statement that
God does not count their trespasses
against people is explained and developed
by v. 21: ‘For our sake God made Jesus to
be sin who knew no sin, so that in him we
might become the righteousness of God’.
The question left open in these contexts
is: why and how exactly does reconcilia-
tion work?'' How can the cross, death,
flesh of Jesus procure reconciliation?
How can his work overcome enmity to
bring about reconciliation and peace?
This will be the question we shall pursue
in the following section.

The meaning of reconciliation as restora-
tion of a broken relationship, present in
most definitions and biblical contexts, indi-
cates that this concept — while relatively
limited in its actual occurrences — is also
implicit in other references to the work of
Christ, e.g. the forgiveness of sins (so that
they no longer impede or spoil the relation-
ship between God and humans [cf. Isa
59:2])." Reconciliation is also present in
passages that speak of the establishment of
peace between God and humans.” Stott
notes: ‘It is only when we have been justi-
fied by faith that we have peace with God
(Rom 5:1), which is reconciliation’."*

2. How and why does reconciliation
work?

In our focus on the nature of the relation-
ship between the death of Jesus and rec-
onciliation we leave aside many
important, interesting and debated ques-
tions regarding Paul’s references to
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reconciliation, such as their origin (tradi-
tional formulations or Pauline creation?),
whether reconciliation is ‘objective’ or
‘subjective’, the significance of reconcilia-
tion in Pauline theology (the relationship
between reconciliation and the various
other concepts employed by Paul; is rec-
onciliation the very ‘centre’ of Pauline
theology?'”), the nature of the enmity and
the people in need of reconciliation, lead-
ing to the question of why reconciliation
is necessary, Paul’s understanding of his
ministry as a messenger of reconciliation,
the universal(ist) scope of the references
in Colossians and other issues.'®

This restricted focus serves a case
study. The death of Jesus is essential for
this and the various other ways in which
the New Testament describes the work of
Jesus. However, precisely how is the
soteriological significance of his death to
be understood in each of these concepts?
Is it his death as a (cultic) sacrifice, as a
representative, a substitute, etc.? Which
Old Testament, Jewish or Graeco-Roman
notions lie in the respective background?
What we briefly survey here — the nature
of the relation of Jesus’ death to reconcili-
ation — also needs to be examined for the
other concepts. Such examination will
encounter many of the issues mentioned
below.

Our above observations on Paul’s refer-
ences to reconciliation agree with H.
Ridderbos’ observation that ‘... in the pro-
nouncements on reconciliation the death
of Christ is brought up again and again as
the foundation on which or the way in
which this reconciliation takes place’.'”
This leads to the further question, which
is no less important: How and why can the
death of Christ be this ‘foundation on
which or the way in which this reconcilia-
tion takes place’. To quote Ridderbos once
more: ‘All this places before us the ques-
tion as to what significance must be
ascribed to the suffering and death of
Christ in the whole of the reconciling
activity of God. ... what connection is
made in his (Paul’s) proclamation
between the reconciliation that goes forth
from God to the world and the necessity of
the death of Christ’.'® It is this connection
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between reconciliation and the death of
Jesus which we pursue in this contribu-
tion to a conference on the sacrifice of
Jesus. Is his sacrifice at the heart of this
connection?

In pursuing this question scholars
agree that the immediate contexts, while
linking reconciliation with the death of
Jesus (see above), do not specify the
nature of this link.'"” Precisely this fact is
the challenge and the cause of the diverse
results surveyed below.

2.1. Romans 5:10f

2.1.1. The ‘traditional’ position

We follow Ridderbos a little longer as his
approach is representative. He and many
others turn to other passages - ‘the com-
plex of pronouncements that make this
restoration rest on the passion and death
of Christ’® — where the same expressions
referring to the death of Jesus occur in
order to gain clues from there for our
unspecified context:

What is meant in Romans 5:9,10 by ... ‘rec-
onciled by the death of his Son’ can best be
elucidated by the pronouncement of
Romans 3:25, with which these expressions
are linked, that God ‘made [Christ| openly
to be a means of propitiation in is blood’.
For here the significance of the words ‘in’
or ‘by’ his blood is explained by the combi-
nation with the idea hilasterion, means of
propitiation. While the concept
kattallage (reconciliation) originates in the
social-societal sphere, hilasterion (means
of propitiation) is derived from the cultus,
particularly from the propitiatory sacrifice,
and the accompanying phrase ‘(consisting)
in his blood’ has materially the meaning of
‘propitiatory blood’.”

Thus Ridderbos can conclude: ‘The
related expressions in Romans 5:9 are to
be understood in the same sense and say
that justification has been accomplished
by his propitiatory blood and reconcilia-
tion by his propitiatory death‘ (italics
mine). This is defined: ‘The literal sense
consists surely in the fact that the propi-
tiatory sacrifice enters in substitutionally
between the holy God and sinful man,
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because the life given up in sacrifice
through the attendant shedding of blood
covers sin before the face of God and in
this way atones’.*

This procedure itself is legitimate
regarding its methodology. It seeks to
understand statements by referring back
to places where they occurred previously
in the same document. What is offered
there by way of definition or explanation
may be assumed for later contexts, when
clues to the contrary are absent. It should
be noted that the expression év 1o aipott
avtov in Rom 5:9 refers to SikamwOevreg,
not directly to xautiriayuev of v. 10, which
is said to occur &ia tov Bavatov Tov Yiov
avtov’. Thus, strictly speaking, the link-
age of both passages through aiua applies
only to 5:9.

Ridderbos finds his conclusion of ‘the
substitutionary character of Christ’s
death on the cross’ affirmed by the state-
ments of Rom 5:6,8 which say that Christ
died for us Unep acdePov anebavev...
Umep Nerov anedavev:®

To be sure, the expression ‘for us’ in itself
does not yet signify ‘in our place’; it indi-
cates that the death of Christ has taken
place ‘in our favour’. Nevertheless, the
substitutionary significance of these ex-
pressions cannot be doubted.

Critics of this understanding of the death
of Jesus have pointed out ‘that the recon-
ciling passion and death of Christ are pro-
claimed only as divine activity, not as an
“accomplishment” of Christ over against
God, and that the necessity or possibility
of this activity is not reflected on’.** To
this observation Ridderbos answers:

Likewise the fact that reconciliation as the
restoration of the broken relationship be-
tween God and the world has been brought
about by God and that he therefore is the
Author and Initiator of reconciliation is no
respect whatever in conflict with the idea of
the propitiatory sacrifice that must cover
and atone for sin before God. Not only does
God turn in Christ to the world in order to
effect reconciliation (katallage), but Christ
also stands in place of men to offer himself
up to God, to expiate (hilasmos) the sin of

his people. ... For the same God with whom
the restoration of the broken fellowship
originates and who has summoned men to
be reconciled to him ... is also the one who
has instituted the order of ‘propitiation’
(hilasmos) by the death of Christ.”

2.1.2. Affirmation and development

How has this procedure and argument
been developed in recent scholarship?

1. The link of Rom 5:10f with Rom 3:25f
itself is not disputed. However,
Ridderbos’ understanding of thactnplov
as ‘means of propitiation’ is not widely
shared.

a) U. Wilckens argues for more than that:

Was jedoch Rom 3.25 betrifft, so ist die
Kapporat die Stdtte der Siihne
gewdhrenden Gegenwart Gottes. Sofern
nun Gott Christus als Kapporit ‘6ffentlich
hingestellt’ hat, hat er den Gekreuzigten
zum Ort erlosender Siithne far alle
Glaubenden gemacht, an dem er selber
gegenwiirtig ist.”

Wilckens further notes on the expression
LOCTNPLOV ...EV T GUTOL ULHUTL:

Die Kategorien der Sthne-Aussage sind
nicht juristische, sondern kultische. Sie
setzen die judische Grundauffassung von
der Stinde als auf das Geschick des Siinders
zuriickschlagender geschichtlicher Tat-
Wirklichkeit und von der
Stindenvergebung als Befreiung von dieser
hisen Wirklichkeit durch das
stellvertretende Auf-Sich-Nehmen voraus.
Die Vorstellung ist jedoch dadurch
radikalisiert und vertieft, dall nicht das
Leben eines Tieres fiir das verwirkte Leben
der Stinder eintritt, sondern das Leben
Ehristy, "und” dal ‘Gott. nicht™ 1m
Hintergrund, sondern als selbst
Handelnder im Zentrum des Siihneaktes
steht. So wird dieser zum Erweis seiner
Gerechtigkeit, als seiner heilschaffenden
Bundesgerechtigkeit, die alle Menschen als
Stinder ihr zueignet, indem sie ihre Stinde
durch die Sithne in Christi Tod aufhebt..”

Thus Wilckens suggests: ‘Von daher wird
deutlich, daf die kultische Siihne-
Vorstellung durchweg der Horizont ist,
unter dem der Tod Christi in seiner
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Heilsbedeutung im Urchristentum
gedacht wird. ... Das gilt ... auch fiir die
Versohnungsaussage.” Thus despite the
different interpretation of iLactnpiov,
Wilckens affirms the understanding of
the death of Jesus as a propitiating sacri-
fice in a cultic way. This understanding is
implied by &v 1o aipatt avtov’ in Rom 5:9
and dwa Tov Oavatov Tov yiov avtov’ in
Rom 5:10.%

b) P. Stuhlmacher argues that in Rom
3:256f

ist der kultische Sithneritus des Grofen
Verséhnungstages [Lev 16] ... zum
Deutungsmuster des Kreuzestodes Jesu
erhoben worden. ... Gott selbst hat an die
Stelle des von ihm gestifteten und vor der
kappordt alljihrlich zu wiederholenden
kultischen Siithnerituals die durch Jesu
stellver-tretende Lebenshingabe am Kreuz
ein fiir alle mal vollbrachte Siihne gesetzt.”

dJ. Roloff reaches similar conclusions:

... dall im Zentrum der Typologie nicht
eigentlich der Sthneritus der
Blutsprengung, sondern die Einsetzung
eines neuen, den alten iiberbietenden Ortes
der Stihne ist: An die Stelle der im Tempel
verborgenen kapporaet und des auf sie
bezogenen Siihneritus hat Gott Jesus
treten lassen, der durch ‘sein Blut’, d.h.
durch seine Lebenshingabe Sithne wirkte.
Der Gekreuzigte ist so zu dem Ort
geworden, an dem Gott selbst dffentlich
und fr alle sichtbar Verséhnung hat wirk-
lich werden lassen. So ist der Karfreitag
zum eschatologischen Grolien
Verséhnungstag geworden.™

c) While fully aware of its recent chal-
lenges, U. Swarat affirms this line of
argumentation and argues in its defence:

Es liegt von daher auf der Hand, daf ...
Paulus den Begriff ‘Versohnung’ aus dem
politisch-mili-tdrischen Sprachgebrauch
seiner Umwelt entnommen hat. Damit ist
freilich noch nicht gesagt, dal3 der Begriff
bei Paulus nun auch ganz den gleichen
Sinn hat wie in seiner heidnischen Um-
welt. Dagegen spricht schon, dall das
heidnische Griechisch mit ganz wenigen
Ausnahmen von Verséhnung nie im
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Verhéltnis zwischen Gott und Mensch
redet. Aber gerade auf dieses Verhiltnis
kommt es Paulus wesentlich an. Man wird
also den Sinn des paulinischen
Verséhnungsgedankens nicht allein von
der Herkunft des Begriffes aus bestimmen
diirfen, sondern man muf} sehen, wie
Paulus selbst den Begriff inhaltlich fiillt.”

How Paul achieves his unique definition
of this terminology, Swarat describes in a
section entitled ‘Reconciliation as Propi-
tiation’ with reference to Rom 5:8f:

Der Schlissel zum Verstindnis der
Versshnung Gottes mit uns ist also der Tod
seines Sohnes. ... Verséhnung geschieht
durch das ‘Blut’ Christi (v. 9), dadurch,
‘dal} Christus fiir uns gestorben ist’ (v.8).
Dieses ‘fiir uns’ bezeichnet den Tod Christi
als Siihntod. Und dies ist der Punkt, wo der
hellenistische Begriff ‘Verséhnung’ bei
Paulus vom Alten Testament her gefillt
wird. Verséhnung mit Gotl geschieht nicht
durch einen diplomatischen
Friedensschluf3, sondern durch Siihne. ...
Stthne ist Heilsgeschehen, daBl Gott selbst
dem Menschen gewédhrt, um ihm ein neues
Leben zu erméglichen.” Das Sithnemittel
Blut ist eine Gabe Gottes an den siindigen
Menschen. . ...  Die  Suhne. des
alttestamentlichen Gottesdienstes hat
somit den Sinn der Verséhnung des
Stinders mit Gott, der Eréffnung eines
neuen Zugangs zu Gott fiir den, der
vergehen miifite, weil seine Schuld ihn von
Gott trennt.

Wenn es nun in der Sithne um die
Versohnung des Stinders mit Gott geht,
dann ist es auch ganz verstindlich, dafB
Paulus, wo er von Verséhnung spricht, das
Siihnopfer Christi immer mitdenkt, das
Blut Jesu Christi, das als Stthnemittel uns
den Zugang zu der Gnade eréffnet hat, in
der wir stehen. Weil Jesus Christus sein
Leben durch den Tod hindurch Gott
geweiht hat, konnen wir Stinder, wenn wir
uns mit diesem Opfer identifizieren, wieder
in der Nédhe Gottes leben. ... Verséhnung ist
Versiithnung.™

Similarly S.E. Porter notes on the expres-
sion &v @ cipatt avtov’ of v. 9: ‘The &v
phrase with the reference to his blood
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probably denotes an act sacrificial in
nature, describing the death of Christ as
an act by which justification was
effected’.”

2. Wilckens, Swarat and others also
affirm Ridderbos’ argument that the ref-
erence to Christ dying for (Unep) for us in
Rom 5:6,8 indicates a substitutionary
atonement.”

These scholars have emphasised the
OT idea of propitiation as the conceptual
background for Paul’s idea of reconcilia-
tion. What was briefly indicated by
Ridderbos is developed intensively in
their studies. However, as it is disputed,
firstly whether the immediate and wider
contexts of the reconciliation references
do indeed point to this background and,
secondly, whether this is the correct
understanding of this background, it is
not surprising that this development has
sparked further research and received
criticism, to which we shall now turn.

2.1.3. The challenge
Against these claims stands the straight-
forward thesis of J.A. Fitzmyer:

What is striking is the absence of any allu-
sions to expiation, propitiation or even sac-
rifice in any of the passages which deal with
the notion of reconciliation. Paul clearly
says that the reconciliation was effected by
the death of Christ, by his blood, or the
blood of the cross; yet he does it without im-
porting these nuances.”

1. With the reference to hilasterion and
Rom 3:25f we encounter not only a fur-
ther New Testament description of the
work of Christ, but also a new problem, as
the interpretation of Rom 3:25f is dis-
puted, despite Ridderbos’ claim that the
language of Rom 3:25f is ‘unmistakable in
its clarity’.*

According to Breytenbach these verses
show

dafi das véllig unkultische Kreuz-
esgeschehen den Tempelkult ablést. Er
versteht den Tod Jesu nicht als neues, alles
Giberbietendes Kultgeschehen, sondern
antitypisch als Gegensatz zum Kult. Der

Tempel wird vom Kreuz her neu
verstanden, eher als daBl Jesus als
eschatologisches Opfer verstanden wird.”

It has also been observed that iLactnpiov
describes the place of propitiation or pro-
pitiation in a general way and is not nec-
essarily restricted to cultic contexts.*
Based on this observation Schroter
argues:

Wenn Paulus in Rém 3,25 davon spricht,
dali Gott Christus als ihactnplov 6ffentlich
hingestellt hat, so deutet der
terminologische Befund also keineswegs
auf eine Verbindung zur atl. khphrth. ...
Dann aber sagt Paulus hier, dall Gott selbst
eine Moglichkeit zur Stthne geschaffen hat,
indem er ein thoactnpiov, eben ein
‘Siithnendes’, bereitgestellt hat. Dal} dieses
der Tod eines Menschen sein konnte, war
sowohl von den makkédbischen Méartyrern,
als auch von rémischen Prodigien her
vorstellbar, wogegen der Zusammenhang
mit Lev 16 und dem Opfergedanken nicht
naheliegt. "

2. Also the affirmation of propitiation
based on the preposition Unep has come
under scrutiny:**

a). M. Hengel distinguishes between the
arobavely vrep tivog formulas preferred
by the Hellenists which are not directly
cultic and the LXX expressions
gZ1riackeclal mept TNG AUUPTIAS TOV
apaptiov and drew attention to the
different background of these
expressions:

This terminology was more directly related
to the atoning sacrificial cult of the Temple
than the very Greek-sounding formulae of
Paul ... It is easy to explain why this not di-
rectly cultic Graecizised formula was pre-
ferred to that of the LXX, which was more
connected with the Jerusalem cult: the for-
mula ypietog anebavev Umep ... expressed
the uniqueness of the death of Jesus and its
soteriological significance over against the
constant atoning sacrifices in the Temple;
in contrast to the universal atoning effect
of the death of Jesus these latter only had a
very limited force and therefore had to be
repeated constantly.”
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b) C. Breytenbach refers to another
recent study of the Hellenistic
background:

In seiner Studie liber ‘effective death’ in
den griechischen und lateinischen Quellen
der Kaiser-zeit hat H. Versnel darauf
aufmerksam gemacht, dali es in den
meisten Féllen, in denen das Sterben fir
(dmobvnoxelv Umep) begegnet,
unerlaubt wére, ... von “Stellvertretung”
zu sprechen. Ohne nihere Erhartung aus
dem Kontext darf man Unep pro nicht ohne
weiteres als “an Stelle von™ interpretieren. Die
militérische Bedeutung “zur Verteidigung
von', “zum Schutz von™, ... liegt mehr auf der
Hand’. Diese Bemerkungen Versnels lassen
die Frage aufkommen. ob der Tod ‘for’ in der
urchristlichen Tradition immer zugleich als
Stellvertretungstod aufzufassen ist."

¢) On Rom 5:7 Breytenbach concludes:

Die ... Vorstellung in Rom 5.7 ist eigentlich
eher untypisch, zeigt aber, dali Paulus die
dem Judentum bhekannte, urspriingliche
hellenistische Auffassung des Sterbens
‘zum Schutz von’ einer Tugend oder einer
Person auch unabhéngig von der Paradosis
in 1 Kor 15.3b kannte. Hier in Rom 5.7 ist
weder der Gedanke der Sithne noch der der
Stellvertretung enthalten (GyuOouv’ ist
neutrisch).”

3. However, the critics of reconciliation
based on cultic propitiation have also
taken new approaches.

3.1. As the conceptual background
behind Paul’s reconciliation references is
not made clear by the respective contexts,
students of the language of reconciliation
have repeatedly turned to its occurrences
outside the NT. In what contexts do refer-
ences to reconciliation appear in Graeco-
Roman or Jewish literature? What com-
mon connotations did these words carry in
the ancient world?*

Breytenbach examines the whole range
of Graeco-Roman, Hellenistic Jewish and
NT usage of the reconciliation word
group. He argues that Paul’s usage is not
the religious usage of Hellenistic
Judaism®’. Rather Paul adapts in Rom
5:1-11 and 2 Cor 5:18-21 (and in Eph 2:16
and Col 1:18,20) the secular, political
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usage and concept of reconciliation ** in
order to explicate his disputed apostleship
and gospel.* In itself this approach is not
new. Word studies have been conducted
on smaller scales previously.” Porter
offers an extensive word study of the rec-
onciliation terminology in routaiiacow in
Ancient Greek Literature With Reference
to the Pauline Writings .”'

3.2. In addition, Breytenbach
emphasises that despite the assumption
to the contrary displayed in numerous
studies of N'T soteriological terminology
thuokeobal and kateilaoocety are not
synonymous words.” Stuhlmacher sum-
marises the conclusion to be drawn:

Man darf sich deshalb nicht dazu verleiten
lassen, die mit thuokecHor, thaopog und
thaotyprov ktl ausgedriickte Sithne (unter
dem Einflul der deutschen Worte
‘Versohnung’ [Versithnung]| und
‘versbhnen’ |versithnen|) ohne weiteres
mit der kutoiiayn gleichzusetzen. Sithne
und Ver-sohnung sind vielmehr zunichst
semantisch und
tberlieferungsgeschichtlich zZu
unterscheiden, und erst wenn dies
geschehen ist, ist kritisch zu fagen, ob und
auf welche Weise Paulus beide
miteinander verbindet.”

Similarly Breytenbach:

Es ist ein grundsitzlicher Fehler, wenn
man meint, traditionsgeschichtliche
Zusammenhénge aufzuzeigen, ohne auf die
Sprache zu achten, in der tiberliefert wird.

tradltlonsgeschlchthche
Zusammenhange zu postulieren, die im
Gegensatz zum nachweisbaren
Sprachbefund stehen, fihrt dazu, der
traditionsgeschichtlichen Methode die
nachprifbare und somit wissenschaftliche
Basis zu entziehen.™

Breytenbach notes that xutailucoery,
ktl. referring to the reconciliation
between God and people occurs in the
LXX only in 2 Maccabees and concludes:

Nie wurden di- und xaturraccety, ktl. als
Ubersetzung der mit khphr assoziierten
priesterlichen Stthneterminologie
verwendet. Terminologisch also gibt es
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keinen Grund, davon auszugehen, dal} die
paulinische Verséhnungsvorstellung
traditionsgeschichtlich der Stthnetradition
der Priesterschrift entstamme.”

Thus through the katariracoery, ktl ter-
minology itself Paul does not refer to the
cultic language of the LXX. Breytenbach
concludes: ‘Wer die urchristliche Inter-
pretation des Todes Jesu an die khwphr-
und khphr - Traditionen der
alttestamentlich-jiidischen
Uberlieferung anbinden will, muf3 leider
auf die paulinische «katairiayn-
Vorstellung als Briicke verzichten’.”

L. Goppelt draws a similar conclusion
from a different point of departure:

Was das Wort ‘verséhnen’ an diesen Stellen
philologisch bedeutet, ist am Kontext
eindeutig abzulesen. Nach ihm wird durch
die Versohnung Feindschaft, nicht etwa
Schuld, behoben (Rom 5.6-8; Eph 2.14).
Demgemil steht an drei der vier Stellen als
Parallelbegriff Friede, und nicht
Entsithnung (Rém 5.1; Kol 1.20; Eph 2.14).
... Die Vorstellung des Versithnens ist
nirgends in dem Wort enthalten, und doch
nimmt es durch die Art, wie die
Verséhnung hier vollzogen wird,
besonderen Charakter an ...~

4. Should propitiation not be the concep-
tual background of reconciliation, where
are we to look? Can a convincing back-
ground be sketched? Breytenbach
observes in his word study: ‘Bei der
zwischen-(stadt)staatlichen Verséhnung
ist oft Amnestie verliehen worden [offer-
ing examples]. In einigen frithjiidischen
Texten, wo die Vorstellung tibertragen
wird, wird der Amnestie entsprechend
gesagt, dall Gott bei der Versthnung die
Siinde vergibt’.”® Unfortunately this
venue is not pursued sufficiently.™

Rather, in his study of the preposition
urep, Breytenbach suggests:

2 Kor 5.14 und vielleicht auch Rém 5.6,8
lassen sich als stellvertretendes Sterben
verstehen. In diesen Fillen geht es um das
Sterben anstelle des Siinders. Die siindige
Existenz wird vernichtet. ... Jeweils wird
abstractum pro concreto formuliert:
Christus starb als Verfluchter oder als

Stinder tnep fpov, d.h. anstelle der
Verfluchten oder Siinder. Es geht um viel
mehr als nur die Fortschaffung der Siinde,
es handelt sich um eine Vernichtung der
siindigen Existenz des Siinders.”

Breytenbach then turns to the underlying
notion of this concept:

Bei allen moglichen Ubereinstimmungen
zwischen einerseits dem Gedanken des
stellvertretenden Sterbens und dem
Martyrium wegen einer Uberzeugung und
andererseits dem Tod der Mértyrer in 2.
und 4. Makk und dem Tod Jesu, bleibt die
entscheidende Differenz, dali der Tod Jesu
aus den Todesfolgen der Stinde erlést, und
zwar im Zusammenhang des Endgerichts
... Der Tod Jesu durchbricht den Tat-Folge-
Zusammenhang zwischen Stinde und
Todesgericht, und zwar fur alle. Dieser
Gedanke, daf} die menschliche Siinde den
Tod nach sich zieht, es sei denn, Gott greift
ein, 4Bt sich nur von alttestamentlich-
judischen Vorraussetzungen her
verstehen. So gesehen implizieren die
vnep/mept Tov Guuptiov — Wendungen, dall
die Folgen der Siinde aufgehohen werden.
Sagen wir doch, sie implizieren eine
‘Stihnevorstellung’. Aber welche? Von
welchen Voraussetzungen her?”

How does Breytenbach answer his own
question?

Die Hingabeformeln sind wahrscheinlich
von LXX Jes 53.11-12 beeinflulit worden.
Nimmt man dies an ... (ist) ein direkter
EinfluB der Suahnevorstellung der
Priesterschrift auf die ‘Hingabeformeln’
ebenfalls abzulehnen. ... die Rede von dem
stellvertretenden  Strafleiden  des
Gottesknechtes kniipf[t nicht] an die
tempelkultische Stithnevorstelung des Le-
viticus an.”

We shall return to Breytenbach’s propos-
als of non-cultic propitiation as the back-
ground for Paul’s understanding of
reconciliation. Let us turn with our ques-
tions ‘How and why does reconciliation
work?’ and ‘Is there a relationship with
the sacrifice of Jesus?’ to other Pauline
occurrences. What do they contribute?
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What roads have been traveled there in
order to find answers?

2.2 Corinthians 5:18-21

2.2.1. The ‘traditional’ position

H. Ridderbos only referred briefly to 2
Corinthians 5:14. For him, the expression
vnep moviov anebavev indicates the
substitutionary character of Jesus’ death.
He adds:

And it is corroborated by such expressions
as that in 2 Corinthians 5:21: God made
him who knew no sin to be sin for us; cf.
Romans 8:3 and Galatians 3:13, where it is
said that Christ has become a curse for us.
In these passages the thought of the
substitutionary (atoning) sacrifice is un-
mistakable, a thought that is enunciated in
almost so many words when the phrase
‘One died for all’ is explained by the words,
‘so then all have died’ (2 Cor 5:14).%

However, what are the links of such a
death in vs. 14f with reconciliation?
Though referring to Jesus (51a yprotou, év
yprotm)®, the verses on reconciliation
(18-21) do not directly mention his death
or anything like a sacrifice.

Following these traditional lines, .
Stott starts off with Paul’s references to
Jesus in 2 Cor 5:18f and asks: ‘What,
then, was it which God did or accom-
plished in and through Christ’?* Verses
19b and 21 provide the answers:

God in his mercy refused to reckon our sins
against us or require us to bear their pen-
alty. What then has he done with them? For
he cannot condone them. ... the positive
counterpart is given in v. 21 ... For our sake
God actually made the sinless Christ to be
sin with our sins. The God who refused to
reckon our sins to us reckoned them to
Christ instead. Indeed, his personal sinless-
ness uniquely qualified him o bear our sins
in our place. Moreover, Christ became sin
for us, in order that ‘in him we might be-
come the righteousness of God’. In other
words, our sins were imputed to the sinless
Christ, in order that we sinners, by being
united with him, might receive as a free gift
a standing of righteousness before God
(200, italics CS).
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Stott’s conclusions to his section ‘The
achievement of the cross’ (167-203)
include reconciliation:

... God’s saving work was achieved through
the blood shedding, that is, the
substitutionary sacrifice of Christ. With re-
gard to the blood of Christ the texts are
again unequivocal. ...'You who once were
far away have been brought near (i.e. rec-
onciled) through the blood of Christ’. Since
Christ’s blood is a symbol of his life laid
down in violent death, it is also plain ... that
he died in our place as our substitute. The
death of Jesus was the atoning sacrifice be-
cause of which God averted his wrath from
us, the ransom-price by which we have been
redeemed, the condemnation of the inno-
cent that the guilty might be justified, and
the sinless One being made sin for us.”

2.2.2. Affirmation and development
Other students have made this passage
the point of departure for understanding
Paul’s language of reconciliation. In our
attempts of definition we saw that this
passage has most to offer.

1. O. Hofius notes that God’s act of recon-
ciliation (2 Cor 5:18-19a) is explained by
God not counting their trespasses against
people (19b), which means that God’s act
of reconciliation is characterised as the
cancellation of sin.®” How was this cancel-
lation possible? Hofius argues:

Damit klingt bereits die Aussage des v. 21
an, denn die ‘Nichtanrechnung’ ihrer
Ubertretungen ist der gottfeindlichen
Menschenwelt eben darin widerfahren, dafl
Gott die Ubertretungen aller Menschen
dem ‘angerechnet’ hat, ‘der Siinde nicht
kannte’, dal er ihn, den Siindlosen, ‘fur
uns zur Siinde gemacht’ hat.* Wenn A.
Schlatter zu v. 19a.b erklidrt ‘Die
Versohnung der Menschheit mit Gott
geschieht dadurch, dal Gott vergibt’,” so
mul} hinzugefiigt werden, da3 Paulus die
Stindenvergebung als Wirkung der von
Gott im stellvertretenden Kreuzestod Jesu
vollzogenen und gewéhrten Siihne begreift
(vgl. Rom 3.25f). Weil der Siithntod des
Einen, der ‘fur alle gestorben und
auferstanden’ ist, im Sinne inklusiver
Stellvertretung alle einschlieBt (2 Kor
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5.14f), des-halb ist die gottfeindliche
Menschheit durch das an dem
Gekreuzigten vollstreckte Todesgericht
hindurch - von ihrer Stinde befreit — mit
Gott verbunden und in die Gemeinschaft
mit ihm zuriickgebracht worden.”

Thus Hofius answers our question with
reference to 2 Cor 5:21: ‘The reconcilia-
tion with God of humans hostile to God
was accomplished in the substitutionary
propitiatory death of the sinless Christ’.”!
Hofius concludes:

Im Ereignis dieses ‘T'ausches‘ gehoren die
von Gott gewdhrte Sithne und die von ihm
gewirkte Verséhnung  untrennbar
zusammen ... Zwischen Sthne und
Versohnung kann daher nicht so
unterschieden werden, dall man eine der
beiden Grofien zum  sekundéren
Interpretament des jeweils anderen
erklart. Weder hat die Siihneaussage
lediglich dienende Funktion im Rahmen
einer vollig unkultisch gedachten
Verséhnungsanschauung, noch dient
umgekehrt die Verséhnungsaussage blofi
der Erlduterung des Sithnegedankens.”

2. In his excursus ‘Zum Verstandnis der
Sithnevorstellung: 2. Der Tod Christi als
Stithne im NT’, U. Wilckens also addresses
2 Corinthians 5:

Vor allem 2 Kor 5,21 zeigt den Sihne-
Kontext der xataliayn von V 18f. Hier ist
der kultische Vorstellungszusammenhang
besonders deutlich: Dall Gott den
gekreuzigten Christus ‘fiir uns zur Stinde
gemacht hat’, ist in der Formulierung fr
griechische Ohren hart und erklart sich
nur vom Suhne-Ritual Lev 4 her, wo das
zusammenfassende deklaratorische Urteil
.. V. 21 in LXX woértlich wiedergegeben
wird: Guaptix cuvvaywyns éotiv. Die
Siindenvergebung 2 Kor 5,19 mit dem
ebenfalls deklaratorischen iovicecOar ...
als Wirkung der ‘Verséhnung’ ist im
Sithneritual topisch die Wirkung der
vollzogenen Sithne: vgl. Lev 4,20.26.31.35;
5,6.10.43;...."

3. P. Stuhlmacher argues along similar
lines and offers more support for his thesis
than the scholars surveyed previously. He
writes:

Auch in 2 Kor 5,21 erscheint Christus als
der Grund unserer Rechtfertigung, weil
sein Tod ... als von Gott dargebrachtes
Sithnopfer verstanden und auf dem
Hintergrund von Jes 53,6.11-12 dargestellt
wird ... Die Stthne- und Verséhnungstat
Gottes in und durch Christus ist der
entscheidende Rechtsgrund der
Rechtfertigung, die neues Leben vor Gott
begriindet."

Therefore Stuhlmacher paraphrases v. 21
as: ‘He made him, who did not know the
guilt of sin for us to be the (bearer of the)
guilt of sin (sacrifice of sin), so that
through him we might become the righ-
teousness of God’ (195) and argues in
defence of this interpretation:

Der Satz spricht die sithnetheologische
(Fach-)Sprache der LXX. Sie ihersetzt den
terminus technicus fir ‘Stndopfer’ ... mit
T0 TEPL TNG GuupTiag dwpov, kann diesen
langen Fachausdruck aber auch abkiirzen
und entweder mept Gpaptieg (vgl. Lev
5,6.7.11 u.6.) oder auch nur Guuptic sagen
(wgl.  Lev 4.21.24: 5.12). Da rotewy
opfertechnisch,verfahren mit/behandeln
als/darbringen als’ heifit (vgl. Lev 4,20;
5,10; 9,7; 16,15), gewinnt die Wendung
apaptioy ¢noimosey in 2 Kor 5,21 klaren
Sinn: Gott hat den schuldlosen Jesus zum
Tréger der Siundenschuld bzw. zum
Siindopfer gemacht, damit ‘wir’ durch
seine Preisgabe an den Tod ein neues Sein
in Gerechtigkeit gewinnen.”

Thus Stuhlmacher concludes:

Eine Trennung von Sthne und
Vers6hnung nimmt Paulus in 2 Kor 5,18-
21 nicht vor. Er ruft seine Adressaten ...
dazu auf, sich mit Gott verséhnen zu
lassen, d.h. sich dem Evangelium zu 6ffnen
und die von Gott ohne ihr Zutun durch Jesu
Stthnetod gewirkte Verséhnung im
Glauben zu empfangen. Nimmt man 2 Kor
5,18-6,2 und Rom 5,1-11 zusammen, ist
Kataiiayny far Paulus
zusammenfassender Ausdruck (1) fir die
geschichtliche Gottestat der Sendung
Christi als Sithnopfer und der mit diesem
Opfer begriindeten Rechtfertigung und (2)
fiir das Resultat jener Gottestat, die das
Evangelium den Glaubenden darreicht ....
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Die xotoihayn hat also fiir Paulus
umfassende soteriologische Bedeutung.
Der Apostel fallit Sithne und
Rechtfertigung unter dem Vorzeichen der
Versohnung zusammen und prigt damit
einen theologischen Begriff von hoher
biblisch-theologischer Integrationskraft.”

Stuhlmacher suggests for the first Chris-
tian witnesses:

In der Erinnerung an Jesu eigenes
Todesverstdndnis und unter Riickgriff auf
das Gotteswort der Hl. Schriften haben sie
das Sterben Jesu als von Gott ins Werk
gesetztes, ein fur allemal glltiges
(inkludierendes) Stithnegeschehen
begriffen. Die Deutung des Kreuzes von
Lev 16 her in Rom 3,25-26 und das
Verstdndnis der Lebenshingabe und
Auferweckung Jesu von Jes 53,5.10-12 aus
in ... 2Kor 5.21 verschrinken und ergénzen
sich dabei gegenseitig.”

What has become of this view of reconcili-
ation and propitiation, proposed and
argued for the OT by H. Gese and B.
Janowski and adopted and developed for
the NT mainly by Hofius and
Stuhlmacher?

2.2.3. The challenge

All three indicators of propitiation behind
the references to Christ in this context of
reconciliation have come under scrutiny.
1. The formula of 2 Cor 5:14f ci¢ vrep
naviov anebavev does not necessarily
indicate propitiation. M. Thrall notes that
‘Whether the preposition Unep has
substitutionary force here will depend on
the interpretation of the second half of
the assertion’.™ Though Thrall’s exposi-
tion seems to suggest a substitutionary
understanding, the ambiguity of this
interpretation needs to be noted. The
expression pn AOYIGOUEVOS GUTOIS TU
TupunTORTe avtov in 5:19 is little help-
ful as it does not indicate on what basis
such renunciation of reckoning is possi-
ble.” It does not necessarily imply
removal of the trespasses through propiti-
ating sacrifices.

2. Stuhlmacher’s argument is based
mainly on the claim of v. 21 that God
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made the sinless Christ to be sin (Omep
Nuov auaptiay érondev). Porter draws
attention to the difficulties of this verse:
‘This is a difficult statement for three
major reasons: the sense of vnep, the
understanding of duaptiav, and what it
means  that = God &mownoev’.®
Stuhlmacher’s interpretation of the sec-
ond auaptia as an ‘offering for sin’ is dis-
puted.® We follow Thrall in her survey of
the two main lines of understanding v.
21b and of the arguments adduced for
both positions.*

a) Arguments in favour of Guaptia as ‘sin-
offering’

The linguistic basis of the first interpreta-
tion is the fact that the Hebrew hatta’t,
‘sin’, is used to mean ‘sin-offering’ in sev-
eral verses in Lev 4, and is rendered
apaptia in the LXX. ... The possibility that
Paul might follow the Hebrew idiom, via
the LXX, may be evidenced in Rom 8.3: his
nept auuptieg could derive from the mept
auaptiac in Isa 53.10, where the Servant is
said to make himself ‘an offering for sin”.*
There are other Pauline texts (Rom 3.25
and 1 Cor 5.7) where the death of Jesus is
seen as a cultic sacrifice, and the reference
in the present verse to his sinlessness calls
to mind the cultic requirement of an un-
blemished offering. In fact, the allusion to
sinlessness and the reference in v. 21b to
justification suggest that Paul may well
have in mind here Isa 53.9-11(the Servant
has committed no sin, and will ‘justify
many’), and if so, the Servant’s giving of his
life as an expiatory sacrifice will suggest
that the same view is held of the death of
Jesus.™

b) Arguments against this under-
standing: :

It is true that Paul does use sacrificial lan-
guage when referring to Christ’s death. But
the interpretation of Rom 8.3 in this sense
is uncertain.” Furthermore, if he has Isa
53.9-11 in mind when writing the present
verse, and if he intends @poptio to be un-
_derstood as ‘sin-offering’, why does he not
use the more common nept Guuptiag found
in Isa 53.10 itself? ... In the phrase under
discussion, aupeptic must have roughly the
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same meaning as in the preceding (Umep
Nuov auoptiay énomoev), where the sense
‘sin-offering’ is impossible.* We might also
have expected some verb other than notev,
if the allusion is sacrificial.” Lastly,
auaptie  stands in contrast with
ducaroovvny, and this must require that it
should mean ‘sin’.*

What Thrall questions regarding Isa 53,
Breytenbach questions concerning
Leviticus:

¢

fraglich, ob die Ubersetzer des
Leviticustextes je duoptio oder mept
auaptiag als ‘Stndopfer’ interpretierten
und dies als ‘Fachausdruck fiir Siindopfer’
verstanden, sie Tibersetzten cht’th
konsequent mit Guoptie und lcht’th
konsequent mit wept apuptieg... Ubersetzt
man ‘Siindopfer’, trigt man einen Begriff
an Paulus heran, der in der
Leviticusiibersetzung fehlt.™

death penalty impersonally imposed in
accordance with a heavenly system of ab-
stract justice. Rather, Christ’s death would
be the consummate experience of that per-
sonal alienation from God that has charac-
terised human life from the beginning.
Whilst Paul does refer to this death in sacri-
ficial language, and whilst also the passage
in Isa 53.9-11 may be in his mind here, the
Guaptia is to be understood in terms more
personal than that of a ‘sin-offering’, which
suggests the objective neutralising and re-
moval of sin rather than a radical change
which needs to be brought about in the per-
sonal relationship of the sinner with God.
... In the first half of the verse Paul has de-
scribed the first element of a dual process of
identification and exchange. Christ became
identified with sinful humanity, exchang-
ing the situation proper to his own sinless-
ness for the condition consequent upon
human sin.”

Therefore Beytenbach concludes:

Angesichts der vielen Unsicherheiten, die
mit der Auslegung von 2 Kor 5.21 und Rém
8.3 im Sinne von ‘Siindopfer’ verbunden
sind, ist es problematisch, ein paulinisches
‘Stihneverstidndnis’ von diesen Stellen aus
entwickeln zu wollen. Die paulinische
Kontextualisierung ... 146t nicht erkennen,
das Paulus den Tod Jesu als Antitypos zum
Stihnopferritual verstanden hatte. Zu ei-
ner solchen Deutung kommen nur
diejenigen, die das an sich eindeutige Wort
dupoptie ... mit einem Sondersinn
versehen.”

While also arguing against cult related
propitiation as the background of 2 Cor
5:21," Breytenbach proposes another
alternative:

Bereits das Alte Testament zeigt einige
Siihnevorstellungen auf, die nicht an den
Tempel gebunden sind. Auch der
stellvertretende Sthnetod des
Gottesknechtes wird als Geschehen
unabhingig vom Tempelkult dargestellt. ...
Fiar das Friuhjudentum was Sithnen
keinesfalls nur an den Tempel gebunden.
Es gibt die Moglichkeit, Jesu vdllig

¢) Let us turn for the second occurrence of
auaptia in v. 21 to ‘the alternative possi-
bility, variously elaborated: Christ suf-
fered as though he were a sinner‘.” Thrall
argues:

The presupposition of this line of argument
is that death is the ultimate consequence of
sin and so may be seen as its punishment. ...
To say that Christ was made ‘sin’ means
that ‘he came to stand in that relation with
God which normally is the result of sin, es-
tranged from God and the object of his
wrath’. The context, concerned with the
theme of reconciliation, would favour this
interpretation. It would not be a matter of a

unkultischen Tod als Siihnetod zu
begreifen, ohne auf den Tempelkult
zuriickgreifen zu miissen.”

What then is this alternative?
Breytenbach suggests that

Der'  Tod = Jesu Omrep wird' als
Stellvertretungstod verstanden. ... In 2
Korinther 5 wird die Bedeutung dieses
Stellvertretungstodes (2 Kor 5.14) mit Hilfe
der Versohnungsvorstellung interpretiert.
In Romer 5 expliziert er die Bedeutung des
Stellvertretungstodes Christi, indem er in
einer parallelen Argumentation auf die
Versthnungsvorstellung und die
Rechtfertigung zuriickgreift.”
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On the origin of this concept Breytenbach
surmises:

Der Gedanke des stellvertretenden
Sterbens eines Menschen fehlt im Alten
Testament® und zeigt sich im
Frithjudentum (4 Makk) erst unter
hellenistischem Einflull. Es gibt nur eine
Ausnahme, Jes 53. Dieser Text mulite fur
das vom Hellenismus beeinflufite frithe
Judenchristentum ansprechend gewesen
sein, zieht man die Verbreitung der
Vorstellung des Stellvertretungstodes in
der frithen Kaiserzeit in Betracht. Auch
Paulus greift auf LXX Jesaja 53 zuruck. ...
In diesem Text begegnet eine
‘Sthnevorstellung’, deren Einwirkung auf
die vorpaulinische Tradition und auf die
paulinische Argumentation
traditionsgeschichtlich und philologisch
nachweisbar ist.”

Following Breytenbach, Schroter con-
cludes against Wilckens:

Die Annahme, dall die kultische Suhne-
Vorstellung ‘durchweg der Horizont ist,
unter dem der Tod Christi in seiner
Heilsbedeutung im Urchristentum gedacht
wird’ ist also zuriickzuweisen. Der
generelle Deutungshorizont des
Urchristentums bezuglich des Todes Jesu
ist vielmehr der, dal} Gott durch diesen Tod
zugunsten der Menschen gehandelt hat,
indem er dadurch die Beseitigung ihrer
Siinden ermoglichte.™

Outside of our scheme of ‘development
and challenge’ is the contribution of I.H.
Marshall, who observes on 2 Cor 5:19,21:

Against the background of thought which
we have explored, particularly in 2
Maccabees, it follows irresistibly that the
picture is of a God who is offended by the
sins of men and acts in wrath and judge-
ment against them. But now because of
what Christ has done in identifving himself
with their sin, God regards them as righ-
teous and no longer holds their sins against
them. When Paul says that God has recon-
ciled us to himself, the meaning is thus that
God has dealt with the sins which aroused
his wrath and that there is no barrier on his
side to the establishment of peace and
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friendly relations. ... the putting away of
God’s wrath against human transgression
was achieved by what Christ did; the earlier
part of the passage speaks of his dying on
behalf of men, and the final verse speaks of
his becoming sin for us. It is hard to under-
stand this in any other way than that in dy-
ing Christ exhausted the effects of divine
wrath against sin.”

While Marshall describes the relationship
of Jesus’ work with reconciliation as
‘identifying himself with their sin’, two
aspects arise which need further
consideration:

1. If the backdrop of reconciliation is
divine enmity against and wrath over
human sin, which is suggested by Mar-
shall and others,'" the question needs to
be raised how such wrath is removed or
placated in other biblical contexts. What
cultic and non-cultic ways does the OT
describe to procure this effect? Were
those non-cultic ways suitable categories
to describe the work of Jesus? Where in
the NT are they employed and to what
extent? It may be argued that any under-
standing of the relationship of the death
of Jesus to the statements of 2 Cor 5:19,21
needs to take adequate account of this
backdrop.'”

2. Marshall draws out the differences
between the occurrences of kataiiayn,
ktl. an 2 Mace 1:5; 5:20; 7:33; 8:29 and
Paul’s usage:

(Paul’s teaching) stands in marked con-
trast to the teaching of 2 Maccabees where
men urged God to be reconciled to them
and made an offering for their own sins to
him and for the sins of the nation. It is
tempting to suppose that Paul’s teaching
was formulated in conscious contrast to
this Jewish attitude. The evidence of Paul’s
use of 2 Maccabees is admittedly very thin,
but there is a good case that Paul was famil-
iar with the martyr tradition which is ex-
pressed in 2 and 4 Maccabees and that he
made use of it in his interpretation of the
death of Jesus as an atoning sacrifice.'”

If Paul’s teaching was indeed formulated
with this Jewish notion in mind, it
becomes understandable why Paul would
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not include any reference to the death of
Jesus as a sacrifice (cf. 1 Cor 5:7) in this
context: 1. Because of the OT tradition of
rejection of human sacrifice, the
Maccabean martyrs would hardly under-
stand their impending deaths as sacrifices
(cf. our n. 97). 2. None of the occurrences
of reconciliation in 2 Maccabees is directly
linked with the death of the martyrs: 2
Macc 1:5 links reconciliation with
prayers; 5:20 does not indicate how the
reconciliation of the great Lord was
reached. Other than the mention in 7:37f
of the martyrs’ deaths, God’s reconcilia-
tion with his servants in 7:33 is not
accounted for. The youngest brother
refers to their giving up their lives for the
ancestral laws (7.37), appealing to God to
show mercy soon to the nation
(Emikarovpevog tov Ogov thews). Rather
than being based on human achievement,
reconciliation derives from the character
of God; ef. 7:37f. After being angry over
the people’s sin for a little period, God
(will be merciful and) will be reconciled to
his own servants again. The appeal next
concerns the enemy and only then it also
includes that he and his brothers would
bring to an end the wrath of the Almighty
(7.38).'" Thus reconciliation is dependent
on divine mercy (dpynv €heovg TaEavTog
avtolg; 8:27) and can be prayed for (cf.
1:5; 8:29 ‘they made common supplication
and implored the merciful Lord (kotvnyv
IKETELOV TOUNGULLEVOL TOV EAENLOVU KUPLOV
Néouy) to be wholly reconciled with his
servants’'™).

The interpretation of the martyrs’
deaths in 4 Maccabees 6:28f; 17:21f, with
its probable sacrificial overtones (6:29;
17:21f!), does not describe the benefits as
reconciliation.'” If Paul used and referred
to this and related Jewish usage of
kotuAin and kataiiooow, he concen-
trated on formulating the contrast Mar-
shall (and others) identify'”, rather than
linking reconciliation with a sacrificial
understanding of the death of Jesus. Such
a link is not suggested by the Maccabean
language of reconciliation.'”

In addition to Marshall’s consideration,
the question also needs to be raised
whether there are indicators in the text

preceding 2 Cor 5:18-21 (apart from the
disputed Unep maviov anebavev in
v.14) which elucidate the question of how
Christ and reconciliation are related in
this passage. May the statements of 1 Cor
5:7 (to macye Nuov étwdn ypiotog) and
11:25 () xaivn dwabnkn éotiv év TE
¢u@ oipatt) be assumed as the back-
ground for the references of 2 Cor 5 to
Christ?'”® What of the tradition cited in 1
Cor 15:3 yprotog anebavev vmep TtV
apoptiov'”

A further question to be pursued is
based on 5:21b. If the expression
auaptiay éromoey in v. 21a is disputed as
an indication of Paul’s propitiatory
understanding of the death of Jesus (see
above), what of Paul’s use and under-
standing of Mueig yevoueba dikatoouvvn
Ocov in v. 21b? What understanding is
implied here? Is such justification possi-
ble without propitiation? If not, what
kind of propitiation is implied or neces-
sary? The link between reconciliation and
Jjustification also appears in Rom 5:1
(Orkuimbevteg v.9: dikaiwbevies vov Ev T
aipatt avtov). To what extent is the con-
cept of propitiation or the sacrifice of
Jesus behind this description of the
effects of Christ’s death?''’ However,
these questions lead into the discussion of
justification, which we cannot pursue
further.

2.3. Ephesians 2:12; Colossians 1:20,22
Many scholars exclude Ephesians and
Colossians as Deutero-Pauline letters
from the discussion of Paul’s understand-
ing of reconciliation."'’ However, there
are several persuasive arguments for the
Pauline authorship.'” Here these pas-
sages concern us only insofar as they con-
tribute to understanding how
reconciliation is linked to the death of
Jesus.''” As these passage have not
received as much attention as Rom 5 and
2 Cor 5 in recent discussion, the above
manner of treatment is unsuitable.

After the argument outlined above,
Ridderbos goes on to present other pas-
sages which speak of Christ’s death as
sacrificial:"'* ‘But the pronouncements on
reconciliation in Ephesians 2 and
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Colossians 1 are also to be cited to this
end, at least so far as mention is there
made of peace, and reconciliation
“through the blood of Christ” and
“through the blood of his cross”.'”” The
references to the blood and death of Jesus
in Colossians 1 (v. 20: 810 TOL GETOS TOL
oTaUPOL QUTOL; V. 22: &V T® CeUATL TNC
GupKog avTov dta tov Bavatou) are directly
linked to reconciliation (cf. Rom 5:9f).
Therefore we focus more on the ocecur-
rences in Colossians than on the expres-
sion 61a Tov otavpov of Eph 2:16.
However, references recalling Col
1:20,22 occur in the preceding context of
Eph 2:16: in v. 13: év Xpiot® Incou...év
T 0lpatt Tov Xpiotov; in v. 14: év ) dapki
a0tov . Thus Swarat can argue regarding
Eph 2:16: ‘Und das Mittel der
Versohnung ist das Kreuz, “das Blut
Christi” (v. 13). Wieder also ist die
Versbhnung als Versithnung verstanden;
die zerbrochene Gemeinschaft der
Stinder mit Gott wird durch das
Stithnopfer Christi am Kreuz geheilt’."'*
However, is this reference to aiua still
present in v. 16? We return to the signifi-
cance of aipa below. How is the confession
a0TOg Yap 0TV 1) eipnvn Nuov of v. 14a
related to dia Tov otavpov of v. 16 (ef. v
APIOT 1NCOL...EV TE CILATL TOV ¥PIoTOL in
Col 1:20)? Eph 5:2 strongly indicates a
sacrificial understanding of the death of
Jesus, saying that Jesus gave himself up
for us, a fragrant offering and sacrifice to
God (év 1 oapki); ef. Heb 9:26;
10:12,14%% Barn. T8
1. The references in Col 1:20,22 to the
death of Jesus and its manner are much
more specific than the simple references
to Christ in 2 Corinthians. However, the
question remains: do the expressions of
Col 1:20,22 necessarily indicate or imply
the sacrificial death of Jesus on the
cross?'"® Some scholars have drawn this
conclusion from Paul’s reference to the
blood of Jesus in Rom 5:9 (év 1o aipatt
avtov)."” This line of argument needs no
repetition here. Porter suggests a similar
understanding for Col 1:20:

... it is clear that the author does refer to
what he believes is the historical work of
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Christ and his sacrificial death upon the
cross as the means for God’s reconciling ac-
tivity of tu mavta. ... A sacrificial sense is
probably present in this reference to blood,
reinforced by mention of the cross, alto-
gether viewing the death of Christ as the
means of making peace."

This sacrificial understanding is probably
also indicated through the preposition ejn
of v. 22. Again Porter:

... the use of é¢v, whether it is locative indi-
cating the place of death, or whether it is in-
strumental indicating that the physical
body of Christ was the means of reconcilia-
tion. Despite the locative use of &v in v 16,
but in the light of the use of other instru-
mental phrases, especially whenever recon-
ciliation is spoken of, the instrumental
sense is more likely. In this instance it speci-
fies the exact means by which reconciliation
was effected, although it is still to be distin-
guished from the following phrase, d1u tov
Bavatov.™

2. The preceding context of Col 1:20,22
also mentions the work of Jesus. Jesus
has rescued us from the power of dark-
ness and transferred us into the kingdom
of his beloved Son, év ® &yopev tnv
GTOAUTPMCLY TNV GQECTY TOV GUUPTIOV.
Does redemption and forgiveness of sins
imply propitiation and the sacrificial
death of Jesus? This seems to be the case.
Marshall concludes on redemption:

Jesus thus does what God alone can do ... by
giving his own life, and the use of the noun
lytron makes it quite clear that he gives his
life in exchange for those whose lives are
forfeit and thus sets them free. The death of
Jesus is thus conceived as the sacrifice ...
through which we are set free from our sins
and their consequences, in other words
through which we receive forgiveness (Col
1:14; Eph 1:7)."*

It is possible that the understanding of
the work of Jesus indicated in v. 14 is also
present behind the different references to
the death of Jesus in v. 20 and 22 (81a Tov
aipLeTog Touv oTELpou avTtov and &v TE
COUATL TNG OCPKOS d0TOVL diu Tov Bavatov)
and thus also behind the concept of
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reconciliation. Some manuscripts indi-
cate the close relationship of both sets of
references to the work of Jesus by adding
the words 61a Tov aipatog avtov behind
drorvtpwoty of v. 14,

Thus it is not surprising that Marshall
argues in his study of ‘The Meaning of
Reconciliation’:

Reconciliation is made possible by the fact
that God has made peace by the blood of his
cross [Col 1:20]. This symbolical language
expresses the sacrificial character of the
death of Jesus, and thus indicates again
that reconciliation is possible on the basis of
the appeasing of God’s wrath by means of
the sacrifice which he himself has provided
in Jesus."™

Those disagreeing with this proposal need
to explain in what manner other than sac-
rifice/propitiation the statements of Col
1:20,22 have to be understood.

3. However, the mention of the blood of
Jesus in v. 20 is ambiguous. B. Weiss
observed:

Auch die Bezeichnung des Todes Christi
durch aipo ... weist keineswegs notwendig
auf das Suhnopfer hin, da sie auch nur
diesen Tod als einen gewaltsamen
charakterisieren kann, der also nicht nach
Naturnotwendigkeit, sondern auf Grund
einer besonderen Veranstaltung Gottes
(Rém 5.8) erfolgt ist.'”

The occasional equation of blood and
death might suggest that the expression
310 TOV UIKOTOS TOL GTAVPOL KVUTOL simply
means ‘through his death on the cross’ -
which is explicitly stated in v. 22 (61a Tov
favatov) — without the overtones associ-
ated elsewhere with aipa.'*

4. Col 1:22b describes the result of the
death of Jesus in cultic language
(MUpUCTNOUL VUAC YI0UE KO ALOUOVE KAl
aveykintouvg katevomiov avtov).'*” This
suggests that the death of v. 22a is seen as
a sacrificial death.'*

These statements of Colossians and
Ephesians affirm the connection of recon-
ciliation with the death of Jesus. The ref-
erence in Colossians to the blood of Jesus
parallels that of Rom 5:9 and both pas-
sages are significant indicators of the

underlying understanding of the death of
Jesus. The context in Col 1 points to the
sacrifice of Jesus as the basis for
reconciliation.

3. Evaluation

We have surveyed some contributions

to an extensive scholarly debate. How are
these important and useful contibutions
to be evaluated?
1. The challenges which we have outlined
are to be welcomed. They offer valuable
criticism and raise issues which force stu-
dents to consider afresh whether, what
has been traditionally assumed (and at
times not really been demonstrated or
argued with insufficient care) or what has
recently been developed and emphasised
is really present in Paul’s references or is
indeed the conceptual background behind
them.

Contributions on both sides of this
discussion offer careful studies of the
statements themselves and those often
linked with them and provide new
insights into the contexts of these state-
ments, into the conceptual background
of Paul’s language of reconciliation, into
Paul’s understanding of the nature of
the death of Jesus and more generally
into the OT and early Jewish and - to a
smaller extent — Graeco-Roman under-
standing of sacrifice, propitiation and
the removal of sin.

C. Breytenbach’s exploration and pre-
sentation of the general non-Biblical
usage of the kuteiiocow word group is
exemplary and persuasive. His conten-
tion that the concepts of reconciliation
and propitiation are distinct linguisti-
cally has won approval. He offers a chal-
lenging proposal of how and why Paul
used this concept in 2 Corinthians to
describe and defend his apostolic com-
mission. However, this proposal needs
careful examination. What is there in
Paul’s references and their contexts
that is not explicable against this back-
drop? What is lacking in Paul which one
should expect in view of the secular
political-diplomatic usage of
katoirlacow? Paul uses the nataiiacow
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word group to refer to reconciliation
between God and people. For this usage,
secular parallels are scarce. Thus the
question of how Paul fills this terminol-
ogy is crucial.

How compelling is the alternative
understanding developed by Stuhlmacher
and others? Again: what does it explain,
where does it fall short? What is the basis
of reconciliation and propitiation in their
understanding? What understanding of
the death of Jesus is involved?

While the challengers present acute
observations on the meaning of the
expressions of reconciliation, on their
immediate contexts and also on state-
ments often referred to in order to eluci-
date them, the question for the larger
biblical context of these statements can
not be neglected. Is their interpretation
sustainable in this perspective? Does the
‘cultic propitiation’ thesis fare better in
this regard?

These contributions also address fur-
ther issues: Do Isa 53 and other OT pas-
sages really speak of a substitutionary
death apart from the cult? How much
credit is to be given to metaphorical lan-
guage? How widespread was the cultic
notion of propitiation of Leviticus and the
alleged non-cultic propitiation in early
Judaism? How is the impact of the daily
functioning of the temple cult to be
weighed against the different situation in
the Jewish Diaspora and among Jewish
groups critical of the cult and/or those in
charge of it? Are the sources we have rep-
resentative?'*’

It is striking how Paul combines rec-
onciliation with other ways of referring
to the work of Jesus and its effects. This
interrelationship deserves further
attention. When occurring in the same
contexts, it is fair to assume that a
sacrifical understanding behind one of
these other concepts is also behind
reconciliation.

2. This discussion fosters our aca-
demic understanding and appreciation
of the work of Christ in New Testament
theology. However, it also should pro-
mote our reflection on how this work is
to be explicated and proclaimed today.
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Paul used a familiar concept of his day
and age, be it of Jewish or Graeco-
Roman origin, to describe the effects of
the work of Christ and filled it in his
own way. His Christian audiences
understood what he meant and how
what he meant was different from the
common understanding. Whether he
used the same concept in his evangelis-
tic proclamation we do not know.

What common concepts of the nascent
twenty-first century, either from politics
and diplomacy, or from the sacred or
cultic of our age or from other areas, can
be employed or perhaps be re-employed to
achieve the same goal today inside and
outside the church? If we follow Paul’s
example, how would these concepts need
to be redefined in order to do justice to the
death of Jesus and its significance? Do we
strife to be creative communicators of the
Gospel to our world as Paul was to his
contemporaries in his use of katarilacon,
kt].?lii(l

Perhaps we should start with a smaller
task: do we sufficiently explain and illus-
trate the N'T concepts to our students and
congregations for them to fully under-
stand and be shaped by them? Further-
more, what aspects of the contemporary
connotations of e.g. the word ‘reconcilia-
tion’ can be affirmed, which aspects need
to be redefined, repudiated or added?

The finals words belong to Ridderbos,
who introduced us to the issues at hand
and whose words well summarise the
cause of the discussion we surveyed:

Nor is one able to say that the doectrine of
reconciliation in the sense of the propitia-
tory sacrifice is deliberately or expressly
unfolded in his epistles ... This is not to say
that for Paul the idea of propitiation does
not occupy an important place. Materially
it is found so frequently that one must con-
sider it as pertaining to the central content
of the Pauline kerygma. But its significance
is more often presupposed than expressly
brought up for discussion. ... But this does
not alter the fact that it is more characteris-
tic of the foundation than of the distinctive
construction of Paul’s gospel."”
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1 Cf H.-J. Findeis, Versohnung — Apostolat —
Kirche: Eine exegetisch-theologische und
rezeptionsgeschichtliche Studie zu den
Versohnungsaussagen des Neuen Testa-
ments (2 Kor, Rém, Kol, Eph), fzb 40
(Wirzburg:  Echter, 1983), 14-32;
Breytenbach, Verséhnung, 6-30.

2 ThWNT I, 252-60. Cf. e.g. J. Barr, The Se-
mantics of Biblical Language (1961; Lon-
don: SCM; Philadelphia: TPI, 1991). P.
Cotterell, M. Turner, Linguistics and Bib-
lical Interpretation (London: SPCK, 1989),
106-87. D. Hill, Greek Words and Hebrew
Meanings: Studies in the Semantics of
Soteriological Terms, SNTSMS 5 (Cam-
bridge: CUP, 1967), 1-22. M. Turner,
‘Modern Linguistics and the New Testa-
ment’, inJ.B. Green (ed.), Hearing the New
Testament: Strategies for Interpretation
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans; Carlisle: Pater-
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noster, 1995), 146-74. Compare also the
survey of English language contributions
in S.E. Porter, “The Basic Tools of Exegesis
of the New Testament: A Bibliographical
Essay’ in idem (ed.), Handbook to Exegesis
of the New Testament, NTTS 25 (Leiden:
E.J. Brill, 1997), (23-41) 27-34 and idem,
‘The Greek Language of the New Testa-
ment’, loc. cit., 99-130.

3 Pp. 40-44 (of 260 pages in total!). S.E. Por-

ter, the author of the other major mono-
graph and otherwise a prolific writer on
questions of NT Greek and language, is
disappointing in this regard (merely some
scattered considerations on pp. 13-19).

4 Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testa-

ment Based on Semantic Domains (New
York: United Bible Society, 1988), I, 40.1.
(quoted as LN)

5 ‘Atonement’, New Dictionary of Theology,

S.B. Ferguson et al. (eds.) (Leicester,
Downers Grove: IVP, 1988), 55. Morris in-
cludes the origin of this hostility which the
biblical texts do not indicate directly. Rom
5:10 mentions hostility (‘while we were en-
emies’), 2 Cor 5:19 defines reconciliation as
‘God not counting their trespasses against
them’. V. 21 also implies that reconcilia-
tion has to do with human sin. The recipi-
ents of reconciliation (Col 1:22) are
described in the preceding verse as ‘es-
tranged and hostile in mind, doing evil
deeds’.

12 LN combine reconciliation and forgiveness

into one domain ‘Reconciliation, Forgive-
ness’ (40).
Cf. L.L. Morris, ‘Atonement’, NDT, 55;
Morris, Cross, 251f; W. Foerster, ThWNT
11, (398-418) 406.41-61, 413-414.29; G.
Delling, ‘Frieden.IV.NT’, TRE XI, (613-
19) 616f, bibliography on p. 618. LN in-
clude eipnvomoety, ktl. (Col 1:20; Matt 5:9)
in domain 40 A ‘Reconciliation’:
To cause a state of peace or reconciliation between
persons ... eipnvonoeiv is closely related in meaning
to the series in 40.1 (ketuilucocw, KaTaAiayn,
ATOKUTUAAUOGM, oUVUAAUGO®) in that the making

of or peace or reestablishing peace between persons
is a distinctive feature of reconciliation ....

14 Cross, 193. In this context of reconciliation

as ‘our personal relationship with our Fa-
ther in the home’, Stott further discusses
‘adoption’ and ‘access’ (cf. Rom 5:2; Eph
2:18 — both in the context of reconciliation
— Eph 3:12; cf. 1 Pet 3:18; Heb 10:19-22)
and concludes: ‘Thus, reconciliation, peace
with God, adoption into his family and ac-
cess into his presence all bear witness to
the same new relationship into which God
has brought us’ (p. 194).

15 So R.P. Martin, ‘Center of Paul’s Theol-

ogy’, DPL, 92-95; criticism in Morris,
‘Atonement’, NDT', 55.

16 Compare the discussion in F. Biichsel,

ThWNT I, 255-259.40 and G.E. Ladd, A
Theology of the New Testament, rev. ed. by
D.A. Hagner (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,

6 ‘Atonement’, AncBD I, (518-22) 521, ital-

ics CS. 1993), 492-98.
7 Crpgs. 102 17 Paul, 186; cf. Rom 5:10; Eph 2:13f; Col
el 1:20,22.

8 The simple form dilacoely oceurs in Acts

e .99. C1E-ET1F -90). 18 Paul, 186f.
?%;’ Som ek L 0on Lo i bate 19 Ridderbos, Paul, 192 notes: ‘Nor is one able

9 Cf. F. Lang, Die Briefe an die Korinther to say that the doctrine of reconciliation in

NTD 7 (Géttingen, Ziirich: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 1986), 92. Other compound
verbs based on the simple form dAlaccey,
which occur in the NT, likewise refer to in-
terpersonal relations. Moses tried to make
peace between the quarreling Israelites
(cuvnilaooev avtoug elg sipnyvny, Acts
7:26). Reconciliation with the brother is to
precede sacrifice (Stodraynbt 1@ Adeiew
oov, Matt 5:24). For arollaccopur in
Luke 12:58 (anmAirayfar an’ avtov) ef. LN

the sense of the propitiatory sacrifice is de-
liberately or expressly unfolded in his epis-
tles, as is the case, for example, with the
theme of justification ...".

20 Ridderbos, Paul, 187.
21 Paul, 187. An older proponent of this un-

derstanding of iLootnpiov is e.g. B. Weiss,
Lehrbuch, 304: ‘so mulite er [Gott] der
Welt ein Sihnemittel proponieren und er
gab ein solches ihr in dem Blut Christi’.
For criticism of this interpretation

40.3. (‘dinglich-kultisches Verstindnis’) ecf.

: : Schroter, Versohner, 310f.
10 %g'r;é}jfni?f;ﬂf&ﬁ;lysm ot oestontach, 22 Paul, 188. Compare the brief treatment by

11 Ridderbos, Paul, 189 notes that in the con- Morris, Preaching, 2301, 249f; Cross, 226,

text of Paul’s reconciliation statements n. 43 and hig essay ‘Th,e Meaning of
‘the necessity or possibility of this activity waatpiov in Romans 3.25°, NT'S 2, 1955~

is not reflected on’. 56, 33-43.
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23 Paul, 190; cf. Rom 4:25; 8:32.

24

Ridderbos, Paul, 189 with reference to H.
Lietzmann, An die Korinther, rev. by W.G.
Kitmmel, 4. ed., HNT 9 (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 1949) on 2 Cor 5:21; cf. Stott,
Cross , 196-98 for God as the author of rec-
onciliation. Ridderbos goes on to defend
Paul’s understanding of the death of Jesus
as propitiatory (pp. 189-93).

25 Paul, 190f; cf. Morris, Cross, 226, n. 43.
26 Romer I, 192, italics CS; compare his de-

2i

tailed discussion (pp. 190-92) and excursus
‘Zum Verstdndnis der Sithne-Vorstellung’,
pp. 233-43, esp. 241f; cf. Stuhlmacher,
Theologie I, 193f and J. Roloff, EWNT 11,
455-57. Similarly Goppelt, ‘Verséhnung’,
155: ‘Wenn jedoch, wie hier vorausgesetzt
wird, an Lev 16 gedacht ist, missen
iractnprov und év T ovtov  Clpatt
verbunden werden. Der Gekreuzigte ist
dann mit der Stkitte der gnddigen
Gegenwart Gottes verglichen, an der Gott
das sithnende Blut entgegennimmt’, italics
CS.

P. 196; cf. pp. 234-39.

28 Romer I, 240, italics CS.

29

30

Cf. Romer I, 298: ‘In der Wiederholung des
gleichen Schlusses V 10 steht an der Stelle
der Rechtfertigung durch das Blut Christi
(V 9) die Versohnung der Feinde Gottes
mit Gott durch den Tod eines Sohnes’.
Theologie I, 193f, italics CS. On Lev 16 cf.
the description by Stuhlmacher on pp.
192f; J. Herrmann, ThWNT III (300-24)
309 and B. Lang, ThWAT IV, 312f.

31 EWNT 11, (455-5T) 456. Roloff briefly sur-

32

veys and rejects the interpretation of Rom
3:25 as ‘den hat Gott 6ffentlich als Sithne
(bzw. Siuithnopfer) herausgestellt’ (so E.
Késemann, An die Romer, 3. ed., HNT 8a;
Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1974), 85; H.
Schlier, Der Roémerbrief, HThK VI
Freiburg: Herder, 1977, 102 and E. Lohse,
Martyrer und Gottesknecht:
Untersuchungen zur  wurchristlichen
Verkiindigung vom Siihntod Jesu Christi,
2. ed., FRLANT 64; Géttingen:
Vandenheock & Ruprecht, 1963, 149-54),
also rejected by Wilckens, Romer I, 191f.
This understanding is close to Ridderbos’
‘means of propitiation’.

‘Versbhnung’, 313, italics CS. For the com-
mon non-religious usage Swarat refers to
Breytenbach, Verséhnung. Against
Breytenbach Swarat notes (p. 320, n. 8):
‘Breytenbach hat sich ... zum Ziel gesetzt
nachzuweisen, daB Versohnung und
Sithne  traditionsgeschichtlich  nicht

33

34
35

36

37

zusammengehéren. Dies kann darum

nicht recht {berzeugen, weil er
Traditionsgeschichte auf
begriffsgeschichtliche  Zusammenhdnge

beschrinkt und offenbar zuwenig den
positiven Sinn des alttestamentlichen
Sithnekultes als ein Zu-Gott-Kommen
veranschlagt’, italies CS. Cf. the far-reach-
ing criticism of Breytenbach by
Stuhlmacher, ‘Breytenbach’, 345-47, who
dismisses this Graeco-Roman background.
Swarat refers to Gese, ‘Sithne’ and
Janowski, Siihne (cf. the summary of
Janowski’s study by B. Lang, ThWAT IV,
309). On pp. 325f Swarat concludes:

Hintergrund dieses Versohnungsverstdandnisses

sind die alttestamentlichen Sithne- und
Sithnopferriten. Sithne meint
‘Existenzstellvertretung’ (Gese), Auslosung

verwirkten Lebens durch eine den Siinder
einschliefende stellvertretende Totalhingabe. Als
ein Zu-Gott-Kommen durch den Tod hindurch hat
die alttestamentliche Sithne den Sinn der
Vershnung des Siinders mit Gott. Deshalb kann
Paulus auch den hellenistischen  Begriff
‘Versthnung’” vom Alten Testament her als
‘Versithnung’ interpretieren.

‘Versbhnung’, 319-21, italics CS; cf.
Swarat’s summary on p. 326.
Koatoriaoowo, 157, citing Martin, Reconcil-
tation, 147 and J.D.G. Dunn, Romans 1-8,
WBC 38 A (Dallas: Word, 1988), 257 in sup-
port.

Cf. Rémer I, 240, 294f, 296f; Swarat,
‘Verséhnung’, 319. C.M. Tuckett, ‘Atone-
ment’, AneBD I, (518-22) 521 notes
‘heavily cultic and forensic language in
Rom 5:8-9°. :

‘Reconciliation’, 162, cited according to
Porter, nutuiiaccw, 157. While not ex-
cluding the idea of propitiation, Goppelt,
“Versohnung’, 157 also observes on Rom
5:8: ‘DaB das Sterben dJesu Gottes
Liebeserweis nicht nur allgemein als seine
Zuwendung zur Welt, sondern speziell als
sithnende Tilgung der Siinde war (vgl. 2

Kor 5,19b), wird in diesem
Vorstellungszusammenhang nicht
ausgefiuhrt’.

38 Paul, 189. Cf. Wilckens, Rémer I, 190-99;

P. Stuhlmacher, ‘“Zur neueren Exegese von
Romer 3.24-26’, in Verséhnung, 117-35; F.
Biichsel, ThWNT 111, 321-24;
Breytenbach, Versohnung, 166-69; see our
n. 3l

Breyvtenbach, NTS, 66f ohserves that
iiacTtnprov occurs only once in what he
considers a quotation of pre-Pauline tradi-
tion and questions the significance of the
statement:
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Bis auf diese eine Stelle kommt Paulus ohne die
Begriffe ‘Stthne’ und ‘sithnen’ aus, wenn er das
Evangelium, das er verkiindigt, den Gemeinden
verdeutlicht. Es ist angesichts des Fehlens der mit
#8ihaorecbor und iioopog assoziierten Begri-
fflicheit ... eine sehr ernstzunehmende Frage, ob wir
bei der Explikation der Gedanken des Paulus einen
vorpaulinischen Begriff zur zentralen Kategorie
erheben sollten, auf den die paulinische Tradition
anscheinend verzichten konnte (similarly Schroter,
Versihner, 314).

39 NTS, 78f with reference to Janowski,

40

Siihne, 352. Schroter, Verséhner, 311

notes:

So ist der SchluBfolgerung von Stuhlmacher,
Wilckens und Janowski zuzustimmen, daB kul-
tische Sithne im Sinne von Lev 16 hier nicht
gemeint sein kann. Gegen dieselben ist allerdings
einzuwenden, dall das Stuhneritual aus Lev 16 in
Rém 3 nicht als iiberboten und damit als Kult-
handlung von nun an uberflissig erscheint, son-
dern auch als Verstehenshorizont nicht im Blick ist.

Cf. Schroter, Versohner, 311 with reference
to A. Deissmann, itlactnpiogz und
thactnplov: Eine lexikalische Studie’,
ZNW 4, 1903, 193-212. Cf. the nuanced
discussion of J. Herrmann, F. Bichsel,
ThWNT III, 319f, esp. 320.21-321.7.

41 Versohner, 312; cf. F. Biichsel, ThWNT 111,

42

43

320.29-31, against Schroter compare lines
33-36: ‘In der LXX st also die
urspriungliche allgemeinde Bedeutung von
thaotnprov: das Sithnende noch deutlich
erkennbar.  Andererseits ist  aber
thaotnprov in der LXX zum term techn fir
die Kkhphrth geworden, und dieser
Sprachgebrauch wirkt dann weiter’. On
Lev 16 cf. J. Herrmann, ThRWNT 111, 309.
This understanding of thactnpiov is close
to that rejected by Roloff, EWNT I1, 456, cf.
our n. 31.

Cf. H. Patsch, EWNT III, 948-51; H.
Riesenfeld, ThWNT VIII, 510-18; M. de
Jonge, ‘Jesus’ Death for Others and the
Death of the Maccabean Martyrs’, in T.
Baarda, et al. (eds.), Text and Testimony.
Essays on New Testament and Apocryphal
Literature in Honour of AJ.F. Klijn
(Kampen: J.H. Kok, 1988), 142-51. | have
not seen J.W. van Henten, The Maccabean
Martyrs as Saviours of the Jewish People:
A Study of 2 and 4 Maccabees, Supple-
ments to the Journal for the Study of Juda-
ism 57 (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1997).

The Atonement: A Study of the Origins of
the Doctrine in the New Testament (Lon-
don: SCM, 1981), 51; summary following
Breytenbach, NT'S, 67; cf. Verséhnung, 60,
197-202. On ég1hackopot in the LXX see d.
Herrmann, ThWNT III, 315.25-41 and
Breytenbach, Versohnung, 86-92.
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45

46

47

48

49

NTS, 67f with reference to H.S. Versnel,
‘Quid Athenis et Hierosolymis?
Bemerkungen tiber die Herkunft von
Aspekten des “effective death”’, in J.W.
van Henten (ed.), Die Entstehung der
Jitdischen Martyrologie, StPB (Leiden: E.dJ.
Brill, 1989), 162-96.

NTS, 68, italies C8: On- pp." 68f
Breytenbach presents convincing reasons,
why it is impossible to assume the direct in-
fluence of the LXX-Leviticus concept of
‘propitiation for’ for the Unep of the death
formulae.

Marshall, ‘Meaning’, 259 observed in 1978:
‘It is a remarkable fact that most discus-
sions of the concept have explored the
means of reconciliation, the effects of rec-
onciliation, and the question whether men
are reconciled to God or vice versa, but lit-
tle has been said about the actual meaning
of the words involved’.

Verséhnung, 45-83; cf. the summary by

Breytenbach in NTS, 62, 66. On
Breytenbach cf. the extensive summary
and criticism of Stuhlmacher,
‘Breytenbach’.

On Graeco-Roman religious usage
Brevtenbach notes: ‘Eine relevante
Ubertragung der Terminologie auf

religiose Sachverhalte ist nach Plato
(Symp. 193B) — die urchristliche Literatur
und das griechisch schreibende Judentum
ausgenommen - bislang nicht belegt.
Angesichts der Spérlichkeit der sowieso
sehr frihen Belege (sonst nur Soph-
okles Ai 744) ist dies auch nicht zu
erwarten’; similarly F. Blachsel, ThRWNT I,
(252-60) 254.16-19: «xoteihately und
kutuiratectear spielt in der griechischen
und hellenistischen heidnischen Religion
auch in ihren Sithneriten keine
wesentliche Rolle’. While there are many
occurrences in secular contexts, there are
but a few examples of the religious usage
which is prevalent in Paul; cf. the Goppelt,
‘Versohnung’, 149. :

We follow the summary of Stuhlmacher,
Theologtie I, 318. An example of this diplo-
matic/political usage is found in the vari-
ant @ of Codex “D dnt Aects i 112:22:
KatoAiayevtog 8¢ avtov to1g Tuptlolg O ¢
dnuog énegovet; cf. the severe criticism of
this identification by Stuhlmacher,
‘Breytenbach’.

Cf. Breytenbach’s summary in NTS, 63f
and Schroter, Verséhner, passim (sum-
mary p. 319).
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50

51

52

53

E.g. Goppelt, ‘Versohnung’, 149; F.
Biichsel, ThWNT I, (252-60) 253.23-35,
254.4-14 (secular usage), 254.15-30 (reli-
gious usage); Morris, Preaching, 215-19
(limited to occurrences in the LXX, Rab-
binic sources, Josephus and 2 Macc); Mar-
shall, ‘Meaning’, 259-262 (detailed
treatment of the occurrences in 2 Macc 1:5;
5:20; 7:18,32f,37f; 8:29; cf. 4 Mace 7:28f;
17:22, for discussion see below).

Pp. 23-76. However, Porter’s goal is not the
elucidation of the conceptual background
(as is the case with Breytenbach’s history of
tradition approach) but inquiry into and
classification of the grammatical usage of
the word group. Porter argues Paul ‘is the
first known writer to use katoAlocow in the
active voice in which the offended party in a
relationship (i.e. God) as (grammatical) sub-
ject takes the initiative in effecting reconcili-
ation between himself and the offended
party’ (back cover).

Verséhnung, 99; cf. pp. 60, 85, 88-91. He
summarises the three main arguments for
this thesis in NT'S, 60f; cf. also p. 65.
Theologie I, 318. Stuhlmacher concedes the
validity of the first quotation but counters:
aber die deutschen Worte Versthnung
(Versithnung) und verséhnen (versithnen)
driicken trotzdem sehr prézis aus, worum
es nach Paulus (und Kol 1,15-20) von Gott
her bei der Sendung Jesu gegangen ist und
geht: um die endzeitliche Neubegriindung
der eijrhvnh zwischen der Schépfung und
ihrem Schopfer durch den Sithnetod und
die Auferweckung Christi (p. 320).

54 NTS, 61; cf. Versohnung, 95-100.
55 NTS, 61f; cf. Versohnung, 69f. For various

LXX renderings of khphr cf. J. Herrmann,
ThWNT III, 302.4-26 and B. Lang,
ThWAT 1V, 306.

56 NTS, 66.

57

‘Verséhnung', 149, italics CS. Goppelt, pp.
149-53, discusses the peace brought about
by reconciliation against the background
of contemporary Graeco-Roman notions,
esp. p. 153; cf. Breytenbach, Verséhnung,
144f; E. Dinkler, ‘Friede’, RAC VIII, 434-
505; idem, eipyvn: Der urchristliche
Friedensgedanke, SHAW.PH (Heidelberg:
C. Winter, 1973).

58 NTS, 62; quoting as examples Philo, Vita

59

Mosis 2.166: Jos. As. 11:18; For secular ex-
amples of amnesty cf. Breytenbach,
Versohnung, 55 (Diodor XIV 34.6), 57
(Appian of Alexandreia).

Cf. the brief consideration in Verséhnung,
134 (merely four lines)!

60

61
62

63

68

69

70

71

72

NTS, 68, italics CS; cf. Versohnung, 125-
29, 155-59, 193-215.

NTS, 70; Versohnung, 60, 206f.

NTS, 70. Support for this claim is given on
pp. 68f; cf. our n. 45 and the extensive de-
fence of this position in Verséhnung, 205-
15.

Paul, 190. After listing 2 Cor 5:14f among
other passages Goppelt, ‘Versohnung’ 153
comments: ‘Dieses “Fir alle” bedeutet im
Bekenntnis: Jesu Sterben war
stellvertretende Sithne zugunsten aller’;
cf. Stuhlmacher, Gerechtigkeit, 75. For
criticism of taking Unep as an indication of
substitutionary propitiation see above.

Cf. Stott, Cross, 199. Note his explanation
of both prepositions.

Cross, 199f.

Cross, 202.

‘Gott’, 8. Similarly in ‘Erwagungen’, 188:

‘... Gottes Versohnungstat als Tilgung der
“Ubertretungen” und somit als
Sithnegeschehen charakterisiert’. On v. 21
Hofius adds: ‘Mit diesen Worten legt
Paulus nunmehr explizit dar, was in V.
19a.b bereits anklang: Die Verséhnungstat
geschah im stellvertretenden Siithnetod
des stindlosen Christus’.
In ‘Erwigungen’, 190 Hofius writes:
Das aber geschah dadurch, daB er die
Ubertretungen der Siinder dem stindlosen Christus
anrechnete und ihn stellvertetend far die
Schuldigen die Folge ihrer Siinde, das Todesgericht
treffen lie3. Indem sich die Unheilsmacht der Stiinde
auf Christus konzentrierte und an ihm auswirkte,
wurden die Siinder in die Heilssphare der
dikuioouvn Deov, der rettenden Heilsmacht Gottes,
versetzt.

Cf. Paulus, der Bote Jesu: Eine Deutung
seiner Briefe an die Korinther, 4. ed.
(Stuttgart: Calwer, 1969), 566.

‘Gott’, 8. For the OT background Hofius re-
fers to Gese, ‘Siithne’. Goppelt,
“Versohnung’, 147f discusses the German
terms involved. He comments on 2 Cor
5:21: ‘Das Gotteshandeln, das ihn sithnend
und stellvertretend den Tod des Stinders
sterben lief3 ..." (155).

‘Gott’, 10; cf. the literature cited by Hofius
in his n. 37. In ‘Erwiagungen’, 194-96 he
discusses and rejects various proposals for
the origin of Paul’s concept of reconcilia-
tion and argues that Paul was dependent
on Isa 52:13-53:12 (pp. 196-99).

On the notion of exchange cf. Stott, Cross,
200. Diogn. 9 expresses this idea: ‘O sweet
exchange (tng yiuvkewvag aviariayng)! O
unsearchable operation! ... that the wick-
edness of many should be hid in a single
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Righteous One, and that the righteousness
of One should justify many transgressors’;
cf. avtaiiaype in Matt 16:26; Mark 8:37.
In some cases [kxoatloilacocw means
‘(ex)change’; ef. our n. 8 and F. Biichsel,
ThWNT 1, 252.6, 254.8f.

73 Rémer I, 240, italics CS. On Rom 5:10

74
75

76

Wilckens refers to 2 Cor 5:21: ‘Denn dort

wird in V 21 ausgefithrt, worin die

Versohnung begriindet ist: im Siithnetod

Christi mit seiner

Rechtfertigungswirkung’ (p. 298); cf.

Wilckens’ valuable reflections on cultic-

propitiatory understanding of the death of

Christ today, pp. 242f.

Theologie 1, 296; cf. also p. 338.

Theologie I, 195. Stuhlmacher continues:
Wie in Rém 4,25 wird auch in 2 Kor 5,21 die
Entsithnung der Siinder durch die von Gott ins
Werk gesetzte stellvertretende Lebenshingabe Jesu
von Jes 53,5.11-12 her als Akt der seinsgriindenden
Rechtfertigung interpretiert: Die Stinder gewinnen
durch die vom Gottesknecht vollbrachte Opfertat

ein neues Sein, das sie an der Gerechtigkeit Gottes
partizipieren 146t.

Cf. his treatment of the passage on p. 296
and reference to K. Koch, ThWAT II, 867.
Cf. the discussion and criticism of Thrall, 2

Corinthians, 440f (quoted below);
Breytenbach, Verséhnung, 203 and
Stuhlmacher’s meagre response in

‘Breytenbach’, 345 (not refuting B’s argu-
ments); cf. also T.K. Abbott, ‘Has POIEIN
in the New Testament a Sacrificial Mean-
ing?’, JBL 9, 1890, 136-52.

In his 1966 monograph Gerechtigkeit,
75, n. 1, Stuhlmacher wrote: ‘Dal duaptia
hier nicht das Siindopfer bezeichnet,
haben mit Recht Bachmann und Windisch
z. St. betont’. He argued that Paul used
apoptie ‘um den Machtcharakter der
Stinde zum Ausdruck zu bringen. ... Gott
selbst hat den Sundlosen der Siinde
preisgegeben und zum Erweis der Siinde
schlechthin gemacht’; cf. pp. 77f, n. 2.
Theologie I, 319f; cf. his definition on p. 338.
Theologie I, 196; cf. p. 193 for definition of
‘inkludierende Stellvertretung’, also pp.
337f. For Jesus’ own understanding of his

death see Stuhlmacher, ‘Jesus als
Verschner ..., Verséhnung, 9-26 and ‘Die
neue Gerechtigkeit in der Jesus-

verkiindigung’, Versohnung, (43-65) 55-61.

78 2 Corinthians, 409. Schroter, Verséhner,

293 observes on the relation between v. 14
and vs. 18-21: ‘.. es darf somit
geschlufifolgert werden, daB das &
Xpiotov’, ebenso wie das v Xpiote, in 2
Kor 5.18f in derselben Weise, wie Rém 5.10
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79

80

81

82
83
84

85
86

an 3.25 anknupft, nun seinerseits die Rede
vom Tod Christi aus V. 14 aufnimmt und
fortfithrt’. Cf. Breytenbach, Verséhnung,
125-29, 197-202 for detailed criticism.
Thrall, 2 Corinthians, 435 notes: ‘It is
through sinfulness that they have become
estranged and hostile ..., and reconciliation
must entail the removal of this barrier to
friendly relations. How this was made pos-
sible we learn from v. 21°; cf. p. 439. Cf.
Breytenbach, Verséhnung, 134f.
Kotaiiaoow, 142, Porter refers to M.D.
Hooker, ‘Interchange in Christ’, JThS NS
22,1971, 349 ‘who ranks it with Gal 3:13 as
Paul’s two most difficult statements’. On
vnep Porter notes: ‘Whereas the
substitutionary sense may be present here,
the sense of benefit, recognised by most
commentators, is certainly sufficient’.
Thrall, 2 Corinthians, 442 argues that
UmEp MUV means ‘as our representative’,
adding in a note: ‘It is rather more than
“for our benefit” ..., but “in our place” ...
may be a little too strong, in view of the
navreg anebavov of v. 147, For problems re-
garding the verb énoimcev see M.E. Thrall,
‘2 Cor 5.18-21: Reconciliation with God’,
ET 93, 1981/82, 229f and the fierce discus-
sion between Stuhlmacher, Theologie I,
195 (‘Breytenbach’, 345) and Breytenbach,
Verséhnung, 203.

Guoptie is interpreted as sin offering by:
Martin, Reconciliation, 157; J.D.G. Dunn,
‘Paul’s Understanding of the Death of Je-
sus’, in R.J. Banks (ed.), Reconciliation
and Hope: New Testament Essays on
Atonement and Eschatology. FS L.L. Mor-
ris (Grand Rapids: W.B. Eerdmans, 1974),
(125-41), 131-33; Wilckens, Romer I, 240;
L. Sabourin, ‘Christ Made “Sin” (2 Cor
5.21): Sacrifice and Redemption in the His-
tory of a Formula’, in S. Lyonnet, L.
Sabourin, (eds.), Sin, Redemption and Sac-
rifice: A Biblical and Patristic Study,
AnBib 48 (Rome: PBI, 1970), 187-296.

Cf. also Schréter, Versohner, 310-14 who
also surveyes interpretations of Rom 3:25;
4-95:18:3

For this identification see our n. 92.

2 Corinthians, 440. We found these argu-
ments for this understanding
Stuhlmacher; cf. the list of his contribu-
tions toward this end in Breytenbach,
Verséhnung, 160, n. 89.
Cf. the discussion
Versohnung, 159-66.
Breytenbach also observes that this inter-
pretation requires of the reader ‘beim

in Breytenbach,



Lesen von 2 Kor 5.21 und Rom 8.3 dem
griechischen Wort Guoptie jeweils einen
verschiedenen Sinn zuzuschreiben, ohne
daf} irgendetwas dem Leser diesen Wechsel
signalisiert. ... Es ist viel natiirlicher, dem
Wort duaptie tberall denselben Sinn
“Siinde” zuzuschreiben’, NTS , 73. Porter,
Katallavssw,142 adds °... this view is gen-
erally discredited ... because it requires a
sense unparalleled in the NT".

87 Thrall refers to P. Bachmann, Der zweite

Brief des Paulus an die Korinther, 4. ed.,
KNT 8 (Leipzig: A. Deichert, 1922), 273,
but  apparently is unaware of
Stuhlmacher’s explanation; cf. our n. 75.

88 2 Corinthians, 440f.
89 NTS, 73f; cf. Versohnung, 159-65.

Breytenbach, NT'S, 74f rightly questions
whether Paul’s Jewish contemporaries
still  would naturally assume the
‘theocentric concept of propitiation of the
priestly tradition’ (p. 74) when later Jew-
ish sources also display different concepts.
Such assumption requires demonstration;
cf. Breytenbach’s n. 52!

¢ The Death of Jesus and the New Testament Docirine of Reconciliation in Recent Discussion ©

abstractum pro concreto — unsere Identitat als
Siinder, wurde zum homo peccator.

93 NTS, 74, a ‘tempelkultische Sithnetheorie’;

cf. Versohnung, (199-202)199f.

94 NTS, 75f, italics CS. J. Herrmann, ThWNT

III, (300-24) gives a general OT survey
(302.4-303), one of cult related concepts of
propitiation (khphr in priestly traditions,
306.3-311.20) and of the ‘nicht
kulttechnischer Gebrauch von khphr’
(304.1-306.2); cf. also B. Lang, ThWAT IV,
303-18 and Breytenbach’s survey in
Verséhnung, 199f.

95 NTS, 717, italics, CS; cf. Verséhnung 205-

15. Breytenbach continues on p. 78 (NT'S):

Die Vorstellung, daBl der Gottessohn, der nicht
unter dem Fluch des Gesetzes war (Gal 4.4-5),
anstelle der Verfluchten zum Fluch wurde (Gal
3.13), ist dem Gedanken, dafi einer der keine Siinde
kannte, anstelle der Siinder zu Stinder wurde (2 Kor
5.21) parallel. Der Eine starb als Gerechter (Rom
5.18) anstelle der Gottlosen (Rom 5.6), d.h. anstelle
aller (2 Kor 5.14).

96 Might 2 Sam 21:1-14 not be understood as

an incident of substitutionary death? Com-
pare all the instances listed by dJ.

90 NTS, 75; n.b. n. 53!
91 Thrall, 2 Corinthians, 441, italics CS.
92 2 Corinthians, 441f. Porter, ketaAhucco,

Herrmann, ThRWNT III, 304.1-306.2.
97 NTS, 78; cf.Versohnung, 207-15. Isaiah 53

142 summarises:

Most commentators ... see a sense in which either
the abstract is used for the concrete or, on the basis
of the chiastic structure of the clause and the previ-
ous sense of Guaptiay, ‘God is said to have identified
Christ with man’s sin’ ... Whereas in the above hu-
mans were seen as sinners who did not have their
transgressions counted against them, here it is
stated by Paul that Christ, who is depicted as know-
ing no sin, is said to have been made, appointed or
designated sin, i.e. their transgressions are counted
against him.
Similarly Schroter, Verséhner, 315: “... dal3
die Siinde verurteilt wird, weil nur so
Gerechtigkeit geschaffen werden kann.
Deshalb wird Christus ... auch nicht zum
Siindopfer oder zum Siinder , sondern zur
Siinde schlechthin’ (further developed on
pp. 315f). However, not all interpreters
take these different understandings to be
mutually exclusive. H. Merklein, ‘Paulus
und die Siinde’, in H. Frankemdolle (ed.),
Siinde und Erlosung im Neuen Testament,
QD 161 (Freiburg: Herder, 1996), (123-63;
further literature in n. 4!) 150 writes:
Paulus nutzt geschickt die unterschiedlichen
semantischen Nuancen des dpaptic -Begriffs.
Christus, der ‘die Siinde nicht kannte’, weil er nie
gesiindigt hat, kein Stinder ist und daher auch nicht
unter der Macht der Siinde steht: ihn hat Gott ‘far
uns zur Siinde gemacht’, d.h., indem er fiir uns zur
auuptia, zum ‘Stindopfer’ (in Analogie zu Lev 4.1-
5.13; 16) wurde, iibernahm er - dQueptie als

well accounts for the removal of sin which
is constitutive of reconciliation for Paul
(Schroter, Versohner, 306, 308); cf. vs.
5f,8,10-12. In view of the abhorrence to-
ward human sacrifice in the OT, it is not
surprising that the substitutionary propi-
tiatory death of the Servant of God is pre-
sented as an event independent of the
temple cull (Breytenbach, NTS, 75;
Versohnung, 200, without drawing conclu-
sions from his observation). Compare 4
Mace 17:21f which interprets the not cult
related death of the martyrs as follows: ...
aviiyuyov yeyovotug Ttng tou  €Bvoug
GUOPTIOG. KO1 010 TOV UiOTOS TV eVoePfmv
£KElVOV Kol Tou Lhaotnpiov tov Bavatou
avtov; note the introductory modification
wonep in v. 21; cf. the studies in our n. 42.
Despite this abhorrence, sacrifical lan-
guage occurs perhaps in Isa 53:5-7,10-12.
Breytenbach, Verséhnung, 212 denies any
cultic reference:
Nun geht es in Jes 52,153-53.12 LXX nicht um einen
Siithnevollzug, der sich im Kult abspielt. Fiir den
hebraischen Text kénnte man noch uber das
Schuldopfer (’shm) einen kultischen Bezug
herstellen. In der LXX aber bezieht sich die
Wendung ¢av 6mte mept apeptiog (53,10) nicht mehr
auf den Gottesknecht. Ohnehin zeigen Ausdriicke
wie TNy, MUACKLE, TOPVOS, KUKOOTS und pwing,
dai es sich hier um Misshandlung, Verwundung
(tpuvuaniiey) und Peinigung (6duvawm) handelt.
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Does Breytenbach’s proposal consider suffi-
ciently that the emphasis in Isa 53 is not on
the Servant’s substitutionary death for oth-
ers but on his substitutionary bearing of the
sin of others (uwv. TOU AooOvL ROV, TVTOV,
norrwv)? The reference avd” Gv mapedodn
ei¢c Oavatov 1) puyn autov without immediate
reference to sininv. 12ais repeatedin v. 12b
with such a reference: kot dw tog Guoptiog
attov Tepedovtn.

While otherwise very conscious of verbal
links and the significance of set terms for a
specific concept, Breytenbach fails to ex-
plain why Isa 53 does not contain a single oc-
currence of the preposition tnep (even the
two avti of v. 9 are used differently). It is dif-
ficult to accept Breytenbach’s conclusion
inVerséhnung, 212: ‘Fur Paulus, der den
Christus als den Gekreuzigten verkiindete
(1 Kor 1.18-23), lag nahe, die Formel
yprotog amoluvely Umep Nuwv von Jes 53
LXX her zu verstehen, zumal dies im
Jesajabuch stand, das er oft zitierte'.
Nowever, neither ypiotoc nor anolvnoko,
anobavelv nor vmep oceur in Isa 53!

The purpose of the Servant’s death,
namely the removal of sin, is expressed
through other prepositions or other construc-
tions: Tag GuapTIaS NUOV eepel(v. 4); da Tac
avopiag (v. B); KUplog TupedmKey adToV TULC
auaptialg (v. 6); (no TV AVOUIMV TOV AUOU
pov Mxbn eic Ouvutov (v. 8) tuv dwte mept
aueptieg (v. 10) Kul TUC GQUUPTIHS CUTOV
avtog davoicel (v. 11); avtog Guoptiug
moAlov avnveykey (v. 12); kot e Tog
apaptiag etV Tupedodn (v. 12).
Verséhner, 316, included quotation from
Wilckens, Romer I, 240. Schriter summa-
rises his argument (316f):

So ist es auch kein Zufall, dafl Paulus in 2 Kor 5,21
die Tauschvorstellung einfithrt ... Aus unserer
Stelle erhellt jedenfalls, dafi zur Herstellung von
Gerechtigkeit ein Ausgleich geschaffen werden
mulf, der die Forderung nach einem Ausgleich fiir
die Siinde begleicht (wie auch Rém 5,6-8). Denn
nach der Auffassung des jidischen Gesetzes — die
Paulus naturlich teilt — 1st der Tod die Folge der
Siinde. Die Voraussetzung fur diesen ‘Handel’ war
deshalb, daf3 Christus selbst bisher in keiner Weise
von dem Bereich der Siinde affiziert worden war. So
konnte er den Part ibernehmen, den bisher wir zu
spielen hatten, wodurch wir sozusagen frei waren,
die Stelle zu wechseln und seinen freigewordenen
Platz einzunehmen. Die Denkvoraussetzung ist
hier also, dafl durch den Tod eines Gerechten
Kapazititen freigesetzt werden, die zum Heil von
Stndern wirken konnen. .. (p. 319:) Aufgrund
dieser Erwagungen ist fur den V. 21 die
Tauschvorstellung als eine Form zugespitzier
Stellvertretung als Deutungshorizont des Todes
Christi anzunehmen (italics CS).
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‘Meaning’, 264, italics CS; cf. also p. 266.
Stott, Cross, 197f also refers to enmity
and wrath on God’s side. This contention
raises the issue as to what is needed to
overcome it.

Cf. C. Gunton, ‘Sthne 3. Systematisch-
theologisch’, EKL, 3. ed., IV, 55T7f;
Wilckens, Rémer I, 234f.

Cf. the material in Breytenbach,

Versohnung, 196-215 and B. Janowski,
‘Stithne 1. AT und Judentum’, EKL, 3. ed.,
IV, 552-55.
‘Meaning’, 271; cf. Marshall’s interpreta-
tion of these passages on pp. 261f;
Goppelt, ‘Verséhnung’, 150: ‘Dieses
spérliche Reden von Versohnung in seiner
judischen Umwelt hat Paulus sicher nicht
veranlafit, sondern es ihm héchstens
erleichtert, Christi Werk als Versohnung
zu deuten’. The contrast between the us-
age in Paul and 2 Macecabbes has been ob-
served frequently; cf. Breytenbach,
Verséhnung, 69f; Porter, xatailacow, 61f.
In this context Marshall suggests: ‘The
point is beyond proof, but there is a high
degree of probability that the Jewish mar-
tyr tradition, which surfaces in this par-
ticular form in 2 Maccabees, has provided
the catalyst to the development of Paul’s
use of the category of reconciliation’.
Breytenbach, NT'S, 64f observes the dif-
ferences between Paul’s use and the ex-
ceptional religious usage of 2 Maccabees
and denies any link:
Der einzig gemeinsame Punkt zwischen Paulus’
Gebrauch und dem der anderen hellenisierten
Juden ist eigentlich lediglich die Ubertragung der
Terminologie auf das durch Siinde gestorte
Verhaltnis zwischen Gott und Mensch. Meines
Erachtens handelt es sich wum parallele
Erscheinungen und man kann nicht sagen, daf} die
traditionsgeschichtlichen Urspriinge der
urchristlichen Verséhnungsvorstellung sich durch
die Belege im 2. Makkabéerbuch, bei Philo und
Josephus erkldren lassen. Paulus kannte die
griechische Sprache nicht aus dem 2.
Makkabéerbuch oder von Philo her ,.. (Er) hat
selbst die allgemein verbreitete

Verschnungsterminologie und die damit
verbundene Vorstellung iibertragen ...".

Cf. the criticism of Stuhlmacher,
‘Breytenbach’, 345-47 and the study of
J.W. van Henten (our n. 42).

103 Cf. Breytenbach’s observation of the

104

granting of amnesty in secular contexts of
reconciliation, Verséhnung, 55, 57, 134;
our n. 58f.

The spoils mentioned in the previous
verse (cf. vs. 25,27) were either distrib-
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106

107

108
109

110

11

112

uted to those who had been tortured and
to the widows and orphans or were kept
by the fighters and their children. The
spoils were not used for sacrifices (ef. 1
Sam 15:14f) in order to move God to rec-
onciliation.

Cf. our n. 97; Breytenbach, Versohnung,

201; for 3 Macec 2:32 see Porter,
Kataiiacaw, 62.
Stuhlmacher, ‘Breytenbach’, 34547

presents a strong case that Paul was influ-
enced by the religious language of Helle-
nistic Judaism rather then by secular
Graeco-Roman notions of reconciliation.
In view of these observations it seems
promising to examine the context of other
Jewish occurrences of kutuiiuoccwm, ktl.
(ef. the survey in Breytenbach,
Verséhnung, 69-81  and Porter,
ratalhocow, 41-48, 60-64).

Cf. Ridderbos, Paul, 192.

Breytenbach, NT'S, passim refers to this
verse, however, without relating it to 2
Cor 5:18-21; cf. Versohnung, 196-202,
210

Cf. Thrall, 2 Corinthians, 442-44;
Stuhlmacher, Gerechtigkeit; Wilckens,
Rémer I, 202-33 (bibliography, pp. 202f);
A.E. McGrath, ‘Justification’, PDL, 517—
23; K. Kertelge, EWNT 11, 784-810 (re-
cent literature in col. 1146). On 2 Cor 5:21
Kertelge writes: ‘Gott teilt seine
siindenvergebende und den Bund
erneuernde Gerechtigkeit den Menschen
mit; diese Heilszuwendung Gottes und
damit der “Erweis seiner Gerechtigkeit”
ist durch den stellvertretenden Stihnetod
Jesu moglich geworden’. Cf. also
Stuhlmacher, Gerechtigkeit, 74-77, 207-
10 and passim and H. Merklein, ‘Die
Bedeutung des Kreuzestodes Jesu fiir die
paulinische Gerechtigkeits- und
Gesetzesthematik’, in idem, Studien zu
Paulus und Jesus, WUNT 43 (Tibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 1987), 1-106.

E.g. Breytenbach, Verséhnung; Hofius,
‘Erwédgungen’, 186. :

Cf. P.T. O’Brien, Colossians, Philemon,
WBC 44 (Milton Keynes: Word, 1987), xli-
liv and the introductions of D. Guthrie,
New Testament Introduction, 3. ed. (Lon-
don: Tyndale, 1970), 551-55; D.A. Carson,
D.J. Moo, L. Morris, An Introduction to
the New Testament (Leicester: Apollos,
1992), 331-34; W.G. Kimmel, Einleitung
in das Neue Testament, 21. ed. (Berlin:
EVA, 1989), 298-305 and T. Zahn,
Einleitung in das Neue Testament, 3. ed.

(Leipzig: A. Deichert, 1906), I, 312-22,
328-T1.

113 For their significant contribution in other

114

115
116

117
118

119

120

121
122

areas, e.g. the horizontal plane of reconcil-
iation or its cosmic dimension cf. Stott,
Cross, 194-96.

Paul, 187f. His discussion closes with the
various criticisms that have been levelled
against this understanding (Paul, 188f).
Paul, 188. The second included quotation
is from Col 1:20.

‘Versohnung’, 321; cf. his treatment of
Eph 2:14-18 on pp. 321-25. What other
indicators for the understanding of 2:16
can be found in Eph 1:1-2:15?

Cf. P. Stuhlmacher, ‘Sithne 2. NT’, EKL,
3. ed., IV, (5565-57) H56.

J.B. Lightfoot, St. Paul’s Epistles to the
Colossians and to Philemon (repr. Pea-
body: Hendrickson, 1987), 162 discusses
why the words g cupxog avtov have
been added to &v 1o copatt in 1:22: ‘To
combat a false spiritualism which took of-
fence at the doctrine of an atoning sacri-
fice. But for this purpose they would not
have been adequate, because they are not
explicit enough’. Lightfoot does not com-
ment on 610 TOL ULLETOS TOL GTALPOL ELVTOL
in 1:20.

So e.g. Swarat. Cf. L.L. Morris, ‘Sacrifice’,
NDT, 608f and O. Bocher, EWNT I, 88—
93, who summarises the OT connotations
(cols. 88f). His section on the blood of Je-
sus opens with the claim ‘Als blutiges
Opfer deutet das N'T' den Tod Jesu. In den
Aussagen des NT tber Jesu Blut gipfeln
alle Hoffnungen antiker Frommigkeit auf
die reinigende wund sitindentilgende
Wirkung des Opferbluts’ (col. 92).
katarhooow, 177, 179; cf. idem, ‘Peace,
Reconciliation’, DPL, (695-99) 697f: ‘The
work of Christ as a sacrifice upon the cross
is the means or instrument by which rec-
onciliation is brought about ...".
Kataliacow, 179, italics CS.
‘Redemption’, NDT, 560. Cf. L.L. Morris,
‘Redemption’, DPL, 784-86; see W.
Haubeck, Loskauf durch Christus:
Herkunft, Gestalt und Bedeutung des
paulinischen Loskaufmotivs, TVG 317
(GieBen: Brunnen; Witten: Bundesverlag,
1985), 188-94 on Col 1:14 and his excellent
discussion of ‘Das Motiv des Loskaufs im
Zusammenhang des paulinischen
Sithneverstéindnisses’, pp. 321-31. For for-
giveness of sins cf. L.L. Morris, ‘Forgive-
ness’, DPL, 311-13 and R.P. Martin,
‘Reconciliation and Forgiveness in
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Colossians’, in R.J. Banks (ed.), Reconcilia-
tion and Hope: New Testament Essays on
Atonement and Eschatology. FS L.L. Morris
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1974), 104-24.
CfNT G20 ied 524

P. 267, italics CS. Compare the similar
conclusion by Porter, kotuiiacow,179
and his thorough treatment of Col 1:20,22
on pp. 170-85. See also E. Lohse, Die
Briefe an die Kolosser und an Philemon,
KEK IX.2 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1968), 102, n. 5.

Lehrbuch, 304. Weiss observes: ‘Wie das
vergossene Blut des Tieres das Zeichen
seiner gewaltsamen, um des Opfers willen
vollzogenen T6tung war, so war das Blut
Christi das Zeichen des gewaltsamen
Todes, den er um der Sinde willen
erlitten  hatte’. J. Gnilka, Der
Kolosserbrief, HThK IX.1 (Freiburg:
Herder, 1980), 76 notes: ‘Der Ausdruck
Blut lenkt die Aufmerksamkeit auf das
gewaltsam genommene Leben und deutet
die Sithnkraft der Lebenshingabe an. Als
Deutung des Todes Jesu wurzelt er
letztlich in der Abendmahlsiiberlieferung
(Mk 14,24 parr.)’.

O. Bocher, EWNT I, (88-93) 91 refers to
Matt 23:35/Luke 11:50; Mark 14:24; Acts
22:20; Rom 3:15; Rev 16:6; also Matt
27:6,8 (cf. v. 4); Acts 1:19; Heb 12:4.

Cf. Lightfoot, Colossians, 162; Gnilka,
Kolosserbrief, 90f.

However, Lohse, Kolosser, 107f and
O’Brien, Colossians, 68f argue for legal
rather than cultic categories.

This debate also raises interesting meth-
odological issues: 1. How legitimate is it to
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131

assume what is said clearly by one author

in one passage also for other writings of

the same author? To what extent can a

certain concept be assumed without the

occurrence of the specific terminology in-
dicative of it? Can students ever venture
beyond assumptions? 2. What is the rela-
tionship between an author’s underlying
conceptual framework and his concrete
statements? How can conclusions be

drawn from the latter to the former in a

reflected and legitimate manner? Cf. the

stimulating considerations in T.L.

Donaldson, Paul and the Gentiles: Re-

mapping the Apostle’s Convictional World

(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1997; cf. my re-

view in CBQ 61, 1999, 151-53).

Paul apparently was the first to use the

verb dnokatailaoccm and his use of previ-

ously known words of the reconciliation
word group was likewise unique.

Paul, 192. Cf. Schréter, Verséhner, 309:
Denn wenn der unmittelbare Kontext nicht auf den
Aspekt ‘Sithne’ schlielen 1aBt, so wiire der Beweis
anzutreten, dal} dieser als ein Grundmuster der
paulinischen  Christologie fungiert und die
verschiedenen Aussagen von Paulus iiber den Tod

Christi  deshalb letztlich alle auf den
Sithnegedanken zuriickzufithren sind.

Helpful discussion of our subject is offered by

the

Tubingen ‘Evangelicals’ in V. Géckle

(ed.),Warum das Kreuz: Die Frage nach der

Bedeutung des

Todes “ddesuy T 0 GIENG:

Orientierung (Wuppertal: R. Brockhaus,
1998), see H. Schmid, ‘Die Moglichkeit der
Stihne nach dem Gesetz des Mose’; R.
Albrecht, ‘Stithne in Jesaja 53’; V. Gickle,
‘Stthne und Versohnung bei Paulus’.



