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REVIEWS 
Etudes sur L' Epitre aux Romains. By STANISLAS LYONNET. 

Pp. xi+ 388. (Analecta Biblica, 120.) Rome: Editrice Pon
tifico Istituto Biblico, 1989. L. 48,ooo. 

THESE twenty-two studies present an impressive legacy of an 
extended engagement with Romans. Originally published between 
1955 and 1981 and selected by Pere Lyonnet himself, they repres
ent his own judgement about what constitutes his most important 
work in the epistle. The sequence is not chronologically ordered 
but begins with a study of 'the universalism' of Romans (1961) 
and ends with a discussion of issues involved in producing an 
ecumenical translation, with notes, of Romans (1967). In between 
are exegetical studies dealing with passages and problems in every 
chapter of Romans up to 13: 8-ro. Interspersed are thematic 
pieces appropriately placed; e.g. 'The Natural Knowledge of God' 
appears before the study of Rom. 2: 29; 'The Problem of Original 
Sin in the New Testament' comes before the study of the pivotal 
l:<j>' Ql (Rom. 5: 12) in the Greek Fathers. The selection clearly 
reveals that P. Lyonnet's interests focused on Paul's theology, 
rather than on his paraenesis or on the circumstances that elicited 
this letter. The book and Lyonnet himself are introduced by 
Albert Vanhoye, SJ (apparently the editor); indices of quotations, 
authors, Hebrew and Greek terms, are added, as well as a biblio
graphy to supply the full data for works cited in Lyonnet's 
footnotes. 

One appreciates better what these studies represent if one bears 
in mind that they began to be published before Vatican 11 by a 
learned Orientalist whose specialization was Armenian and Georg
ian, and who brought to his exegetical work both traditional philo
logical exactness and extensive knowledge of patristic and 
medieval interpretation. Nor are Luther and Calvin neglected. 
Given the time frame within which these studies first appeared, 
it is not surprising that they illumine Romans by relating it to the 
Old Testament, on the one hand, and to the Church's exegetical/ 
theological tradition, on the other. The Hellenistic side of Paul 
does not appear. For example, the analysis of Rom. r: r8-23 ('The 
Natural Knowledge of God') pays no attention to Stoic parallels, 
but does provide a ten-page discussion of Rom. I: 20-3 at 
Vatican I. Nor is early Judaism's influence on Paul's thought given 
as much attention as one might expect, and the literature from 
Qumran plays no role, and makes no appearance at all in the index 
of passages. 

The index of authors confirms the impression given by the 
footnotes: that many of these studies were concluded before the 
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ferment generated by Kasemann's studies of God's righteousness 
in Paul and of the role of apocalyptic in early Christianity
though it would not be unfair to expect the essay on 'Rom. 
8: 19-22 and the Redemption of the Universe' (1966) to have 
taken note of them. In fact, the Bibliography of 330 items includes 
but ten pertaining to Paul and Romans published after 1950 by 
German scholarship. Anglo-Saxon work fares even worse: four 
items published after 1950. The author cited most often by far is 
'the angelic Doctor' (Thomas Aquinas)-including evidence that 
he too understood Rom. 3: 28 to mean sola fide. Lyonnet did not 
deliberately avoid the work of German colleagues, as the many 
references to Kiimmel's study of Rom. 7 show in the discussion 
of the history of salvation in this chapter. 

Serious students of Romans, especially of the history of its 
interpretation, will find these essays valuable precisely becau~e 
they show what was achieved by an earlier generation of Cathohc 
scholarship which not only infused its learning with serious theo
logy and a generous ecumenical spirit but, by focusing intently 
on the text in the context of Scripture, also subtly engaged its 
tradition over basic issues in Romans. Though devoid of form and 
redaction critical concerns, as well as religionsgeschichtliche issues, 
it was this scholarship which made it possible for the next genera
tion, working in changed circumstances, to come into its own and 
to flourish . The publication of this collection should assure that 
such work will not be forgotten. 

LEANDER E. KECK 

The Rhetoric of Righteousness in Romans J. 2r-26. By 
DouGLAS A. CAMPBELL. Pp. 272. (Journal for the Study 
of the New Testament, Supplement Series, 65.) Sheffield: 
JSOT Press, 1992. ISBN x 85075 294 X. £3s/$6o. 

WITH seven OtK-words, four references to individual faith, and 
at least one to free grace, Rom. 3: 21-6 is potentially Paul's most 
'Protestant' passage. But on Dr Campbell's reading it looks very 
different. He removes three of the four traditional references to 
believers' faith, and refers these instead to Christ's 'faithfulness'; 
reinterprets the idea of 'justification' in non-forensic terms; and 
relegates the statement that '[all] are justified freely' to a paren
thesis where it completes an aside into which Paul had been 
draw~ as he dictated the text (p. 177). If this exegesis were valid, 
then it would certainly be logical to conclude, as Campbell does, 
that 'justification and the doctrine of justification by faith are not 
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present [in the passage] at all' (p. 202). Unfortunately we are given 
n~ further guidance in this book on whether 'justification by faith' 
mtght then also be absent from Rom. 3: 28 and 5: 1, which look 
to 3: 21-6 as a foundation even on Campbell's own estimation 
(p. II n. I). 
. '!'he book, which is based on a Toronto dissertation, includes 
m tts second chapter an.in~lO;ative syntactic~} proposal (partially 
repr?duced below). Thts ts mtended to factlitate the smoother 
rea?mg of the text as a single complex sentence, composed in its 
e~ttrety by Paul. hi~self, in ~n 'elevated style' (as defined by 
~tcero, p. 82) whtch ts suscepttble to analysis by classical rhetor
tcal t~e~ry. Th~s chapter makes a useful contribution on rhetoric 
ev~n tf tts spectfic p.roposals are open to question. Exegetically it 
bmlds up?n an~ .remforces the results of chapter I, specifically 
Campb~ll s. dectswn ~o re~er 1ticrnc; to Christ's 'faith(fulness)' 
every ttme tt occurs m thts passage-not only when 1ticrnc; is 
followed by the dependent genitives 'I11croO (XptcrtoO) in vv. 22 
and 26, but also when it occurs without XptcrtoO in v. 25 
~pp. ?2-?). The final two of the book's four chapters explore the 
tmphcattons of the structural proposal for the meaning of the 
passage's at?nement and righteousness terminology. These 
develop conststently from what has gone before, but their inde
pend~nt value will be limited for readers who have not been 
convmced by the first two chapters. 
. According to Campbell, the paragraph's theme is not justifica

tiOn but ~he revelati~n of God's eschatological saving right
eousnes~ m th~ Chns~ event. This theme is introduced by 
OtK(ltoO"UVTJ eeou 1tE<j>a.vepOl"C(lt in V. 21 and is then advanced not 
by the participle OtKa.toUjlEVOt ('[they are] being justified:) in 
V • 24a, but by the three OCCUrrences of Ottl + genitive in VV. 22b, 
24b, a~d 25? (~p. 90-5). This threefold combination of 1tE<j>a.vepro
ta.t wtth Ota. ( revealed through') in turn becomes the 'semantic 
spine' of the text: 

21 But now the final saving righteousness of God has been revealed 
[1t&cj><Xveprot<Xl] (apart from the works of law, although witnessed to 
by the law and the prophets): 

228 a righteousness of God 
22b revealed through [lh&] the faithfulness of Jesus Christ 22" for everyone 

h b 1' (22d L" • • ' w o e teves .or there ts no dtfference: 23 everyone sinned and 
lacks the gl~rious image of God, 248being saved [OtK<XlOUJ.l&vot] by his 
grace as a gtft); 

24b revealed through [ot&] the redemption which is in Christ Jesus 
258 h G d. ' w om o mtended to be a supremely atoning sacrifice for sin; 
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25brevealed through [ot&] the faithfulness in his bloody death; .... (cf. 
pp. xoo f., 203; italics added for words not in the Greek text) 

The striking idea of advancing the main thought by means of 
the three otti-clauses was originally suggested to Campbell by a 
fellow-student (p. 93 n. r), though Campbell was able to find some 
theoretical rhetorical support for the resulting epanaphora (i.e. 
repetition of a word, in this case otti, at the beginning of several 
clauses) in the Rhetorica ad Herennium and Quintilian (pp. 93-4). 
Unfortunately no attempt was made to support this by stylistic 
parallels elsewhere in Paul. Yet even if the structure could be 
shown to be stylistically plausible, serious exegetical questions 
would remain. The proposal requires that the idea associated with 
1tE<j><Xveprota.t be carried into three verses where the verb does not 
formally appear. I am not convinced that this works, or is in any 
way necessary, even in the first instance of v. 22b. Campbell's 
argument against the traditional interpretation is circular at this 
point. He imports 1te<j>a.veprota.t into v. 22, and then triumphantly 
announces that he has made nonsense of the traditional interpreta
tion, for 'the faith of the individual believer does not actually 
reveal the righteousness of God, that is, his eschatological saving 
righteousness' (p. 63; cf. 68 n. 2; 206 n. r; 207). The observation 
is valid, but the argument based on it could easily be turned 
around: Since individual faith does not reveal the righteousness 
of God, the idea associated with 1tE<j>a.veprota.t should not be 
imported into v. 22. That was Schlatter's reasoning (cf. also Wilck
ens, I, p. r87 n. 504); but Campbell has taken no note of it. In 
fact there is no reason to import the verb, since only the noun 
phrases in vv. 21 and 22 are in apposition. Verse 22 reads perfectly 
well as a verbless clause, especially on the subjective-genitive 
interpretation of otKa.wcr6vTJ 9eo0, which Campbell himself 
accepts. For then v. 22 contains a phrase with its own verbal 
dynamic: 'the (relational) righteousness effected by God' (as acting 
subject) (cf. Dunn, Romans, r66). The sense of vv. 21-2 would 
be: 'But now God's salvation has been revealed-the salvation 
effected by God (subjective genitive) though faith in Jesus Christ 
(objective genitive) for all believers'. Campbell's attempt to use 
the more recent subjective interpretation of OtK(lt00"UV11 eeoO to 
make trouble for the traditional objective understanding of 1ticrnc; 
XptcrtoO seems all the more strange, since the major exponents of 
the former have never had any trouble maintaining it in combina
tion with the latter (cf. Schlatter, Kiisemann, Stuhlmacher, Wilck
ens; in English Dunn, Ziesler, and most recently, D. Moo, Romans 

I-8 (1991)). 
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There are various other problems with the book: 
x. The general research is at times careless. For example, 

Campbell is clearly misinformed in thinking that Ulrich Wilckens 
is a Catholic (cf. p. I4I n. 2) and that Kiisemann got from 
Stuhlmacher the understanding of OtKCX.toO'UVll esou as 'God's 
right to his creation' (p. 25 n. I). In each case the correct informa
tion was right at Campbell's fingertips: Wilckens's Protestant 
affiliation is clearly stated on the back of his Romans commentary; 
and Campbell's own block quotation from Kiisemann's I96I essay 
(see p. I46) is itself enough to disprove his second claim. 

2. Campbell's grammatical arguments often do not make sense. 
What is a 'genitive l;v construction' (p. 2I6, line I9)? Why should 
the mere use of the nominative 9&6<; in v. 25 be enough to 'suggest 
that v. 25a is another aside, stylistically balancing v. 22c, but func
tioning parenthetically in terms of meaning' (p. I I7)? Why should 
Campbell want to suggest that OtKCX.WUJl&Vot is in the nominative 
case by 'attraction' to 1ttXVt&<; (p. IOO n. I, with an inappropriate 
reference to BDF §466; cf. p. 90, where 1ttXVt&<; is mistakenly called 
the 'antecedent' of OtKCX.toUJl&Vot), when he has already appro
priately cited BDF §468 (see p. 9I n. 3), which deals with parti
ciples in loose coordination with (not 'attraction to') their leading 
verbs? 

3· Campbell does not hesitate to attribute the exegetical results 
of those who disagree with him to their theological bias. For 
example, he accuses Professor Dunn of asserting 'the rather sub
jective and potentially deeply biased claims' 'of (neo-Protestant) 
theology ... over those of both the immediate context and gram
mar' in his reading of 1ttO'tt<; XptcrtoO (p. 66 n. 2, item 4). The 
charge seems rather rash, in the light of Dunn's acknowledged 
post-Sanders perspective; but however that may be, at least Dunn 
tried to deal with the relevant exegetical data. By contrast, when 
Campbell translates 6 EK 1ttO't&ro<; 111crou in v. 26 as 'the one who 
lives out of the faithfulness of Jesus' (p. 203; cf. pp. 66-7), he 
completely overlooks the important parallel construction oi EK 
1ttO't&ro<; in Gal. 3: 7, 9· Here, as in Rom. 4: I6, the Abraham-like 
faith of believers must be in view. It would seem, contra Campbell, 
that Paul always uses the expression 6 (oi) EK 1ttO't&ro<; to refer to 
believers and their faith, with or without dependent genitives such 
as 1110'00 or 'Appcx.&Jl. 

4· Campbell suggests that the subjective reading of 1ttcrtt<; 
Xptcrtou 'integrates well with contemporary scholarship's 
re-evaluation of the nature of first century J udaism' (pp. 6o-2, at 
p. 6I). But despite his disclaimer that he will not use this conson
ance with Judaism as evidence in support of the subjective inter-
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pretation, in the end Campbell still seems to raise the thorny issue 
of Paul and J udaism as a means for getting in one more jab against 
the traditional reading, with its four references to individual faith. 
As he puts it: 'for Paul to state, particularly to a Jewish or Jewish
taught audience, that God requires a response of faith .... would 
be not merely superfluous, but banal and perhaps even insulting 
(pp. 6I-2, italics added). But how can he know what a first-century 
Jew would have found 'superfluous' or 'insulting'? These are 
aesthetic judgements, as is clear from Campbell's own description 
of the traditional reading of v. 22 as 'almost amusingly redundant' 
(p. 35, italics added). And even if we could be sure of these 
judgements, how could we be sure that we are to interpret Paul 
in the way that makes him least insulting? Furthermore, how can 
Campbell hope to substantiate his claim that Paul presupposes 
the principle of believing faith and mentions it in Romans only 
'in passing' (p. 62 n. 2), when he himself never deals with the five 
mentions of 'faith' which are concentrated in Paul's next para
graph, Rom. 3: 27-3 I? Or does 1ttO'tt<; here also refer to Christ's 
'faithfulness'? 

Finally, Camp bell's statements about the 'banal', 'insulting', 
and 'heavy-handed' (cf. p. 58) nature of the Protestant Paul's 
emphasis on faith would seem to imply a certain guilt by associ
ation for modern interpreters who continue to hold some of the 
traditional exegetical positions. Yet it is not clear that Campbell 
is sufficiently in touch with recent developments to avoid a carica
ture of Protestant scholarship. He has clearly been a diligent 
student of recent North American trends in rhetorical criticism 
and Pauline theology; but as he does not cite any German literature 
later than I978, readers desiring an up-to-date international per
spective will have to look elsewhere. 

DANIEL P. BAILEY 

Judgment and Community Conflict. Paul's Use of Apocalyptic 
Judgment Language in I Corinthians J." s-4: 5· Edited by 
DAVID W. KucK. Pp. xiii+318. (Supplements to Novum 
Testamentum, 66.) Leiden: Brill, 1992. ISBN 
90 04 09510 1. Gld. 1so/$8s.71. 

THIS work is a revised version of the author's Ph.D. dissertation. 
It is a study of the way in which apocalyptic judgement ideas 
function in I Corinthians. It begins with a summary of recent 
scholarship on the subject and continues with chapters looking at 
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on Galatians and Romans thus misses the mark, in so far as it 
fails to recognize that the crucial question is whether salvation is 
by the atoning death of Jesus Christ or whether it is not. 

Seifrid is interested in many ancillary questions, and includes 
a number of long pieces on them, such as the integrity of Romans. 
He concludes with a discussion of the place of justification in 
Paul's total scheme of things. Wisely, he declines to find it as the 
centre from which everything else radiates, or as the peg upon 
which all else depends. Nevertheless it is central to the theology, 
and not simply a device to settle the issue whether Gentile 
believers need to be circumcised and abide by characteristically 
Jewish identity-markers. 

There seem to be three crucial questions which need to be asked 
about this thesis. The first is whether the Jewish texts he discusses 
do indeed exhibit synergism, and here much thought will need to 
be given to where the term 'salvific' is appropriate and where it 
is not. Put otherwise, when do conditions of remaining within the 
covenant people effectively become conditions of salvation? Much 
detailed work will also obviously need to be done in going over 
those passages in IQS and the Psalms of Solomon which he thinks, 
in opposition to E. P. Sanders, do envisage law-obedience as 
contributing to salvation. 

The second question is whether in his statements about the 
Law Paul is reacting against the above idea, one which he himself 
used to hold. Undoubtedly there are passages, e.g. Rom. 9: 30 f., 
which can be and have been interpreted in this way. It is also the 
case that they are susceptible to other interpretations. The third 
question is whether Seifrid is right to give the crucial role to the 
atoning death of Christ: it is by no means clear that in passages 
like Gal. I: IO-I7 and Phil. 3: 2-I 1 it does play such a role. 
Indeed it is a weakness of what seems to be the thesis that there 
is no passage where one can find the clearly explanatory link which 
the author needs. Moreover it is far from certain that Gal. 3: I 3 
can readily be taken to imply that at his conversion Paul came to 
see the cross as a death for the sins of others. 

If Seifrid's fundamental proposal has been correctly under
stood, for this reader it is not finally convincing. Nevertheless this 
is a generally well-written and well-documented work which is an 
important contribution to the contemporary study of Paul. 

J. A. ZIESLER 
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Der Tod Jesu als Heiligtumsweihe. Eine Untersuchung zum 
Umfeld der Siihnevorstellung in Romer J, 25-26a. By 
WoLFGANG KRAUS. Pp. x+342. (Wissenschaftliche 
Monographien zum Alten und Neuen Testament, 66.) 
Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1991. ISBN 
3 7887 1395 X. DM 72. 

INTERPRETATIONS of Rom. 3: 25 against the background of the 
Old Testament 'mercy seat' {1,,D:l,iA<XO"'tllP10V) have become 
increasingly common in German exegesis since P. Stuhlmacher's 
I975 essay on Rom. 3: 24-26. Dr Kraus intends an interpretation 
which includes all the concepts usually associated with the mercy 
seat (i.e. atonement and the appearance and presence of God), but 
which is not fixed or limited to these. Although his new idea is 
not immediately obvious from his translation-Kraus translates 
iA<XO"'tllPtOV in Rom. 3: 25 as 'place of atonement' ~iihneort), but 
so do other German scholars who have in mind only the mercy 
seat ~iihneort or Siihnestatte)-ultimately the important difference 
is not hard to detect: Kraus broadens the meaning of iA.etcr'tilptov 
(based on LXX usage), so that it comes to stand not merely for 
the 'mercy seat', but more generally for the concept of a 'place of 
atonement'. 

Then comes the new twist. If iMO"'tllPtOV means the central 
place of atonement, then as such it must represent the 'essence' 
or 'sum total' (lnbegriff, p. I 54) of any sanctuary-whether of the 
tabernacle, Ezekiel's eschatological temple, or the sanctuary at 
Bethel (all contexts where iA<XO"'tllPtOV comes up in the LXX, 
pp. 22-25). To say Jesus has been made the iA<XO"'tllPtOV or 'place 
of atonement' is therefore tantamount to saying he represents the 
essence of the sanctuary. In fact Jesus is the new sanctuary; and 
his death, as a blood ritual patterned on Lev. x6, and Ezek. 43 
and 45, effects the consecration or dedication of this sanctuary: 
Der Tod Jesu als Heiligtumsweihe (cf. 'Neuweihe', 'Initiation', 
p. 162). This theology of sanctuary consecration was taken up in 
a pre-Pauline formula, whose Jewishness Kraus is at pains to 
emphasize. The formula says: 

... that Jesus, in his death on the cross, was installed by God as the 
eschatological sanctuary; and that the sins which were committed previ
ously in the time of divine waiting, and which were until now only pushed 
aside, have thereby been put away [dadurch beseitigt wurden] .. The death 
of Jesus is thereby understood within the horizon of the expectatton at hand 
in early Judaism of a new (end-time) temple, as a place of atonement and 
the epiphany and presence of God. The formula says: this is Jesus in 
person; God himself has made him this. The eschatological Yom Kippur 
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took place on Good Friday . ... Yet the framework of what is possible 

within the broad spectrum of inner-Jewish theological thinking has not 

been left behind. Rather, the interpretation remains bound to a genuine 

early Jewish framework. (p. 163, italics original). 

In order to follow the argument leading up to the paragraph 

just quoted, we will have to skip over five of the book's twelve 

chapters (which deal with themes like martyr theology, Jesus' 

cleansing of the temple, Heiligtumsweihe in Hebrews and John, 

etc.) and focus almost exclusively on the pre-Pauline formula and 

its background, which is also Kraus's emphasis. 

The formula falls naturally into two halves. The idea of a newly 

consecrated sanctuary appears in the first half: o<; 7tpoetE9T) (a 

divine passive: 'who was installed' [by God]) iA.etcrtflpwv EV t<'!> 

Ctt>toO Ctlj.!Cttt. The 'passing over' of previously committed sins is 

then the main idea in the second half: OtcX 'tTJV 1tCXp&crtV 'tCOV 

1tpoyeyov6trov &.j.!etptT)j.!Cl't(I)V EV t{l &.vox{! toO eeoo. Apart from 

the fact that the 'righteousness' words are excluded from this 

formula (following M. Theobald), Kraus's exposition of its 

second half is not particularly new: he himself describes it as 

'sachlich identisch' with 0. Michel's exposition (p. I49 n. I7) . 

Nevertheless, Kraus's detailed word studies on this second half

including 38 pages on EV t{l &.vox{! toO eeoo alone-should take 

the discussion a step further. 
The second half of the formula stands in a 'causal' relationship 

(ott£ +accusative) to the first . Kraus translates: 'He was installed 

as iA.etcrtflpwv . . . because of [wegen] the passing over of former 

sins committed in the time of God's self-restraint' (p. I49, italics 

added). Christ was sent because ( =weil) sins had been allowed to 

pile up during the entire previous epoch without being fully 

judged, atoned for, and forgiven. There is an 'evident structural 

analogy' to the storing up of sins in the time leading up to Yom 

Kippur each year (m . Yoma 8: 8; cf. pp. I03, I49). The causal ott£ 

implies that installing Jesus as iA.etcrtflptov effected the opposite 

of the 'passing over' of sins, namely comprehensive atonement 

and forgiveness for all sins. The logical or grammatical relationship 

between the two half-verses is therefore fairly clear, and allows 

Kraus to say that former sins were put away through the installa

tion of Jesus as the eschatological sanctuary (cf. 'dadurch beseitigt 

wurden', p. 1 63). How all this works out tradition historically is 

another question, to which we must return. 

As already indicated, the first half of the formula is the focus 

for the more original aspects of Kraus's thesis. Kraus claims: 

(a) that Jesus is the eschatological sanctuary, and (b) that his death 

atones for and consecrates it. The first claim depends on taking 
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iA.etcrtflpwv as the central 'place of atonement' and therefore as 

representative of the entire sanctuary. Kraus tries to support this 

by identifying to iA.etcrtflpwv in Amos 9: I (Codex B) with the 

altar at Bethel, that is, with toO 9ucrtetcrtT) piou earlier in the same 

verse (p. 25). However, it is doubtful whether this helps him 

much, since Bethel's altar is not a legitimate place of atonement

'eine "n,E:l:J" im Beteler Heiligtum' (p. IS4) seems to go too far. 

More important for Kraus's reading of iA.etcrtflpwv as 'place of 

atonement' are therefore the five instances in Ezekiel 43 where 

iA.etcrtflpwv stands for the 'ledge(s)' (il,T!J) on the altar in the 

new temple ofEzekiel's vision (43: I4 [thrice], I7, 20). Since there 

is no kapporet in this envisioned temple, the altar of burnt offering 

is its central place of atonement (pp. 69, I54 n . 28). However, 

Kraus also claims that the iA.etcrtflpwv- that is, a part of Ezekiel's 

altar---<:an stand for the central place of atonement all on its own 

(p. 69; cf. pp. 62-63). Yet it is not clear why iA.etcrtflpwv should 

be given this privileged status. True, the four corners of the altar's 

iA.etcrtflpwv or 'ledge' are to be smeared with the blood of a sin 

offering on the day of the altar's purification and consecration 

(Ezek. 43: 20). But blood is also to be applied to the four horns 

(KEpettet) and to the rim or border (so Heb.; Gk. ~cXcrt<;) of the 

altar; yet Kraus does not single these out as special 'places of 

atonement' or ascribe this general meaning to the corresponding 

Greek words. Furthermore, the one passage in Ezekiel that clearly 

speaks of the whole sanctuary being cultically represented by its 

parts fails to support Kraus's thesis that iA.etcrtflptov is a word 

well suited to represent the sanctuary as a whole (cf. 45: 19, where 

the Hebrew 'ledge' is translated by iep6v rather than by 

iA.etcrtfl pwv). 
From a purely linguistic standpoint, then, we may question 

whether .•. the evidence justifies the general conclusion that 

iA.etcrtflpwv for the LXX 'means ( =meint) the place of atonement 

as a whole' (p. 25, italics added). (Of course, Kraus does properly 

distinguish between 'ledge' as the referent ofiA.etcrtflptov in Ezekiel 

43 [cf. 'bezeichnen', p. I 54 line I o] and 'place of atonement' as 

the functional meaning of the word.) We may furthermore note 

that the move from 'place of atonement' to 'sanctuary' represents 

yet another step in Kraus's argument; yet we still do not possess 

a single text in the LXX or elsewhere in Hellenistic Jewish litera

ture in which iA.etcrtflpwv clearly refers to a sanctuary as a whole. 

At first glance this would appear to be a major fault in Kraus's 

argument. For if the installation of Jesus as iA.etcrtflptov does not 

in itself designate him as the eschatological sanctuary, then we 

might be tempted to ignore the rest of what Kraus has to say 
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about the consecration of this new sanctuary on the analogy of 
the Yom Kippur blood rites. Yet perhaps Kraus's overall argument 
can get along without this linguistic analysis, once two slight 
modifications are made. First, Jesus must be identified metaphor
ically with the 'mercy seat' and not with the eschatological sanctu
ary as a whole. Then, if blood application on the mercy seat always 
has atonement for the sanctuary primarily in view (as Kraus claims 
based on Lev. I6: I6 and rabbinic interpretations), an eschatolo
gical sanctuary could still be implicit in Rom. 3: 25, even without 
proposing 'sanctuary' or 'place of atonement' as the meaning of 
iA.cxcrt'll ptov. 

With these qualifications in mind, let us look more closely at 
atonement for the sanctuary in the first half of the pre-Pauline 
formula. Kraus concludes that 'Rom. 3: 25a does not have "for
giveness" generally in view, but means first of all atonement for 
the sanctuary' (p. 26I). This is supported from Leviticus I6: 'The 
issue in the blood application in the Most Holy Place on Yom Kippur 
is the purification or consecration of the sanctuary. Only the sins 
through which the sanctuary was polluted, and not simply all sins, 
are thereby forgiven' (p. 59, italics original). Forgiveness of 'all 
other sins' is effected through the scapegoat ritual (pp. s6, 69, 86, 
89, I62). Rabbinic texts such as m. Shebu. I: 2-7 and b. Yoma 
6u are read as confirming this picture (chapter 7). 

Crucial here is Kraus's method of distinguishing sanctuary
polluting sins from other sins, and atonement for the sanctuary 
from atonement for persons, and the blood ritual from the scape
goat ritual (the three pairs are not to be taken in strict parallelism). 
Since this method owes something to Kraus's interaction with 
B. J anowski as well as to the rabbinic texts he cites, both discus
sions really ought to be considered here; unfortunately, space will 
allow only a brief consideration of the latter. As a first approxi
mation, then, it must be at least roughly fair to describe Kraus's 
exegetical method as 'Jewish' or 'rabbinic'. After all, he is working 
with the same distinctions which apparently interested the rabbis, 
and he clearly wants other scholars to see this as his main contribu
tion to the new German Biblical Theology movement--d. the 
preface as well as his article, 'Der Jom Kippur, der Tod Jesu und 
die "Biblische Theologie": Ein Versuch, die jUdische Tradition 
in die Auslegung von Rom 3, 25f einzubeziehen', Jahrbuch 
fiir Biblische Theologie 6 (I99I) ISS-72 (not in the book's 
bibliography). 

Having said that, however, any number of questions about the 
method might be raised. Even if a distinction between Personsiihne 
and Heiligtumssiihne seems to arise legitimately from some of the 
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texts Kraus cites, we may still be wary of any method which 
distinguishes them too sharply. The two seem intimately 
connected in most texts, with, if anything, only a slight accent 
falling one way or the other, now perhaps on H eiligtumssiihne (' ... 
make atonement for the sanctuary, because of the uncleanness of 

the people of Israel .. .', Lev. I6: I6), now perhaps on Personsiihne 
('... atonement for the priests for imparting uncleanness to the 
sanctuary .. .', m. Shebu. I: 7, trans. J. Neusner). In some late 
texts, such as b. Yoma 6Ia, Kraus indeed seems to have succeeded 
in fitting the various classes of sin and their corresponding rites 
of atonement into a sort of 'system' (p. 89). But since Kraus never 
claims to be able to systematize everything in the relevant texts, 
calling attention to various anomalies that seem not to fit his 
system would be beside the point. 

More important for the purposes of this review, then, is to note 
that Kraus's 'rabbinic' distinctions prove to be a mixed blessing 
for his own argument. Kraus needs to call attention to the limited 
atoning function of the Yom Kippur blood rites in order,7to limit 
his idea of Heiligtumsweihe in Rom. 3:2sa-'not forgiveness gener
ally, but atonement for the sanctuary'. But he seems not to notice 
the tension this introduces between V. 2Sa and V. 2Sb. To be 
consistent with his background studies, Kraus would need to 
explain the Heiligtumsweihe in v. 25a strictly on analogy .to the 
blood rites, and comprehensive atonement for all the sins of past 
generations in v. zsb on analogy to the entire Yom Kippur proced
ure, including the scapegoat ritual. For as he himself acknow
ledges, '"forgiveness" of sins is the quintessence of the entire 
procedure on the Day of Atonement' (p. I62, italics added). 

Yet Kraus does not work this out consistently. Rather, in one 
summary, he appears to run together the ideas of Heiligtumsweihe 
and general forgiveness which he elsewhere tries to keep separate: 
'Paul quotes a statement about atonement in which the issue was 
the consecration of the eschatological sanctuary [which presum
ably involves atonemc;nt only for sanctuary-polluting sins]. In con
nection with this, Jesus' death on the cross means the 
eschatological Day of Atonement for all sins' (p. I 89, italics 
added). The !connection' of which Kraus speaks is unclear. Is 
Jesus' death like the sanctuary-consecrating blood rites with 
specific and limited intent, as argued in most of the book, or like 
the entire Yom Kippur procedure, as implied (perhaps uninten
tionally) here? 

How then does 'comprehensive forgiveness' follow from 
Heiligtumsweihe (cf. p . 233)? What is the tradition historical rela
tionship of Rom. 3:2sb to V. 2Sa? Jewish tradition might provide 
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one answer. A comparison of Jub. I: 29 with 4: 24-26 reveals a 
close connection between the manifestation of the eschatological 
sanctuary and the putting away of the sins of previous generations 
(pp. I66-67). But Kraus does not make too much of this, and we 
may note that the context here is the Day of Judgement (or New 
Creation), not the Day of Atonement. 

Perhaps then we should look to Paul's redaction for part of the 
answer. According to Kraus, Paul takes for granted the formula's 
implicit criticism of the Jerusalem cult and concerns himself more 
with ecclesiology than with atonement as such. Ecclesiology then 
seems to supply part of the missing link between Heiligtumsweihe 
and forgiveness. The goal of Jesus' death is not so much a 'cultic' 
type of atonement for the sins of individuals as it is the initial 
dedication of the new sanctuary, and consequently also the 'cre
ation of the congregation of this sanctuary', whose members experi
ence justification (p. I88, italics added) . Kraus's formulation 
seldom gets more precise than this, unfortunately, and it occasion
ally involves some strained metaphors-as when Jesus' death 
(Todesgeschick) is said to be the 'the place at which God finally 
shows himself, at which full atonement occurs, and at which God 
is present' (p. I 89, italics added) . 

In sum, the words ofT. W. Manson come to mind: 'It is a 
fascinating picture-if it is not too far-fetched.' Kraus's thesis 
will obviously find the more sympathetic hearing among readers 
who are prepared to allow for a certain amount of 'cumulative 
thinking' (M. Hengel) in the process whereby Jewish traditions 
of cultic atonement and the eschatological sanctuary may have 
become part of an early Christian confession, while readers who 
are not so inclined will still find here a tremendous amount of 
helpful material as a resource for future work. 

DANIEL P. BAILEY 

Patronage and Power. A Study of Social Networks in Corinth. 
By }OHN K. CHow. Pp. 230. (Journal for the Study of 
the New Testament, Supplement Series, 75.) Sheffield: 
JSOT Press, 1992. ISBN r 85075 370 9· £32.50/$55· 

EMPLOYING a wide range of primary sources, this work examines 
the phenomenon of patronage in the Roman empire before apply
ing various findings to Roman Corinth. The intention of the work 
is to demonstrate that an understanding of the social networks 
Paul faced in the Corinthian church can help the reader discern 
more clearly some of the particular issues Paul encountered. The 
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first chapter is a particularly useful collation of primary material 
relating to patronage and social relationships within Roman soci
ety. Some relationships between patrons and clients are seen to 
be legal and binding, for example, between a former master and 
his freedmen, while others were very subtle relationships of 
dependency of a client on a patron. In order to survive and 
progress in Roman society such relationships were assiduously 
cultivated. Chapter two examines personal and patronal relations 
within the Corinthian church. The next two chapters explore the 
types of patronage that may be evident in the personal relation
ships described in I Corinthians and Paul's response to the prob
lems they seem to generate. 

Dr Chow builds on the work of Judge, Fiorenza, Meeks, and 
others, adding very valuable material, especially in terms of its 
application to the Corinthian correspondence. However, he is 
rightly cautious in his applications and suggestions, admitting 
repeatedly that the detail given in the text concerning any of the 
participants and their relationships to each other or to Paul is at 
best sketchy. Herein lies the difficulty the work as a whole faces. 
Assumptions have to be made about every relationship discussed. 
For example, the discussion of the relationship between Paul and 
Apollos has to assume that because Acts I8 describes Apollos as 
'eloquent', he 'probably' had rhetorical abilities. Since it was 
largely the rich and powerful who enjoyed rhetoric in the Roman 
world, itinerant teachers and philosophers would befriend such 
people to 'gain political and material benefits' (pp. I04-IOS). 
Apollos may have been like those itinerant teachers. If he accepted 
pay for his work from these rich 'patrons' of the church, then this 
would demonstrate why Apollos may have been preferred in the 
church to Paul. If Apollos was in the pay of the rich of the church 
this would provide 'an example in Corinth which indicates that 
patronal relations were already at work in the church' (p. 107). 
The number of conditional clauses on which the tentative conclu
sions rest is considerable. Nevertheless, if the textual material 
here is limited, it is even more so when Chow discusses 
Fortunatus,· or the relationship between the son and his step
mother (I Corinthians s). 

Although the conclusions Chow reaches from the application 
of his material to I Corinthians are necessarily very cautious, they 
do perhaps open the way to further interesting discussion. Paul's 
use of the body metaphor to describe the sort of unity expected 
within the Christian Church turns out to be a radical challenge 
to the normal patron/client relationships that were part and parcel 
of Roman society and probably part of the Corinthian church life. 

I I 



AND THE SUFFERING SERVANT 

Isaiah 53 and Christian Origins 

EDITED BY 
WILLIAM H. BELLINGER, JR. 
AND WILLIAM R. FARMER 

TRINITY PRESS INTERNATIONAL 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 



Copyright © 1998 by Trinity Press International 

All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval sys
tem, or transmitted, in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, 
recording, or otherwise, without the written permission of the publisher. 

Trinity Press International, P.O. Box 1321, Harrisburg, PA 17105 
Trinity Press International is a division of the Morehouse Group 

Cover art: SuperStock, Christ the Man of Sorrows, by Felipe Ramirez 

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data 

Jesus and the suffering servant : Isaiah 53 and Christian origins I 
edited by William H. Bellinger and William R. Farmer. 

p. cm. 

A collection of essays presented at the Conference on Isaiah 53 
and Christian Origins held at Baylor University in February 1996. 

ISBN 1-56338-230-X 
1. Bible. O.T. Isaiah Llll - Criticism, interpretation, etc. -

Congresses. 2. Servant of Jehovah - Congresses. 3. Jesus Christ
Servanthood. I. Bellinger, W . H . ll. Farmer, William Reuben. 
Ill. Conference on Isaiah 53 and Christian Origins (1996 : Baylor 
University) 
BS1520.J47 1998 
224'.1064- DC21 97-49923 

Printed in the United States of America 

98 99 00 01 02 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Contents 

+ 

Abbreviations 

Introduction 
w. H. BELLINGER, JR., AND WILLIAM R. FARMER 

1. The World of the Servant of the Lord in Isaiah 4G-55 
PAUL D. HANSON 

2. Basic Issues in the Interpretation of Isaiah 53 
HENNING GRAF REVENTLOW 

3. Isaiah 53 and the Restoration of Israel 
R. E. CLEMENTS 

4. On Reading Isaiah 53 as Christian Scripture 
RoY F. MELUGIN 

5. Jesus and Isaiah 53 
0TTO BETZ 

6. Did the Use of Isaiah 53 to Interpret His Mission 
Begin with Jesus? 

MoRNA D. HooKER 

7. Isaiah 53 in Acts 8: A Reply to Professor Morna Hooker 
MIKEAL c. PARSONS 

8. Response to Mikeal Parsons 
MoRNA D. HooKER 

9. Jesus' Death, Isaiah 53, and Mark 10:45: A Crux Revisited 
RIKKI E. WATTS 

vu 

1 

9 

23 

39 

55 

70 

88 

104 

120 

125 



VI 

10. Isaiah and Matthew: The Prophetic Influence in the 
First Gospel 

A REPORT ON CURRENT RESEARCH 

BY ADRIAN M. LESKE 

11. The LXX, 1Q!sa, and MT Versions of Isaiah 53 
and the Christian Doctrine of Atonement 

DAVID A. SAPP 

Contents 

152 

170 

12. The Heralds of Isaiah and the Mission of Paul: 193 
An Investigation of Paul's Use of Isaiah 51-55 in Romans 

]. Ross WAGNER 

13. Concepts of Stellvertretung in the Interpretation of Isaiah 53 223 
DANIEL P. BAILEY 

14. The Suffering Servant: Recent Tubingen Scholarship 
on Isaiah 53 

DANIEL P. BAILEY 

15. Reflections on Isaiah 53 and Christian Origins 
WILLIAM R. FARMER 

16. The Servant and Jesus: The Relevance of the Colloquy 
for the Current Quest for Jesus 

N. T. WRIGHT 

Contributors 

Index of Ancient Sources 

Index of Names 

Index of Subjects 

251 

260 

281 

299 

301 

314 

318 

ANRW 

ANT] 

ArB 

ATD 

AThANT 

BAGD 

BDB 

BDS 

BEvT 

BHS 

Bib 

Bib Res 

BibS 

B]RL 

BN 

BNTC 

BU 

BWANT 

BZ 

BZAW 

CBQ 

CGTC 

Abbreviations 

+ 
W. Haase and H. Temporini, eds., Azifstieg und Niedergang der romischen 
Welt (Berlin/New York: de Gruyter, 1972- ) 

Arbeiten zum Neuen Testament und Judentum 

The Aramaic Bible 

Das Alte Testament Deutsch 

Abhandlungen zur Theologie des Alten und Neuen Testaments 

W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. Danker, Greek
English Lexicon of the New Testament (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1979) 

F. Brown, S. R. Driver, and C. A. Briggs, Hebrew and English Lexicon of 
the Old Testament (Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1979) 

BIBAL Dissertation Series 

Beitriige zur evangelischen Theologie 

Biblia hebraica stuttgartensia 

Biblica 

Biblical Research 

Biblische Studien 

Bulletin of the John Rylands University Library of Manchester 

Biblische Notizen 

Black's New Testament Commentaries 

Biblische Untersuchungen 

Beitriige zur Wissenschaft vom Alten und Neuen Testament 

Biblische Zeitschrift 

Beihefte zur Zeitschrift for die alttestament/iche Wissenschaft 

Catholic Biblical Quarterly 

Cambridge Greek Testament Commentaries 



13 

Concepts of Stellvertretung in the 
· Interpretation of Isaiah 53 

DANIEL P. BAILEY 

+ 
Introduction 

The term Stellvertretung does not occur in any major German translation 
of Isaiah 53, but it does occur almost of necessity in German-language 

theological exegesis concerned with the relationship of the "one" and the 
"many"- certainly one of the central questions of Isaiah 52:13-53:12 
on any reckoning. 1 Different languages have different terms for this rela
tionship, but German excels, both because of the theologians who make 
the language and because of the theologians who are made by the lan
guage, in focusing attention not only upon the role of the Servant and 
upon the role of the many, but upon the thing that now exists between 
them because of their related destinies. 

This "thing" has been given a name: Stellvertretung - in English: 
"place-taking"; perhaps even more abstractly, "in-our-place-ness." The 
main idea is that one person takes another's place, though this process 
or event can be conceived in different ways; and the main question is 
what we should call this when it happens, assuming that we wish to give 
it a name. In English, however, there can certainly be no objection to 
saying that the Servant has taken the place of the "many" or the "we," be
cause qualifications are always possible. Perhaps the Servant has taken up 

I would like to thank the trustees of the two Cambridge·based foundations that supported my 
participation in the Baylor colloquy: the Research Fund of Jesus College and the Bethune-Baker 
Fund of the Faculty of Divinity. 

1. The "one" is easy enough to identify in this passage; for the "many," see the interpretive 
framing sections in Isaiah 52:14 (cf. v. 15) and 53:11-12. This group is generally thought identical 
with the "we" who speak in 53:1-6. 

22J 
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or entered only the "place" or situation of suffering in which the people 
already found themselves in the exile.2 The Servant does not then expe

rience, in principle, any punishment or suffering that the people are not 
already experiencing in exile; except for his innocence and the intensity 
of his sufferings, the Servant's sufferings are not qualitatively different 
from those suffered by the rest of the exiles. We might say, then, that 
the Servant has taken up the position of suffering or punishment without 
taking it over from the people; his "place-taking" does not exclude others 

from being in the same place. 3 

On the other hand, perhaps the Servant has taken the place of the 

people in such a way that he was left there alone- standing in the place 
of divine condemnation where only the people belonged, and where they 
need never stand again (thanks to the Servant), although initially they did 
not realize it and only despised the Servant for it. On this understanding 
there was a moment in the story when the Servant and the people where 

not in the same "place," as it were. 
I may perhaps be accused of overdrawing the distinctions at the out

set, and my English may sound strange since it is arguably a kind of 
broken-down German (the language I am imitating: not my native lan-

2. As claimed for example by R. N. Whybray, Thanlugivingfor a Liberated Prophet: An Interpre
tation of Isaiah 53, JSOTSup 4 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1978; repr., 1985), 30,58-61, 74-76 _(cf. 48). 
See also Whybray, The Second Isaiah, Old Testament Guides (Sheffield: Sheffield Academ1c Press, 
1983), 77. The former work is cited elsewhere in this volume, e.g., by M. D. Hooker (see p. 95, 
n. 4). For a critical review of Whybray's Thanlugiving, see H .-J. Hermisson in TLZ 106 (1981): 

802-4. 
3. Whybray supports the understanding above, yet wit_h a dif~erent use of terminology. The 

notion of "place-taking" or "vicariousness" that Whybray JUdges mapproprrate to the tho~ght of 
Isaiah 53 is clearly not the somewhat unusual inclusive notion presented above. He u_ses "m place 
of" in its normal, exclusive sense. Hence Whybray says: "[T]he Servant cannot be satd to be suf
fering, or to have suffered, in place of the exiles in such a way that they escape the consequences 
of their sins, since ... it cannot be said that these have escaped punishment: they are actually sut:
fering the consequences of defeat and banishment. The Servant . .. [as] one of them, shares theu 
suffering .. . . [H]e has suffered more intensely than they, and the 'we' who speak here conf~ss t~at, 
at any rate compared with themselves, he is innocent; nevertheless this is shared an~ not vtcano~s 
suffering" (Thanlugiving for a Liberated Prophet, 30, italics original). M. D. Hooke~ ~n her essay m 
this volume (see her nn. 7 and 8 in their context) understandably relates Whyb~a~ s tdea of ~hru:ed 
suffering to the German expression inldudierende Stellvertretung. Nevertheless! thts 1dea of so~dart_ty 
in suffering only approximates what 0 . Hofius means by the German expres~wn (see below, Chnst 
in Our Place: The Incarnation," p. 240). Even if Hofius held Whybray's vtew, he would probably 
not describe Isaiah 53 as inkludierende Stellvertretung so long as the Servant was seen merely to hav; 
suffered alongside the exiles, sharing sufferings similar to theirs. For this still falls short of Hofiuss 
idea of a divine Savior who can fully enter our place or situation "wo kein anderer Mensch an unsere 
Stelle treten kann" (Hofius, "Gottesknechtslied" [below n. 5], 115 with n. 40, quoting H . J. I wand, 
Gesetz und Evangelium [1964], 101). 
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guage). Nevertheless, talking about Isaiah 53, or about Christianity for 
that matter, entirely without the use of terms such as "place," "position," 
or "situation" and without the question of who is in this place and who 
is out of it- and who actually deserves to be in or out of it -would 
be very difficult indeed. 

The term or concept Stellvertretung, together with its English etymo
logical equivalent "place-taking," is more useful and potentially clearer 
than the usual Latinate English ter~s "representation" and "substitu
tion." Unlike "place-taking," neither of these more usual English terms 
forms a precise equivalent to the German (though they are regularly 
used as translation equivalents), since German already has both terms 
Repriisentation and Substitution as distinct from Stellvertretung (there is 

overlap between all three terms but no perfect synonymity). The con
cept of "place-taking," along with its associated wordplays- displacing, 
replacing, taking one's own place, taking up another's place, taking over 
another's place, entering another's place, etc. -is acrually a useful kind 

of interpretive language, because it makes it possible to record important 
exegetical observations. 

At Baylor we studied the use of the concept of Stellvertretung by three 
German biblical scholars, none of whom could be present at the con

ference: the Old Testament specialists Bernd Janowski (Tiibingen) and 
Hermann Spieckermann (Hamburg) and the New Testament special
ist Otfried Hofius (Tiibingen). I prepared draft translations of essays 
by each of these authors, which were distributed to panel members in 

advance. The shortest of the three essays, by Spieckermann, was read 
at the colloquy by William Bellinger.4 However, the two longer studies 
by Janowski and Hofius (see below) could only be summarized as the 
basis for what turned out to be a lively discussion. This part of the pro

gram, which I led, was introduced by a brief oral presentation illustrating 
some of the problems of translating Stellvertretung and relating it to the 
English-language discussion of the atonement. The two focal essays in 
the present study are therefore these: 

4. H. ~piec_kermann, "Konzepti~n und Vorgeschichte des Stellvertretungsgedankens im Alten 
Testament, mrun paper read at the Ftfteenth Congress. of the IOSOT, Cambridge, England, 20 July 
1995. For a summary, see pp. 253-54 in my other contribution to this volume, "The Suffering 
Servant: Recent Tiibingen Scholarship on Isaiah 53." 
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0. Hofius, "Das vierte Gottesknechtslied in den Briefen des Neuen Testamentes" 
("The Fourth Servant Song in the Letters of the New Testament")5 

B. Janowski, "Er trug unsere Siinden: Jesaja 53 und die Dramatik der Stell
vertretung" ("He Bore Our Sins: Isaiah 53 and the Drama of Taking 
Another's Place")6 

If this essay were a full-blown exercise in "comparative hermeneu
tics,"7 it would have to focus on something broader than Stellvertretung 
in recent German exegesis, since the essential concepts are also at work, 
sometimes in decisive ways, in the studies of non-German writers. For 
example, we saw during Morna Hooker's lecture (included in this vol
ume) how an English-speaking and particularly a British scholar might 
approach the subject in terms roughly parallel to those used in German. 

Unfortunately, however, comparative hermeneutics- in this case the 
question as to the deeper reasons why British and German biblical schol
ars might come to different interpretations of Isaiah 53 or its New 
Testament reception (which could have a lot to do with Stellvertretung, 
etc.)- is still too young a field to be treated properly in a brief essay 
like this one. A long history of the development of theological terminol
ogy and methods would have to come first. Therefore the important task 
of comparing British Old and New Testament scholars with their Ger
man counterparts - whether Whybray with Janowski, or Hooker with 
Hofius- must be considered a goal of ongoing research. 

The aim of this essay is therefore to explore the process of biblical in
terpretation which is at work in the major essays by Hofius and Janowski 
(see pp. 236, 245 below), with some reflection on the Baylor colloquy's 
discussion of the theme of Stellvertretung as it relates to Jesus and the 

5. Short title: "Gottesknechtslied," by 0 . Hofius, NTS 39 (1993): 414- 37; repr. in Der leidende Gottesknecht: ]esaja 53 und seine Wirkungsgeschichte, m it einer Bibliographie zu ]es 53, FAT 14, ed. Bernd Janowski and Peter Stuhlmacher (Tiibingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 1996), 107-27. References throughout are to the Tiibingen reprint. Summaries of this es&"Y and the one by Janowski (see n. 6) are available in chapter 14 of the present volume. 
6. Short title: "Er trug unsere Siinden," by B. Janowski, ZTK 90 (1993): 1-24, cited here according to the pagination of the reprint in Janowski and Stuhlmacher, eds., Der leidende Gottesknecht (above n. 5), 27-48. The essay is reprinted in two other places. See Janowski, Gottes Gegenwart in Israel (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1993), 303-26, and with revised subtitle and additional material, "Er trug unsere Siinden- Stellvertretung nach Jes 52,13-53,12," in B. Janowski, Stellver/retung: Alttestamentliche Studien zu einem theologischen Grundbegriff, SBS 165 (Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1997), 67-96. 
7. This term was introduced by R. Morgan in a review of Romans Interpreted, by C. Grenholm, in ]TS, n.s., 42 (1991): 470-71. 

Concepts of Stellvertretung in the Interpretation of Isaiah 53 
227 

Servant. I have been asked to pay particular attention to the problems of 
formulation and method that may hinder international communication. 

The Theme of Stellvertretung at Baylor 

In contrast to well-known German technical terms such as Rechtfir
tigung, Heilsgeschichte, or Vorlage, which appear regularly in English
language biblical studies, Stellvertretung is not the sort of German word 
that one expects to see regularly in ]BL, 8 even though it is the "ntcr'tt<; 
Xptcr'tou" of recent German biblical and theological scholarship (at 
least in terms of its popularity). 9 Nevertheless, literature on this theme 
did form a significant part of conference preparation and discussions, 
and this has left a few traces elsewhere in this volume. These deserve 
comment, in the first instance briefly, and in the second more fully. 

Morna Hooker 

The most obvious example of the use of the concept of Stellvertretung 
elsewhere in this volume is the essay by Morna Hooker. She refers sev
eral times to the distinction made in recent German exegesis, particularly 
by 0 . Hofius, between inkludierende and exkludierende Stellvertretung. 
These concepts, along with their English counterparts (not equivalents!) 
"representation" and "substitution," are tightly woven into Hooker's own 
argument about potential soteriological uses of Isaiah 53 in the New 
Testament. 

Yet one item remains in Hooker's essay that I myself ought to ex
plain somewhat further, and that is her translations of inkludierende and 

8. I have. seen Stellve.rtretung wri.tte~ out only twice in the literature of English-language biblical scholars.htp (~y~temattc theo_logy ts different), tellingly both times by scholars who have studied or worked m Tubmgen. See Richard Be.ll, review of Romans and the Apologetic Tradition, by A. ]. Guer!a, ]TS, n.s., 47 (1996): 229 (refernng to H . Gese and 0. Hofius); Seyoon Kim, The "Son of M~n as the Son of God, WUNT 30 (Tiibingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 1983), 55 n. 69. Kim rightly complams of John Bowden's mistranslation of Martin Hengel's use of Stellvertretung by "representation" mstead of "substitution." 
9. The potemial ~readt~ of the topic of Stellvertretung can bee seen in the major systematictheological Habt!ttattonsschrift by ~arl-Heinz Menke, Stdlvertretung: Schlfisselbegri.IJ christlichen Lebens und theologuche Grundkategone, Sammlung Horizonte, n.s., 29 (Einsiedeln: Johannes, 1991). For those a~pects of the Stellvertretung debate that apply to biblical (particularly OT) scholarship, see Janowskt, Stellver/retzmg (above n. 6). 
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exkludierende Stellvertretung in terms of "inclusive" and "exclusive" place
taking. The notion of "place-taking" may sound a bit odd, since it is 
not an established English technical term and is certainly not the stan
dard translation of Stellvertretung. 10 Hooker has taken the term rather 
from my draft translation of Hofius's study, with which she interacts. For 
the moment, then, any oddity about the terminology of "place-taking" 
must be attributed not to Professor Hooker but to me. Fortunately, the 
problem should sort itself out in the discussion of Hofius's terminology 
(pp. 236-245). 

N. T. Wright 

A second essay that takes up the theme of Stellvertretung is the essay 
by N. T. Wright. At the conference and in his subsequent book on 
Jesus and the Victory of God, 11 Wright has been concerned that those 
who work as historians not get caught up in what he refers to as text
based, abstract atonement theology, worked out scholastically through 
the definition and distinction of terms like "representation," "substitu
tion," and Stellvertretung. His own alternative, a more broadly based, 
consistently historical, not exclusively text-oriented approach, is available 
in this volume. Near the end of his presentation, he says: 

I suggest, then, that the categories of the sixth or fifth or fourth 
centuries B.C.E. , and those of the sixteenth and subsequent centuries 
c.E., are not necessarily good guides for our understanding of Jesus. 
Listening to the debate between substitution and representation [or 
Stellvertretung] in however a sophisticated and nuanced fashion it 
may be carried on, leaves me as a historian with the same feeling 
I have when I meet people - as I don't, fortunately, very often -
for whom the key question in the New Testament is whether the 
Rapture comes before or after the Tribulation. 

Stellvertretung was not in Wright's manuscript but was a verbal aside; 
given his point, he was certainly right to mention it in this context. 

10. Since coming independently upon "place-taking" as a workable translation of Stel/vertretung, I 
have seen the same English expression used in this connection only onq!. See Colin Greene, "Is the 
Message of the Cross Good News for the Twentieth Century?" in Atonemmt Today: A Symposium at 
St]ohn$ College, Nottingham, ed. John Goldingay (London: SPCK, 1995), 232. 

11. Vol. 2 in Wright's series, Christian Origins and the Qyestion of God (London: SPCK, 1996). 
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(The "sophisticated and nuanced" discussion he refers to may well be 
that which occurred concerning Janowski and especially Hofius- the 
discussion of Spieckermann was less highly charged - and then also in 
connection with Hooker.) 

One could quibble about Wright's implication that representation, 
substitution, Stellvertretung and the like are categories of the sixteenth 
and subsequent centuries c.E. (his B.C.E. categories, relating to the under
standing of Isaiah 53 in its original setting, do not concern us here). For 
certainly Wright, as a historian, knows that the interpretation of New 
Testament patterns of salvation in terms not taken from the Greek New 
Testament (although they are related to NT words, e.g., W'tcXAActYJ.I.ct) 
began almost immediately, for example with the sweet "exchange" or 
aV'tctA.A.ayfl that is praised as the grounds of salvation in Christ as early 
as the Epistle to Diognetus (9:5), or again with the W'tt\j/UXOV or idea of 
"ransom" used in the writings of Ignatius. 12 

These terms and concepts are hardly so late as the sixteenth century; 
yet in attempting to point to a subject matter central to Christian faith, 
the Greek terms - or rather the authors who use them - are doing 
exactly the same thing, in principle if not always in content, as is done 
by later, generally Latinate terms such as "representation," "substitution," 
or "vicariousness," or by the non-Latinate Stellvertretung ("place-taking"). 
Indeed there is even a material overlap between the Greek and English 
terminology, since W'tctA.A.ayfl as used in Diognetus is not very different 
from what Hooker means by "interchange in Christ," though she usually 
traces the idea historically not to Diognetus but to Irenaeus.13 

What Wright vigorously disputes, however, is · the claim that this no
tion of "vicariousness" (or whatever we decide to call it) constitutes what 
we should primarily be trying to understand when we read passages like 
Isaiah 53 or its Pauline reception in Romans 4:25. Wright's main ob
jection to the essays of Janowski and Hofius, voiced clearly during our 
discussions but implicit also in his own essay, is that these German au
thors treat as the real subject matter of exegesis the pattern or event 

12. For references see BAGD, 76, s.v. avt(IVIJXOV. 
13. See the index under lrenaeus (four entries) in Moma D. Hooker, From Adam to Christ: Essays 

on Paul (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990). In addition to the cleas citations of lre
naeus on pp. 4-5, 22, 42, and 59 (as noted in the index), there is also an unindexed but nevertheless 
unmistakable allusion to his thought in the phrase on p. 182: "Christ became what we are in order 
that we might become what he is." 
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of Stellvertretung, while Wright does not consider this the proper sub
ject matter of a historical reconstruction of Israel's developing Servant 
traditions. 

Wright would agree, I think, that we are bound to come up with ab
stract nouns for our subject just because we need nouns. This does not 
necessarily mean that the discussion or interpretation will be abstract or 
even far removed from the thought-world of the biblical writers. But it is 
interesting to ask just how closely our terms relate etymologically to what
ever it is we consider our subject matter at the narrow level of exegesis. 
Take for example the Latin term aseitas, English "aseity."14 This is lit
erally God's a-se-ness, his "from-himself-ness" or self-existence, and it 
points to its subject matter rather directly. Unfortunately we do not have 
a parallel term for the atonement: Christ's pro-nobi-tas does not exist as 
a noun-label for the soteriological use of pro nobis or i>nep i]~rov in the 
New Testament. And not even the German exegetes have tried to come 
up with a direct abstraction of this: there is no such term as "for-us-ness" 
or Hyperizitiit. 15 

Of course I did not say that there is no such thing as "for-us-ness"; we 
could probably think of many things about Dietrich Bonhoeffer's "man 
for others" that could come under such a heading, not all of them di
rectly related to the interpretation of i>nep. My point rather is that if we 
had a term formed from a preposition such as "for-us-ness," it could pre
sumably be used simply to label its subject matfler objectively. To take a 
term such as "for-us-ness" upon one's lips would not then commit one to 
a particular atonement theology; it would simply mean that we wish to 
discuss the subject matter associated with i>nep i]~v in the New Testa
ment.16 The problem in the Greek text of Isaiah 53 concerns prepositions 

14. See Richard A. Muller, A Dictionary of Latin and Greek Theological Terms Drawn Princi
pally ftom Protestant Scholastic Theology (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1985), 47, s.v. "aseitas"; F. Hauck 
and G. Schwinge, Theologisches Fach- und Fremdwiirterbuch, 7th ed. (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 1992), 25, s.v. "Ase'itat." 

15. This requires qualification. In German biblical scholarship it is generally the term Ste/1-
vertretung itself that does duty for what we might think of as "for-us-ness ." Janowski in particular 
suggests that Stellvertretung expresses the essential idea of the soteriological un€p in the NT ("Er 
trug unsere Siinden" [above n. 6], 30). German systematic theology, by contrast, makes use of sev~r~ 
noun phrases very much like Christ's "for-us-ness" or "for-others-ness," e.g., "Fiir-die-anderen-Sem, 
"Fiir-einander" (see Menke, Stellvertretung [above n. 9], 132, 283). 

16. A term such as "for-us-ness" would remain theologically neutral only so long as it was under
stood to point to the subject matter expressed by un€p in the NT without suggesting a particulas 
interpretation of that preposition. Something less neutral would be expressed by noun phrases such 
as "instcad-of-us-ness" or "because-of-us-ness ." 
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other than i>nep, such as 8t<i plus the accusative (Isa. 53:5, 12). But the 
point remains the same: we could devise an objective term for this subject 
matter if we wished. 

However, objectivity of this sort is precisely what we do not have with 
our English terms "representation" and "substitution." These terms do 
not simply name a subject matter, such as the relationship of the Servant 
to the many. Rather, they immediately suggest a particular position on it. 
One cannot affirm that representation has occurred and yet deny that vi
carious or penal-substitutionary suffering has occurred in the relationship 
between the one and the many without saying something very important 
and specific. 17 

I have said enough to affirm Wright's main point with regard to "rep
resentation" and "substitution," which is that they are theologically loaded 
terms that, as soon as they are used, immediately require such defini
tion and attention that they could easily shift the focus away from wider 
historical issues. 

Historical Criticism or Doctrinal Criticism? 

Looking at the outward agenda of the Baylor conference, it could easily 
seem that twenty or so mainly Christian biblical scholars18 had gathered 
because there are pressing historical questions about the original social 
setting of Isaiah 53, or about whether Jesus thought of himself as a fig
ure very much like the original Servant who bore the sins of the many, 
combined perhaps with worries that New Testament Christianity seems 
to understand Isaiah 53 in ways out of keeping with pre-Christian Jewish 
understandings. 

Yet while this historical agenda is not in any sense a pretense, it can 
only in a very short-term view of the history of Christian thought be 
considered as the ultimate reason why Christian biblical scholars would 

17. It is cleas that something very important from the perspective of the authors is said when 
writers discussing the atonement affirm the formulation of "representation" but disapprove of the 
use of "substitution." Nevertheless, we have no full-scale critical history of the representation
substitution debate that covers the terminology of both biblical scholass and systematic theologians, 
and therefore the sensitive issue of what various scholars mean by their terms - whether using 
different terms, or the same terms in different ways- cannot be settled here. 

18. I remember meeting only one Jewish scholar, Ronald Hendel, who responded to Paul 
Hanson's paper. 
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gather for such a conference. In terms of cause and effect, Christian 
scholars would not now be debating the issue of Jesus and the Servant, 
either in agreement with or in reaction against nineteenth-cen~?' critical 
historical methods, were it not for the eighteenth-century cnt1c1sm that 
Christianity would be irrational if it laid a passage like. Isaiah 53 at .its 
heart. It was philosophical and doctrinal criticism that m part gave ns: 
to historical criticism, and this is an emphasis that the essays of Janowsk1 
and Hofius can help us to keep in mind. 6 

The question of the essential truth of the message of Isaiah 53 ~s not 
a historical one (the passage involves at least as much poetry as history 
or biography) but an exegetical and theological one- a problem of what 

h 1 . ,19 Ad . Hofius refers to as "theological reflection about trut c a1ms. mlt-
tedly, most members of the Baylor colloquy did not s:em to be aski.ng 
questions like this one or to be posing the question in th1s way, as the V1~
orous discussion of Hofius showed. Nevertheless, I would suggest that m 
the longer view of the history of interpretation, dou~ts about w_hether 
Isaiah 53 is true, and whether God would actually stnke down h1s Ser
vant and "load" him with alien guilt in order to make many righteous 
(this resembles the picture of God that Hofius finds in the .OT text!/0 

preceded everything else we know about the c~rrent tas~ of mterpretmg 
this text. This includes the relatively recent deVIce of saymg that the Ser
vant was originally never viewed as having borne sins substitutionarily for 
others, but was only thought at the time of the e~le to have suffered, as a 
(relatively) innocent one, a greater share than others of the consequences 
of the nation's sins.21 

lmmanuel Kant 

It is neither possible nor necessary to discuss in detail the origins of dif
ferent kinds of historical or truth-related questions about the message 
of Isaiah 53. What is clear in any case is that many German bibli
cal scholars have noticed that traditional penal-substitutionary readings 

19. Hofius, "Gottesknechtslied" (above n. 5), 107: "die theologische, an der Wahrheitsfrage 
orientierte Refiexion." · kb 20. See, e.g., Hofius, "Gottesknechtslied," 111 (italics original): "1st es ... theologtsch den ar, da£ Gott die Schuld bestimmter Menschen auf einen anderen Menschen oder auf andere Menschen Ubertragt?" 

21. So, e.g., Whybray (above nn. 2-3). 
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of Isaiah 53 present a philosophical problem, a question of theological 
truth. The chapter's apparent message, the punishment of the innocent 
instead of the guilty, raises the same problem of the transference of 
guilt between persons that is discussed by the Enlightenment philosopher 
Immanuel Kant. 

German biblical scholars working on Isaiah 53 or on the atonement 
refer to Kant with surprising regularity, and they all seem to quote the 
same passage. When we read works representative of what I might call 
British participation theology, we may expect to encounter over and over 
again a certain quotation from Irenaeus to the effect that "Christ became 
what we are in order that we might become what he is."22 With the same 
regularity there appears in German exegetical and theological literature a 
somewhat longer quotation from Kant.23 But whereas the British recep
tion of Irenaeus is universally positive, German ways of responding to 
the legacy of Kant are complex and anything but uniform. The passage 
that German biblical scholars always seem to come back to is this: 

Moreover, so far as we can judge by our reason's standards of right, 
this original debt, or at any rate the debt that precedes whatever 
good a human being may ever do (this, and no more, is what we 
understood by radical evil; see the first section), cannot be erased 
by somebody else. For it is not a transmissible liability which can 
be made over to somebody else, in the manner of a financial debt 
(where it is all the same to the creditor whether the debtor him
self pays up, or somebody else for him), but the most personal of 
all liabilities, namely, a debt of sins which only the culprit [der 
Strafoare ], not the innocent, can bear, however magnanimous the 

22. lrenaeu~ Adv. Han: V, preface (ed. W. W. Harvey, Cambridge, 1857), 2:314. This is a favorite quotation of. British Pauline scholars writing on the atonement. See, e.g., D. E. H. Whiteley, The Theology of St. Paul (Oxford: Blackwell, 1st ed., 1964, or 2d ed., 1974), 133; Morna D. Hooker (above n. 13); James D. G. Dunn, "Paul's Understanding of the Death of Jesus as Sacrifice," in Sacrifice and Redemption: Durham Essays in Theology, ed. S. W. Sykes (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), 36; C. M. Tuckett, "Atonement in the NT," Anchor Bible Dictionary (1992), 1:519. 
23. For quotations of this passage from Kant (see the next note) see, e.g., Gerhard Friedrich, Die Verkiindigung du Todes ]eJU im Neuen Testament, Biblisch-Theologische Studien 6 (NeukirchenV!uyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1982), 151 with n. 22; and Hans-Richard Reuter, "Stellvertretung: Envagungen zu einer dogmatischen Kategorie im Gesprach mit Rene Girard und Raymund Schwager," in Dramatische Erliisungslehre: Ein Symposion, ed. J6sef Niewiadomski and Wolfgang Palaver, lnnsbrucker theologische Studien 38 (Innsbruck and Vienna: Tyrolia, 1992), 180 with n. 4. Cf. Gerhard Barth, Der Tod ]esu Christi im Verstiindnis du Neuen Testaments (Neukirchen-V!uyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1992), 3, 68. 
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innocent might be in wanting to take the debt upon himself for the 
other.24 

Although the Baylor colloquy represented a gathering of mainly his
torically minded scholars, it is interesting to reconsider the conference and to ask to what extent some of its subcurrents may still revolve around 
questions like the ones Kant has raised. Kant seems alive and well in that at least four authors associated with this volume say things that can be compared with or related to his challenge about Stellvertretung, 25 two 
indirectly, and two directly. 

Morna Hooker and N. T. Wright 

Morna Hooker in her contribution to this volume formulates the prob
lem of "vicarious" suffering (for which she offers various definitions) in 
such a way that it does not line up exactly with the concerns or definitions 
of Kant, whom she does not in any case have in mind in this context. In 
Hooker's view of verses like Isaiah 53:5 (see her section on Isaiah 53), the Servant suffers because of or as a result of the sins of others; their 
sins were the cause or occasion not only of their own sufferings (which they do not escape), but also of the Servant's sufferings which, unlike theirs, were undeserved. The Servant therefore suffered alongside the rest 
of Israel; the pattern is one of shared rather than substitutionary suffer
ing. Since in this understanding both the culprits and the innocent bear 

24. lmmanuel Kant, "Religion within the Boundaries of Mere Reason," in Kant, Religion and Rational Theology, trans. and ed. Alien W. Wood and George Di Giovanni (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 113 (at 6:72). Original German: "Die Religion innerhalb der Grenzen der blollen Vernunft" (1st ed., 1793; 2d ed., 1794), Kants gesammelte Schriften, ed. Koniglich Preullischen Akademie der Wissenschaften (Berlin: Reimer, 1907), 6:72: "Diese urspriingliche, oder iiberhaupt vor jedem Guten, was er immer thun mag, vorhergehende Schuld, die auch dasjenige ist, was, und nichts mehr, wir unter dem radicalen Bosen verstanden (S. das erste Stiick), kann aber auch, so vie! wir nach unserem Vernunftrccht einsehen, nicht von einem andern getilgt werden; denn sie ist keine trammiuible Verbindlichkeit, die etwa wie eine Geldschuld (bei der es dem Glaubiger einerlei ist, ob der Schuldner selbst oder cin anderer fur ihn bezahlt) auf einen andern iibertragen werden kann, sondern die allerpenonlichste, namlich eine Siindenschuld, die our der Strafbare, nicht der Unschuldige, er mag auch noch so grollmiithig sein, sie fiir jenen iibernehmen zu wollen, tragen kann." 
25. Kant did not actually use the term Stellvertretung because it was apparently coined by Georg Friedrich Seiler as late as 1778-79 (see Menke, Stellvertretung [above n. 9], 83), little more than a decade before Kant's "Die Religion" of 1793. However, it is customary to apply the term Ste/1-vertretung anachronistically to writings treating the same theme even before the invention of the term. Thus both Janowski and Hofius consider Kant's statement to be a statement of the problem of Stellvertretung (Janowski explicitly: see "Er trug unsere Siinden," 29 n. 6), mu~p_£n_u~'.'' of the precise terms Kant used. 
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the consequences of sins, Hooker envisages a situation different from, al
though not precisely opposite to, the one declared irrational and immoral by Kant (cf. the suffering of the innocent in both views), in which the 
guilty escape their personal moral liabilities by means of a one-for-one transfer of liabilities between guilty and innocent parties. 

A similar but less developed statement that can be compared with concerns of the Enlightenment is found at the end of N. T. Wright's essay in this volume. He rightly suggests that the idea of representation or shared 
suffering, understood as distinct from and as exclusive of substitution or transferred punishment, was developed in the history of theology "in 
order to protect God from talking or acting nonsensically or immorally." However, whether the language of representation actually succeeds in "protecting God" is another question, since even in participatory or rep
resentative understandings of Isaiah 53 and of Christology, the innocent one still ends up suffering as a result oj because oj or on behalf of the guilty, and God still stands behind this event.26 

Otfried Hofius and Bernd Janowski 

Explicit reactions to Kant are found only with the two German authors under review, 0. Hofius and B. Janowski. Unlike our two British authors, 
these writers feel directly obligated to declare Kant either right (at least as far as he goes) or wrong, or irrelevant. In the following analysis of Hofius 
and Janowski, we shall see how an essentially Kantian criticism about the nonrepresentability of subjects in matters of guilt has played a role in their different approaches to Isaiah 53 and the problem of Stellvertretung. 

The main focus of attention below is upon Hofius because he was perhaps regarded as the most controversial German interpreter whose ideas were discussed at the conference. However, the briefer treatment 
of Janowski which follows is no less important, for he offers a significant alternative to Hofius's approach to the Old Testament text. 

26. Appa~ently . the; ?nly "nonsense" or "immorality" against which God is here protected is a quast-financtal or JUdtctal transfer of debts from one party or account to another. But if there are philosophical or theological problems with a God who arranges and accepts the suffering of the innocent as a representative of the guilty, it is not clear that they are solved by the current formulations about "representation"- not in any case if people are, with respect to their sin and guilt, nonrepresentable (unvertretbar), as Hofius for example claims (see "Gottesknechtslied" [n. 5], 114). It makes very little difference to the idealistic criticism of vicarious atonement whether the innocent one is said to repment others in their guilt, to mbstitute for them, or both. 
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On Stellvertretung and the Making of a "New Text": 
The Hermeneutics of 0. Hofius 

One of the most challenging hermeneutical suggestions discussed at the 
conference was 0. Hofius's idea that the reception of Isaiah 53 in the 
New Testament letters places it within a framework theologically so dif
ferent from its original setting that the text as we know it in the New 

. . . " " ( 127) 27 Testament must be considered m some respects a new text p. . 
This conclusion represents one example of Hofius's mature thinking on 
the question of how a biblical theology of the two testaments might 
be approached (although some of his other studies find more continu
ity between the testaments than the one under review). Hofius's essay 
on Isaiah 53 and its reception in New Testament letters may therefore. 
be explored here as a case study in recent German interpretation, with 
the qualification that this essay shows Hofius at his most inde~ende~t 
(and therefore only loosely represents recent German trends): his mam 
point of dependence in this essay is upon Hartmut Gese's theory of 
the cult. · 

Isaiah 53 as an OT Text: "Exclusive Place-Taking" 

Hofius comes closer than Janowski does to agreeing with Kant, citing 
exactly the portion of Kant reprinted above (see Hofius, 11 n. 27). He 
finds Isaiah 53 to be unique within the Old Testament for its message 
that one person has "carried," in a manner that is substitutionary or 
stellvertretend, the guilt of others. The Servant thus suffers "the penal con
sequences of alien guilt" (109).28 That which according to the so-called 
deed-consequences connection or Tun-Ergehen-Zusammenhang ought to 
have struck back only upon the doers of the sinful actions has now struck 

27. I.e., p. 127 in 0. Hofius, "Gottesknechtslied" (above n. 5). Running page numbers inserted 
in the text refer to this work. . . 

28. German: "die Straffolgen .fremder Schuld" (Hofius, "Gottes~e~htslied~" 109, _italics ongm~). 
The combination of the term Straffolgen or "penal consequences With the Immediately followmg 
Tun-Ergehen-Zusammenhang (see Hofius's next sentence) seems somewhat unusual because the l_att~r 
concept was originally developed by Klaus Koch in order to sugges~ that ~he cons~q.uences ?f s~n ~~ 
this world do not necessarily spring from a Vergeltungsdogma or doctnne of diVIne retnbutton .. 
See K. Koch "Gibt es ein Vergeltungsdogma im Alten Testament?" ZTK 52 (1955): 1- 42; ET 
"Is There a Doctrine of Retribution in the Old Testament?" in Theodicy in the _Old Testam_e?t, ed. 
James L. Crenshaw (Philadelphia: Fortress; London: SPCK, 1983), 57-87. For literature cnttcal of 
Koch's conception, see Janowski, "Er trug unsere Siinden" (above n. 6), 28 n. 4. 
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the innocent and righteous Servant instead (see Isa. 53:9b, llb). Nor 
does it simplify matters that Yahweh himself is behind this plan. For he 
has "laid on him the iniquity of us all" (53:6b); it was Yahweh's plan or 
"will" to "crush him" (53:10a). 

Based on these and other observations on the Old Testament text, 
Hofius concludes that its pattern of Stellvertretung or place-taking has 
to be described as inclusive only of the Servant and exclusive of the 
guilty. Only one party is in the place or position of punishment. 
The text's mode of operation could therefore be termed one of exklu
dierende Stellvertretung or "exclusive place-taking" (112). Hofius realizes 
that Stellvertretung in everyday German usage is normally understood 
as a transaction that excludes one party and includes another much 
like English "substitution," but he adds the potentially redund~nt ad
jective exkludierend for the sake of a theological wordplay later in his 
essay. 

Beyond this, however, Hofius's introduction of the unusual term ex
kludierende Stellvertretung may seem abrupt. He is in fact presupposing 
mo:e than a decade of collegial work in the Tiibingen Protestant theo
logical faculty, beginning with H. Gese's seminal essay on Old Testament 
atonement,

29 
which B. S. Childs regards as still the best resource avail

able.30 Hofius's own essay on Pauline atonement and its Old Testament 
roots, presupposed here, draws heavily upon Gese. 31 These earlier essays 
must be read and digested in order fully to understand the use of the 
term Stellvertretung in recent German exegesis. 32 

Nev~rtheless, we can catch up with Hofius's German by means of 
a few stmple observations. The easiest way to understand exkludierende 
Stellvertretung is to think of it as a noun phrase that contains a whole 

Bi9T Hartmut . Gese, . "Die Siihne," in Gese, Zur biblischen Theologie: Alttestamentliche Vortriige, 
v 78 (~~ruch: Katser, _1977; repr., Tiibingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 3d ed., 1989), 85-106. ET: "The 

Atonement, m Essays on Btbltcal Theology, trans. K. Crim (Minneapolis: Augsburg 1981) 93-116 
~0. See _Brevard S. Childs, Biblical Theology of the Old and New Testaments {Lond;n: SCM: M1nneapolis: Fortress, 1992), 503-8, esp. 503. ' 
3~ . Otfried H?fius, _"Siihne und Versohnung: Zum paulinischen Verstandnis des Kreuzestodes {~.u (1983), repnnted m Hofius, Paulusstudien, WVNT 51 (Tiibingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 1989), 33-

. 32. A more wid~-ranging work such as Janowski's recent' (since the Baylor conference) introduc
tion to a?d appendix of secondary sources on Stellvertretung will help those interested in German 
scholarship as ~ whole to_ relate t~e. efforts of the biblical scholars to those of the German philoso
phers, systematiC theologians, polit1cal and social theorists, etc. See Janowski .Stellvertretunu (above n. 6), 13-39, 97-134. . ' <> 
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sentence within itself, for Stellvertretung is a verbal noun.33 The ker
nel sentence underlying the verbal noun is contained in the latter half 
of the following definition: "Stellvertretung besagt, d~ einer an die 
Stelle des anderen tritt."34 This example shows that the crucial com
ponents of the meaning of Stellvertretung are. Stel/e + treten + (an 
implied) an (accusative)- the morpheme -ver- contributes little to its 
meaning.35 

Explaining Ste//vertretung then becomes almost a matter of linguis
tic tautology. Just as in English the expression "place-taking," if we had 
such a term, would presumably denote simply "one person taking an
other's place," so in German Ste//vertretung means "eine Person tritt an 
die Stelle einer anderen." In normal usage this has the effect of excluding 
the person who was originally "in this place" (an dieser Stel/e}, but this 
exclusive understanding can also be made explicit: 

Eine Person tritt an die Stelle einer anderen so, dag diese ersetzt 
oder ausgesch/ossen wird. 36 

One person takes the place of another in such a way that the other 
is replaced or shut out (excluded}. 

33. On the history and word formation of Stellvertretung see Janowski, "Er trug unsere Stinden," 30: "The German abstract noun 'place-taking' first came into being rather late, in the course of the eighteenth century and in the context of Socinian criticism of the doctrine of satisfaction within Old Protestant orthodoxy. Luther did not yet use the noun; but he did use verbal paraphrases for the idea it reflects, for example: 'Jesus Christ, God's Son, came in our stead' ('an unserer Statt,' WA 35: 443 line 21). We may therefore suspect that when the word 'place-taking' came into use, its task was to bring a concept previously formulated \vith verbs to expression as a technical term. The German abstract term must therefore actually be read as a noun of action, fully in accordance \vith the biblical traditions that have preserved the originally verbal structure of place-taking." 
34. Walther von Loewenich, "Christi Stellvertretung: Eine theologische Meditation zu Luthers Auslegung von Gal. 3,13," in von Loewenich, Von Augustin zu Luther: Beitriige zur Kirchengeschichte (Witten: Luther-Verlag, 1959), 150 (italics added). 
35. The noun Stellvertretung probably derived historically from the adjective stellvertretend in the collocation stellvertretende Genugtuung, "vicarious satisfaction" (so Menke, Stellvertretung [n. 9], 82-83). An etymological argument along the lines that Stellvertretung comes from Stelle and Vertretung ("representation") cannot be used to argue that Stellvertretung means "representation"- a common assumption in English translations of German biblical studies that is wrong more often than it is right (see, e.g., above n. 8). The proper place to look for the concept of "representation" (Vertretung as distinct from Stellvertretung) in the German Bible is not necessarily to theologies of the atonement or suffering but to the theology of prayer. According to the original as well as the modern Lutheran translation, the Holy Spirit "vertritt die Heiligen, wie es Gott gefallt" (Rom. 8:27)- he represents the saints, intercedes for them, according to the \vill of God. 
36. This is something of an inversion (in the direction of exkludierende Stellvertretzmg) of the definition by Menke, Stellvertretung (n. 9), 17. According to this definition, Stellvertretung designates all those procedures "in denen eine Person so an die Stelle einer anderen tritt, daB diese nicht ersetzt, sondern im Gegenteil zur Einnahme ihrer [eigenen] Stelle befahigt wird." 
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This is the understanding behind Hofius's expression exk/udierende Ste/1-
vertretung, except that Hofius uses the verb exk/udieren rather than 
ausschlie.flen (used earlier by Gese)37 or ersetzen. 

Radical Sin in Kant and the Bible 

By describing the drama of Isaiah 53 as a pattern of exk/udierende Stel/
vertretung, Hofius takes a clear position on the problem posed by Kant. 
If the innocent Servant takes the place of the guilty in such a way that 
he experiences the full weight of the divine punishment of their sins and 
yet also somehow blocks them from experiencing it, we have precisely the 
bearing of alien guilt that Kant said is out of keeping with our reason's 
standards of right. 

Hofius agrees with Kant, but not only for rationalistic reasons. Argu
ing in part from Psalm 51:5 (MT v. 7: "I was born with iniquity") that sin 
is not just something accidental and potentially removable about a person 
but something central and essential, Hofius suggests that only new cre
ation (see Psalm 51:10 [MT v. 12])- something that would not be done 
for sinners simply by their being represented by another in matters of 
guilt (even if this were possible)- can set sinners free from the sin that 
conditions their very being (Sein}. The following is Hofius's conclusion 
about the meaning of Isaiah 53 as an Old Testament text (114): 

Sin is no more removable or transferable than death is. In the sit
uation of sin, as in the situation of death, people are in principle 
unrepresentable [unvertretbar]. Just as it is impossible for people to 
die the death of others, so it is impossible for them, being sinners 
themselves, to make the sins of the others their own. When this 
is acknowledged it also forces a conclusion about the fourth Ser
vant Song. What this Song says about the Servant's substitutionary 
death [ste//vertretendes Sterben] is theologically incomprehensible as 
it stands and as it is meant. This holds independently of the answer 
to the heavily contested question, Who is meant by "the Servant" 
according to the Old Testament text? Whether it deals with the 
prophet Second Isaiah himself, or collectively with faithful Israel, or 
with a future messianic figure, in any case we must conclude: being 

37. See Gese, "Stihne" (above n. 29), 97: "ausschlieBende Stellvertretung." 
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freed up from sin and guilt through human substitution [menschliche 
Stellvertretung] is theologically simply unthinkable! 

By "unthinkable" Hofius apparently means not only unimaginable but 
unworkable (unfortunately he does not pause for very long to ask what 
the text will have meant to its first readers: did they realize its theological 
limitations?). The text in Isaiah, as an Old Testament text, does not set 
out an operative pattern that would effectively deal with humanity's on
tological problem of sin as Hofius understands it, based on his reading of 
selected Old Testament and widely gathered New Testament texts. For 
him, Paul, John, the authors of Colossians and Ephesians, Mark and the 
author of Hebrews, all know of sin only in one form: Person-Sunde, sin 
as it is bound up with persons, all of whom partake of the total and rad
ical fallenness of all humanity (113-14). Even a future Messiah could 
not make Isaiah 53 into a saving text or a saving message, for Hofius 
believes that the historical Jewish messianic expectation does not involve 
a divine, incarnated figure. 38 

The direction of Hofius's thought is clear: What is wrong with Servant 
theology is that it is not (incarnational) Christology. The conception of sin 
in Isaiah 53 is inadequate to humanity's true situation, and the solution 
offered is inadequate because the Servant, at best an agent of merely 
human substitution, cannot serve as a representative dying figure in any 
ontological sense. In short, the Servant, by dying, cannot effect in others 
the typically Pauline kind of death to sin and subsequent new creation 
that in Hofius's view will alone suffice to free sinners from their sin. 
What sinners need is to die and rise with Christ; they cannot die and 
rise with the Servant, not as a historical figure and not in the terms in 
which the text describes the relationship between the one and the many. 

Christ in Our Place: The Incarnation 

This, however, does not mean that Hofius finds no New Testament sote
riological use of Isaiah 53 or even that he finds his own eiegesis running 
aground on the shores of Kant's rationality. Hofius agrees with Kant as 

· 38. Hofius therefore says in a later study that Jesus is not the Jewish Messiah in any sense in which that term could have been understood in the first century. See 0. Hofius, "1st Jesus der Messias? Thesen," in Der Mmias, ed. lngo Baldermann et al., ]ahrbuch for Biblische Theologie 8 (1993): 103-29. 
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far as he goes; but Kant, in denying that sins can be transferred, _li~e 
financial debts, from one account to another, does not put any limit 
on what might be possible when not only sins as discrete acts, but the 
existence of all human persons as sinners, are taken up in a single rep
resentative figure through the incarnation. The limitation by which t~e 
Servant could take upon himself the punishment of others but not theu 
old existence as persons dominated by sin- the limitation of a merely 
human substitution- is therefore dealt with by Hofius under the head
ing of inkludierende Stellvertretung or inclusive "place-taking," the essence 
of an incarnational Christology. 

The expression inkludierende Stellvertretung involves a German word
play that can also be reflected in English. Place-taking is . normally 
exclusive in both English and German. If I take your place It usually 
means that you are no longer in that place: I have become your replace~ 
ment or substitute. "The player was injured, so a fresh teammate took hts 
place (became his substitute)." Or: "I have a ticket to the performance but 
cannot go. Would you like to take my place?" In Christology, however, be
cause of Christ's preexistence and divine status, he can enter our huma.n 
place in a way that does not displace us b~t incorporates u~ (.115). This 
is why Hofius qualifies inclusive place-tak10g as the only dtvtne type of 
place-taking (116). Both Christ and the rest of humanity ~e still "there" 
when Christ takes or enters humanity's place: er trat an thre Stelle und 
starb an ihrer Stelle ("he stepped into their place [in the incarnation?] and 
died in their place"). This sounds like substitution, but it need not be. 
Christ died "in their stead (=place)," but not necessarily instead of them: 
they died, too, "with" him. Christ did not die in place of humanity; he died 
while he was in the place of humanity. These two English expressi~ns a~e 
formally almost identical, but they can carry very different meamngs 10 
theology. 

Is the Jewish Sacrificial System Participatory? 

Despite the initial appearances of an exclusively dogmatic method, 
Hofius is able to claim a biblical-theological precedent for this under
standing of inclusive place-taking. Hofius believes that the incorp~rative 
idea cannot be found in the historical person of the Servant or 10 the 
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fourth Servant Song as an Old Testament text; but it can be found in 
the symbolism of the Ievitical sin-offering (116). 

The Ievitical sin-offering, according to H. Gese and his followers (in
cluding both Hofius and Janowski), was a representative, participatory, . . 39Th tncorporatzve event. rough the gesture of the hand leaning on the 
head of the animal, the people, through their priestly representative, be
come identified with it, although they do not transfer their sins to it. The 
cultic ritual itself is one of dedicatory atonement, in which the people 
experience more than just a negative procedure of the removal of sin. 
Cultic, dedicatory atonement is for tabernacle or temple worshipers "a 
coming to God that consists in passing all the way through the sentence of 
death. "40 

This passage is crucial to Gese, and Hofius has cited it many times. 
The citation in his essay on Isaiah 53 (126) comes in an explanation of 
what "bringing you to God" (see 'tva Ull<ic; npoc:my<iyn 1:cp SEep) means 
in 1 Peter 3:18, where Isaianic language about suffering for sins is re
flected in the expression 1tEpt Cx!lap'l:tOOV ena8EV (126). Since Hofius 
believes that an inclusive event of cultic dedication, representative of 
the people's life before God, is effected when sacrificial blood, the life 
substance (see Lev. 17:11), comes into contact with the holy objects (par- ~ 
ticularly the mercy seat), blood can be regarded as the symbolic medium 
that "brings people to God." Although blood is not mentioned in 1 Peter 
3:18 (but see 1:2, 19), a cultic thought of "being brought to God" is 
still there, and therefore Hofius feels justified in calling it an "event of 
atonement" (Siihnegeschehen), even in the absence of an explicit mention 
of blood. ) 

The people of Israel cannot be conceived as having symbolically 
died and risen again with the fortunes of the original Isaianic Servant. 

39. Verbs like repriiuntieren or partizipieren are not often used by Gese ("Stihne," above n. 29) because he does not li~e Latinate Fremdwiirter. However, these words, whose English equivalents play an enormous role m current Anglo-American discussions of Paul, are also sometimes used in German discussions of the cult. Thus Gese's former student B. Janowski (Siihne a/s Heilsgeschehen: Studun zur Siihnetheologie der Priesterschrift und zur Wurze/ KPR im Altm Orient und im A/ten Testa
:'ent, WMANT 55 [Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1982]) speaks of a situation in which ~e~ Opf~rnde dur~h das Aufs.temmen seiner Hand auf das Opfertier an dessen Tod rea/iter parttztpte:t, .mde~ ~r stch durch diesen symbolischen Gestus m it dem sterbenden Tier identifiziert . .. • (220, ttalics on!?nal; see the further context; cf. p. 59). Similarly, "so repriisentiert der stellvertretende Tod des Opfertteres die Lebenshingabe des stindigen Menschen" (221, italics added). ! 

40. Gese, "Siihne" (n. 29), 104: "ein Zu-Gott-Kommen durch das Todesgericht hindurch." See the ET (n. 29), 114 (modified above). · 
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Nevertheless, Hofius would say that cultic worshipers in ancient Israel 
experienced something akin to death and resurrection (or new creation) 
in the death of the animal with whom they had identified their des
tinies. This happened as the animal was killed and its blood brought 
into the Most Holy Place up to the mercy seat (at least in the priestly 
conception), symbolizing life-giving contact with God. 

Unfortunately for most outsiders to the recent German scene, Hofius 
spells out very little of this cultic background in his essay on Isaiah 53 
(beyond giving two bibliographic references)41 because it has long been 
considered an assured result in Tiibingen. Nevertheless, Hofius does 
make clear what truth is expressed by cultically patterned thinking about 
Jesus. The key terms in the citation below - the idea that sacrifice 
does not merely take away an external pollution or sin, the idea of a 
sacrifice that becomes identical with the sinner, the idea that the sac
rifice effects the sinner's symbolic death and resurrection, the idea of 
sacrifice as a "coming to God," the idea of sacrifice as "inclusive place
taking" - all were first worked out in Gese's theory of the cult. But 
Hofius applies them, more extensively than Gese ever did, to salvation 
in Christ (116): 

, Christ has not simply come alongside the sinner in order to take 
away something - namely, guilt and sin; he has rather become 
identical with the sinner (see 2 Cor. 5:21; Gal. 3:13) in order 
through the surrender of his life to lead sinners into union with 
God and thus to open to them fellowship with God for the first 
time. Christ thus dies not only "in the place of" [anstelle] the sin
ner; he dies "for" him in such a way that his death is as such the 
sinner's death and his resurrection is as such the sinner's "coming 
to God" (see 2 Cor. 5:14b) .... What is at issue in "inclusive place
taking" is the fundamental recognition that only God the creator is 
able to free sinners from their sin; he does this by making sin and 
indeed sinful people themselves his own problem in all seriousness. 
"Inclusive place-taking" is not human but divine place-taking. The 
letter to Diognetus expresses this well when it declares in view of 

41. See Hofius, "Gottesknechtslied," 116 n. 43, with reference to Gese, "Siihne" (n. 29), and Hofius, "Stihne und Versohnung" (n. 31). 
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Christ's death (9:2): "God took our sins upon himself" (au'toc; 't<'Xc; 
1)j.J£'t€pac; <lj.J.ap-t(ac; cive8El;a'to). 42 

These, then, are the presuppositions of Hofius's view. Isaiah 53, wher
ever it is integrated into the New Testament letters, is integrated into 
a pattern of Christology that derives not so much from Isaiah itself as 
from the Ievitical cult (although it is the cultic idea more than the tradi
tion history as such that Hofi.us is after, p. 116). Since Hofi.us does not 
think that the Hebrew term asham in Isaiah 53:10 has a cultic back
ground or that Isaiah 52:13-53:12 is a cultic passage, it goes without 
saying that the cultically conditioned reception of Isaiah 53 in the New 
Testament letters will yield a different result from the chapter's mean
ing in its original setting. The originallevitical cult evidences an inclusive 
or representative understanding of atonement. Even though the original 
Servant idea does not evidence this pattern, its language is adaptable to 
the New Testament's cultic, incorporative understanding of atonement.43 

Hofius's Hermeneutic 

Hofius concludes his essay with a hermeneutical reflection. His main -
point all along has been to insist that an existential inclusion in the 
Christ event- an event of divine place-taking- is the New Testament's 
pattern of salvation, and not only in Paul. But the meaning of Servant 
language in its original setting is different. The human limitations of the 
Servant mean that the text of Isaiah 53 could never mean the same thing 
when applied to him as it means when applied to Christ. It follows that 
the text when applied to Christ becomes in effect a new text (127): 

Through its christological reception in the New Testament, the 
fourth Servant Song acquires a sense that was not originally its own, 
one that changes it in content and meaning so that we must talk in 
certain respects about a new text. Once the name of the Son of 

42. Hofius, "Gottesknechtslied," 116 n. 47, refers to the entire context of Diogmtm 9:2-5. 
43. In order to indicate the essential difference in the NT reception of this OT passage, Hofius 

will often label the new framework simply as Jiihnend, "atoning," without saying explicitly that it is 
incorporative or inclusive, but he means the same thing. He therefore finds cultic or Jiihmtheologirche 
patterning in virtually every instance where soteriologicallanguage from Isaiah 53 has been taken up 
in the New Testament letters, e.g., in 1 Corinthians 15:3 (p. 120); Romans 4:25 (122); 2 Corinthians 
5:21 (123); Hebrews 9:28 (124); 1 Peter 2:21-25 (125-26); and 1 Peter 3:18 (126). 
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God, Jesus Christ, is entered for the words "my servant" - which 
point to a mere human - the coordinates of the fourth Servant 
Song as a whole are changed. For now Christ's death and resur
rection determine the meaning of sin, being a sinner, and existential 
place-taking for sinners. That the Old Testament text was open for 
such a christological reception is amazing [ erstaunlich] enough. Yet 
at the same time it needs to be said: only through the christological 
reception does this text become theologically affirmable and there
fore a text for which we can take responsibility in the preaching of 
the church. 

If by a "new text" is meant a text in which all the terms and concepts 
have been deepened and invested with new insight, given a meaning that 
they could not have had in their original, pre-Christian setting, then 
Hofi.us's conclusion is unavoidable: "Jesus Christ, in his person and in his 
work, is not merely and not primarily explained by Isaiah 53: Isaiah 53 
is rather explained by him" (127). 

B. Janowski: Isaiah 53 as a Drama of Recognition 

We could not do justice to Janowski's essay "Er trug unsere Siinden: Je
saja 53 und die Dramatik der Stellvertretung"44 at the Baylor colloquy, 
nor will it be possible to do so here, partly because Janowski carries 
on a running conversation with systematic and historical theology and 
even modern sociology along with his biblical exegesis. Nevertheless, 
since we have already studied Hofi.us in depth, some details of Janowski's 
approach Will emerge by way of comparison. _ 

First, by contrast to Hofi.us, Janowski does not modify the normal 
idea of Stellvertretung as an event whereby one person takes the place 
of others in punishment in such a way that the others are excluded from 
it. As Gese's student and the author of the world's most detailed book 
on cultic atonement,45 Janowski is perfectly familiar with the concept 
of inkludierende Stellvertretung that Hofi.us derived from the cult and 
used to describe the New Testament's reception of Isaiah 53. However, 

44. See Janowski, above n. 6: running page references in the text refer to this work. 
45. Janowski, Siihm (above n. 39). 
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Janowski does not here expound the cult or Isaiah 53 in the New Testament, and therefore he uses Ste/lvertretung on its own in the same sense as Hofius's exkludierende Ste/lvertretung. 
Although Janowski agrees with Hofius that the place-taking in Isaiah 53 is exclusive, amounting to one person substituting for others in matters of guilt, he does not seem so influenced by, or perhaps we should rather say, so much in agreement with Kant as Hofius. Janowski cites the same passage from Kant (28) as Hofius cites, but he also includes criticisms of Kant (28-29 nn. 6, 8), concluding that the idealistic criticism of Stellvertretung does not need to be answered in this context because the Bible formulates the problem differently (45).46 

In Janowski's essay we have something approaching the traditional concept of substitution. This is not, then, Whybray's idea that the Old Testament passage is partly about the sufferings all exiles share in Babylon,47 nor is it the same as Hofius's attempt to suggest that Isaiah 53 as an Old Testament text is inadequate to human need beca_use it does not live up to the ideal of divine, inkludierende Stellvertretung. However, neither is Janowski's view primarily one of how God can justly transfer both guilt and its penal consequences from one party to another. The concern that Janowski highlights in the text focuses not so much on theodicy or ~ atonement theology as on problems of religious epistemology, how Israel comes to recognize both her guilt and its cancellation so as to be changed and ultimately saved. This process of recognition or rethinking occurs in several stages in a single text that Janowski understands as follows. Isaiah 52:13-53:12 revolves around the perspective of the "we" before and after the Servant's death and the subsequent oracle from God about the Servant's exaltation and future success (the Servant here is taken to be identical with the prophet Second Isaiah). Janowski mentions two factors that were operating simultaneously before the Servant's death, but he does not try to work them into a system. Using a form-critical argu:... 
46. Indeed, as an apparent direct counterpoint to Kant's notions of rationality, Janowski concludes his introduction to the concept of Stellvertretung by quoting the social ethicist H.-R. Reuter to the effect that Stellvertretung presents an "idea of an intercession of one person for all others as a reality that is already a given to reason• (31, italics added). 
47. Given Whybray's somewhat unusual and unduly restrictive definition of "vicarious suffering" as the opposite of "shared suffering" (what is shared cannot be vicarious), it seems almost as though the Servant would have to suffer outside Babylon to do anything vicarious, i.e., that which is not shared with other Babylonian exiles. For criticism of Whybray's definition of vicariousness or Stellvertretung, see the review by Hermisson (above n. 2). 
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ment from the psalms of complaint (e.g., Psalms 3; 31; 41; pp. 37-39), Janowski concludes that since the "we" are described in language reminiscent of the enemies of the righteous in the Psalms, the historical "we" within Israel during the exile must actually have behaved as the Servant's enemies, persecuting him and excluding him; ultimately a semijudicial case was brought against him that led to his death and his burial among the wicked (the details of vv. 7-lOa are therefore taken fairly literally, p. 40). Part of the Servant's suffering therefore appears due to the actions of the other exiles, although they do not recognize this at first. The other element of the Servant's sufferings is due to God himself, (see vv. 6b and lOa), though once again, God's hand in this suffering is not recognized by the "we" until after the Servant's death. In keeping with God's plan, the Servant voluntarily makes the surrender of his life an asham, not a cultic sacrifice as such but a more general "means of wiping out guilt" that is normally provided only when the guilty realize their guilt and take responsibility for it. Since this is precisely what the exiles as a community are in no position to do, the Servant does it for them. "Israel, which is in no position to take over the obligation arising from its guilt, must be released from it in order to have any future" (43). Although all this can be said to be going on in the events leading up to the Servant's death, the "we" will initially have taken a much more simplistic view of the Servant's situation. So long as the "we" were relying on the traditional framework of the Tun-Ergehen-Zusammenhang, 48 the ancient worldview of a virtually automatic "action-consequences connection" in which actions carry their own consequences and people basically get what they deserve, it was logical prior to the Servant's death and Yahweh's word of his exaltation for them to think that it was his own sin and not theirs that he was bearing. Their treatment of him as a Godforsaken sinner only made his sufferings worse: "[W]e accounted him stricken, struck down by God, and afflicted" (Isa. 53:4). 
The change in perspective is possible for the "we" only after Yahweh's two oracles (especially the first: 52:13-15; cf. 53:1lb-12) to the effect that the prophet was not a justly punished sinner but a righteous Servant who will yet have success in his mission. Only with this in-breaking 

48. See Janowski, "Er trug unsere Siinden," 27-28, n. 4 (and above on Koch, n. 28), for secondary literature on this theme. 
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of God's perspective are the "we" able to see that the standard deed

consequences connection cannot have been at work in the Servant's case 
(e.g., pp. 38-39). The Servant has instead taken up an "alien" fate · 
" I al" f h m a 
r? e revers o t e guilty and the innocent that allows consequences 

alien to the Servant's own behavior to strike him alone. He thus releases 
others from the same fate so as to fulfill his mission of "bringing Is 1 
bk"( I " rae 

ac see sa. ~9:5-6) from the catastrophe of exile in 587 B.C.E. (41). 
. .For Janowskt, then, the drama of Stellvertretung lies precisely in that 
It ts no~ re~ucible to a single abstract pattern of either representation 
or su~stttutwn. At the time when the crucial events are happening, the 

s~ffe~mgs undergone by the Servant seem neither representative nor sub
stltutwnary, for they appear to have nothing to do with anyone else. But 
after God makes it clear that the one has taken the place of the man 

t~ere.are elements that might be regarded as both representative and su; 
stttutwnary. The sufferings are substitutionary because something is done 

for the "we" that they could not do for themselves (and now no longer 

need to do for themselves), and representative because what the Servant 
suffered represented their fate and not his. It is because of this after-the

fact r~alizat~on that another has already taken their place, representing 
them m thetr guilt, that the "we" cry out (36-37): 

Nevertheless, our sicknesses- he bore them, 
and our pains- he took them upon himself; 

yet we (previously) accounted him as one afflicted 
as one stricken by God and bowed down. ' 

(Isaiah 53:4) 

In adapting Janowski's ideas for a wider audience, we would do well to 

remember some common human experiences of place-taking.49 Experi
ence suggests that the recognition that someone else has suffered because 
of us and for us, even instead of us, can be all the more painful when it 

comes Ion~ after the fact- too long after the fact for us to do anything 

t~ c~ange It .other than to change ourselves in response. The commu

mty s ~o~e~swn of guilt above is therefore as far from the cheap notion 
of thetr gomg scot-free" (a common criticism of notions of substitution 

v ~·1 Th: (~llo;;)ngb exhamplebs are in line with Janowski's thoughts on "The Reality of Ste/1-
er ~ ung - ut ave een developed independently. 
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that do not involve representation)50 as the penetrating meditation on the 
idea of substitution by Paul Gerhardt is far removed from the outlook of 

the modern prosperity gospel (an approach that is often wrongly seen as 
the necessary corollary of substitutionary views): 

Nun, was du, Herr, erduldet, ist alles meine Last; 
ich hab es selbst verschuldet, was du getragen hast. 
Schau her, hier steh ich Armer, der Zorn verdienet hat; 

gib mir, o mein Erbarmer, den Anblick deiner Gnad!51 

Perhaps in conclusion we may expand upon what Janowski seems to 

regard as an important noetic or erkenntnistheoretische dimension of the 
Servant text.52 Israel was unprepared for the Servant's exaltation and in 
no position to recognize the representation of its own fate in his suf

ferings at the time when they were actually occurring, needing instead 
God's word to break in and provide this recognition only later. By anal

ogy we may consider it likely that the disciples, whether or not Jesus had 
prepared them to think of his mission in terms of Isaiah 53, were not 

able to recognize fully the extent to which it was their own sins that were 

being borne up to the cross (see, e.g., 1 Pet. 2:24) until later, after the 
granting of the Holy Spirit. 

If this statement applies to the original disciples it certainly applies to 
~Paul. As the "we" speakers in the drama of Isaiah 53 recognized their 

own sin only in looking back on the Servant's fate from God's per

spective, so Paul seems to regard Christ's death on the cross not only 

as an event of redemption but also as an event that, in hindsight, re
veals the nature of sin (providing perhaps even a different perspective 
on it than the law does; see Rom. 3:20). Without Christ's death and 

Paul's reflection on it, partly helped along by Isaiah 53 (as in the first 

two instances below and perhaps the third), we would know less about 
"our sins" (1 Cor. 15:3), "our trespasses" (Rom. 4:25), "the many" who 

50. E.g., Whiteley, Theology (n. 22 above), 131; Tuckett, "Atonement" (~ . 22 above), 519. S~e 
Whybray, The Second Isaiah (n . 2 above), 77, and also above, n. 3, for the Idea that the exiles m 
Babylon had not gone "scot-free." 

51. Paul Gerhardt (1607-1706), "0 Haupt voll Blut und Wunden," in Evangelisches Kirchen
gesangbuch (Stuttgart: Verlag des Ev. Gesangbuchs, 1953; repr., 1986), no. 63.4. 

52. See Janowski, "Er trug unsere Siinden," 38: "ein tiefgreifender Prozeli der Erkenntnis"; 44: 
"ein durch Erkenntnis verwandeltes Israel" (italics original). See in conclusion 46-47 (46: "Niemand 
ist aber aus sich allein zu solcher Erkenntnis fiihig") and the literature on the Erkenntnisproblem (esp. 
by]. Fischer) in Janowski, 46-47 n. 62. 
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were made sinners (Rom. 5:19), "this present evil age" (Gal. 1:3), the "curse" (Gal. 3:13), the "old creation" (2 Cor. 5:17), the "reign of sin'' (Rom. 5:21), the "old man" (Rom. 6:6), the "body of sin" (Rom. 6:6), and the "overlooking of previous sins" (Rom. 3:25). Paul says that "while we were still sinners Christ died for us" (Rom. 5:8), but this also works in reverse: only when we realize that the Son of God had to die for us do we understand what it means to be sinners. 
Through first seeing their guilt borne by another and only later confessing it as their own (see Isa. 53:4-6), the people of Israel are granted a life-changing knowledge that could be had no other way. There may be structural analogies with Paul and other New Testament writers beyond the proven verbal parallels with the Servant texts. This new perspective may also provide a different angle on traditional debates about the atonement. The Servant's story carries a message for the story's "we" figures as well as for modern readers, whether his sufferings are conceived as representative or substitutionary or both. 
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The Suffering Servant 
Recent Tiibingen Scholarship on Isaiah 53 

DANIEL P. BAILEY 

+ 
Five months after the Baylor colloquy on Isaiah 53 and Christian origins, there appeared in Tubingen a volume of essays not dissimilar to this one (though covering a wide~ range in the history of interpretation) under the title Der leidende Gottesknecht: ]esaja 53 und seine Wirkungsgeschichte, mit einer Bibliographic zu ]es 53. 1 Seven of the eight essays in that volume originated in an advanced seminar for Tubingen biblical faculty and graduate students organized by Martin Hengel in 1991; a final essay on Isaiah 53 in Jewish-Christian dialogue of the sixteenth century was contributed by Stefan Schreiner, who joined the Tubingen faculty somewhat later. 

James Carleton Paget and I had the privilege of attending the original lectures on which the Tubingen volume is based. Therefore when a working group in Cambridge led by William Farmer and Morna Hooker in the spring of 1995 was looking for a means of preparing for the Baylor colloquy, Dr. Carleton Paget suggested that we might want to try to get hold of the unpublished manuscripts of the Tubingen volume. This being granted by kind permission of the authors and editors, we proceeded to summarize and discuss most of the essays. 
The following abstracts of individual essays can therefore be considered an informal result of our discussions (though I alone am responsible for the wording). These summaries were part of the material distributed to Baylor panel members in advance, although at the colloquy itself 
1. Ed. Bernd Janowski and Peter Stuhlmacher, Forschungen zum Alten Testament 14 (Tiibingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 1996). 
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we discussed only the studies by Spieckermann (not itself part of the Tiibingen volume but planned for the English version), Janowski, and Hofius, based on translations which likewise had been distributed in advance. Since there is as yet no major review of the Tiibingen volume in English (Joachim Schaper's review is due to appear in the Journal ofTheological Studies in October 1998), and since a planned English translation will probably not appear until a year or two after the present volume,2 
it may be useful for a wider audience to have an overview of recent Tiibingen work. 

While my own analysis of the two essays by Otfried Hofius and Bernd Janowski appears in the previous chapter, this is perhaps an appropriate place to mention that our preparations for the Baylor colloquy did not include the translation or distribution of Martin Hengel's substantial forty-two page contribution, "Zur Wirkungsgeschichte von Jes 53 in vorchristlicher Zeit."3 Given the predominantly historical-critical interests of the conference, this is undoubtedly the essay from the Tiibingen volume (besides those already mentioned) that could have made the greatest difference in our deliberations. 
In particular, if Hengel's then-unpublished perspectives on the recep- _ tion of Isaiah 53 in pre-Christian or non-Christian Jewish sources had been more widely available to members of the panel, we might have come more quickly to texts that we touched upon only briefly in the open discussion near the end of the conference (e.g., Daniel 11-12) or indeed hardly at all (e.g., the two Qymran manuscripts of Isaiah as well as the Aramaic Testament of Levi, 4QJ40/541=4Qbh.A.). This approach might in turn have modified slightly the direction of some statements elsewhere in this volume: maybe Isaiah 53 had a greater pre-Christian influence than some of these articles suggest.4 Nevertheless, the historical points 

2. Provisional title: The Suffiring Servant: Isaiah 53 in Jewish and Christian ~ourm, ed, B. Janowski and P. Stuhlmacher, trans. D. P. Bailey (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, forthc~mmg). 3. Hengel, "Zur Wirkungsgeschichte," in Janowski and Stuhlmacher, eds., Der !ttdende Gottes-knecht (above n. 1), 49-91. 
. 4. Compare, for example, Morna Hooker's statement (n. 8 of her essay, \vith the accomp~nymg text) to the effect that there were almost no pre-Christian Je\vish traditions deriving from Isatah 53 that might convey the idea that one person's suffering can h~v.e ato?ing P?wer for. others. Hengel, by contrast, believes that there might have been a few such traditwns, mcluding Damelll-12, r_he LXX of Isaiah 53 (which has its own interpretive tendencies), and 4Q!illA=4QJ40/541 ("Zur W!fkungsgeschichte" [above n. 3], 91; cf. 69-75). However, Hen?el ~ualifies wit~ the word "perhap~" ~o.st of his potential evidence about salvation through the substJtutJonary suffenng or death of an tndiVI?ual for the sins of others. Even if Hengel's texts support his interpretation, it would call for only a slight 
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not covered at Baylor should perhaps not be overemphasized. Some of the issues have now been addressed by N. T. Wright, who in his recent book makes Hengel the mainstay of his footnotes on the pre-Christian Servant idea,5 coming to conclusions that combine perspectives of both Hengel and M. D. Hooker.6 

Following are abstracts (not critical reviews!) of the eight essays in the Tiibingen volume, with the addition of an abstract of a related paper by Hermann Spieckermann delivered in Cambridge in 1995. 

"The Conception and Pre-history of the Idea of Vicariousness in the Old Testament," by Hermann Spieckermann 

The concept of substitution or "vicariousness" (Stellvertretung) in the Old Testament is very closely bound up with Isaiah 53.7 However, the vicarious activity there depicted of the suffering Servant is unique. It is therefore necessary to clarify the main characteristics of the idea of vicariousness as well as its possible traditio-historical antecedents. Although the intercession of the one for the sins of the many and the thought of divine initiative are clearly characteristic of the chapter, subordinate themes like the sinlessness of the Servant and his acceptance of his fate remain more difficult to explain. These ~haracteristics, both primary and secondary, must guide research into the Old Testament roots of the no-

modification of a minor point in Hooker's essay; Hengel's evidence does not necessarily challenge Hooker's overall argument, which lays the emphasis elsewhere. 5. See N. T. Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God, Christian Origins and the Qyestion of God 2 (London: SPCK, 1996), 588-91 nn. 187-89, 191, 192, 198, \vith reference to Hengel, "Zur Wirkungsgeschichte." 
6. See Wright's conclusion (Jesus and the Victory of God, 590), \vith footnotes to both Hooker and Hengel (here in parentheses): "Indeed, the use of Isaiah 40-55 as a whole, and in its parts, seldom if ever in pre-Christian Judaism includes all those elements which later Christian theology brought together {as, for instance, in 1 Peter 2:21-25): servant, Messiah, suffering, and vicarious sin-bearing (cf. Hooker,]esus and the Servant, 53-54, 56-58). It is conceivable that we find ilie idea of sin-bearing, \vith reference to Isaiah, in some Jewish texts, but this is far harder to prove than messianic meanings (Hengel, 'Zur Wirkungsgeschichte,' conclusion: he cites 40}40/541 [ =4QAhA] as a possibility [i.e., for the idea of sin-bearing]. This is not exactly a firm or \vide base upon which to build.)." 

7. See H . Spieckermann, "Konzeption und Vorgeschichte des Stellvertretungsgedankens im Alten Testament," main paper read at the Fifteenth Congress of the International Organization for the Study of the Old Testament, Cambridge, England, July 20, 1995, forthcoming in the congress volume, ed. J. A. Emerton, VTSup (Leiden: Brill). Discussion of this paper at the Baylor colloquy was led by William Bellinger. 
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tion of vicariousness. It is usual and appropriate to seek these roots in the priestly atonement procedures and in the prophets' intercession for the people. Studies of exemplary texts from Amos, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel show that the decisive preliminary theological work for the concept of vicariousness was accomplished in the seventh and sixth centuries, with the cult providing the theological framework. Despite these clarifications, it is still not possible to reconstruct a self-contained pre-history for the idea of vicariousness in Isaiah 53. The pre-history sheds some light, but not enough to remove the mystery or uniqueness from chapter 53. This lack of predictability provides the best evidence that Isaiah 53 is trying to say something new. 

"The Fourth Servant Song in the Context of Second Isaiah," by Hans-Jiirgen Hermisson 

The office of the Servant in the four Servant Songs (Isa. 42:1-4; 49:1-6; 50:4-9; 52:13-53:12) is essentially a prophetic one, summing up past conceptions and experiences of the prophetic office (not simply biographical details of the Servant) and incorporating some royal features. r Nevertheless, the universal message of salvation given to this prophetic Servant transcends previous conceptions. The primary reference in all four texts is to the prophet Second Isaiah himself (perhaps even in 49:3), who is also spoken of outside the Songs as God's Servant (e.g., 43:10; 44:26; 44:21-22). However, the individual prophetic Servant Second Isaiah cannot fulfi.ll his worldwide mission as a light to the nations without God's servant Israel, whom he calls back to God and prepares to be the prime exhibit before the world of God's _saving power (see 49:5-6). Only through the cooperation of God's two servants- the prophet who preaches God's word and Israel who receives it - is the Servant role fulfilled. One-sided designations of the Servant as "individual" or "corporate" are therefore too simple, and the supraindividual or biggerthan-life dimensions show that there is a future element to the Servant idea not exhausted by the individual prophet. (Although the Songs are not prophecies of Christ, no violence is done to them when read in this light.) While the first two Songs do not include suffering as part of the Servant's office and while the third includes it only as the natu-
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ral consequence of prophetic activity, the fourth Song, composed by the prophet's pupils, makes suffering the essential means to the accomplishment of the Servant's task. The Servant bore substitutionarily the sins of the "many" in Israel, particularly the sin of unbelief Therefore while the Servant's faith may be seen as representative of the faith that Israel may develop in the future, in the past the individual Servant has been a substitute - not a representative - for the servant Israel in matters of both faith and suffering (p. 18). The reward and success of the Servant in his mission becomes a theme linking all four texts (cf. 42:4; 49:4; 50:7-9 with 52:13). 

"He Bore Our Sins: Isaiah 53 and the Drama of 
Taking Another's Place," by Bernd Janowski 

According to Immanuel Kant, individual responsibility means that no person or party can represent another in matters involving personal guilt. Isaiah 53 provides an alternative to this narrow and dismissive understanding of the concept of representation or "taking another's place." Bernd Janowski sees the heart of the passage's drama in the recognition or the change of perspective that God brings to the speakers in the "we" sections, who stand for all Israel (53:1-lla). The "we" figures come unexpectedly to see themselves and their guilt represented in the fate of another- the Servant whom they formerly despised and who had already substituted for them in bearing their sins, making his life an asham, a means of wiping out guilt. However, this recognition occurs only after the (innocent) death of the Servant, here identical with the prophet Second Isaiah himself. Prior to the Servant's death, Israel simply assumed that his sufferings were the result of his own guilt. They kept their distance from this "man of sorrows" (v. 3), accounting him "stricken, struck down by God, and afflicted" (v. 4). But Yahweh's oracle at the start of the passage (52:13-15) breaks through this human aloofness and self-confidence. Yahweh's Servant will not fail in his mission; guilt there is indeed, but it is not the Servant's own (see 53:11b-12). Once the "we" figures see this, they acknowledge their own guilt as well as its cancellation, becoming changed in the process. 



DANIEL P. BAILEY 

"The Influence of Isaiah 53 in the Pre-Christian Period," by Martin Hengel 

Does the fourth Servant Song possess any history of pre-Christian influence worthy of the name? Or does this simply rest upon the wishes of a few conservative exegetes? Martin Hengel takes a middle position. The reception and further development of Isaiah 53 is probably to be detected in a wide variety of pre-Christian Jewish writings- including Hebrew and Aramaic texts as well as original Greek texts and translations: even the LXX of Isaiah 53 shows interpretive tendencies. The view that Isaiah 53 was without much influence therefore needs modification. The passage was not only read and interpreted; it was apparently also interpreted messianically. Nevertheless, the passage's influence in early Judaism is not all of the same type, nor all of the type that would necessarily support the preaching of early Christianity regarding a suffering, atoning figure who bears the sins of others vicariously. Outside the Hebrew and Greek texts of Isaiah 53, and perhaps Daniel 11-12 and one text from Qymran (an Aramaic Testament ofLevi, 4QJ40/541=4QAhA), the motif of vicarious suffering tends to disappear in the Jewish tradition, " especially where the motif of the coming Judge is prominent. Hengel nevertheless believes that Jewish traditions of eschatological messianic figures who suffer and make atonement . may very well have circulated in pre-Christian times. Jesus and the earliest church therefore could have known them and appealed to them. This would explain how first Jesus and then his disciples could suppose that their message' of the Messiah's vicarious atoning death would be understood among their Jewish contemporaries. 

"Isaiah 53 in the Gospels and Acts," by Peter Stuhlmacher 

The New Testament's christological interpretation of Isaiah 53 goes back to Jesus' own understanding of his mission and death, here explored by a traditio-historical argument. Jesus' understanding, in turn, depends upon a demonstrable early Jewish Messianic interpretation of Isaiah 53. Messianic interpretations of the chapter, both ancient Jewish and early 
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Christian, are commonly attributed to an "individualistic" understanding of the Servant, as opposed to the "corporate" understanding favored in much recent scholarship. The dichotomy is, however, a false one. In Judaism the individual figure of the Servant-Messiah is the prince appointed by God, who rules over the people of God and simultaneously represents them before God. So also with Jesus. He is the Son of God who leads the people of God; yet that people also constitutes his body. One can call this understanding "individual" only so long as one also remembers the collective aspect and refuses to oppose the two conceptions. 

"The Fourth Servant Song in the Letters of the New Testament," by Otfried Hofius 

Otfried Hofius believes that a nuanced and critical view of the various ways in which one person may be said to take another's place is essential to understanding the reception of Isaiah 53 in the New Testament. In the original passage the Servant has taken the place of the speakers or onlookers in the "we" sections. They are in effect outside or excluded from the Servant's fate: "he has borne our infirmities and carried our diseases" (v. 4); "he shall bear their iniquities" (v. 11); "he bore the sin of many" (v. 12). Substitution and transference of guilt have therefore occurreda taking of another's place that exempts or excludes the other party (hence "exclusive place-taking" or exkludierende Stellvertretung in the recent German parlance). However, while such notions from Isaiah 53 may have been applied to Jesus without much reflection by those responsible for some of Christianity's earliest formulaic sayings, the writers of the New Testament letters, who preserve these sayings, are more conscious of the need to interpret them. Christ always takes the place of others in a way that still includes them as persons, thus affecting their very being. Sins are not here viewed as detached or detachable from persons. This "inclusive" understanding of place-taking in the New Testament (which has analogies in the OT cult) provides the pattern into which the authors integrate Isaiah 53, thereby making it in effect a "new text." 
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"The Servant of Isaiah 53 as Triumphant and 
Interceding Messiah: The Reception of Isaiah 52:13-53:12 in the Targum ]onathan with Special Attention to 

the Concept of the Messiah," by ]ostein Adna 

The departures of the Aramaic translation of Isaiah 52:13-53:12 from the wording of the Hebrew text- beginning with the Aramaic, "Behold, my servant, the Messiah, shall prosper" in 52:13- are well known. What they reveal of the translator's procedure and theology is, however, a debated matter. In contrast to some earlier investigators, ]ostein Adna does not believe that the translator's changes in favor of a triumphant rather than a suffering Messiah can be traced to any conscious antiChristian motive. Neither can the translator's procedure fairly be labeled as arbitrary reinterpretation or atomistic exegesis. Rather, the Targumist provides a unified and consistent interpretation of Isaiah 53 that does not differ substantially from his treatment of other parts of the book. Working probably between the destruction of the temple in 70 c.E. and the Bar Kochba revolt in 135, the translator confirms and develops a typical Jewish view of the Messiah as the one who would rebuild the temple, instruct the people in the law, and intercede for Israel. In thus uniting a multiplicity of eschatological roles in a single mediator figure, the Targumist proceeds by a way that has analogies in the New Testament, even though there the authors conceive the messianic office very differently. 

"The Man Jesus Christ in the Sight of God: Two Models of the Understanding of Isaiah 52:13-53:12 in the Patristic Literature and Their Development," by Christoph Markschies 

Isaiah 52:13-53:12 is not a central text in the church fathers, but it is an important text. Christoph Markschies traces two ways in which the fathers understood it- by an "exemplary" model and by a "christological" model. In the former the Servant is viewed as an example of the true Christian, and the text is taken as ethical instruction. In the latter model Isaiah 53 speaks of a unique event of salvation in Christ that cannot be imitated, only believed. Although the boundaries between these two interpretive models are fluid, generally the christological model comes 
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to predominate. The exemplary model thrives only in the early period, for example in 1 Clement (c. 96 C.E.) and in the second-century acts of the martyrs. Here Isaiah 53 has already become Hellenized along the lines of a hero cult. Hellenization of a different kind takes place with the christological model. Initially a genuinely Jewish framework is maintained, especially in literature of Jewish-Christian debate, e.g., Justin Martyr, Aphrahat the Persian, and later Adversus Iudaeos literature. In the later phases, however, distinctively Greek resistance to the idea that the divine nature in Christ could have suffered affects the great Isaiah commentaries and doctrinal works of Origen, Eusebius, and Hilary. Patristic exegesis of Isaiah 53 thus diverges gradually not only from the original Old Testament sense of the passage, but also from its original Christian sense. Today we can interpret the text properly only by having both Jewish and patristic exegesis as conversation partners, without repeating their errors. 

"Isaiah 52:13-53:12 in the Exposition of the 'Book for the Consolidation of Faith' (Sepher lfizzuk Emunah) of Rabbi Isaac ben Abraham of Troki," by Stefan Schreiner 

The city of Troki, in present-day Lithuania, represents in microcosm the Polish-Lithuanian commonwealth of the sixteenth century. Here representatives of various religious traditions- Protestants, Roman Catholics, Russian Orthodox, Unitarians, and Jews of the Rabbanite and Karaite traditions - had the opportunity for serious religious dialogue. Rabbi Isaac ben Abraham (c. 1525-c. 1586), leader of the Karaite community in Troki, participated in these discussions and wrote his influential antiChristian polemical work, the Sepher lfizzuk Emunah, as a result. While previous studies have praised this work's masterful summary of fifteen hundred years of Jewish-Christian debate, little attention has been devoted to its refutation of Christian proofs from Isaiah 53, which forms one of its longest chapters. As Stefan Schreiner shows, Rabbi Isaac's treatment is valuable because it goes beyond brief polemical theses to serious exegetical engagement with the text. The problems that Jews and Christians discussed four hundred years ago were much the same as those that occupy the Jewish-Christian dialogue today. 


