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PREFACE.

——

IT is ten years since this edition was first drafted.
Various interruptions, of war and peace, have prevented
me from finishing it till now, and I am bound to acknow-
ledge the courtesy and patience of the editor and the
publishers. During the ten years a number of valuable
contributions to the subject have appeared. Of these as
well as of their predecessors I have endeavoured to take
account; if I have not referred to them often, this has
been due to no lack of appreciation, but simply because,
in order to be concise and readable, I have found it
necessary to abstain from offering any catena of opinions
in this edition. The one justification for issuing another
edition of ITpos ‘ERpalovs seemed to me to lie in a fresh
point of view, expounded in the notes—fresh, that is, in
an English edition. I am more convinced than ever
that the criticism of this writing cannot hope to make
any positive advance except from two negative con-
clusions. One is, that the identity of the author and of
his readers must be left in the mist where they already
lay at the beginning of the second century when the
guess-work, which is honoured as “ tradition,” began. The
other is, that the situation which called forth this remark-
able piece of primitive Christian thought had nothing to do
with any movement in contemporary Judaism. The writer
of ITpos ‘ERpaiovs knew no Hebrew, and his readers were
in no sense ‘EBpaios. These may sound paradoxes. I
agree with those who think they are axioms. At any
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rate such is the point of view from which the present
edition has been written ; it will explain why, for example,
in the Introduction there is so comparatively small space
devoted to the stock questions about authorship and date.

One special reason for the delay in issuing the book
has been the need of working through the materials
supplied for the criticism of the text by von Soden’s
Schriften des Neuen Testaments (1913) and by some
subsequent discoveries, and also the need of making a
first-hand study of the Wisdom literature of Hellenistic
Judaism as well as of Philo. Further, I did not feel
justified in annotating IIpos ‘Efpaiovs without reading
through the scattered ethical and philosophical tracts
and treatises of the general period, like the De Mundo
and the remains of Teles and Musonius Rufus,

“A commentary,” as Dr. Johnson observed, “must arise
from the fortuitous discoveries of many men in devious
walks of literature.” No one can leave the criticism of a
work like ITpos ‘EBpalovs after twelve years spent upon
it, without feeling deeply indebted to such writers as
Chrysostom, Calvin, Bleek, Riehm, and Riggenbach, who
have directly handled it. But I owe much to some
eighteenth-century writings, like L. C. Valckenaer’s Sckolia
and G. D. Kypke's Observationes Sacrae, as well as to
other scholars who have lit up special points of inter-
pretation indirectly. Where the critical data had been
already gathered in fairly complete form, I have tried
to exercise an independent judgment; also I hope some
fresh ground has been broken here and there in ascertain-
ing and illustrating the text of this early Christian
masterpiece.

JAMES MOFFATT.

GLASGOW, I5¢tA February 1924.
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INTRODUCTION.

——

§ 1. ORIGIN AND AIM,

(i)

DurING the last quarter of the first century A.D. a little master-
piece of religious thought began to circulate among some of the
Christian communities. The earliest trace of it appears towards
the end of the century, in a pastoral letter sent by the church
of Rome to the church of Corinth. The authorship of this
letter is traditionally assigned to a certain Clement, who
probably composed it about the last decade of the century.
Evidently he knew IDpos ‘EBpalovs (as we may, for the sake of
convenience, call our writing); there are several almost verbal
reminiscences (cp. Dr. A. J. Carlyle in T%e New Testament in the
Apostolic Fathers, pp. 44 f., where the evidence is sifted). This
is beyond dispute, and proves that our writing was known at
Rome during the last quarter of the first century. A fair speci-
men of the indebtedness of Clement to our epistle may be seen
in a passage like the following, where I have underlined the
allusions :

36%% B¢ by drabyacpa s peyarwoitvys airod, Toooiry peilwv

éoriv dyyélwv, Sow OiadopdTepov Svopa kexAnpove-

pnkev' yéypomTal yop ovros’

< ~ A\ ) , 3_ A ,
0 Tolwy TOovS ayye)\ovs avTOV TYEVUATA

Kkal Tovs AetTovpyovs adTod Tupos pAdya.

LY A e 3 A 9 r < 8 4 .
éri 8¢ 76 vid adrod ovrws elmev & SeamiTys
e’ e
vids pov € o,
VLos prov € o,
éyd grjuepov yeyévimkd oe

EJ ] ~ A\ 8 ’ 10 M A’ I
almoar wap éuod, xal Sdow cou &vy Tv kAnpovopiay
ooV Kal TV KaTATXET(y GOV T& wépaTa TS YNS.
kal mdlw Aéyer wpos adrov
xiii
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kdOov &k delLdv pov,

s v 00 Tovs éxBpovs gov Smrowddiov Tiv moddv dov.

’ ~
tlves odv oi éxfpoi,; ol ¢atrot kat dvmiracodpevor T¢
fehjpare avrol.

To this we may add a sentence from what precedes :
36! "Incoby Xpiordv TOv dpxiepéa

TGy wpoadopdy Nudv, TOV WposThTYNY
xal Bonddv Tis dobevelas Hudv.

218 duvarar Tols wewatoudvors Bon-
Ofoas. . . . 3! xaravodoare TV
dwdorohoy kal dpxsepéa Tis dpohovlas
Hudy "Inaoby.

The same phrase occurs twice in later doxologies, &d rob
dpxtepéws kai mwpoordrov (tdy Yuxdv fudv, 618) (ubv, 641) Inood
Xpwrot. There is no convincing proof that Ignatius or
Polykarp used Iipos ‘ESpalovs, but the so-called Epistle of
Barnabas contains some traces of it (e.g. in 4% 556 and 61719),
Barnabas is a second-rate interpretation of the OT ceremonial
system, partly on allegorical lines, to warn Christians against
having anything to do with Judaism; its motto might be taken
from 3% Wa pv mpoopnoodueba bs mpooflvror (.l &mjAvror) T
éxelvav vépe. In the homily called 2 Clement our writing is
freely employed, e.g. in

118 Gore, ddehgol pov, ph Sipuxd-
ey, AANNG ErrloarTes Sropelvwpey, la

xalTov uio 00y kopuswpuela, woTds Yap

éoTv O émayyelhdpevos Tas dyriusfias
dwodidbva éxdaTy Epywy adrol.
18 dmobéuevor éxetvo 8 wepixelucba

végos 7)) adTod feNfoet.

16% wpogevyh 8¢ éx Kkahfjs cwei-
dMoews.

“It seems difficult, in view
resist the conclusion that the
consciously influenced by that

in The New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers, p. 126).

2 Clement is, in all likelihood,

108 xaréywper Thy dpoloylay Tis
éNwidos dxAw T, moTds yap 6 émayyer-
Ndpevos,

12! rogobrov ¥xovres wepikelpevoy
iy vépos papripwy, Fykov dmwobéuevor
mérTa. -

138 wposevyesle wepl Hudy* webs-

peba ~yip dre kaMyy guveldnow Exoper,

of the verbal coincidences, to
language of 2 Clement is un-
of Hebrews” (Dr. A, J. Carlyle
As
a product either of the Roman

or of the Alexandrian church, where IIpds ‘Efpalovs was early
appreciated, this becomes doubly probable.
There is no reason why Justin Martyr, who had lived at

Rome, should not have known

of it (see on 3! 11* etc.) is barely beyond dispute.

it; but the evidence for his use
Hermas,

however, knew it ; the Skepkerd shows repeated traces of it (cf.
Zahn’s edition, pp. 439f.). It was read in the North African
church, as Tertullian’s allusion proves (see p. xvii), and with par-
ticular interest in the Alexandrian church, even before Clement



INTRODUCTION XV

wrote (cp. p. xviili). Clement’s use of it is unmistakable, though
he does not show any sympathy with its ideas about sacrifice.!
Naturally a thinker like Marcion ignored it, though why it shared
with First Peter the fate of exclusion from the Muratorian canon
is inexplicable. However, the evidence of the second century
upon the whole is sufficient to show that it was being widely
circulated and appreciated as an edifying religious treatise,
canonical or not.
(ii.)

By this time it had received the title of Hpds ‘ESpaiovs.
Whatever doubts there were about the authorship, the writing
never went under any title except this in the later church; which
proves that, though not original, the title must be early.
‘EfBpaio? was intended to mean Jewish Christians. Those who
affixed this title had no idea of its original destination; other-
wise they would have chosen a local term, for the writing is
obviously intended for a special community. They were struck
by the interest of the writing in the OT sacrifices and priests,
however, and imagined in a superficial way that it must have
been addressed to Jewish Christians. ‘EBpaior was still an
archaic equivalent for "Tovdaiot; and those who called our writing
Mpos ‘Efpalovs must have imagined that it had been originally
meant for Jewish (7.e. Hebrew-speaking) Christians in Palestine,
or, in a broader sense, for Christians who had been born in
Judaism. The latter is more probable. Where the title origin-
ated we cannot say; the corresponding description of 1 Peter
as ad gentes originated in the Western church, but IIpés ‘EBpafovs
is common both to the Western and the Eastern churches,
The very fact that so vague and misleading a title was added,
proves that by the second century all traces of the original
destination of the writing had been lost. It is, like the 4d
Familiares of Cicero’s correspondence, one of the erroneous
titles in ancient literature, *“hardly more than a reflection of the
impression produced on an early copyist” (W. Robertson Smith).
The reason why the original destination had been lost sight of,
was probably the fact that it was a small household church—not
one of the great churches, but a more limited circle, which may
have become merged in the larger local church as time went on.
Had it been sent, for example, to any large church like that at
Rome or Alexandria, there would have been neither the need

! Cp. R. B. Tollington’s Clement of Alexandria, vol. il. pp. 225 f.

21t is quite impossible to regard it as original, in an allegorical sense, as
though the writer, like Philo, regarded & ‘ESpaios as the typical believer who,
a second Abraham, migrated or crossed from the sensuous to the spiritual

world. The writer never alludes to Abraham in this connexion ; indeed he
never uses 'ESpalos at all, o
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nor the opportunity for changing the title to Hpés ‘Efpaiovs.
Our writing is not a manifesto to Jewish Christians in general,
or to Palestinian Jewish Christians, as mpos ‘Efpalovs would
imply ; indeed it is not addressed to Jewish Christians at all.
Whoever were its original readers, they belonged to a definite,
local group or circle. That is the first inference from the writing
itself ; the second is, that they were not specifically Jewish
Christians. The canonical title has had an unfortunate influence
upon the interpretation of the writing (an influence which is still
felt in some quarters). It has been responsible for the idea,
expressed in a variety of forms, that the writer is addressing
Jewish Christians in Palestine or elsewhere who were tempted,
e.g., by the war of A.D. 66—70, to fail back into Judaism ; and
even those who cannot share this view sometimes regard the
readers as swayed by some hereditary associations with their
old faith, tempted by the fascinations of a ritual, outward system
of religion, to give up the spiritual messianism of the church.
All such interpretations are beside the point. The writer never
mentions Jews or Christians. He views his readers without any
distinction of this kind ; to him they are in danger of relapsing,
but there is not a suggestion that the relapse is into Judaism, or
that he is trying to wean them from a preoccupation with Jewish
religion, He never refers to the temple, any more than to cir-
cumcision. It is the tabernacle of the pentateuch which interests
him, and all his knowledge of the Jewish ritual is gained from the
LXX and later tradition. The LXX is for him and his readers
the codex of their religion, the appeal to which was cogent,
for Gentile Christians, in the early church. As Christians, his
readers accepted the LXX as their bible. It was superfluous to
argue for it; he could argue from it, as Paul had done, as a
writer like Clement of Rome did afterwards. How much the
LXX meant to Gentile Christians, may be seen in the case of a
man like Tatian, for example, who explicitly declares that he
owed to reading of the OT his conversion to Christianity (44
Graecos, 29). It is true that our author, in arguing that Christ
had to suffer, does not appeal to the LXX. But this is an
idiosyncrasy, which does not affect the vital significance of the
LXX prophecies. The Christians to whom he was writing had
learned to appreciate their LXX as an authority, by their mem-
bership in the church. Their danger was not an undervaluing
of the LXX as authoritative ; it was a moral and mental danger,
which the writer seeks to meet by showing how great their re-
ligion was intrinsically. This he could only do ultimately by
assuming that they admitted the appeal to their bible, just as they
admitted the divine Sonship of Jesus. There may have been
Christians of Jewish birth among his readers; but he addresses
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his circle, irrespective of their origin, as all members of the
People of God, who accept the Book of God. The writing, in
short, might have been called ad gentes as aptly as First Peter,
which also describes Gentile Christians as 6 Aads, the People
(cp. on 2'). The readers were not in doubt of their religion.
Its basis was unquestioned. What the trouble was, in their case,
was no theoretical doubt about the codex or the contents of
Christianity, but a practical failure to be loyal to their principles,
which the writer seeks to meet by recalling them to the full mean-
ing and responsibility of their faith; naturally he takes them
to the common ground of the sacred LXX. )

We touch here the question of the writer’s aim. But, before
discussing this, a word must be said about the authorship.

Had IIpds ‘EBpaiovs been addressed to Jews, the title would have been
intelligible. Not only was there a [swalywyh ‘Efplaiwy] at Corinth (cp.
Deissmann’s Light from the East, pp. 13, 14), but a cuvaywyd) Alfpéwy at Rome
(cp. Schiirer’s Geschichte des jJiid. Volkes®, 1ii. 46). Among the Jewish
owaywyai mentioned in the Roman epitaphs (cp. N. Miiller'’s Die judische
Katakombe am Monteverde su Rom . . ., Leipzig, 1912, pp. 110f.), there
is one of ‘Efpéo:, which Miiller explains as in contrast to the synagogue of
““ vernaclorum ” (Bepvdxlot, Bepvakhioio), Z.e. resident Jews as opposed to
immigrants ; though it seems truer, with E. Bormann ( Wiener Studien, 1912,

pp. 3831f.), to think of some Kultgemeinde which adhered to the use of
Hebrew, or which, at any rate, was of Palestinian origin or connexion.

(iii.)

The knowledge of who the author was must have disappeared
as soon as the knowledge of what the church was, for whom he
wrote. Who wrote Ipds ‘Efpaiovs? We know as little of this
as we do of the authorship of Zkhe Whole Duty of Man, that
seventeenth-century classic of English piety. Conjectures sprang
up, early in the second century, but by that time men were no
wiser than we are. The mere fact that some said Barnabas,
some Paul, proves that the writing had been circulating among
the adespora. It was perhaps natural that our writing should
be assigned to Barnabas, who, as a Levite, might be sup-
posed to take a special interest in the ritual of the temple—
the very reason which led to his association with the later
Epistle of Barnabas. Also, he was called viés mapaxAijorews
(Ac 4%%), which seemed to tally with He 1322 (rod Adyov 7ijs
mapakAijoeos), just as the allusion to “beloved” in Ps 1242
(=2 S 12%) was made to justify the attribution of the psalm
to king Solomon. The difficulty about applying 2% to a man
like Barnabas was overlooked, and in North Africa, at any rate,
the (Roman ?) tradition of his authorship prevailed, as Tertullian’s
words in de pudicitia 20 show: “volo ex redundantia alicujus
etiam comitis apostolorum testimonium superinducere, idoneum

b
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confirmandi de proximo jure disciplinam magistrorum. Extat
enim et Barnabae titulus ad Hebraeos, adeo satis auctoritati
viri, ut quem Paulus juxta se constituerit in abstinentiae tenore :
‘aut ego solus et Barnabas non habemus hoc operandi potes-
tatem ?’ (1 Co ¢f). Et utique receptior apud ecclesias epistola
Barnabae illo apocrypho Pastore moechorum. Monens 1taque
discipulos, omissis omnibus initiis, ad perfectionem magis tendere,”
etc. (quotmg He 64). What appeals to Tertullian in ITpos
E,Bpamus is its uncompromising denial of any second repentance.
His increasing sympathy with the Montanists had led him to
take a much less favourable view of the Shepkerd of Hermas
than he had once entertained; he now contrasts its lax tone
with the rigour of IIpds ‘EBpalovs, and seeks to buttress his
argument on this point by insisting as much as he can on the
authority of Ipés ‘EBpaiovs as a production of the apostolic
Barnabas. Where this tradition originated we cannot tell
Tertullian refers to it as a fact, not as an oral tradition; he
may have known some MS of the writing with the title BaprdBa
wpos “EBpalovs (émioToAd)), and this may have come from Montanist
circles in Asia Minor, as Zahn suggests. But all this is guessing
in the dark about a guess in the dark.

Since Paul was the most considerable letter-writer of the
primitive church, it was natural that in some quarters this
anonymous writing should be assigned to him, as was done
apparently in the Alexandrian church, although even there
scholarly readers felt qualms at an early period, and endeavoured
to explain the idiosyncrasies of style by supposing that some
disciple of Paul, like Luke, translated it from Hebrew into
Greek, This Alexandrian tradition of Paul's authorship was
evidently criticized in other quarters, and the controversy drew
from Origen the one piece of enlightened literary criticism which
the early discussions produced Ot 6 xapa.x'n]p s )tefew; s
wpos EﬁpaLovs e‘lrtyeypa./qtewls e1rl.o"ro)u]s odx éxer TO cv )toym
LSL(DT!KOV ‘TO'U a1roo"ro)tov, O[LOA.O‘)"I]O'GWOS eav'rov LSL(LH‘?]V ELV(IL ‘T(D
AMyy (2 Co 115), Tovréomt Tj ¢pacr€¢, dAAL éoTiv 9 cmo"ro)\n
owbése mis Méfews ‘EAApvikwrépa, mids 6 émorduevos xplvew
<;bpa'.crcwv Swacpopds 6#0)\0760’0.!. 5.1'. 1raf}tw 1€ ad Ort Td vorjuara
TS émoToAys Gav,uacna eO'ﬂ, Kai ov Sevrepa fuw dmoaToA ki
o,uo)\o‘yov,uevwv 'ypa/L/La.rwv, xal TodTo dv o’v,uqbno'at elvar dAnfes mas
o 1rpocr€xwv 'r'q avavacret. ‘r‘n a1roo"ro)um] Eyo 8¢ a1ro¢awo-
JMeEvos ELTI'OL}L aV OTL 1'0. ,U.EV VOT]'UAITG TO'U a‘lTO(TTOAO'U EO‘TLV, 'I] 86
¢pacrl.g kal 7 gvvBeais aro;tvn,uovsvaawos oS To a.1rocr-ro)\txa., Kal
wa‘rreptl. axo)u.o‘ypagbr]aawos Twos 'ra elpnpéva Imd Tob SidackdAov.
el Tis olv cKKM]m.a exﬂ TavTyy 'n]v ema"ro)n]v s Hav)nou, aty
GUSOKLI.I.ELT(D KaL E‘ITL TO'UT(D o,‘yap ELK'" OL (lpxllLOL (IVSPES (DS HG.UA,O‘U
adryy mapadedvkagt. Tis 8¢ 6 ypdyas T émaToliy, TO pév dAnbis
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feds oldev (quoted by Eusebius, Z.Z. vi. 25. 11~14).! Origen is
too good a scholar to notice the guess that it was a translation
from Hebrew, but he adds, % 8¢ eis Huds ¢pfdoaca ioropia, ¥mwd
rwov pv Aeydvrov, éme Kijuns 6 yevdpevos émiokomos ‘Popaiwv
Yypaye TV émaTolyy, Vré Twwv .32 6re Aouvkdas 6 ypdyas 70
ebayyéhov kai tas Ilpdfes. The idea that Clement of Rome
wrote it was, of course, an erroneous deduction from the echoes
of it in his pages, almost as unfounded as the notion that Luke
wrote it, either independently or as an amanuensis of Paul—a
view probably due ultimately to the explanation of how his
gospel came to be an apostolic, canonical work. Origen yields
more to the “Pauline” interpretation of IIpds “EBpaiovs than is
legitimate ; but, like Erasmus at a later day,? he was living in
an environment where the ¢ Pauline” tradition was almost a
note of orthodoxy. Even his slight scruples failed to keep the
question open. In the Eastern church, any hesitation soon
passed away, and the scholarly scruples of men like Clement of
Alexandria and Origen made no impression on the church at
large. It is significant, for example, that when even Eusebius
_comes to give his own opinion (A.Z. iii. 38. 2), he alters the
hypothesis about Clement of Rome, and makes him merely
the translator of a Pauline Hebrew original, not the author
of a Greek original. As a rule, however, Ilpés ‘Efpaiovs was
accepted as fully Pauline, and passed into the NT canon of the
Asiatic, the Egyptian, and the Syriac churches without question.
In the Syriac canon of A.D. 400 (text as in Souter's Zext and
Canon of NT, p. 226), indeed, it stands next to Romans in
the list of Paul’s epistles (see below, § 4). Euthalius, it is trae,
about the middle of the fifth century, argues for it in a way
that indicates a current of opposition still flowing in certain
quarters, but ecclesiastically Ipos ‘Efpaiovs in the East as a
Pauline document could defy doubts. The firm conviction of
the Eastern church as a whole comes out in a remark like that
of Apollinarius the bishop of Laodicea, towards the close of the
fourth century : wod yéyparrar drv xapaxmip éori THs Smoordoews
6 vids; mapdk 14 dmooTére Iavde & 1§ wpds ‘Efpalovs. Oix
E’I:K)\'r]m,a'.ZeraL. Ad’ ob kaTyyédn 10 ebayyéhov Xpiorod, Iladlov
€lvar weriorevros 1) émorol (Dial. de sancta Trin. gz2).

It was otherwise in the Western church, where TIpds “Efpafovs
was for long either read simply as an edifying treatise, or, if
regarded as canonical, assigned to some anonymous apostolic

. There is a parallel to the last words in the scoffing close of an epigram
Tﬂ:};e Greek Anthology (ix. 135) : ypdye 7is; olde Gebs Tivos elvexev ; olde kal
s,

d 2 ‘Ut a stilo Pauli, quod ad phrasin attinet, longe lateque discrepat, ita
ad spiritum ac pectus Paulinum vehementer accedit,”
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writer rather than to Paul. Possibly the use made of Hpos
‘Efpaiovs by the Montanists and the Novatians, who welcomed
its denial of a second repentance, compromised it in certain
quarters. Besides, the Roman church had never accepted the
Alexandrian tradition of Paul's authorship. Hence, even when,
on its merits, it was admitted to the canon, there was a strong
tendency to treat it as anonymous, as may be seen, for example,
in Augustine’s references. Once in the canon, however, it
gradually acquired a Pauline prestige, and, as Greek scholar-
ship faded, any scruples to the contrary became less and less
intelligible. It was not till the study of Greek revived
again, at the dawn of the Reformation, that the question was
reopened.

The data in connexion with the early fortunes of IIpds ‘Efpalovs in church
history belong to text-books on the Canon, like Zahn’s Geschéchte d. NT
Kanons, i. 283 1., 5771.,1i. 160f., 358, ; Leipoldt’s Geschichte d. NT Kanons,

i pp. 1881, 219f.; and Jacquier’s Le Nouveaw Testament dans L' Eglise
Chrétienne, i. (1911).

Few characters mentioned in the NT have escaped the
attention of those who have desired in later days to identify
the author of Ipos ‘ESpaiovs. Apollos, Peter, Philip, Silvanus,
and even Prisca have been suggested, besides Aristion, the
alleged author of Mk 16%20. I have summarized these views
elsewhere ([ntrod. to Lit. of NT3, pp. 438~442), and it is super-
fluous here to discuss hypotheses which are in the main due to
an irrepressible desire to construct NT romances. Perhaps our
modern pride resents being baffled by an ancient document, but
it is better to admit that we are not yet wiser on this matter
than Origen was, seventeen centuries ago. The author of ITpos
‘Efipaiovs cannot be identified with any figure known to us in
the primitive Christian tradition. He left great prose to some
little clan of early Christians, but who they were and who he
was, 70 pév dAnbes Geds oldev. To us he is a voice and no more.
The theory which alone explains the conflicting traditions is that
for a time the writing was circulated as an anonymous tract.
Only on this hypothesis can the simultaneous emergence of
the Barnabas and the Paul traditions in different quarters be
explained, as well as the persistent tradition in the Roman
church that it was anonymous. As Zahn sensibly concludes,
“those into whose hands IIpds “Efpalovs came either looked
upon it as an anonymous writing from ancient apostolic times, or
else resorted to conjecture. If Paul did not write it, they
thought, then it must have been composed by some other
prominent teacher of the apostolic church. Barnabas was such
a man.” In one sense, it was fortunate that the Pauline
hypothesis prevailed so early and so extensively, for apart from
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this help it might have been difficult for Ipos “Efpalovs to win
or to retain its plac_e in the canon. But even when it had been
lodged securely inside the canon, some Western chprchmen still
clung for a while to the old tradition of its anonymity,! although
they could do no more than hold this as a pious opinion.
The later church was right in assigning IIpos "Efpaiovs a
canonical position. The original reasons might be erroneous
or doubtful, but even in the Western church, where they con-
tinued to be questioned, there was an increasing indisposition
to challenge their canonical result.

(iv.)

Thrown back, in the absence of any reliable tradition, upon
the internal evidence, we can only conclude that the writer was
one of those personalities in whom the primitive church was
more rich than we sometimes realize. “Si l'on a pu comparer
saint Paul 3 Luther,” says Ménégoz, “nous comparerions
volontiers 'auteur de I'Epitre aux Hébreux 4 Mélanchthon.”
He was a highly trained 8:3doxalos, perhaps a Jewish Christian,
who had imbibed the philosophy of Alexandrian Judaism before
his conversion, a man of literary culture and deep religious
feeling. He writes to what is apparently a small community or
circle of Christians, possibly one of the household-churches, to
which he was attached. For some reason or another he was
absent from them, and, although he hopes to rejoin them before
long, he feels moved to send them this letter (132%) to rally
them. It is possible to infer from 13* (see note) that they
belonged to Italy; in any case, Ilpds ‘Efpaiovs was written either
to or from some church in Italy. Beyond the fact that the
writer and his readers had been evangelized by some of the
disciples of Jesus (2* %), we know nothing more about them.
The words in 2% ¢ do not mean that they belonged to the second
generation, of course, in a chronological sense, for such words
would have applied to the converts of any mission during the
first thirty years or so after the crucifixion, and the only other
inference to be drawn, as to the date, is from passages like 1o%2t.
and 137, viz. that the first readers of Ilpés ‘Efpaiovs were not
neophytes ; they had lived through some rough experiences, and
indeed their friend expects from them a maturity of experience
and intelligence which he is disappointed to miss (511*); also,

! According to Professor Souter ( 7ext end Canon of NT, p. 190) the
epistle is ignored by the African Canon (c. 360), Optatus of Mileue in
Numidia (370-385), the Acts of the Donatist Controversy, Zeno of Verona,
an African by birth, and Foebadius of Agen (0b. gost 392), while *“ Ambrosi-

aster” (fourth century?) ‘‘uses the work as canonical, but always as an
anonymous work.”
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their original leaders have died, probably as martyrs (cp. on 137).
For these and other reasons, a certain sense of disillusionment
had begun to creep over them. TIpds ‘Efpaiovs is a Adyos
mapaxdijoews, to steady and rally people who are mepalduevor,
their temptation being to renounce God, or at least to hesitate
and retreat, to relax the fibre of loyal faith, as if God were too
difficult to follow in the new, hard situation. Once, at the
outset of their Christian career, they had been exposed to mob-
rioting (10%%), when they had suffered losses of property, for the
sake of the gospel, and also the loud jeers and sneers which
pagans and Jews alike heaped sometimes upon the disciples.
This they had borne manfully, in the first glow of their en-
thusiasm. Now, the more violent forms of persecution had
apparently passed; what was left was the dragging experience
of contempt at the hand of outsiders, the social ostracism and
shame, which were threatening to take the heart out of them.
Such was their rough, disconcerting environment. Unless an
illegitimate amount of imagination is applied to the internal data,
they cannot be identified with what is known of any community
in the primitive church, so scanty is our information. Least of
all is it feasible to connect them with the supposed effects of the
Jewish rebellion which culminated in A.D. 70. Ipos ‘EBpaiovs
cannot be later than about A.p. 85, as the use of it in Clement
of Rome’s epistle proves; how much earlier it is, we cannot
say, but the controversy over the Law, which marked the Pauline
phase, is evidently over.

It is perhaps not yet quite superfluous to point out that the use of the
present tense (¢.g. in 75 20 8% g8 131%) js no clue to the date, as though this
implied that the Jewish temple was still standing. The writer is simply
using the historic present of actions described in scripture. It is a literary
method which is common in writings long after A.D. 70, e.g. in Josephus,
who observes (¢. Agion, 1. 7) that any priest who violates a Mosaic regulation
dmypybpevras phre Tois Bwpols maploracfar whre weréxew TiHs dANys dyoTelas
(so Ant. iii. 6. 7-12, xiv. 2. 2, etc.). Clement of Rome similarly writes as
though the Mosaic ritual were still in existence (40-41, 7¢) y&p dpxiepel Biac
Aetrovpytar dedouévar elaly . . . kal Aeviraws toiar Swakoviar émikewrar . . .
mpogpépovrar Qustas év ‘Iepovoadiu wévp), and the author of the Ep. ad
Diognet. 3 writes that ol 8¢ ye fualais adrg 8 aluaros xal kvlays xal dhokavrw-
udrwy émirekely olbuevor xal Tavrats Tals Tuyals adrdr yepalpew, o0dév pou
Soxofat Siapépewr TdV els T& xwPd THY alriy évdewvvuévor gidhoriular. The
idea that the situation of the readers was in any way connected with the crisis
of A.D. 66-70 in Palestine is unfounded. Ipds ‘Efpalovs has nothing to do
with the Jewish temple, nor with Palestinian Christians. There is not a
syllable in the writing which suggests that either the author or his readers
had any connexion with or interest in the contemporary temple and ritual of
Judaism ; their existence mattered as little to his idealist method of argu-
ment as their abolition. When he observes (8!%) that the old 8wy was
dyyds dpariouod, all he means is that the old régime, superseded now by
Jesus, was decaying even in Jeremiah’s age.
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(v.)

The object of Tpds ‘EBpalovs may be seen from a brief
analysis of its contents, The writer opens with a stately para-
graph, introducing the argument that Jesus Christ as the Son of
God is superior (xpeirtwv) to angels, in the order of revelation
(12-218), and this, not in spite of but because of his incarnation
and sufferings. He is also superior (xpeirtwv) even to Moses
(31%), as a Son is superior to a servant. Instead of pursuing
the argument further, the writer then gives an impressive bible
reading on the g5th psalm, to prove that the People of God
have still assured to them, if they will only have faith, the divine
Rest in the world to come (3°-4!%), Resuming his argument,
the writer now begins to show how Jesus as God’s Son is superior
to the Aaronic high priest (44-5!%). This is the heart of his
subject, and he stops for a moment to rouse the attention of his
readers (511-620) before entering upon the high theme. By a
series of skilful transitions he has passed on from the Person of
the Son, which is uppermost in chs. 1—4, to the Priesthood
of the Son, which dominates chs. 7-8. Jesus as High Priest
mediates a superior (xpefrrwy) order of religion or diabiky than
that under which Aaron and his successors did their work for the
People of God, and access to God, which is the supreme need of
men, is now secured fully and finally by the relation of Jesus to
God, in virtue of his sacrifice (620-818). The validity of this
sacrifice is then proved (g!-101%); it is absolutely efficacious, as
no earlier sacrifice of victims could be, in securing forgiveness
and fellowship for man. The remainder of the writing (101%-13%)
is a series of impressive appeals for constancy. The first (1019-91)
is a skilful blend of encouragement and warning. He then
appeals to the fine record of his readers (10%%"), bidding them be
worthy of their own past, and inciting them to faith in God by
reciting a great roll-call of heroes and heroines belonging to God’s
People in the past, from Abel to the Maccabean martyrs (111-40),
He further kindles their imagination and conscience by holding
up Jesus as the Supreme Leader of all the faithful (121%), even
along the path of suffering; besides, he adds (12%11), suffering
is God’s discipline for those who belong to his household. To
prefer the world (12!#17) is to incur a fearful penalty; the one
duty for us is to accept the position of fellowship with God, in a
due spirit of awe and grateful confidence (12!8%). A brief note
of some ethical duties follows (1317), with a sudden warning
against some current tendencies to compromise their spiritual
religion (13%18). A postscript (13'7%), with some personalia,
ends the epistle.

Tt is artificial to divide up a writing of this kind, which is not
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a treatise on theology, and I have therefore deliberately abstained
from introducing any formal divisions and subdivisions in the
commentary. The flow of thought, with its turns and windings,
is best followed from point to point. So far as the general plan
goes, it is determined by the idea of the finality of the Christian
revelation in Jesus the Son of God. This is brought out (A) by
a proof that he is superior to angels (11-218) and Moses (31%),
followed by the special exhortation of 3%v-418, Thus far it is
what may be termed the Personality of the Son which is discussed.
Next (B) comes the Son as High Priest (41%—7%8), including the
parenthetical exhortation of 51-6%. The (C) Sacrifice of this
High Priest in his Sanctuary then (81-10%%) is discussed, each of
the three arguments, which are vitally connected, laying stress
from one side or another upon the absolute efficacy of the
revelation. This is the dominant idea of the writing, and it
explains the particular line which the writer strikes out. He
takes a very serious view of the position of his friends and
readers. They are disheartened and discouraged for various
reasons, some of which are noted in the course of the epistle.
There is the strain of hardship, the unpleasant experience of
being scoffed at, and the ordinary temptations of immorality,
which may bring them, if they are not careful, to the verge of
actual apostasy. The writer appears to feel that the only way to
save them from ruining themselves is to put before them the
fearful and unsuspected consequences of their failure. Hence
three times over the writer draws a moving picture of the fate
which awaits apostates and renegades (6% 102 1215%), But the
special line of argument which he adopts in 5-10!® must be
connected somehow with the danger in which he felt his friends
involved, and this is only to be explained if we assume that their
relaxed interest in Christianity arose out of an imperfect concep-
tion of what Jesus meant for their faith. He offers no theoretical
disquisition ; it is to reinforce and deepen their conviction of the
place of Jesus in religion, that he argues, pleads, and wams,
dwelling on the privileges and responsibilities of the relationship
in which Jesus had placed them. All the help they needed, all
the hope they required, lay in the access to God mediated by
Jesus, if they would only realize it.

This is what makes the writing of special interest. In the
first place (a) the author is urged by a practical necessity to
think out his faith, or rather to state the full content of his faith,
for the benefit of his readers. Their need puts him on his
mettle. “ Une chose surtant,” says Anatole France, “donne le
Pattrait & la pensée des hommes: c’est linquiétude. Un esprit
qui n’est point anxieux m’irrite ou m’énnuie.” In a sense all
the NT writers are spurred by this anxiety, but the author
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of TIpds ‘Efpaiovs pre-eminently. It is not anxiety about his
personal faith, nor about the prospects of Christianity, but about
the loyalty of those for whom he feels himself responsible ; his
very certainty of the absolute value of Christianity makes him
anxious when be sees his friends ready to give it up, anxious on
their behalf, and anxious to bring out as lucidly and persuasively
as possible the full meaning of the revelation of God in Jesus.
What he writes is not a theological treatise in cold blood, but
a statement of the faith, alive with practical interest. The
situation of his readers has stirred his own mind, and he bends
all his powers of thought and emotion to rally them. There is a
vital urgency behind what he writes for his circle. But (4), more
than this, the form into which he throws his appeal answers to
the situation of his readers. He feels that the word for them is
the absolute worth of Jesus as the Son of God; it is to bring
this out that he argues, in the middle part of his epistle, so
elaborately and anxiously about the priesthood and sacrifice of
Jesus. The idealistic conception of the two spheres, the real
and eternal, and the phenomenal (which is the mere oxid and
tmdderypa, a mapaBold), an dvrirvmov of the former), is applied to
the sacrifice of Jesus Christ, which inaugurates and realizes the
eternal dwabixn between God and man. In a series of contrasts,
he brings out the superiority of this revelation to the OT Swabhixy
with its cultus. But not because the contemporary form of the
latter had any attractions for his readers. It is with the archaic
o) described in the OT that he deals, in order to elucidate
the' final value of Jesus and his sacrifice under the new Siwa6+«n,
which was indeed the real and eternal one. To readers like his
friends, with an imperfect sense of all that was contained in their
faith, he says, “Come back to your bible, and see how fully it
suggests the positive value of Jesus.” Christians were finding
Christ in the LXX, especially his sufferings in the prophetic
scriptures, but our author falls back on the pentateuch and the
psalter especially to illustrate the commanding position of Jesus
as the Son of God in the eternal dwafijky, and the duties as well
as the privileges of living under such a final revelation, where
the purpose and the promises of God for his People are realized
as they could not be under the OT dwbijxy. Why the writer -
concentrates upon the priesthood and sacrifice of Jesus in this
eternal order of things, is due in part to his general conception
of religion (see pp. xliiif.). For him there could be no religion
without a priest. But this idea is of direct service to his readers,
as he believes. Hence the first mention of Jesus as dpxeepeds
occurs as a reason for loyalty and confidence (214). Nothing
is more practical in religion than an idea, a relevant idea power-
fully urged. When the writer concentrates for a while upon
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this cardinal idea of Jesus as dpyuwepets, therefore, it is because
nothing can be more vital, he thinks, for his friends than to show
them the claims and resources of their faith, disclosing the
rich and real nature of God’s revelation to them in his Son.
Access to God, confidence in God, pardon for sins of the past,
and hope for the future—all this is bound up with the wa8jxy of
Christ, and the writer reveals it between the lines of the LXX,
to which as members of the People of God his friends naturally
turned for instruction and revelation. This Suafijky, he argues,
is far superior to the earlier one, as the Son of God is superior to
angels and to Moses himself; nay more, it is superior in efficacy,
as the real is superior to its shadowy outline, for the sacrifice
which underlies any Siaijxy is fulfilled in Christ as it could not
be under the levitical cultus. The function of Christ as high
priest is to mediate the direct access of the People to God, and
all this has been done so fully and finally that Christians have
simply to avail themselves of its provisions for their faith and
need. :
What the writer feels called upon to deal with, therefore, is
not any sense of disappointment in his readers that they had not
an impressive ritual or an outward priesthood, nor any hankering
after such in contemporary Judaism; it is a failure to see that
Christianity is the absolute religion, a failure which is really
responsible for the unsatisfactory and even the critical situation
of the readers. To meet this need, the writer argues as well as
exhorts. He seeks to show from the LXX how the Christian
faith alone fulfils the conditions of real religion, and as he
knows no other religion than the earlier phase in Israel, he takes
common ground with his readers on the LXX record of the first
Sy, in order to let them see even there the implications and
anticipations of the higher.

But while the author never contemplates any fusion of
Christianity with Jewish legalism, and while the argument betrays
no trace of Jewish religion as a competing attraction for the
readers, it might be argued that some speculative Judaism had
affected the mind of the readers. No basis for this can be
found in 13%. Yet if there were any proselytes among the
readers, they may have felt the fascination of the Jewish system,
as those did afterwards who are warned by Ignatius (ed Pkilad.
6, etc.), “ Better listen to Christianity from a circumcised Chris-
tian than to Judaism from one uncircumcised.” It is mon-
strous to talk of Jesus Christ and lovdailew” (ad Magnes. 10).
This interpretation was put forward by Hiring (Studien wnd
Kritiken, 1891, pp. 589f.), and it has been most ingeniously
argued by Professor Purdy (Expositor®, xix. pp. 123-139), who
thinks that the emphasis upon “Jesus” means that the readers
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were exposed to the seductions of a liberal Judaism which offered
an escape from persecution and other difficulties by presenting
a Christ who was spiritual, divorced from history; that this
liberal, speculative Judaism came forward-as “a more developed
and perfected type of religion than Christianity”; and that,
without being legalistic, it claimed to be a traditional, ritualistic
faith, which was at once inward and ceremonial. The objection
to such interpretations,! however, is that they explain ignotum
per ignotius. We know little or nothing of such liberal Judaism
in the first century, any more than of a tendency on the part of
Jewish Christians to abandon Christianity about A.p. 70 for their
ancestral faith. Indeed any influence of Jewish propaganda,
ritualistic or latitudinarian, must be regarded as secondary, at
the most, in the situation of the readers as that is to be inferred
from pos ‘Efpalovs itself. When we recognize the real method
and aim of the writer, it becomes clear that he was dealing with
a situation which did not require any such influence to account
for it. The form taken by his argument is determined by the
conception, or rather the misconception, of the faith entertained
by his friends; and this in turn is due not to any political or
racial factors, but to social and mental causes, such as are
sufficiently indicated in pos ‘Efpaiovs itself. Had the danger
been a relapse into Judaism of any kind, it would have implied
a repudiation of Jesus Christ as messiah and divine—the very
truth which the writer can assume! What he needs to do is not
to defend this, but to develop it.

The writing, therefore, for all its elaborate structure, has a
spontaneous aim. It is not a homily written at large, to which
by some afterthought, on the part of the writer or of some editor,
a few personalia have been appended in ch. 13. The argu-
mentative sections bear directly and definitely upon the situa-
tion of the readers, whom the writer has in view throughout,
even when he seems to be far from their situation, Which brings
us to the problem of the literary structure of Iipés “EBpalovs.

(vi.)

See especially W. Wrede’s monograph, Das literarische Ritsel d. Hebrier-
briefs (1906), with the essays of E. Burggaller and R. Perdelwitz in Zed¢schrift
Jiir Neutest. Wissensckaft (1908, pp. 110f. ; 1910, pp. 59f., 105f); V.
Monod’s De titulo epistulac vulgo ad Hebracos inscriptae (1910); C. C.

1Cp., further, Professor Dickie’s article in Expositors, v. pp. 3711 The
notion that the writer is controverting an external view of Christ’s person,
which shrank, e.g., from admitting his humiliation and real humanity, had
been urged by Julius Kogel in Die Verborgenheit Jesu als des Messias
(Greifenswald, 190g) and in Der Sokn und die Sokne, ein exegetische Studie
2% Heb. 2518 (1904).
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Torrey's article in the Journal of Biblical Literature (1911), pp. 137-156;
J- W. Slot’s De letterbundige vorm v. d. Brief aan de Hebrier (1912), with
J. Quentel’s essay in Rewue Bibiigue (1912, pp. 50f.) and M, Jones’ paper
in Expositor®, xii, 426 f.

The literary problem of Ipsés ‘Efpalovs is raised by the
absence of any address and the presence of personal matter in
ch. 13. Why (4) has it no introductory greeting? And why (&)
has it a postscnipt? As for the former point (z), there may have
been, in the original, an introductory title. IIpos “EBpafovs opens
with a great sentence (r!f), but Eph 1% is just such another,
and there is no reason why the one should not have followed a
title-address any more than the other.! It may have been lost
by accident, in the tear and wear of the manuscript, for such
accidents are not unknown in ancient literature. This is, at
any rate, more probable than the idea that it was suppressed
because the author (Barnabas, Apollos?) was not of sufficiently
apostolic rank for the canon. Had this interest been operative,
it would have been perfectly easy to alter a word or two in the
address itself. Besides, IIpos ‘EfBpaiovs was circulating long
before it was admitted to the canon, and it circulated even after-
wards as non-canonical ; yet not a trace of any address, Pauline
or non-Pauline, has ever survived. Which, in turn, tells against
the hypothesis that such ever existed—at least, against the
theory that it was deleted when the writing was canonized. If
the elision of the address ever took place, it must have been
very early, and rather as the result of accident than deliberately.
Yet there is no decisive reason why the writing should not have
begun originally as it does in its present form. Nor does this
imply (4) that the personal data in ch. 13 are irrelevant. IIpds
‘EfBpaiovs has a certain originality in form as well as in content;
it is neither an epistle nor a homily, pure and simple. True,
down to 122 (or 1317) there is little or nothing that might not
have been spoken by a preacher to his audience, and Valckenaer
(on 48) is right, so far, in saying, “haec magnifica ad Hebraeos
missa dissertatio oratio potius dicenda est quam epistola.” Yet
the writer is not addressing an ideal public; he is not composing
a treatise for Christendom at large. It is really unreal to ex-
plain away passages like slif 10%% 124 and 139 as rhetorical
abstractions.

Ipds “EBpalovs was the work of a 8iddaxaros, who knew how
to deliver a Adyos mapaxMhijoews. Parts of it probably represent
what he had used in preaching already {e.g. 37). But, while it
has sometimes the tone of sermon notes written out, it is not a

1 Ep. Barnabas begins with d8cApol, obrws 3¢t fuls ppovelr wepl *Incod
Xpiorod s wepl Oeod, etc. ; 2 Clement starts with a greeting, xalpere, viol
kal Buyatépes, év dvbpars kuplov Tob dyamroarros Juds & elpivy.
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sermon in the air. To strike out 1319332 or 5317 16-10. 22%
(Torrey)* does not reduce it from a letter or epistle to a sermon
like 2 Clement. Thus, e.g., a phrase like 1132 (see note) is as
intelligible in a written work as in a spoken address. It is only
by emptying passages like 5% and 10%%- of their full meaning
that anyone can speak of the writer as composing a sermon at
large or for an ideal public. Part of the force of 511f, e.g., is due
to the fact that the writer is dealing with a real situation, pleading
that in what he is going to say he is not writing simply to display
his own talent or to please himself, but for the serious, urgent
need of his readers. They do not deserve what .he is going to
give them. But he will give it! A thoroughly pastoral touch,
which is lost by being turned into a rhetorical excuse for de-
ploying some favourite ideas of his own. According to Wrede,
the author wrote in 13!%19 on the basis of (Philem 22) 2 Co
11112 to make it appear as though Paul was the author, and then
added 132 on the basis of Ph 2% 28 24; but why he should mix
up these reminiscences, which, according to Wrede, are contra-
dictory, it is difficult to see. Had he wished to put a Pauline
colour into the closing paragraphs, he would surely have done
it in a lucid, coherent fashion, instead of leaving the supposed
allusions to Paul’sRoman imprisonment so enigmatic. But,though
Wrede thinks that the hypothesis of a pseudonymous conclusion
is the only way of explaining the phenomena of ch. 13, he agrees
that to excise it entirely is out of the question. Neither the
style nor the contents justify-such a radical theory,? except on
the untenable hypothesis that 1—-12 is a pure treatise. The
analogies of a doxology being followed by personal matter (e.g.
2 Ti 418, 1 P 41 etc.) tell against the idea that Ilpds “EfSpalovs
must have ended with 132, and much less could it have ended
with 1317, To assume that the writer suddenly bethought him,
at the end, of giving a Pauline appearance to what he had
written, and that he therefore added 1322, is to credit him with
too little ability. Had he wished to convey this impression, he
would certainly have gone further and made changes in the
earlier part. Nor is it likely that anyone added the closing
verses in order to facilitate its entrance into the NT canon by
bringing it into line with the other epistles. The canon was
drawn up for worship, and if Ilpés “EfBpalovs was originally a
discourse, it seems very unlikely that anyone would have gone

1 To excise 1317 as a *‘formless jumble of rather commonplace admoni-
tions” is a singular misjudgment.

2 The linguistic proof is cogently led by C. R. Williams in the Journal
of Biblical Literature (1911), pp. 129-136, who shows that the alleged
special parallels between He 13 and Paul are neither so numerous nor so

significant as is commonly supposed, and that the only fair explanation of
He 13 as a whole is that it was written to accompany I1-12.
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out of his way, on this occasion, to add some enigmatic personal
references. In short, while Hpds “Efpalovs betrays here and
there the interests and methods of an effective preacher, the
epistolary form is not a piece of literary fiction; still less is it
due (in ch. 13) to some later hand. It is hardly too much to
say that the various theories about the retouching of the 13th
chapter of IIpds “Efpalovs are as valuable, from the standpoint
of literary criticism, as Macaulay’s unhesitating belief that Dr.
Johnson had revised and retouched Ceci‘ia.

§ 2. THE RELIGIOUS IDEAas.

In addition to the text-books on NT theology, consult Riehm’s Lerbegriff
des Hebrierbriefs® (1867), W. Milligan’s Ascension and Heavenly Priesthood
of our Lord (1891), Ménégoz’s La Théologie de I Epitre aux Hébreux (1894),
A, Seeberg’s Der Tod Christi (1895), A. B. Bruce’s The Epistle to the
Hebrews (1899), G. Milligan’s The Theology of the Epistle to the Hebrews
(1899), G. Vos on *‘The Priesthood of Christ in Hebrews” (Princeton
Theological Review, 1907, pp. 4231., 579 £.), Du Bose’s Highpriesthood and
Sacrifice (1908), A. Nairne’s The Epistle of Priesthood (1913), H. L.
MacNeill’'s Christology of the Epistle to the Hebrews (1914), H. A. A.
Kennedy’s Theology of the Epistles (1919, pp. 182-221), and E, F. Scott’s
The Epistle to the Hebrews (1922).

Many readers who are not children will understand what Mr
Edmund Gosse in Father and Son (pp. 89 f.) describes, in telling
how his father read aloud to him the epistle. * The extraordinary
beauty of the language—for instance, the matchless cadences and
images of the first chapter—made a certain impression upon my
imagination, and were (I think) my earliest initiation into the
magic of literature. I was incapable of defining what I felt, but
I certainly had a grip in the throat, which was in its essence a
purely aesthetic emotion, when my father read, in his pure, large,
ringing voice, such passages as ‘The heavens are the work of
Thy hands. They shall perish, but Thou remainest, and they
shall all wax old as doth a garment, and as a vesture shalt Thou
fold them up, and they shall be changed ; but Thou art the same,
and Thy years shall not fail’ But the dialectic parts of the
epistle puzzled and confused me. Such metaphysical ideas as
‘laying again the foundation of repentance from dead works’
and ¢ crucifying the Son of God afresh’ were not successfully
brought down to the level of my understanding. . . . The
melodious language, the divine forensic audacities, the magnifi-
cent ebb and flow of argument which make the Epistle to the
Hebrews such a miracle, were far beyond my reach, and they
only bewildered me.” They become less bewildering when they
are viewed in the right perspective. The clue to them lies in the
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philosophical idea which dominates the outlook of the writer, and
in the symbolism which, linked to this idea, embodied his
characteristic conceptions of religion. We might almost say that,
next to the deflecting influence of the tradition which identified
our epistle with the Pauline scheme of thought and thereby
missed its original and independent contribution to early Christi-
anity, nothing has so handicapped its appeal as the later use of it
in dogmatic theology. While the author of Hpds “Efpaiovs often
turned the literal into the figurative, his theological interpreters
have been as often engaged in turning the figurative expressions
of the epistle into what was literal. A due appreciation of
the symbolism has been the slow gain of the historical method
as applied to the classics of primitive Christianity. There is
no consistent symbolism, indeed, not even in the case of the
dpxepevs ; in the nature of the case, there could not be. But
symbolism there is, and symbolism of a unique kind.

(i)

The author writes from a religious philosophy of his own—
that is, of his own among the NT writers. The philosophical
element in his view of the world and God is fundamentally
Platonic. Like Philo and the author of Wisdom, he interprets
the past and the present alike in terms of the old theory (cp. on
8% 1ol) that the phenomenal is but an imperfect, shadowy trans-
cript of what is eternal and real. - He applies this principle to the
past. What was all the Levitical cultus in bygone days but a
faint copy of the celestial archetype, a copy that suggested by its
very imperfections the future and final realization? In such
arguments (chs. 7-10) he means to declare “that Christianity
is eternal, just as it shall be everlasting, and that all else is only
this, that the true heavenly things of which it consists thrust
themselves forward on to this bank and shoal of time, and took
cosmical embodiment, in order to suggest their coming ever-
lasting manifestation.” ! The idea that the seen and material is
but a poor, provisional replica of the unseen and real order of
things (ra érovpduia, Td & 7ols odpavels, T py) calevdpeva), pervades
Ipos “EBpaiovs. Thus faith (x1'%) means the conviction, the
practical realization, of this world of realities, not only the belief
that the universe does not arise out of mere ¢awdpeva, but the
conviction that life must be ordered, at all costs, by a vision of
the unseen, or by obedience to a Voice unheard by any outward
ear. Similarly the outward priest, sanctuary, and sacrifices of
the ancient cultus were merely the shadowy copy of the real, as
manifested in Jesus with his self-sacrifice, his death being, as

1 A. B. Davidson, Biblical and Literary Essays (p. 317)
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Sabatier says, “une fonction sacerdotale, un acte transcendant
de purification rituelle, accompli hors de ’humanité ” (La Doctrine
de [ Expiation, p. 37). Such is the philosophical strain which
permeates Tpds ‘EBpafovs. The idea of heavenly counterparts is
not, of course, confined to Platonism ; it is Sumerian, in one of
its roots (cp. on 8%), and it had already entered apocalyptic.
But our author derives it from his Alexandrian religious philo-
sophy (transmuting the xéopos voyrds into the more vivid and
devotional figures of an olkos or mé\is feod, a wdrpis Or even a
gy dAnfw), just as elsewhere he freely uses Aristotelian ideas
like that of the Té\os or final end, with its redelwats or sequence of
growth, and shows familiarity with the idea of the &:s (514). The
redelwais (see on 5?) idea is of special importance, as it denotes
for men the work of Christ in putting them into their proper
status towards God (see on 21%). *By a single offering he has
made the sanctified perfect for all time” (rereAelwker, 101%), the
offering or mpoagopd being himself, and the * perfecting ” being
the act of putting the People into their true and final relation
towards God. This the Law, with its outward organization of
priests and animal sacrifices, could never do; “as the Law has a
mere shadow of the bliss that is to be, instead of representing
the reality of that bliss (viz. the ‘perfect’ relationship between
God and men), it can never perfect those who draw near ” (101).

This gives us the focus for viewing the detailed comparison
between the levitical sacrifices and priests on the one hand and
the xpelrrov Jesus. “You see in your bible,” the writer argues,
“the elaborate system of ritual which was once organized for the
forgiveness of sins and the access of the people to God. All
this was merely provisional and ineffective, a shadow of the
Reality which already existed in the mind of God, and which is
now ours in the sacrifice of Jesus.” Even the fanciful argument
from the priesthood of Melchizedek (620-717)—fanciful to us, but
forcible then-—swings from this conception. What the author
seeks to do is not to prove that there had been from the first a
natural or real priesthood, superior to the levitical, a priesthood
fulfilled in Christ. His aim primarily is to discredit the levitical
priesthood of bygone days; it was anticipated in the divine
order by that of Melchizedek, he shows, using a chronological
argument resembling that of Paul in Gal 3%, on the principle
that what is prior is superior. But what leads him to elaborate
specially the Melchizedek priesthood is that it had already played
an important rble in Jewish speculation in connexion with the
messianic hope. Philo had already identified Melchizedek out-
right with the Logos or possibly even with the messiah. Whether
the author of IIpds ‘EBpaiovs intends to contradict Philo or not,
he takes a different line, falling back upon his favourite psalm,
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the rioth, which in the Greek version, the only one known to
him, had put forward not only the belief that messiah was fepeds eis
Tov aldva kata Ty Tdfw Melyiaédex, but the Alexandrian belief
in the pre-existence of messiah (v.3 ék yaorpds mpd éwopdpov
¢eyébrvmod o). Here then, by Alexandrian methods of exegesis,
in the pentateuch text combined with the psalm, he found
scripture proof of an original priesthood which was not levitical,
not transferable, and permanent. This priesthood of Melchize-
dek was, of course, not quite a perfect type of Christ’s, for it
did not include any sacrifice, but, as resting on personality,
not on heredity,! it did typify, he held, that eternal priesthood of
the Christ which was to supersede the levitical, for all the ancient
prestige of the latter. As this prestige was wholly biblical for
the writer and his readers, so it was essential that the disproof of
its validity should be biblical also. Though he never uses either
the idea of Melchizedek offering bread and wine to typify the
elements in the eucharist, in spite of the fact that Philo once
allegorized this trait (de Zeg. Alleg. iii. 25), or the idea of
Melchizedek being uncircumcised (as he would have done, had
he been seriously arguing with people who were in danger of
relapsing into contemporary Judaism), he does seem to glance
at the combination of the sacerdotal and the royal functions.
Like Philo, though more fully, he notices the religious signi-
ficance of the etymology  king of righteousness ” and “king of
peace,” the reason being that throughout his argument he
endeavours repeatedly to preserve something of the primitive
view of Jesus as messianic king, particularly because the idea of
the divine Bacikela plays next to no part in his scheme of
thought. Sometimes the combination of the sacerdotal and
royal metaphors is incongruous enough, although it is not
unimpressive (eg. 101%13), Primarily it is a survival of the
older militant messianic category which is relevant in the first
chapter (see 1%), but out of place in the argument from the
priesthood ; the reference is really due to the desire to reaffirm
the absolute significance of Christ’s work, and by way of anticipa-
tion he sounds this note even in 7*2 Later on, it opens up
into an interesting instance of his relation to the primitive
eschatology. To his mind, trained in the Alexandrian philo-
sophy of religion, the present world of sense and time stands
over against the world of reality, the former being merely
the shadow and copy of the latter. There is an archetypal

! The writer is trying to express an idea which, as Prof. E. F. Scott
argues (pp. 207 f.), ‘‘underlies all our modern thought—social and political
as well as religious,” viz. that true authority is not prescriptive but personal ;
““the priesthood which can bring us nearer God must be one of inherent
character and personality.”

¢
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order of things, eternal and divine, to which the mundane order
but dimly corresponds, and only within this higher order, eternal
and invisible, is access to God possible for man. On such a
view as this, which ultimately (see pp. xxxi—xxxii) goes back to
Platonic idealism, and which had been worked out by Philo, the
real world is the transcendent order of things, which is the
pattern for the phenomenal universe, so that to attain God man
must pass from the lower and outward world of the senses to the
inner. But how? Philo employed the Logos or Reason as
the medium. Our author similarly holds that men must attain
this higher world, but for him it is a oky}, a sanctuary, the real
Presence of God, and it is entered not through ecstasy or mystic
rapture, but through connexion with Jesus Christ, who has not
only revealed that world but opened the way into it. The
Presence of God is now attainable as it could not be under the
outward cultus of the oxyy in the OT, for the complete sacrifice
has been offered “in the realm of the spirit,” thus providing for
the direct access of the people to their God. The full bliss of the
fellowship is still in the future, indeed; it is not to be realized
finally until Jesus returns for his people, for he is as yet only their
wpéBpopos (629),  The primitive eschatology required and received
this admission from the writer, though it is hardly consonant
with his deeper thought. And this is why he quotes for example
the old words about Jesus waiting in heaven till his foes are
crushed (10!%18). He is still near enough to the primitive period to
share the forward look (see, e.g., 22+ g% 10%7), and unlike Philo, he
does not allow his religious idealism to evaporate his eschatology.
But while this note of expectation is sounded now and then, it
is held that Christians already experience the powers of the
world to come. The new and final order has dawned ever since
the sacrifice of Jesus was made, and the position of believers is
guaranteed. “ You have come to mount. Sion, the city of the
living God.” The entrance of Jesus has made a fresh, living
way for us, which is here and now open. “For all time he is
able to save those who approach God through him, as he is
always living to intercede on their behalf.” Christians enjoy the
final status of relationship to God in the world of spirit and
reality, in virtue of the final sacrifice offered by Jesus the Son.

(ii.)
What was this sacrifice? How did the writer understand it ?
(@) The first thing to be said is that in his interpretation of the
sacrifice of Jesus, he takes the piacular view. Calvin (Znstiz. i,
15. 6) maintains that, as for the priesthood of Christ, “finem et
usum eijus esse ut sit mediator purus omni macula, qui sanctitate
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sua Deum nobis conciliet. Sed quia aditum occupat justa
maledictio, et Deus pro judicis officio nobis infensus est, ut nobis
favorem comparet sacerdos ad placandam iram ipsius Dei, piacu-
lum intervenire necesse est. . . . Qua de re prolixe apostolus
disputat in epistola ad Hebraeos a septimo capite fere ad finem
usque decimi.” Matthew Arnold is not often found beside
Calvin, but he shares this error. * Turn it which way we will,
the notion of appeasement of an offended God by vicarious
sacrifice, which the Epistle to the Hebrews apparently sanctions,
will never truly speak to the religious sense, or bear fruit for
true religion ” (St. Paul and Protestantism, p. 72). Arnold saves
himself by the word ‘apparently,” but the truth is that this
idea is not sanctioned by Hpos ‘Efpaiovs at all. The interpreta-
tion of Calvin confuses Paul’s doctrine of expiation with the
piacular view of our author. The entire group of ideas about
the law, the curse, and the wrath of God is alien to Ilpos
‘Efpaiovs. The conception of God is indeed charged with
wholesome awe (cp. on 12% 29); but although God is never
called directly the Father of Christians, his attitude to men is
one of grace, and the entire process of man’s approach is
initiated by him (2% 132). God’s wrath is reserved for the
apostates (10%-1) ; it does not brood over unregenerate men, to
be removed by Christ. Such a notion could hardly have occurred
to a man with predilections for the typical significance of the OT
ritual, in which the sacrifices were not intended to avert the
wrath of God so much as to reassure the people from time to
time that their relations with their God had not been interrupted.
The function of Christ, according to our author, is not to appease
the divine wrath (see on 2% 17), but to establish once and for all
the direct fellowship of God with his people, and a picturesque
archaic phrase like that in 12% about the alua pavriopod cannot
be pressed into the doctrine that Jesus by his sacrifice averted or
averts the just anger of God. On the other hand, while the
author knows the primitive Christian idea of God’s fatherhood,
it is not in such terms that he expresses his' own conception of
God. Philo (De Exsecrationibus, 9) describes how the Jews in
the diaspora will be encouraged to return to Israel and Israel’s
God, particularly by his forgiving character (&i p&v elmewelg ai
XPMoTéTyTL Tod Tapakalovpévou Guyyvopny wpd Tiuwplias del Tihév-
705) ; the end of their approach to God, he adds, odd¢v &repov §
ebapeorely 7O Oe xabdmep viovs watpl. But the author of Ipds
‘EfBpaiovs lays no stress upon the Fatherhood of God for men;
except in connexion with the discipline of suffering, he never
alludes to the goodness of God as paternal, even for Christians,
and indeed it is only in OT quotations that God is called even
the Father of the Son (1® 55. He avoids, even more strictly
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than Jesus, the use of lovelanguage. The verb dyardv only
occurs twice, both times in an OT citation ; dydwy is also used
only twicé, and never of man’s attitude towards God. There is
significance in such linguistic data; they corroborate the
impression that the author takes a deep view (see on 12%) of the
homage and awe due to God. Godly reverence, ebAdBea (see
on 57), characterized Jesus in his human life, and it is to charac-
terize Christians towards God, f.e an awe which is devoid of
anything like nervous fear, an ennobling sense of the greatness
of God, but still a reverential awe. This is not incompatible
with humble confidence or with a serious joy, with wappyoia
(cp. on 318). Indeed “all deep joy has something of the awful
in it,” as Carlyle says. "Exwpev xdpw is the word of our author
(12%); the standing attitude of Christians towards their God is
one of profound thankfulness for his goodness to them. Only,
it is to be accompanied perd ebhaBelas kal déovs. We are to feel
absolutely secure under God’s will, whatever crises or catastrophes
befall the universe, and the security is at once to thrill (see on
212) and to subdue our minds. Hence, while God’s graciousness
overcomes any anxiety in man, his sublimity is intended to
elevate and purify human life by purging it of easy emotion and
thin sentimentalism. This is not the primitive awe of religion
before the terrors of the unknown supernatural; the author
believes in the gracious, kindly nature of God (see on 219, also
610 1316 etc.), but he has an instinctive horror of anything like a
shallow levity. The tone of Ilpés “Efpalovs resembles, indeed,
that of 1 P 117 (el warépa émikaléiocfe tov dmpocwmrolijrrus kplvovra
kard 70 ékdorov Epyov, év $ife TV Tijs mapoiias Dudv xpbvov
dvacrpdgnre) ; there may be irreverence in religion, not only in
formal religion but for other reasons in spiritual religion. Yet
the special aspect of our epistle is reflected in what Jesus once
said to men tempted to hesitate and draw back in fear of
suffering : “I will show you whom to fear—fear Him who after
He has killed has power to cast you into Gehenna. Yes, I tell
you, fear Him” (Lk 125). This illustrates the spirit and
situation of Hpds “EBpalovs, where the writer warns his friends
against apostasy by reminding them of & feds {@v and of the
judgment. We might almost infer that in his mind the dominant
conception is God regarded as transcendental, not with regard
to creation but with regard to frail, faulty human nature. What
engrosses the writer is the need not so much of a medium
between God and the material universe, as of a medium between
his holiness and human sin (see on 122),

(8) As for the essence and idea of the sacrifice, while he
refers to a number of OT sacrifices by way of illustration, his
main analogy comes from the ritual of atonement-day in the
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levitical code (Lv 16), where it was prescribed that once a year
the highpriest was to enter the inner shrine by himself, the shrine
within which stood the sacred box or ark symbolizing the divine
Presence. The elaborate sacrifices of the day are only glanced
at by our author. Thus he never alludes to the famous scape-
goat, which bore away the sins of the people into the desert.
All he mentions is the sacrifice of certain animals, as propitiation
for the highpriest’s own sins and also for those of the nation.
Carrying some blood of these animals, the priest was to smear
the iAaomjpiov or cover of the ark. This had a twofold object.
(i) Blood was used to reconsecrate the sanctuary (Lv 1616).
This was a relic of the archaic idea that the life-bond between
the god and his worshippers required to be renewed by sacred
blood ; “the holiness of the altar is liable to be impaired, and
requires to be refreshed by an application of holy blood.”!
Our author refers to this crude practice in ¢%. But his
dominant interest is in (ii) the action of the highpriest as he
enters the inner shrine; it is not the reconsecration of the
sanctuary with its altar, but the general atonement there made
for the sins of the People, which engrosses him. The application
of the victim’s blood to the iAaomijpiov by the divinely appointed
highpriest was believed to propitiate Yahweh by cleansing the
People from the sins which might prevent him from dwelling
any longer in the land or among the People. The annual
ceremony was designed to ensure his Presence among them, “to
enable the close relationship between Deity and man to continue
undisturbed. The logical circle—that the atoning ceremonies
were ordered by God to produce their effect upon himself—was
necessarily unperceived by the priestly mind” (Montefiore,
Hibbert Lectures, p. 337). What the rite, as laid down in the
bible, was intended to accomplish was simply, for the author of
Hpds “Efpaiovs, to renew the life-bond between God and the
People. This sacrifice offered by the highpriest on atonement-
day was the supreme, piacular action of the levitical cultus.
Once a year it availed to wipe out the guilt of all sins, whatever
their nature, ritual or moral, which interrupted the relationship
between God and his People.? For it was a sacrifice designed
for the entire People as the community of God. The blood of
the victims was carried into the inner shrine, on behalf of the
People outside the sanctuary; this the highpriest did for them,
as he passed inside the curtain which shrouded the inner shrine.
Also, in contrast to the usual custom, the flesh of the victims,
instead of any part being eaten as a meal, was carried out and
burned up. In all this the writer finds a richly symbolic

1 W. Robertson Smith, Tke Religion of the Semites (1907), pp- 408 £,
2 Cp. Montefiore, op. cit., pp. 334 L
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meaning (9'%). Jesus was both highpriest and victim, as he
died and passed inside the heavenly Presence of God to
establish the life-bond between God and his People. Jesus did
not need to sacrifice for himself. Jesus did not need to sacrifice
himself more than once for the People. Jesus secured a
forgiveness which the older animal sacrifices never won. And
Jesus did not leave his People outside; he opened the way for
them to enter God’s own presence after him, and in virtue of his
self-sacrifice. So the author, from time to time, works out the
details of the symbolism. He even uses the treatment of the
victim’s remains to prove that Christians must be unworldly
(x31£); but this is an after-thought, for his fundamental interest
lies in the sacrificial suggestiveness of the atonement-day which,
external and imperfect as its ritual was, adumbrated the reality
which had been manifested in the sacrifice and ascension of
Jesus.

Yet this figurative category had its obvious drawbacks, two
of which may be noted here. One (a) is, that it does not allow
him to show how the sacrificial death of Jesus is connected with
the inner renewal of the heart and the consequent access of
man to God. He uses phrases like dyudlev (see on 2!1) and
xabapilev and rehewodv (this term emphasizing more than the
others the idea of completeness), but we can only deduce from
occasional hints like g1 what he meant by the efficacy of the
sacrificial death. His ritualistic category assumed that such a
sacrifice availed to reinstate the People before God (cp. on 922),
and this axiom sufficed for his Christian conviction that every-
thing depended upon what Jesus is to God and to us—what he
is, he is in virtue of what he did, of the sacrificial offering of
himself. But the symbol or parable in the levitical cultus went
no further. And it even tended to confuse the conception of
what is symbolized, by its inadequacy; it necessarily separated
priest and victim, and it suggested by its series of actions a time-
element which is out of keeping with the eternal order. Hence
the literal tendency in the interpretation of the sacrifice has led

~ to confusion, as attempts have been made to express the con-
tinuous, timeless efficacy of the sacrifice. That the death was
a sacrifice, complete and final, is assumed (e.g. 7%7 g1¢ 1ol0- 12. 1¢),
Yet language is used which has suggested that in the heavenly
oxqvy this sacrifice is continually presented or offered (e.g. 7%
and the vg. mistranslation of 1012 “hic autem unam pro peccatis
offerens hostiam in sempiternum sedit”). The other drawback
(4) is, that the idea of Jesus passing like the highpriest at once
from the sacrifice into the inner sanctuary (i.e. through the
heavens into the Presence, 4¢) has prevented him from making
use of the Resurrection (cp. also on 1312)., The heavenly sphere
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of Jesus is so closely linked with his previous existence on earth,
under the category of the sacrifice, that the author could not
suggest an experience like the resurrection, which™ would not
have tallied with this idea of continuity.

On the other hand, the concentration of interest in the
symbol on the sole personality of the priest and of the single
sacrifice enabled him to voice what was his predominant belief
about Jesus. How profoundly he was engrossed by the idea of
Christ’s adequacy as mediator may be judged from his avoidance
of some current religious beliefs about intercession. Over and
again he comes to a point where contemporary apinions (with
which he was quite familiar) suggested, .., the intercession of
angels in heaven, or of departed saints on behalf of men on
earth, ideas like the merits of the fathers or the atoning efficacy
of martyrdom in the past, to facilitate the approach of sinful
men to God (cp. on 11% 1217 2 2t etc.). These he deliberately
ignores. In view of the single, sufficient sacrifice of Jesus, in
the light of his eternally valid intercession, no supplementary
aid was required. It is not accidental that such beliefs are left
out of our author’s scheme of thought. It is a fresh proof of
his genuinely primitive faith in Jesus as the one mediator. The
ideas of the perfect Priest and the perfect Sacrifice are a theo-
logical expression, in symbolic language, of what was vital to the
classical piety of the early church; and apart from Paul no
one set this out so cogently and clearly as the writer of Ipds
‘EBpalovs. :

(iii.)
Our modern symbolism does no sort of justice to the ancient
idea of priesthood. Matthew Arnold says of Wordsworth: .

“He was a priest to us all,
Of the wonder and bloom of the world,
Which we saw with his eyes, and were glad.”

That is, “ priest ” means interpreter, one who introduces us to a
deeper vision, one who, as we might put it, opens up to us a
new world of ideas. Such is not the ultimate function of Christ
as iepevs in our epistle. Dogmatic theology would prefer to
call this the prophetic function of Christ, but the priestly office
means mediation, not interpretation. The function of the high-
priest is to enter and to offer: eiocépyeofar and mpoodépew forming
the complete action, and no distinction being drawn between the
two, any more than between the terms priest” and “high-
priest.”

The fundamental importance of this may be illustrated from
the recourse made by Paul and by our author respectively to the
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Jeremianic oracle of the new covenant or dwfijxy. Paul’s main
interest in it lies in its prediction of the Spirit, as opposed to
the Law. What appeals to Paul is the inward and direct intui-
tion of God, which forms the burden of the oracle. But to our
author (8718 1015-18) it is the last sentence of the oracle which
is supreme, i.c. the remission of sins ; “I will be merciful to their
iniquities, and remember their sins no more.” He seizes the
name and fact of a “new” covenant, as implying that the old
was inadequate. But he continues: “If the blood of goats and
bulls, and the ashes of a heifer, sprinkled on defiled persons,
give them a holiness that bears on bodily purity, how much more
will the blood of Christ, who in the spirit of the eternal offered
himself as an unblemished sacrifice to God, cleanse your con-
science from dead works to serve a living God? He mediates a
new covenant for this reason, that those who have been called
may obtain the eternal deliverance they have been promised,
now that a death has occurred which redeems them from the
transgressions involved in the first covenant ” (9131%), That is,
the conclusion of Jeremiah’s oracle—that God will forgive and
forget—is the real reason why our author quotes it. There can
be no access without an amnesty for the past; the religious
communion of the immediate future must be guaranteed by a
sacrifice ratifying the pardon of God.

This difference between Paul and our author is, of course,
owing to the fact that for the latter the covenant! or law is sub-
ordinated to the priesthood. Change the priesthood, says the
writer, and £#so facto the law has to be changed too. The cove-
nant is a relationship of God and men, arising out of grace, and
inaugurated by some historic act; since its efficiency as an insti-
tution for forgiveness and fellowship depends on the personality
and standing of the priesthood, the appearance of Jesus as the
absolute Priest does away with the inferior law.

This brings us to the heart of the Christology, the sacrifice
and priestly service of Christ as the mediator of this new cove-
nant with its eternal fellowship. ,

Men are sons of God, and their relation of confidence and
access is based upon the function of the Son xar’ ééxyw. The
author shares with Paul the view that the Son is the Son before
and during his incarnate life, and yet perhaps Son in a special
sense in consequence of the resurrection—or rather, as our
author would have preferred to say, in consequence of the ascen-
sion. This may be the idea underneath the compressed clauses
at the opening of the epistle (1*%). “God has spoken to us by

1 As Professor Kennedy points out, with real insight : ““all the terms of

the contrast which he works out are selected because of their relation to the
covenant-conception ” (p. 201).



INTRODUCTION xli

a Son—a Son whom he appointed heir of the universe, as it
was by him that he had created the world. He, reflecting God’s
bright glory and stamped with God’s own character, sustains the
universe by his word of power; when he had secured our
purification from sins, he sat down at the right hand of the
Majesty on high; and thus he is superior to the angels, as he
has inherited a Name superior to theirs. For to what angel did
God ever say—

‘Thou art my Son,
To-day have I become thy Father’?”

(referring to the ancient notion that the king first became con-
scious of his latent divine sonship at his accession to the throne).
The name or dignity which Christ inherits, as the result of his
redemptive work, is probably that of Son; as the following
quotation from the OT psalm suggests, the resurrection or
exaltation may mark, as it does for Paul, the fully operative
sonship of Christ, the only way to inherit or possess the
universe being to endure the suffering and death which purified
human sin and led to the enthronement of Christ. Our author
holds that this divine being was sent into the world because he
was God’s Son, and that he freely undertook his mission for
God’s other sons on earth.

The mission was a will of God which involved sacrifice.
That is the point of the quotation (10%%) from the goth psalm
—not to prove that obedience to God was better than sacrifice,
but to bring out the truth that God’s will required a higher kind
of sacrifice than the levitical, namely, the personal, free self-
sacrifice of Christ in the body. Even this is more than self-
sacrifice in our modern sense of the term. It is by this will,”
the writer argues, that * we are consecrated, because Jesus Christ
once for all has offered up his body.” No doubt the offering is
eternal, it is not confined to the historical act on Calvary. ‘He
has entered heaven itself, now to appear in the presence of God
on our behalf” (g24): ‘““he is always living to make intercession
for us” (7%). Still, the author is more realistic in expression than
the tradition of the Zestament of Levi (3), which makes the
angel of the Presence in the third heaven offer a spiritual and
bloodless sacrifice to God in propitiation for the sins of ignorance
committed by the righteous. Our author assigns entirely to Christ
the intercessory functions which the piety of the later Judaism
had already begun to divide among angels and departed saints,
but he also makes the sacrifice of Jesus one of blood—a realism
which was essential to his scheme of argument from the
entrance of the OT high priest into the inner shrine.

The superior or rather the absolute efficacy of the blood of
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Christ depends in turn on his absolute significance as the
Son of God; it is his person and work which render his self-
sacrifice valid and supreme. But this is asserted rather than
explained. Indeed, it is asserted on the ground of a presupposi-
tion which was assumed as axiomatic, namely, the impossibility
of communion with God apart from blood shed in sacrifice
(9%2). For example, when the writer encourages his readers by
reminding them of their position (12%), that they *have come
to Jesus the mediator of the new covenant and to the sprinkled
blood whose message is nobler than Abel’s,” he does not mean
to draw an antithesis between Abel’s blood as a cry for vengeance
and Christ’s blood as a cry for intercession. The fundamental
antithesis lies between exclusion and inclusion. Abel’s blood
demanded the excommunication of the sinner, as an outcast
from God’s presence; Christ’s blood draws the sinner near and
ratifies the covenant. The author denies to the OT cultus of
sacrifice any such atoning value, but at the same time he reaffirms
its basal principle, that blood in sacrifice is essential to communion
with the deity. Blood offered in sacrifice does possess a religious
efficacy, to expiate and purify. Without shedding of blood there
is no remission. We ask, why? But the ancient world never
dreamt of asking, why? What puzzles a modern was an axiom
to the ancient. The argument of our epistle is pivoted on this
postulate, and no attempt is made to rationalize it.

In the Law of Holiness, incorporated in Leviticus, there is
indeed one incidental allusion to the rationalé of sacrifice or
blood-expiation, when, in prohibiting the use of blood as a food,
the taboo proceeds: *‘the life of the body is in the blood, and
I have given it to you for the altar to make propitiation for
yourselves, for the blood makes propitiation by means of the
life” (i the life inherent in it). This is reflection on the
meaning of sacrifice, but it does not carry us very far, for it only
explains the piacular efficacy of blood by its mysterious potency
of life. Semitic scholars warn us against finding in these words
(Lv 141) either the popular idea of the substitution of the victim
for the sinner, or even the theory that the essential thing in
sacrifice is the offering of a life to God. As far as the Hebrew
text goes, this may be correct. But the former idea soon became
attached to the verse, as we see from the LXX—16 yip afua
adrod dvrl s Yuxis éthdoerar. This view does not seem to be
common in later Jewish thought, though it was corroborated by
the expiatory value attached to the death of the martyrs (eg.
4 Mac t722). It is in this later world, however, rather than in
the primitive world of Leviticus, that the atmosphere of the idea
of Mpds “Efpalovs is to be sought, the idea that because Jesus
was what he was, his death has such an atoning significance as
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to inaugurate a new and final relation between God and men,
the idea that his blood purifies the conscience because it is Zss
blood, the blood of the sinless Christ, who is both the priest
and the sacrifice. When the author writes that Christ “in the
spirit of the eternal” (9'%) offered himself as an unblemished
sacrifice to God, he has in mind the contrast between the annual
sacrifice on the day of atonement and the sacrifice of Christ
which never needed to be repeated, because it had been offered
in the spirit and—as we might say—in the eternal order of
things. It was a sacrifice bound up with his death in history,
but it belonged essentially to the higher order of absolute reality.
The writer breathed the Philonic atmosphere in which the
eternal Now over-shadowed the things of space and time (see
on 18), but he knew this sacrifice had taken place on the cross,
and his problem was one which never confronted Philo, the
problem which we moderns have to face in the question: How
can a single historical fact possess a timeless significance? How
can Christianity claim to be final, on the basis of a specific
revelation in history? Our author answered this problem in his
own way for his own day.

(iv.)

For him religion is specially fellowship with God on the
basis of forgiveness. He never uses the ordinary term kowwvia,
however, in this sense. It is access to God on the part of
worshippers that is central to his mind; that is, he conceives
religion as worship, as the approach of the human soul to the
divine Presence, and Christianity is the religion which is religion
since it mediates this access and thereby secures the immediate
consciousness of God for man. Or, as he would prefer to say,
the revelation of God in Jesus has won this right for man as it
could not be won before. For, from the first, there has been a
People of God seeking, and to a certain extent enjoying, this
access. God has ever been revealing himself to them, so far as
was possible. But now in Jesus the final revelation has come
which supersedes all that went before in Israel. The writer
never contemplates any other line of revelation ; outside Israel
of old he never looks. It is enough for him that the worship of
the OT implied a revelation which was meant to elicit faith,
especially through the sacrificial cultus, and that the imperfec-
tions of that revelation have now been disclosed and superseded
by the revelation in Jesus the Son. Faith in this revelation is in
one aspect belief (42). Indeed he describes faith simply as the
conviction of the unseen world, the assurance that God has
spoken and that he will make his word good, if men rely upon
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it; he who draws near to Gad must believe that he exists and
that he does reward those who seek him (116). Faith of this
noble kind, in spite of appearances to the contrary, has always
characterized the People. Our author rejoices to trace it at
work long before Jesus came, and he insists that it is the saving
power still, a faith which in some aspects is indistinguishable
from hope, since it inspires the soul to act and suffer in the
conviction that God is real and sure to reward loyalty in the
next world, if not in the present. Such faith characterized Jesus
himself (218 122). It is belief in God as trustworthy, amid all
the shows and changes of life, an inward conviction that, when
he has spoken, the one thing for a man to do is to hold to
that word and to obey it at all costs. This is the conception
of faith in the early and the later sections of the writing (3™
10%8-122). The difference that Jesus has made—for the writer
seems to realize that there is a difference between the primitive
faith and the faith of those who are living after the revelation in
Jesus—is this, that the assurance of faith has now become far
more real than it was. Though even now believers have to
await the full measure of their reward, though faith still is hope
to some extent, yet the full realization of the fellowship with
God which is the supreme object of faith has been now made
through Jesus. In two ways. (i) For faith Jesus is the inspiring
example ; he is the great Believer who has shown in his own
life on earth the possibilities of faith.! In order to understand
what faith is, we must look to Jesus above all, to see how faith
begins and continues and ends. But (ii) Jesus has not only
preceded us on the line of faith ; he has by his sacrifice made
our access to God direct and real, as it never could be before.
Hence the writer can say, “let us draw near with a full assurance
of faith and a true heart, in absolute assurance of faith ” since
“we have a great Priest over the house of God.” “We have
confidence to enter the holy Presence in virtue of the blood of
Jesus.,” He does not make Jesus the object of faith as Paul
does, but he argues that only the sacrifice of Jesus opens the
way into the presence of God for sinful men.

This is the argument of the central part of the writing
(chs. 7-10). Religion is worship, and worship implies sacrifice ;
there is no access for man to God without sacrifice, and no

1 ¢t was by no divine magic, no mere °breath, turn of eye, wave of
hand,’ that he ‘joined issue with death,” but by the power of that genuinely
human faith which had inspired others in the past” (MacNeill, p. 26).
Bousset’s denial of this (7keol. Literaturzestung, 1915, p. 431f. : “man
wird bei dem Jesus d. Hebrierbriefe so wenig wie bei dem paulinischen noch
im strengen Sinne von einem subjectivem Glauben Jesu reden konnen ) is as
incomprehehsible as his desperate effort to explain He 57 from the fixed
ideas of the mystery-religions.
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religion without a priest (see on 7'!). The relations between
God and his People from the first! have been on the basis of
sacrifice, as the bible shows, and the new revelation in Jesus
simply changes the old sacrificial order with its priesthood for
another. The writer starts from a profound sense of sin, as an
interruption of fellowship between God and man. He thoroughly
sympathizes with the instinct which underlay the ancient practice
of sacrifice, that fellowship with God is not a matter of course,
that God is accessible and yet difficult of access, and that human
nature cannot find its way unaided into his presence. Thus he
quotes the goth psalm (see p. xli), not to prove that God’s will
is fellowship, and that to do the will of God is enough for man,
apart from any sacrifice, but to illustrate the truth that the will
of God does require a sacrifice, not simply the ethical obedience
of man, but the self-sacrifice with which Jesus offered himself
freely, the perfect victim and the perfect priest. All men now
have to do is to avail themselves of his sacrifice in order to
enjoy access to God in the fullest sense of the term. ‘Having
a great Highpriest who has passed through the heavens, let us
draw near.”

The conception of religion as devotion or worship covers a
wide range in IIpés ‘Efpaiovs. It helps to explain, for example
(see above, p. xxxviil), why the writer represents Jesus after death
not as being raised from the dead, but as passing through the
heavens into the inner Presence or sanctuary of God with the
sacrifice of his blood (414 g!f).. It accounts for the elaboration
of a detail like that of ¢25, and, what is much more important, it
explains the “sacrificial” delineation of the Christian life. In
this aAqgfon oxqriy (82), of God’s own making, with its fvoiac-
mipov (13W0), Christians worship God (Aavpedew, 914 1228 1310);
their devotion to him is expressed by the faith and loyalty which
detach them from this world (r3!%1%) and enable them to live
and move under the inspiration of the upper world ; indeed their
ethical life of thanksgiving (see on 212) and beneficence is a
sacrifice by which they honour and worship God (13!5 1), a
sacrifice presented to God by their dpyiepeds Jesus. The writer
never suggests that the worship-regulations of the outworn cultus
are to be reproduced in any rites of the church on earth; he-
never dreamed of this, any more than of the jyodperor being
called “priests.” The essence of priesthood, viz. the mediation
of approach to God, had been abselutely fulfilled in Jesus, and
in one sense all believers were enabled to follow him into the
inner axxvy, where they worshipped their God as the priests of
old had done in their oxy, and as the People of old had never

1 Z.e. from the inauguration of the Staffxy at Sinai, though he notes that
even earlier there was sacrifice offered (118).
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been able to do except through the highpriest as their represen-
tative and proxy. But, while the worship-idea is drawn out
to describe Christians, in Hpos ‘Efpaiovs its primary element
is that of the eternal function of Christ as dpxwepeds in the
heavenly oxy.

(v.)

Symbolism alters as the ages pass. The picture-language in
which one age expresses its mental or religious conceptions
often ceases to be intelligible or attractive to later generations,
because the civic, ritual, or economic conditions of life which had
originally suggested it have disappeared or changed their form.
This well-known principle applies especially to the language of
religion, and it is one reason why some of the arguments in ITpos
‘EBpaiovs are so difficult for the modern mind to follow. There
are other reasons, no doubt. The exegetical methods which the
author took over from the Alexandrian school are not ours.
Besides, historical criticism has rendered it hard for us moderns
to appreciate the naive use of the OT which prevails in some
sections of Hpés ‘Efpalovs. But, above all, the sacrificial analogies
are a stumbling-block, for we have nothing to correspond to what
an ancient understood by a “priest” and sacrifice. Dryden was
not poetic when he translated Vergil’s “sacerdos” in the third
Georgic (489) by “holy butcher,” but the phrase had its truth,
The business of a priest was often that of a butcher; blood
flowed, blood was splashed about. It was in terms of such
beliefs and practices that the author of Hpds “Efpaiovs argued,
rising above them to the spiritual conception of the self-sacrifice
of Jesus, but nevertheless starting from them as axiomatic, The
duty of the modern mind is to understand, in the first place,
how he came by these notions; and, in the second place, what
he intended to convey by the use of such symbolic terms as
“blood,” “ highpriest,” and “ sacrifice.”

The striking idea of Christ as the eternal dpyiepeds, by whom
the access of man to God is finally and fully assured, may have
been a flash of inspiration, one of the notes of originality and
insight which mark the writer’s treatment and restatement of the
faith. But originality is not depreciated by the effort to trace
anticipations. What led him to this view? After all, the most
brilliant flashes depend upon an atmosphere already prepared
for them. They are struck out of something. In this case, it is
not enough to say that the conception was merely the transfer-
ence to Jesus of the Philonic predicates of the Logos, or the
result of a biblereading in the pentateuch. 1In the pentateuch
the writer found proofs of what he brought to it, and the argu-
ments in chs. 7—1o really buttress ideas built on other foundations,
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(a) Once the conception of a heavenly sanctuary became
current, the notion of a heavenly dpxtepeds would not be far-fetched
for a writer like this. Philo had, indeed, not only spoken of the
Logos as a highpriest, in a metaphorical sense, z.e. as mediating
metaphysically and psychologically the relations between the
worlds of thought and sense, but in an allegorical fashion spoken
of “two temples belonging to God, one being the world in which
the highpriest is his own Son, the Logos, the other being the
rational soul” (de Somniis, i. 37). Our writer is much less
abstract. Like the author of the Apocalypse (see on 4%%), he
thinks of heaven in royal and ritual imagery as well as in civic,
but it is the ritual symbolism which is more prominent. During
the second century B.C. the ideas of a heavenly sanctuary and
a heavenly altar became current in apocalyptic piety, partly owing
to the idealistic and yet realistic conception (see on 8%) that in
heaven the true originals were preserved, the material altar and
sanctuary being, like the earthly Jerusalem, inferior representations
of transcendent realities. From this it was a natural develop-
ment to work out the idea of a heavenly highpriest. By
“natural” I do not mean to undervalue the poetical and re-
ligious originality of the writer of Ilpds ‘Efpaiovs. The author
of the Apocalypse of John, for example, fails to reach this idea,
and even in the enigmatic passage in the vision and confession of
Levi (Zestaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, Test. Levi g), where
the seer tells us, “I saw the holy temple, and upon a throne of
glory the Most High. And he said to me, Levi, I have given
thee the blessings of priesthood until I come and sojourn in the
midst of Israel”—even here, though the levitical priesthood, as
in our epistle, is only a temporary substitute for the presence of
God, the heavenly sanctuary has no highpriest. Nevertheless
it was the idea of the heavenly sanctuary which held one
germ of the idea of the heavenly highpriest for the author of
IIpos “Efpaiovs, as he desired to express the fundamental signifi-
cance of Jesus for his faith,

() Another factor was the speculations of Philo about the
Logos as highpriest (de Migrat. Abrak. 102, de Fug. 108 ff.),
though the priestly mediation there is mainly between man and
the upper world of ideas. The Logos or Reason is not only the
means of creating the material cosmos after the pattern of the
first and real world, but inherent in it, enabling human creatures
to apprehend the invisible. This is Philo’s primary use of the
metaphor. It is philosophical rather than religious. Yet the
increased prestige of the highpriest in the later Judaism prompted
him to apply to the Logos functions which resemble intercession
as well as interpretation. Vague as they are, they were familiar
to the author of our epistle, and it is probable that they helped
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to fashion his expression of the eternal significance of Jesus as
the mediator between man and God. The Logos as highpriest,
says Philo (de Somn. ii. 28), for example, is not only duwpos,
5AékAnpos, but ueBipids 1is feod < kai dvbpdmov> Plots, Tob uév
Adrrov, dvfpdmov 8¢ kpelrrov. Then he quotes the LXX of Lv
1617, The original says that no man is to be with the highpriest
when he enters the inner shrine, but the Greek version runs, érav
elaly els Ta dywa Tov dylwy b dpxiepeds, dvfpwmos otk érrar, and Philo
dwells on the literal, wrong sense of the last three words, as if
they meant “the highpriest is not to be a man.” ‘What will
he be, if he is not a man? God? I would not say that (odx
dv elmoyu). . . . Nor yet is he man, but he touches both extremes
(ékarépov 78v dxpuwy, bs Bv Bdoews xal kepalis, épamrTémevos).”
Later (#b7d. 34) he remarks, “if at that time he is not a man, it
is clear he is not God either, but a minister (Aecrovpyds feod) of
God, belonging to creation in his mortal nature and to the
uncreated world in his immortal nature.” Similarly he pleads,
in the de sacerdot. 12, that the function of the highpriest was to
mediate between God and man, {va 8.& péoov Twos dvBpemor pev
iAdokovrar fedy, Oeds ¢ Tds xdpiras dvfpémois modiaxdve Twi
xpouevos dpéyy kai xopnyn. Here we may feel vibrating a need of
intercession, even although the idea is still somewhat theosophic.

{(¢) A third basis for the conception of Christ’s priesthood lay
in the combination of messianic and sacerdotal functions which
is reflected in the 110th psalm (see above, p. xxxiii), which in the
Testaments of the Patriarchs (Reuben 68) is actually applied to
Hyrcanus the Maccabean priest-king, while in the Zesz. Zeps (18)
functions which are messianic in all but name are ascribed to a
new priest, with more spiritual insight than in the psalm itself.
The curious thing, however, is that this Priest discharges no
sacerdotal functions. The hymn describes his divine attestation
and consecration—“and in his priesthood shall sin come to an
end, and he shall open the gates of paradise and shall remove
the threatening sword against Adam.” That is all. Probably
the passing phase of expectation, that a messiah would arise from
the sacerdotal Maccabees, accounts for such a fusion of messiah
and priest. In any case its influence was not wide. Still, the
anticipation is not unimportant for the thought of ITpés “Efpaiovs,
which rests so much upon the mystical significance of that psalm.
Paul had seen the fulfilment of Ps 110! in the final triumph
of Christ as messiah over his foes (1 Co 152 % 8¢l vyap adrov
Bacihebew dxpus o8 0ff wdvras tods éxBpods Imo Tods wdas adrod).
But meantime Christ was in living touch with his church on earth,
and Paul can even speak, in a glowing outburst, of his effective
intercession (Ro 8% &8s xal &vrvyxdvee vmép fudv). This is at
least the idea of the highpriesthood of Christ, in almost every-
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thing except name, though Paul says as much of the Spirit (Ro
8% kard feov évrvyxdvet Imép dylwv). Later, in the Fourth Gospel,
a similar thought reappears; Christ is represented in priestly
metaphor as interceding for his People (171%), and the phrases
(17%7-19) about Jesus consecrating himself (as priest and victim)
that thereby his disciples may be ¢ consecrated ” & 4 dAnfela (7.c.
in the sphere of Reality), indicate a use of dywdlew which ex-
presses one of the central ideas of Ipos “EBpafovs. But in the
latter writing the idea is explicit and elaborate, as it is nowhere
else in the NT, and explicit on the basis of a later line in the
11oth psalm, which Paul ignored. Our author also knew and
used the earlier couplet (10!%), but he draws his cardinal argu-
ment from v.t ov € iepeds els aidva kard Ty rdfw Melxioédex,

(vi.)

There is a partial anticipation of all this in the Enochic
conception of the Son of Man. No doubt, as Volz warns us
(Jadiscke Eschatologie, p. 9o), we must not read too much into
such apocalyptic phrases, since the Son of Man is an x quantity
of personal value in the age of expected bliss and salvation,
Still, the pre-existent messiah there is Son of Man as transcen-
dent and in some sense as human ; he must be human, “Man,”
in order to help men, and he must be transcendent in order to
be a deliverer or redeemer. But the author of IIpés “Efpalovs,
like Paul, significantly avoids the term Son of Man, even in 25%;
and although he has these two ideas of human sympathy and of
transcendency in close connexion, he derives them from his
meditation upon the real Jesus ultimately, not from any apoca-
lyptic speculations. What he meant by the term * Son of God”
is not quite plain. Philo had regarded the Logos as pre-
existent and as active in the history of the people, and so he
regards Christ ; but while it seems clear (see on 5%) that Christ
is priest for him because he was already Son, the further ques-
tions, when did he become priest? and how is the Sonship
compatible with the earthly life?—these are problems which
remain unsolved. The interpretation of the function of Jesus
through the phrase in the 2nd psalm (see on 1) hardly clears up
the matter any more than in the case of Justin Martyr (Dra/. 88).
Later on, Hippolytus, or whoever wrote the homily appended
(chs. xi.—xil.) to the Epist. Diognet., faced the problem more
boldly and beautifully by arguing that “the Word was from
the very beginning, appeared new, was proved to be old, and
is ever young as he is born in the hearts of the saints. He
is the eternal One, who to-day was accounted Son” (6 ovjuepov
vids Aoywrfeis, 11%). Here “to-day” refers to the Christian era;

a
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evidently the problem left by the author of Ilpds “Efpaiovs, with
his mystical, timeless use of the znd psalm, was now being felt
as a theological difficulty. But this is no clue to how he himself
took the reference. There is a large section in his thought upon
Christ as the eternal, transcendental Son which remains obscure
to us, and which perhaps was indefinite to himself. He took over
the idea of the divine Sonship from the primitive church, seized
upon it to interpret the sufferings and sacrificial function of Jesus
as well as his eternal value, and linked it to the notion of the
highpriesthood ; but he does not succeed in harmonizing its
implications about the incarnate life with his special yw&ois of
the eternal Son within the higher sphere of divine realities.

At the same time there seems no hiatus! between the meta-
physical and the historical in the writer’s conception of Jesus, no
unreconciled dualism between the speculative reconstruction and
the historical tradition. In IIpés “EBpalovs we have the ordinary
primitive starting-point, how could a divine, reigning Christ ever
have become man? The writer never hints that his readers
would question this, for they were not tempted by any Jewish
ideas. He uses the category of the Son quite frankly, in order
to express the absolute value of the revelation in Jesus ; it is his
sheer sense of the reality of the incarnate life which prompts him
to employ the transcendental ideas. He does not start from a
modern humanist view of Jesus, but from a conviction of his
eternal divine character and function as Son and as &pxtepevs, and
his.argument is that this position was only possible upon the
human experience, that Jesus became man because he was Son
(219%), and is dpxiepevs because once he was man.

(a) For our author Jesus is the Son, before ever he became
man, but there is no definite suggestion (see on 122) that he
made a sacrifice in order to become incarnate, no suggestion
that he showed his xdpis by entering our human lot (8" Suds
érrdyevaey wholoios dv, éavrdy kévwocer & Spordpart dvfpdmwy
yevépevos). Our author feels deeply the suffering of Jesus in the
days of his flesh, but it is the final sacrifice at the end of his life
which is emphasized. That he suffered as the eternal Son is
understood : also, that it was voluntary (10%), also that it was
his human experience which qualified him to offer the perfect
sacrifice, by God’s xdpts. But, apart from the (28%) allusion to
the temporary inferiority to angels, the writer does not touch the
moving idea of the kenotic theories of the incarnation, viz. the
“sense of sacrifice on the part of a pre-existent One.” 2

(6) Since he knew nothing of the sombre view of the gdp¢

1 As H. J. Holtzmann (Neutest. Theologie®, ii. 337) and Pfleiderer (p. 287)
imagine.
% H. R, Mackintosh, 7% Person of Christ, pp. 265 f.
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which pervaded the Pauline psychology, he found no difficulty
in understanding how the sinless Jesus could share human flesh
and blood. The sinlessness is assumed, not argued (cp. on
415 57).  Yet the writer does not simply transfer it as a dogmatic
predicate of messiahship to Jesus. One of the characteristics
which set IIpos "Efpalovs apart in the early Christian literature is
the idea that Jesus did not possess sinlessness simply as a pre-
rogative of his divine Sonship or as a requisite for the validity
of his priestly functior. It was not a mere endowment. The idea
rather is that he had to realue and mamtam it by a prolonged
moral conflict & rats Huépars Tijs oapkds adrod. This view goes
back to direct historical tradition, with its deeply marked im-
pression of the personality of Jesus, and no sort of justice is done
to IIpds “EfBpalovs if its conceptions of the human Son as sinless
are referred to a theoretical interest or dogmatic prepossession.
Such an interpretation is bound up with the view that IIpds
“Efpaiovs represents the more or less arbitrary fusion of an his-
torical tradition about Jesus with a pre-Christian christology.
But it is not enough to speak vaguely of materials for such a
christology floating in pre-Christian Judaism and crystallizing
round the person of Jesus, once Jesus was identified with the
messiah. The crystallization was not fortuitous. What Iipos
‘Efpaiovs contains is a christology which implies features and
characteristics in Jesus too definite to be explained -away as
picturesque deductions from messianic postulates or Philonic
speculations. These undoubtedly enter into the statement of
the christology, but the motives and interests of that christology
lie everywhere. The writer’s starting-point is not to be sought
in some semi-metaphysical idea like that of the eternal Son as a
supernatural being who dipped into humanity for a brief interval
in order to rise once more and resume his celestial glory; the
mere fact that the eschatology is retained, though it does not
always accord with the writer’s characteristic view of Christ, shows
that he was working from a primitive historical tradition about
Jesus (see above, pp. xlivf). To this may be added the fact
that he avoids the Hellenistic term owrijp, a term which had been
associated with the notion of the appearance of a deity hitherto
hidden.! The allusions to the historical Jesus are not numerous,
but they are too detailed and direct-to be explained away; he
preached owmyplo, the message of eschatological bliss; he be-
longed to the tribe of Judah; he was sorely tempted, badly

! He does not use the technical language of the mystery-religions (cp. on
64%), and they cannot be shown to have been present continuously to his mind.
If the argument from silence holds here, he probably felt for them the same
aversion as the devout Philo felt (de Sacréf. 12), though Philo on occasion
would employ their terminology for his own purposes.
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treated, and finally crucified outside Jerusalem. These are the
main outward traits. But they are bound up with an inter-
pretation of the meaning of Jesus which is not a mere deduction
from messianic mythology or OT prophecies, and it is unreal, in
view of a passage like 5, e.g., to imagine that the writer was
doing little more than painting in a human face among the
messianic speculations about a divine Son.

(¢) Neither is the sinlessness of Jesus connected with the
circumstances of his human origin. No explanation at all is
offered of how this pre-existent Son entered the world of men.
It is assumed that he did not come out of humanity but that he
came into it ; yet, like Paul and the author of the Fourth Gospel
(1), our author is not interested in questions about the human
birth., Even when he describes the prototype Melchizedek as
“without father and meother” (7%), he is not suggesting any
parallel to the Christ; the phrase is no more than a fanciful
deduction from the wording or rather the silence of the legend,
just as the original priest-king Gudea says to the goddess in the
Sumerian tale, ‘‘ I have no mother, thou art my mother ; I have
no father, thou art my father.” It is impossible to place this
allusion beside the happy misquotation in 105 “a body thou
hast prepared for me,” and to argue, as Pfleiderer (p. 287) does,
that the incarnation is conceived as purely supernatural. All we
need to do is to recall the Alexandrian belief, voiced in a passage
like Wisd 819 (*“I was the child of fine parts: to my lot there
fell a good soul, or rather being good I entered a body un-
defiled ”); the good soul is what we call the personality, the
thinking self, to which God allots a body, and birth, in the ordinary
human way, is not incompatible with the pre-existence of the
soul or self which, prior to birth, is in the keeping of God. The
author of Tpés ‘EBpaiovs could quite well think of the incarna-
tion of Jesus along such lines, even although for him the pre-
existent Christ meant much more than the pre-existent human
soul. .

The meaning of the incarnation is, in one aspect, to yield a
perfect example of faith (122%) in action ; in another and, for the
writer, a deeper, to prepare Jesus, by sympathy and suffering, for
his sacrificial function on behalf of the People. The rationalé
of his death is that it is inexplicable except upon the fact of his
relationship to men as their representative and priest before
God (21't). From some passages like 5% 7%, it has been in-
ferred that Jesus had to offer a sacrifice on his own behalf as
well as on behalf of men (Z.e, his tears and cries in Gethsemane),
or that he only overcame his sinful nature when he was raised
to Keaven. But this is to read into the letter of the argument
more than the writer ever .intended it to convey. The point of
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his daring argument is that the sufferings of Jesus were not
incompatible with his sinlessness, and at the same time that they
rendered his sacrifice of himself absolutely efficacious. The
writer is evidently in line with the primitive synoptic tradition,
though he never proves the necessity of the sufferings from OT
prophecy, as even his contemporary Peter does, preferring, with
a fine intuition in the form of a religious reflection, to employ
the idea of moral congruity (219).

(vii.)

The symbolism of the highpriesthood and sacrifice of Jesus
in the heavenly sanctuary is therefore designed to convey the
truth that the relations of men with God are based finally upon
Jesus Christ. In the unseen world which is conceived in this
naive idealistic way, Jesus is central ; through him God is known
and accessible to man, and through him man enjoys forgiveness
and fellowship with God. When Paul once wrote, 7 dvo
¢poveite, 7o dvo {yreire, if he had stopped there he would have
been saying no more than Epictetus or Marcus Aurelius might
have said and did say. But when he added, o 6 Xpiords éorww
(& 3etid Tob feod xabrjuevos), he defined the upper sphere in a
new sense. So with the author of IIpés ‘EBpaiovs. In the real
world of higher things, “everything is dominated by the figure
of the great High Priest at the right hand of the Majesty in the
Heavens, clothed in our nature, compassionate to our infirmities,
able to save to the uttermost, sending timely succour to those
who are in peril, pleading our cause. It is this which faith
sees, this to which faith clings as the divine reality behind and
beyond all that passes, all that tries, daunts, or discourages the
soul: it is this in which it finds the ens realissimum, the very
truth of things, all that is meant by God.”1

Yet while this is the central theme (chs. 7-10), which the
writer feels it is essential for his friends to grasp if they are to
maintain their position, it is one proof of the primitive character
of TIpds ‘EBpaiovs that it preserves traces of other and more
popular ideas of Christianity. Thus (a) there is the -primitive
1dea of the messiah as the heir, who at the resurrection inherits
full power as the divine Son or KAnpovépes. Strictly speaking,
this does not harmonize with the conception of the Son as
eternal, but it reappears now and then, thrown up from the
eschatological tradition which the author retains (see above,
pp. xxxiiif.). (4) The isolated reference to the overthrow of
the devil is another allusion to ideas which were in the back-
ground of the writer’s mind (see on 21%15), (¢) The scanty

1 Denney, 7%e Death of Christ, pp. 239, 240.
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use made of the favourite conception of Jesus as the divine
Kidpeos (see below, p. Ixiii) is also remarkable. This is not one of
the writer’s categories; the elements of divine authority and
of a relation between the Kipwos and the divine Community
are expressed otherwise, in the idea of the Highpriest and the
People.

Furthermore the category of the Highpriesthood itself was
not large enough for the writer’s full message. (a) It could not
be fitted in with his eschatology any more than the idea of the
two worlds could be. The latter is dovetailed into his scheme
by the idea of faith as practically equivalent to hope (in 10%3);
the world to come actually enters our experience here and now,
but the full realization is reserved for the end, and meantime
Christians must wait, holding fast to the revelation of God in
the present. The former could not be adjusted to the eschat-
ology, and the result is that when the writer passes to speak in
terms of the primitive expectation of the end (10%5-12%), he
allows the idea of the Highpriesthood to fall into the back-
ground. In any case the return of Jesus is connected only
with the deliverance of his own People (9?¢). He does not
come to judge; that is a function reserved for God. The
end is heralded by a cataclysm which is to shake the whole
universe, heaven as well as earth (111% 1226%), another conception
which, however impressive, by no means harmonizes with the
idea of the two spheres. But the writer’s intense consciousness of
living in the last days proved too strong for his speculative theory
of the eternal and the material orders. () Again, the High-
priesthood was inadequate to the ethical conceptions of the
writer. It did involve ethical ideas—the cleansing of the con-
science and the prompting of devotion and awe, moral con-
secration, and inward purity (these being the real ‘“worship”);
but when he desires to inspire his readers he instinctively turns
to the vivid conception of Jesus as the dpynyds, as the pioneer
and supreme example of faith on earth.

The latter aspect brings out the idea of a contemplation
of Jesus Christ, a vision of his reality (cp. 3! 12! 2), which,
when correlated with the idea of a participation in the higher
world of reality, as embodied in the Highpriest aspect, raises
the question, how far is it legitimate to speak of the writer as
mystical ?

(viii.)
To claim or to deny that he was a mystic is, after all, a
question of words. He is devoid of the faith-mysticism which

characterizes Paul. Even when he speaks once of believers being
péroxor Xpurrod (314), he means no more than their membership
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in the household of God over which Christ presides ; there is no
hint of the personal trust in Christ which distinguishes ¢ faith ”
in Paul. As important is the consideration that the writer does
not take the sacrifices of the levitical cultus as merely symbolizing
union with God. Such is the genuinely mystical interpretation.
To him, on the other hand, sacrifice is an action which bears
upon man’s relation to God, and it is from this point of view
that he estimates and criticizes the levitical cultus. But while
technically he is not a mystic, even in the sense in which that
much-abused term may be applied to any NT writer, he has
notes and qualities which might be called “mystical.” To call
him an “idealist” is the only alternative, and this is misleading,
foridealism suggests a philosophical detachment which is not suit-
able to Ipos “Efpaiovs. On the other hand, his profound sense
of the eternal realities, his view of religion as inspired by the
unseen powers of God, his conception of fellowship with God as
based on the eternal presence of Jesus in heaven—these and
other elements in his mind mark him as a definitely unworldly
spirit, impatient of any sensuous medium, even of a sacrificial
meal, that would interpose between the human soul and God.
Not that he uses any pantheistic language ; he is more careful
to avoid this than a writer like the author of First John. His
deep moral nature conceives of God as a transcendent Majestic
Being, before whom believers must feel awe and reverence, even
as they rejoice and are thankful. He has a wholesome sense of
God’s authority, and an instinctive aversion to anything like a
sentimental, presumptuous piety (see above, pp. xxxvf). Yet
as he speaks of the Rest or the City of God, as he describes the
eternal Sanctuary, or the unshaken order of things, or as he
delineates the present position of God’s People here in their
constant dependence on the unseen relation between Christ and
God, he almost tempts us to call him “ mystical,” if *“mysticism ”
could be restricted to the idea that the human soul may be
united to Absolute Reality or God. He is certainly not
mystical as Philo is;! there is no hint in Ipos “EBpaiovs, for
example, of an individualistic, occasional rapture, in which the
soul soars above sense and thought into the empyrean of the
unconditioned. He remains in close touch with moral realities
and the historical tradition. But the spirituality of his outlook,
with its speculative reach and its steady openness to influences
pouring from the unseen realities, hardly deserves to be de-
nied the name of ““mystical,” simply because it is neither wistful
nor emotional.

1 The soundest account of Philo’s ‘“ mysticism ” is by Professor H. A. A.
Kennedy in Pkilo’s Contribution to Religion, p. 211 f.
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§ 3. STYLE AND DicTION.

(i)

Hpds ‘Efpalovs is distinguished, among the prose works of
the primitive church, by its rhythmical cadences. The writer
was acquainted with the oratorical rhythms which were popular-
ized by Isokrates, and although he uses them freely, when he
uses them at all, his periods show traces of this rhetorical
method. According to Aristotle’s rules upon the use of paeans
in prose rhythm (Z%e. iii. 8. 6-9), the opening ought to be
—<ww while o _ .- should be reserved for the conclusion.

~ o

Our author, however, begins with moAvuepws, an introductory
rhythm (cp. 1® 3!?) which seems to be rather a favourite with

v (R

him, e.g. 3! ofev aderep, 710 erv yap e T, 1225 BAemere py, 132
o 8¢ Geos, though he varies it with an anapaest and an iambus
co—w—(eg 2l 4514 1116 §i5 odk éraray, 1212 etc.), Or —— L~ —
(as in 512 6% 77, see below, 13° adrés yap elpyx, etc.), OF — ————
(as in 23 3% 11° moTeioar yap 3¢t, 11% etc.), or even occasionally
with three trochees —_ ~_ - (e.g 128), or —_ ——— (1211 1383
etc.), or — oo o ——(e.g. 118 412), or even two anapaests (e.g. 1°
511 1319), or ———_ - (13°). He also likes to carry on or even
to begin a new sentence or paragraph with the same or a similar
rhythm as in the end of the preceding, e.g. - .-~ ~-—~1n
41 and 413 or coo—~o—-~_in %% and %2, or as in 818
(--v——-————=_ - -——-==—___~-) and ¢
(_—V—_—!V—_VVV_!VVV'——V—))or__vvv—as in 1ol
and 1ol and to repeat a rhythm twice in succession, as, eg.,
~o——v in 28 (rpAwadrys & . . . GYms dpxY Aa), oL ————~ in
410 (6 yap elaerfov eis Ty . . . dwo TOV Epywv adTod), OF —_— ——
in 121 (Toryapodv xai WHuels Tphwodr Eyovres). The standard
closing rhythm _ _ . — does not clearly occur till 113 (yeyovévas),
114 (&r Aahet), 112 (Baoihéws), and 12%; it is not so frequent as,
€8y o —— (7839 926 1034 35 1118.15. 28 153 etc,). He also likes
to close with a single or an echoing rhythm like . —_~——in 13
(avrys & TYmhois), 21° (dr wv redadoar), 218 (wérovle mepacbeis
... pévos Poynbioar), or ——_— in 719 oB (é¢bioerar . . .
cwmpplay), 11 (kv 7§ Oed . . . adrob 70D feod), 112! etc. A
curious variety in almost parallel clauses occurs in 11!

-—_ - - - = - - -—

A A Nt A A
eorwv ¢ mioTis eAmlopevawy vrooTaots

—_ -— ~

o

wpaypatev eleyxos ov SAemopevwr,
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where the cross cadences are plain, as in Isokrates often. But
at the end of sentences, as a rule, he prefers oo .~ (mapa-
prdpey, 21 8%), or —_ —= (s Aahotper, 25 7% 7 etc.) or — ———
(wv Tedetdoar, 210 218 314 45.11 1121 etc.), sometimes the weighty
———— (21782 10% 119 11M etc.), OF o~ — (41 5% 12 102 16 &7
11%) now and then, or one or even two (5!!) anapaests, often
ending on a short syllable.

He is true to the ancient principle of Isokrates, however, that
prose should be mingled with rhythms of all sorts, especially
1ambic and trochaic, and there even happen to be two trimeters
in 12, besides the similar rhythm in 127% 2, Also he secures
smoothness often by avoiding the practice of making a word
which begins with a vowel follow a word which ends with a
vowel (8 & puvievra ui) ovumirrew). Parallelisms in sound,
sense, and form are not infrequent. These oy’jpara of Isokrates
can be traced, eg., in 128 where, by dvrifeots, 6v . . . wdvrov
answers to 9s . . . Ymoordoews adrod, as & ob . . . émoinoev to
Pépov . . . Swvdpews abrod, or as in 11l which is, however, a
case of maplowaes or parallelism in form. As in Wisdom, the
accumulation of short syllables, a characteristic of the later
prose, is frequent in IIpos rEﬂpafovts (e.g. in 21 2 arore wapapy . . .
Aoyos eyevero Beﬂatos‘, 6% 10 kot exopeva . . . ov yap adikos o feos),
1020 111219 158.9 13¢ etc.). At the same time, Ilpés “ESpaiovs
is not written in parallel rhythm, like Wisdom (cp. Thackeray’s
study in Journal of Theological Studies, vi. pp. 232f.); it is
a prose work, and, besides, we do not expect the same
opportunities for using even prose-rhythms in the theological
centre of the writing, though in the opening chapters -and
towards the close, the writer has freer play. One or two samples
may be cited, e.g., in the two parallel clauses of 1%:

A d ~ T T T - -
ov efpxev xAnpovopov Tavrwy

A4 A 7 A
8t ov Kkat eromoey ToUs aiwvas,
~ o - - T - -
or in 1% where agews avrov answers to apews avrov. In 216 the

two clauses begin with ——- and end with cwdapﬂave-rat, the
verb being obviously repeated to bring out the anapaestic
rhythm., The “cretic” (-.-), which is particularly frequent,
is seen clearly in a carefully wrought passage like 4310 :

~ ~

€L yap avTovs I‘I]O’OUS KoTETAVTey
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ovk av wept adlys eloler pera Tavr(a) nHepas

A ~ ~ ~
ap(a) amorererar gafBariocpos To Aaw Tov feov

~ ~ [

o yap ecedbov es Ty xaramwavow avrov

~ ~ v T
Kat GUTOS KATETavoey

o v —_ —_- =

amTo Ty €Epywy avrov

R e N

WOTEP ATO TWY LSLO)V o 0609.

There is a repeated attempt at balance, e.g. of clauses, like
(11%8):

v T v
npyeoTavTo 8LKG.LOO’UV1’V
v e T v T

€TETUXOV €emayyeAiwy,

where both have the same number of syllables and end on the

same rhythm; or, in the next verse, where duvauw wupos is

echoed in :d;:ryov w;p; while there is a similar harmony of sound
in the closing syllables of

~ ~

vpoL v Tolepw

~ ~ T

way allotplwv,

and in vv.%7 and % the balancing is obvious in

- -
& dove paxalpns
T e T

wepinAfov e

varepovpevor A

~ ~

€V EpT”J.LG.lS
or in the chiming of % and %:

A
KaL OTYAGLOS KGL TOIS OTaLS TNS Y7

~

xat ovror wavres paprvpnlevres 8.
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As for the bearing of this rhythmical structure on the text, it
does not affect the main passages in question (eg. 29 62); it
rather supports and indeed may explain the omission of ¢ before
vig in 1}, and of dAe in 2% as well as the right of peddovrov to
stand in g!! and in 10!; it might favour, however, dyyélwy yeré-
pevos instead of yevdpevos Tév dyyéhov in 14 and the insertion of
7 aretpa in 111 and of dpe in 1218, if it were pressed ; while, on the
other hand, as employed by Blass, it buttresses the wrong insertion
of péxpt Téhovs BeBaiav in 35 and inferior readings like cvyxexepao-
pévous and drovefeiow in 42, éxdexopévors (D¥) in 9%, el in 127, &
XoAfj in 1218, and dvéxeafar in 1322, But the writer is not shackled
to orixot, though his mind evidently was familiar with the rhythms
in question.

(ii.)

There are traces of vernacular Greek, but the language and
style are idiomatic on the whole. Thus the perfect is sometimes
employed for the sake of literary variety, to relieve a line of aorists
(e.g. 1117- %), and indeed is often used aoristically, without any
subtle intention (cp. on 7% etc.); it is pedantic to press signifi-
cance into the tenses, without carefully watching the contemporary
Hellenistic usage. The definite article is sparingly employed.
Mé . . . &, on the other hand, is more common, as we might
expect from the antithetical predilections of the author in his
dialectic. As for the prepositions, the avoidance of oW is re-
markable (cp. on 121%), all the more remarkable since our author
is fond of verbs compounded with ovv. Oratorical imperatives
are used with effect (e.g. 312 7% 16% etc.), also double (1% 11314
1257) and even triple (31%-18) dramatic questions, as well as single
ones (2%4 yll gl814 162 118 129). The style is persuasive,
neither diffuse nor concise. The writer shows real skill in man-
aging his transitions, suggesting an idea before he develops it (e.g.
in 217 ). He also employs artistically parentheses and asides,
sometimes of considerable length (e.g. xkafds . . . rkardmwavoiy
pov 3711 513.14 85 1118-16) now and then slightly irrelevant (e.g. 3%),
but occasionally, as in Plato, of real weight (e.g. 216 712; oidev
<« o vouos 719 104; mioTOs yap 6 émayyehdpeves 10%%; v olk v
dfios & xéopos 1188 1314); they frequently explain a phrase (robr’
éorw Tov SudBolov 214 ; ToBT éaTw Tovs dBelovs adrav 7°; & Aads
yap éx’ adrijs vevopoférnrar 7115 dms . . . éveomkdra g?; TotT dOTW
. . . krloews 911; robr €otw Tijs capkds atTol 100 12%0), especially
an OT citation (e.g. 41° 618 727 ; airwes kara vépov mpoachépovrar 108)
on which the writer comments in passing. One outstanding feature
of the style (for Ipds “Efpaiovs is Aéfis xareorpappévy, not Aéls
eipduery in the sense of rapid dialogue) is the number of long,
carefully constructed sentences (e.g. 11 224 21415 312156 412.18
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518 5710 646 616-20 513 816 925 o610 92426 yolI-13 yol9-25 12426 1pl.2
121824) Vet his short sentences are most effective, e.g. 218 43 1015,
and once at least (3!%18) there is a touch of the rapid, staccato
dialribé style, which lent itself to the needs of popular preach-
ing. He loves a play on words or assonance, e.g. kapdia wornpa
dmorias &v 73 dmoorjvar (31%), wapaxaleire éavrods . . . dxpis
od 70 orjpepov xakeirar (318), duolber 4’ v émalbev (58), kadol e
xkal kaxod (51%), draf mwpoorevexbels els 70 ToOA@Y aveveykelv dpaprias

(9%8), Togotitov Exorres wepikelpevoy Hpiv védos papripwy . . . TPéxw-
pev Tov wpokeipevor fuiv dydva (121), ikAéAnole Tis wapaxAioews
. o . pupde &kMvov (125), pévovoay moAw dAAL v péAdovoar (1314).
Also he occasionally likes to use a term in two senses, e.g. {Gv
vp 6 Adyos Tob Oeod . . . mwpds by Huiv 6 Adyos (412 18), and Siabixy
in 91 From first to last he is addicted to the gentle practice of
alliteration, e.g. woAvuepds xal molvrpdrws mwddar 6 feos Aalijoas
Tols watpdow év rois mpopyrais (11), mdoa wapdBacis kal mwapaxor
(22), dpijkev air@ dvvméraxtov (28), Tov dmrdarodov xai dpxiepéa (31),
xaitor . . . dmwd xaraBorijs xbapov (43), evbvpiioewy xal évvordy (412),
dwdrwp, duijrwp, dyevealdynros (73), 8id 7O adris dolfeves kal dvar
perés (718), els 70 wavTedEs . . . TOUs wpogepXopévovs . . . mdvToTe
Lov (7%5), ol xexAnuévor s alwviov rkAnpovopdas (91%), elohider dya
Xpioros dvririma 1OV dAnfwdv, dAX els abrdv (g24), érel et adrov
woAAdkis waleiyv dmd karaBolijs kéopov (926), dmwaf émi ovvrelelq ToV
alovor eis dféryow Tis duaprias (9%), dmoxeitar Tols dvlpdmors dmal
dwobaveiv (9%), é&v avrais dvduimois duapridv (10%), dddvaror yip
ofpa Tadpwy kai Tpdywv dpaipety dpaprins (10%), OAlpeow Gearpuls-
pevor (10%8), el piv ékelvns dumpdvevoy &’ s é6éBnoay (1115), wioa
pév madela wpds pév 76 wapdv (1211), weproaorépws 8¢ wapakadd TodTo
mojoar (131%). On the other hand, he seems deliberately to
avoid alliteration once by altering 8ieféunv into érolnaa (89).

One or two other features of his style are remarkable.  There
is, for example, the predilection for sonorous compounds like
peabamodooia and ebrepioraros, and also the love of adjectives in a
privative, which Aristotle noted as a mark-of the elevated style
(Rket. iil. 6. 7); in Hpds ‘Efpalovs there are no fewer than
twenty-four such, while even in the historical romance miscalled
3 Mac. there are no more than twenty. Other items are the
fondness for nouns ending in - (cp. on 2%), the extensive use of
periphrases (cp. on 41!), and of the infinitive and the preposition
(see on 312). The use of a word like 7e is also nnticeable.
Apart from eleven occurrences of re xaf, and one doubtful case
of re...re. .. kai (62), re links (a) substantives without any
preceding xai or 8¢; (&) principal clauses, as in 122; and (¢) par-
ticipial clauses, as in 1% 6% Emphasis is generally brought out
by throwing a word forward or to the very end of the sentence,
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The writer is also in the habit of interposing several words
between the article or pronoun and the substantive ; e.g.

1 Suapopdrepov wap’ adrovs kexkAnpovpmrey Svopa.
48 odk dv wepl dAAYs éAdAel perd TabTa Nuépas.

10! Tds adrdas woAAdkis mpoadépwy Guaias.
1012 play trép duapridv mpooevéykas Gvolav.
—-
1027 7rupds Ljhos éabiev péddovros Tovs vmevavtiovs.

3 \ ’ € 7’ € \ ~ € ~ b ) N\
123 7ov Towbmy tmopevernkéra Ymd TOV dpaprwldy els adrdv
dvridoyiav.

Further, his use of the genitive absolute is to be noted, e.g.,
in—
2¢ gwvempaprvpotvros 10D feod xTA.
4! xarademropévys . . . adrob (seven words between ui) more
and ok Ts). '
43 kafrou Tév épywv . . . yernbBévrov.
712 perarifepérms yip Tis lepwoivs.
8¢ Jvrov ThV mpoadepbvTav kaTd vépov Td ddpa.
9% TovTwv 8¢ olTw KaTeTkevaTpévwy.
o8 Tobro dnlodvros 710V Ivedparos 10V ‘Aylov . . . &t 7ijs
mpdrys okyvijs éxovons ordo.
9!% favdrov yevopévov . . . wapafdoeny (ten words between
émws and 7. & AaBdow).
919 XaAnfelons yap mdans évrodis . . . Moveéws.
1020 éxovaius yip dpapravdvrwv judv.
114 paprvpotvros érl Tots Odpois adrod Tob feod.

Finally, there is an obvious endeavour to avoid harsh hiatus,
sometimes by the choice of a term (eg. &ér for &m, as in
Polybius and Theophrastus, or d&xpis for dxpt, or és for 7c), and
a distinct fondness for compound verbs; Moulton (ii. 11),
reckoning by the pages of WH, finds that while Mark has 5°7
compound verbs per page, Acts 625, Hebrews has 8o, and Paul
only 3°8.

His vocabulary is drawn from a wide range of reading.
Whether he was a Jew by birth or not, he goes far beyond the
LXX. His Greek recalls that of authors like Musonius Rufus
and the philosophical Greek writers, and he affects more or less
technical philosophical terms like aio@yripiov, Sypiovpysds, BéAyats,
perpiomafetv, Tehedw, Télos, Tpwpla, and wdderypa. He was:
acquainted with the books of the Maccabees, Wisdom, Sirach, and
perhaps even Philo. This last affinity is strongly marked. The
more he differs from Philo in his speculative interpretation of
religion, the more I feel, after a prolonged study of Philo, that
our author had probably read some of his works ; it is not easy
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to avoid the conclusion that his acquaintance with the Hellenistic
Judaism of Alexandria included an acquaintance with Philo’s
writings. However this may be, the terminology of the Wisdom
literature was as familiar to this early Christian 8tddoxados as to
the author of James.!

As for the LXX, the text he used—and he uses it with some
freedom in quotations—must have resembled that of A (cp.
Buchel in Studien und Kritiken, 1906, pp. 508-591), upon the
whole. It is to his acquaintance with the LXX that occasional
“Semitisms” in his style may be referred, e.g. the ér' éoxdrov of
11, the kapdia dmorios of 32 the & 73 Aéyeobar of 315 the fpdvos
s xdptros of 4% and the phrases in 57 g and 1215, But thisis a
minor point. We note rather that (a) he sometimes uses LXX
terms (e.g. Suvapels) in a special Hellenistic sense, or in a sense of
hisown. (&) Again, it is the use of the contents of the LXX which
is really significant. The nearest approach to Ipos “EBpalovs, in
its treatment of the OT, is the speech of Stephen, the Hellenistic
Jewish Christian, in Ac 715, where we have a similar use of the
typological method and a similar freedom in handling the OT
story {(cp. EBi. 4791, e.g. Ac 7%°=He 11%), which proves how
men like these writers, for all their reverence for the LXX, sat
wonderfully free to the letter of the scripture and employed,
without hesitation, later Jewish traditions in order to interpret it
for their own purposes. But Stephen’s reading of the OT is
not that of Hpos “EBpalovs. The latter never dwells on the
crime of the Jews in putting Jesus to death (122 is merely a
general, passing allusion), whereas Stephen makes that crime
part and parcel of the age-long obstinacy and externalism which
had characterized Israel. In Ipos ‘EBpaiovs, again, the xAy-
povopla. of Palestine is spiritualized (3™), whereas Stephen merely
argues that its local possession by Israel was not final. Stephen,
again, argues that believers in Jesus are the true heirs of the OT
spiritual revelation, not the Jews; while in Ipds “EBpalovs the
continuity of the People is assumed, and Christians are regarded
as 7pso facto the People of God, without any allusion to the Jews
having forfeited their privileges. Here the author of TIpds
‘EfBpaiovs differs even from the parable of Jesus (cp. on 1); he
conveys no censure of the historical Jews who had been
responsible for the crucifixion. The occasional resemblances
between Stephen’s speech and Mpis “Efpalovs are not so signifi-
cant as the difference of tone and temper between them, eg. in
their conceptions of Moses and of the angels (cp. on He 22).
For another thing, (<) the conception of God derives largely

1 On the philosophical background of ideas as well as of words, see A, R.
Eagar in Hermatkena, xi. pp. 263-287; and H. T. Andrews in ExpositosS,
xiv, pp. 348f. '
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from the element of awe and majesty in the OT (see on 13
41® 10%- 81 1229),  This has been already noted (see pp. xxxvf.).
But linguistically there are characteristic elements in the various
allusions to God. Apart altogether from a stately term like
Meyadwotvvy (1% 81) or Adfa (9°), we get a singular number of
indirect, descriptive phrases like 8 6y ¢ wdvra «kal 8 of Ta
wdvra (219), v¢ moujoarrt atrdy (32), mpds 8y Auiv & Adyos (419),
Tov dwduevor odlew alrdv & Oavdrov (57), & émayyehdpevos
(10% 111), 7dv déparov (11%7), Tov dn’ odpavdv xpypatifovra (1225),
After 11, indeed, there is a slight tendency to avoid the use of
6 Beds and to prefer such periphrases of a solemn and even
liturgical tone. It is noticeable, e.g., that while 6 feds occurs
about seventy-eight times in 2 Co (which is about the same
length as Ipos ‘Efpaiovs), it only occurs fifty-five times in the
latter writing. The title (6) Kiptos is also rare ; it was probably
one of the reasons that suggested the quotation in 110 (xipue),
but it is mainly applied to God (12!4), and almost invariably
in connexion with OT quotations (72! 82 88 1016 10% 126 136),
Once only it is applied to Jesus (23), apart from the solitary use of
5 rdpos fudv in 71 (4 Inoods, 33. 104. 2127) and in the doxology
with "Ingods (13%0). It is nota term to which the author attaches
special significance (cp. on 7%). ’Ingods, as in (i) 2° (rov 8
Bpaxt T wap’ dyyélovs Hharteopévor BAémopev ‘Inoovv), (ii) 3!
(katavofjoare Tov dmdoTolov «al dpxiepéa Tis bpoloylas THudv
Inaotv), (iii) 4% (&xovres olv dpxiepéa péyav BiedqAvféra Tods

obpavovs, Ingodv), (iv) 6% (dmov mpddpopos Umep Hudv eloHAOev
“Inaods), (v) 722 (katd Toooirov kai KkpelrTovos diabiixns yéyovev
Eyyvos ‘Inoods), (vi) 10 (& 7§ alpar “Inood), (vii) 122 (rdv s
nlorews dpxyyov kai Tehecwriy Inpootv), (viil) 122 (kai Sabijkys
véas peairy ‘Inood), (ix) 1312 (&0 xkai ‘Ingols), (x) 13% (rov
wowpéva Tov TpoPdrwv Tov péyav & alpare dabikys alwviov, Tov
Kiprov Hudv ‘Ingodv), is generally the climax of an impressive
phrase or phrases. The unique use of this name in such con-
nexions soon led to liturgical or theological expansions, as, e.g.,
3! (+Xpwordy, C° KL ¥ 104. 326. 1175 syr arm Orig. Chrys.),
620 ( + Xpiorés, D), 101? (+ 7100 Xpiorod, 1827 vg), 1312 (+6, 5 [as
Col 317]. 330 [as Col 3'7]. 440 [as Ro 81]. 623. 635. 1867. 2004:
+ 6 kipros, 1836 : Xpiords, 487), 132 (+ Xpordv, D ¥ 5. 104. 177.
241. 323. 337. 436. 547. 623° 635. 1831. 1837. 1891 lat’
syr™ Chrys.). Xpuwrros (3% 911 24), or & Xpworés (314 55 61 gl¢- 28
11%), has also been altered ; e.g. 314 (xkvplov, 256. 2127: Geo?, 635 :
om. 70, 467), 5° (om. &, 462), 61 (feod, 38. 2005: om. 429), 9*
(+6 C°D ¥ 104. 256. 263. 326. 467. 1739. 2127 arm: Inoobs,
823 vg Orig.), but less seriously. ’‘Iyoobs Xpiorés only occurs
thrice (1010 138 21),
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So far as vocabulary and style go, there are certain affinities between
Hpds ‘Efpaiovs and (a) the Lucan writings, (8) 1 Peter, and, to a less degree,
(¢) the Pastoral Epistles ; but an examination of the data indicates that the
affinities are not sufficient to do more than indicate a common atmosphere of
thought and expression at some points. I do not now feel it safe to go
beyond this cautious verdict. The author of pds ‘ESpalovs has idiosyncrasies
which are much more significant than any such affinities. His literary re-
lations with the other NT writers, if he had any, remain obscure, with two
exceptions. Whether he had read Paul’s epistles or not, depends in part on
the question whether the quotation in 10* was derived outright from Ro
12" or from some florilegium of messianic texts; but, apart from this, there
are numerous cases of what seem to be reminiscences of Paul. As for
1 Peter, our author has some connexion, which remains unsolved, with what
probably was an earlier document,

To sum up. He has a sense of literary nicety, which
enters into his earnest religious argument without rendering it
artificial or over-elaborate. He has an art of words, which is
more than an unconscious sense of rhythm. He has the style
of a trained speaker; it is style, yet style at the command
of a devout genius. ‘Of Hellenistic writers he is the freest
from the monotony that is the chief fault of Hellenistic com-
pared with literary Greek; his words do not follow each other
in a mechanically necessary order, but are arranged so as to
emphasize their relative importance, and to make the sentences
effective as well as intelligible. One may say that he deals with
the biblical language (understanding by this the Hellenistic
dialect founded on the LXX, not merely his actual quotations
from it) . . . as a preacher, whose first duty is to be faithful,
but his second to be eloquent” (W. H. Simcox, Z%¢ Writers of
the NT, p. 43).

§ 4. Text, COMMENTARIES, ETC.

(i)

The textual criticism of ITpds ‘EBpalovs is bound up with the
general criticism of the Pauline text (cp. Romans in the
present series, pp. Ixiii ff.), but it has one or two special features
of its own, which are due in part (@) to the fact of its exclusion
from the NT Canon in some quarters of the early church, and
(#) also to the fact that the Pauline F (Greek text) and G are
wholly, while BC HM N W p!® and 048 are partially, missing.
It is accidental that the Philoxenian Syriac version has not
survived, but the former phenomenon (@) accounts for the
absence of IIpds “EBpaiovs not simply from the Gothic version,
but also from the old Latin ‘African bible-text for which
Tertullian and Cyprian, the pseudo-Augustinian Specuw/um and
“ Ambrosiaster,” furnish such valuable evidence in the case of
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the Pauline epistles. The (&) defectiveness of B, etc., on the
other hand, is to some extent made up by the discovery of the
two early papyrus-fragments.

The following is a list of the MSS and the main cursives, the
notations of Gregory and von Soden being added in brackets,
for the sake of convenience in reference :

CobicuMm INDEX.

® saec. iv. (v.) for: 48 2).

A, W [o2 : 6 4]

B ,, iv [03 : 8 1] cont. 1'-g': for remainder cp. cursive
293,

C , v [04 : & 3] cont, 24-7% glb_10™ 1216 13%,

D, (vi) [06 : a 1026] cont. 1'-13%®, Codex Claromontanus

is a Graeco-Latin MS, whose Greek text is
poorly! reproduced in the later (saec. ix.-x.)
E=codex Sangermanensis. The Greek text of
the latter (1'-12%) is therefore of no independent
value (cp. Hort in WH, §§ 335-337); for its
Latin text, as well as for that of F=codex
Augiensis (saec. ix.), whose Greek text of IIpds
’Efpalovs has not been preserved, see below,
p. lxix.

H , vi [o15 : @ 1022] cont, 158 21116 31818 41216 71-7. 83-38
1210-18 13242 ;. mutilated fragments, at Moscow
and Paris, of codex Coislinianus.

K ,, ix [018 : I'].

L, ix {020 : a 5] cont, 1}-13%.

M ,, ix. [o121 : a 1031] cont, 1143 12%0-13%,

N ,, ix [o122 : a 1030] cont. 5%-6°.

P ,, ix [025 : a 3] cont. 1'-12% 1211-13%,

p® 4 iv. [e 1034] cont, 214-5% 108-11'% 11%8-12V: Oxyrkyn-

chus Papyri, iv. (1904) 36-48. The tendency,
in 214-5% to agree with B ““in the omission of
unessential words and phrases . . . gives the
papyrus peculiar value in the later chapters,
where B is deficient” ; thus p® partially makes
up for the loss of B after 9!,  Otherwise the
text of the papyrus is closest to that of D,
p® , iv. [a 1043] cont. 9'*°: Oxyrhynchus Papyri, viii.
(1911) 11-13.
,, (vi.?) viil.-ix. [044 : & 6] cont. 11-81 g19_13%,
(iv.—vi) [1] cont. V8 813 g7 12-1 “ga-6. 1416 486 1314 -7
618 1013, 20 012, 7-11, 18-20. 77-28 G179 gl-d, 9-11. 1818,
25-21 18 16-18, 26-20, 36-38 [ 167, 1215, 22-24, 81-33, 38~40
r2l T8 16-18. 2577 1370 16-18. 28, T MSS i
Freer Collection, The Washington MS of the Epp.
of Paul (1918), pp. 294-306. Supports Alexan-
drian text, and is ‘‘quite free from Western
readings.”

e

1 An instance may be found in 10%, where a corrector of D obelized the
first and last letters of éveidiiopuevor and wrote over it Bearpi{éuevon InE
we get the absurd »difouevofearafopevor (cp. Gregory’s Texthritik des NT,
i. 109).

¢
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048 saec. v, [a 1] cont. 11%-13% Codex Patiriensis is a
palimpsest.

o142 ,, x. [of).

orsr ,, xii. [x%].

Three specimens of how the MSS group themselves may be
printed. () shows the relation between M and the papyrus p!3:

M agrees with p!® in eight places:

3! *Incoy.

3% 86&ns obros (+K L vg, alone).

3% wdvra.

36 édv.

3° Spdv év doxipacia,

310 radry.

312 7is ¢E Dudv.

43 qvykex(€e)pacuévovs.
It opposes p'® (+ B) in

38+ uéxpi Téhovs SeBalar,

3%+ pe.

43 odv.

4%+ 71y before xardravow,
M has some remarkable affinities with the text of Origen (e.g. 13 1° 21),
(6) exhibits the relations of ¥ and D*, showing how A and B agree with them
on the whole, and how p!® again falls into this group :

# and D* agree in

12 position of éreingey A B M 8¢ otw

1% +kal before % pdBdos AB M

2! rapapuduey B*

27 +xal katéornoas . . .
oov

21% dovhias

3! om. Xpiordy

3% mdvra

10 ragr

319 3¢ (s0 7%)

4' karaMropérns (alone),
except for p'®

47 mpoelpnTas

4% swvmabdfoar

415 E\eos

53 & adrdy

5% pepl duapridr

6 om, 100 Kéwov

6 om. pév

78 Aevt

78 om.rdv before’ABpady

70 08, Mehyuoedé

71 adris

711 peyopoférnras

718 oaprivys

717 paprupeirat

8% om. xal before ofx dy-
Spwos

e o P
T wNoww

B o

=

B
K DEOEWwE O w

84 om. Tdv lepéwy
81 om. atrdvafter pixpob
9® xepouBiv (alone of un-
cials)
9 xad #y
9% épdvmiaey
9% om. ¢ before Xpiwrés
10° om, of ,, &d
102 obros
10'8 dudvoiar
102 Aehovouévo
113 73 Bhembuevoy
11 Bupartés
112 s
11¥® Frecay
11 pe ydp
11 payalpns (so 11%7)
128 wadlas
128 position of éoe
12° wohd (so 12%)
123 &xrpopos (alone)
13% karouxovuévwy
134 vdp
138 éxbés
13" om, épy¢

AB
AB
AB

=~

BEP> PRRRERPF B PRy
o
5]

2RE
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(¢) exhibits characteristic readings of H, with some of its

main allies :

1® kafapioudy N AB Dt H* P vg arm
218 Sovhias L I D* H P
3B rsét ooy pPr A C H MP vg pesh arm boh
34 1o Xpioroiyey. ¥ AB CD WH MP vg
3V rlow 8¢ x BCD H P KL sah
42 dvepyis ® A CD H P KL vg
412 Yuxhs x AB C H P L{vg arm boh)
4% cvrmabijoat x AB*CD* H
10! voias(-avrdw) A CD H KL vg
10! als D* H L
10' Suvdrac D H KL vg boh
10® om, olk H* (vg) pesh
10? kexabapiopévovs ® D H P
10% Hudbknoas A CD*WH P
10?4 rols Seaploes P A D* H vg pesh boh
10¥ éavrovs pin A H vg boh
10% fwaptw piEr* A D* H* vg boh
10% peydA\ny waf. R A DWH P
10*7 xpoviet N A DcWH P KL
10® pov ék wiorews & A H* vg arm
12! wéoa 8¢ plxe A D H KL vg pesh boh
128 rorfoare N A D H KL
121 adrds P® A H P
12'% adrod N° D* H P KL
132 om. TG aldvwy CcD H arm
138 udy A CD*"WH M vg pesh arm boh sah
132 dus. A CD H PMK vg pesh (arm)boh
CURSIVES.
I saec, . [8254] 189 saec. xiii. [ §¥]
2 ,, xii. [a253] 203 ,, xii. [a 203]
5 ,, xiv. [0 453] 206 ,, xiil. [a 365]
6 ,, xiii. [6356] cont. 1-9% | 209 ,, «xiv.[8457]
10%2-13% 216 ,, xiv. [a 469]
31 ,, x. [a103] 217 ,, xi. [a 1065] cont, 1-6°
33 5,  ix-x. [8 48] Hort’s 17 218 ,, xiii. [& 300]
35 5, xiii. [8 300] 221 ,, X [a69)
38 ,, xiil. [8 355) 226 ,,  xi. [8156]
47 5, xi, [0719] 227 ,, xil. [a 258]
69 1 xv. [0 505 241 . xi. [8 507]
88 ,, «xii. [a 200] 242 ,, xii. [ 206]
90 ,, xvi. [3652] 253 ,, xi. [6152]
93 9 X. -_a' 51] 255 . xi. [a 174]
103 , xi.[0%] 256 ,, xii. [a 216]
104 4, xi [a 103] 2587 ,, xiv. [a 466]
112 ,, xi. [Ex10] 263 ,, xiik-xiv. [§ 372]
177 » x1. Lo 106] 293 ,, XV, [a 1574] cont. 91‘_1325
181 ,, xi [a101] 296 ,, xvi. [ 600]
188 ,. xii [a 200] 323 ,, xi-xil {a 157]
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326 saec. xii. [a 257] 941 saec. xiii. [§ 369]
327 ,, xiii. [0%) 999 ,, . xiii. [8 353]
330 ,, xil. [8 259] 1108 ,, xiii. [a 370]
337 ., il [a 205] 1149 ,, xiii. [8 370]
371 ,, xiv. [a 1431] cont. 73-13% | 1175 |, x. [@ 74] cont. 11-35 68
378 ,, xii. [a 258)] 13%
383 ,, «xiil. [« 353] cont. 1'-137 1243 ,, xil [0 198]
418 ,, xv. (x.)[a 1530] cont. 1l- | 1245 ,, xi. [a 158]
) 13" 1288 (81) xi. [a 162]
424 ,, xi.[0¥] Hort’s 67 1311 ,, xi. [a170]
429 ,, xiil.-xiv. [a 398] 1319 ,, xi. [ 180]
431 ,, xii. [8 268] 1518 ,,  xi. [a 116]
436 ,, xi. [a 172] 1522 ,, «xiv, [a 464]
440 ,, xil, |8 260] 1525 ,, «xiii. [@ 361] cont, 1'-78
442 ,, xiil. [08] 1610 ,, xiv. [a 468]
456 ,, x.?(a 52] 1611 ,, xii. [a 208]
460 ,, xiii.—xiv, [a 397] 1739 , x. [a 78]
461 ,, xiil [a 350] 1758 ,, xiii. [a 396] cont, 1'-13*
462 ,, xv.[a 502] 1765 ,, xiv. [a 486]
487 ,, xi [a 171] 1827 ,, xiii. [a 367]
489 ,, xiv. [& 459] Hort’s 102 1831 ,, xiv. {a 472]
491 ,, xi. [8 152] 1836 ,, x. [a 65]
506 ,, xi. [8 101] 1837 ,, xi. [a 192]
522 ,, xvi.[8 602] 1838 ,, xi.[a 175]
547 xi. [& 157] 1845 ” x. [a 64]
614 ,, xiii. [a 364) 1852 ,,  xi.[a F14] cont, 1l-11%0
623 ,, xi[e173] 1867 ,,  xi-xii. [a 154]
633 ,, xi [a 161] 1872 ,, xii. [a 209]
639 ., . xi.[a169] - 1873 ,, xii. [a 252]
642 ,, xv.[a552] cont. 1'-7® [ 1891 ,, x. [a 62]

gi3_13® 1898 x. [a 70]

794 ,, xiv. [8 454) 1906 ,,  xi. [Ow ]

808 ,, xii. [8 203) 1908 ,,  xi. [Qw103]

823 ,, «xiii. [§ 368] 1912 ,, x.—Xi. [a 1066]

876 ,, «xiil [a 356] 2004 x. [a 56]

913 ,, xiv. [a 470] 2055 ,, xiv. [a 1436] cont, 11-72
915 ,, xiii. {a 382] 2127 ,, xil [§ 202]

917 ,, «xii. [a 264] 2138 ,, xi. [« 116]

919 ,, xi.[a 113] 2143 ,,  xi-—xii. [a 184]

920 ,, X [a55] 2147 ,,  xii. [8 299]

927 ,, xii. [8 251]

Of these some like 5 and 33 and 442 and 999 and 1908, are
of the first rank; von Soden pronounces 1288 “a very good
representative ” of his H text. Yet even the best cursives, like
the uncials, may stray (see on 416). As a specimen of how one
good cursive goes, I append this note of some characteristic
readings in 424*%:

13 om. adrol after Swvduecws M Orig def vg
om. Hudv ®* A BD* MP

29 ywpls . M Orig

31 om. XpioTéy 8 ABD*C*MP def vg sah

35 &s D* M def vg

3 ravry ¥k ABD* M sah



INTRODUCTION Ixix

-4M wloTews
-512 yuds (om. Tivd)

8¢ om. TOw lepewr x ABD* P defvg
9° xad #y x ABD* fvg
9% kabapiferar (dvdykn) * Orig

10! Svvarral x A DbpC P [s¢c. D*, Orig)

10% om. Aéyer xpios N D* P defvg
10% Jeoplots AHD*" (Orig??) fvg
11° om. adrod ¥ A D* P defvg
1218 abris - A P

12% ar’ olpavod R M b

128 selow ® A C M fvg

LATIN VERSIONS.
A, Old Latin (vt), saec, ii. (?)-iv.

Hebrews is omitted in the pseudo-Augustinian Specwlum (=m) and in
codex Boernerianus (=g), but included in—

d (Latin version of D)
e ( 32 1] ” I::)

f (I IE] » F)

7 (codex Frisingensis: saec. vi., cont. 6573 78-81 ¢%7_117)
x?( ,, Bodleiapus: ,, ix., cont. 11-11%)

Of these, » (corresponding to the text used by Augustine), with the few
quotations by Priscillian, represents the African, 4 (in the main)® and a3 the
European, type of the Old Latin text; but f is predominantly vulgate, and
it is doubtful whether % is really Old Latin. On the other hand, some
evidem}e for the Old Latin text is to be found occasionally in the following
MSS of—

B. Vulgate (vg), saec. iv.

am (Codex Amiatinus : saec, vii.—viii.)
fuld( ,, Fuldensis: ,, vi)
cav ( Cavensis : 5 1X.) N
wl( . Toletanus: .. vii.)J Spanish
karl( ,, Harleianus: ,, viil.)
c{ , Colbertinus: ,, xii.)

Though ¢ is an Old Latin text for the gospels, Hebrews and the rest of the
NT are vulgate ; but He 10-11 in Aar/ (which elsewhere has affinities with
am and ful/d) is Old Latin, according to E. S. Buchanan ( Z%e Episties and
Apocalypse from the codex Harletanus (2= Wordsworth’s Z,}, numbered Harl.
1772 in the British Museum Library, 1913). Both in /4ar/ and in e,
11%-% has a special capitulation ; £a7/, which adds after *“the prophets” in

1 The text of d corresponds to that of Lucifer of Cagliari (saec. iv.), who
quotes 3°—4' and 41 in his treatise De non conueniendo cum haereticis,
xi, (CSEL., vol. xiv.). According to Harnack (Studien zur Vulgata des
Hebrderbriefs, 1920) it is d, not », which underlies the vulgate (cp. J. Belser
on ‘‘die Vulgata u. der Griech. Text im Hebrierbrief,” in 7keolog. Quartal-
schrift, 1906, pp. 337-369).
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11%2—*¢ Apanias azarias misahel daniel helias helisaeus ”—apparently points
to 1138 having been at one time added to the original text which ran
(11%%): *in hac enim testimonium habuerunt seniores qui per fidem
uicerunt regna,” etc. Of these MSS, fw/d represents an Italian text, cav and
ol a Spanish (the former with some admixture of Old Latin) ; am (whose text
is akin to f«/d) is an Italian text, written in Great Britain. At an early
date the Latin versions were glossed, however (cp. on 7' 11%),

EcypTiAN VERSIONS.

sah=Sahidic (saec. iii.~iv.}:  Zhe Coptic Version of the NT in the Southern
Dialect (Oxford, 1920), vol. v. pp. 1-131.

boh = Bohairic (saec. vi.—vil.): Zhe Coptic Version of the NT in the Northern
Dialect (Oxford, 1905), vol. iii. pp. 472-
555-

In sah IIpds ‘EBpalovs comes very early in the Pauline canon, immediately
after Romans and Corinthians, even earlier than in the first (A.D. 400)
Syriac canon, whereas in boh it comes between the Pauline church letters and
the Pastorals, The latter seems to have been an early (i.e. a fourth century)
position in the Eastern or Alexandrian canon, to judge from Athanasius
(Fest. Ep. xxxix.); it reappears in the uncials & A B! W, Not long
afterwards, at the Synod of Carthage (can. 39), in A.D. 397, it is put be-
tween the Pauline and the Catholic epistles, which seems to have been the
African and even the (or, a) Roman order. This reflects at least a doubt
about its right to stand under Paul’s name, whereas the order in sah and the
primitive Syriac canon reflects a deliberate assertion of its Pauline authorship.
The Alexandrian position is intermediate,

The data of the Egyptian versions are of special interest, as several of the
uncials have Egyptian affinities or an Egyptian origin, and as IIpds ‘Efpafovs
was early studied at Alexandria. Thus, to cite onl_?’ one or two, boh is right,
as against sah, ¢.g. in the rendering of mpés in 17, in omitting 8y (3%), in
rendering iroordoews as ‘“ confidence” in 3%, in rendering év Aaveid (47) “‘in
David,” in reading mafelv in 9%, in rendering Uwéorages by ‘‘assurance”
(so syr arm) in 11, in taking xaXoduevos by itself (118), in keeping é\c0do6noay
before émplafnoav (11%, though éreipdobnoar, =were tempted, is inferior to
sah’s omission of any such term), in reading érayyeNar (11%, where sah
agrees with W in reading the plural), ete. On the other hand, and in a large
number of cases, sah is superior, ¢.g. at 217 (“‘a merciful and faithful high-
priest”), at 3® (omitting uéxpt Téhovs Befalar), at 4 (gvyrexepagpuévos), in
rendering xpar@uer (4'4) ““let us hold on to,” in maintaining feés in 6° (for
“Lord” in boh), in omitting Tof xéwov in 61°, in reading lepeis (with W) in
738, in reading dudv in 9, in rendering the last words of 9%, in rendering
dp . . . dvTidoylar in 12% etc. Note also that sah agrees with arm in
inserting rjs before érayyehlas in 4', forepov Néyer in 10'%17, and ~dp in 129,
while boh agrees with arm in adding elrev in 18 and aldwios at 5'°, and both
agree with arm in omitting xal in 1% Both translate eloepxéuca (43) as a
tuture, read dmworiay in 4% (with vg and arm), omit xar& i 7. M. in 72,
take &vyiov as an adjective in 9, read ueAAévrwr in 9!, take #s in 117 to mean
the ark, read % oretpa in 11, render dyxor by “pride ” in 12}, take Smouévere
as imperative in 127, and refer admiv to Téwor peravolas in 12'. Sah has

1 Vet in the archetype of the capitulation system in B IIpds ‘ Epalovs must
have stood between Galatians and Ephesians, which *“is the order given in
the Sahidic version of the ‘Festal letter’ of Athamasius” (Kirsopp Lake,
The Text of the NT, p. 53).
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some curious renderings, e.g. ‘‘hewed out” for évexawlser (10%), *‘the
place of the blood” for aiuaros in 12%, and actually ‘‘hanging for them
another time ” (dvaorawpolvras éavrois, 68) ; in general it is rather more vivid
and less literal, though boh reads ‘¢ through the sea of Shari” [? slaughter] in
11% (sah is defective here), which is singular enough. On the other hand,
sah is more idiomatic. Thus it is in sah, not in boh, that vwépol yévyabe (6'2)
is rendered by ‘‘become daunted.” The differences in a passage like 127"
are specially instructive. Sah takes mwayyydpec with what follows, boh with
dyyéAwr (“ myriads of angels keeping festival ’); on the other hand, sah is
right as agdinst boh’s reading of mveduar. (v.%), while both render “ God the
judge of all.” In v.® both render ém#iyyerrar literally by ““he promised,”
but boh translates wapalapBdvorres in v.? as a future and xdpw as ‘“ grace,”
whereas sah renders correctly in both cases. In ch. 13, sah seems to read
mepipépeabe in v.? (‘“ be not tossed about ), inserts &pye (as against boh), and
reads #ulv in v.2'; in v.? it reads dvéyedfe; in v.2, while boh renders
dmwohehvpévor by “released,” sah renders ‘‘our brother Timotheos whom I
sent” {(which confuses the sense of the passage altogether), and, unlike boh,
omits the final duow. It is significant that sah ! often tallies with » as against
d, e.g. in 6'8 (loxvpdy), 7% (dpxtepeis), though with & now and then against 7,
as in 11% (8¢). It agrees with & and eth in reading wvefua in 17, &s Ludror in
112 (as well as é\tfets), and xal 7&v Tpdywr in 99, but differs from 4 almost as
often, and from eth in reading radry in 3, in omitting xard 7. 7. M. in 72,
etc. Unexpectedly a collation of sah and of eth yields no material for a clear
decision upon the relation of the texts they imply.

SyYRr1Ac VERSIONS.

For the Old Syriac, 7.e. for the Syriac text of Hebrews prior to the vulgate
revision (Peshitta) of the fifth century, we possess even less material than in
the case of the Old Latin version. Hebrews belonged to tbe old Syrian canon,
but the primitive text can only be recovered approximately from (i) the
Armenian version,? which rests in part upon an Old Syriac basis—*‘ readings
of the Armenian vulgate which differ from the ordinary Greek text, especially
if they are supportedg by the Peshitta, may be considered with some confidence
to have been derived from the lost Old Syriac” (F. C. Burkitt, £Bz. 5004) ;
from (ii) the homilies of Aphraates (saec. iv), and from (iii) the Armenian
translation of Ephraem Syrus (saec. iv.), Commentarii in Epp. Pauli nunc
primum ex armenio in lalinum sermonem a patribus Mekitharistis transiate
(Venice, 1893, pp. 200-242).

Hebrews 1s not extant in the Philoxenian version of A.D. 508, but the
Harklean revision of that text (A.D. 616-617) is now accessible in complete
form, thanks to R. L. Bensly’s edition { 7ke Harklean Version of the Epistle
to the Hebrews, 118-135, now edited for the first time with Introduction and
Notes, Cambridge, 1889). The Peshitta version is now conveniently accessible
in the British and Foreign Bible Society’s edition of 7ke New Testament in
Syriac (1920).

1 It rarely goes its own way, but the omission of any adjective at all with
wvebuaros in g is most remarkable ; so is the reading of vuds for fuds in 13¢
(where M Orig have one of their characteristic agreements in omitting any
pronoun).

2 Mr. F. C. Conybeare kindly supplied me with a fresh collation.
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The early evidence for the use of Ilpos ‘E@pailovs may be
chronologically tabulated as follows :

MSS. VERSIONS, WRITERS.
100-200 Clem. Rom. B
200300 (Old Syriac)(Old Latin) | Clem. Alex. Tertullian
Origen (-248)
300-400 |pl3pld Eusebius (—340) i
Basil (—379, chnf_er.(-37x)
B Sahidic (7) Cyril of J erus (~386) Priscillian (-385)
Apollinaris (-392) Ambrose (397)
& (® vulgate (370~383) | C Ery;ostom (-407) Jerome (~420)

Theodore of Mopsuestia )
400-500 | W (?) | peshitta (411-435) Augustine (-430)
Ci;ril of Alex. (~444)

Ag Armenian | Theodoret (-458)
o4l
soo=600 | D d
fuld Ethiopic Fulgentius
r
6oo—-700 harklean (616—61 )
700-800 am Bohairic (";
¥ tol
8o0-goo | KL
MN f Sedulius Scotus
P cav
goO—1000 e
o142

X ABCHM ¥ W (with p!3) would represent von Soden’s
H text (approximating to WH’s Neutral), his I text (correspond-
ing to WH’s Western) being represented by K L P among the
uncials. But the difference between these in the Pauline corpus
are, he admits, less than in the case of the gospels. Bousset (in
Texte und Untersuchungen, Xi. 4, pp. 45 f.) has shown that &° H
(which tend to agree with Origen’s text) have affinities with
Euthalius ; they carry with them a number of cursives (including
33 69. 88. 104. 424%*. 436 and 1908), and enable us to recon-
struct the archetype of codex Pamphili, Ze. the third century
recension of Origen’s text. This group would therefore stand
midway between B 8 A C and the later K L (with majority of
cursives). But no exact grouping of the MSS is feasible. The
text has suffered early corruption at several places, e.g. 29 4% 4!
10% 114 1197 123 1218 and 13?7 though only the first of these
passages is of real, religious importance. But, apart from this,
the earliest MSS betray serious errors {cp. on 4! 11%), as
though the text had not been well preserved. Thus B, for all its
services (e.g. in 62), goes wrong repeatedly (e.g. 18 18 412), as does
N* (e.g. 1° om. adr@, 4° 6° g7 7ére, 10%2 duaprias), and even
pl3 in 4% (s/\(uu’ov‘rm.), Iol8 (dpapriass), 111 (drdoracs), etc. The
errors of W are mainly linguistic, but it reads &fvuioews in 412,
miorews in 61! etc. A test passage like 214 where “blood and
flesh ? naturally passed into the conventional “flesh and blood,”
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shows the inferior reading supported not only by K and L,
as we might expect, but by f and #/ the peshitta and eth.
Similarly the wrong reading paprvpel in 717 brings out not only
K and L again but C D syr and a group of cursives, 256. 326.
436. 1175. 1837. 2127. In 9% only arm inserts wiore. after
dmexBexopévors, but the similar homiletic gloss of 8w wioTews
before or after eis cwrgplav turns up in A P syr™, and in 38. 69.
218. 256. 263. 330. 436. 440. 462. 823, 1245. 1288, 1611, 1837.
1898. 2005. In g4 the gloss kai dAypfuwd is supported also by
A P as well as by boh and one or two cursives like 104. To
take another instance, the gloss xai Sakpdwv (in 1o%) has only
D* among the uncials, but it is an Old Latin reading, though #
does not support it, and it was read in the original text of the
harklean Syriac. Again, in 11'%, what B. Weiss calls the
“obvious emendation” éyeniifnoav is supported by 8 L pl® ¥
and 1739, while in the same verse xai &s % (kdfws, D) carries
with it ¥ A D K L P p!%, and D ¥ omit # wapa 76 xethos. When
M resumes at 1220 it is generally in the company of X AD P
(as, e.g., 122 %25 135.9.30) once (12?7 om. mjv) with D* arm,
once with D* (om. éfovoiar, 1319), once with K L P (xaxox. 139)
against 8 A D*. Such phenomena render the problem of
ascertaining any traditional text of IIpés ‘EfBpafovs unusually
difficult. Even the data yielded by Clement of Alexandrial
and the Latin and Egyptian versions do not as yet facilitate a
genealogical grouping of the extant MSS or a working hypo-
thesis as to the authorities in which a text free from Western
readings may be preserved.

(ii.)

The eighteen homilies by Origen (fz53) are lost, though
Eusebius (cp. above, pp. xvili-xix) quotes two fragments on the
style and authorship. The *Awoloyla 'Qpiyevois of Pamphilus
(partially extant in the Latin version of Rufinus) implies that
he also wrote a commentary on the epistle, but this is lost, and
the Syriac commentary of Ephraem Syrus (f373) is only extant
in the Latin version of an Armenian version (cp. above, p. lxxi).
We are fortunate, however, in possessing the first important ex-
position of Ipos “Efpalovs, viz. the homilies of Chrysostom (t407),
extant in the form of notes, posthumously published, which the
presbyter Constantine had taken down. Chrysostom’s com-
ments are drawn upon by most of the subsequent expositors.
The foremost of these Greek exegetes is Theodore of Mopsuestia
(t428), who is the first to show any appreciation of historical

! The original text in one place at least (cp. on 11¢) can be restored by
the help of p*® and Clement,
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criticism (Z%eodori Mopsuesteni in NT Commentaria quae reperivi
potuerunt, collegit O. F. Fritasche, 1847, pp. 160-172). The
exposition by his contemporary Theodoret of Cyrrhus (t458) is
based almost entirely upon Chrysostom and Theodore of
Mopsuestia (Z%eod. Comm. in omnes Pauli epistolas, ed. E. B.
Pusey, 1870, il. 132—219). Similarly, the work of Oecumenius
of Tricca in Thrace (tenth century) contains large excerpts from
previous writers, including Chrysostom, Theodore of Mopsuestia,
and Photius (cp. Migne, PG. cxviii—cxix). Theophylact, arch-
bishop of Bulgaria (end of eleventh century), also draws upon
his predecessors (cp. Migne, PG. cxxiv), like Euthymius Ziga-
benus (beginning of twelfth century), a monk near Constanti-
nople. The latter’s commentary on Hebrews is in the second
volume (pp. 341 f.) of his Commentarii (ed. N. Calogeras, Athens,
1887). In a happy hour, about the middle of the sixth century,
Cassiodorus (Migne’s L. Ixx. p. 1120) employed a scholar called
Mutianus to translate Chrysostom’s homilies into Latin. This
version started the homilies on a fresh career in the Western
church, and subsequent Latin expositions, eg. by Sedulius
Scotus, W. Strabo, Alcuin, and Thomas of Aquinum, build on
this version and on the vulgate. An excellent account of
these commentaries is now published by Riggenbach in
Zahw's Forschungen sur Gesch. des NTlicken Kanons, vol. viil
19o07).
( Since F. Bleek’s great edition (1828-1840) there has been a
continuous stream of commentaries; special mention may be
made of those by Delitzsch (Eng. tr. 1867), Liinemann (1867,
1882), Moses Stuart* (1860), Alford? (1862), Reuss (1860, 1878),
Kurtz (1869), Hofmann (1873), A. B. Davidson (1882), F.
Rendall (1888), C. J. Vaughan (1890), B. Weiss (in Meyer,
1897), von Soden (1899), Westcott? (1903), Hollmann? (1907),
E. J. Goodspeed (1908), A. S. Peake (Century Bible, n.d.), M.
Dods (1910), E. C. Wickham (1910), A. Seeberg (1912),
Riggenbach (1913, 1922), Windisch (1913), and Nairne (1918).
Other works referred to, in this edition,! are as follows :—
Bengel (Bgl.). . 4. Bengelit Gnomon Novi Testamenti (1742).
Blass . « F. Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentiichen
Giriechisch : vierte, vollig neugearbeitete Auflage,
besorgt won Albert Debrunner (1913); also,
Brief an die Hebrder, Text mit Angabe der
Rhythmen (1903).

1 Some references, in the textual notes, are the usual abbreviations, like
Amb. =Ambrose, Ath. or Athan.=Athanasius, Cosm.=Cosmas Indico-
pleustes (ed. E. O. Winstedt, Cambridge, 1909), Cyr. =Cyril of Alexandria,
Euth. = Euthalius, Hil. =Hilary, Lucif. =Lucifer, Sedul.=Sedulius Scotus
Thdt. = Theodoret, Theod, = Theodore of Mopsuestia, etc, !

By
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Aegyptische Urkunden (Griechisch Urkunden),
ed. Wilcken (1895).

Greek Papyri in the British Museum (1893 1),

E. A. Abbott, Diatessarica.

The Encyclopaedia Biblica (1899-1903, ed. J. S.
Black and T. K. Cheyne).

Adnotationes (1516), In epist. Pauli apostoli ad
Hebraeos paraphrasis (1521).

Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics (ed. ]J.
Hastings).

The Expositor. Small superior numbers indicate
the series.

Grundziige und Chrestomathie der Papyruskunde,
von L. Mitteis und U. Wilcken (1912), I
Band.

Grammatik der Septuaginta, Laut-- und Wort-
lekre, von R. Helbing (1907).

Inscriptiones Graecae Insul. Maris Aegaei
(1895 f.).

Flavii Josephi Opera Omnia post Immanuelem
Bekkerum, recognovit S. A. Naber.

The Old Testament in Greek according to the
Septuagint Version (ed. H. B. Swete).

Drie Inschriften von Magnesia am Maeander (ed.
Kern, 1900).

Recueil & Inscriptions Greeques (ed. C. Michel,
1900).

Grundziige u. Chrestomathie der Papyruskunde
(1912).

J. H. Moulton’s Grammar of New Testament
Greek, vol. i. (2nd edition, 19o6).

Dittenberger’s Orientis Graeci Inscriptiones
Selectae (1903-1905).

The Oxyrkynchus Papyri (ed. B. P. Grenfell
and A. Hunt).

Primitive Christianity, vol. iil. (1910) pp. 272~
299.

Prilonis Alexandriai Opera Quae Supersunt
(recognoverunt L. Cohn et P. Wendland).
Neutestamentlicke Grammatik (1911), in Lietz-
mann’s Handbuch zum Neuen Testament

(vol. 1.).

Papyrus Grees et Démotigues (Paris, 1905), ed.
Th. Reinach.

Sylloge Inscriptionum Graecarum? (ed.W. Ditten-
berger).
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Tebtunis Papyri (ed. Grenfell and Hunt),
1go2.

H. St J. Thackeray, 4 Grammar of the Old
Testament in Greek (1909).

B. Weiss, ““ Textkritik der paulinischen Briefe”
(in Zexte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte
der altchristlichen Literatur, vol. xiv. 3),
also Der Hebrierbrief in Zeitgeschichtlicher
Beleuchtung (1910).

Westcott and Hort’'s New ZTestament in Greek
(1890, 1896).

Theodor Zahn’s Einleitung in das NT, §§ 45~47.



COMMENTARY.

THE final disclosure of God’s mind and purpose has been made
in his Son, who is far superior to the angels; beware then of
taking it casually and carelessly (11-24)!

The epistle opens with a long sentence (vv.14), the subject
being first (vv.l- 2) God, then (vv.% %) the Son of God ; rhetorically
and logically the sentence might have ended with & (+ 7 arm)
vi@, but the author proceeds to elaborate in a series of dependent
clauses the pre-eminence of the Son within the order of creation
and providence. The main thread on which these clauses about
the Son’s relation to God and the world are strung is s . .
idbioey &v Sefid This peyadwodyys. It is in this (including the
purging of men from their sins by His sacriﬁce) that the final
dlsclosure of Gods mind and purpose is made; 6 feds édAnoer
Aty dv vig .. . 8s . . . édfioer k1A, But the cosmic signifi-
cance of the Son is first mentioned (v.%) ; he is not created but
creative, under God. Here as in 210 the writer explicitly stresses
the vital connexion between redemption and creation ; the Son
who deals with the sins of men is the Son who is over the
universe. This is again the point in the insertion of ¢épwv 7e T4
wdvra k7. before kafopiopdy duapritv womoduevos. The object
of insisting that the Son is also the exact counterpart of God (8s dw
xTA. %), is to bring out the truth that he is not only God’s organ
in creation, but essentially divine as a Son. In short, since the
object of the divine revelation (laAetv) is fellowship between
God and men, it must culminate in One who can deal with sin,
as no prophet or succession of prophets could do; the line of
revelation év wpodjrars has its climax év vi@, in a Son whose
redeeming sacrifice was the real and effective manifestation of
God’s mind for communion.

As it is necessary to break up this elaborate sentence for the
purpose of exposition, I print it not only in Greek but in the
stately Vulgate version, in order to exhibit at the very outset
the style and spirit of Ipos “EBpaiovs.

1
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IToAuuepds xal mwovrpbrws mdhat 6
Oeds Nahvoas rTols warpdow €y Tols
wpodhTaws ém éaxdrov TAY Npepdy
ToUTwy éNdAnoer Huiv év vlp, 8v EOnxe
k\povbuov wavTwy, 8¢ of kal émwolnae
Tods aldvas® 8s Qv aradyacua Tis 86kns
kol xapoxTip THs Vrocrdoews avrol,
Pépwr Te TA wdvTa TP phmart Tis
Surduews alrol, xalbapiopdy TOV auap-
Tidv womoduevos éxdlioey &y debig
Tis peyalwavrns év Uymhols, ToooUTy
kpelrTwy yevbuevos v dyyélwv 8oy
diapopdTepor wap alrods kexAnpovd-
unkev §vouo.

(L1,e2.

Multifariam et multis modis olim
Deus loquens patribus in prophetis
novissime dicbus istis locutus est

nobis in fililo, quem constituit
heredem universorum, per quem
fecit et saecula, qui cum sit

splendor gloriae et figura substantiae
elus, portans quoque omnia verbo
virtutis suae, purgationem pecca-
torum faciens, sedit ad dexteram
majestatis in excelsis, tanto melior

angelis effectus quanto differen-
tius  prae illis nomen heredit-
avit,

Y Many were the forms and fashions in which God spoke of old to our
Jathers by the prophets, * but in these days at the end he has spoken to us by a
Son—a Son whom he has appointed heir of the unitverse, as il was by him
that ke created the world.

Greek prefaces and introductions of a rhetorical type were
fond of opening with woAds in some form or other (e.g. Sirach
prol. woAAdv kai peyddwv k7A.; Dion. Halic. de oratoribus antiquis,
woAAgv xdpw k7A., an early instance being the third Philippic of
Demosthenes, moAXiv, & dvpes "Abyvaior, Adywv yuryvopévor kTd.).
Here mohupepds xal mwolutpdmws is a sonorous hendiadys for
“ variously,” as Chrysostom was the first to point out (o yip
molupepds kal moAvTpdmws Tovréome dapdpws). A similar turn of
expression occurs in 2% wapafdots kai mapaxod. The writer does
not mean to exclude variety from the Christian revelation ; he
expressly mentions how rich and manysided it was, in 2¢. Nor
does he suggest that the revelation év wpognjrais was inferior
because it was piecemeal and varied. There is a slight sugges-
tion of the unity and finality of the revelation év vi§, as compared
with the prolonged revelations made through the prophets, the
Son being far more than a prophet; but there is a deeper
suggestion of the unity and continuity of revelation then and
now. IloAupepds xai molvrpdrws really “signalises the variety
and fulness of the Old Testament word of God” (A. B. David-
son). On the other hand, Christ is God’s last word to the world ;
revelation in him is complete, final and homogeneous.

Compare the comment of Eustathius on Odyssey, 1': wohvrpérws dveyvip-
lobn wiow ols HNbev eis yviow, pnlevds dvayrwpiopol suumessyros érépy
dvayvwpio iy TO avvokor' ENws vap 7o Tehepdxw, érépws 8¢ Evpureiq, erépws
Tois dovhais, ANAov 8¢ Tpémov T9 Aadpry, Kal Bhws dwouoiws &ras., ohvuepds,
according to Hesychius (= Tohvrxédws), differs from wohvrpbmas (Sapdpuws,
rowcihws), and, strictly speaking, is the adverb of wo\uvuepshs =manifold (Wis
72, where Wisdom is called wvelua povoyevés, wohvuepés). But no such dis-
tinction is intended here. .

In wdhaw (as opposed to & éoxdrov 74v Huepdv ToUTWY)

feds Aahfoas, Aadetv, here as throughout the epistle, is prac-



I.1,2.) THE FATHERS AND THE PROPHETS 3

tically an equivalent for Aéyew (see Anz’s Subsidia, pp. 309~310),
with a special reference to inspired and oracular utterances of
God or of divinely gifted men. This sense is as old as
Menander (6 vols ydp éorw 6 Aahjowv féos, Kock’s Comic.
Attic. Fragm. 70). Ol marépes in contrast to sjuets means OT
believers in general (cp. Jn 6° 722), whereas the more usual
NT sense of the term is ““the patriarchs ” (cp. Diat. 1949~1950,
2553¢), i.e. Abraham, etc., though the term (3° 89 covers the
ancients down to Samuel or later (Mt 23%0).  Owr fathers or
ancestors (Wis 18%) means the Hebrew worthies of the far
past to whom Christians as God’s People, whether they had been
born Jews or not (1 Co 10! ol warépes Hudv), look back, as the
earlier Sirach did in his warépwr Suves (Sir 441-50%), or the pro-
phet in Zec 12 (oi warépes dudv . . . kai of wpodirar). For ol
marépes= our fathers, cp. Prayer of Manasseh?! (feés Tov mwarépwr)
and Wessely’s Studien sur Paldographie und Papyriskunde, i. 64,
where boys are reckoned in a list ovv 7ois marpdow. The inser-
tion of Hudv (p'2 999. 1836 boh sah Clem. Alex., Chrys. Pris-
cillian) is a correct but superfluous gloss. As for év 7ois wpod-
Taus, mpodiirac is used here in a broader sense than in 11%2; it
denotes the entire succession of those who spoke for God to the
People of old, both before and after Moses (Ac 322 7%7), who is
the supreme prophet, according to Philo (de ebriet. 21, de decalogo
33). Joshua is a prophet (Sir 461), so is David (Philo, de agric.
12). In Ps ros!® the patriarchs, to whom revelations are made,
are both God’s mpodfirar and xpiorol. Later on, the term was
extended, as in Lk 1328 (Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, xai wdvras
Tovs mpogjras, cp. He 11%2), and still more in Mt 512 (rovs
mpodriras Tovs mpo vudv). The reason why there is no contrast
between the Son and the prophets is probably because the
writer felt there was no danger of rivalry ; prophecy had ceased
by the time that the Son came ; the “prophet” belonged to a
bygone order of things, so that there was no need to argue
against any misconception of their function in relation to that of
the Son (Bar 853 ‘“in former times our fathers had helpers,
righteous men and holy prophets . . . but now the righteous
have been gathered and the prophets have fallen asleep ),

As no further use is made of the contrast between Jesus and
the prophets (who are only again mentioned incidentally in 11%2),
it was natural that dyyélois should be conjectured (S. Crellius,
Initium Ipannis Evangelii restitutum, p. 238, independently by
Spitta in Stud. u. Krittken, 1913, pp. 106—-109) to have been the
original reading, instead of wpo¢dsjrais. But * the word spoken
by angels” (2%) does not refer to divine communications made
to the patriarchs; nor can oi warépes be identified with the
patriarchs, as Spitta contends (cf. U. Holzmeister in Zerfschrift
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fiir kathol. Theologie, 1913, pp. 805-830), and, even if it could,
mpodrirars would be quite apposite (cp. Philo, de Abraki. 22).
Why the writer selects mpodijraus is not clear. But dvfpdmos
would have been an imperfect antithesis, since the Son was
human. Philo (de Monarch. g: éppyveis ydp elow ol mpodirac
Oeob karaxpopévou Tois Exelvov dpydvows mpds Sjdwaw &v dv é0elijoy)
“views the prophets as interpreters of God in a sense that might
correspond to the strict meaning of év, and even (Quaest. in Exod.
232 70 yap Aéyovros & mpodujrns dyyelos kvpiov éoriv) applies
dyyedos to the prophet. But é here is a synonym for &ud
(Chrys. ép@s G7¢ kai o & 8 éorilv), as in 1 S 28% (dmexplfy aird
K¥pios év Tols évumviots kai &v Tols Sdois xkal &v Tois mpopirais).

In Test. Dan 1! [acc. to the tenth cent. Paris MS ¢38]!
and in LXX of Nu 244, Jer 232 [B: éoxdrov, A Q*], 25° (49%)
[B: éoxdrov, AQ), 37 (30) # [AQ: éoxdrwv, B], Ezk 388 (ér
éoxdrov érdv), Dn 10! [doxdre P éoxdrev]), Hos 3° [Q], &
éoxdrov TOv fuepdv appears, instead of the more common éx’
doxdrwv Tév fpuepdy, as a rendering of the phrase QM1 NINN3,
A similar variety of reading occurs here; Origen, cg., reads
éoxdrov Without rovrev (on La 4%) and éoydrov (fragm. on John
3%, while éoxdrov is read by 044, a few minor cursives, d and
the Syriac version. The same idea is expressed in 1 P 1% by
ér &oxdrov Tdv ypdvwy, but the 7obrov here is unique. The
messianic mission of Jesus falls at the close of #kese days, or, as
the writer says later (9%), éni ovvrelelp Tdv aldvov. These days
correspond to the present age (6 viv aldv); the age (or world) to
come (6 péAdwv aidv, 65) is to dawn at the second coming of
Christ (9% 10%7). Meantime, the revelation of God é& wi§ has
been made to the Christian church as God’s People (é\dAyoer
Npiv) ; the Apueis does not mean simply the hearers of Jesus on
earth, for this would exclude the writer and his readers (28), and
é\dA\noev covers more than the earthly mission of Jesus. There
is no special reference in &dAyoer to the teaching of Jesus;
the writer is thinking of the revelation of God’s redeeming pur-
pose in Christ as manifested (vv.%-4) by the (resurrection and)
intercession in heaven which completed the sacrifice on the
cross. This is the final revelation, now experienced by Christians.

The saying of Jesus quoted by Epiphanius (Zazer. xxiii. 5, xli. 3, Ixvi. 42),
4 Nahdr év Tois mwpogrrats, lod mwdpeyu, was an anti-gnostic logion based
partly on this passage and partly on Is 52% éyd elpe adrds 8 haNdw, wdperue,
The author of Hebrews is mot conscious of any polemic against the OT
revelation as inferior to and unworthy of the Christian God.” He assumes
that it was the same God who spoke in both Testaments: “Sed in hac

diversitate unum tamen Deus nobi§ proponi‘t: nequis putet Legem cum
Evangelio pugnare, vel alium esse huius quam illius authorem” (Calvin).

1 The Armenian reading rosrww after fuepd», instead of adrod, is incorrect,
and may even be a reminiscence of He 11,
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In & &mrev kAnpovépor wdvtwv there is a parallel, perhaps
even an allusion, to the Synoptic parable: finally ke sent kis son
(Mt 21%7), or, as Mark (12%) and Luke (20!3) explicitly declare,
his deloved son, though our author does not work out the sombre
thought of the parable. There, the son is the heir (o371ds éorew 6
xAnpovdpos), though not of the universe. Here, the meaning of
8v &énrev kAnpovéuov wdyTwv is the same: he was “appointed ”
heir, he was heir by God’s appointment. It is the fact of this
position, not the time, that the writer has in mind, and we
cannot be sure that this ‘““appointment” corresponds to the
elevation of v.? (éxdfioev). Probably, in our modern phrase, it
describes a pre-temporal act, or rather a relationship which
belongs to the eternal order. The force of the aorist &ykev is
best rendered by the English perfect, “has appointed”; no
definite time is necessarily intended.

¢ Nam ideo ille haeres, ut nos suis opibus ditet. Quin hoc elogio nunc
eum ornat Apostolus ut sciamus nos sine ipso bonorum omnium esse inopes”
(Calvin). The reflection of Sedulius Scotus (alii post patrera haeredes sunt,
hic autem vivente Patre haeres est) is pious but irrelevant, for xAypovoucty
in Hellenistic Greek had come to mean, like its equivalent ¢‘inherit” in
Elizabethan English, no more than ¢ possess” or ‘“obtain”; a kAnporéuos
was a ‘‘possessor,” with the double #nuance of certainty and anticipation.
* Haeres” in Latin acquired the same sense; ¢ pro haerede gerere est pro
domino gerere, veteres enim ‘haeredes’ pro ‘dominis’ appellabant”
(Justinian, Zzstzt. ii. 19. 7).

In 8 of (Griesbach conj. 8iémt) kai émoinge Ttols aldvas the
xal especially ! suggests a correspondence between this and the
preceding statement ; what the Son was to possess was what he
had been instrumental in making. Tevs aidvas here, though
never in Paul, is equivalent (£57. 1147) to 1& wdyra in v.8
(implied in wdvrwv above), 7.c. the universe or world (11%).. The
functions assigned by Jewish speculation to media like the Logos
at creation are here claimed as the prerogative of the Son. This
passing allusion to the function of Christ in relation to the
universe probably originated, as in the case of Paul, in the re-
ligious conception of redemption. From the redeeming function
of Christ which extended to all men, it was natural to infer His
agency in relation to creation as part of his pre-existence. The
notion is that “the whole course of nature and grace must find
its explanation in God, not merely in an abstract divine
arbitrium, but in that which befits the divine nature” (W.
Robertson Smith), ze. the thought behind 2% is connected with
the thought behind 1. This may be due to a theological re-
flection, but the tendency to emphasize the moral rather than
the metaphysical aspect, whicl: is noticeable in IIpds “Efpaiovs as

1 An emphasis blurred by the Tois ai@vas émoigoer of D®* K L P harkl
Chrys. Theod. (Blass, von Sod.).
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in the Fourth Gospel, and even in Paul, is consonant with Philo’s
tendency to show the function of the Logos and the other inter-
mediate powers as religious rather than cosmical (cp. Bréhier's
Les Idées Philos. et Religieuses de Philon & Alexandrie, pp. 65f.,
111f, 152, “il ne s'agit plus chez Philon d'un explication du
monde mais du culte divin”; 174f, “la thése de Philon, qui
- explique et produit la doctrine des intermédiaires, n'est pas
I'impossibilité pour Dieu de produire le monde mais I'impossibilité
pour I'ime d’atteindre Dieu directement”). Yet Philo had
repeatedly claimed for his Logos, that it was the organ of
creation (e.g. de sacerdot. 5, Adyos & éoriv elkov Oeod, & o
agvuras & kbomos édnuiovpyetro), and this is what is here, as by
Paul, claimed for Christ. Only, it is a religious, not a cosmo-
logical, instinct that prompts the thought. The early Christian,
who believed in the lordship of Christ over the world, felt, as a
modern would put it, that the end must be implicit in the be-
ginning, that the aim and principle of the world must be essenti-
ally Christian. This is not elaborated in * Hebrews” any more
than in the Fourth Gospel (Jn 18); the author elsewhere prefers
the simple monotheistic expression (2!° 11%). But the idea is
consonant with his conception of the Son. “If pre-existence is
a legitimate way of expressing the absolute significance of Jesus,
then the mediation of creation through Christ is a legitimate
way of putting the conviction that in the last resort, and in spite
of appearances, the world in which we live is a Christian world,
our ally, not our adversary ” (Denney in ERE. viii. 516f.).

3 He (8s &v) reflecting God’s bright glory and stamped with God's own
character, sustains the universe with his word of power; when he had
secured our purification from sins, he sat down at the right hand of the

Majesty on high; % and thus ke is superior to (xpelrrwy) the angels, as he has
inkerited a Name superior (Sapopdrepov, 8%) to theirs.

The unique relation of Christ to God is one of the unborrowed
truths of Christianity, but it is stated here in borrowed terms.
The writer is using metaphors which had been already applied in
Alexandrian theology to Wisdom and the Logos. Thus Wisdom
is an unalloyed emanation rijs 7% wavrokpdropos 36¢7s, dravyaopua
. . . Pords aldlov (Wis 7% 2), and dradyacpa in the same sense
of “reflection” occurs in Philo, who describes the universe as
olov dylov dmalyacpa, plunpa dpxerimov (de plant. 12), the human
spirit as Timov Twa xal xapexrijpa Ocias Svvdpews (quod deter. pot.
ins. sol. 83), and similarly the Logos. xapaxmijp is “the exact
reproduction,” as a statue of a person (OGIS. 363% xapaxrijpa
popiis éus) ; literally, the stamp or clear-cut impression made
by a seal, the very facsimile of the original. Tne two terms
ématyaopa and xapaxrip are therefore intended to bring out the
same idea. '
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Ywéaragis=the being or essence of God, which corresponds to his 3éfa
(= character or nature) ; it is a philosophical rather than a religious term, in
this connexion, but enters the religious world in Wis 162! (% uév vdp imé-
oracls cov kT\.). Its physical sense emerges in the contemporary de Mundo, 4,
TOv v dépt pavracudTwy T uéy ori kaT Eugacws T 8¢ kal’ Ymésracwy. The
use of it as a term for the essence or substance of a human being is not un-
common in the LXX (e.g. Ps 39° 139'%) ; cp. Schlatter’s Der Glaube im NT®
(1905), pp- 615f where the linguistic data are arranged.

xo.po.x'r-qp had already acqmred a meaning corresponding to the modern
““ charactet  (¢.g. in Menander’s proverb, dvdpos xapakrip ék Néyov yvwplterat,
Heauton Timoroumenos, 11). The idea of xapaxrip as replica is further illus-
trated by the Bereschith rabba, 52. 3 (on Gn 21%): ‘‘hence we learn that he
(Isaac) was the splendour of his (father’s) face, as like as possible to him.”

An early explanation of this conception is given by Ladtantius (d7uizn.
instit. iv. 29), viz. that ‘‘the Father is as it were an overflowing fountain,
the Son like a stream flowing from it ; the Father like the sun, the Son as it
were a ray extended from the sun (radius ex sole porrectus). Since he is
faithful (cp. He 3?) and dear to the most High Father, he is not separated
from him, ‘any more than the stream is from the fountain or the ray from
the sun ; for the water of the fountain is in the stream, and the sun’s light in
the ray.” But our author is content to throw out his figurative expressions.
How the Son could express the character of God, is a problem which he does
not discuss ; it is felt by the author of the Fourth Gospel, who suggests the
moral and spiritual affinities that lie behind such a function of Jesus Christ,
by hinting that the Son on earth taught what he had heard from the Father
and lived out the life he had himself experienced and witnessed with the
unseen Father. This latter thought is present to the mind of Seneca in
Epp. 6% 8, where he observes that *Cleanthes could never have exactly re-
produced Zeno, if he had 51mply listened to him ; he shared the life of Zeno,
he saw into his secret Purposes > (vitae eius mterfult secreta perspexit). The
author of Hebrews, like Paul in Col 11>, contents himself with asserting
the vilal community of nature between the Son and God, in virtue of which
(¢pépwv 7€) the Son holds his position in the universe.

In the next clause, pépwr ! Te T& wdvra is not used in the sense
in which Sappho ({ragm. 95, mdvra $pépwr) speaks of the evening
star “bringing all things home,” the sheep to their fold and
children to their mother. The phrase means *upholding the
universe as it moves,” bearing it and bearing it on. “Thou
bearest things on high and things below,” Cain tells God in
Bereschith rabba, 23. 2, “but thou dost not bear my sins.”
“ Deus ille maximus potentissimusque ipse vehit omnia ” (Seneca,
Epist. 319). The idea had been already applled by Philo to the
Logos (e.g. de ngmz‘ Abrak. 6,6 Méyos . . . & TOV GAwv vaep-
vn‘r’r)g -n-’qﬁa)u.ovxec TO o‘u,u.'n'avra. de spec. legibus, i. 81, Adyos & éoriv
eixov Geol; 8¢ o 0'v,u.7rag 6 Koo-,uos eSmALovpyeLTo de plant 8, AMdyos
de o aLSLos feod Tob alwviov 76 dxvpdraTov kai Befatdrarov epew,ua
70v SAov éori). So Chrysostom takes it: ¢pépwv . . . Tovréom,
kvfepvdv, Ta SwamimTovra auykpetdv. It would certainly carry on
the thought of 8 ob . . . aiévas, however, if ¢pépeav here could
be taken in its regular Philonic sense of “bring into existence ”
(e.g. guis rer. div. haer. 7,6 t& p3) dvre dépov xal T wdvra yerrav:

1 gavepdv is, like dmolefrat in 4% an error of B*,
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de mutat. nom. 44, mdvra Pépov omovdala 6 feds); this was the
interpretation of Gregory of Nyssa (MPG. xivi. 265), and it would
give a better sense to “word of power” as the fiat of creative
authority. But the ordinary interpretation is not untenable.

In v¢ ppare Tis Suvdpews adrol, the adrod (aimrof ?) refers to the Son,
- not as in the preceding clause and in 113 to God. Hence perhaps its omission
by M 424** 1739 Origen.

With kafapiopdv . . . GPmhols the writer at last touches what
is for him the central truth about the Son; it is not the teaching
of Jesus that interests him, but what Jesus did for sin by his
sacrifice and exaltation. From this conception the main argu-
ment of the epistle flows. Kafapiopdv Tév dpapriov is a Septua-
gint expression (e.g. Job 7% wolnow . . . kabfapioudy (h2y) s
dpaptias pov), though this application of «. to sins is much more
rare than that either to persons (Lv 15!%) or places (1 Ch 23%,
2 Mac 10%). In 2 P 1? (700 kafapiopod tév wdlar adrov duapridv)
it is filled out with the possessive pronoun, which is supplied here
by some (e.g. jpév D® K L harkl sah arm Athan. Chrys., dudv xe).
Grammatically it =(a) purgation of sins, as xafapi{w may be used
of the ‘“‘removal” of a disease (Mt 85-%), or=(%) our cleansing
from sins (9!* kaflapil Ty awveldyow Hudv dmd vexpdv Epywy).
Before raflapiopdy the words 8¢ éavrob (adrol) are inserted by
DHEKLM 256 d harkl sah boh eth Orig. Athan. Aug. etc.
AC éovrob=ipse, as éavrg=sua sponte. 'Exdfioer &v debid is a
reminiscence of a favourite psalm (110!) of the writer, though he
avoids its ék 8eSudw. It denotes entrance into a position of divine
authority. ‘“Sedere ad Patris dexteram nihil aliud est quam
gubernare vice Patris ” (Calvin). ‘Ev dymAols, a phrase used by
no other NT writer, is a reminiscence of the Greek psalter and
equivalent to é dyioros: grammatically it goes with éxdfioer.
(The divine attribute of peyalwoivy is for the first time employed
as a periphrasis for the divine Majesty.) This enthronement
exhibits (v.%) the superiority of the Son to the angels. *Ovopa is
emphatic by its position at the close of the sentence; it carries
the general Oriental sense of “rank” or “dignity.” The
precise nature of this dignity is described as that of sonship (v.5),
but the conception widens in the following passage (vv.%), and
it is needless to identify Svopa outright with vids, though vils
brings out its primary meaning. Iq TooodTY KpelTTwy yerdpevos
(going closely with éxdfuoev) rdv (accidentally omitted by B and
Clem. Rom.) dyyéhwv (emphatic by position) wap’ adrods kexhn-
povéunkev vopa, the relative use of doos in NT Greek is con-
fined to Mk 7%, but Togovros . . . 6oos is a common Philonic
expression. Kpefrrov (for which Clement of Rome in 36% sub-
stitutes the synonymous peifwv) is an indefinite term = ¢ superior.”
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Unlike Paul, the writer here and elsewhere is fond of using mapd
after a comparative.

Kpelrrwy in this sense occurs in the contemporary (?) Aristotelian treatise
de Mundo, 391a (8ia 76 dbéaTor TGV KkperrTévwy elvai), where 74 kpetrréra
means the nobler Universe.

The sudden transition to a comparison between the Son and
the angels implies that something is before the writer’s mind.
Were his readers, like the Colossians to whom Paul wrote, in
danger of an undue deference to angels in their religion, a
deference which threatened to impair their estimate of Christ?
Or is he developing his argument 1n the light of spome contem-
porary belief about angels and revelation? Probably the latter,
though this does not emerge till 22. Meanwhile, seven Biblical
proofs (cp. W. Robertson Smith, Expositor?, i. pp. 5f.) of v.t are
adduced ; the two in v.5 specially explain the 8adopdrepov
dvopa, while the five in vv.8-1¢ describe the meaning and force of
kpeirtov 70v dyyéhov. The first two are:

S For to what angel did God ever say,
‘¢ Thou art my son,
to-day have I become thy father”™ 7
Or again,
I will be a fatker to him,
and he shall be a son fo me”?

The first quotation is from the 2nd Psalm (v.7), read as a
messianic prediction—which may have been its original meaning,
and certainly was the meaning attached to it by the early Chris-
tians, if not already by some circles of Judaism:!

vids pov €l ov,

&yd orjuepov yeyévmrd oe
Did the author take ofjuepor here, as perhaps in 37, though not
in 138 in (2) a mystical sense, or (#) with a reference to some
special phase in the history of Christ? (a) tallies with Philo’s
usage : orjpepov & éoTiv 6 dmépatos kal ddieflryros aildv . . . 76
ayevdes Gvopa aldvos (de fuga, 11, on Dt 4%), &ws 7ijs orjuepov
nuépas, TovréoTw del* 6 yip alov dmas 7@ ojpepov mapaperpetras
(leg. alleg. iil. 8 on Gn 35%). (/) might allude either to the bap-
tism or to the resurrection of Christ in primitive Christian usage ;-
the latter would be more congenial to our author, if it were
assumed that he had any special incident in mind. But he
simply quotes the text for the purpose of bringing out the title of
Son as applied to Christ. When we ask what he meant by
onpepov, we are asking a question which was not present to his
mind, unless, indeed, ‘the idea of a bright radiance streaming
forth from God’s glory” (v.8) pointed in the direction of {a), as

1 See G. H. Box, 7%e Esra-Apocalypse, pp. v, lvii,
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Robertson Smith thought. But the second line of the verse is
merely quoted to fill out the first, which is the pivot of the proof :
vids pov €€ ov. Sons of God is not unknown as a title for angels
in the Hebrew Old Testament (see EB:i. 4691). “ Sometimes
Moses calls the angels sons of God,” Philo observes (Quaest. in
Gen. 6%—as being bodiless spirits). But the LXX is careful to
translate : “sons of Elohim” by dyyelot feot (e.g. in Gn 6%4,
Job 18 21 387), except in Ps 29! and 897, where sons of God are
intended by the translator to denote human beings ; and no indi-
vidual angel is ever called vids.!] As the author of Ilpés ‘ESpalovs
and his readers knew only the Greek Bible, the proof holds good.
The second quotation is from 2 S 714:

I3 [N 3 A s 7
Eyo éocopar adre els warépa,
\ E Y ~ ’
kai alr0s éoTar pot els vidv,

a promise cited more exactly than in 2 Co 6!® and Rev 217, but
with equal indifference to its original setting. Paul and the
prophet John apply it to the relationship between God and
Christians ; our author prefers to treat it as messianic. Indeed
he only alludes twice, in OT quotations, to God as the Father
of Christians (see Introd. p. xxxv).

The third quotation (v.5) clinches this proof of Christ’s unique
authority and opens up the sense in which he is kpelrTov TV
dyyéhwv:

and further, when introducing the Firstborn into the world, ke says,
¢ Let all God’s angels worship him.”

In 8rav 8¢ wd\wv eloaydyn the term wdAw, rhetorically trans-
ferred, answers to the wdAw of v.5; it is not to be taken with
elcaydyy = “reintroduce,” as if the first ““introduction” of the
Son had been referred to in v.2:. A good parallel for this usage
occurs in Philo (lg. alleg. iii. 9: 6 8¢ wdAw dmoddpdokwy Geov
Tov pdv obdevds airiov ¢noiv elvar, where wdlw goes with ¢yoiv).
Eiodyew might refer to birth,? as, eg., in Epictetus (iv. 1. 104,
obxt éxetvds oe elojyayer) and pseudo-Musonius, ep. go (Her-
cher's Epist. Graect, 4011, : ob tékva pdvov eis 10 yévos dAha kai
Towdde Téxva elofyayes), or simply to “introduction” (cp. Mitteis-
Wilcken, 1. 2. 141 (110 B.C.), elodfw 7ov éuavrod vidw els Ty advodor).
Linguistically either the incarnation or the second advent might
be intended; but neither the tense of elooydyn (unless it be
taken strictly as futuristic = ubi introduxerit) nor the proximity of

11t is only Theodotion who ventures in Dan 328 ®% to retain the literal
son, since from his christological point of view it could not be misunderstood
in this connexion.

2 Cp. M. Aurelius, v. I, Toweiy dv Evekev yéyova Kai Gv xdpw wpofypal els
TV Kbopov.
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wdwv is decisive in favour of the latter (drav eloaydyy might,
by a well-known Greek idiom, be equivalent to “when he speaks
of introducing, or, describes the introduction of ”—Valckenaer,
etc.). IIpwrdroxos is Firstborn in the sense of superior. The
suggestion of Christ being higher than angels is also present in
the context of the term as used by Paul (Col 1!%16), but it is
nowhere else used absolutely in the NT, and the writer here
ignores any inference that might be drawn from it to an inferior
sonship of angels. Its equivalent (cp. the 2./. in Sir 36'7) mpwrd-
yovos i1s applied by Philo to the Logos. Here it means that
Christ was Son in a pre-eminent sense; the idea of priority
passes into that of superiority. A wpwrdroxos vids had a relation-
ship of likeness and nearness to God which was unrivalled. As
the context indicates, the term brings out the pre-eminent honour
and the unique relationship to God enjoyed by the Son among
the heavenly host.

The notion of worship being due only to a senior reappears in the Vita
Adae et Evae (14), where the devil declines to worship Adam: ‘I have no
need to worship Adam . . . I will not worship an inferior being who is my
junior. T am his senior in the Creatlon before he was made, I was already
made ; it is his duty to worship me.” In the Ascensio Isaiae (11%%) the
angels humbly worship Christ as he ascends through the heavens where they
live ; here the adoration is claimed for him as he enters % olxovuéry.

The line kol wpookurnodrwoar altd wdvres dyyehow feol comes
from a LXX addition to the Rebrew text of the Song of Moses
in Dt 324, calling upon all angels to pay homage to Yahweh.
But the LXX text! actually reads vioi feod, not dyyeror feod
(into which F corrects it)! Our author probably changed it into
a‘y-ye)\oc 9£ov, recollectmg the similar phrase in Ps 977 (wpooxv-
vijoate adr® Tdvres ol dyyelow adrod),? unless, indeed, the change
had been a]ready made. The fact that Justin Martyr (Dial..130)
quotes the LXX gloss with dyye)oy, is an indication that this may
have been the text current among the primitive Christians.

The last four (vv.”"!4) quotations carry on the idea of the
Son’s superiority to the angels :

T While he says of angels (wpbs = with reference to),

““ Who makes his angels into winds,
kis servants into flames of fire,”
8 ke says of the Som,

““God s thy throme for ever and cver,
and thy royal sceptre is the sceptre of equily :

9 thou hast loved justice and hated latwlessness,
therefore God, thy God, has consecrated thee
with the oil of rejoicing beyond thy comrades”—

0 and,

“ Thou didst found the earth at the beginning, O Lord,

! As the song appears in A, at the close of the psalter, the reading is
dyyehoe (viof, R).
2 Which acquired a messianic application (see D7at. 3134).
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and the heavens are the work of thy hands:
W they will perish, but thou remainest,
they will all be worn owut like a garment,
12 thou wilt roll them up like a mantle, and they will be changed,
but thow art the same,
and thy years never fail.”

In v.7 the quotation (6 moubv Tobs dyyélous adrod mvelparal
Kkai Tobs Aetroupyovs adrod mupos pAdya) only differs from the LXX
by the substitution of wupds PAéyal for wdp PpAéyor (B : mupds
¢préya A®). The singular in $pAdya and perhaps the recollection
that wvebua elsewhere in NT=“wind ” only in the singular,
led to the change of mveduara into mvedpa (D 1. 326. 424**. 1912.
1245. 2005 d sah eth Orig.). The author is taking the LXX
translation or mistranslation of Ps 104¢ (6 wowdv «TA., a nomina-
tive without a verb, as in 1 Co 3!%) to mean that God can reduce
angels to the elemental forces of wind and fire, so unstable is
their nature, whereas the person and authority of the Son are
above all change and decay. The meaning might also be that
God makes angels out of wind and fire ;2 but this is less apt.
Our author takes the same view as the author of 4 Esdras, who
(82) writes :

“ Before whom the heavenly host stands in terror,
and at thy word change to wind and fire.”

Rabbinic traditions corroborate this interpretation ; e.g. * every
day ministering angels are created from the fiery stream, and
they utter a song and perish ¥ (Ckagiga, ed. Streane, p. 76), and
the confession of the angel to Manoah in Yalkut Shimeoni, ii.
I1. 3: “God changes us every hour . . . sometimes he makes
us fire, at other times wind.”

The interest of rabbinic mysticism in the nature of angels is illustrated by
the second century dialogue between Hadrian, that ‘¢ curiositatum omnium
explorator,” and R. Joshua ben Chananja (cp. W. Bacher, dgada der
Zannaiten?, i. 171-172). The emperor asks the rabbi what becomes of the
angels whom God creates daily to sing His praise; the rabbi answers that
they return to the stream of fire which flows eternally from the sweat shed
by the Beasts supporting the divine throne or chariot (referring to the vision
of Ezekiel and the  fiery stream ” of Dn 7'%). From this stream of fire the
angels issue, and to it they return. Aewrovpyods of angels as in Ps 103
(AetTovpyol abrol, wowolivres 7O HéAqua alroil).

The fifth (vv.%9) quotation is from Ps 4578—a Hebrew
epithalamium for some royal personage or national hero, which
our author characteristically regards as messianic.

1 Aquila has wfp AdBpov, Symm. wuplvy gAéya. )

2 As in Apoc. Bar. 218 (‘¢ the holy creatures which thou didst make from
the beginning out of flame and fire”) .apd 488 (““ Thou givest commandment
to the flames and they change into spirits ).
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6 Opdvos oov 6 feos els Tov alGva Tob aldvos,

xall pdRSos s ebbiTnros 7 pdBdos Ths Pucihelas oov.?
fydmyoas dikatootivyy kal éulonoas dvoulay:

3t Tobro Expiaé oe 6 Oeds, 6 Oeds aov,

y 2 A’ 4 N s A 7

éatov ayadAidoews wapd ® Tods perdyovs oov.

The quotation inserts r7js before eb@bmyros, follows A in pre-
ferring Tov aldva Tob aidvos (rov alGves om. B 33) to aibrva aidves
(B), but prefers ¢ B’s dvopilar (cp. 2 Co 614) to A’s &dwiav, and
agrees with both in prefixing 4 to the second (D K L P Cyr. Cosm.
Dam.) instead of to the first (% AB M, etc.) pdB80s. . The psalm
is not quoted elsewhere in NT (apart from a possible remini-
scence of 4556 in Rev 62), and rarely cited in primitive Christian
literature, although the messianic reference reappears in Irenaeus
(iv. 34. 11, quoting v.2). ‘0 @eds (sc. éoriv rather than érrw) may
be (z) nominative (subject or predicate). This interpretation
(*“God is thy throne,” or, “thy throne is God”), which was
probably responsible for the change of oot after Baoikelas into
adrob (X B), has been advocated, eg., by Grotius, Ewald
(“thy throne is divine”), WH (“founded on God, the im-
movable Rock ™), and Wickham (“represents God ”). Tyndale’s
rendering is, “ God thy seat shall be.” Those who find this
interpretation harsh prefer to (&) take 6 feds as a vocative, which
grammatically is possible (=& 6¢é, cp. 107 and Ps 38 1387 etc.) ;
*Thy throne, O God (or, O divine One), is for ever and ever.”
This (so sah vg, etc.) yields an -excellent sense, and may well
explain the attractiveness of the text for a writer who wished to
bring out the divine significance of Christ; é feds appealed to
him like xJpee in the first line of the next quotation. The sense
would be clear if & eds were omitted altogether, as its Hebrew
equivalent ought to be in the original ; but the LXX text as it
stands was the text before our author, and the problem is
to decide which interpretation he followed. (%) involves the
direct application of & feds to the Son, which, in a poetical quota-
tion, is not perhaps improbable (see Jn 118 20%); in v.? it may
involve the repetition of é feds (om. by Irenaeus, Apost. Preaching,
47—accidentally ?) as vocative, and does involve the rendering
of 6 Beds cov as the God of the God already mentioned. The
point of the citation lies in its opening and closing words: (i)
the Son has a royal and lasting authority (as 6 6eds?), in contrast

1 The addition of this xa! is not to mark a fresh quotation (as in v.1%), but
simply to introduce the parallel line (as in v.1° xal &ya x7A.).

2 Cp. Ps 110? pdBdov duvduews gov (om. &) éfamoorehel kipios.

3 For wapd with accus. in this sense, cp. above, v.%, and Is 532 drquov «al
éx\urdy mapd Tols vieds Tav dvfpdrwy.

4 gyouiav, B D (A* droulas) M P lat harkl Ath. Eus., ddwiar 8 A 33 38.
218, 226. 919 Iren. Cosm.
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to the angels, and (ii) he is anointed (¥xpire! =26 Xpioros) more
highly than his companions—an Oriental metaphor referring
here, as in Is 613 etc., not to coronation but to bliss. If the
writer of Hebrews has anything specially in mind, it is angels
(12%%) rather than human beings (3'4) as péroxor of the royal
Prince, whose superior and supreme position is one of intense
joy, based on a moral activity (as in 122, where the passive side
of the moral effort is emphasized).

The sixth (vv.1%12) quotation is from Ps 102%-% which in A
runs thus:

L ) \ 2 4 ’ 3 \ - k) A/

ket dpxas? od, kipie, Ty yiv deperivoas,
kal épyo TOV Xelpdv gov elow of odpavol’

3 N 4 3 A ~ A 8\ 8 ’
adroit drodolvrar, o¥ 8¢ Sapéves,

\
kat wdyvTes Os ipdriov Talatwbioovray,

ey ’ €y 7 3 A [ 2 .
kol boel TepiBodatov éifes adrovs kal dMhayjoovrat
ool 8¢ 6 adros i, kal Td érn gov odk ékAelfovaw.

The author, for purposes of emphasis (as in 21%), has thrown
o¥ to the beginning of the sentence, and in the last line he has
reverted to the more natural o (B). In the text of the epistle
there are only two uncertain readings, for the proposed change
of duapévers into the future diapevels (vg. permanebis) does not
really affect the sense, and D¥s &s for Goel is a merely stylistic
alteration. In 12 two small points of textual uncertainty emerge.
(a) é\ifes (AB D° K L P M fu Syrarm sah boh eth Orig. Chrys.)
has been altered into dAAdéeis (X* D¥* 327. 919 vt Tert. Ath.).
The same variant occurs in LXX, where é\\dfe:s is read by &
for éx{eas, which may have crept into the text from Is 344, but is
more likely to have been altered into dA\\déess in view of dAAayi-
covrat (éApjoovrar, arm).  (8) bs ipdmov (R A B D* 1739 vt arm
eth) after adrovs is omitted by D® M vg syr sah boh Chrys. Ath.
Cyril Alex. Probably the words are due to homoioteleuton. If
retained, a comma needs to be placed after them (so Zimmer.);
they thus go with the preceding phrase, although one early ren-
dering (D d) runs: “(and) like a garment they will be changed.”

The psalm is taken as a messianic oracle (see Bacon in Zeis-
schrift fir die neutest. Wissenschaft, 1902, 280-285), which the
Greek version implied, or at any rate suggested ; it contained
‘welcome indications of the Son in his creative function and also
of his destined triumph. The poetical suggestion of the sky as
a mantle of the deity occurs in Philo, who writes (de fuga, 20)

1 yplw, in contrast to dheigw, is exclusively mgtaphorical in NT (cp. Gray
in ZB:. 173), although neither Latin nor English is able to preserve the

distinction. S . R
2 A classical and Philonic equivalent for év dpxfi (LXX again in Ps 119162),
3 This title, which attracted our author, is an addition of the LXX,
4 Including % ¥#, but with special reference to ol olpavoi.
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that the Logos évdderar ds éobijra 1ov kéapor® yijv yap xai S8wp kai
Gépa kal TOp kal Ta éx ToUTwy érapmioyerar. But the quotation is
meant to bring out generally (i) the superiority of the Son as
creative (so v.Z) to the creation, and (ii) his permanence amid
the decay of nature ;! the world wears out,? even the sky (122%)
is cast aside, and with it the heavenly lights, but the Son remains
(“‘thou art thou,” boh); nature is at his mercy, not he at
nature’s. . The close connexion of angels with the forces of
nature (v.7) may have involved the thought that this transiency
affects angels as well, but our author does not suggest this.

The final biblical proof (v.1%) is taken from Ps 1101, a psalm
in which later on the writer is to find rich messianic suggestion.
The quotation clinches the argument for the superiority of the Son
by recalling (v.3) his unique divine commission and authority :

1B 7o what angel did he ever say,

¢ Sit at my right hand, :
t7ll I make your enemies a foofstool for your feet” ?

M Adre not all angels merely spivits in the divine service, commissioned for
the benefit of those who are to inkherit salvation ?

The Greek couplet—

kdfov &k Selibv pov,
b4 A ~ A k) 4 e ’ ~ -~
dvs dv 06 Tods éxBpovs gov Pmomddiov THV woddv dov,

corresponds exactly to the LXX ; D* omits dv as in Ac 2%. The
martial metaphor is (cp. Introd. pp. xxxiiif.) one of the primitive
Christian expressions which survive in the writer’s vocabulary
(cp. 10%),

The subordinate position of angels is now (v.14) summed up;
wdvres—all without distinction—are simply Aetroupyikd wvedpara
(without any power of ruling) els Biakoviav dmwooTeANdpeva (com-
missioned, not acting on their own initiative).® According to the
Mechilta on Ex 1413 the Israelites, when crossing the Red Sea,
were shown ‘ squadrons upon squadrons of ministering angels”
(mwn oxbo 52 mivmm niwwe); cp. Heb. of Sir 432, and
Dieterich’s Mithrasliturgie, p. 6, line 14, % dpxn Tod Aeitovpyodvros
dvéuov (see above, v.7). Philo speaks of dyyelor Aecrovpyol (de
virtutibus, 74), of Tobs trodiaxdvovs adrol Tév Suvduewy dyyéovs (de
templo, 1), and in de plantatione, 4: Mwais 8¢ dvépare edBvBéry
xpopevos dyyélovs mpooayopelel, mpeoBevopévas kai SayyeXdodoas

! A pre-Christian Upanishad (Sacred Books of East, xv. 266) cries: * Only

when men shall roll up the sky like a hide, will there be an end of misery,
unless God has first been known.”

2 wadawodofar is a common word with ludrior, and the wearing-out of
clothes is a favourite metaphor for men (Is 50% Sir 14'7) as well as for nature
(Is 51%). IleptBohaior is any covering for the body ; not simply a veil (1 Co
11'%), but a generic term (cp. Ps 104% dBvocos ws iudriov 70 wepiBohatoy adrob),

3 B reads dwukorvlas, as in 8° nuépats for Huépg.
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Td T€ Tapd Tob fjyepdvos Tols Smyxbots dyabd xai 76 Bacidel v eigw
oi Umijkoor xpetot. *“ Angels of the (divine) ministry ” was a com-
mon rabbinic term, and the writer concludes here that the angels
serve God, not, as Philo loved to argue, in the order of nature,
but in promoting the interests of God’s people ; this is the main
object of their existence. He ignores the Jewish doctrine voiced
in Test. Levi 35 that in (the sixth?) heaven the angels of the
Presence (o Aecrovpyodvres kal éiharkduevor wpos kvptov érl wdoais
7als dyvolats T@v Sikalwv) sacrifice and intercede for the saints,
just as in 11%-12! he ignores the companion doctrine that the
departed saints interceded for the living. Later Christian specu-
lation revived the Jewish doctrine of angels interceding for men
and mediating their prayers, but our author stands deliberately
apart from this. Heaven has its myriads of angels (12%), but
the entire relation of men to God depends upon Christ. Angels
are simply servants (Aerovpyoi, v.7) of God’s saving purpose for
mankind ; how these ‘“angels and ministers of grace” further it,
the writer never explains. He would not have gone as far as
Philo, at any rate (dyyehot . . . iepai kai Oetar pioes, drodidrovor
xal Yrapyol 700 mpdTov feot, 8 dv ola mpeaBevtdv Soa dv Belijoy
TG yévew nudv wpoobeomioal SwyyéAe, de Abrakamo, 23).

In 8id 7ols pé\hovras khporopeiv cwtnpiar (kA. cwt. only here
in NT), it is remarkable that cwrypla is mentioned for the first
time without any adjective or explanation. Evidently it had
already acquired a specific Christian meaning for the readers as
well as for the writer ; no definition was required to differentiate
the Christian significance of the term from the current usage.
As cwmypia involves the sacrificial work of Christ (who is never
called ocwrijp), it cannot be applied to the pre-Christian period
of revelation. Indeed in our epistle cwrypia is invariably eschato-
logical. The outlook in the messianic oracles already quoted is
one of expectation; some future deliverance at the hands of
God or his messianic representative is anticipated. Mé\\ovras
implies a divine purpose, as in 85 118

The phrase about Tods pé\horras kAnpovopely cwmpiar marks a
skilful transition to the deeper theme of the next passage, viz. the
relation of the Son to this cwmpla (on 219 cp. W, Robertson Smith
in Expositor®, i. pp. 138 f.). But the transition is worked out in
a practical warning (21) to the readers, which not only explains
the underlying interest of the preceding biblical proofs, but leads
up effectively to the next aspect of truth which he has in mind:

1 We must therefore (& Tobro, in view of this pre-eminent authority of
the Son) pay closer attention fo what we have heard, in case we drift away.
S fop 3f the divine word spoken by angels helt'l' good (&yévero BéBasos, proved
valid), #f transgression and disobedience met with due (8vdicov =adequate, not
arbitrary) punishment in every case, 3how shall we (fuels, emphatic) escape
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the penalty! for neglecting (duehjoarres, if we ignore: Mt 22%) a salvation
whick (#ris, inasmuch as it) was originally proclaimed by the Lord himself (not
by mere angels) and guaranteed to us by those who heard him; ¢ while God
corroboraled their testimony with signs and wonders and a variety of miracu-
lous power:, distributing the holy Spirit as it pleased him (adrol emphatic as
in Ro 3%).

Apart from the accidental omission of v,! by M 1739, Origen, and of e
(M P) in v.4, with the variant wapappvépev (B° D°) for wapapuiuer,? the only
textual item of any moment, and it is a minor one, is the substitution of Jwré for
did in v.3 by some cursives (69 623. 1066. 1845), due either to the following
bmé, or to the dogmatic desire of emphasmng the initiative of ¢ xipios. But
dud here as in 8 dyyélwr, meanmg ‘“ by,” is used to preserve the idea that
in Aaetv the subject is God (1!). The order of words (v.!) 8¢t wepiocaorepds
wpoaéxew fubs has been spoiled in ® vg (wepocorepds dei) and K L P (juds
wpogéxew).

As elsewhere in Hellenistic Greek (e.g. Jos. dpion. i, 1, émwel
3¢ auxvods 6pa@ Tals Twd Suopevelas Tmd Twwy elpnpévais mpoaéxovras
Braodnpuiass ai Tois wepi v “ApxatoXoyiav m éuob yeypappévors
dmoTovvras k. ; Strabo, il. 1. 7, Tots pev dmoTelv . . . éketvy O
mpoaéxew), wpooéxeww (sc. Tov vovv) is the opposite of dmoreiv:
to “attend” is to believe and act upon what is heard. This is
implied even in Ac 8% and 16!* (wpooéxewv Tois Aalovuévois Vmo
ITavAov) where it is the attention of one who hears the gospel
for the first time; here it is attention to a familiar message.
Nepiooorépws is almost in its elative sense of * with extreme
care ”; “all the more” would bring out its force here as in 139,
Certainly there is no idea of demanding a closer attention to the
gospel than to the Law. ‘Hpés=we Christians (uiv, 11), you and
I, as in v.3, The 7a dkovobérra (in Tots drouabetot) is the revela-
tion of the evayys)uov (a term never used by our author), fe.
what é feds é\dAnoev fuiv &v vig, 1!, and this is further defined
(in vv.* %) as consisting in the initial revelation made by Jesus on
earth and the transmission of this by divinely accredited envoys
to the writer and his readers (els jpds éBeBardfn). In the Zp.
Arz:feas, 127, oral teaching is preferred to reading (76 yop kalds
c"]l’ (174 T(D Tﬂ. VO/LL[L(I (T'UVT'I]PGLV GLV(IL TO'UTO 8( GTLTEAGL(TGG.L 8’.(1 T'I]€
dxpodaews moAAG udAov 7 Sid mijs dvayvdoews), and the evange-
lists of v.4 include oirwves édAnaay dpulv Tov Aéyov 70D feod (137);
but while the news was oral, there is no particular emphasis as
that here. The author simply appeals for attentive obedience,
pf) wore Tapapudpev (2 aor. subj.), Ze drift away from (literally,
“be carried past” and so lose) the cwrypia which we have
heard. Iapopéw in this sense goes back to Pr 32 vié uy
mTapapvijs, Tipnoov 0t éuny Bovly kai dvvoiay (see Clem. Paed. 111.

ekqbev.féu.eﬂu., without an object (kptua 7ob feoll, Ro 2%) as 12%, Sir 165,
1 Th 53
2 Arm apparently read uo'np-r]awy.ev and P. Junius needlessly conjectured
Tapacvpduer (‘¢ pervert them ).

2
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xi. 58, 8 xal cvoTéAhew xpi Tas ywaikas Kooplws Kal mepLadlyyew
aldol odepory, py mapappvdor Tis dAyfeias); indeed the writer
may have had the line of Proverbs in mind, as Chrys. suggested.

The verb may have lost its figurative meaning, and may have been simply
an equivalent for ‘“‘going wrong,” like “‘labi” in Latin (cp. Cicero, De
Officiis, i. 6, *‘labi autem, errare . . . malum et turpe ducimus”). Anyhow
mpogéxewv must not be taken in a nautical sense (=moor), in order to round
off the ““drift away” of wapapéw, a term which carries a sombre significance
here (=mapawirrew, 68%); ufmore wapapudper, TovréoTi pi) dworwueda, py
éxméowuev (Chrysostom),

In vv.2" we have a characteristic (e.g. 1028-31) argument @ minori
ad maius ; if, as we know from our bible (the bible being the Greek
OT), every infringement of the Sinaitic legislation was strictly
punished —a legislation enacted by means of angels—how much
more serious will be the consequences of disregarding such a
(great, Tnhiavry) ocwrypla as that originally proclaimed by the
Lord himself! The tgiwavry is defined as (a) “directly in-
augurated by the Kvpios himself,” and (&) transmitted to us
unimpaired by witnesses who had a rich, supernatural endow-
ment; it is as if the writer said, “Do not imagine that the
revelation has been weakened, or that your distance from the
life of Jesus puts you in any inferior position; the full power of
God’s Spirit has been at work in the apostolic preaching to which
we owe our faith.”

The reference in Aéyos is to the Mosaic code, not, as Schoettgen thought,
to such specific orders of angels as the admonitions to Lot and his wife.

Aéyos is used, not vépos, in keeping with the emphasis upon
the divine Aaletv in the context, and, instead of véuos Muwgéws
(1028), 6 8 dyyéhwv Aadnfeis Adyos is chosen for argumentative
reasons. Here as in Gal 31? and Ac 7% 53 (éxdBere Tov vipov eis
diarayds dyyélwr) the function of angels in the revelation of the
Law at Sinai is assumed, but without any disparaging tone such
as is overheard in Paul’s reference. The writer and his readers
shared the belief, which first appeared in Hellenistic Judaism,
that God employed angels at Sinai. Josephus (A7« xv. 136,
Hudv 8¢ 70 kdAMoTa Thy Soypdrwy xkai T4 bdoudToTa THV &v Tols
vépors 8¢ dyyéAwv wapa Tob Beat pabévrev)! repeats this tradition,
but it went back to the LXX which altered Dt 332 into a definite
proof of angelic co-operation (éx 8efidv abrod dyyehow per’ adrod)
and brought this out in Ps 6818, Rabbinic tradition elaborated
the idea. The writer, however, would not have claimed, like
Philo (de vita Mosis, 2%), that the Mosaic legislation was B¢Baia,
dodhevra, valid and supreme as long as the world endured.

1 This is from a speech of Ierod inciting the Jews to fight bravely. ¢ In
such a speech,” as Robertson Smith observed, “‘one does not introduce
doubtful points of theology.” The tenet was firmly held.



II. 2, 3.] THE COMING OF CHRISTIANITY 19

NapdBaots xal mapakos) form one idea (see on 11}; as mapaxoy
(which is not a LXX term) denotes a dlsregard of orders or of
appeals (cp. Clem. Hom. x. 13, €l éni 7rapuxo~q )\o'yaw KpLO'LS ywcrat,
and the use of the verb in Mt 1817 éav 8¢ Trapa.xov0'17 adTdv KTA.,
or in LXX of Is 65'2 éAdAnoe kal mapykoioare), it represents the
negative aspect, mapdBacis the positive. Mwgfomodosia is a
sonorous synonym (rare in this sombre sense of xdélaois) for
poés or for the classical pofodooia. Some of the facts which
the writer has in mind are mentioned in 317 and 10%. The Law
proved no dead letter in the history of God’s people ; it enforced
pains and penalties for disobedience.

In v.3 dpxiv NaPoiloa is a familiar Hellenistic phrase; cp. e.g
Philo in Quaest. in Exod. 12% (4rav ol év omaprdv kapmoi Teketw-
00w, ol Tov dévlpwy yevéoews dpxiv Aaufdvovow), and de wvita
Mosis, 1% (mqv dpxyv Tod yevéobar /\dﬁov év M‘yﬁm‘w) The
writer felt, as Plutarch did about Rome, Ta P(o/l.a.mw ﬂ'pa‘yp.a,‘ra
otk &v cvrav@a wpovfBy vaa,uews, py Oelav Twd dpxy Aafdvra xal
/1.7]8(1' p.cya. /1.7]8: rapaSofov exovaay. The modern mind wonders
how the writer could assume that the cwrypla, as he conceives
it, was actually preached by Jesus on earth. But he was un-
conscious of any such difference. The Christian revelation was
made through the Jesus who had lived and suffered and ascended,
and the reference is not specifically to his teaching, but to his
personality and career, in which God’s saving purpose came to
full expression. Ot dxoboavres means those who heard Jesus
himself, the adrérrar of Lk 11" (cp. the shorter conclusion to
Mark’s g()spel p.e'r& 3¢ tadra kal aﬁr?)s‘ 6 ’Iqo'of:s‘ . .. éamég-
Teker B ulrdv 7O Lepov xai dplaprov kijpvypa mis alwviov qorplias).
If the Sinaitic Law éyévero 3¢Bacos, the Christian revelatlon was
also confirmed or guaranteed to us—eis fpas (1 P 1% 76 pHjra 7o
chayyehofiv els dpds: Ac 222 “Inoolv . . . dwdpa dwd Tob Geod
drodederypévov eis Uuds) éBefardly. It reached us, accurate and
trustworthy. No wonder, when we realize the channel along which
it lowed. It was authenticated by the double testimony of men?
who had actually heard Jesus, and of God who attested and
inspired them in their mission. Xuvempaprupeiv means “assent”
in Ep. Aristeas, 191, and “ corroborate” in the de Mundo, 400a
(ovvempaprupel 3¢ kai 6 PBlos dmwas), as usual, but-is here a
sonorous religious term for ocvppaprupeiv (Ro 81%). “Coniunctio
avv . hunc habet sensum, nos in fide euangelii confirmari
symphoma quadam Dei et hominum ” (Calvin).

VIn {md 7év drovedvrwy, Ymé is used, as invariably throughout IIpos
E,Bpazous, of persons, which is a proof of good Greek. *‘There is no more
certain test of the accuracy of individual Greek writers than their use of the
passives (or equivalent forms) with ixé and agenitive. In the best writers this

genitive almost invariably denotes ;‘)er:onal or at least lwmg ob]ects » (W 1.
Hickie, on dndocides, De Mysteriis, § 14).
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o7, T€P., 8uv. in the reverse order describe the miracles of Jesus in Ac
2%, here they denote the miracles of the primitive evangelists as in 2 Co 1212,
Philo, speaking of the wonderful feats of Moses before the Pharaoh, declares
that signs and wonders are a plainer proof of what God commands than any
verbal injunction (dre &% ToU feol rpavorépars xpnoulv dmodelfede rals did
onuetwy xal TepdTwy 70 BovAnua Sedphwxbros, vit, Mos. i. 16).

As “God” (feo?) is the subject of the clause, adrod (for which
D actually reads feod) refers to him, and wveiparos dyiov is the
genitive of the object after pepwrpois (cp. 6%). What is dis-
tributed is the Spirit, in a variety of endowments. To take
abrod with wveluaros and make the latter the genitive of the
subject, would tally with Paul’s description of the Spirit Siacpobv
8o éxdore kabds Bovlerar (1 Co 1211), but would fail to explain
what was distributed and would naturally require 7§ pepiopd.
A fair parallel lies in Gal 3% & émyopyydv dpiv 70 wvebpa kal
évepyav Suvdpers év Tulv, where duvdpes also means “ miraculous
powers” or “mighty deeds” (a Hellenistic sense, differing from
that of the LXX=*forces”). In xard = adroi 0é\yow,
as perhaps even in 78 (cp. Blass, 284. 3; Abbott’s Jokannine
Grammar, 2558), the possessive adrés is emphatic. GéApow is
read by 8® R for 8égow in Ps 213 (cp. Ezk 282 uy Oedjoe
fedjow). It is not merely a vulgarism for GéAnua. ““ @énua
n'est pas féinos, volonté; Géknua désigne le vouloir concentré
sur un moment, sur un acte, l'ordre, le commandment ” (Psichari,
Essai sur le grec de la Seplante, 1908, p. 171n.). The writer is
fond of such forms (e.g. dféryais, dOAnois, alvesis, perdfeats,
mpéoxvois). Naturally the phrase has a very different meaning
from the similar remark in Lucian, who makes Hesiod (D#s-
putatio cum Hesiode, 4) apologize for certain omissions in his
poetry, by pleading that the Muses who inspired him gave their
gifts as they pleased—ai feai 82 Tas éavrdv Swpeds ols Te dv éérwot.

The vital significance of the Son as the dpynyds of this
“salvation”! by means of his sufferings on earth, is now devel-
oped (vv.518). This unique element in the Son has been already
hinted (18), but the writer now proceeds to explain it as the core of
Christ’s pre-eminence. The argument starts from the antithesis
between the Son and angels (v.%); presently it passes beyond
this, and angels are merely mentioned casually in a parenthesis
(v.28). The writer is now coming to the heart of his theme, how
and why the Son or Lord, of whom he has been speaking,
suffered, died, and rose. Vv.5? are the prelude to vv.10-18, The
idea underlying the whole passage is this : Aahetofar 8e& Toi kupiou
meant much more than Aaleicfor & dyyélwy, for the Christian
revelation of cwrppia had involved a tragic and painful experi-
ence for the Son on earth as he purged sins away, His present
superiority to angels had been preceded by a period of mortal

11n A ¥ of Is 9® the messiah is called warhp 700 péAhovros aldvos,
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experience on earth & rals fuépais 7ijs capxds alrov, But this
sojourn was only for a time ; it was the vital presupposition of
his triumph ; it enabled him to die a death which invested him
with supreme power on behalf of his fellow-men; and it taught
him sympathy (cp. Zimmer, in Studien und Kritiken, 1882,
pp- 4131, on 215 and in NT7/ichen Studien, i. pp. zo-129, on
26-18),

5 For the world to come, of whick I (fueis of authorship) am speaking,
was not put under the control of angels (whatever may be the case with the
present world). 8 One writer, as we know, has affirmed,

“ What ts man, that thou art mindful of him?
or the son of man, that thou carest for him?
1 For a lttle while thou hast put him lower than the angels,
crowning him with glory and honour,
8 putting all things under his feet.”
Now by “Sputting all things under him " % the writer meant to leave nothing
out of his control.  But, as il is, we do not yet see *“ 2ll things controlled” by
man ; ¥ what we do see is Jesus *‘who was put lower than the angels for a
little while” to suffer death, and who has been ‘‘crowned with glory and
konour,” that by God’s grace he might taste death for everyone.

06 yap dyyéhois (ydp, as in Greek idiom, opening a new
question ; almost equivalent to “now”: ol ydp=non certe,
Valckenaer) mérae (i.e. 6 Oeds, as C vg add)—the writer is
already thinking of {mérafas in the quotation which he is about
to make. In the light of subsequent allusions to wéA\ovra dyafd
(9! 10!) and % péAdovoa wéAs (1314), we see that mv oixoupévyy
v pé\ovgar means the new order of things in which the swrypia
of 1% 223 is to be realized (see ¢?8), and from which already
influences are pouring down into the life of Christians. The
latter allusion is the pivot of the transition. The powers and
spiritual experiences just mentioned (in v.t) imply this higher,
future order of things (cp. 6% 5 especially Swdpeis Te példovros
aldvos), from which rays stream down into the present. How
the ministry of angels is connected with them, we do not learn.
But the author had already urged that this service of angels was
rendered to the divine authority, and that it served to benefit
Christians (1'%). This idea starts him afresh. Who reigns in
the new order? Not angels but the Son, and the Son who has
come down for a time into human nature and suffered death.
He begins by quoting a stanza from a psalm which seems
irrelevant, because it compares men and angels. In reality this
is not what occupies his mind ; otherwise he might have put his
argument differently and used, for example, the belief that
Christians would hold sway over angels in the next world
(1 Co 6% 3),

Lép 1 (sc. Myew, as 813).
® The omission of this atr@ by B d e arm does not alter the sense,
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Philo (de opificio, 29, ob mwag 8oov VoTaTor yéyovey dvbpumos, dud Tiw Tdiw
FAd7TwTas) argues that man is not inferior in position because he was created
last in order ; but this refers to man in relation to other creatures, not in rela-
tion to angels, as here.

The quotation (vv.98%) from the 8th psalm runs:

7{ éotw dvfpwmos Smi pypvijoxyl airod,

7 vios dvlpomrov éri émokérty adrdv;

JAdrrwoas abrov Bpaxd T map  dyyéAous,

80fy xai Tup éorepdvwaas avrdv.

wavra vmérafas vmokdrw TOV wOdBY alrol.
The LXX tr. %58 not incorrectly by dyyéhous, since e elokim
of the original probably included angels. This was the point of
the quotation, for the author of Hebrews. The text of the
quotation offers only a couple of items. (a) v/ is changed into
tis (LXX A) by C* P 104. 917. 1288. 1319. 1891. 2127 vt boh,
either in conformity to the preceding s or owing to the feeling
that the more common rés (in questions, e.g. 127, Jn 12%¢) suited
the reference to Christ better (Bleek, Zimmer). (4) The quota-
tion omits kai karéoTyoas adrov ért Ta dpya TV xepdv gov before
wdyra: it is inserted by 8 A C D*¥ M P syr lat boh arm eth Euth.
Theodt. Sedul. to complete the quotation. It is the one line in
the sentence on which the writer does not comment ; probably
he left it out as incompatible with 120 (§pya Tév xepdv gov eiow
o odpavol), although he frequently quotes more of an OT passage
than is absolutely required for his particular purpose.

In Biepapripato 8¢ mod mis (v.5), even if the 8¢ is adversative,
it need not be expressed in English idiom. dwapaprvpeiofar in
Greek inscriptions “ means primarily to address an assembly or a
king” (Hicks, in Classical Review, i. 45). Here, the only place
where it introduces an OT quotation, it =attest or affirm. Ilov T
in such a formula is a literary mannerism familiar in Philo (De
Ebriet. 14: elme ydp mov 7is), and wov later on (4%) recurs in a
similar formula, as often in Philo. The 7is implies no modifica-
tion of the Alexandrian theory of inspiration ; his words are God's
words (v.8). The psalm intends no contrast between {Adrrwoas
kA and 8éf) . . . &oredpdvwgasadrédv. The proofthat this wonder-
ful being has been created in a position only slightly inferior to
that of the divine host lies in the fact that he is crowned king
of nature, invested with a divine authority over creation. The
psalm is a panegyric on man, like Hamlet’s (“ What a piece of
work is man! how noble in reason! how infinite in faculties ! in
form and moving how express and admirable ! in action how like
an angel ! ” etc.), but with a religious note of wonder and gratitude
to God. In applying the psalm, however, our writer takes Bpaxd =

1 uprioxy means mindfulness shown in act, and émoxérry, as always in
the NT, denotes personal care. ‘
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in the sense of ““temporarily ” rather than ‘“slightly,” and so has
to make the “inferiority ” and “exaltation ” two successive phases,
inapplying the description to the career of Jesus. He does not take
this verse as part of a messianic ode; neither here nor elsewhere
does he use the term “Son of Man.” He points out, first of
all (v.8) that, as things are (viv 8¢ olmw: of ww= 0¥ 7mws might be
read, Z.e. “in no wise,” and viv taken logically instead of temporally ;
but this is less natural and pointed), the last words are still unful-
filled ; ofmw Spuwper adiTd (fe. man) 16 “wdvra” (i.e. 1§ olkoupéry
7 pé\ovoa) dmoteraypéve. Human nature is not “crowned with
glory and honour” at present. How can it be, when the terror
of death and the devil (v.1%) enslaves it? What is to be said,
then? This, that although we do not see man triumphant, there
is something that we do see: BAémopev ‘Inooiv dea'ing triumph-
antly with death on man’s behalf (v.?), The ’Inooiv comes in
with emphasis, as in 3! and 12% at the end of a preliminary
definition tov . . . fAarropéror.

It is less natural to take the messianic interpretation which
involves the reference of air@ already to him. On this view, the
writer frankly allows that the closing part of the prophecy is still
unfulfilled. “ We do not yet see 14 wdvra under the sway of Jesus
Christ, for 2ke world to come has not yet come ; it has only been
inaugurated by the sacrifice of Christ (1% kafapiopdv Tdv duapriv
moodpevos ékdbioev év Sefid Tijs peyalwaivns év fymAols). Though
the Son is crowned (1% %) and enthroned (1% kdflov éx Befidv pov),
his foes are still to be subdued (Zws dv 66 Tovs éxfpovs aov Smomddiov
7év woddv oov), and we must be content to wait for our full curypia
(928) at his second coming; under the o¥mw épdpev xrA. of experi-
ence there is a deeper experience of faith.” The writer rather
turns back in v.? to the language of v.7; this at least has been
fulfilled. _/esushasbeen put lower than the angels and he has been
crowned. How and why? The writer answers the second ques-
tion first. Or rather, in answering the second he suggests the
answer to the first. At this point, and not 1ill then, the messianic
interpretation becomes quite natural and indeed inevitable. Tt
is the earlier introduction of it which is unlikely. The application
to the messiah of words like those quoted in v.8is forced, and
“ Hebrews” has no room for the notion of Christ as the ideal or
representative Man, as is implied in. the messianic interpretation
of adr¢ in v.8, That interpretation yields a true idea—the
thought expressed, e.g., in T. E. Brown’s poem, “Sad! Sad!”—

“One thing appears to me—
The work is not complete ;
One world I know, and see
It is not at His feet—
Not, not! Ts this the sum?”
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No, our author hastens to add, it is not the sum; our outlook is
not one of mere pathos; we do see Jesus enthroned, with the
full prospect of ultimate triumph. But the idea of the issues of
Christ’s triumph being still incomplete is not true here. What
is relevant, and what is alone relevant, is the decisive character of
his sacrifice. The argument of v.8.9, therefore, is that, however
inapplicable to man the rhapsody of the psalm is, at present, the
words of the psalm are true, notwithstanding. For we see the
Jesus who was “put lower than the angels for a little while” to
suffer death (8i4 7 wdfnpa Tob BavdTov must refer to the death of
Jesus himself,! not to the general experience of death as the
occasion for his incarnation), now “crowned with glory and
honour.” When 8& 75 wdfnpa T0d avdTov is connected with what
follows (368n kai Tipf) dorepavapéror), it gives the reason for the
exaltation, not the object of the incarnation (=€is 76 mdoyxew).
Butdud . . . favdrovis elucidated in a moment by drws . . . favdrov.
V.9 answers the question why Jesus was lowered and exalted—it
was for the sake of mankind. In v.10 the writer proceeds to ex-
plain how he was “lowered ”—it was by suffering that culminated
in death. Then he recurs naturally to the ““why.” The mixture
of quotation and comment in v.? leaves the meaning open to some
dubiety, although the drift is plain.  But one Being referred to in
the psalm (7dv . . . fharTepévor) we do see—it is Jesus, and Jesus
as fAartwpévor for the purpose of suffering death, and 8éy kai Tipf
éorepavwpérov. Why did he die? Why was he thus humiliated
and honoured? For the sake of every man; his death was imé
mwavtds, part of the divine purpose of redemption.” Thusdnus . . .
favdTou explains and expounds the idea of 8wt 70 mdfnua (which
consists in) Tod favdrov, gathering up the full object and purpose
of the experience which has just been predicated of Jesus. This
implies a pause after éorepavwpévor, or, as Bleek suggests, the
supplying of an idea like  &rafev before Gwuws &1, if yedoyrar is to
be taken, as it must be, as = ‘“ he might taste.” How a ézws clause
follows and elucidates 8id xtA. may be seen in Ep. Arist. 106 (8ia
ToYs &y Tals dyvelaws dvras, STws undevds Gryydvwow).

As for v.%8, Paul makes a similar comment (1 Co 15%), but excludes God
from the 7& wdrvra. The curiously explicit language here is intended to
reiterate what is possibly hinted at in v.5, viz., that the next world has no
room for the angelic control which characterizes the present. (The 4 wdyra
includes even angels!) This belief was familiar to readers of the Greek
bible, where Dt 32°% voices a conception of guardian-angels over the non-
Jewish nations which became current in some circles of the later Judaism.
Non-Jewish Christians, like the readers of our epistle, would be likely to
appreciate the poing of an argument \Yhich dealt with this. Note that
évuwbrakrov occurs in a similar antithesis in Epictetus, ii. 10. 1, Tatry 74

‘WI;ut not, as the Greek fathers, etc., supposed, as if it was 1hg ﬁi;itrr()i‘ his
death (and stay inthe underworld) that lowered him (dtd = on account of).
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d\\a tmorerayuéva, alriy & ddovhevrov kal dwuwbraxrov. Our author’s
language reads almost like a tacit repudiation of Philo’s remark on Gn 1% in
de opificio Mund: (28), that God put man over all things with the exception
of the heavenly beings—é&oa ydp fvnre év Tois Tpioi orocxelots vy bddre dépe
wdvra bmérarTer adr, T4 Kar olpavdy UmefeNduevos dre Odewbrepas polpos
émrbhaxovra.

The closing clause of v.9 (§wws xdpiti Beod Gmép wavrds yedon-
tau BavdTou), therefore, resumes and completes the idea of 8ia 76
wdfnua Tob favdrou. Each follows a phrase from the psalm;
but érws . . . favdrov does not follow éorepavepévor logically.
The only possible method of thus taking &wws xrA. would be
by applying 80ffj kai Tyup éorepavepévor to Christ’s life prior to
death, either (2) to his pre-incarnate existence, when “in the
counsels of heaven” he was, as it were, “crowned for death”
(so Rendall, who makes yeioacfat favdrov cover the *“inward
dying ” of daily self-denial and suffering which led up to Calvary),
or () to his incarnate life (so, e.g., Hofmann, Milligan, Bruce), as
if his readiness to sacrifice himself already threw a halo round
him, or (¢) specifically to God’s recognition and approval of him
at the baptism and transfiguration (Dods). But the use of 8éfa
in v.10 tells against such theories; it is from another angle
altogether that Jesus is said in 2 P 117 to have received ripyv xai
86fav from God at the transfiguration. The most natural inter-
pretation, therefore, is to regard 8éfy . . . éorepavopévor as
almost parenthetical, rounding off the quotation from the psaim.
It is unnecessary to fall back on such suggestions as (i) to assume
a break in the text after éoredpavopévor, some words lost which led
up to émws . . . favdrov (Windisch), or (ii) to translate émws by
“how,” as in Lk 242, 7.e. “we see how Jesus tasted death” (so
Blass, boldly reading éyejoaro), or by “after that” or “when”
(Moses Stuart), as in Soph. Oed. Col. 1638 (where, however, it
takes the indicative as usual), etc.

In dmép wavrés, marrés was at an early stage taken as neuter, practi-
cally=the universe. This was a popular idea in Egyptian Christianity.
““You know,” says the risen Christ to his disciples, in a Bohairic narrative
of the death of Joseph (7Zexts and Studies, iv. 2. 130), ‘‘that many times
now I have told you that I must needs be crucified and taste death for the
universe.” The interpretation occurs first in Origen, who (é2 Joan. i. 35)
writes: ‘‘He is a ‘great highpriest’ [referring to Heb 4!%], having offered
himself up in sacrifice once (&waf) not for human beings alone, but for the
rest of rational creatures as well (dA\& xal mép TOv Nowdv Aeykdr). ‘For
without God he tasted death for everyone’ (xwpls ydp Beol Vmép mwavrds
éyebgaro Bavdrov). In some copies of the epistle to the Hebrews this passage
runs: ‘for by the grace of God’ (xdpirt ydp feol). Well, if ¢ without God
he tasted death for everyone,” he did not die simply for human beings,
but for the rest of rational creatures as well ; and if “by the grace of God he
tasted. the death for everyone,’! he died for all except for God (xwpls Geov)—
for ‘ by the grace of God he tasted death for everyone.” It would indeed be

1 Reading 7ol before vmép.
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preposterous (§romor) to say that he tasted death for human sins and not also
for any other being besides man who has fallen into sin—e.g. for the stars.
Even the stars are by no means pure before God, as we read in the book of
Job: * The stars are not pure before him,’ unless this is said hyperbolically.
For this reason he is a ‘great highpriest,’ because he restores (droxafiornat)
all things to his Father's kingdom, ordering it so that what is lacking in any
part of creation is completed for the fulness of the Father’s glory (wpds 79
xwpiisat 86fav warpuciy).” The Greek fathers adhered steadily to this inter-
pretation of warrés as equivalent to the entire universe, including especially
angels. But the neuter is always expressed in ¢ Hebrews” by the plural, with
or without the article, and, as v.1¥ shows, the entire interest is in human
beings.

Tevonrac after dwép wavrés has also been misinterpreted. Tevew in LXX,
as a rendering of oyp, takes either genitive (1 S 14%, cp, 2 Mac 6%) or ac-
cusative (I S 14%, Job 34%), but ~yevesfar favdrov never occurs; it is the
counterpart of the rabbinic phrase nmo oys, and elsewhere in the NT
(Mk 9'=Mt 16®=Lk 9%, Jn 8%) is used not of Jesus but of men. It
means to experience (={deiv Odvarov, 11%), Here it is a bitter experience,
not a rapid sip, as if Jesus simply “tasted ” death (Chrysostom, Theophyl.,
Qecumenius : oV yap évéuewer 79 OavdTw dAN& udvov alrdv Tpbmwor Tiwd
dreyedoaro) quickly, or merely sipped it like a doctor sipping a drug to en-
courage a patient. The truer comment would be: ¢ When I think of our
Lord as tasting death it seems to me as if He alone ever truly tasted death”
{(M‘Leod Campbell, 7%¢ Nature of the Atonement, p. 259); ~yevonrac does
n}?t echo Bpaxy ¢, as though all that Jesus experienced of death was slight or
short.

The hardest knot of the hard passage lies in xdpire feod. In
the second century two forms of the text were current, xwpic
8eoy and xapiTt 6eoy. This is plain from Origen’s comment
(see above); he himself is unwilling to rule out the latter
reading, but prefers the former, which he apparently found to be
the ordinary text. Theodoret assumed it to be original, as
Ambrose did in the West. Jerome knew both (on Gal 319),
and the eighth century Anastasius Abbas read xwpis (“absque
deo: sola enim divina natura non egebat”), 7., in the sense
already suggested by Fulgentius and Vigilius, that Christ’s divine
nature did not die. On the other hand, writers like Eusebius,
Athanasius, and Chrysostom never mention any other reading
than xdpire. Of all the supporters of xwpis, the most emphatic
is Theodore of Mopsuestia, who protests that it is most absurd
(yerowdrarov) to substitute xdpire feod for xwpis feod, arguing from
passages like 1 Co 151 and Eph 2% 9 that Paul’s custom is not
to use the former phrase dwAds, dAA& rdvrws dwd Twvos dxodovbias
Adyov. The reading suited the Nestorian view of the person of
Christ, and probably the fact of its popularity among the
Nestorians tended to compromise xwpls in the eyes of the later
church; it survives only in M 424*¥, though there is a trace of
it (a Nestorian gloss?) in three codices of the Peshitto. But
Oecumenius and Theophylact are wrong in holding that it
originated among the Nestorians. This is dogmatic prejudice ;
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xwpls was read in good manuscripts, if not in the best, by
Origen’s time, and the problem is to determine whether it or
xdpire was original.  The one may be a transcriptional error for
the other. In this case, the textual canon * potior lectio
difficillima ” would favour xwpis. But the canon does not apply
rigidly to every such case, and the final decision depends upon
the internal probabilities. Long associations render it difficult
for a modern to do justice to xwpis feod. Yet ywpis is elsewhere
used by our author in a remarkable way, eg. in 92 xwpis
dpaprins dpbijoerar, and the question is whether xwpis Geod here
cannot be understood in an apt, although daring; sense. It
may be (i) “forsaken by God,” an allusion to the *dereliction”
of Mk 15% (B. Weiss, Zimmer), though this would rather be put
as drep Oeod. (ii) “ Apart from his divinity” (see above), z..
when Christ died, his divine nature survived. But this would
require a term like 7is fedmyros.  (ili) Taken with wavrds, ““die
for everyone (everything ?) except God” (Origen’s view, adopted
recently by moderns like Ewald and Ebrard). Of these (i) and
(iil) are alone tenable. Even if (iii) be rejected, it furnishes
a clue to the problem of the origin of the reading. Thus
Bengel and others modify it by taking dmép mwavrds=to master
everything, xwpis feod being added to explain that “everything”
does not include God. It is possible, of course, that in the
Latin rendering (ut gratia Dei pro omnibus gustaret mortem)
gratia is an original nominative, not an ablative, and repre-
sents xdpis (Christ=the Grace of God),! which came to be
altered into xwpis and xdpiri. But, if ywpis feod is regarded as
secondary, its origin probably lies in the dogmatic scruple of
some primitive scribe who wrote the words on the margin as
a gloss upon wavrds, or even on the margin of v.8 opposite oddév
ddijxev adTd dvvméraxrov, whence it slipped lower down into the
text. Upon the whole, it seems fairest to assume that at some
very early stage there must have been a corruption of the text,
which cannot be explained upon the available data. But at
any rate xdore fits in well with é&rperer, which immediately
follows, and this is one point in its favour. It was ydptr Geob
that Jesus died for everyone, and this was consonant with God’s
character (émpemer ydp adrd, 7e. Oed). The nearest Latin
equivalent for wpémov, as Cicero (de Officiis, i. 26) said, was
“decorum ” (dulce et decorum est pro patria mori), and in this
high sense the divine xdpis (41%), shown in the wide range and
object of the death of Jesus, comes out in the process and
method.

11t was so taken by some Latin fathers like Primasius and by later

theologians of the Western church like Thomas of Aqguinum and Sedulius
Scotus, who depended on the Vulgate version.
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The writer now explains (vv.198) why Jesus had to suffer
and to die. Only thus could he save his brother men who lay
(whether by nature or as a punishment, we are not told) under
the tyranny of death. To die for everyone meant that Jesus had
to enter human life and identify himself with men; suffering is
the badge and lot of the race, and a Saviour must be a sufferer,
if he is to carry out God’s saving purpose. The sufferings of
Jesus were neither an arbitrary nor a degrading experience, but
natural, in view of what he was to God and men alike. For the
first time, the conception of suffering occurs, and the situation
which gave rise to the author’s handling of the subject arose out
of what he felt to be his readers’ attitude. ¢ We are suffering
hardships on account of our religion.” But so did Jesus, the
writer replies. ‘ Well, but was it necessary for him any more
than for us? And if so, how does that consideration help us in
our plight?” To this there is a twofold answer. (a) Suffering
made Jesus a real Saviour; it enabled him to offer his perfect
sacrifice, on which fellowship with God depends. () He suffered
not only for you but like you, undeigoing the same temptations
to faith and loyalty as you have to meet. The threefold
inference is: (i) do not give way, but realize all you have
in his sacrifice, and what a perfect help and sympathy you
can enjoy. (ii)) Remember, this is a warning as well as an
encouragement ; it will be a fearful thing to disparage a
religious tie of such privilege. (iii) Also, let his example
nerve you.

¥ [n bringing many sons to glory, it was befitting that He for whom and
by whom the universe exists, should perfect the Pioneer of their salvation by
suffering (86 wabpudrwe, echoing 8id 76 wdfnue 7ol favdrov). 1 For
sanctifier and sanctified have all one origin (éf Evos, sc. <yevols: neuter as Ac
178). That is why he (6 aydfwv) is not ashamed to call them brothers,

12 saying,
I will proclaim thy name to my brothers,
in the midst of the church I will sing of thee” ;
18 and again, :
T will put my trust in him” ;

and again,

“Here am I and the children God has given me.”

14 Since the children then (obv, resuming the thought of v.1%) skare blood
and flesh, he himself participated in their nature,® so that by dying he might
crush him who wiclds the power of death (that is to say, the devil), ¥ and
release from thraldom those who lay under a life-long fear of death. 6 (For
of course it is not angels that ““ ke succours,” it is “‘the offspring of Abra-
kam ). V1 He had lo resemble his brothers in every resgect, in order to prove
a merciful and faithful kigh priest in things divine, to expiate the sins of the

1 giuaros xal apxds (Eph 612) is altered into the more conventional sapxds
kai afuaros by, ¢.g., K L f vg syr pesh eth boh Theodoret, Aug. Jerome.

2 abrdw, f.e. aluaros kai gapids, not wabnudrwr, which is wrongly added
by D* d syr*™ Eus. Jerome, Theodoret.
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People. 8 1t is as he suffeved by his temptations that ke is able to help the
tempted.

It is remarkable (cp. Introd. p. xvi) that the writer does not
connect the sufferings of Jesus with OT prophecy, either gener-
ally (as, e.g., Lk 24% odxi Tatra &ei! madely 7ov Xpiordy kT\.), or
with a specific reference to Is 53. He explains them on the
ground of moral congruity. Here they are viewed from God’s
standpoint, as in 12% from that of Jesus himself. God’s purpose
of grace made it befitting and indeed inevitable that Jesus
should suffer and die in fulfilling his function as a Saviour
(v.19); then (vv.Iif) it is shown how he made common cause
with those whom he was to rescue.

*Emperev ydp kA (v.19). Tlpémew or mpémov, in the sense of
“seemly,” is not applied to God in the LXX, but is not un-
common in later Greek, e.¢. Lucian’s Prometheus, 8 (odre beois
wpémov olre dhAws Baoihikdy), and the de Mundo, 3975, 398a (8 kal
wpémov éori kai O pdhirra dppélov—of a theory about the
universe, however). The writer was familiar with it in Philo,
who has several things to say about what it behoved God to do,?
though never this thing; Philo has the phrase, not the idea.
According to Aristotle (NVie. Ethics, iv. 2. 2, 75 wpémov 8 wpos
adToy, Kat év (;) Kai repi 5), what is ¢ beﬁtting ” relates to the
person himself, to the particular occasion, and to the object.
Here, we might say, the idea is that it would not have done for
God to save men by a method which stopped short of suffering
and actual death. “ Quand il est question des actes de Dieu,
ce qui est convenable est toujours nécessaire au point de vue
métaphysique ” (Reuss). In the description of God (for adrg
cannot be applied to Jesus in any natural sense) 8¢’ 8v 1& wdvra
kal 8" o T& wdvra, the writer differs sharply from Philo. The
Alexandrian Jew objects to Eve (Gn 4!) and Joseph (Gn 401%)
using the phrase 8 7ov feot (Cherubim, 35), on the ground that
it makes God merely instrumental ; whereas, 6 feds airiov, ok
dpyavov. On the contrary, we call God the creative cause
(alrwov) of the universe, dpyavoy 8¢ Adyov feod 8 ob rareoxevdoby.
He then quotes Ex 14!% to prove, by the use of wapd, that
ov Bid 8 Tob feod GALE Tap’ alTod o5 alriov 10 olecfar . But our
author has no such scruples about 8id, any more than Aeschylus
had (Agamemnon, 1486, Siat Aws wavairiov wavepyéra). Like
Paul (Ro 11%) he can say &’ ob 7& wdvra of God, adding, for
the sake of paronomasia, 8 6v to cover what Paul meant by
¢ adrod kal els adrdv.  Or rather, starting with 8’ 8v 7a wdvra he

1 The &¢eher of v.17 is not the same as this édec.

2 Thus: mpémret 7 e Purevew kal olxodouely év Yuxf Tds dperds (Leg.
alleg. 1. 15).

3 When he does use d:d {de gprficio, 24) it is 8’ adrod uévov, of creation.
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prefers another 3:d with a genitive, for the sake of assonance,
to the more usual equivalent é o or 9¢' ob. To preserve the
assonance, Zimmer proposes to render: ‘“um dessentwillen das -
All, und durch dessen Willen das All”

The ultimate origin of the phrase probably lies in the mystery-cults;
Aristides (Eis 7dv Zdpamw, 5I: ed. Dindorf, i. p. 87), in an invocation of
. Serapis, writes to this effect, wdvra ydp mavrayod did god Te xal did oe Huiv

ylbyverai. But Greek thought in Stoicism had long ago played upon the use
of 8ud in this connexion. Possibly &ud with the accusative was the primitive
and regular expression, as Norden contends.! We call Zeus *‘ Zva xal Ala”
s &v el Néyoruey 8¢ 8v {Ouev, says the author of de Mundo (401a), like the
older Stoics (see Arnim’s Stoicorum veterum Fragmenta, ii. pp. 305, 312),
and dud with the accusative might have the same causal sense here,? 7.e.
““ through,” in which case the two phrases 3¢ 8r and 8 o would practically
be a poetical reduplication of the same idea, or at least="*‘by whom and
through whom.” But the dominant, though not exclusive, idea of 8 8 here
is final, *‘ for whom " ; the end of the universe, of all history and creation,
les with Him by whom it came into being and exists ; He who redeems is
He who has all creation at His command and under His control.

The point in adding &’ v . . . 7& mdvra to adr is that the
sufferings and death of Jesus are not accidental ; they form part
of the eternal world-purpose of God. Philo had explained that
Moses was called up to Mount Sinai on the seventh day, because
God wished to make the choice of Israel parallel to the creation
of the world (Quaest. in Exod. 241° BovAdpevos émdetéar i adros
Kkal T0v Kéopov €dnuiovpynoe kai 6 yévos eidero. ‘H 8¢ dvdxAyois
10D TpoijTov devTepa yévesis éori Tis wporépas dpelvov). But our
author goes deeper; redemption, he reiterates (for this had
been hinted at in 11), is not outside the order of creation. The
distinction between the redeeming grace of God and the created
universe was drawn afterwards by gnosticism. There is no
conscious repudiation of such a view here, only a definite asser-
tion that behind the redeeming purpose lay the full force of God
the creator, that God’s providence included the mysterious
sufferings of Jesus His Son, and that these were in line with
His will. :

In mwolhods viods the moAdol is in antithesis to the one and
only dpxnyds, as in Ro 8%, Mk 14*. For the first time the
writer calls Christians God’s sons. His confidence towards the
Father is in sharp contrast to Philo’s touch of hesitation in De
Confus. Ling. 28 (xiv pndémw pévror Tuyxdvy 1is dfibypews dv vids
Oeot mpocayopevecfar . . . kal yap € pyww ixavol feod maides
vopilerbar yeydvaper). ’Ayayévra is devoid of any reference to

Y Agnosios Theos, 347 f. (‘‘ Das ist die applikation der logisch-gramma-
tischen Theorie iiber den Kasus, der in iltester Terminologie, % xar airiar
wrdos, heisst, auf die Physik : die Welt ist das Objekt der durch die hochste

alria ausgeiibten Tatigkeit ). )
2 As in Apoc. 4! and Epist. Aristeas, 16: 8/ §v {womoioivrar T wdyra
xai yivera (quoting Ziva xal Ala).
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past time. The aorist participle is used adverbially, as often, to
denote “an action evidently in a general way coincident in time
with the action of the verb, yet not identical with it. The
choice of the aorist participle rather than the present in such
cases is due to the fact that the action is thought of, not as in
progress, but as a simple event or fact” (Burton, Moods and
Tenses, 149). It is accusative instead of dative, agreeing with
an implied adrdv instead of adr®, by a common Greek assimila-
tion (cp. eg. Ac 1112 152 2217 25%). The accusative and
infinitive construction prompted éyaydvra instead of dyaydvre.
Had dyaydvra been intended to qualify dpxnydv, moddovs would
have been preceded by rdv. The thoughtis: thus do men
attain the 8dfa which had been their destiny (v.7), but only
through a Jesus who had won it for them by suffering.

The mistaken idea that dyoyérra must refer to some action previous to
Teherdoat, which gave rise to the Latin rendering *‘qui adduxerat” (vg) or
“multis filiis adductis” (vt), is responsible for the ingenious suggestion of
Zimmer that 88fe denotes an intermediate state of bliss, where the 8ikacot of
the older age await the full inheritance of the messianic bliss. It is possible
(see below on 11% 12%) to reconstruct such an idea in the mind of the writer,
but not to introduce it here.

The general idea in dpxnyév is that of originator or personal
source; TovréeTi, Tov alrtov Tis cwrnpias (Chrysostom). It is
doubtful how far the writer was determined, in choosing the
term, by its varied associations, but the context, like that of 122
suggests that the “ pioneer” meaning was present to his mind;
Jesus was dpxnyds Tijs owmplas adrdv in the sense that he led the
way, broke open the road for those who followed him. This
meaning, common in the LXX, recurs in Ac 53! (dpxnydv «ai
curijpa), and suits dyaydvra better than the alternative sense of
the head or progenitor—as of a Greek clan or colony. In this
sense dpxnyos is applied to heroes, and is even a divine title of
Apollo as the head of the Seleucidae (OGZS. 21213, 219%), as
well as a term for the founder (= conditor) or head of a philo-
sophical school (Athenaeus, xiii. 563 E, tov dpxyyov dpdv ijs
coplas Zivwva). But the other rendering is more relevant.
Compare the confession (in the Acts of Maximilianus) of the
soldier who was put to deathin 295 A.p. (Ruinart, Acta Martyrum,
pp. 340f): “huic omnes Christiani servimus, hunc sequimur
vitae principem, salutis auctorem.” The sufferings of Jesus as
apxnyos cwrnpias had, of course, a specific value in the eyes of
the writer. He did not die simply in order to show mortals how
to die; he experienced death vwep mavrds, and by this unique
suffering made it possible for *“many sons” of God to enter the
bliss which he had first won for them. Hence, to “perfect”
(redaioar) the dpxnyds owmplas is to make him adequate,
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completely effective. What this involved for him we are not yet
told ; later on (5° 7%8) the writer touches the relation between
the perfect ability of Christ and his ethical development through
suffering (see below, v.1t), but meantime he uses this general
term. God had to *“perfect” Jesus by means of suffering, that
he might be equal to his task as &pxnyés or dpxiepeds (v.17); the
addition of avrév to cwryplas implies (see 7%%) that he himself
had not to be saved from sin as they had. The underlying idea
of the whole sentence is that by thus * perfecting” Jesus through
suffering, God carries out his purpose of bringing ‘‘ many sons”
to bliss.

The verb had already acquired a tragic significance in connexion with
martyrdom ; in 4 Mac 7% (8v meTh Bavdrov opayis éreNelwoev) it is used of
Eleazar’s heroic death, and this reappeared in the Christian vocabulary, as,
e.g., in the title of the Passio S. Perpetuae (napripiov tijs ayias llepmerovas kal
T@v gtv alry Tehewldéyrwy év 'Agpky). But, although Philo had popu-
larized the idea of reNevrdv =T7eNelgfar, this is not present to our writer’s
mind ; he is thinking of God’s purpose to realize a complete experience of
forgiveness and fellowship (ewrypia) through the Son, and this includes and
involves (as we shall see) a process of moral development for the Son.

The writer now (v.11) works out the idea suggested by moAhois
viods. Since Jesus and Christians have the same spiritual origin,
since they too in their own way are “sons” of God, he is proud
to call them brothers and to share their lot (vv.11'13), The
leader and his company are a unit, members of the one family of
God. It is implied, though the writer does not explain the
matter further, that Christ’s common tie with mankind goes back
to the pre-incarnate period; there was a close bond between
them, even before he was born into the world ; indeed the in-
carnation was the consequence of this solidarity or vital tie (¢
évds, cp. Pindar, Nem. vi. 1, & dvdpdv, & Gedv yévos). O dyidfwv
and oi dyiatdpevor are participles used as substantives, devoid of
reference to time. Here, as at 1312 Jesus is assigned the divine
prerogative of dywilew (cp. Ezk 2012 éyb xipros & dywalwv adrovs,
2 Mac 1%, etc.), 7.e. of making God’s People His very own, by
bringing them into vital relationship with Himself. It is another
sacerdotal metaphor ; the thought of 13 (kafapiouoy 7&v dpapridy
wouodpevos) is touched again, but the full meaning of dywdfew is
not developed till g%, where we see that to be “sanctified” is
to be brought into the presence of God through the self-sacrifice
of Christ; in other words, dyiileocfar=mporépxeabar or éyyilew
7@ fed, as in Nu 16% where the dywo are those whom God
mpogyydyeTo oS éavrdv.

According to (Akiba ?) Mechilta, 714 (on Ex 20'), God said to the angels
at Sinai, ““Go down and help your brothers” (oymyny w»p) 31); yet it
was not merely the angels, but God himself, who helPed them (the proof-text
being Ca 2%1).
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AV v aitiav—a phrase only used elsewhere in the NT by the
author of the Pastoral epistles—odk émaioxivetar xTA. ETI'G.I-O’XU-
veoBas implies that he was of higher rank, being somehow vids feod
as they were not. The verb only occurs three times in LXX, twice
of human shame (Ps 119% Is 1%), and once perhaps of God
(:Ni@;) in Job 34%% 1In Zest Jos. 2% it is used passively (od yap
s dvbpwmos érairxiverar 6 feds). In the gospels, besides Mk 334
and Mt 25%, there are slight traditions of the risen Jesus calling
the disciples his é8edol (Mt 2810, Jn 2017); but the writer either
did not know of them or preferred, as usual to lead biblical
proofs. He quotes three passages (vv 12. 13), the first from the
22nd psalm (v.%) taken as a messianic cry, the only change
made in the LXX text being the alteration of dipyroopar into
drayyedd (a synonym, see Ps 5518). The Son associates himself
with his ddeAgpol in the praise of God offered by their commumty
(a thought which is echoed in 12% 1315),

According to Justin Martyr (Dial. 106), Ps 22%% B foretells how the risen
Jesus stood év péay TGV ddehddv aiTol, TOv dmwooTéAwy . . . xal per alrdy
Sudywy Buvnoe Tdv Oeby, ws kal év Tols dwouvnuoveluacty TOVY dmosTodhwy
Snhobrac yeyernuévor, and in the Acta Joannis (11) Jesus, before going out to
Gethsemane, says, Lef us sing a hymn to the Father (&v uéop 8¢ airds ~evd-
wevos).  The couplet is quoted here for the sake of the first line ; the second
fills it out. Our author only uses ékxAnaria (12%) of the heavenly host, never
in its ordinary sense of the ¢‘ church.”

The second quotation (v.1%%) is from Is 87 &oopar memoBis
(a periphrastic future) éw’ abrd, but the writer prefixes éyd to
éoopar for emphasis. The insertion of épei by the LXX at the
beginning of Is 87 helped to suggest that the words were not
spoken by the prophet himself. The fact that Jesus required to
put faith in God proves that he was a human being like ourselves
(see 12%).

In Philo trustful hope towards God is the essential mark of humamty ;
e.g. quod det. pot. 38 (on Gn 4™), Tol 8¢ kard Mwuo'nv drfpdmrov Sidesis Yuxdis
érl Tov BvTws Byra Gedv éAmifovoys.

The third quotation (v.13) is from the words which immedi-
ately follow in Is 818, where the LXX breaks the Hebrew
sentence into two, the first of which is quoted for his own
purposes by the writer. The wadla are God’s children, the
fellow viof of Christ. It is too subtle to treat, with Zimmer, the
three quotations as (@) a resolve to proclaim God, as a man to
men; (&) a resolve to trust God amid the sufferings incurred in
his mission, and (¢) an anticipation of the reward of that mission.
On the other hand, to omit the second «al wdAw as-a scribal
gloss (Bentley) would certainly improve the sense and avoid the
necessity of splitting up an Isaianic quotation into two, the first
of which is not strictly apposite. But xai wdAw is similarly!

! It is a literary device of Philo in making quotations (cp. quss rer. div. 1),

3
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used in 103 it is more easy to understand why such words should
be omitted than inserted ; and the deliberate addition of éyé in
the first points to an intentional use of the sentence as indirectly
a confession of fellow-feeling with men on the part of the Son.

The same words of the 22nd psalm are played upon by the Od. Sol 31¢:
““and he (Z.e. messiah or Truth) lifted up his voice to the most High, and
offered to Him the sons that were with him (or, in his hands).”

In v.1* kexowdryrer (here alone in the N'T) takes the classical
genitive, as in the LXX. An apt classical parallel occurs in the
military writer Polyaenus (Strateg. iii. 11. 1), where Chabrias tells
his troops to think of their foes merely as dvfpdmors alpa xai
ocdpra éxovar, kal THs adrils Pvoews Hulv xexowwvnkéow. The
following phrase wapamhneins (= “similarly,” 7.e. almost “equally”
or “also,” as, eg., in Maxim. Tyr. vii. 2, xal éoriv kal &6 dpywv
ToAews uépos, kal of dpxdpevor maparhnoins) peréoxer . . . va kTA,
answers to the thought of Jharreuévor . . . Sia 76 wdfnua xrA,
above. The verb is simply a synonym for xowwvelv; in the
papyri and the inscriptions peréyev is rather more common, but
there is no distinction of meaning between the two.

This idea (va «x7A.) of crushing the devil as the wielder of
death is not worked out by the writer. He alludes to it in passing
as a belief current in his circle, and it must have had some
context in his mind ; but what this scheme of thought was, we
can only guess. Evidently the devil was regarded as having a
hold upon men somehow, a claim and control which meant
death for them. One clue to the meaning is to be found in the
religious ideas popularized by the Wisdom of Solomon, in which
it is pretty clear that man was regarded as originally immortal
(113-14), that death did not form part of God’s scheme at the
beginning, and that the devil was responsible for the introduction
of death into the world (223 2¢); those who side with the devil
encounter death (repdlovow 6¢ adrov ol Tijs ékelvov pepidos dvres),
which they bring upon themselves as a result of their sins.
Robertson Smith (Zxpositor?, iii. pp. 76 f.) suggests another ex-
planation, viz., that Jesus removes the fear of death by acting as
our Highpriest, since (cp. Nu 18% the OT priests were respon-
sible for averting death from the people, *“the fear of death”
being ‘specially connected with the approach of an impure
worshipper before God.” This certainly paves the way for v.17,
but it does not explain the allusion to the devil, for the illustra-
tion of Zech 35 is too remote.

Corroborations of this idea are to be found in more quartersthan one. (2)
There is the rabbinic notion that the angel of death has the power of inflicting
death, according to Pes. Kahana, 32. 1895 ; Mechilta, 722 on Ex 20® (where
Ps 828 is applied to Israel at Sinai, since obedience to the Torah would have

exempted them from the power of the angel of death), the angel of death
being identified with the devil. (5) There is also the apocalyptic hope that
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messiah at the end would crush the power of the devil, a hope expressed
in the second-century couclusion (Freer-Codex) to Mark, where the risen
Christ declares that ¢ the limit (or term, 6 8pos) of years for Satan’s power has
now expired.” (¢) Possibly the author assumed and expanded Paul’s view of
death as the divine punishment for sin executed by the devil, and of Christ’s
death as a satisfaction which, by cemmoving this curse of the law, did away
with the devil’s hold on sinful mortals. Theodoret’s explanation ( Dza/. iii.) 1s
that the sinlessness of Christ’s human nature freed huinan nature from sin,
which the devil had employed to enslave men: émwedy yap Tipwpla TOv apap-
Tyxbrwr 6 Odvartos %y, 76 8¢ odua 76 Kupiakdr odx Exor aupaprias kniida 8 waps
Tov Oelov véuor 6 Bdwvatos ddlkws é§fpmacer, dvéoTnoe uév wpdrov TO Tapavduws
karacxedév: Emweira 8¢ kal Tols évdlkws kalbetpyuévors Iméoxero THY dmaliayihy,

The force of the paradox in Bi& 7ol 8avdrou (to which the
Armenian version needlessly adds adrot) is explained by
Chrysostom ; 8. ol éxpdmyoev 6 SudBolos, dux Tovrov fhrrify. As
the essence of ocwrypla is life, its negative aspect naturally
involves emancipation from death. "Exew 16 xpdros Tob favdrov
means to wield the power of death, Z.e to have control of death.
éxew 10 kpdtos with the genitive in Greek denoting lordship in
a certain sphere, e.g. Eurip. Helena, 68 (rés 1dv8 épvpviv Supdrov
éxev kpdros;).. “AmalNdéy goes with SovAelas (as in Joseph. Ant.
13. 13 (363), Ths Imé Tois éxfpois adrovs OovAelas . . . dmak-
Adrrew, etc.), which is thrown to the end of the sentence for
empbhasis, after oot . . . foav which qualifies Todrovs. "Evoyor
is a passive adjective, equivalent to évexduevor, ‘““bound by” (as
in Demosthenes, 1229), and goes with $68¢ favdrov, which is
not a causal dative. “Ogot in Hellenistic Greek is no more than
the ordinary relative ol. A& wavrds 7ol {fiv, not simply in old
age, as Musonius (ed. Hense, xvii.) thinks : xal 76 ye dfAidbrarov
mowotv Tov Blov Tots yépovow airo éoriv, & Tod favdrov $dfos.
Aristeas (130, 141, 168) uses &’ dhov Tob (ijv, but &ua mavros Tod
{iv is an unparalleled (in NT Greek) instance of an attribute in
the same case being added to the infinitive with a preposition.
There is a classical parallel in the Platonic 8ia wavros Tob elvar
(Parmenides, 152 E); but 76 v had already come to be
equivalent to 6 Blos.

The enslaving power of fear in general is described by
Xenophon in the Cyropaedia, iii. 1. 23f.: olee odv 7¢ pddlov
karaoviovafar dvBpdmovs Tob loyvpol ¢dfov; . . . obrw mavrav
Tov Sewdv 6 pofos pdMora kararAirrer Tas Yuxds. Here it is the
fear of death, or rather of what comes after death, which is
described.  The Greek protest against the fear of death (cp.
Epict. iii. 36. 28), as unworthy of the wise and good, is echced
by Philo (guod omnis probus lider, 3, émaweirar mapd Tiow &
Tpiperpov éxeivo moujoas® *7is éort Sodhos, Tob Bavery dppovris dv ;7
bs pdda owilddv 10 dxéhovfov. “YwéiaBe ydp, 8t oddey ofrw
Sovhobofar wépuke Sdvotav, bs TS émi favdrg B8éos, &vexa Tob mpos
™ Ly inépov). - But the fear persisted, as we see from writers
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like Seneca (““ optanda mors est sine metu mortis mori,” Zroades,
869) and Cicero; the latter deals with the fear of death in De
Finibus, v. 11, as an almost universal emotion (*fere sic affici-
untur omnes”). Lucretius as a rationalist had denounced it
magnificently in the De Rerum Natura, which “is from end to
end a passionate argument against the fear of death and the
superstition of which it was the basis. The fear which he
combated was not the fear of annihilation, but one with which
the writer of this Epistle could sympathize, the fear of what
might come after death; ‘aeternas quoniam poenas in morte
timendum est’ (i. 111)” (Wickham). The fear of death as death
(cp. Harnack's History of Dogma, iii. 180) has been felt even
by strong Christians like Dr. Johnson. But our author has
more in view. Seneca’s epistles, for example, are thickly strewn
with counsels against the fear of death; he remonstrates with
Lucilius on the absurdity of it, discusses the legitimacy of
suicide, if things come to the worst, points out that children and
lunatics have no such fear (Ep. xxxvi, 12), and anticipates most
of the modern arguments against this terror. Nevertheless, he
admits that it controls human life to a remarkable extent, even
though it is the thought of death, not death itself, that we dread
(£p. xxx. 17); he confesses that if you take anyone, young,
middle-aged, or elderly, “you will find them equally afraid of
death” (xxii. 14). And his deepest consolation is that death
cannot be a very serious evil, because it is the last evil of all
(“quod extremum est,” Ep. iv. 3). Now the author of Hpds
‘EBpalovs sees more beyond death than Seneca. ¢ After death,
the judgment.” The terror which he notes in men is inspired by
the fact that death is not the final crisis (9%). “Ultra (z.e. post
mortem) neque curae neque gaudio locum esse,” said Sallust.
It was because a primitive Christian did see something ‘“ultra
mortem,” that he was in fear, till his hope reassured him (g2).

It is noteworthy that here (vv.1% %) and elsewhere our author, not un-
like the other §uddoxaros who wrote the epistle of James, ignores entirely the
idea of the devil as the source of temptation ; he does not even imply the
conception of the devil, as 1 Peter does, as the instigator of persecution.

In one of his terse parentheses the writer now (v.18) adds,
0b yip dfmou dyyéhww émhapBdrerar.  Avmou is the classical term
for “it need hardly be said” or “of course,” and érdapSBdvesfar
means “t> succour ” (Sir 41 3 codla viovs éavry dviuoer, xal
dridapfBdverar Thv fprodvrev adriv). If it meant “seize” or
“grip,” fdvaros (i.e. either death, or the angel of death, cp. v.14)
might be taken as the nominative, the verse being still a
parenthesis. This idea, favoured by some moderns, seems to
lie behind the Syriac version (cp. A. Bonus, Expository Times,
xxxiil. pp. 234-236); but émhapfBdvesfar here corresponds to
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Bonfficas in v.28, and is used in the same good sense as in the
other quotation in 8% The words &A\& owéppatos "ABpadp
¢mhapBdverar may be a reminiscence of Is 41% 9 where God
reassures Israel: oméppa ABpadp . . . ob dvredafBiunyv. The
archaic phrase was perhaps chosen, instead of a term like
dvfpdmev,! on account of Abraham’s position as the father of the
faithful (see 11%%). Paul had already claimed it as a title for
all Christians, irrespective of their birth: odx &1 'Tovdatos odde
EXpy . . . €l ¢ dpels XpoTod, dpa Tob 'APpadp oméppa éoré
(Gal 3% %), and our author likes these archaic, biblical peri-
phrases. He repeats émAapBdverar after "Afpady to make a
rhetorical antistrophe (see Introd. p. lvii).

It is a warning against the habit of taking the Greek fathers as absolute
authorities for the Greek of ITpds ‘EBpaious, that they never suspected the real
sense of émauBdverat here. To them it meant *“ appropriates” (the nature
of). When Castellio {Chatillon), the sixteenth century scholar, first pointed
out the true meaning, Beza pleasantly called his opinion a piece of cursed
impudence (‘“execranda Castellionis audacia qui émchaufdrerar convertit
¢ opitulatur,” non modo falsa sed etiam inepta interpretatione”). The mere
fact that the Greek fathers and the versions missed the point of the word is
a consideration which bears, e.g., upon the interpretation of a word like
Uméoraces in 31 and 111,

The thought of vv.1* 1% is now resumed in v.17; 80ev (a
particle never used by Paul) ddeer (answering to émperev)
kard wdvra (emphatic by position) Tols 43ehgols Sporwbdijvar—
resembling them in reality, as one brother resembles another
(so Test. Naphtali 18 Spods pov v kara wdvra ‘lwaie). In
what follows, é\efjpwr 2 is put first for emphasis (as the writer is
about to speak of this first), and goes like motds with épxiepeds.
“Quae verba sic interpretor: ut misericors esset, ideoque
fidelis,” Calvin argues. But this sequence of thought is not
natural ; loyalty to God’s purpose no doubt involved compassion
for men, but Christ was mioros as he endured stedfastly the
temptations incurred in his relelwots as dpxnyds. He suffered,
but he never swerved in his vocation. Nor can mords here
mean “reliable” (Seeberg, Der Tvd Christs, 17), i.e. reliable be-
cause merciful ; the idea of his sympathy as an encouragement
to faith is otherwise put (cp. 44+ 12'%). The idea of Teheiboar
in v.10 is being explicitly stated ; the sufferings of Christ on earth
had a reflex influence upon himself as Saviour, fitting him for
the proper discharge of his vocation. But the vocation is
described from a new angle of vision; instead of dpxwyds or
6 dywdfwr, Jesus is suddenly (see Introd. p. xxv) called dpxtepeds,

1 Cosmas Indicopleustes correctly interpreted the phrase: rovreort
cupares kal Yyuxis hoyikds (372 B).

* The seer in Enoch 40" has a vision of the four angels who intercede
for Israel before God ; the first is ¢ Michael, the merciful and longsuffering.”
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evidently a term familiar to the readers (dpyepéa 7is dpoloylas
7udv, 32). The prestige of the highpriest in the later Judaism
is plain in rabbinic (e.g. Berackotk, Joma) tradition and also in
apocalyptic The Maccabean highpriests assumed the title of
iepevs Tov feot 10D Liorov (Ass. Mosis, 61; Jubilees, 321), and the
ritual of the day of atonement, when he officiated on behalf of
the people, was invested with a special halo. This is the point
of the allusion here, to the dpyiepeds expiating the sins of the
people. Philo had already used the metaphor to exalt the
functions of his Logos as a mediator: 6 8 adros ixérns uév éote
‘rof) 091'7]703 K'qpal.'vowos del wpos 10 ddbaprov, wpeaBevriys 8¢ Tob
Ty€euovos 1rp09 16 Smijkoov (quis rerum div. keres, 42).  But, while
the term ixérns does imply some idea of intercession, this is
not prominent in Philo’s cosmological and metaphysical scheme,
as it is in our epistle, which carefully avoids the Philonic
idea that men can propitiate God (SBovAerar yap airov 6 vduos
peilovas peporpiofar ¢ioews 3 kar dvbpwmov, éyyvrépw wpooidvta
tijs Oclas, pebopiov, el Bei raknles Aéyew, dupoiv, iva &ia pégov
Twos dvfpomor uév ilaokdvrar feov, feos 8¢ Tas xdpiras dvlpwmos
dmrodiakdvy T xpdpevos dpéyn xal xopnyy, De Spec. Leg. 1. 12).
Again, Philo explains (de sacerdot. 12) that the highpriest was
forbidden to mourn, when a relative died, {va . . . kpelrTwv
olkTov yevépevos, dAvros eis del Srareds;. This freedom from the
ordinary affections of humanity was part of his Dearer approxi-
mation to the life of God (éyyvrépw mpooidvra tis Oelas
[¢mrewg]) But our author looks at the function of Christ as
dpxtepevs differently ; the first word to be used about him in this
connexion is éAejpwy, and, before passing on to develop the idea
of mwoés, the writer adds (v.18) another word upon the practical
sympathy of Christ. In resembling his &8eAdol xare wavrd
Christ mérovfev mepacbels. His death had achieved for them
an emancipation from the dread of death (v.*); by entering
into glory he had expiated the sins of God’s People, thereby
securing for them a free and intimate access to God. But the
process by means of which he had thus triumphed was also of
value to men; it gave him the experience which enabled him by
sympathy to enter into the position of those who are tempted
as he was, and to furnish them with effective help. The con-
nexion between v.18 (with its 'yap) and v.1” does not rest upon
the idea of Christ as é\efjpwv xai mords dpxiepevs, as though the
effective help received from Christ were a constant proof that he
expiates sins, #e, maintains us in the favour and fellowship of
God (Seeberg). It rests on the special idea suggested by
e)\enp.uw ¢ His compassion is not mere plty for men racked

. by pain in itself, however arising; it is compassion for
men tempted by sufferings towards sin or unbelief” (A. B.
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Davidson). What the writer has specially in mind is the agony
in Gethsemane (cp. 57*) as the culminating experience of sorrow
caused by the temptation to avoid the fear of death or the cross.

The adverbial accusative & mpds Tov Bedv here, as in 5!, is a
fairly common LXX phrase (e.g. Ex 4% (of Moses), ov 8¢ airg
éoy 10 wpds Tov Pedv). ‘INdokesbar Tos dpaprias is also a LXX
phrase, an expression for pardon or expiation, as in Ps 65¢ (ras
doefelas Hudv ov iAdop), which never occurs again in the NT.
When the verb (middle voice) is used of God’s dealings with
men, it generally takes the person of the sinner as its object
in the dative (as Lk 183 the only other NT .instance of
iAdokeoflar) or else sins in the dative (rals dpaprims is actually
read here by A 5. 33. 623. 913, Athan. Chrys. Bentley, etc.).
This removal of sins as an obstacle to fellowship with God
comes under the function of & dywd{wr. The thought reappears
in 7% and in 1 Jn 22 (kal adros ilaouds éorwv). :

6 Nads (ol feob) is the writer’s favourite biblical expression for the church,
from the beginning to the end ; he never distinguishes Jews and Gentiles.

The introduction of the wepaopol of Jesus (v.18) is as
abrupt as the introduction of the dpytepeds idea, but is thrown
out by way of anticipation. ’Ev ¢ ydp= & 7ovre é ¢ (causal) or
i, explaining not the sphere, but the reason of his “help,”
wémovBer alrds wepaobeis—the participle defining the wdoyev (a
term never applied to Jesus by Paul) : he suffered by his tempta-
tions, the temptations specially -in view being temptations to
avoid the suffering that led to the cross. This is the situation
of the readers. They are in danger of slipping into apostasy, of
giving up their faith on account of the hardships which it in-
volved. Ot mepalopevor are people tempted to flinch and falter
under the pressure of suffering. Life is hard for them, and faith
as hard if not harder. Courage, the writer cries, Jesus under-
stands ; he has been through it all, he knows how hard it is to
bear suffering without being deflected from the will of God.
Grammatically, the words might also read: “For he himself,
having been tempted by what he suffered, is able to help those
who are tempted.” The sense is really not very different, for
the particular temptations in view are those which arise out
of the painful experience of having God’s will cross the natural
inclination to avoid pain. But the wewaopol of Jesus were
not simply due to what he suffered. He was strongly tempted
by experiences which were not painful at all—e.g. by the re-
monstrance of Simon Peter at Caesarea Philippi. As Ritschl
puts it, “Christ was exposed to temptation simply because a
temptation is always bound-up with an inclination which is at
the outset morally legitimate or permissible. It was the impulse,
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in itself lawful, of self-preservation which led to Christ’s desire to
be spared the suffering of death. And this gave rise to a tempta-
tion to sin, because the wish collided with his duty in his
vocation. Christ, however, did not consent to this temptation.
He renounced his self-preservation, because he assented to the
Divine disposal of the end of his life as a consequence of his
vocation ” (Rechifertigung u. Versihnung, iil. 507; Eng. tr. p. 573).
On the suffering that such temptation involved, see below on 58

Bonfeiv and iNdokesBor 7Tals dpaprioms occur side by side in
the prayer of Ps 79° (LXX). Are they synonymous here? Is
the meaning of 76 iAdoxeclar Tds duaprias 70d Aaod that Christ
constantly enables us to overcome the temptations that would
keep us at a distance from God or hinder us from being at peace
with God? (so, e.g., Kurtz and M‘Leod Campbell, T#he Nature of
the Atonement, pp. 172-174). The meaning is deeper. The
help conveyed by the sympathy of Jesus reaches back to a
sacrificial relationship, upon which everything turns. Hence the
ideas of é\efpwr and morés are now developed, the latter in 31-63,
the former in 41, 365418 being a practical application of what
is urged in 3%, But the writer does not work out the thought
of Christ as miords in connexion with his function as dpxuepevs,
even though he mentions the latter term at the outset of his
appeal, in which the stress falls on the expiatory work of Christ.

Y Holy brothers (dvyior = ol dyiaféuevor, 2'%), you who participate in a
heavenly calling, look at Jesus then (8€ev in the light of what has just been
said), at the apostle ana highpriest of our confession; % ke is *‘ faithful” to
Him who appointed him. For while < Moses” also was ‘‘ faithful in every
department of God s house,” 3 Jesus (obros, as in 102) kas been adjudged greater
glory (86&ns) than (mwapd, as 1%) Moses, inasmuck as the founder of a house
enjoys greater honour (tiudgv, a literary synonym for 86Enw) than the house
itself. *(Every house is founded by some one, but God is the founder of all.)
5 Besides, while * Moses” was *“ faithful in every department of God’s house”
as an atlendant—by way of witness lo the coming revelation—S8 Christ is
Jaithful as a son over God’s house.

In v.2 8\ (om. p'® B sah hoh Cyr. Amb.) may be a gloss from v.% In
v.3 the emphasis on wAelovos is better maintained by oliros 0éfns ("\ABCD P
vt Chrys.) than by 86&ns ofiros (p® K L M 6. 33. 104. 326. 1175, 1288 vg) or
by the omission of ofros altogether (467 arm Basil). In v.? wdyra has been
harmonized artificially with 1% 21° by the addition of 7d (C¢ L P ¥ 104. 326,
1175. 1128 Athan,).

For the first time the writer addresses his readers, and as
48ehdol dywor (only here in NT, for ayiots in 1 Th 527 is a later
insertion), kMjoews émoupariou uéroxor (6% etc., cp. Ps 119 péroyos
éyo el wdvrov Tov dofovpévav oe, Ep. Arist. 207; de Mundo,
4018). In Ph 3% the dve xAfjoes is the prize conferred at the
end upon Christian faith and faithfulness. Here there may be a
side allusion to 211 (dBekgods adrods xaletv). In xaravehoare (a
verb used in this general sense by Ep. Aristeas, 3, mpos 16
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mwepiépyws 1o Bela katavoelv) k., the writer summons his readers
to consider Jesus as mwords; but, instead of explaining why or
how Jesus was loyal to God, he uses this quality to bring out
two respects (the first in vv.224 the second in vv.5%) in which
Jesus outshone Moses, the divinely-commissioned leader and
lawgiver of the People in far-off days, although there is no tone
of dlsparagement in the comparison with Moses, as in the com-
parison with the angels.

In the description of Jesus as 7év dwdotohov kal dpyrepéa Tijs
spohoying Hpdv, dpodoyla is almost an equivalent for “our re-
ligion,” as in 4! (cp. 102).1  Through the sense of a vow (LXX)
or of a legal agreement (papyri and inscriptions), it had naturally
passed into the Christian vocabulary as a term for the common
and solemn confession or creed of faith. ‘Hugv is emphatic.
In “our religion ” it is Jesus who is dwdorolos xai dpyuepevs, not
Moses. This suits the context better than to make the antithesis
one between the law and the gospel (Theophyl. o¥ yap T7s xard
vépov Aatpelas dpyiepeds éomiv, dANa Tijs Hperépas mioTews). Possibly
the writer had in mind the Jewish veneration for Moses which
found expression during the second century in a remark of rabbi
Jose ben Chalafta upon this very phrase from Numbers (Sifre,
§ 110): “God calls Moses ‘faithful in all His house,” and thereby
he ranked higher than the ministering angels themselves.” The
use of émdorolos as an epithet for Jesus shows *the fresh cre-
ative genius of the writer and the unconventional nature of his
style” (Bruce). Over half a century later, Justin (in Apol. 112)
called Jesus Christ Tod marpés wdvtov kai deomérov Geod vids kat
dwdéorolos dv, and in Apol. 1% described him as dyyelos «ai
dmdotolos’ adros yip dmayyéldet doa Ol yvwobjvai, kal dmwoo-
Té\erai, pyvigwy ooa dyyéAderar (the connexion of thought bere
possibly explains the alteration of dwyroouat into drayyedd in
He 212). Naturally Jesus was rarely called &yyehos; but it was
all the easier for our author to call Jesus dwéarolos, as he avoids
the term in its ecclesiastical sense (cp. 23). For him it carries
the usual associations of authority ; drdororos is Ionic for mpea-
Bevris, not a mere envoy, but an ambassador or representative
sent with powers, authorized to speak in the name of the person
who has dispatched him. Here the allusion is to 23, where the
parallel is with the Sinaitic legislation, just as the allusion to
Jesus as épyepeds recalls the 6 dyidlwv of 2117, On the other
hand, it is not so clear that any explicit antithesis to Moses is
implied in dpytepéa, for, although Philo had invested Moses with

! Had it not been for these other references it might have been possible to
take 7. 6. %. here as=‘“whom we confess.” The contents of the éuoloyia
are suggested in the beliefs of 6!, which form the fixed principles and stand.
ards of the community, the Truth (10%) to which assent was given at baptisra,
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highpriestly honour (praem. et poen. o, TUyXdVeL . . .’&prepwcn:'V'r).S,
de vita Mosis, ii. 1, éyévero yap mpovoln feot . . . Gpxiepeds), this
is never prominent, and it is never worked out in ““ Hebrews.”

The reason why they are to look at Jesus is (v.2) his faithful-
ness 1 wouvjoart adrér, where mowlv means “to appoint” to an
office (as 1 S 12% «ipios 6 wovjoas Tov Mowveiy xai Tov "Aapdv,
- Mk 3 xai érolnoev daddexa). This faithfulness puts him above
Moses for two reasons.  First (vv.2>%), because he is the founder
of the House or Household of God, whereas Moses is part of the
House. The text the writer has in mind is Nu 127 (ody obrws
0 fepdrav pov Mawvors' & Ao 76 oike pov mords éorw), and the
argument of v.3, where olkos, like our “ house,” includes the sense
of household or family,! turns on the assumption that Moses be-
longed to the olkos in which he served so faithfully. How Jesus
“founded” God’s household, we are not told. But there was an
olkos Beol before Moses, as is noted later in 11% %, a line of
wpeaBirepor who lived by faith ; and their existence is naturally
referred to the eternal Son. The founding of the Household is
part and parcel of the creation of the ra wdvra (128). Kara-
oxevé{ew includes, of course (see g% %), the arrangement of the olkos
(cp. Epict. i. 6. 7-10, where karagkevd{w is similarly used in the
argument from design). The author then adds an edifying aside,
in v.4, to explain how the oikos was God’s (v.2 adrov), though
Jesus had specially founded it. It would ease the connexion of
thought if 8eéds meant (as in 18?) “divine” as applied to Christ
(s0, e.g., Cramer, M. Stuart), or if ofros could be read for Geds,
as Blass actually proposes. But this is to rewrite the passage.
Nor can we take airod in v.% as “ Christ’s ” ; there are not two
Households, and wds (v.*) does not mean “each” (so, eg.,
Reuss). Adrob in vv.%5 and % must mean “God’s.” He as
creator is ultimately responsible for the House which, under him,
Jesus founded and supervises.

This was a commonplace of ancient thought. Justin, e.g., observes:
Mevdrdpy ¢ kwpik@ Kal Tols Tabre ghoact Talre Gpdlouer® uelfova yap TV
Snuiovpydv Tob orevafouévov dregmwaro (Apol. 1%). It had been remarked by
Philo (De Plant. 16): 8o yap 6 xryoduevos 70 xTiua Tol kTinaros duelvwr
xal 70 mwemounkds Tol yeyovdros, TosolTy PBacihikdrepor delvor, and in Legum
Allegor. iii. 32 he argues that just as no one would ever suppose that a furnished
mansion had been completed &vev Téxyns xal dnumiovpyol, so anyone entering
and studying the universe &owep els peyloryy olklav # wéAww would naturally
conclude that #v xal Eorw 6 Tolde Tob warTds dnuiovpyds & Pebs.

The usual way of combining the thought of v.4 with the context is indicated
by Lactantius in proving the unity of the Father and the Son (diuin. instiz, iv.
29): ‘“ When anyone has a son of whom he is specially fond {quem unice
diligat), a son who is still in the house and under his father’s authority (in
manu patris)—he may grant him the name and power of lord (nomen

1 Qur author avoids (see on 2'%) éxxAnola, unlike the author of 1 Ti 3 who
writes év olxy feod, fris éotly éxxhnola Tob feob.
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_domini potestatemque), yet by civil law (civili iure) the house is one, and one
is called lord. So this world is one house of God, and the Son and the
Father, who in harmony (unanimos) dwell in the world, are one God,”

The second (5%) proof of the superiority of Jesus to Moses
is now introduced by xaf. It rests on the term fepdmwwy used of
Moses in the context (as well as in Nu 11!! 1278 etc.; of Moses
and Aaron in Wis 101¢ 182) ; fepdrov is not the same as SodAos,
but for our author it is less than vids, and he contrasts Moses as
the Oepdmrwv év 76 oikg with Jesus as the Son émi tov olxov, ém(
used as in 10%! (iepéa péyav ériTov olkov Tod feod) and Mt 252123
(émi 8Miya s morés). Moses is “ egregius domesticus fidei tuae ”
(Aug. Conf. xii. 23). The difficult phrase eis 78 papripiov Tov
ANaAnfnoopévwy means, like ¢f, that the position of Moses was one
which pointed beyond itself to a future and higher revelation ;
the tabernacle was a oxijym 10b paprupiov (Nu 12%) in a deep
sense, This is much more likely than the idea that the faith-
fulness of Moses guaranteed the trustworthiness of anything he
said, or even that Moses merely served to bear testimony of what
God revealed from time to time (as if the writer was thinking of
the words o7épa karé orépa Aadjow adrg which follow the above-
quoted text in Numbers).

The writer now passes into a long appeal for loyalty, which
has three movements (38019 41-10 411-18)  The first two are con-
nected with a homily on Ps 957'11 as a divine warning against
the peril of apostasy, the story of Israel after the exodus from
Egypt being chosen as a solemn instance of how easy and fatal it
is to forfeit privilege by practical unbelief. It is a variant upon
the theme of 223, suggested by the comparison between Moses
and Jesus, but there is no comparison between Jesus and Joshua ;
for although the former opens up the Rest for the People of
to-day, the stress of the exhortation falls upon the unbelief and
disobedience of the People in the past.

8 Now we are this house of God (of, from the preceding airod), 7f we will
only keep confident and proud of our hope. 7 Therefore, as the holy sz rit says:
““ Today, when (édv, as in 1 Jn 2%) you hear kis voice,
8 harden not (u3 oxhnpivyre, aor. subj. of negative entreaty) your hearts as
at the Provocation,
on the day of the Temptation in the desert,
® where (ob =8mov as Dt 8'%) your fathers put meto the proof,
O and for forty years felt what I could do.”
7 lzerejbre ‘¢ ] grew exasperated with that generation,
1 said, * They are always astray in their heart’ ;
they 'would not learn my ways;
1 5 (ws consecutive) J swore in my anger
¢ they shall never (el =the emphatic negative ox in oaths) enter my Rest.””
12 Brothers, take care in case there is a wicked, unbelieving heart in any of
you, moving you to apostatize from the living God. 3 Rather admonish onc
another (éavrovs=aXAihous) daily, so long as this word ** Today” is utlered,
that none of you may be decerved by sin and ** hardened.” ™ For we only
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participale in Christ provided that we keep firm to the very end the confidence
with whick we started, *° this word ever sounding in our ears:
¢ Today, when you hear his voice,
harden not your hearts as at the Provocation.”
8 Wko heard and yet “ provoked” him? Was it not all who left Egypt
under the leadership of Moses? Y1 And with whom was ke exasperated for
Jorty years? Was it not with those who sinned, whose *‘ corpses’ fell in the
desert”? 18 And lo whom “ did he swear that they (sc. alrols) would never
_enler kis Rest”?  To whom but those who disobeyed (dmeffcaow, cp. Ac 19°)2
19 Zhus (xal consecutive) we see it was owing to unbelief that they could not
enler,

In v.% (a) o is altered into 8s by D* M 6. 424 Lat Lucifer, Ambr. Pris-
cillian, probably owing to the erroneous idea that the definite article (supplied
by 440. 2005) would have been necessary between o and olkes. (b) édw is
assimilated to the text of v.M by a change to ddvmep in k* ACD° KL W
syr*®! Luycifer, Chrys. etc. (von Soden). (c) After éAmiSos the words uéxp:
Téhous Befalav are inserted from v.1 by a number of MSS; the shorter,
correct text is preserved in p'® B 1739 sah eth Lucifer, Ambrose.

V.6 introduces the appeal, by a transition from %. When
Philo claims that wappnoia is the mark of intelligent religion
(quis rer. div. haeres, 4, vois pev olv duabéor ovuddpov Houvxia,
Tols 8¢ émioriuns édepévois kal dua pilodeamdrols dvaykatdraTov %
wappyoia kripa), he means by wappnoia the confidence which is
not afraid to pray aloud: cp. #. 5 (rappyoia 8¢ didins cvyyevés,
&rel wpds Tiva dv Tis %) Tpods TOV Eavrod Pidov mappyordoatre ;), where
the prayers and remonstrances of Moses are explained as a proof
that he was God’s friend. But here as elsewhere in the NT
wappnoia has the broader meaning of ¢ confidence” which already
appears in the LXX (eg. in Job 2710 uy &e 7w mappyoiav
évavtiov adrob). This confidence is the outcome of the Christian
éAxls (for Tis é\midos goes with w9y wappyoiar as well as with 76
kavynua) ; here as in 4% and 101% 3 it denotes the believing
man’s attitude to a God whom he knows to be trustworthy.
The idea of 8 xaixnpa Tiis é\widos is exactly that of Ro 52
(kavxduebo ém éAmwide s Sofys Tob feod), and of a saying like
Ps 512 (kal edppavfirooay éri coi mavTes oi eAmilovres dwl oé).

A In v.7 goes most naturally with p# oxhypivmre (v.8), the
thought of which recurs in v.13 as the central thread. The
alternative, to take it with BAémere in v.12, which turns the whole
quotation into a parenthesis, seems to blunt the direct force of
the admonition; it makes the parenthesis far too long, and
empties the second 3.4 of its meaning. PBAémere is no more
abrupt in v.12 than in 12%; it introduces a sharp, sudden
warning, without any particle like odv or 8¢, and requires no pre-
vious term like &d. The quotation is introduced as in 1016 by
“the holy Spirit ” as the Speaker, a rabbinic idea of inspiration.
The quotation itself is from Ps 957! which in A runs as follows:

1 xGAa in this sense is from Nu 142, a passage which the writer has
in mind. .
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ojpepov éav Ths Ppuwvis adTod dxovanTe,

i) ordAnplvyre Tas xapdlas Tpdv bs év 19 Tapamikpaopd
katd Ty fpépav TOU mwelpacuol év T épripw’

od érelpacavl of warépes Vpdv,

édoxipacay pe kai Bov T4 épya pov.
reocepdkovTa €1 wpoodxbica T yeved éxelvy,?
kat elmov'3 dei* wAavavrar Ty kapdie,
abroi 8¢ odx &yvwoav Tas 68ovs pov.
s duooa é&v 1] Spyy pov,
el eloeevoovrar els Ty Kardmavoly pov,

In vv.2 10, though he knew (v.17) the correct connexion of the
LXX (cp. v.I'*), he alters it here for his own purpose, taking
teooapdkorta ém with what precedes instead of with what follows,
inserting 86 (which crept into the text of R in the psalm) before
wpoodxfioa for emphasis, and altering éBokipacar e into év Sox:-
paoie.® The LXX always renders the place-names ‘Meriba ”
and “Massa” by generalizing moral terms, here by wapamixpacpuds
and mewpaouds, the former only here in the LXX (Aquila, 1 Sam
153 ; Theodotion, Prov 171!). The displacement of recoepdxorra
& was all the more feasible as eldov Ta épya pov meant for him
the experience of God’s punishing indignation. (Teooapdxorra is
better attested than recoepdrovra (Moulton, ii. 66) for the first
century.) There is no hint that the writer was conscious of the
rabbinic tradition, deduced from this psalm, that the period of
messiah would last for forty years, still less that he had any idea
of comparing this term with the period between the crucifixion
and 70 A.0. What he really does is to manipulate the LXX text
in order to bring out his idea that the entire forty years in the
desert were a “day of temptation,”® during which the People
exasperated God. Hence (in v.%) he transfers the “forty years”
to €idov T& épya pov, in order to emphasize the truth that the
stay of the People in the desert was one long provocation of
God ; for €ldov T épya pov is not an aggravation of their offence

1y adds we (so T), which has crept (needlessly, for wepdfey may be
used absolutely as in 1 Co 10°) into the text of Hebrews through x° D° M vg
pesh harkl boh arm Apollin.

2In some texts of Hebrews (p¥® x A B D* M 33. 424** vg Clem.
Apollin.) this becomes (under the influence of the literal view of forty years?)
ravry (éxelvy in C D¢ K L P syr sah boh arm eth Eus. Cyril, Chrys.).

3 The Ionic form elra (B) has slipped into some texts of Hebrews (A D
33. 206. 489. 1288. 1518, 1836).

4 The LXX is stronger than the Hebrew ; it appears to translate not the
oy of the MT, but 05 (cp. Flashar in Zedts fiir alt. Wiss., 1912, 84-83).

5 édoxipacar (ue) is read in the text of Hebrews, by assimilation, in &° D¢
K L vg syr arm eth Apollin. Lucifer, Ambr, Chrys, etc. z.e. EAQOKI-
MACIA was altered into EAOKIMACA.

8 The xard in xara Thy quépav (v.%) is temporal as in 1*® 7%, not *‘ after the
manner of ? (‘‘ secundum,” vg).
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(“though they felt what I could do for them”), but a reminder
that all along God let them feel how he could punish them for
their disobedience. Finally, their long-continued obstinacy led
him to exclude them from the land of Rest. This “finally”
does not mean that the divine oath of exclusion was pronounced
at the end of the forty years in the desert, but that as the result
of God’s experience he gradually killed off (v.17) all those who
had left Egypt. This retribution was forced upon him by the
conviction airoi 8¢ odk éyvwgav ras 68ods pov (7.e. would not learn
my laws for life, cared not to take my road).

The rabbinic interpretation of Ps 95 as messianic appears in the legend
(T.B. Sankedrim, 98a) of R. Joshua ben Levi and Elijah. When the rabbi
was sent by Elijah to messiah at the gates of Rome, he asked, ¢ Lord, when
comest thou?” He answered, ** To-day.” ﬁ:hua returned to Elijak, who
inguired of iim: ‘* What said He to thee?” Joshua: ° Peace be with thee,
son of Levi.” [Elijak: ¢ Thereby He has assurved to thee and thy father a
prospect of attaining the world to come.” Joshua: ** But He has deceived me,
by telling me He would come fo-day.” Elijak: * Not so, what He meant
was, To-day, if you will kear His woice.” The severe view of the fate of the
wilderness-generation also appears in San/. 1106, where it is proved that the
generation of the wilderness have no part in the world to come, from Nu
14% and also from Ps 95 (as 7 swore in my anger that they should not enter
into my Rest). This was rabbi Akiba’s stern reading of the text. But
rabbinic opinion, as reflected in the Mishna (cp. W. Bacher, Agada der
Tannaiten®, i. 1351.), varied on the question of the fate assigned to the

eneration of Israelites during the forty years of wandering in the desert.
hile some authorities took Ps g5 strictly, as if the *‘ rest’’ meant the rest
after death, and these Israelites were by the divine oath excluded from the
world to come, others endeavoured to minimize the text; God’s oath only
referred to the incredulous spies, they argued, or it was uttered in the haste
of anger and recalled. In defence of the latter milder view Ps 50° was
quoted, and Isa 35!°. Our author takes the sterner view, reproduced later
by Dante ( Purgatorio, xviii. 133-135), for example, who makes the Israelites
an example of sloth; ‘“the folk for whom the sea opened were dead ere
Jordan saw the heirs of promise.” He never speaks of men ¢ tempting God,”
apart from this quotation, and indeed, except in 11V, God’s weipacués or
probation of men is confined to the human life of Jesus.

For 84 in v.!® Clem. Alex. (Protrept. g) reads &’ 8.
NpoowyBilew is a LXX term for the indignant loathing excited
by some defiance of God’s will, here by a discontented, critical
attitude towards him. In v.!! kardwravos is used of Canaan as
the promised land of settled peace, as only in Dt 12° (od y&p
gkate . . . els Ty kardravew) and 1 K 8% (edhoyyrds Kipios
auepov, bs tBwkey kardravow ¢ Aag adrod). The mystical sense
is developed in 43"

The application (vv.1%*) opens with B\émere (for the classical
dpare) piy . . . &orar (as in Col 22 (BXémere py . . . lorar), the
reason for the future being probably “ because the verb eiui has
no aorist, which is the tense required,” Field, Notes on Transia-
tion of N.T., p. 38) év Tun dpdv—the same concern for individuals
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as in 4!l 10% 12V—kapdla dmortias (genitive of quality—a
Semitism here). ’Awworia must mean more than “incredulity ”;
the assonance with droorijvac was all the more apt as dmoria
denoted the unbelief which issues in action, év 7§ dwoorfjvar—the
idea as in Ezk 208 kal dwéomqoav &m’ éuod, xail odx Hlénoav
eloakoboat pov, though the preposition dwd was not needed, as may
be seen, eg., in Wis 310 (ol . . . 70U kvplov dmoordvres). Qur
author is fond of this construction, the infinitive with a preposition.
“The living God” suggests what they lose by their apostasy,
and what they bring upon themselves by way of retribution
(10%1), especially the latter (cp. 412). There is no real distinction
between feod {avros and 1ot feot {avros, for the article could be
dropped, as in the case of feos marip and «kiptos *Inaovs, once the
expression became stamped and current.

In v.13 rapakaleite . . . kaf’ éxdomyv fpépav (cp. Test. Lews of
G kal’ éxdoTny fuépav auveri{wv pe) emphasizes the keen, constant
care of the community for its members, which is one feature of
the epistle. In dxpis of (elsewherein NT with aorist or future),
which is not a common phrase among Attic historians and
orators, dxpis is a Hellenistic form of dype (p!® M) used sometimes
when a vowel followed. Zrpepov is “ God’s instant men call
years” (Browning), and the paronomasia in kekeitae I . . . wopa-
kaheire led the writer to prefer xaleirac to a term like kppiooerac
The period (see 47) is that during which God’s call and oppor-
tunity still hold out, and the same idea is expressed in év 14
Néyeadar Ifpepov 7. (v.15). & opdv is sufficiently emphatic as it
stands, without being shifted forward before s (B D K L d e etc.
harkl Theodt. Dam.) in order to contrast peis with ol matépes
opdv (v.9).  As for 4 dpapria, it is the sin of apostasy (12¢), which
like all sin deceives men (Ro 7!1), in this case by persuading them
that they will be better off if they allow themselves to abandon the
exacting demands of God. The responsibility of their position is
expressed in va p¥) oxhnpuvdfj, a passive with a middle meaning;
men can harden themselves or let lower considerations harden
them against the call of God. As Clement of Alexandria
(Protrept. ix.) explains: épdre iy dmelafv Spite Ty mpoTporiy:
opareTiyy Topuajy. T 83) odv ErL T xdpuw €ls Spymy peTalddocopey . . . ;
peydy yip Tis érayyelias adrov f xdpis, ¢ éav aruepov TS duvijs
adrod drovoduer ” * 7o 8¢ oipepov Tijs Pavijs atrod aBferar Ty Huépav,
éoT v 1) anjuepov dvopdlnTas.

In v.1 péroxor 100 Xpiorol (which is not an equivalent for the
Pauline & Xpiord, but rather means to have a personal interest
in him) answers to péroxor kMoews émoupaviou in v.1 and to
perdyous TvedpaTos dyiou in 6%; yeydvaper betrays the predilection
of the writer for yéyova rather than its equivalent elvar. ‘Edvmep

! The common confusion between at and e led to the variant kakeire (A C).
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an intensive particle (for édv, v.%) myv dpxiiv Tijs Omoordoews
(genitive of apposition)—#e. *our initial confidence” (the idea
of 10%%)—xardoywpev (echoing v.%). The misinterpretation of
unocrdaews as (Christ’s) “substance ”! led to the addition of
adrod (A 588. 623. 1827, 1912 vg). But ¥méoracis here as in
11! denotes a firm, confident convrctron or resolute hope (in
LXX, e.g., Ru 12 &rrv pot dwdoracis Tod yeryfijvar pe dvdpl,
rendering mpn, which is translated by éAnés in Pr 117), with the
associations of steadfast patience under trying discouragements
'lhls psychological meamng was already current (cp. 2 Co ot

.« . katawxwhdper uels év 1 Smoordoe Tavry), alongside
of the physical or metaphysical. What a man bases himself on,
as he confronts the future, is his dwréoracts, which here in sound
and even (by contrast) in thought answers to droorijvat.

It is possible to regard v.1¢ as a parenthesis, and connect
& 16 NéyeaBar (v.1%) closely with ﬂapaxa.)\e?fc or va phy ...
6.p.ap-r|.as (v.1%), but this is less natural ; év 7§ Aéyecfor (“ while it
is said,” as in Ps 42¢ & 79 Aéyeofar) connects easily and aptly
with kardoxwpey, and vv.1% 15 thus carry on positively the thought
of v.13, viz. that the writer and his readers are still within the
sound of God’s call to his olkos to be mords.

The pointed questions which now follow (vv.16-18) are a
favourite device of the diatribe style. Napamxpaivew (Hesych.
mapopyifew)? in v.16 seems to have been coined by the LXX
to express “rebellious” with a further sense of provoking or
angering God ; e.g. Dt 3127 mapamicpaivovres jre T4 Tpos Tov fedv
(translating 7), and Dt 3216 & Bdedvypaocw adrdv wapemixpavdy
pe (translating Dy3). The sense of “disobey ” recurs occasionally
in the LXX psalter (¢.g. 104%, 106!1); indeed the term involves
a disobedience which stirs up the divine anger against rebels,
the flagrant disobedience (cp. mapafBaivew for M in Dt 14
Nu 27) which rouses exasperation in God. ’ANN’, one rhetorical
question belng answered by another (as Lk 179), logically
presupposes -rwes, but rives must be read in the previous question.
By writing wdvres the writer does not stop to allow for the faith-
ful minority, as Paul does (1 Co 10" Twes abrdv). In the grave
conclusion (v.19) 8 émoriar (from v.12) is thrown to the end for
the sake of emphasis.

But, the author continues (4%), the promised rest is still
avallable it is open to faith, though only to faith (8). No
matter how certainly all has been done upon God’s part (3-5),
and no matter how sure some human beings are to share his

! Another early error was to regard it as * our substance,” so that % dpx¥
T#s Umroardoews meant faith as ‘‘the beginning of our true nature ” (a view
already current in Chrysostom).

2 In Dt 3218 it is parallel to wapoivwew ; cp. Flashar's discussion in Zes-
schrift fiir a/t Wiss., 1912, 185f. It does not always require an object (God).
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Rest (v.9), it does not follow that zwe shall, unless we take warning
by this failure of our fathers in the past and have faith in God.
Such is the urgent general idea of this paragraph. But the
argument is compressed ; the writer complicates it by defining
the divine Rest as the sabbath-rest of eternity, and also by
introducing an allusion to Joshua. That is, he (@) explains
God’s kardmavois in Ps g5 by the caBBariouds of Gn 2%, and
then (§) draws an inference from the fact that the psalm-promise
is long subsequent to the announcement of the caBBarioruds.
He assumes that there is only one Rest mentioned, the kardmravois
into which God entered when he finished the work of creation,
to which ol marépes tpdv were called under Moses, and to which
Christians are now called. They must never lose faith in it,
whatever be appearances to the contrary.

Y Well then, as the promise of entrance into his Rest is still left to us, let
us be afraid of anyone being judged to have missed it. 2 For (xal ydp=etenim)
we have had the good news as well as they (éxevoi=73%1%); only, the message
they heard was of no use to them, because it did not meet with faith in the
hearers, 8 For we do ‘““enter the Rest” by our faith : according fo his word,

*“ As I swore in my anger,
they shall never enter my Rest” —
although ¢ his works > were all over by the foundalion of the world. * For ke
says somewhere about the seventh (sc. quépas) day : **And God rested from all
his works on the seventh day.” SAnd again in this (év Toiry, sc. Téwy)
passage, “‘they shall never enter my Rest.” ©Since then it is reserved
(amohelmerar, a variant for xaraletr. v.1) for some ‘“to enter it,” and since
those who formerly got the good news failed to ‘‘enter ” owing to their disobedr-
ence,t The again fixes a day ; ““today "—as he saysin ‘“ David” after so long
an interval, and as has been already quoted :
¢ Today, when you hear kis voice,
harden not your hearts.”
8 Thus if Joshua had given them Rest, God wouid not speak later about another
day. There is a sabbath-Rest, then, reserved (Amwoleimerar, as in ) still for
the People of God (for once “‘a man enters his (avrob, i.e. God’s) rest,” ke
““ rests from work” just as God did).

’Emayyehia (v.1) is not common in the LXX, though it mis-

translates N80 in Ps 568, and is occasionally the term for a

human promise. In the Prayer of Manasseh (f) it is the divine
promise (16 &\eos Tijs émayyeAias oov), and recurs in the plural,
of the divine promises, in Zest, Jos. 20! (6 Geds mwovjoer T
édlkpow Spbv kal érdfer tpas €ls Tas émayyellas TOV marépav
vudv) and Ps. Sol 128 (3oioc xvplov «dnpovopricuter émayyerias
xvplov—the first occurrence of this phrase «A. ém., cp. below on
612).  Karalewmopérms émayyehias ( +ris D* 255, from 615-17 119)
is a genitive absolute. 'Ewayyellas eioeNfelv (like dpuy) . . . $Bploar
in Ac 14%) «7A.: the basis of the appeal is (a) that the divine
promise of Rest has been neither fulfilled nor withdrawn (still o
“gfuepov” kakeirar) ; and (8) that the punishment which befalls
1’ Amel@eav, altered into dmoriay by &* vg sah boh arm Cyr.

4
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others is a warning to ourselves (cp. Philo, ad Gasum, 1: ai yap
érépov Typwplar Bedtiodar Tods woldols, dpdBw Tol pi) wapamAijoia
wafev). By a well-known literary device p# more, like w7 in
12%5, takes a present (Soxfj), instead of the more usual aorist,
subjunctive.  Aoxfj means ‘“judged” or “adjudged,” as in
Josephus, Ant. viii. 32, kdv dAAdrpiov Soxp. This is common in
- the LXX, e.g. in Pr 1728 &vedy 8¢ Tis éavrov movjoas S6er hpdvyos
elvar (where 86¢e is paralleled by Aoywofgoerar), 27! (karapopévou
otdev Biapéperv d8fer); indeed it is an ordinary Attic use which
goes back to Plato (e.g. Pkaedo, 113 D, of the souls in the under-
world, ol pév dv 8dfwor péows PBeBiwkévar) and Demosthenes
(629. 17, of Bedoyuévor avdpohdvor=the convicted murderers).
The searching scrutiny which passes this verdict upon lack of
faith is the work of the divine Logos (in v.12),

In v.2 ebnyyehopéror is temarkable. Our author, who never
uses ebayyéhov (preferring émayyedia here as an equivalent),
employs the passive of edayyelifev! (as in v.%) in the broad sense
of ““having good news brought to one.” The passive occurs in
LXX of 2 S 18% (edayyehobijre 6 «vptds pov & Bacireis) and in
Mt 11% (rroxol edayyedifovrar). The xal after kafdmep emphasizes
as usual the idea of correspondence. The reason for the failure
of the past generation was that they merely heard what God
said, and did not believe him; & Ndyos T4s dxofis (drofjs, passive
= “sermo auditus,” vg), which is another (see 3'%) instance of the
Semitic genitive of quality, is defined as p# (causal particle as
in 1127 py ¢ofnbeis) suykex(e)pa(o)pévos 1§ mioTer Tols drodoasiy,
since it did not get blended with faith in (the case of) those who
heard it. Or 1fj wiore may be an instrumental dative : “since it
did not enter vitally into the hearers by means of the faith which
it normally awakens in men.” The fault lies, as in the parable
of the Sower, not with the message but with the hearers. The
phrase Adyos . . . gvykexpacpuévos may be illustrated from Men-
ander (Stob. Serm. 42, p. 302), T 70D Adyov pdv Stvapw odk
eridpfovov e B¢ xpnoT@ ovykexpopéryy Exew, and Plutarch, non
posse suauiter vivi secundum Epicurum, 1101, Békriov yap évurdp-
xew T kai ovykexpdofae T wept fedv 865y xowdv aidos xal PhéBov
mdfos ktA. The use of Adyos with such verbs is illustrated by
Plutarch, Vit Cleom. 2 (6 8¢ Zrwixds Adyos . . . Bdfer 8¢ xkai
mpde xepavvipevos ffe pilora els 10 oixetov dyafdv emdidwow).
Kpéaais occurs in Philo’s definition of ¢ihla (Quaest, in Gen, 218)
as consisting [oix] év 7@ xpewrder pdAdov 4 xpdoer xal aupdwvig
Befaiy 7dv H9ov, and ovykexpdofar in his description of the
union of spirit and blood in the human body (Quaest. in
Gen. 9* wvevpa . . . dudépeafo xal ovykexpiobar alpar),

1 An almost contemporary instance (ebayyeNiforre 1 79s velkns adrod xal
wpokomijs) of the active verb is cited by Mitteis-Wilcken, i. 2. 29.
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The original reading ovyxex(e)pa{o)uévos (¢ 114 vt pesh Lucif.) was soon
assimilated (after éxelrous) into the accusative -ovs (pP ABC DKL M Pvg
boh syrhk etc, Chrys. Theod.-Mops. Aug.), and this led to the alteration of
Tols dxoboagw into 7&v drovodrrwy (D* 104. 1611. 2005 d syrtk!mg Lucif.),
or 7ols dxovofeiow (1912 vg Theod.-Mops.), or 7ois dxovovatr (1891). The
absence of any allusion elsewhere to the faithful minority (Caleb, Joshua)
tells decisively against ovyrexpaouévovs (“‘since they did not mix with the
believing hearers ) ; for the writer (see above) never takes them into account,
and, to make any sense, this reading implies them. How could the majority
be blamed for not associating with believing hearers when ex Aypothesi there
were none such ?

The writer now (vv.310) lays emphasis upon the reality of
the Rest. “ We have had this good news too as well as they,”
for (ydp) we believers do enter into God’s Rest; it is prepared
and open, it has been ready ever since the world began—épa
dmokeimerar caBBatiopds 1@ Nad Tod Oeod. Eivepydpefo is the
emphatic word in v.3: “ we do (we are sure to) enter,” the futuristic
present (“ingrediemur,” vg). When God excluded that unbe-
lieving generation from his Rest, he was already himself in his
Rest. The xardmavors was already in existence; the reason
why these men did not gain entrance was their own unbelief, not
any failure on God’s part to have the Rest ready. Long ago it
had been brought into being (this is the force of kairov in v.3),
for what prevents it from being realized is not that any &ya of
God require still to be done. Kardravos is the sequel to épya.
The creative épya leading up to this kardravois have been com-
pleted centuries ago; God enjoys his xardravets, and if his
People do not, the fault lies with themselves, with man’s disbelief.

Here, as in Ro 3%, there is a choice of reading between odv (8 A CM
1908 boh) and vdp (p®* B D K L P ¥ 6. 33 lat syr®™! eth Chrys. Lucif.
etc.); the colourless 3¢ (syrPesh arm) may be neglected. The context is de-
cisive in favour of 4dp. Probably the misinterpretation which produced odv
led to the change of eloepxducfa into eloepydpedal (A C 33. 69%: future in
vg sah boh Lucif.). The insertion of r4» (the first) may be due to the same
interpretation, but not necessarily ; p!* B D* om., but B omits the article
sometimes without cause (e.g. 7%%). The omission of e (p¥® D* 2. 330. 440.
623. 642. 1288. 1319. 1912) was due to the following el in elveXeboorrar.

Kaitor (with gen. absol., as OF. 898%) is equivalent here to
xairorye for which it is a 2./ in Ac 17% (A E, with ptc.). “Kalror,
ut antiquiores xaimep, passim cum participio iungunt scriptores
aetatis hellenisticae ” (Herwerden, Appendix Lexici Graec, 249).
KaraBolf is not a LXX term, but appears in Zp. Aristeas, i 29
and 2 Mac 2% (ms 6Ays xarafBolyjs=the entire edifice); in the
NT always, except He 111}, in the phrase 476 or mpd karaBolijs
k6o pov.

The writer then (v.*) quotes Gn 22, inserting 6 feds & (exactly
as Philo had done, de poster. Caini, 18), as a proof that the kard-

1 A similar error of A C in 63,
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mavows had originated immediately after the six days of creation.
In elpnxe wou the wou is another literary mannerism (as in Philo);
instead of quoting definitely he makes a vague allusion (cp. 26).
The psalm-threat is then (v.®) combined with it, and (v.%) the
deduction drawn, that the threat (v.7) implies a promise (though
not as if v.! meant, “lest anyone imagine he has come too late
for it”—an interpretation as old as Schoéttgen, and still advo-
cated, e.g., by Dods).

The title of the g2nd psalm, ‘‘for the sabbath-day,” was discussed
about the middle of the 2nd century by R. Jehuda and R. Nehemia; the
former interpreted it to mean the great Day of the world to come, which
was to be one perfect sabbath, but R. Nehemia’s rabbinical tradition pre-
ferred to make it the seventh day of creation on which God rested (see W.
Bacher's dgada der Tannaiten®, i. pp. 328-329). The author of the Epistle
of Barnabas (15) sees the fulfilment of Gn 22 in the millennium : ‘‘ he rested
on the seventh day’ means that *“when his Son arrives he will destroy the
time of the lawless one, and condemn the impious, and alter sun and moon
and stars ; then he will really rest on the seventh day,” and Christians cannot
enjoy their rest till then. Our author’s line is different—different even from
the Jewish interpretation in the Vifa Adae et Evae (li. 1), which makes the
seventh day symbolize ¢‘the resurrection and the rest of the age to come ; on
the seventh day the Lord rested from all his works.”

In v.7 perd Tooobrov xpdvov, like perd radra (v.8), denotes the
interval of centuries between the desert and the psalm of David,
for & Aaveid means ‘““in the psalter” (like é& "HAlg, Ro 112); the
gsth psalm is headed alves ¢8%s 7¢ Aaveid in the Greek bible,
but the writer throughout (3™) treats it as a direct, divine word.
Npoetpyrar (the author alluding to his previous quotation) is the
original text (p'* A CD* P 6. 33. 1611. 1908. 2004. 2005 lat
syr Chrys. Cyr. Lucif.); mpoeipnxev (B 256. 263. 436. 442. 999.
1739. 1837 arm sah boh Orig.) suggests that God or David
spoke these words before the oath (v.7 comes before v.11!), while
elpyrar (D° K L eth etc. Theophyl.) is simply a formula of
quotation. From the combination of Ps 9578 with Ps 951! and
Gn 22 (vv.37) the practical inference is now drawn (v.8:). Like
Sirach (4612 kpataws & mwolépows Tnaods Nawj . . . 8s éydvero
xatd 76 vopa adrol péyas éml cwrnple éxAextdv adrod), Philo (de
mutatione nominum, 21, "Inoois 8¢ [éppnmyederal] owrypla rupiov,
ews dvopa mis dplorys) had commented on the religious signifi-
cance of the name Joshua; but our author ignores this, and
even uses the name Tyoobs freely, since 'Inoods is never applied
by him to Christ before the incarnation (Aquila naturally avoids
*Inaobs and prefers Iwoova). The author of Ep. Barnabas plays
on the fact that “Joshua” and “Jesus” are the same names:
e\micare &ml Tov &v oapxl példovta bavepoifar duiv *Inooiv (69),
i.e. not on the “ Jesus” who led Israel into the land of rest, but
on the true, divine *Joshua.” Such, he declares, is the inner
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meaning of Is 2818 (8s éAnive ér alrov {foerar els tov aidva).
But the author of Ipos ‘EfBpalovs takes his own line, starting from
the transitive use of xaramadew (Jos 113 kipios 6 Geds Vpdv karé-
wavoey vpds kai Ewxev Vplv Ty yuv Tavtyy, etc.); not that he
reads subtle meanings into the transitive and intransitive usages
of karamwavew, like Philo. Nor does he philosophize upon the
relevance of xardwavows to God. Philo, in De Cherubim (26),
explains why Moses calls the sabbath (fppyprederar & dvdmavas)
the “sabbath of God” in Ex 2010 etc.; the only thing which
really rests is God—*rest (dvdmavAar) meaning not inactivity
in good (dwpafiay xalév)—for the cause of all things which is
active by nature never ceases doing what is best, but—an energy
devoid of laboriousness, devoid of suffering, and moving with
absolute ease.” The movement and changes of creation point
to labour, but “what is free from weakness, even though it
moves all things, will never cease to rest: dore olxeworérarov
pove 0ed 10 dvaradeafar” So in De Sacrif. Abelis et Caini, 8,
7OV ToooUTOV KGopov dvev wévwy mwdAas pev elpydlero, vuvi 8¢ xoi
elgael avvéxwv obdémore Afyer [cp. He 1° pépuv Te Ta wdvral, fed
vap 10 drdparoy dppmodidraror.  All such speculations are remote
from our author. He simply assumes (a) that God’s promise of
xardravats is spiritual ; it was not fulfilled, it was never meant
to be fulfilled, in the peaceful settlement of the Hebrew clans
in Canaan; (%) as a corollary of this, he assumes that it is
eschatological.

In v.? dpa, as in 128, Lk 118, Ac 1118 Ro 10!, is thrown to
the beginning by an unclassical turn (“miisste dem gebildeten
Hellenen hochgradig anstdssig erscheinen,” Radermacher, 20).
XaBBatiopds, apparently! a word coined by the writer, is a Sem-
itic-Greek compound. The use of caBBariouds for kardravas is
then (v.19) justified in language to which the closest parallel is
Apoc 1418, “Rest” throughout all this passage—and the writer
never refers to it again—is the blissful existence of God’s faithful
in the next world. As a contemporary apocalyptist put it, in
4 Es 852 “for you paradise is opened, the tree of life planted,
the future age prepared, abundance made ready, a City built, a
Rest appointed” (karéorafin?). In &wd 1dv idlwy, as in Bid Tod
i8{ov afpaTos (1312), iios is slightly emphatic owing to the context;
it is not quite equivalent to the possessive pronoun.

‘When Maximus of Tyre speaks of life as a long, arduous path to the goal
of bliss and perfection, he describes in semi-mystical language how tired
souls, longing for the land to which this straight and narrow and little-
frequented way leads, at length reach it and “‘rest from their labour”
(Dissert. xxiil. ).

1 The only classical instance is uncertain ; Bernadakis suspects it in the
text of Plutarch, de superstiz. 166 A.
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The lesson thus drawn from the reading of the OT passages
is pressed home (vv.!"18) with a skilful blend of encouragement
and warning.

W Vet us be eager then to ** enter that Rest,” in case anyone falls into the
same sort of disobedience. 2 For the Logos of God is a living thing, active
and more cutting than any sword with double edge, penetrating to the very
. division of soul and spirit, joints and marrow—scrutinising the very thoughts
and conceptions of the heart. ¥ And no created thing is hidden from him ;
all things lie open and exposed before the eyes of him with whom we have to
reckon (6 Néyos).

In v.1 the position of T, as, e.g., in Lk 1818, is due to “the
tendency which is to be noted early in Greek as well as in cognate
languages, to bring unemphasized (enclitic) pronouns as near to
the beginning of the sentence as possible” (Blass, § 473. 1).
For wminmrew év, cp. Epict. iil. 22. 48, wdre tudv eldéy pé mis . . .
é&v éxkMioer mepurimrovra. This Hellenistic equivalent for wimrew
eis goes back to earlier usage, e.g. Eurip. Herc. 1091, 1092,
& kMBov xal Ppevidy Tapdypare mémroxa dewd. In Hellenistic
Greek {wéberypa came to have the sense of mapddeyna, and is
used here loosely for “kind” or “sort”; take care of falling into
disobedience like that of which these marépes dudv yield such a
tragic example. The writer, with his fondness for periphrases of
this kind, writes é&v 18 adrd dmodelypatt Ths dwabeias, where & 13
avry) dreafelp would have served. In passing away from the text
about Rest, he drops this last warning reference to the classical
example of dreifleia in the far past of the People.

The connexion of thought in vv.!!f is suggested by what has
been already hinted in v.}, where the writer pled for anxiety, p7
more Soxjj Tis é§ vudv Jorepyxévar. He repeats va py . . . Tis

. . wéop, and enlarges upon what lies behind the term doxg.
Then, after the passage on the relentless scrutiny of the divine
Logos, he effects a transition to the direct thought of God (v.13),
with which the paragraph closes. Xmouddowper—we have to put
heart and soul into our religion, for we are in touch with a God
whom nothing escapes; {&v ydp x7A. (v.1%). The term {&v echoes
feds Lov in 312 (men do not disobey God with impunity), just as
xapdlas echoes kapdia wovnpa dmorias. God is swift to mark any
departure from his will in human thought—the thought  that
issues in action.

The personifying of the divine Néyos, in a passage which
described God in action, had already been attempted. In Wis
1815, for example, the plagues of Egypt are described as the effect
of God’s Adyos coming into play: & wavroSivapds cov Adyos dm’
obpavdy . . . &ios S&V ™y &vmrékpu'o:' émrayfy gov pépwyv. In
Wis 15, again, the ¢uddvfpuror mvelpa codia, which cannot
tolerate blasphemy, reacts against it: ot v vepav adrod (the
blasphemer) pdprvs 6 febs, xal iis xapdlas adrod émiokomos dAnbis,
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so that no muttering of rebellion is unmarked. Here the writer
poetically personifies the revelation of God for a moment. O
Adyos Tov feov is God speaking, and speaking in words which
are charged with doom and promise (3). The revelation, how-
ever, is broader than the scripture ; it includes the revelation of
God’s purpose in Jesus (1'%). The free application of & Adyos
(tod feod) in primitive Christianity is seen in 1 P 128 Ja p18f,
quite apart from the specific application of the term to the
person of Christ (Jn 11-18). Here it denotes the Christian gospel
declared authoritatively by men like the writer, an inspired
message which carries on the OT revelation of God’s promises
and threats, and which is vitally effective. No dead letter, this
Aéyos! The rhetorical outburst in vv.1% is a preacher’s equiva-
lent for the common idea that the sense of God’s all-seeing
scrutiny should deter men from evil-doing, as, e, in Plautus
(Captivz, ii. 2. 63, “est profecto dew’, qui quae nos gerimus
auditque et uidet”). This had been deepened by ethical writers
like Seneca (Zp. Ixxxiil. 1, *nihil deo clusum est, interest animis
nostris et cogitationibus mediis intervenit ), Epictetus (ii. 14. 171,
odx éort Aabelv adrov od povov wowotvra dAN odd¢ Siavooipevov 7
&vBvpovpevov), and the author of the Epistle of Aristeas (132-133 :
Moses teaches 61t pdvos 6 feds éore . . . kal ovfev adrov Aavfdver
TV éml yiis ywopévey m dvfpdrov xpvdivs . . . xdv éwonli Tis
xaxloy émrelelv, obx &v Adfoi, pi) 81t kal wpdfas, and 210 : the
characteristic note of piety is 76 diahapSdvew ot wdvra Siamavros &
Beds évepyel kal ywdoker, kai odfey &v Adfow dBukoy moujoas 3) xaxdv
¢pyacdpevos dvfpwros), as well as by apocalyptists like the author
of Baruch (83%: He will assuredly examine the secret thoughts
and that which is laid up.in the secret chambers of all the
members of man). But our author has one particular affinity.
Take Philo’s interpretation of SciAev adra péoa in Gn 1510
Scripture means, he explains (quzs rer. div. haeres, 26) that it
was God who divided them, ¢ -rop.zﬂ 6 cupmdvrov éavrod )\o'ym,
ds els ™ ofv'ra‘r’r]v aKOV’V]0€L§ akpny Suatpdy oddémore Mjye. Ta yip
alolyra wdvra émadav p.expl. -r«Bv drépwv kai )\eyo,u.e'vmv d,u.epd}v
Sefénlly, wdAw a7ro Tobtev Ta Adyw eewp*r]‘ra eLg dpvbijrovs kal
arepc'ypaqSovg ,u.o:.pas apxe‘ral. Sw.l.pew obros & ‘ro,u.evs. He returns
(in 48) to this analytic function of the Logos in God and man,
and in De mufatz'one nominum (18) speaks of frovnuévoy xal 8€bv
)\oyov, paoTebew kal dvalnrelv éxacta LKaVOV. Still, the Logos is
Touets as the principle of differentiation in the universe, rather
than as an ethical force ; and when Philo connects the latter with
6 Adyos, as he does in guoa’ deter. pot. 29, Cherub. 9, etc., & )\O'yos
is the human faculty of reason. Obviously, our author is using
Philonic Janguage rather than Philonic ideas.

*Evepys (for which B, by another blunder, has évapyis=



58 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS [IV. 13, 14.

Chrysostom (adrd ,u.e/\)xo,u.ev Sotvar edfivas Tdv mempayuévwr) on-
wards, and the papyri support the origin of the phrase as a com-
mercial metaphor; eg. OF. 11885 (o.D. 13) ds wpds ¢ ToD wepl
TOV a-yvon[@evrwv] {n[rn,u.aros] ea"oDl.evov] (sc‘ )\o-yov), and Hibeh
Papyrl, 53% (246 B.C.) mwepd odv doords ds wpds a¢ Tob Adyov
doopévov. (4) The alternative rendering, “with whom we have to
do,” has equal support in Gk. usage ; e.g. in the LXX phrase Adyos
pot Tpés o-e(I K24 2 K 95) and in ]Cf 177 (paxpdy eigy Zdwviuv,
kui Adyov ovk &ovow mpos dvfpwmov). The former idea is pre-
dominant, however, as the context suggests (cp. Ignat. ad Magn. 3,
76 8¢ Towodrov ob wpds adpra b Aéyos, GAAL wpos Oedv TOV T& Kplda
eidéra), and includes the latter. It is plainly the view of the
early anti-Marcionite treatise, which has been preserved among
the works of Ephraem Syrus (cp. Preuschen, Zeitschrift fiir die
neutest. Wissenschaft, 1911, pp. 243-269), where the passage is
quoted from a text like this: &s kai 6 Ilablos Aéyer, {dv & Aoyos
roﬁ Oeo? kal ‘rop.u')repos wép 1raa'av ,u.a.xanpav 8:.'0'1'0/1.01', SLTKvoﬁ/.Levov
,u.expL ,u.epw'p.ov wredparos Kol O'(J.pKOS, /.Lexpl. dppudv Te kai /.Lve)\wv,
KO.L KPLTLKOS CO'TLV €V0'UII."]O'€(DV l\aL €VVOL(UV Ka.pal.as Kﬂ.l. O'UK G(TTLV
xrigis dparns évdmiov adrod, dANG wdvra éupavy évdmov adTod, St
vyvproi kal Terpaxphiopévor éoutv & Tots oPpfalpols adrod Exaoros
Nudv Adyov adr@ dmwodiddvar. The rendering, “who is our subject,
of whom we are speaking” (wpés = with reference to, and #uiv 6
Agyos as in 511), is impossibly flat.

At this point the writer effects a transition to the main theme,
which is to occupy him till 1015, Z.e. Christ as dpxiepes. He begins,
however, by a practical appeal (vv.1#16) which catches up the
ideas of 21718 31,

BAs we have a great highpriest, then, who has passed through the heavens,
Jesus the Son of God, let us hold fast to our confession ; '® for ours is no bng
priest who is incapable (uh dvv. as in Q°) of sympathizing with our weaknesses,
butt one who has been tempted in every respect ltke ourselves (sc. wpds huds), yet
without sinning. 6 So let us approack the throne of grace with confidence
(nerd mappnoias, 38), that we may receive mercy and find grace to help us in
the hour of need.

Méyas is a favourite adJectlve for 4 apxl.cpeus in Philo,! but when
the wrlter adds, éovres olv dpxiepéa péyav SLG)\n)\vﬂora TovS
obpavois, he is developmg a thought of his own. The greatness
of Jesus as dpxtepevs consists in hlS access to God not through
any material veil, but through the upper heavens; he has pene-
trated to the very throne of God, in virtue of his perfect self-
sacrifice. This idea is not elaborated till later (cp. 619 ¢24%), in
the sacerdotal sense. But it has been already mentioned in 29 19,
where Jesus the Son of God saves men by his entrance into the
full divine glory. Kpardper here as in 618 with the genitive

16 uév 0% uéyas dpxiepeds (de Somn. i. 38), even of the Logos.
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(Sporoyuds, see 31); in Paul it takes the accusative. The writer
now (v.15) reiterates the truth of 21%; the exalted Jesus is well
able to sympathize with weak men on earth, since he has shared
their experience of temptation. It is put negatively, then posi-
tively. Yupmabfoar is used of Jesus! as in Acta Pauli et Theclae,
17 (s pdvos owerdfnoer Thavopdve rkéouw); see below, on 103,
Origen (in Matt. xiil. 2) quotes a saying of Jesus: id Tols dofev-
obvras folévovy kal B8id Tovs wewvdvras émelvwy kai Sia Tovs SudvTas
80wy, the first part of which may go back to Mt 817 (aidros tas
dobevelas afev); cp. also Mt 253, Philo uses the term even
of the Mosaic law (de spec. leg. 1i. 13, @ 8¢ dwdpws Exovrt ouve-
wafnoe), but here it is more than “to be considerate.” The aid
afforded by Jesus as dpxiepevs is far more than official; it is
inspired by fellow-feeling rais dofevelars fpav. * Verius sentiunt
qui simul cum externis aerumnis comprehendunt animi affectus,
quales sunt metus, tristitia, horror mortis, et similes” (Calvin).
These doféveiar are the sources of temptation. "H gapé dofevis,
as Jesus had said to his disciples, warning them against tempta-
tion. Jesus was tempted kara wdvra (21718) kaf’ Spobrra (a
psychological Stoic term; the phrase occurs in OF. ix. 1202%
and BG U. 1028, in second-century inscriptions) xwpts dpaprias,
without yielding to sin. Which is a real ground for encourage-
ment, for the best help is that afforded by those who have stood
where we slip and faced the onset of temptation without yielding
to it. The special reference is to temptations leading to apostasy
or disobedience to the will of God. It is true that xwpis dpeaprias
does exclude some temptations. Strictly speaking, xarsa wdvra is
modified by this restriction, since a number of our worst tempta-
tions arise out of sin previously committed. But this is not in
the writer's mind at all. He is too eager, to enter into any
psychological analysis.

Philo deduces from Lv 43 (uévov odx dvrikpus dvadiddoxwy, 8Tt 6 mpos
dNHferav dpxtepeds kal uh Yevddwupos duéroyos duaprnpdrwy éoriv) that the
ideal highpriest is practically sinless (de Victimaes, 10) ; but this is a thought with
which he wistfully toys, and the idea of the Logos as unstained by contact with
the material universe is very different from this conception of Jesus as actually
tempted and scatheless. Nor would the transference of the idea of messiah as
sinless account for our writer’s view. To him and his readers Jesus is sinless,
not in virtue of a divine prerogative, but as the result of a real human experience
which proved successful in the field of temptation.

Hence (v.1%) wpooepydipeda olv petd wappnoins. Philo (guds rer.
div, haeres, 2) makes wappnoia the reward of a good conscience,
which enables a loyal servant of God to approach him frankly.

1Of God in 4 Mac §% kard ¢plow fuiv gupradel vouoferdv 6 Tol kTloTys,
but in the weaker sense of consideration. [t is curious that 4 Mac., like
Hebrews, uses the word twice, once of God and once of men (cp. 4 Mac 13%
olirws 6% Toivuy kabeorykvias Tis phaderglas cuuTabodoys).
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But here (cp. ZRE. ii. 786) mappyoia is not freedom of utterance
so much as resolute confidence (cp. on 3%). Our writer certainly
includes prayer in this conception of approaching God, but it is
prayer as the outcome of faith and hope. Seneca bids Lucilius
pray boldly to God, if his prayers are for soundness of soul and
body, not for any selfish and material end: ‘“audacter deum
roga ; nihil illum de alieno rogaturus es” (Ep. x. 4). But even
this is not the meaning of mappyoia here. The Roman argues
that a man can only pray aloud and confidently if his desires are
such as he is not ashamed to have others hear, whereas the
majority of people “whisper basest of prayers to God.” Our
author does not mean * palam ” by mappyoia.

Our approach (wpocepydpefa: the verb in the sense of
applying to a court or authority, e.g. in O2. 11198 wpoaiAfopey
) xpariory Bovdy, BGU. 1022) is 1 Opovd Tis xdpiros, for grace
is now enthroned (see 2%%). For the phrase see Is 165 8iopfwbij-
oerar per éhéovs fpdves. Our author (cp. Introd. p. xlvii), like
those who shared the faith of apocalyptic as well as of rabbinic
piety, regarded heaven as God’s royal presence and also as the
axkqvy) where he was worshipped, an idea which dated from Is
6'% and Ps 29 (cp. Mechilta on Ex 1517), though he only alludes
incidentalily (1222) to the worship of God by the host of angels
in the upper sanctuary. He is far from the pathetic cry of
Azariah (Dn 38): dx &orwv &v 7@ xaipd TovTe . . . 0¥0e TdwOS TOD
koprdoar évdmiov gov xai edpelv eos. He rather shares Philo’s
feeling (de Exsecrat. g) that ol dvacelopévor can rely upon the
compassionate character of God (évi pev émeweia xai xpnordryre
101 Tapakedovuévov cuyyvduny mpd Tyuwpias det Tifévros), though
he regards this mercy as conditioned by the sacrifice of Jesus.
The twofold object of the approach is (@) AapBdvew &\eos, which
is used for the passive of éAed (which is rare), and (8) xdpw
edploew x)., an echo of the LXX phrase (¢.g. Gn 68) edpioxew
xdpw évavriov kvplov (tob feot). In the writer’s text (A) of the
LXX, Prov 8!7 ran of 8¢ éue {yrodvres edprjoovar xdpuv.l Eils
elxaipor Bovferav recalls tots wepalopévors Bonbijoar in 218; it
signifies * for assistance in the hour of need.” Eoxaios means
literally “seasonable,” as in Ps 104% (Sotvar v Tpodyy adrois
ekatpov), “‘fitting” or “opportune” (Ep. Aristeas, 203, 236).
The “sympathy” of Jesus is shown by practical aid to the
tempted, which is suitable to their situation, suitable above all
because it is timely (efxatpov being almost equivalent to év xatpd

1 Aristotle argues that ydpis or benevolence must be spontaneous and
disinterested ; also, that its value is enhanced by necessitous circumstances
(Eorw 8% xdpts, kal fv 0 Exwv NMyerar xdpww dmovpyely deopévy ph dvri Twos,
und a 7o abT@ T Vwoupyolvre AN W éxelvp Tu peyddn § By § cpddpa
Seopévy, A peydhwy kal xakewdv, ) év xaipols Towovrols, § pbvos % wplros 9
wdhiora, Rhet, ii. 7. 2).
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xpetas, Sir 8%), Philo (de sacrificantibus, 10) shows how God, for all
his greatness, cherishes compassion (é\eov xai olkrov AapBdve. Tév &
évdelars aropwrdrwy) for needy folk, especially for poor proselytes,
who, in their devotion to him, are rewarded by his help (kapmdv
ebpdpevor Tis éml Tov Oedv kataduyis Tiv dm adrod Bonfear). But
the best illustration of the phrase is in Aristides, Eis rov Sdpamw
50: o yap 8y mwis 7is & mavti katpd Bonbov kakel, Sdpamt.

How widely even good cursives may be found supporting a wrong reading
is shown by the evidence for mpogepxbuefa : 6. 38. 88. 104. 177. 206*. 241.
255. 263. 337. 378. 383. 440. 462. 467. 487. 489. 623. 635. 639. 642. 915.
919. 920. 927. 1149. 1245. 1288. 1518. 1836. 1852. 1872. 1891. 2004. For
&\eos (the Hellenistic neuter, cp. Cronert’s Memoria Graeca Herculanensis,
1761), the Attic E\eov (¥heos, masc.) is substituted by L and a few minuscules
(Chrys. Theodoret). B om. efipwuer.

He now (5119 for the first time begins to explain the qualifi-
cations of the true dpytepets.

{(a) First, he must be humane as well as human :

L Every highpriest who is selected from men and appointed to act on behalf
of men in things divine, offering gifts and sacrifices for sin, % can deal gently
with those who err through ignorance, since he himself is beset with weakness—
3 which obliges kim lo present offerings for his own sins as well as for those of
* the People.

(&) Second, he must not be self-appointed.

4 Also, it is an office whick no one elects to take for himself ; ke is called to
it by God, just as Aaron was.

The writer now proceeds to apply these two conditions to Jesus, but he
takes them in reverse order, beginning with ().

8 Similarly Christ was not radsed lo the glory of the priesthood by himself,
but by Him who declared to him, :

“ Thou art my son,
to-day have I become thy father.”

8 Just as elsewhere (év érépw, sc. Témy) ke says,

““ Thou art a priest for ever, with the rank of Melchizedeb.”

He then goes back to (a): .

7 In the days of kis flesh, with bitter cries and tears, ke offered prayers
and supplications to Him who was able to save him from death ; and he was
heard, because of his godly fear. ® Thus, Son though ke was, ke learned by
(8¢ @v=2dmd Tovrwy &) all ke suffered how to obey, ° and by being thus perfected
he became the source of eternal salvation for all who obey him, ° being desig-
nated by God kighpriest ‘ with the rank of Melchizedek.”

Nas yap dpxrepsis (dealing only with Hebrew highpriests,
and only with what is said of them in the LXX) é avfpdmov
NopBorépevos (Nu 8% AdfBe Tols Aevelras ék péoov vidw "lopaif))
kabiorarar—passive, in the light of 7% (6 vépos yap dvfpdmovs
kafioTnow dpxiepels éxovras dobévear) and of the Philonic usage
(e.g. de vit. Mosis, ii. 11, 76 péXdovre dpxiepel kabioraahar). The
middle may indeed be used transitively, as, e.g., in Eurip. Suppitc.
522 (wéhepov 8¢ TolTov 0Bk éyd kabiorapw), and is so taken here
by some (eg. Calvin, Kypke). But ra mpés tév Bedv is an
adverbial accusative as in 217, not the object of xkaficrarat in an
active sense. In Swpd te xai Oualas, here as in 8% and g¥ the
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writer goes back to the LXX (A) rendering of 1 K 8% (kai 75
8dpov kai Tas Guoias). The phrase recurs in Ep. Aristeas, 234 (ob
dwpois obdt Guaiois), and is a generic term for sacrifices or offer-
ings, without any distinction. The early omission of re¢ (B DP
K Lat boh pesh) was due to the idea that fuvaias should be
closely connected with dpapridy (* ut offerat dona, et sacrificia pro
peccatis,” vg). Instead of writing eis 76 wpoadépew, our author
departs from his favourite construction of eis with the infinitive
and writes Iva wpoodépy, in order to introduce perpromwabeiv
Suvdpevos. This, although a participial clause, contains the lead-
ing idea of the sentence. The dpyiepeds is able to deal gently
with the erring People whom he represents, since he shares
their dofévera, their common infirmity or liability to temptation.
MeTpromafety in v.2 is a term coined by ethical philosophy.
It is used by Philo to describe the mean between extravagant
grief and stoic apathy, in the case of Abraham’s sorrow for the
death of his wife (76 8¢ péoov 7pd Tév dxpwr éXdpevor perproraleiv,
De Abrak. 44) ; so Plutarch (Consol. ad Apoll. 22) speaks of tis
katd ¢low & Towvrors uerpomalbelas. But here it denotes
gentleness and forbearance, the moderation of anger in a person
who is provoked and indignant—as in Plut. de Cokib. ira, 10,
dvaorijoar 8¢ kal odoat, kol deicachar kai xoprepiioar, mpadryrds
éor kal gvyyvéouns kol perprorafeias. Josephus (Ant xii. 3. 2)
praises this quality in Vespasian and Titus (uerprorafnodvrov),
who acted magnanimously and generously towards the unruly
Jews; Dionysius Halicarnassus accuses Marcius (4z7. 8. 529)
of lacking 76 ebdidAAaxtov kal perpiomalés, &mére 80 Spyfs TG
ye'vorro. And so on. The term is allied to wpadrys. The sins
of others are apt to irritate us, either because they are repeated
or because they are flagrant; they excite emotions of disgust,
impatience, and exasperation, and tempt us to be hard and harsh
(Gal 6!). The thought of excess here is excessive severity rather
than excessive leniency. The objects of this perpiomabeiv are
Tols dyvoodouy kal Thavwpévoss, Z.¢., people who sin through yield-
ing to the weaknesses of human nature. For such offenders
alone the péacula of atonement-day (which the writer has in mind)
availed. Those who sinned éxovoiws (10%), not drovoiws, were
without the pale; for such presumptuous sins, which our writer
regards specially under the category of deliberate apostasy (312
10%), there is no pardon possible. The phrase here is practi-
cally a hendiadys, for 7ots é¢ dyvoias mAavwpévois: the People err
through their &yvota. Thus é&yveélv becomes an equivalent for
dpaprdvery (Sir 23? etc.), just as the noun dyvépua comes to
imply sin (cp. o7 and Jth 520 € pév éorw dyvénpa & 73 Aag Tobre
xoi duaprdvovort €is Tov fedv m’::rt?w, with Tebt. Pap. 124* (118 B.C.)
and g3—a proclamation by king Euergetes and queen Cleopatra
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declaring “an amnesty to all their subjects for all errors, crimes,”
etc., except wilful murder and sacrilege). In the Martyr. Pauli,
4, the apostle addresses his pagan audience as dvdpes of Svres é&v
11 dyvwoia kai T TAdvy TavTy.

(a) Strictly speaking, only such sins could be pardoned (Lv 4% 5% %,
Nu 1529 Dt 17'%) as were unintentional. Wilful sins were not covered by
the ordmary ritual of sacrifice (10%, cp. Nu 12Y).

() The term wepixeipar only occurs in the LXX in Ep. Jer. 23. 57 and
in 4 Mac 12% (18 Oeopd mepikeipevor), and in both places in its literal sense
(Symm. Is 611%), asin Ac28%. But Seneca says of the body, “hoc quoque
natura ut quemdam vestem animo circumdedit ” (Zpss¢. 92), and the meta-
phorical sense is as old as Theocritus (23" ¢ ¢eiiye & damd xpos UBpw Tds
dpydls wepikelpevos).

The épyepels, therefore (v.8), requires to offer sacrifice for
his own sins as well as for those of the People, xafbs wepi 100
\aol ofTw xal wepl éavrol. This twofold sacrifice is recognized
by Philo (de vit. Mosis, ii. 1), who notes that the holder of the
iepwoivy must émi Telelois lepols beseech God for blessing
avr@ Te kal Tis dpyopévars. The regulations for atonement-day
(Lv 16%17) provided that the dpytepevs sacrificed for himselfl and
his household as well as for the People (kai mpoodéet *Aapov Tov
pboxov Tov wepl tijs dpaprias adrob kai éfildoerar mepl aidTod Kai
700 olkov adTob . . . kal wepl wATYs cvvaywyds vidy Topafd). But
our author now turns from the idea of the solidarity between
priest and People to the idea of the priest’s commission from
God. Ty mpiv (in v.4) means position or office, as often, eg.
émirpomos AapBdve Tadry Ty TL,U.?’]V (t'e of Supervising the house-
hold slaves), Arist. Pol 1. 7 ﬂ,u.as y&p )\eyo,u.ev evat TGS apxaq, ib.
ill, 10, mepi 7OV dpxepéov whs T Tplavro kal Tlow EeaTt THS TS
Tadrys peradapBdvew, Joseph. Anf. xx. 10, 1. "ANN& (sc. Aap-
Bdver) xalolpevos, but takes it when (or, as) he is called. The
terseness of the phrase led to the alteration (C® L) of dAAd into
6NN’ 6 (as in v.5). KaBdomep xal "Aapdv. In Josephus (Azz. iii.
8. 1), Moses tells the Israelites, viv & adrds 6 Geos *Aapdva Tijs
Twpds TavTys dfwov Ekpive kal TobTov PpyTa iepéa.

wepl (before & np.np-rl.mv in v.?) has been changed to #rep fn C* D° K L ete,
(conformmg to 5!). There is no difference in meaning (cp. wepi, Mt 26%=

Urep, Mk. and Lk.), for mepi (see 105 % 18 0 131} has taken over the sense

of tirep.
Yor kafdomep (%* A BD* 33)inv.y, ® D°K L P ¥ 6. 1288, 1739 read
the more obvious xafdmrep (C? syrhkl Chrys Cyr. Alex. Procopius: xafds).

In v.% oby éavrdv édéfager, while the term 8dfa was specially
applicable to the highpriestly office (cf. 2 Mac 147 fev dpeAd-
pevos Ty mwpoyovikiy d6av, Aéyw oy Ty dpyepwoivyy), the phrase
is quite general, as in the parallel Jn 8% The following yewn-
ffvar is an epexegetic infinitive, which recurs in the Lucan
writings (Lk 1% 72, Ac 1519) and in the earlier Psalter of Solo-
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mon (22810 etc.). After AN we must supply some words like
abrdv éddEager.

The argument runs thus: We have a great &pxuepeds, Jesus
the Son of God (4), and it is as he is Son that he carries out
the vocation of dpxepeds. There is something vital, for the
writer's mind, in the connexion of dpxiepeds and Yids. Hence he
quotes (v.?) his favourite text from Ps 27 before the more apposite
one (in v.%) from Ps 1104 implying that the position of divine
Son carried with it, in some sense, the rble of dpxtepeds. This
had been already suggested in 1283 where the activities of the
Son include the purification of men from their sins. Here the
second quotation only mentions iepeds, it is true; but the writer
drew no sharp distinction between iepeds and dpxiepeds. In
katd s TéEw Mehxioedéx, Tdfis for the writer, as 7% proves
(kard Ty dpowdryra Medxioedé), has a general meaning ;! Jesus
has the rank of a Melchizedek, he is a priest of the Melchizedek
sort or order, though in the strict sense of the term there was no
rafis or succession of Melchizedek priests.

Tdfes in the papyri is often a list or register ; in OP. 1266* (A.D. 98)
év Tdfet means ‘‘in the class” (of people). It had acquired a sacerdotal
nuance, e.g. Michel 735%% (the regulations of Antiochus 1.), doris Te d»

Sorépwr xpdvwr TdEww NdPBy Tabryy, and occasionally denoted a post or office
(e.g. Tebt. P 2978, A.D. 123).

*0s «xtA. Some editors (eg. A. B. Davidson, Liinemann,
Peake, Hollmann) take vv.”10 as a further proof of (). But
the writer is here casting back to (), not hinting that the
trying experiences of Jesus on earth proved that his vocation was
not self-sought, but using these to illustrate the thoroughness
with which he had identified himself with men. He does this,
although the parallel naturally broke down at one point. Indeed
his conception of Christ was too large for the categories he had
been employing, and this accounts for the tone and language of
the passage. (a) Jesus being xwpls dpaprias did not require to
offer any sacrifices on his own behalf; and (&) the case of
Melchizedek offered no suggestion of suffering as a vital element
in the vocation of an dpxiepevs. As for the former point, while
the writer uses mpogeréyxas in speaking of the prayers of Jesus,
this is at most a subconscious echo of wpoadéper in vv.1-8 ; there
is no equivalent in Jesus to the sacrifice offered by the OT
dpyeepevs, mepl éavrod . . . wept dpapridv. The writer starts with
his parallel, for é& 7als fuépass Tiis oapxds adrol corresponds to
mepixeirar dofévewav (v.2); but instead of developing the idea of
sympathy in an official (;Lerpw'rr.aeefv S}JVO’.,ILEVOS x7A.), he passes to
the deeper idea that Jesus qualified himself by a moral discipline

1As in 2 Mac 9% émwaroNp &xovoav ikeryplas rdéw, Ep. Arist. 69,
kpymidos &govaa TAEw.
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to be épxuepels in a pre-eminent sense. He mentions the prayers
and tears of Jesus here, as the faith of Jesus in 2!%¢, for the
express purpose of showing how truly he shared the lot of man
on earth, using 3efjoets Te kai ikernpias, a phrase which the writer
may have found in his text (A) of Jb 4022 @7 Sefjoes kal ikernplas,
but which was classical (eg. Isokrates, de Pace, 46, moAras
ikeryplas kai derjoets Torovpevo). ‘Ikernpla had become an equiva-
lent for ixeaia, which is actually the reading here in 1 (Sefjoes e
xkal ikeaios). The phrase recurs in a Ptolemaic papyrus (Brunet
de Presle et E. Egger's Papyrus Grecs du Musée du Louvre, 27%%),
xalpew ge 4€d perd Sajoews kal ikerelas, though in a weakened
sense. The addition of perd xpavyfis (here a cry of anguish)
ioxupds kai Sakpiwy may be a touch of pathos, due to his own
imagination,! or suggested by the phraseology of the 22nd psalm,
which was a messianic prediction for him (cp. above, 21%) as for
the early church; the words of v.3 in that psalm would hardly
suit (kexpdopat fuépas wpds o¢ kel odk elgaxovoy), but phrases
like that of v.6 (wpds o¢ éxékpafay kal éowbyoav) and v.% (&v 7o
Kxexpayéval pe wpos abrov émijkovoév pov) might have been in his
mind. Tears were added before long to the Lucan account of
the passion, at 22% (Epiph. dncor. 31, dAA& * kai éxhavoey ” xeltas
&v 73 kard Aovkdv edayyedip év Tois d8iopfdrols dvriypdeois). It
is one of the passages which prove how deeply the writer was
impressed by the historical Jesus ; the intense faith and courage
and pitifulness of Jesus must have deeply moved his mind. He
seeks to bring out the full significance of this for the saving
work of Jesus as Son. His methods of proof may be remote and
artificial, to our taste, but the religious interest which prompted
them is fundamental. No theoretical reflection on the qualifica-
tion of priests or upon the dogma of messiah’s sinlessness could
have produced such passages as this.

Later Rabbinic piety laid stress on tears, ¢.g. in Sohar Exod. fol. 5. 19,
‘“ Rabbi Jehuda said, all things of this world depend on penitence and
prayers, which men offer to God (Blessed be He!), especially if one sheds
tears along with his prayers”; and in Synopsis Sohar, p. 33, n. 2, *“ There
are three kinds of prayers, entreaty, crying, and tears. Entreaty is offered
in a quiet voice, crying with a raised voice, but tears are higher than all.”

In éwé Tijs edhaPeias, the sense of edAaBela in 1228 and of
ebhafeiofar in 117 shows that dmé here means “on account of”
(as is common in Hellenistic Greek), and that dxo T4s edhafelas
must be taken, as the Greek fathers took it, “on account of his
reverent fear of God,” pro sua reverentia (vg), “because he had

! Like that of Hos 12%, where tears are added to the primitive story (Gn
32%) of Jacob’s prayer (évicxvoev perd dyyéhov xal Hovvdefy” Exhavoar xal
ddenfnady pwov). In 2 Mac 11% the Maccabean army uerd 88upuly xal Saxpiwy
Iérevoy Tov xipiov.

5
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God in reverence” (Tyndale; “in honoure,” Coverdale). The
writer is thinking of the moving tradition about Jesus in Geth-
semane, which 1s now preserved in the synoptic gospels, where
Jesus entreats God to be spared death: *ABBa & warip, wdvra
Suvard cou wapéveyke T0 worjpioy dm’ épod Totro (Mk 14%). This
repeated supplication corresponds to the “ bitter tears and cries.”
Then Jesus adds, dAX’ od 7{ éyd GéAw, dAA& 7{ o, This is his
e?AdBewa, the godly fear which leaves everything to the will of
God. Such is the discipline which issues in dwaxoy. Compare
Ps. Sol 68 kal «iptos eloirovoe mpooevyyy mavrds év $oBw feod.

(a) The alternative sense of ‘‘fear” appears as early as the Old Latin
version (d=exauditus a metu). This meaning of e’AafBela (Beza: ‘‘liberatus
ex metu ”) occurs in Joseph. 4z, xi. 6. 9, etAaBelas adriy (Esther) dmoXdwr.
Indeed evAaBeia (cp. Anz, 359) and its verb edAaBeirfar are common in this
sense ; cp. e.g. 2 Mac 8% uy karamhayfrac Tols Seoplors undé edhafeicfar
™ . . . wohumAnfelar: Sir 413 uh edhafob kpipa Savdrov: Wis 178 obro
karayéhagTov ebhdfBewr évéoovw. But here the deeper, religious sense is more
relevant to the context. ‘‘In any case the answer consisted . . . in courage
given to face death. . . . The point to be emphasized is, not so much that
the prayer of Jesus was heard, as that it needed to be heard” (A. B. Bruce,
p. 186).

(8) Some (e.g. Linden in Studien und Kritiken, 1860, 753f., and Blass,
§ 211) take dd THs ePhaBelas with what follows ; this was the interpretation of
the Peshitto (‘“and, although he was a son, he learned obedience from fear
and the sufferings which he bore”). But the separation of d7d 7#s edAaBelas
from d¢’ &» and the necessity of introducing a xai before the latter phrase
point to the artificiality of this construction.

In v.% kaimep &v vids (xaimep being used with a participle as
in 9% 1217) means, “Son though he was,” not “son though he
was.” The writer knows that painful discipline is to be expected
by all who are sons of God the Father; he points out, in 12,
that every son, because he is a son, has to suffer. Here the
remarkable thing is that Jesus had to suffer, not because but
although he was viés, which shows that Jesus is Son in a unique
sense; as applied to Jesus viés means something special. As
divine vids in the sense of 1'f, it might have been expected that
he would be exempt from such a discipline. °Og . .. &uafev

. Umaxoiy is the main thread of the sentence, but xaimep @v
vids attaches itself to &uafev x7A. rather than to the preceding
participles wpooevéykas and elgakousbeis (Chrys. Theophyl.).
With a daring stroke the author adds, &uafev & dv EZmabe v
dwaxofly. The paronomasia goes back to a common Greek
phrase which is as old as Aeschylus (4gam. 177f.), who de-
scribes Zeus as tov wdbe. pdfos Oévra kvpiws éyew, and tells how
(W. Headlam)—

“The heart in time of sleep renews
Aching remembrance of her bruise,
And chastening wisdom enters wills that most refuse ”—
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which, the poet adds, is a sort of xdpis Blatos from the gods.
This moral doctrine, that wdfos brings udfos, is echoed by
Pindar (Lsthm. i. 40, 6 womjoais 8¢ véw kai wpopdfeiay ¢e’pet) and
other writers, notably by Philo (de vit. Mos. iii. 38, Tovrovs od
)\oyos dAN’ epya. madever Tafdvres emovrat 70 c,u.ov dyevdis, émel
pabovres odx éyvooay : de spec. leg. iil. 6, W' é Tod walbeiv pdby
kA : de somn. ii. 15, & wabov dxpfds épalfev, 6T 10D feod (Gn
5019) éorw). But in the Greek authors and in Philo it is almost
invariably applied to “the thoughtless or stupid, and to open and
deliberate offenders” (Abbott, Diat. 3208a), to people who can
only be taught by suffering. Our writer ventures,.therefore, to
apply to the sinless Jesus an idea which mainly referred to young
or wilful or undisciplined natures. The term éwaxof only occurs
once in the LXX, at 2 S 225 (xai imwakoi} gov émhijfuvéy pe, A),
where it translates M. The general idea corresponds to that

of 10%9 below, where ]esus enters the world submissively to do
the will of God, a vocation which involved suffering and self-
sacrifice. But the closest parallel is the argument of Paul in Ph
268, that Jesus, born in human form, érareivwoer éavrov yevduevos
tmixoos (sc. 7§ Oed) péxpt favdrov, and the conception of the
Yraxer) of Jesus (Ro 515 1) in contrast to the mapaxos} of Adam.
What our writer means to bring out here, as in 21 is the
practical initiation of Jesus into his vocation for God and men.
“Wherever there is a vocation, growth and process are inevi-
table. . . . Personal relations are of necessity relations into which
one grows ; the relation can be fully and practically constituted
only in the practical exercise of the calling in which it is involved.
So it was with Christ. He had, so to speak, to work Himself
into His place in the plan of salvation, to go down among the
brethren whom He was to lead to glory and fully to identify
Himself with them, not of course by sharing their individual
vocation, but in the practice of obedience in the far harder
vocation given to Him. That obedience had to be learned, not
because His will was not at every moment perfect . .. but
simply because it was a concrete, many-sided obedience” (W.
Robertson Smith, Expositor?, ii. pp. 425, 426). Tehewwbels in v.?
recalls and expands the remark of 219, that God * perfected”
Jesus by suffering as 7ov dpxnydv Tijs cwryplas alrév, and the
argument of 21718 The writer avoids the technical Stoic terms
mpoxdmrrewv and wpokom). He prefers reheotv and relelwots, not
on account of their associations with the sacerdotal consecration
of the OT ritual, but in order to suggest the moral ripening
which enabled Jesus to offer a perfect self-sacrifice, and also
perhaps with a side-allusion here to the death-association of
these terms,
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Philo (de Abrak. 11) observes that nature, instruction, and practice are the
three things essential mpds Tehewdryra 7ol Biol, ofre yip Sudackariar dvev
Ploews § dorjoews Tehewdijval duvardy ofre dbaus émi wépas éoTly éNlelv Ixav
dixa Tol palbeiv.

Altios owmnplas was a common Greek phrase. Thus Philo
speaks of the brazen serpent as airios cwmplas yevopevos ravreovs
_ 7ols Oeacapévos (de Agric. 22), Aeschines (iz Clesiph. 57) has
s pv cwryplay T wéAer Tods feods alriovs yeyerijpevovs, and in
the de Mundo, 3986, the writer declares that 1t is fitting for God
aitov Te ylveobar Tols émi Tis yis cetyplas. Zwrnpla alwrlos is
a LXX phrase (Is 45!7), but not in the sense intended here
(cp. 2%). The collocation of Jesus learning how to obey God
and of thus proving a saviour Tois dmwakodouows adrd is remarkable.
At first sight there is a clue to the sense in Philo, who declares
that “the man who is morally earnest,” receiving God’s kingdom,
“does not prove a source of evil to anyone (airios yiverai), but
proves a source of the acquisition and use of good things for all
who obey him ” (wdou tots dmykéos, de Abrak. 45). This refers
to Abraham, but to the incident of Gn 235 not to that of
Melchizedek ; Philo is spiritualizing the idea of the good man as
king, and the $myxdo are the members of his household under
his authority. The parallel is merely verbal. Here by wéow
Tois Gmwakobouow adrd the writer means of moredoavres (43), but
with a special reference to their loyalty to Christ. Disobedience
to Christ or to God (3'® 45 1) 1s the practical expression of
disbelief. It is a refusal to take Christ for what he is, as God’s
appointed dpxtepeds. The writer then adds (v.1%) mpooayopeubeis
6md Tob Oeol dpxiepels katd@ THv Tdfw Mehyxioedéx, in order to
explain how, thus commissioned, he brought the cwrgpla alwvios.
The paragraph is thus rounded off, like that of vv.5-6, with a
reference to the Melchizedek priesthood, which the writer regards
as of profound importance, and to which he now proposes to
advance. Though mpooayopeiw is not used in this sense (“hail,”
“designate”) in the LXX, the usage is common in Hellenistic
writings like 2 Maccabees (1% 47 10%) and Josephus (e.g. «
Apion. i. 311). But the Melchizedek type of priesthood is not
discussed till 620 7%, The “interlude between 51° and 620 is
devoted to a stirring exhortation ; for this interpretation of the
Son as priest is a piece of yv@ois which can only be imparted
to those who have mastered the elementary truths of the Chris-
tian religion, and the writer feels and fears that his readers are
still so immature that they may be unable or unwilling to grasp
the higher and fuller teaching about Christ. The admonition
has three movements of thought, 5l1-1¢ 618 and 6819,

1L O this point I (huiv, plm.'a.! of authorship, as 2%) Zave a great deal to say,
which it is hard to make intelligible to you. For (kal ydp=etenim) you have
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grown dull of hearing. 3 Though by this time you should be teacking other
people, you still need someone to teack you once more the rudimentary prin-
ciples of the divine revelation. You are in need of milk, not- of solid food.
8 (For anyone who is fed one milk is unskilled in moral truth ; he is' a mere
babe. W Whereas solid food is for the mature, for those who have their
Jaculties trained by exercise to distinguish good and evil.) 6! Let us pass on
then to what is mature, leaving elementary Christian doctrine bekind, instead
of laying the foundation over again with repentance from dead works, with
Jaith in God, ® wita instruction abou! ablutions and the laying on of hands,
about the resurrection of the dead and eternal punishment. Witk God’s
permission we will take this step.

Mept b (7.e. on dpxrepeds kara Ty 1dfw M.) wokds k7, (v.11).
The entire paragraph (vv.11'14) is full of ideas and terms current
in the ethical and especially the Stoic philosophy of the day.
Thus, to begin with, wo)ds (se. &r7i) & Néyos is a common literary
phrase for ‘there is much to say”; e.g. Dion. Hal. ad Amm.
1. 3, moAds ydp 6 wepl abrdv Adyos, and Lysias in Pancleonem, 11,
8oa p&v odv airdfe éppiifly, modds &v ey por Adyos enpyeiofar.
TloAvs and dvoepuijvevtos are separated, as elsewhere adjectives
are (e.g. 2'). For the general sense of Buoeppiveuros Néyew, see
Philo, de migrat. Abrak. 18, s 16 p&v dAAa pakporépwv 7 kard
Tov Tapdvta katpdv Seirar Adywv xal Swepberéov, and Dion. Halic,
de Comp. viii. mept Gv kal wodds & Aéyos xai Babeta ) fewpla.
Avoepprvevros occurs in an obscure and interpolated passage of
Philo’s de Somniis (i. 32, dAéxry Tive kal Svoepunveiry Bég), and
Artemidorus ( Onerrocr. iil. 67, ol dvepor . . . mowiAow kal woAlots
Suaepurvevror) uses it of dreams.. *Ewel x7A. (explaining Svoeppr-
vevror) for the fault lies with you, not with the subject. NwBpés
only occurs once in the LXX, and not in this sense (Pr 222
davdpdai volpo's, tr. JYN); even in Sir 4% 1112 it means no more
than slack or backward (as below in 61%). It is a common
Greek ethical term for sluggishness, used with the accusative or
the (locative) dative. With dkoy it denotes dulness. The literal
sense occurs in Heliodorus (v. 10: éyd udv odv 7oouny . . .
rdxe pév mov kol & HAwdlay vewlbporepos bv v dkofy' véoos yip
dAAwv Te kal Grév 1O yijpas), and the metaphorical sense of dxoal
is illustrated by Philo’s remark in guss rer. div. haer. 3: év dyixois
avdpidow, ols bra pev éotw, droal 8 odk eow.

Why (kai ydp, v.12), the writer continues, instead of being -
teachers you still need a teacher. For xpela with the article and
infinitive (roi Si8dokew 2 k7A.), cp. the similar use of xpéwr in OF.
14882, In what follows, Twd, the masculine singular, gives a
better sense than riva, the neuter plural. *Ye again have need
of (one) to teach you what are the elements” (sah boh); but it

1 D* inserts dxusy (Mt 15¥) between ydp and dorw : “‘he is 577/ a mere
babe.” Blass adopts this, for reasons of rhythm, o
2 1912 and Origen read (with 462) Stddoxeafar, and omit duds.
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is the elementary truths themselves, not what they are, that need
to be taught. T4 oroiyeia here means the ABC or elementary
principles (see Burton’s Galatians, pp. 510f.), such as he men-
tions in 612 He defines them further as s dpxfis Tév Noyiwv
Oeod, where 7& Aoyia Oeo? means not the OT but the divine
revelation in general, so that 7& o. 7. dpxys corresponds to the
Latin phrase “prima elementa.” The words dpeidorres elvar
Siuddoxala simply charge the readers with backwardness. ‘The
expression, ‘to be teachers,’ affirms no more than that the
readers ought to be ripe in Christian knowledge. Once a man
is ripe or mature, the qualification for teaching is present”
(Wrede, p. 32). The use of the phrase in Greek proves that it
is a general expression for stirring people up to acquaint them-
selves with what should be familiar. See Epict. Ewuckir. 51,
wotov odv ére Biddakalov mpoodoxds; . . . odx &re €l pepdxiov, GAAG
avijp 78n Térews. It was quite a favourite ethical maxim in
antiquity. Thus Cyrus tells the Persian chiefs that he would be
ashamed to give them advice on the eve of battle: olda yap vuds
Tabra émoTauévovs kal pepelernidras xal dokotwras Sid Télovs
oldwep éyd, dore kiv dAAovs elkérws dv diddororre (Cyrop. iii. 3.
35). Similarly we have the remark of Aristophanes in Plato,
Sympos. 189d, éyd odv wepdoouar tuiv elonyfoacbar Ty Sivapw
abron, Dueis 8¢ TGV dAAwy Siddoxalor doeofle, and the reply given
by Apollonius of Tyana to a person who asked why he never put
questions to anybody: ért pepdxiov &v éljmoa, viv 8¢ od xpi
Oyretv A Sddokew & elpyxa (Philostratus, Vita Apoll. i. 17).
Seneca tells Lucilius the same truth: “quousque disces ? iam et
praecipe (Ep. 33°). Thus the phrase here offers no support
whatever to any theories about the readers of Ilpds ‘Efpalovs
being a group of teachers, or a small, specially cultured com-
munity. The author, himself a 8:8doxalos, as he is in possession
of this mature yv&ots, is trying to shame his friends out of their
imperfect grasp of their religion. That is all. Teyévare xpelav
éxovtes is a rhetorical variant for xpelav &ere, due to the writer’s
fondness for yeydva. If there 1s any special meaning in the
larger phrase, it is that detected by Chrysostom, who argues that
the writer chose it deliberately : TovréoTw, duels ffehjoare, Suels
éavrols els TobTo KaveoTioare, els Tavryy Tyv xpelav. They are
responsible for this second childhood of theirs. The comparison?
of milk and solid food is one of the most common in Greek

1 Origen ( Philocalia, xviii. 23) uses this passage neatly to answer Celsus,
who had declared that Christians were afraid to appeal to an educated and
intelligent audience. He quotes §™ as well as 1 Co 3%, arguing that in
the light of them it must be admitted fuels, Soy Stvams, mdvra wpdrrouer
Umép Tob ppovipwy dvdpdy ryevéalar TOV oUNNOYOY Hudv: kal Td & Nuiv pdhora
kaAd xal Oeia Tére TONUDUEY év Tols wpds TO Kowdy Siadbyors Pépewv els uéooy,
8 edmopobiuer quverdv drpoaTdv,
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ethical philosophy, as in Epictetus, e.g. ii. 16. 39, o0 6éleis 8y
os 7& madia dwoyadaxTicfijvar kal dmrrecfar Tpodijs oTepewtépas,
and iii. 24. 9, oix dmoyadaxricopev 70y wol éavrovs, and parti-
cularly in Philo. A characteristic passage from the latter writer
is the sentence in de agric. 2 : éwel 3¢ vymwiows pev éott ydha Tpod),
tedelots 8¢ Ta éx mupdv wéupara, kal Yuxis yarakrddes pév &v
lev Tpoal kard TV maduay Nhuxlov T4 Tis Eykukdiov povouxis
mwporadeipara, Téhear B¢ kai dvdpdow éumpermeis al did Ppoviioews
kal cwpporivys kal drdoys dperfis ddyyjoes. Our writer adopts
the metaphor, as Paul had done (1 Co 3-2), and adds a general
aside (vv.13 %) in order to enforce his remonstrance. He does
not use the term yvéots, and the plight of his friends is not due
to the same causes as operated in the Corinthian church, but
he evidently regards his interpretation of the priesthood of Christ
as mature instruction, eteped Tpodn. ‘O peréxwv ydhakros is one
whose only food (ueréxew as in 1 Co 1017 etc.) is milk; dwepos
is “inexperienced,” and therefore “ unskilled,” in Aéyou Sixato-
glms—an ethical phrase for what moderns would call “moral
truth,” almost as in Xen. Cyrop. i. 6. 31, dvip diddokados Tdv
waidwv, ds édidackey dpa Tovs watdas Ty dikatoayyy kTA., or in M.
Aurelius xi. 10, xii. 1. Thus, while 3ikatoodrm here is not a
religious term, the phrase means more than (z) “incapable of
talking correctly ” (Delitzsch, B. Weiss, von Soden), which is, no
doubt, the mark of a wijmios, but irrelevant in this connexion ;
or (4) “incapable of understanding normal speech,” such as
grown-up people use (Riggenbach). Tehelwr 8¢ kA, (v.1¢).  The
clearest statement of what contemporary ethical teachers meant by
Té\ewos as mature, is (cp. p. 70) in Epict. Enchirid. 51, “how long
(els molov &ru xpdvov) will you defer thinking of yourself as worthy
of the very best . . .? You have received the precepts you
ought to accept, and have accepted them. Why then do you
still wait for a teacher (8i8doxadov mwpoodokds), that you may put
off amending yourself till he comes? You are a lad no longer,
you are a full-grown man now (odx ér €l perpdriov, dANG avip
70y réXewos). . . . Make up your mind, ere it is too late, to live
ws Téhewov kal mpoxdémrovra.” Then he adds, in words that recall
He 121 : “and when you meet anything stiff or sweet, glorious
or inglorious, remember that ¥iv & dyov xai #dy wdpeore Th
'OMdpmie.”  As Pythagoras divided his pupils into viriee and
Té\ewor, 50 our author distinguishes between the immature and
the mature (cp. 1 Co 2% & 7ots Tedelos, 3! vymios). In 8 iy
&uwv (vg. * pro consuetudine ”) he uses &:s much as does the writer
of the prologue to Sirach (ikanjy éw wepironodpevos), for facility
or practice.!” It is not an equivalent for mental faculties here,

! ¢¢ Firma quaedam facilitas quae apud Graecos &is nominatur” (Quint.
Instit, Orat, 10, 1).
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but for the exercise of our powers. These powers or faculties
are called & alofnTipa. Algbyrijpiov was a Stoic term for an
organ of the senses, and, like its English equivalert “sense,”
easily acquired an ethical significance, as in Jer 4!° 1& aloOyrijpia
s xapdias pmov, The phrase yeyvpvaopéra aiofnrmipie may be
illustrated from Galen (de dign. puls. iii. 2, bs pév yap dv ebaraOnyré-
Tarov Ppvow Te kal 10 alobyripiov Iy yeyvuvacuévov ixavds . . .
ofros &v dpioros ely 'yvu';/.l.mv TGOV dvTds fzwoxeL,u.e'vmv, and de mmp/exu,
il. )\e)\oyw',uevov pev éorw drdpds Tods )\oyw,u.ovs obs ecpnxa Kai
yeyv,uvacr/.l.eva v alolnpow év woAAj T katd pépos éumepia kTA.),
yeyv,uvatr,ueva being a perfect participle used predicatively, like
mepurevuédryy in Lk 139 and yeyvuvaouévor above. Compare
what Marcus Aurelius (iii. 1) says about old age; it may come
upon us, bringing not physical failure, but a premature decay of
the mental and moral faculties, e.g., of self-control, of the sense
of duty, xai doa Totadra Aeyiopod cvyyeyvuvacpévov wivu xpplet.
Elsewhere (ii. 13) he declares that ignorance of moral distinctions
(dyvoa dyabdv xai kakdv) is a blindness as serious as any inability
to distinguish black and white. ‘The power of moral discrimina-
tion (wpds Sudkpiow kakoi Te kal kaxod) is the mark of maturity,
in contrast to childhood (cp. e.g. Dt 1% way waidlov véov Soris
otk oldev oijpepov dyalov 4 kaxdv). Compare the definition of
70 §0udy in Sextus Empiricus (Hyp. Pyrrk. iii. 168): Smep Soxel
wept Ty Oudkpioww TGV TE Kkaldv kal kax®y xal ddapdpwy kato-
yiyveafar.

In spite of Resch’s arguments ( Texte u. Untersuchungen, xxx. 3. 112£.),
there is no reason to hear any echo of the well-known saying attributed to

Jesus: vylvesfe 8¢ doxyor TpawediTai, T& pév dwodoxiudfovres, T 8¢ xaldv
xaTéxovres.

Aww—well then (as in 1212 B)—exl Tor TehetdtnTa depdpela
(6"). It is a moral duty to grow up, and the duty involves an
effort. The relewdrys in question is the mature mental grasp of
the truth about Christ as dpxtepevs, a truth which the writer is
disappointed that his friends still find it difficult to understand.
However, 8ia 1ov xpdvov they ought to understand it. He has every
reason to expect an effort from them, and therefore he follows
up his remonstrance with a word of encouragement. Instead of
the sharp, severe tone of vv.l'f:, he now speaks more hopefully.
The connexion is not easy. We expect “however” instead of
“well then.” But the connexion is not made more easy by
regarding 6% as a resolve of the writer: “since you are so im-
mature, I am going on myself to develop the higher teaching.”
It would be senseless for a teacher to take this line, and it is not
facilitated by readmg ¢epop.e€a The plural is not the literary
plural as in 5% The writer wishes to carry his readers along
with him. ¢ If you want anyone to instruct you over again in
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rudimentary Christianity, I am not the man; I propose to carry
you forward into a higher course of lessons. Come, let us
advance, you and I together.” The underlying thought, which
explains the transition, is revealed in the next paragraph (vv.4),
where the writer practically tells his readers that they must either
advance or lose their present position of faith,! in which latter
case there is no second chance for them. In spite of his un-
qualified -censure in 5!2, he shows, in 6%, that they are really
capable of doing what he summons them to try in 6%, 7e. to
think out the full significance of Jesus in relation to faith and
forgiveness. Only thus, he argues, can quicken the faint pulse of
your religious life. ¢ Religion is something different from mere
strenuous thinking on the great religious questions. Yet it still
remains true that faith and knowledge are inseparable, and that
both grow stronger as they react on one another. More often
than we know, the failure of religion, as a moral power, is due to
no other cause than intellectual sloth” (E. F. Scott, p. 44).
After the parenthesis of 5!%14, the writer resumes the thought
with which he started in 51® ¢‘you must make an effort to enter
into this larger appreciation of what Christ means.” “Adertes .
cpepwp.eeo. is a phrase 111ustrated by Eurlp Ana’rom 392- 393,
™y dpxiy a.¢>us | mpds Ty Tehevriy dorépav oloav épy: by
dgpévres the writer means *‘leaving behind,” and by ¢epduefa
“let us advance.” ’A¢inue might even mean “to omit” (*‘not
mentioning ) ; it is so used with Adyov (=to pass over without
mentioning), e.g. in Plutarch’s an seni respublica gerenda sit, 18,
dAX" dpévres, el PBovhey, Tov dmoowdvta Tis molrelas Adyov ékelvo
axomdpev 70 xkTA., and even independently (cp. Epict. iv. 1. 15, Tov
,u.Ev Kaloapa wpds o wapbv &¢(7J,u.ev, and Theophrastus, prooem. dcpeis
T0 rpooLp.LaCetJ'Gal, xal woAA& mepl Tob wpdyparos Aéyew). In what
fOllOWS, ov Tijs dpxiis 7ol Xptarol Nyov is a variant for ra oroyeta
Tiis dpxils Tév Aoyiwy Tob feod ( 5'2). Tob Xpiorob is an objective
genitive; the writer is not thinking of injunctions issued by
Christ (so Harnack, Constitution and. Law of the Church, p. 344).
Blass follows L in reading Aourov after Aéyov—needlessly.

The use of the Bepéhioy metaphor after -rﬁs dpx‘r]s was natural
it occurs in Eplctetus (ii. 15. 8, o 06)\51,9 ™y a.pxr]v O‘TI](TG.I, kal TOV
0€,u.e)u.ov) and in Philo (de spec. leg. ii. 13, dpxny Tavryy LadAé-
pevos Somep Gepéhidy Twva). Indeed- the fepédiov metaphor is
particularly common in Philo, as, e.g., in the de vita contempl.
476 (éyxpdreay 8¢ domep Tvd 0€,u.e)u.ov rpoxara,ﬂa)\)\o,u.evoz Jruxis)s
This basis (8epéhor) of Christian instruction is now described ;
the contents are arranged in three pairs, but, as the middle palr
are not distinctively Christian ideas (v. 2), the writer puts in

1 Compare the motto which Cromwell is said to have written on his
pocket-bible, ‘“ qui cessat esse melior cessat esse bonus.”
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3Baxfy or Bibaxfs. The feuéhiov of instruction consists of
peravoias . . . kal wloTews (genitives of quality), while 8udayiv,
which is in apposition to it (*I mean, instruction about”),
controls the other four genitives, Merdvoia and wioris, Bawriopol
and émbéors xewpdr, dvdotaois and xpipa aidwov, are the funda-
mental truths, Merdvowal 46 is like peravoetv émé (Ac 8%2), and
wiomis émi Gedy like moredew &nl (e.g. Wis 122 Wva dradlayévres mis
rkaxias moTelowper éml oé, kipie). These two requirements were
foremost in the programme of the Christian mission. The other
side of repentance is described in o wdoy uaddov o alpa 7od
Xpworrob . . . kabapiel Ty oweldyow Hudy dmd vexplv épywy €ls 70
Aazpedew Oe§ {dvre, where the last word indicates that vexpd Epya
mean the conduct of those who are outside the real life and
service of God. Practically, therefore, vekpd &pya are sins, as the
Greek fathers assumed; the man who wrote 112 (feo? . . .
dpaprios) would hardly have hesitated to call them such. He
has coined this phrase to suggest that such éya have no principle
of life in them,? or that they lead to death. The origin of the
pbrase has not been explained, though Chrysostom and Oecu-
menius were right in suggesting that the metaphor of g% was
derived from the contamination incurred by touching a corpse
(see Nu 19 3119). Its exact meaning is less clear. The one
thing that is clear about it is that these &vya vexpd were not
habitual sins of Christians ; they were moral offences from which
a man had to break away, in order to become a Christian at all.
They denote not the lifeless, formal ceremonies of Judaism, but
occupations, interests, and pleasures, which lay within the sphere
of moral death, where, as a contemporary Christian writer put it
(Eph 2!), pagans lay vexpol 7ois mapamrdpaocw kai Tais duaprias.
The phrase might cover Jewish Christians, if there were any
such in the community to which this homily is addressed, but it is
a general phrase. Whatever is evil is vexpéy, for our author, and
épya vexpd render any Christian wloris or Aarpedev impossible
(cp. Expositor, Jan. 1918, pp. 1-18), because they belong to the
profane, contaminating sphere of the world.

In v.2 88ay#v is read, instead of Budaxfis, by B syr™®™ and
the Old Latin, a very small group—yet the reading is probably

1 According to Philo (de dérak. 2, 3), next to hope, which is the &pxy
perovalas dyaddv, comes 4 érl duapravouévors uerdvoia kal Bedriwais. Only,
he adds (#6:d. 4), repentance is second to Telewbrys, Gowep xal dvésov gduaros
% wpds dyelav € dabevelas peraBory . . . % 8 dwd Twos xpdvov Behriwats tBiov
dyafdy ebpuots Yuxfs ot piy Tols maidikols émyuevolons &AN ddporépois kal
awdpds SvTws ppovhpacw émiinTobans ebdiov kardaTaow [Yuxis] kal 15 gavracly
TGOV Ka\GY émiTpexobans.

2 Cp. the use of vexpds in Epict. iii. 23. 28, xai uhy &v ph Tabra éumrorg 6
ToD ehogbpov Aéyos, vexpds éare kal avrds kal 6 Aéywy. This passage indicates
how wexpés could pass from the vivid application to persons (Mt 8%, Lk 15%,
cp. Col 213), into a secondary application to their sphere and conduct.
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original ; the surrounding genitives led to its alteration into
8idaxis. However, it makes no difference to the sense, which
reading is chosen. Even &bayyjs depends on Oeuéhiov as a
qualifying genitive. But the change of 8daxjv into Sdaxss is
much more likely than the reverse process. Aduaxijy follows
Barriopdv like xéopos in 1 P 3% (&8loews iparivv xéopos).
Bamriopol by itself does not mean specifically Christian baptism
either in this epistle (919) or elsewhere (Mk 7%), but ablutions or
immersions such as the mystery religions and the Jewish cultus
required for initiates, proselytes, and worshippers in general.
The singular might mean Christian baptism (as in Col 2!2), but
why does the writer employ the plural here? Not because
in some primitive Christian circles the catechumen was thrice
sprinkled or immersed in the name of the Trinity (Didache 71-3),
but because ancient religions, such as those familiar to the
readers, had all manner of purification rites connected with
water (see on 1022). The distinctively Christian uses of water
had to be grasped by new adherents, That is, at baptism, e.g.,
the catechumen would be specially instructed about the differ-
ence between this Christian rite, with its symbolic purification
from sins of which one repented, and (a) the similar rites in
connexion with Jewish proselytes on their reception into the
synagogue or with adherents who were initiated into various
cults, and () the ablutions which were required from Christians
in subsequent worship. The latter practice may be alluded to
in 102 (Aedovopévor 1O adpo Vare kabapd). Justin (Apol. i. 62)
regards these lustrations of the cults as devilish caricatures of
real baptism: «al 10 Aovrpdy 33 Tobro dxovoartes oi Saipoves . . .
&ijpynoav kal pavrilew Eovrovs Tovs els 10 lepd alTv émPBalvovras
kol wposiévar abdrols péAdovras, Aoyfas kal xvicas dmorelotrTas
téheoy 8¢ xal Aodeofar émdvras wplv éNOely éml 7o iepd, &ba
{8pwvras, évepyotor. The émbéos xewpdv which often followed
baptism in primitive days (e.g. Ac 8™ 1g%), though it is ignored
by the Didache and Justin, was supposed to confer the holy
Spirit (see v.4). Tertullian witnesses to the custom (de daptismo,
18, de carnis resurrectione, 8), and Cyprian corroborates it (Zp.
lxxiv. 5, “manus baptizato imponitur ad accipiendum spiritum
sanctum ”). The rite was employed in blessing, in exorcising,
and at “ordination,” afterwards at the reception of penitents
and heretics ; here it is mentioned in connexion with baptism
particularly (ERE. vi. 4948).

The subject is discussed in monographs like A. J. Mason’s 7%e Relation
of Confirmation to Baptism (1891), and J. Behm’s Die Handauflegung im
Urchristenthum (1911).

The final pair of doctrines is drvactdocws vexpov kal kpipatos
(21¢ 15 ¢?T) alwvlou (as in Ac 2415 %), Te is added after dvao-
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tdoews mechanically (to conform with the preceding r¢) by 8 AC
K L Lat arm syr™ P=b just as it is added after Barrioudv by
harkl. In the rather elliptical style and loose construction of the
whole sentence, “ notwithstanding its graceful rhythmical strue-
ture,” it is possible to see, with Bruce (p. 203), “an oratorical
device to express a feeling of impatience” with people who need
to have such principia mentioned. At any rate the writer hastens
forward. V.2 is not a parenthesis (“I will do this,” Ze. go over
such elementary truths with you, *“if God permits,” when I
reach you, 132); the rolro refers to the advance proposed in v.1,
and after wotfjcopev the author adds reverently, * if God permits,”
édvmep émirpémy 6 Oeds, almost as a contemporary rhetorician
might say in a pious aside: éw 8¢ odfln 16 Sawudvior Huds (Dion.
Halicarn. De Addmir. Vi dicendi in Dem. 58), or Oedv suas
dvharrdvTov dowels T¢ kal dvéoovs (De Composit. Verborum, 1).
The papyri show that similar phrases were current in the
correspondence of the day (cp. Deissmann’s Bible Studies, p. 80),
and Josephus (A4nt. xx. 11. 2) uses xdv 70 Gelov émrpeny].

wovjooper (8¢ B K L N 1. 2. 5. 6. 33. 69. 88, 216. 218. 221. 226, 242.
255. 337. 429. 489. 919. 920. 1149. 1518. 1739. 1758. 1827. 1867. 2127. 2143.
Lat sah boh Chrys.) has been changed into wovjowuer by A CD P arm, etc.,
though the latter may have been originally, like ¢epbuefa in v.}, an ortho-
graphical variant, o and w being frequently confused.

4 For in the case of people who have been once enliphtened, who tasted the
heavenly Gift, who participated in the holy Spirit, ® who tasted the goodness of
God’s word and the powers of the world to come, S and then fell away—it is
impossible o make them repent afresh, since they crucify the Som of God in
their own persons and hold kim up o obloguy. 7 For *‘land” whick absorbs
the rain that often falls on it, and bears *° plants” that are useful to those for
whom it is ttlled, recetves a blessing from God ; 8 whereas, if it (sc. 1) ¥#) < pro-
duces thorns and thistles,” it is reprobate and on the verge of being cursed—its
fate is Lo be burned.

Vv.46 put the reason for Toito worjoopev (v.3), and vv.™ 8 give
the reason for é8dvarov . . . dvaxawilew eis perdrvoiav (vv.+6),
*Adivator ydp ktA. (v.4); there are four impossible things in the
epistle: this and the three noted in vv.1® 10% and 118 Tobs. . .
aidvos (+ %) is a long description of people who have been
initiated into Christianity ; then comes the tragic kol wapameo-
dvras.  What makes the latter so fatal is explained in (v.)
dvaotavpolvras . . . mapaderypariforras.  Logically wdAw édva-
kawilew eis perdvorav ought to come immediately after 48dvaror
yép, but the writer delayed the phrase in order to break up the
sequence of participles. The passage is charged with an austerity
which shows how seriously the writer took life. Seneca quotes
(Ep. xxiii. g~11) to Lucilius the saying of Epicurus, that “it is
irksome always to be starting life over again,” and that “they live
badly who are always beginning to live.” The reason is: ““quia



VI 4] A WARNING 77

semper illis imperfecta vita est.” But our writer takes a much
more sombre view of the position of his friends. He urges
them to develop their ideas of Christianity. ““You need some
one to teach you the rudimentary lessons of the faith all over
again,” he had said. *Yes,” he now adds, “and in some cases
that is impossible. Relaying a foundation of repentance, etc. !
That cannot be done for deliberate apostates.” The implication
is that his readers are in danger of this sin, as indeed he has
hinted already (in 3™-4!4), and that one of the things that is
weakening them is their religious inability to realize the supreme
significance of Jesus. To remain as they are is fatal; it means
the possibility of a relapse altogether. ‘“Come on,” the writer
bids them, “for if you do not you will fall back, and to fall back
is to be ruined.” The connexion between this passage and the
foregoing, therefore, is that to rest content with their present
elementary hold upon Christian truth is to have an inadequate
grasp of it ; the force of temptation is so strong that this rudi-
mentary acquaintance with it will not prevent them from falling
away altogether, and the one thing to ensure their religious
position is to see the full meaning of what Jesus is and does.
This meaning he is anxious to impart, not as an extra but as an
essential.  The situation is so serious, he implies, that only
those who fully realize what Jesus means for forgiveness and
fellowship will be able to hold out. And once you relapse, he
argues, once you let go your faith, it is fatal; people who de-
liberately abandon their Christian. confession of faith are beyond
recovery. Such a view of apostasy as a heinous offence, which
destroyed all hope of recovery, is characteristic of IIpds ‘Efpaiovs.
It was not confined to this writer. That certain persons could
not repent of their sins was, ¢.g., an idea admitted in rabbinic
Judaism. “Over and over again we have the saying: ‘For him
who sins and causes others to sin no repentance is allowed or
possible’ (Aboth v. 26 ; Sanhedrin, 1076). He who is wholly
given up to sin is unable to repent, and there is no forgiveness
to him for ever’ (Midrash Tehillim on Ps 1 ad fin.).”1 There
is a partial parallel to this passage in the idea thrown out by
Philo in de agricultura, 28, as he comments upon Gn g20:
“Noah began to till the earth.” Evidently, says Philo, this
means that he was merely working at the dpxac of the subject.
"Apxn &, 6 Tév makawdv Adyos, uiov Tob wdvros, Os dv fuice wpds
70 Té\os ddeoTyrvia, o uy wpooyewopévov koi 1O dpfacfar
ToAAdkis peydda moAdovs éBAayer. His point is that it
is dangerous to stop short in any moral endeavour. But our
author is more rigorous in his outlook. His warning is modified,
however. (a) It is put in the form of a general statement.
1 C. G. Montefiore, in _Jewisk Quarterly Review (1g904), p. 225.
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(6) It contains a note of encouragement in v.7; and (¢) it is at
once followed up by an eager hope that the readers will dis-
appoint their friend and teacher’s fear (v.?). In the later church
this feature of Ilpés ‘Efpaiovs entered into the ecclesiastical
question of penance (cp. ERE. ix. 716, and Journal of Theo-
logical Studies, iv. 3211.), and seriously affected the vogue of the
. epistle (cp. Introd. p. xx).

The fourfold description of believers (* 5) begins with dwaf
pwTiobévras, where ¢oricfévras corresponds to AaBety v émiy-
voow s dAnfelas (10%), in the general sense of LXX (eg.
Ps 118130 3 SfAwois Tdv Adywv gov dotiel, kai ovverel vymiovs),
Z.e. “enlightened” in the sense of having their eyes opened
(Eph 118) to the Christian God. Subsequently, earlier even than
Justin Martyr, the verb, with its noun ¢wriouds, came to be used
of baptism specifically (cp. £ZRE. viii. 54, 55). “Amaf is pre-
fixed, in contrast to wdAw (v.%); once for all men enter Christi-
anity, it is ar experience which, like their own death (9%7) and
the death of Jesus (9%%), can never be repeated. In xalov yevoa-
pévous Beod pripa (““experienced how good the gospel is”’) the con-
struction resembles that of Herod. vii. 46, where the active voice
is used with the accusative (6 8¢ feos yAvxiv yevoas Tov aliva,
plovepds év airg edploxerar évv), and the adj. is put first: *the
deity, who let us taste the sweetness of life (or, that life is
sweet), is found to be spiteful in so doing.” The similar use of
the middle here as in Pr 2¢9% and Jn 29 probably points to the
same meaning (cp., however, Diat. 2016—-2018), Z.e., practically
as if it were ér «x7A. (cp. Ps 34% yedoagfe xai {8ere o1 xpyords
6 «ipios, 1 P 23), in contrast to the more common construction
with the genitive (v.% 29). The writer uses genitive and accusa-
tive indifferently, for the sake of literary variety; and xaAdy here
is the same as kalo¥ in 5% Tevoapévous x7A. recalls the parti-
ality of Philo for this metaphor (e.g. de Aérak. 19; de Somniis,
i. 26), but indeed it is common (cp. e.g. Jos. Azt iv. 6. 9, dral
™ véov yevoapévor kv iapdv dmlijoTws abrdv évegopeiro)
throughout contemporary Hellenistic Greek as a metaphor for
experiencing.  Probably yevoapévous . . . émoupariou, peréyous

. dylou, and xahdv yevoapévous al@ves are three rhetorical
expressions for the initial experience described in &wat dwricdéy-
ras. *“The heavenly Gift” (rijs dwpeds s érovpaviov) may be
the Christian salvation in general, which is then viewed as the
impartation of the holy Spirit, and finally as the revelation of the
higher world which even already is partly realized in the experi-
ence of faith. Note that ¢wtiedévras is followed by yevoupévous
., as the light-metaphor is followed by the food-metaphor
in Philo’s (de fuga et invent. 25) remarks upon the manna
(Ex 1615 16): 5 Oela avvralis avry ™y Spatuayy Juxpy porile e
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kai opod kal yAvkaiver . . . Tods Swdrras kal wewdrras xado-
kéyabias épydivovoa. Also, that Suvdpes Te pékhovros aldvos! in-
cludes the thrilling experiences mentioned in 24 The dramatic
turn comes in (v.6) kai wapameodvras. Ilaparirrew is here used
in its most sinister sense ; it corresponds to droomjvar (312), and
indeed both verbs are used in the LXX to translate the same
term Spp. The usage in Wis 6° (uy wapaméonre) 122 (Tovs
mapamimTaovras) paves the way for this sense of a deliberate
renunciation of the Christian God, which is equivalent to éxovaiws
dpaprdvew in 10%. The sin against the holy Spirit, which Jesus
regarded as unpardonable, the mysterious duapria 7pds Gdvaror
of 1 Jn 5%, and this sin of apostasy, are on the same level. The
writer never hints at what his friends might relapse into.
Anything that ignored Christ was to him hopeless.

*ABdvartov (sc. éori) is now (v.5) taken up in évakawifew (for
which Paul prefers the form dvaxawoiv), a LXX term (e.g. Ps
5112) which is actually used for the Christian start in life by
Barnabas (6! dvaxawicas juas év 1) dpéoer TdV duapridv), and
naturally of the divine action. TMdAw is prefixed for emphasis,
as in Isokr. dreopag. 3, vis éxbpas vijs wpos 7ov Pacihéa wdAw
avoxexkawiopuévys.

There have been various, vain efforts to explain the apparent harshness of
the statement. Erasmus took ddvwaror (like d=difficile) as ‘ difficult”;
Grotius said it was impossible ¢“ per legem Mosis’’; others take dvaxawifew
to mean ‘‘ keep on renewing,” while some, like Schoettgen, Bengel, and
Wickham, fall back on the old view that while men could not, God might
effect it. But even the last-named idea is'out of the question. If the writer
thought of any subject to dvaxaw({ew, it was probably a Christian 8t8doratos
like himself ; but the efforts of such a Christian are assumed to be the channel
of the divine power, and no renewal could take place without God. There
is not the faintest suggestion that a second repentance might be produced by
God when human effort failed. The tenor of passages like 10%% and 1217
tells finally against this modification of the language. A similarly ominous
tone is heard in Philo’s comment on Nu 30% in guod deter. pot. insid. 40 :
Phaouey Sudvoar . . . éxBefAfjcfar xai xhpav Oeol, Hris § ~yovas Gelas ob
Tapedétaro 4 mapadefauévn éxovolws albis éifuPrwoe . . . § & dmaf Safevy-
Beica kal Soictobeloa s amovdos uéxpt Tob wavrds aldvos éxreréfevrar, els Tov
dpxaiov olkov émaverfeiv dduvaToloa.

The reason why a second repentance is impossible is given
in dvaoraupobvtas . . . wapadetyparifovras, where dvacravpovvras
is used instead of oravpoivras, for the sake of assonance (after
dvaxkawilew), but with the same meaning. ‘Avacrtavpotv simply
means “to crucify,” as, e.¢., in Plato’s Gorgras, 28 (tods atrod émdav

1 Tertullian’s translation, ‘ occidente jam aevo ™ (de Pudicitia, 20) shows
that his Greek text had omitted a line by accident «

NOYZOYPHMAAYN
AMEIZTEMEAA
ONTOZAIWNOCKAL,

Ze. Suv[dues Te ué\\]Jovres aidvos,
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maidas re kal ywaika 76 &oxarov dvaoravpwby 7 ketamaTeldy);
Thucyd. i 110 (Tvdpws . . . wpodooia Andleis dveaTavpwby) ;
Josephus (Ant. xi. 6. 10, dvacravpboar rov Mapdoxaiov), etc. The
dve = sursum, not rursum, though the Greek fathers (e.g. Chrys.
71 8¢ éoriv dvacravpotvtas; dvefer wdhv oTavpoivras), and several
of the versions (e.g. vg ““rursum crucifigentes”), took it in the sense
of re-crucify. ‘Eovrots: it is zkes» crucifixion of Jesus. “The
thought is that of wilfulness rather than of detriment” (Vaughan).

In the story of Jesus and Peter at Rome, which Origen mentions as part
of the Acts of Paul (zn_Jok. xx. 12), the phrase, ‘‘to be crucified over again”
occurs in a different sense (Zexte u. Unters. xxx. 3, pp. 271-272). Kaié
Kkbpos adTe elmev: eloépxopar els Thy "Pduny oravpwbipar, Kal 6 Iérpos elmev
atrg Kipe, mdhw oravpoloac; elmey abrd val, Ilérpe, wdhw oravpoduac.
Origen, quoting this as "Avwler pé\\w oravpolicfat, holds that such is the
meaning of avasravpoly in He 65,

The meaning of the vivid phrase is that they put Jesus out
of their life, they break off all connexion with him ; he is dead to
them. This is the decisive force of oravpotofar in Gal 614, The
writer adds an equally vivid touch in xai wapaderypatiforras
(=1ov viov Beod karamamijoas x7A., 10¥)—as if he is not worth
their loyalty! Their repudiation of him proclaims to the world
that they consider him useless, and that the best thing they can
do for themselves is to put him out of their life. Napadecy-
patilew is used in its Hellenistic sense, which is represented by
Tifévar els wapddeypa in the LXX (Nah 35). Possibly the term
was already associated with impaling (cp. Nu 25* mapadeiypdrioor
abrods Kupiw),! but our author does not use it in the LXX sense
of “make an example of ” (by punishing) ; the idea is of exposing
to contemptuous ignominy, in public (as in Mt 119).

The Bithynians who had renounced Christianity proved to Pliny their
desertion by maligning Christ—one of the things which, as he observed, no
real Christian would do (‘*quorum nihil posse cogi dicuntur qui sunt re vera
Christiani®).  *‘Omnes . . . Christi male dixerunt.” When the proconsul
urges Polykarp to abandon Christianity, he tells the bishop, Me:dépnsor rév
Xpiorév (Mart. Polyk. ix. 3). The language of Mpds ‘EBpalovs is echoed in
the saying of Jesus quoted in Agost. Const. vi. 18 : obrol elgt wepl dv kal 6
Kkbptos wixpls kal dwordpws dwegrjvaro Néywr 871 elal YevdbxpioTor kal Yevdodi-
ddoxalo, ol Bhacgnufoavrtes 70 wrebua THs xdpiros kai dmowrioavres Thy mwag
atrob dwpedv perd Thy xdpw, ols olk dpebricerTar obTe év T¢ aldwve TobTY oiiTe év
7 pé\hovre.  In Sir 310 (Bawriféuevos drd vekpod kal wdAw drriuevos abrod,
i wpehnoer T Novrpy avrod ;) the allusion is to the taboo-law of Nu 19l 12;
the parallel is verbal rather than real. But there is a true parallel in
Mongolian Buddhism, which ranks five sins as certain ‘“‘to be followed by a
hell of intense sufferings, and that without cessation . . . patricide, matricide,
killing a Doctor of Divinity (s.e. a lama), bleeding Buddha, sowing hatred
among priests. . . . Drawing blood from the body of Buddha is a figurative
expression, after the manner of He 6°” (J. Gilmour, Among the Mongols,
PP- 233, 234)-

!In alluding to the gibbeting law of Dt 21%**, Josephus {Bel/, Jud. iv.
5. 2) speaks of dvasraupot. " ‘
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In the little illustration (vv.”-8), which corresponds to what Jesus
might have put in the form of a parable, there are reminiscences
of the language about God’s curse upon the ground (Gn 317 18);
émkatdpatos § v . . . dkdvlas xai TpyBohovs dverelel, and also of
the words in Gn 112 kai éjveyxev 7 yfj Bordvny xdprov, though the
writer uses éxpépewv for dvaréAdew, and prefers rikreav to ékdpépew
(in v.7). Theimage of a plot or field is mentioned by Quintilian
(Instit. Orat. v. 11. 24) as a common instance of the wapaBorsf:
‘‘ut, si animum dicas excolendum, similitudine utaris terrae quae
neglecta spinas ac dumos, culta fructus creat.” The best Greek
instance is in Euripides (Hecuba, 592f.: olrovv Sewdv, €l yij piv
kaky | Tuxotaa kaipot Oedfev b ardxwv déper, | xpnomy & duaprods’
dv xpedv admyy Tvxely | xaxdv 88wat kapmdy kTA.). Mioboa of land,
as, e.g., in Dt xx1ll 4 . . . ék 7ob Yerod 70D ovpavod mierar wp :
Is 551 etc.  As edferos generally takes eis with the accusative, it
is possible that tixtovoa was meant to go with éxewols. - Mewpyetrar,
of land being worked or cultivated, is a common term in the papyri
(e.g. Syll. 420° 7d Te xwpia €l yewpyeirar) as well as in the LXX.

(@) Origen’s homiletical comment (Prilocalia, xxi. 9) is, T& ywdueva imwd Tol
Oeol Tepdoria olovel Verds éaTw* al 8¢ mpoawpéaets al didgopor olovel ) yeyewpyn-
pévn i éarl kal N Hueknuévn, mg T Pploe ws ¥ Tvyxdrovsa—an idea similar
to that of Jerome (¢tractatus de psalmo xcvi., Anecdota Maredsolana, iii. 3. 9o :
‘¢ apostolorum epistolae nostrae pluviae sunt spiritales. Quid enim dicit Paulus
in epistola ad Hebraeos? Terra enim saepe venientem super se bibens imbrem,
et reliqua ). (4) The Mishna directs that at the repetition of the second of the
Eighteen Blessings the worshipper should think of the heavy rain and pray for
it at the ninth Blessing (Berachoth, 5!), evidently because the second declares,
‘¢ Blessed art thou, O Lord, who restorest the dead ” (rain quickening the earth),
and the ninth runs, ‘‘Bless to us, O Lord our God, this year and grant usa
rich harvest and bring a blessing on our land.” Also, ‘‘ on the occasion of the
rains and good news, one says, Blessed be He who is good and does good
(Berachoth, 9%). Cp. Marcus Aurelius, v. 7, eox%’ Afypalwy* Soov, Soov, & ¢ihe
Zet, kard Ths dpovpas Tis 'Abnvalwy kal Tdy Tediwy.

MerahapBdve. (= participate in) is not a LXX term, but occurs
in this sense in Wis 189 etc. ; ebhoyias occurs again in 1217 (of Esau
the apostate missing his ebAoyia), and there is a subtle suggestion
here, that those alone who make use of their divine privileges are
rewarded. What the writer has in mind is brought out in v.10;
that he was thinking of the Esau-story here is shown by the
reminiscence of dypod dv niAéynaer Kipios (Gn 2427).

The reverse side of the picture is now shown (v.8).

Commenting on Gn 3!® Philo fancifully plays on the derivation of the word
TpiPolos (like *“ trefoil ’) : Exaoror 8¢ Oy mabiv TpiBéNia elpnkey, émedh TpirTd
éoTiv, atrb Te kal TO wonTikdy Kkal TO éx ToUTwy dmoréheopa (leg. alleg. 3W).
He also compares the eradication of evil desires in the soul to a gardener or
farmer burning down weeds (de Agric. 4, wév7 éxxdyjw, ékTeud . . . Kal ém-
kavow kal Tds ptlas adrdv édueic’ dxpe TGV VordTwy THs Yis phoyds pumdr) ; but
in our epistle, as in Jn 15, the burning is a final doom, not a process of severe
discipline.

6
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*ABékipos i3 used as in 1 Co ¢%; the moral sense breaks
through, as in the next clause, where the meaning of eis kabow
may be illustrated by Dt 29?2 and by Philo’s more elaborate
description of the thunderstorm which destroyed Sodom (de Abrak.
27); God, he says, showered a blast odx Tdaros dAAd wupds upon
the city and its fields, by way of punishment, and everything was
consumed, érel 8¢ 78 & Pavepd kal vwep yis Gmavta xoTavdAwoey
N PASE, By kal Ty yiv adryy kae . . . Dmeép 70D pnd abbis
moTe Kapmwov éveykelv ) xhonpopiigar T6 mapdmway dovpbivar. The
metaphor otherwise is inexact, for the reference cannot be to the
burning of a field in order to eradicate weeds; our author is
thinking of final punishment (= «xpipatos alwviov, 62), which he
associates as usual with fire (10%-27 122). The moral applica-
tion thus impinges on the figurative sketch. The words xardpas
dyyls actually occur in Aristides (Oral. in Rom. 370: 76 pév
mpoxwpe abrots & éBodAovro, durxavov xai katdpas éyyis).! There
is no thought of mildness in the term éyyds, it being used, as in
813 of imminent doom, which is only a matter of time. Mean-
while there is the éxdox1 (10%).

Later on, this conception of unpardonable sins led to the whole
system of penance, which really starts from the discussion by
Hermas in the second century. But for our author the unpardon-
able sin is apostasy, and his view is that of a missionary. Modern
analogies are not awanting. Thus, in Dr. G. Warneck’s book,
The Living Forces of the Gospel (p. 248), we read that “ the Battak
Christians would have even serious transgressions forgiven; but
if a Christian should again sacrifice to ancestors or have anything
to do with magic, no earnest Christian will speak in his favour;
he is regarded as one who has fallen back into heathenism, and
therefore as lost.”

8 Though I say this, beloved, I feel sure you will take the better * course
that means salvation. ° God is not unfair ; he will not forget what you have
done, or the love you have shown for his sake in ministering, as you still do, to
the saints. W I is my hearls desire that eack of you would prove equally keen
upon realizing your full (whnpogoplav, 10%) kope 1o the very end, 1% so that
instead of being slack you may imitate those who inkerit the promises by their
steadfast faith,

The ground for his confident hope about his “dear friends”
(Tyndale, v.?) lies in the fact that they are really fruitful (v.7) in
what is the saving quality of a Christian community, viz. brotherly
love (v.1%). The God who blesses a faithful life (v.”) will be sure
to reward them for that; stern though he may be, in punishing
the disloyal, he never overlooks good service. Only (vv.11-12),

1 Cp. Eurip. Hippolytus, 1070 alai, wpds fiwap* Saxpiwr éyyis Téde.

2 For some reason the softer linguistic form kpeicoora is used here, as at
10*, in preference to kpelrrova.
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the writer adds, put as much heart and soul into your realization
of what Christianity means as you are putting into your brotherly
love; by thus taking the better course, you are sure of God’s
blessing. As dyamrol indicates (the only time he uses it), the
writer’s affection leads him to hope for the best; he is deeply
concerned about the condition of his friends, but he does not
believe their case is desperate (v.t). He has good hopes of them,
and he wishes to encourage them by assuring them that he still
believes in them. We may compare the remarks of Seneca to
Lucilius, Zp. xxix. 3, about a mutual friend, Marcellinus, about
whom both of them were anxious. Seneca says he has not yet
lost hope of Marcellinus. For wisdom or philosophy ¢is an art;
let it aim at some definite object, choosing those who will make
progress (profecturos) and withdrawing from those of whom it
despairs—yet not abandoning them quickly, rather trying drastic
remedies when everything seems hopeless.” Elsewhere, he
encourages Lucilius himself by assuring him of his friend’s
confidence and hope (£p. xxxii. 2: ‘“habeo quidem fiduciam non
posse te detorqueri mansurumque in proposito”), and, in con-
nexion with another case, observes that he will not be deterred
from attempting to reform certain people (£p. xxv. 2): “I would
rather lack success than lack faith.”

In kai (epexegetic) éxépeva (sc. mpdypara) swmplas, éxdpeva,
thus employed, is a common Greek phrase (cp. e.g. Marc.
Aurel. i. 6, doa Toradra T7s ‘EAAyriki)s dywyis éxdpueva: Musonius
(ed. Hense), xi., {yreiv mabelas éydpeva (v.l. éxdpevov): Philo, de
Agric. 22, 10 8¢ xapreplas xal copposivys . . . éxdpeva) for what
has a bearing upon, or is connected with ; here, for what pertains
to and therefore promotes cwrypio. (the opposite of kardpa
and xadots). The reason for this confidence, with which he
seeks to hearten his readers, lies in their good record of practical
service (109 &yov dudv «x7A.) which God is far too just to ignore.
After all, they had some fruits as well as roots of Christianity
(v.19), ‘Emhabéofar is an infinitive of conceived result (Burton’s
Moods and Tenses, 371¢; Blass, § 391. 4), instead of iva c. subj,,
as, e.g., in 1 Jn 19 or dore c. infinitive; cp. Xen. Cyrap. iv. 1. 20,
dikatos € dvrixapilesforl The text of 7od Epyov Gpdrv kal tis
dydwns was soon harmonized with that of 1 Th 13 by the in-
sertion of To¥ xdmov after xai (so D K L 69*. 256. 263. 1611*.
2005. 2127 boh Theodoret, etc.). The relative fv after dydmys
has been attracted into the genitive fs (as in 920). One practi-
cal form of this Biakovelv is mentioned in 10%% 34, Here els
70 Bvopa adtod goes closely with Suakovjoavtes xTA., as well as
with évedeltaale, in the sense of “for his sake.” In Pirke Aboth,

! See Dolon’s remark in the Rkesus of Euripides (161, 162): obxoby mwovely
uév xpn, wovobvra & dfiov uofov Pépecar.
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216, R. Jose’s saying is quoted, “Let all thy works be done for
the sake of heaven” (literally Dy, 7.e. els dvopa, as here and in
Ign. Rom. g% ) dydmy 16v exxdnoidv Tov defapévov pe els dvope
"Inoot Xpiorod). Tols éyloss, the only place (except 13%) where
the writer uses this common term for fellow-Christians ”; God
will never be so unjust as to overlook kindness shown to “ his
own.”

The personal affection of the writer comes out not only in
the dyamqroi of v.% but again (v.11) in the deep émbupolper, a
term charged with intense yearning (as Chrysostom says, worpixis
¢thooropylas), and in the individualizing éxaorov (cp. 312 1%). He
is urgent that they should display 3y aémy owouddy with regard
to their Christian &\wis as they display in the sphere of their
Christian dydmm. This does not mean that he wishes them to be
more concerned about saving their own souls or about heaven
than about their duties of brotherly love ; his point is that the
higher knowledge which he presses upon their minds is the one
security for a Christian life at all. Just as Paul cannot assume
that the warm mutual affection of the Thessalonian Christians
implied a strict social morality (see below on 13%), or that the
same quality in the Philippian Christians implied moral dis-
crimination (Ph 1°), so our author pleads with his friends to
complete their brotherly love by a mature grasp of what their
faith implied. He reiterates later on the need of ¢ladergia
(13'), and he is careful to show how it is inspired by the very
devotion to Christ for which he pleads (101°%4). N\npodopia (not
a LXX term) here is less subjective than in 10?2, where it denotes
the complete assurance which comes from a realization of all
that is involved in some object. Here it is the latter sense of
fulness, scope and depth in their—é&\wis.! This is part and
parcel of the reledrys to which he is summoning them to
advance (61). The result of this grasp of what is involved in
their faith will be (v.1%) a vigorous constancy, without which even
a kindly, unselfish spirit is inadequate. For &deikvuofar omoudiv
compare Herodian’s remark that the soldiers of Severus in a.p.
193 wéoav évedelxvuvro mpobuplay kai awovdiy (ii. 10. 19), Magn.
53% (iil. B.C.), dmddefw worolpevos Tis Tepl Td péyioTa omoudis,
and Spll. 3424 (i. B.C.) 7y peylomy &vdelxvvrar omovdiyy els v
tmrep s warpibos cwryplav. The Greeks used the verb as we use
“display,” in speaking of some inward quality. This ardour
has to be kept up édxpt ré\ovs (cp. pseudo-Musonius, Zgp. 1, in
Hercher’s Epistolog. Graed, go1f.: rypotvras 8¢ v éxovoe viw
npéfeaw dxpe Téhovs pihooogijoar); it is the sustained interest
in essential Christian truth which issues practically in paxpofupia
(v.12), or in the confident attitude of hope (3% 14).

1 For énmldos, mioTews is read in W 1867.
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Aristotle, in R#et, il 19. §, argues that o % dpx?) SUvarar yevéoOor, xal
70 TéNos* oDdév vap ylyverar ovd’ &pxerar ylyveobar TOv ddurdrwy, a paradox
which really means that *“if you want to know whether the end of any course
of action, plan, scheme, or indeed of anything—is possible, you must look to
the beginning : beginning implies end: if it can be begun, it can also be
brought to an end ” (Cope}.

In v.12 the appeal is rounded off with iva pi) vwBpol yévnobe,
that you may not prove remiss (repeating vwfpo! from 511, but
in a slightly different sense: they are to be alert not simply to
understand, but to act upon the solid truths of their faith),
ppqral 8¢ xrA.  Hitherto he has only mentioned people who
were a warning ; now he encourages them by pointing out that
they had predecessors in the line of loyalty. This incentive is
left over for the time being; the writer returns to it in his
panegyric upon faith in chapter 11. Meanwhile he is content
to emphasize the steadfast faith (miorews xai paxpofvpies, a
hendiadys) that characterizes this loyalty. Makpofupia means
here (as in Ja 5™) the tenacity with which faith holds out.
Compare Menanders couplet (Kock’s Com. Attzc Fragm., 549)
dvfpwmos bv pndémore Ty a)\vmav | aitov 1rap0. eewv, dAda v
;LaxpoOv,u.Lav, and Zest. jo: 27 ;Le'ya bdpuaxdy éoTw i) p,axpoev;ua |
xkal moAA& dyaba 8(8waw % mopory. But this aspect of wiors is
not brought forward till 10%%%, after the discussion of the priest-
hood and sacrifice of Christ. In kAnpovopobrrer Tas émayyelias
the writer implies that hope is invariably sustained by a promise
or promises. He has already mentioned 7% émayyeia (41).
KAnpovopeiv Tas émayyedias can hardly mean “get a promise of
something ” ; as the appended 814 wiotews xkal paxpoBuplas sug-
gests, it denotes “coming into possession of what is promised.”
This is proved by the equivalent éméruxe Tijs émayyehias in v.15,

Taking Abraham as the first or as a typical instance of steadfast
faith in God’s promises, the writer now (vv.131%)lays stress not upon
the human quality, but upon the divine basis for this undaunted
reliance. Constancy means an effort. But it is evoked by a
divine revelation ; what stirs and sustains it is a word of God.
From the first the supreme Promise of God has been guaranteed
by him to men so securely that there need be no uncertainty or
hesitation in committing oneself to this Hope. The paragraph
carries on the thought of vv.11-12; at the end, by a dexterous turn,
the writer regains the line of argument which he had dropped
when he turned aside to incite and reprove his readers (511£),

18 For in making a promise to Abrakam God ** swore by himself” (since he
could swear by none greater), 18 *° I will indeed bless you and multiply you.”
¥ 7hus if was (i.e. thanks to the divine Qath) 2kat Abrakam by his steadfast-
ness obtatned (so 11%) what he had been promised. 8 For asl men swear by

! To make the connexion clear, some inferior texts (C D° K L 6. 33. 104.
1610, etc.) add pév,
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a greater than themselves, and as an oath means to them a guarantee that ends
any dispute, M God, in his desive to afford the heirs of the Promise a special
proof of the solid character of his purpose, interposed with an oath ; '8 so that
by these two solid facts (the Promise and the Oath), where it is impossible for
God to be false, we refugees might have strong encouragement (mwapdkAnow, see
on 12%) 2o sedze the hope set before us, V¥ anchoring the soul lo it safe and sure,
as #t ““ enters the inner” Presence ** behind the veil.”

As usual, he likes to give a biblical proof or illustration
(vv.18 1) God'’s famous promise to Abraham, but the main point
in it is that God ratified the promise with an oath.

Our author takes the OT references to God’s oath quite naively. Others
had felt a difficulty, as is shown by Philo’s treatise de Aérakamo (46): ¢ God,
enamoured of this man [#.e. Abraham), for his faith (wésrev) in him, gives him
in return a pledge (7ioTw), guaranteeing by an oath (riw 8¢ 8prov BeBaiwaiy)
the gifts he had promised . . . for he says, ‘I swear by myself’ (Gn 22/6)—
and with him a word is an oath—for the sake of confirming his mind more
steadfastly and immovably than ever before.” But the references to God’s
oaths were a perplexity to Philo ; his mystical mind was embarrassed by their
realism. In-de sacrif. Abelis et Caine (28, 29) he returns to the subject.
Hosts of people, he admits, regard the literal sense of these OT words as
inconsistent with God’s character, since an oath implies (uaprupla feod mepi
mpdymatos dupioBurovuévou) God giving evidence in a disputed matter ;
whereas feq o000y ddnhov ovd¢ dugpioBnrodueror, God’s mere word ought to
be enough: 6 8¢ feds xal Néywv morés éoriv, Gore xal Tols Noyovs adrob
BeBaibTnros Evexa undév Bpxwy Swagéperv. He inclines to regard the OT
references to God’s oaths as a condescension of the sacred writer to dull
minds rather than as a condescension upon God’s part. In Leg. 4llegor. iii. 72
he quotes this very passage (Gn 221% %), adding : €0 xal 7 8pry BeBaidoar
T Umboxesw kal 8pxyp BOeompemet: opgs yap 871 ol xal érépov duvier Oebs,
obdey ydp adrol xpetrrov, dAN& xaf’ éavrel, 8s éoTi wdvTwy dpioTos. But he
feels bound to explain it. Some of his contemporaries had begun to take
exception to such representations of God, on the ground that God’s word
required no formal confirmation—it confirmed itself by being fulfilled—and
that it was absurd (dromor) to speak of God swearing by himself, in order to
bear testimony to himself.! Philo (7:d. 73) attempts to meet this objection
by urging that only God can bear testimony to himself, since no one else
knows the divine nature truly ; consequently it is appropriate for him to add
confirmation to his word, although the latter by itself is amply deserving of
belief. In Berachoth, 32. 1 (on Ex 32%2), it is asked, ‘ What means 73? R.
Eleazar answered : ‘Thus saith Moses to God (Blessed be He!), ¢ Lord of
all the world, hadst thou sworn by heaven and earth, I would say, even as
heaven and earth shall perish, so too thine oath shall perish. But now thon
hast sworn by thy Great Name, which lives and lasts for ever and ever; so
shall thine oath also last for ever and ever.’”

Elxe (v.13) with infin. =éWvare as usual. "Quooer. . . . &
pAy . . . ebhoyfow. Both the LXX (Thackeray, pp. 83, 84) and the
papyri (Deissmann, Bible Studies, 205f.) show that e psjv after
duvbew in oaths is common as an asseveration; in some cases,
as here, the classical form % i, from which el pjv arose by
itacism, is textually possible. The quotation (v.}4) is from the
promise made to Abraham after the sacrifice of Isaac (Gn 2216-17).
xar éuavrod dpoga . . . e i edhoydv edloyijow o€, Kal wAn-

1 This is the point raised in Jn 8%
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fivov wAnfuvd o oméppa cov. The practical religious value of
God’s promise being thus (v.15) confirmed is now brought out for
the present generation (vv.1%f—another long sentence). Kavé
Toi petfovos, Ze. by God. Which, Philo argues, is irreverent:
doefets &v voprofeiey of pdaxovres uvivar kata Beod (Leg. Allegor.
iii. 73), since only swearing by the Name of God is permissible (cp.
Dt 618). But our author has no such scruples (see above). And
he is quite unconscious of any objection to oaths, such as
some early Christian teachers felt (e.g. Ja 5'%); he speaks of the
practice of taking oaths without any scruples. “Hic locus . . .
docet aliquem inter Christianos jurisjurandi usum. esse legiti-
mum . . . porro non dicit olim fuisse in usu, sed adhuc vigere
pronuntiat” (Calvin). ’Avmdoylas, dispute or quarrel (the derived
sense in 77 xwpis wdoys dvridoylas, there is no disputing). Eis
BeBaiocwow only occurs once in the LXX (Lv 252), but is a
current phrase in the papyri (cp. Deissmann’s Bidle Studies,
163 f.) for ““by way of guarantee”; it is opposed to eis d6émow,
and used here as in Wis 619 mpocoxy 8¢ vépwv BeBaiwais dpbap-
olas. In Philo (see on v.19) it is the oath which is guaranteed;
here the oath guarantees. The general idea of v.I7 is that of
OGIS. (ii. B.C.), mws &v eis Tov &mavra Xpdvov dximra kol duerd-
Oera pévme 1d 1€ wpos Tov Oeov tlua kai T& mwpos Tov “Abqvatov
Ptrdvbpomra. ’Ev § (=286, Theophylact), such being the case,
Nepaadrepor, which goes with émBetéar, is illustrated by what Philo
says in de Abrakamo, 46 (see above): ““abundantius quam sine
juramento factum videretur” (Bengel). It is an equivalent
for wepiraorepls, which, indeed, B reads here. “Emdetfar (cp.
Elephantine-Papyri [1907] 17 (iv. B.C.) émdeifdro 62 “Hpaxeidnys
87 &v Eyxadfe Anuntpiac évavriov dvdpiv Tpuv): the verb, which
is only once used of God in the LXX (Is 372 viv 8¢ érédeata
éepquioar v krA), means here “to afford proof of.” The
writer uses the general plural, Tois xKA\npovépois Tis émwayyellas,!
instead of the singular “ Abraham,” since the Promise in its
mystical sense applied to the entire People, who had faith
like that of Abrabam. The reference is not specifically to
Isaac and Jacob, although these are called his guykhypordpor in
119 In 10 dperdfetor Tijs Boulfis our author evidently chooses
Bouvijs for the sake of the assonance with Poukdpevos. ’Aperd-
Betos is a synonym for dxivyros (cp. above on v.17 and
Schol. on Soph. Antig. 1027), and, as the papyri show,
had a frequent connexion with wills in the sense of “irrevoc-
able.” Here, in connexion with SovAis, it implies final
determination (cp. 3 Mac 35! 12); the purpose had a fixed

1 Eusebius once (Denmt. iv. 15. 40) omits 7#js érayyehias, and once (#bid.
v. 3. 21) reads tfs Bacelas, either accidentally or with a recollection of
Ja 2%,
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character or solidity about it. The verb épeoirevoer (‘“‘inter-
vened ”) does not occur in the LXX, and is here used intransi-
tively, instead of, as usual (cp. e.g. Dion. Halic. 47z ix. 59. 5;
OGIS. 4377 etc.), with some accusative like ovwbijxas. In Jos.
Ant. vii. 8. 5 it is used intransitively, but in the sense of “inter-
ceding” (mewofeis 8 6 Idafos kai ™ dvdykyy adTod katoikTelpas
épeairevoe wpds Tov Bacuréa). The oath is almost certainly that
just mentioned. Less probable is the interpretation (Delitzsch,
Hofmann, M. Stuart, von Soden, Peake, Seeberg, Wickham)
which regards the oath referred to in vv.1: as the oath in the
writer’s favourite psalm, 110%:

» 4 N 3 4
dpooer Kipios kal ob perapernbrioerar

A b N 2 A A by \ ’ 7
SV €l iepevs eis OV aldva ket Tv Tdéw MeAxioédex.

This oath does refer to the priesthood of Jesus, which the writer
is about to re-introduce (in v.20); but it is not a thought which
is brought forward till 720-21. 28 and the second line of the
couplet has been already quoted (5°) without any allusion to the
first.

In v.18 karadedyeww and é\wis are connected, but not as in
Wis 14% (Noah=1 é\ris 7ol kéopov émi oxedias, raraguyodoa).
Here, as é\wis means what is hoped for, Ze. the object of expecta-
tion, “the only thought is that we are moored to an immoveable
object” (A. B. Davidson). The details of the anchor-metaphor
are not to be pressed (v.%); the writer simply argues that
we are meant to fix ourselves to what has been fixed for us by
God and in God. To change the metaphor, our hope roots
itself in the eternal order. What we hope for is unseen, being
out of sight, but it is secure and real, and we can grasp it by
faith.

(@) Philo (Quaest. in Exod. 22%) ascribes the survival and success of the
Israelites in Egypt 8id 7iw émwi 70v cwrfipa Oedv karaguyidy, 8s éf dmdpwy kai
aunxdvwy émméupas Thy edepyéTwy Svvauw épploaro Tods ixéras. (&) Tév is
inserted in v.1® before Oedv (by &* A C P 33. 1245. 1739. 1827. 2005 Ath.
Chrys. ), probably to harmonize with ¢ feds in v.17 (where 1912 omits ¢}. But
febv (*“ one who is God ) is quite apposite.

NopdkAnow goes with xpatfioar (aor. = *seize,” rather than
“hold fast to,” like kpareiv in 41%), and oi kataduydrres stands by
itself, though there is no need to conjecture of xard puyyy Syres=
in our flight (so J. J. Reiske, etc.). Is not eternal life, Philo
asks, 9 wpds 70 v karadvyi| (de fuga, 15)? In Tfs wpokeLuévns
é\ridos, mpokequérns must have the same sense as in 122; the
colloguial sense of “aforesaid,” which is common in the papyri
(eg. OP. 1275 els mp wpoxipévy kduyv), would be flat.
*Acpalfj Te kai PeBaiav reflects one of the ordinary phrases in
Greek ethics which the writer is so fond of employing. Cp.
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Plutarch, de comm. not. 1061¢, kalror mioa xardAmpfns & 7§
o0 kai prijun 16 dopalis Exovoa kal BéBatov k7M. : Sextus Empir.
adv. log. ii. 374, & 716 Vmoribéuevov §j Vmoriferar BéBurov éome
kal doparés: and Philo, guis rer. div. 62, kardAydis dopalis kai
Befala. The dyxupa of hope is safe and sure, as it is fixed in
eternity. All hope for the Christian rests in what Jesus has
done in the eternal order by his sacrifice.

Chrysostom’s comment on the ¢“anchor” metaphor is all that is needed :
domwep yap 9 &ykvpa éfaprybeica Tob whoiov, ol doincer adrd mepupépesfa,
k8 pvplow rapacalebwow Bvepor, GAN éfaprnbeica édpatov moiel* olrw Kkal 4
émis.  The anchor of hope was a fairly common metaphor in.the later Greek
ethic (e.g. Heliod. vil. 25, wioa é\ridos dykvpa mavrolws dvésmaorar, and Epict.
Fragm. (30) 89, olite vaiy € évds dryxuplov otre Blov éx wds émidos Sputaréov),
but our author may have taken the religious application from Philo, who
writes (de Somnits, i. 39),! o0 xph karewTnxévar TOv éAwid felas svupaxlias
épopuobvra (lies moored to). He does not use it as a metaphor for stability,
however, like most of the Greeks from Euripides (e.g. Helena, 277, dyxvpa -
& 4 wov Tas T¥xas Gxer pévy) and Aristophanes (e.g. Knights, 1244, Newr
Tis éAwis éoT é@ #s éyovucha) onwards, as, ¢.¢., in the most famous use of the
anchor-metaphor,? that by Pythagoras (Stob. Eclog. 3: whoiiros dofevis
&ykvpa, dbta &ri dofeveotépa . . . Tives olv dyxvpar duvatal; ¢pbvyos,
pneyahopuyia, dvdpla* Tabras odfels xeyuav galeder).

Suddenly he breaks the metaphor,® in order to regain the
idea of the priesthood of Jesus in the invisible world. Hope
enters the unseen world ; the Christian hope, as he conceives it,
is bound up with the sacrifice and intercession of Jesus in the
Presence of God, and so he uses language from the ritual of
Lv 162 about Aaron * passing inside the veil,” or curtain that
screened the innermost shrine. To this conception he returns
in g* after he has described the vital functions of Jesus as
iepevs (6201). For at last he has reached what he regards as the
cardinal theme of his bomily. The first paragraph (7!'%), which
is one long sentence in Greek, applies and expands eis 7dv aidva,
the first note of Melchizedek’s priesthood being that it is per-
petual, thus typifying the priesthood of Jesus. The next is (7%10),
that it is prior and superior to the levitical priesthood ; this 1s

1 The comparison between hope and a voyage in de Abrakamo, 9, is
different : 6 8¢ éAwifwy, ws alrd dnhot Tolvoua, EXuris, épiéuevos udv del Tob
kaXoD, uhmw & épikéobar TolTou dedurmuévos, AAN éowkds Tols mAéovewr, of
crebdovres els Npévas xaralpew Balarrelovow évopulsasfar uh durduevor.
This is nearer to the thought of Ro 8% %,

2 For the anchor as a symbol on tombs, pagan and Christian, see Le
Blant’s Jnscr. Chrét. de Gaule, ii. 158, 312. Contrast with He 68 1% the
bitter melancholy of the epitaph in the Greek Anthology (ix. 49): éAwls kai
ov, Toxn, péya xolpere® o9 Apdv’ elpor | 0ddey éuol X' buiv' maifere Tovs
per’ éué.

3 A similar mixture of metaphor in Ep. Aristeas, 230 (o¢ uév ob dwwatdy
éori wraloar, wmacs yap xdpiras Ermapras al Bhacrdrovow edvowav, f) & uéyioro.
Tdw §mA\wy KkaTioxVovsa wephauBdrer Thy peylorny dogdlewar), and Philo, de
praemiis, 2 (Tabrys & & wpdTos omwbpos éoTiv éNwis, §) Ty TGV Blwy),
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implied in the former claim, but the writer works it out fancifully
from the allusion to tithes.

0 There (8mov for the classical dror) Jesus entered for us in advance, when
he became highpriest *‘ for ever with the rank of Melchizedek” ' For
¢ Melchizedek, the king of Salem, a priest of the Most High God,” who “‘ met
Abrakan on kis veturn from the slaughter of the kings and blessed him”—
2who had ** a tenth part (Sexdryy, sc. poipav) of everything” assigned him by
Abrakam—this Melchizedek is (sc. Gv) primarily a *‘ king of righteousness”
(that is the meaning of his name) ; then, bestdes that, ‘‘king of Salem®
(whick means, king of peaze). ° He has neither father nor mother nor gene-
alogy, neither a beginning to kis days nor an end to his life, but, resembling
the Son of God, continues to be *‘ priest” permanently.

This paragraph and that which follows (vv.#1%) are another
little sermon, this time on the story of Gn 141820, In 62053
the writer starts from the idea that Jesus is dpxiepeds eis Tov
altva kard Ty Tdéw Melxioedék, and shows how the Melchizedek
priesthood was eis Tov aidva, 7. explaining Ps 110* from Gn
14180,  EiefMev in 62 is explained later, in g2, MpéSpopos
recalls épxnyds (21%), with its suggestion of pioneering. The
term is only used in the LXX of the days &apos, mpddpopor
orapvAfs (Nu 13%2), or of early fruit (s mpédpopos oikov, Is 28%) ;
the present sense occurs, however, in Wis 128, where wasps or
hornets are called the wpédpopor of God’s avenging host. The
thought here is of Christ entering heaven as we are destined to
do, after him, once like him (5%) we are * perfected.” Vv.I-3
in ch. 7 are another of the writer’s long sentences: ofiTos 6 Me\-
Xtoedée . . . péver iepeds eis T dupvexés is the central thought,
but the subject is overloaded with quotations and comments,
including a long pév . . . 8¢ clause. The length of the sentence
and the difficulty of applying péver iepeds els 70 Oupvexés to
Melchizedek have led some editors to make Jesus the subject of
the sentence : otros (Jesus) yap (6 Mehxioedéi . . . 7§ vig feod)
péver lepeds els Tov aidva. But the obros, as v.# shows, is
Melchizedek, and the theory is wrecked upon v.8, for it is quite
impossible to take ée x7A. as “in the upper sanctuary (sc. éorw)
there is One of whom the record is that He lives.” There is a
slight but characteristic freedom at the very outset in the use of
the story, e.g. in 6 ouwvarrfigas «tA. The story implies this, but
does not say it. It was the king of Sodom who éfAfer eis
cwdvrow abTd perd 10 mooTpéfar alrov amd Tis xomwiqs, but as
Melchizedek is immediately said to have brought the conquering
hero bread and wine, our writer assumed that he also met
Abraham.

An interesting example of the original reading being preserved in an
inferior group of MSS is afforded by & ovvavmjoas (C* L P). The variant
8s gwwavrioas (k ABC? D K W 33. 436. 794. 1831. 1837. 1912), which
makes a pointless anacolouthon, was due to the accidental reduplication of C
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(OCCYN for OCYN), though attempts have been made to justify this
readmg by assuming an anacolouthon in the sentence, or a parenthesis in
8s . . . "ABpadp, or carelessness on the part of the writer who began with a
relative and 1orgot to carry on the proper construction. Some curious
homiletic expansions have crept into the text of vv.:-2.  After SaciAéwy two
late mlnuscules (456. 460) read 81: édiwEev Tods dANogvhous kai éfeilaro Adr
perd wdons atx,u.a)\wo-las, and after adrév, D* vt 330. 440. 823 put xai ( ABpadu)
ebhoynsbels m avrol. The latter is another (cp. 11%) of the glosses which
were thrown up by the Latin versions.

Inv.2 dpépuoey is substituted for the &Bwkevr of the LXX (which
reappears in v.%), in order to make it clear that Abraham’s gift
was a sort of tithe. Tithes were not paid by the Hebrews
from spoils of war; this was a pagan custom. But such is the
interpretation of the story in Philo, e.g. in his fragment on Gn
1418 (Fraoments of Philo, ed. J. Rendel Harrls, p.- 72): T& yep
TOU ‘II'OA,E,U.O'U a.chr'rﬂ.a alb(l)O'L T(D I.EPEL Kal- Tag 7779 VLK'I]Q a1rapxa§
LGPO‘IFPGTEO'TG.T'I] 86 Kal- aytw'ra'r'q ‘II'G.O'(DV a7rapxwv 17 8('(0.1'7] 8(.0. TO
mavréheov elvar Tov dplpdy, d’ ob kal Tois iepedor kal vewkdpots
ai Sexdror mpoordfer vépov kapmav kal fpeppdrov dmodidovrar,
dpfavros Tijs dmwapxis "Afpady, 8s xal Tod yévous dpxnyéms éoTiv.
Or again in de congressu, 17, where he describes the same incident
as Abraham offering God tas Sexdras xapiomipia s vikys.

The fantastic interpretation of the Melchizedek episode is all the writer’s
own. What use, if any, was made of Melchizedek in pre-Christian Judaism,
is no longer to be ascertained. Apparently the book of Jubilees contained a
reference to this episode in Abraham’s career, but it has been excised for
some reason (see R. H. Charles’ note on Jub 13”) Josephus makes little of
the story (4. i. 10. 2). He simply recounts how when Abraham returned
from the rout of the Assyrians, dmjvryse & au-rq: 6 TOv Zodouitdv Baciheds els
Témov Tivd v xaholo. Ilediov Baoihikby Evba 6 Tis Zolvud 76hews vrodéxerat
Baciheds alrov Mehyisedékns. onpalver 8¢ Toliro Baotheds Slratos® xal #iv 8¢
TotobTos 6;Lo)x0‘yov,u.évws, os ded TavTny alrdv Thy alriey xal lepéa 'ywécrﬂaz ‘rofi
eod. THY uévror Eo)\v,u.a toTepoy e‘xa)\eo'a.v Iepocré)\uy.a. e‘xop‘ﬁ'y‘nae 8¢ ofros 6
Me)\xm’e&ék'r;s T 'ABpduov oTparg féw.a. xal woA\h aploviav 7oV émiTndelwy
rapéoxe, kai 7ra.pb. v evwxla.v avroy T émawelv fipfato kal TOv Oedv edhoyelv
Umoxeiplovs alrg moucavra Tovs éxfpovs. "ABpduov 8¢ 8idbyros kal Thy dexdrny
T#s Nelas alr, wpoodéyerar Thy déow xtA. In the later Judaism, however,
more interest was taken in Melchizedek (cp. M. Friedlinder in Rewvue des
Etudes Juives, v. 7p 1f.). Thus some applied the 110th psalm to Abraham
(Mechilta on Ex 157, r. Gen. 55. 6), who was ranked as the priest after the order
of Melchizedek, while Melchizedek was su posed to have been degraded
because he (Gn 1419) mentioned the name OF Abraham before that of God!
This, as Bacher conjectures, represented a protest against the Christian view
of Melchizedek (Agada der Tannaiten?, i. p. 259). It denotes the influence
of Ipos ‘EBpalovs. Philo, as we mlght expect, had already made more of the
episode than ]o%ephus, and it is Philo’s method of interpretation which gives
the clue to our writer'’s use of the story. Thus in Leg. Alleg. iii. 25 26
he points out (2) that Mekyioedex /Sa.o':.)\éa. Te 775 elpiyns—Zarhy TolTo Yép
éppnveverar—ral lepéa éavrol wemolnker ! 6 feds (in Gn 14%), and allegorizes the
reference into a panegyric upon the peaceful, persuasive influence of the really
royal mind. He then (#) does the same with the sacerdotal reference. ’AAX

! The same sort of perfect as recurs in Hpés ‘EBpatovs (e.g. 78 and 11%),
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0 uév Mehxioedéx dvri Udatos olvor wpoogepérw ral moriférw xal depareférw
Yuxds, (va kardoyxerol vévwrrar Oeig uédy vypalewrépe viyews airis. lepels
Ydp éori Néyos kAfpov Exwv Tov SvTa xal Synhds mepl abrob kal vrepdyxws xal
peyalompew s Noyifopevos® Tob yap bypiorov éativ iepevs, quoting Gn 14'® and
hastening to add, odx 87v éo7t 7is dAhos odx U¥uoros. Philo points out thus
the symbolism of wine (not water) as the divine intoxication which raises the
soul to lofty thought of God; but our author does not even mention the food
and drink, though later on there was a tendency to regard them as symbolizing

“ the elements in the eucharist, His interest in Melchizedek lies in the parallel
to Christ. This leads him along a line of his own, though, like Philo, he sees
immense significance not only in what scripture says, but in what it does not
say, about this mysterious figure in the early dawn of history.

In wv.-2 the only points in the original tale which are
specially noted are () that his name means Bagiheds Sikaioobvys ;
() that Xalp, his capital, means eipfvy ; and (¢) inferentially that
this primitive ideal priest was also a king. Yet none of these
is developed. Thus, the writer has no interest in identifying
SaAdp.  All that matters is its meaning. He quotes iepeds Tod
feod Tod WioTov, but it is Iepeds alone that interests him. The
fact about the tithes (¢ xol dexdmy dmwd wdvrwy énéproey 'ABpadp.)
is certainly significant, but it is held over until v.&. What strikes
him as far more vital is the silence of the record about the birth
and death of Melchizedek (v.8). Awawoodrm as a royal character-
istic (see Introd. pp. xxxiif.) had been already noted in con-
nexion with Christ (18%) ; but he does not connect it with eipsy,
as Philo does, though the traditional association of 8ikatoovyn kai
eipypyy with the messianic reign may have been in his mind. In
the alliteration (v.%) of dmdrwp, dpfrwp, dyeveakdynros, the third
term is apparently coined by himself; it does not mean ¢ of no
pedigree,” nor “without successors,” but simply (cp. v.5) ¢“de-
void of any genealogy.” Having no beginning (since none is
mentioned), M. has no end. ’‘Awdrwp and éufrwp are boldly
lifted from their pagan associations. In the brief episode of Gn
141820, this mysterious Melchizedek appears only as a priest of
God; his birth is never mentioned, neither is his death ; unlike
the Aaronic priests, with whom a pure family descent was vital,
this priest has no progenitors. Reading the record in the light
of Ps 1104 and on the Alexandrian principle that the very
silence of scripture is charged with meaning, the writer divines
in Melchizedek a priest who is permanent. This method of
interpretation had been popularized by Philo. In guod det. pot.
48, e.g., he calls attention to the fact that Moses does not explain
in Gn 41 what was the mark put by God upon Cain. Why?
Because the mark was to prevent him from being killed. Now
Moses never mentions the death of Cain 8.4 wdons s vopofeoias,
suggesting that domep % pepvlevpévy Zxddda, kardy &fdvarov dorw
ddpooivy. Again (de Ebrict. 14) elme ydp wob 1is “ kal y&p dAnhbs
ddedgprp pov éoTwv éx warpls, 'aAX odk éx pyrpés” (Gn 201%)—
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Abraham’s evasive description of Sarah—is most significant ; she
had no mother, ze. she had no connexion with the material
world of the senses.

’Amdrwp and dustwp were applied to () waifs, whose parents were un-
known ; or () to illegitimate children ; or (¢) to people of low origin ; or (&)
to deities who were supposed to have been born, like Athené and Hephaestus,
from only one sex. Lactantius (dzusn. snste?. i. 7) quotes the Delphic oracle,
which described Apollo as du#rwp, and insists that such terms refer only to
God (¢bzd.-iv. 13). ““As God the Father, the origin and source of things,
is without parentage, he is most accurately called drdrwp and dufrwp by
Trismegistus, since he was not begotten by anyone. Hence it was fitting
that the Son also should be twice born, that he too should become dmdrwp
and dufrwp.” His argument apparently! is that the pre-existent Son was
dufrwp and that He became dwdrwp by the Virgin-birth (so Theodore of
Mopsuestia). Lactantius proves the priesthood of Christ from Ps 110% among
other passages, but he ignores the deduction from the Melchizedek of Gn 14 ;
indeed he gives a rival derivation of Jerusalem as if from iepdv Tohoudw.
Theodoret, who (Dzal. ii.) explains that the incarnate Son was dufrwp, with
respect to his divine nature, and d-yeveahéynros in fulfilment of Is 538, faces
the difficulty of Melchizedek with characteristic frankness. Melchizedek, he
explains, is described as dwdrwp, dufjrwp, simply because scripture does not
record his parentage or lineage. Ei d\nfds drdrwp v kal dufrwp, otk &y fv
elkdw, AAN d\jfaa. 'Emedy 8¢ ob ¢ploer Tabr Exe, dANL kaTd Thw THs felas
Tpagiis oixovoularv, delkvvor Tijs dAnbelas Tdv Témor. In his commentary he
explains that pévet lepeds els 7O duppexés means Ty lepwovvny ob wapéreuyer els
maidas, kafdwep’ Aapdy xal "Eled{ap val Pweés,

*Apupowpéres in v.8 means “resembling,” as, eg., in Ep,
Jerem.™® vexpd éppupérve & oxére ddpwpolevrar of feol atridv, though
it might even be taken as a strict passive, “made to resemble”
(¢.e. in scripture), the Son of God.being understood to be eternal,
Eis 70 Suqvexés is a classical equivalent for eis Tov al@ve, a phrase
which is always to be understood in the light of its context.
Here it could not be simply ¢““ad vitam” ; the foregoing phrases
and the fact that even the levitical priests were appointed for
life, rule out such an interpretation.

The writer now (vv.*1%) moralizes upon the statement that
Abraham paid tithes to Melchizedek and received his blessing,
which proves the supreme dignity of the Melchizedek priesthood,
and, inferentially, its superiority to the levitical.

§ Now mark the dignity of this man. The patriarch * Abrakam paid”
him*“a tenth” of the spoils. ° Those sons of Levi, who receive the priestly
office, are indeed ordered by law fto tithe the people (that is, their brothers),
although the latter are descended from Abrakham ; Sbut he who had no
levitical €k avrdv=¢x TOv vidv Acvel) genealogy actually tithed Abrakam and
““blessed” the possessor of the promises! 7 (And there is no question that it is
the inferior who is blessed by the superior.) ® Again, it is mortal men in the
one case who receive tithes, while in the olher il is one of whom the witness is
that ** ke lives.” ° In fact, we might almost say that even Levt the recetver
of tithes paid tithes through Abrakam ; ° for he was still in the loins of kis
rather when Melchizedek met him.

1In iv. 25 he says that ‘‘as God was the Father of his spirit without a
mother, so a virgin was the mother of his body without a father.”
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@cwpeire (v.4) is an oratorical imperative as in 4 Mac 1413
(Pewpeire 8¢ wds modmhoxos éorw 1) s Phorexvias oTopyy);
mhixos is a rare word, often used for %Aixos after vowels, though
not in Zec 2% (tod i0eiv wnAikov 76 whdros alris éorw), where alone
it occurs in the LXX. The odros (om. D* 67**. 1739 Blass)
repeats the obros of v.. We have now a triple proof of the
inferiority of the levitical priesthood to Melchizedek. (a) Mel-
chizedek, though not in levitical orders, took tithes from and
gave a blessing to Abraham himself (vv.47); (4) he is never
recorded to have lost his priesthood by death (v.8); and (¢) in-
deed, in his ancestor Abraham, Levi yet unborn did homage to
Melchizedek (% 19). T& dxpobivia (v.%), which this alone of NT
writers has occasion to use, explains the wdvra of v.2; it is one
of the classical terms for which he went outside the LXX,
‘0 warpudpyns is thrown to the end of the sentence for emphasis.
In v. {epatelav is chosen instead of iepwovvyy for the sake of
assonance with Aevel. The LXX does not distinguish them
sharply. The general statement about tithing, xard Tév vépor
(the &roly of Nu 1820-21), is intended to throw the spontaneous
action of Abraham into relief; dmodexaroiv of *tithing” persons
occurs in 1 S 85% but usually means “to pay tithes,” like the
more common 3exaroiv (v.5), the classical form being dexarevew.
In v.8 the perfect ebhoyfixe is like the Philonic perfect (see above).
In describing the incident (de Aérakamo, 40), Philo lays stress
upon the fact that 6 péyas iepeds Tob peylorov Geod offered érwikia
and feasted the conquerors ; he omits both the blessing and the
offering of tithes, though he soon allegorizes the latter (41).

Moulton calls attention to ‘‘the beautiful parallel in Plato’s 4pol. 28,
for the characteristic perfect in Hebrews, describing what stands writien in
Secripture,” holding that ‘8co. év Tpolg Terehevrixao: (as is written in the
Athenians’ Bible) is exactly like He 78 11 %.”  But these perfects are
simply aoristic (see above, p. 91, note).

V.7 is a parenthetical comment on what blessing and being
blessed imply; the neuter (&\arrov) is used, as usual in Greek
(cp. Blass, § 138. 1), in a general statement, especially in
a collective sense, about persons. Then the writer rapidly
summarizes, from vv.I'4, the contrast between the levitical
priests who die off and Melchizedek whose record (uaprupovuevos
in scripture, cp. 11%) is “he lives” (uijre luijs 1édos . . . péve
els 70 Supvexés). Finally (vv.%19) he ventures (bs &émros elmeily, a
literary phrase, much affected by Philo) on what he seems to
feel may be regarded as a forced and fanciful remark, that Levi
was committed & ’ABpa.dp._(genitive) to a position of respectful
deference towards the prince-priest of Salem. In v.5 xalmep
huBéras & s Sodlos "APpadp (the Semitic expression for
descendants, chosen here in view of what he was going to say in
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v10 & TH do0¢bi Toi marpds) is another imaginative touch added
in order to signalize the pre-eminent honour of the levitical
priests over their fellow-countrymen. Such is their high-authority.
And yet Melchizedek’s is higher still !

(a) In v.% “forte legendum, & §¢ uh yeveahoyoluevos adrdv dedexdrwke v
"ABpady, ipsum Abrahamam” (Bentley). But ¢£ alrdy explains itself, and
the stress which ad7éy would convey is already brought out by the emphatic
position of "ABpadu, and by the comment kal 7év €xovra x7A. () In v.* kal
1s inserted after ¢, in conformity with v.%, by # AC D¢ K L P syr"® arm,
etc. For &mwodexatolv in v.? the termination (cp. Thackeray, 244) drodexa-
roiv is read by B D (as xaracknroiv in Mt 13%). In v.% the more common
(11%) aorist, ebAdynoe, is read by A C P 6. 104. 242. 263. 326. 383. 1288,
1739. 2004. 2143, Chrys. for edAdynxe. '

He now (vv.11£) turns to prove his point further, by glancing
at the text from the r1oth psalm. “It is no use to plead that
Melchizedek was succeeded by the imposing Aaronic priest-
hood ; this priesthood belonged to an order of religion which
had to be superseded by the Melchizedek-order of priesthood.”
He argues here, as already, from the fact that the psalter is later
than the pentateuch; the point of 711 is exactly that of 47¢,

W Further, if the levitical priesthood had been the means of reacking per-
Section (for it was on the basis of that priesthood that the Law was enacted for
the People), why was it still necessary for another sort of priest to emerge
“awith the rank of Melchizedek,” instead of simply with the rank of Aaron
(22 for when the priesthood is changed, a change of law necessarily follows)?
18 He who is thus (i.e. “ with the rank of M.”) described belongs to another
tribe, no member of whick ever devoted himself to the altar ; '* for it is evident
that our Lord sprang from Judak, and Moses never mentioned priesthood in
connexion with that tribe. ' This becomes all the more plain when (el=érel)
another priest emerges *‘ resembling Melchizedek,” 8 one who has become a
priest by the power of an indissoluble (dxaralvtov, d.e. by death) Life and
not by the Law of an external command ; 17 for the witness to him s,

“ Thowu art priest for ever, with the rank of Melchizedeh”

18 4 previous command is set aside on account of its weakness and uselessness
18 ( for the Law made nothing perfect), and there is introduced a better Hope,
by means of whick we can draw near to God.

El pév oy (without any 8¢ to follow, as in 8%) rekelwois
(“perfection ” in the sense of a perfectly adequate relation to
God ; see v.1%) 814 tijs AcveiTiijs iepwoirms «TA.  Aeverkis is a
rare word, found in Philo (de fuga, % Aevricy pdvy), but never in
the LXX except in the title of Leviticus ; iepwavvy does occur in
the LXX, and is not distinguishable from ieparela (v.?). In the
parenthetical remark & Aads ydp én alrfjs vevopobémrar, adtis
was changed into edmiv (6. 242. 330. 378. 383. 440. 462. 467.
489. 491. 999. 1670. 1836 Theophyl.), or avrjj (K L 326, 1288,
etc. Chrys.) after 8% (where again we have this curious passive),
and vevopoBerjrar altered into the pluperfect évearopobérnro
(K L, etc.). The less obvious genitive (cp. Ex. 34% éri yap
Tav Aéywy TotTwv Téfepar gol Siabikyy kai 7Q Lopad) én’ abrijs
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is not “in the time of,” for the levitical priesthood was not in
existence prior to the Law ; it might mean *in connexion with,”
since éx{ and mepl have a similar force with this genitive, but the
incorrect dative correctly explains the genitive. The Mosaic
vdpos could not be worked for the Aads without a priesthood, to
deal with the offences incurred. The idea of the writer always
is that a vduos or dwafixn depends for its validity and effective-
ness upon the iepeis or iepeis by whom it is administered. Their
personal character and position are the essential thing. Every con-
sideration is subordinated to that of the priesthood. Asa change
in that involves a change in the vdpos (v.12), the meaning of the
parenthesis in v.11 must be that the priesthood was the basis for the
vopos, though, no doubt, the writer has put his points in vv.11- 12
somewhat intricately ; this parenthetical remark would have been
better placed after the other in v.1%, as indeed van d. Sande
Bakhuyzen proposes. Three times over (cp. v.!%) he puts in
depreciatory remarks about the Law, the reason being that the
Law and the priesthood went together. It is as if he meant
here: “the levitical priesthood (which, of course, implies the
Law, for the Law rested on the priesthood).” The inference
that the vépos is antiquated for Christians reaches the same end
as Paul does by his dialectic, but by a very different route.
*Avigracbas ( =appear on the scene, as v.1%) and Méyeofac refer to
Ps 110% which is regarded as marking a new departure, with
far-reaching effects, involving (v.1?) an alteration of the vépos as
wellas of the iepwodyy. In kaiod . . . Néyeofar the od negatives
the infinitive as ps usually does; ‘Aapdy, like Kavd (Jn 212), has
become indeclinable, though Josephus still employs the ordinary
genitive *Aapdvos. In v.1? perdeois, which is not a LXX term,
though it occurs in 2 Mac 11%, is practically equivalent here
(cp. 12%) to &0émors in v.18. A close parallel occurs in de
Mundo, 6, vépos ptv yap Hpiv iocoxhwrs & Beds, oddepiav émdexd-
pevos Sidpfuow 7 perdfeawv, and a similar phrase is employed by
Josephus to describe the arbitrary transference of the highpriest-
hood (4»t. xii. . 7, 76 Avoiov wewolels, perabetvar Ty gy dwd
TavTys s olxias els Erepov).

We now (vv.1%%) get an account of what was meant by od
katd Ty Tdfw "Aapdy or Erepos (“another,” in the sense of “a
different”) tepeds in v.11; Jesus, this iepeds xara v rdéw Melyioe-
déx, came from the non-sacerdotal tribe of Judah, not from that
of Levi. ’E¢’ dv is another instance of the extension of this
metaphorical use of éxi from the Attic dative to the accusative,
The perfect peréoxnker may be used in an aoristic sense, like
Zoxnxa, or simply for the sake of assonance with mpocéoynkey,
and it means no more than peréoxev in 24; indeed peréoyer is
read here by P 489. 623% 1912 arm, as wpooéoxer is (by A C
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33. 1288) for mpovéoxmxer. The conjecture of Erasmus, mpogéo-
Tkev, is ingenious, but mpogéxew in the sense of “attend ” is
quite classical. The rule referred to in els v pukipy (sf 75 ¢v)w]g,
arm?), f.e. é ¢v)n;g els 17v (as Lk 1019) kA, is noted in ]osephus,
Ant. xx. 10. 1, WdTpidy éoTL ;L'qseva 708 feod Ty dpxrepwatvygy
AapBdvew §) Tov ¢ alpatos Tob "Aapbrvos. No tribe except Levi
supplied priests. (Mpédnhov in v.4 s not a LXX term, but
occurs in this sense in z Mac 3'7 (8" év mpddnhov éylvero) and
14%, as well as in Judith 8%.) In Zest. Levi 814 it is predlcted
(cp Introd. P, xlvm) that Bagidels éx Tob lovda dvaomjoerar kai
movjoe. lepateiov véay: but this is a purely verbal parallel, the
Bagiheis is Hyrcanus and the reference is to the Maccabean
priest-kings who succeed the Aaronic priesthood. "Avaté\ew is
a synonym for dviocracfou (v.15), as in Nu 247, though it is just
possible that dvaréralker is a subtle allusion to the messianic
title of *Avarols in Zec 61%; in commenting on that verse Philo
observes (de confus. ling. 14): Todrov p&v yop mpeaBiraror vidv &
Tév Shwy dvérelhe mariip. (For iepéwyv the abstract equivalent
{eporiigs, from v.1% is substituted by D¢ K L.) The title
6 xdpros fpdv is one of the links between the vocabulary of this
epistle and that of the pastorals (1 Ti 1, 2 Ti 1%). As the
result of all this, what is it that becomes (v.1%) wepioaérepor
(for wepgadrepus) katddnhov?! The provisional character of the
levitical priesthood, or the perdfeqis vdpov?  Probably the
latter, though the writer would not have distinguished the one
from the other. In v.!% katé T dpoémra linguistically has the
same sense as dpuwpowdpevos (v.5). In v.18 gapkivgs (for which
aapkikijs is substituted by C° D K ¥ 104. 326. 1175, etc.) hints at
the contrast which is to be worked out later (in gl'4) between
the external and the inward or spiritual, the sacerdotal évrohf
being dismissed as merely capxi, since it laid down physical
descent as a requisite for office. Hereditary succession is
opposed to the inherent personality of the Son (=9¢!4). The dis-
tinction between copkicds (=fleshly, with the nature and qualities
of adpf) and odpkwos (fleshy, composed of odpf) is blurred in
Hellenistic Greek of the period, where adjectives in -wos tend to
take over the sense of those in -wos, and zice versa. In v.17
paprupeitar (cp. popTupovuevos, v.8) is altered to the active (1015)
paprupet by C D K L 256. 326. 436, 1175. 1837. 2127 syr™ vg
arm Chrys.

The perdfeais of v.12 is now explained negatively (48émoats)
and positively (émeioaywyh) in vv.1% 1. "Abérqais (one of his juristic
metaphors, cp. 9%) yivetar (ie. by the promulgation of Ps rro%)
wpoayodans (cp. LM A. iii. 247, 10 wpodyovta Yapiopara s mpodyew is

1 Karddnhov is the classical intensive form of 677)\ov, used here for the sake
of assonance with the following kard.

7
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not used by the LXX in this sense of ‘fore-going”) évrolfis (v.16)
8.6 T abriis (unemphatic) dofevéds kai dradelés (alliteration).
"Avwdelds is a word commion in such connexions, e.g. Zp. Arist.
253, Omep dvopelds kol dAyewdy éomw : Polyb. xii. 25° diplov kai
dropelés. The uselessness of the Law lay in its failure to secure
an adequate forgiveness of sins, without which a real access or
fellowship (éyyitew 1@ 0ed) was impossible ; 003év érekeiwoev, it led
to no absolute order of communion between men and God, no
Tehelwors.  The positive contrast (v.29) is introduced by the strik-
ing compound émeicaywyf (with yiverar), a term used by Josephus
for the replacing of Vashti by Esther (4#n# xi. 6. 2, oBévvofar yap
6 wpds TV wporiipay GLléoTopyov érépas émetTaywyy, kol T Tpos éxel-
vy ebvovy droomdpevov katd pkpov ylyveafar Tijs ocuvodays); there
is no force here in the ére, as if it meant “ fresh” or *‘ further.”
The new é\is is kpelrror by its effectiveness (6'8) ; it accomplishes
what the vépos and its iepwoivy had failed to realize for men, viz.
a direct and lasting access to God. In what follows the writer
ceases to use the term éAxis, and concentrates upon the éyyifeww
79 0¢d, since the essence of the é\xis lies in the priesthood and
sacrifice of Jesus the Son.  With this allusion to the kpelrrwv éAxis,
he really resumes the thought of 6181%; but he has another
word to say upon the superiority of the Melchizedek priest, and
in this connexion he recalls another oath of God, viz. at the
inauguration or consecration mentioned in Ps 110%, a solemn
divine oath, which was absent from the ritual of the levitical
priesthood, and which ratifies the new priesthood of Jesus as
permanent (vv.20-2%) enabling him to do for men what the levitical
priests one after another failed to accomplish (vv.2-2),

2 A4 better Hope, because it was not promised apart from anoath. Previous
priests (ol uév=levitical priests) became priests apart from any oath, 3 but
ke kas an oath from Him who said to kim,

¢ The Lord has sworn, and ke will not change his mind,

thou art a priest for ever.”
22 Adnd this makes Jesus surety for a superior covenant. = Also, while they (o
wév) became pricsts in large numbers, since death prevents them from continuing
o0 serve, ® he holds his priesthood without any successor, since he continues for
ever. % Hence for all time he is able to save those who approack God through
kim, as ke is always lfving to intercede on their behalf.

The long sentence (vv.20-22) closes with *Imoobs in an emphatic
position.  After kal ka8’ doov ob xwpls Sprwpooias, which connect
(s¢. TotTo yivera) with éreioaywys) xpeirrovos é\ridos, there is a long
explanatory parenthesis oi pév yap . . . eis Tdv aidva, exactly in
the literary style of Philo (e.g. guis rer. div. 17, é§’ Saov yip oluau
ktA.—vods pev yip . . . alofpais—émt Toooirov kTA.). In v.20
Sprwpooia (oath-taking) is a neuter plural (cp. Sy/i. 593%, OGIS.
229%%) which, like dvropooia, has become a feminine singular of
the first declension, and eloly yeyovéres is simply an analytic form
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of the perfect tense, adopted as more sonorous than yeydvaot.  As
we have already seen (on 6'9), Philo (de sacrific. 28-29) discusses
such references to God swearing. Thousands of people, he ob-
serves, regard an oath as inconsistent with the character of God,who
requires no witness to his character. “Men who are disbelieved
have recourse to an oath in order to win credence, but God’s mere
word must be believed (6 8¢ feds kai Aéywv moros éomv) ; hence,
his words are in no sense different from oaths, as far as assurance
goes.” He concludes that the idea of God swearing an oath is
simply an anthropomorphism which is necessary on account of
human weakness. Our author takes the OT language in Ps r1ot
more nalvely, detecting a profound significance in the line &pocer
xptos kail od perapehndioerar (in the Hellenistic sense of « regret ”
=change his mind). The allusion is, of course, to the levitical
priests. But Roman readers could understand from their former
religion how oaths were needful in such a matter. Claudius,
says Suetonius (Vi Claud. 22), “in co-optandis per collegia
sacerdotibus neminem nisi juratus (f.e. that they were suitable)
nominavit.”

The superfluous addition of rarta Ty Tdfv Mekx1le8éx was soon made,
after els Tov aldva, by w0 A D K L P vt Syrpesh bkl hoh eth Eus (Dem. iv.
15. 40), etc.

nupup.évew means to remain in office or serve (a common
euphemism in the papyrl) The priestly office could last in a
family {cp. Jos. Ant. xi. 8. 2, s lepatikijs Tupiis peyiorys odoys kai
& 7§ yéver mapapevovays), but mortal men (darofvijokovres, v.8) could
not mapapévew as priests, whereas (v.2%) Jesus remains a perpetual
iepeds, 81075 pévew (=wdvtoTe Ldv, v.25) adrév(superfluous as in Lk 24
8ua 70 adrov elvar). AwapdBartov, a legal adjective for “inviolable,”
is here used in the uncommon sense of non-transferable -(boh
Chrys. otk éxer 8uddoxor, Oecumenius, etc. aduddoxov), as an equiva-
lent for py mapafaivovaar els dAdov, and contrasts Jesus with the
long succession of the levitical priests (wAelovés). The passive
sense of “not to be infringed” (cp ]ustm Martyr, Apol. 1. 43,
clpappévny dopev dmapdSarov ‘rav-mv €lvar, where the adjective
=ineluctabile) or “unbroken” does not suit the context, for
Jesus had no rivals and the word can hardly refer to the invasion
of death. Like yeyupraopéva in 54, also after exew, it has a pre-
dicative force, marked by the absence of the article. Philo (gusés
rer. div. heres, 6) finds a similar signiﬁcance in the etymology of
KvpLos asa divine title: xdptos pev yap 7ra.pa. 76 kDpos, & 89 BéBawy
éoTw, elpyrat, kot évavridTyTa dfefaiov kai a.xvpov But our author
does not discover any basis for the perpetuity of & xvptos Hudv in
the etymology of kipios, and is content (in vv.2224) to stress the
line of the psalm, in order to prove that Jesus guaranteed a superior
Suadrn (f.e. order of religious fellowship). *Eyyvos is one of the
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juristic terms (vg, sponsor) which he uses in a general sense ; here
it is “surety ” or “pledge.” Awbijky is discussed by him later
on; itis a term put in here as often to excite interest and anticipa-
tion. How readily éyyvos could be associated with a term like
odlew (v.25) may be understood from Sir 2915 :

7 2 4 ) 7
XopiTas éyyvov un émidby,
118 TN s \ 3 A e
€0wKey yap TNV Yruxy adTod vrep oov.
2 N3 ’ 3 ’ [3 ’
ayafd éyylov dvarpéfe duaprwlds,
N sérd 7 ’ e s
kal axdptoTos év dlavola éyxaTalenfel puodpuevoy.

Our author might have written pecirys here as well as in 88 ; he
prefers éyyvos probably for the sake of assonance with yéyovev or
even éyyilopev. As peoiredew means to vouch for the truth of a
promise or statement (cp. 617), so éyyvos means one who vouches
for the fulfilment of a promise, and therefore is a synonym for
peoitys here. The conclusion (v.%) is put in simple and
effective language. Eis 18 TavreNés is to be taken in the temporal
sense of the phrase, as in BM. iii. 16111 (A.D. 212) dnd Tob
viv els 70 mavteAés, being simply a literary variant for wdvrore.
The alternative rendering “ utterly ” suits Lk 13! better than this
passage. ‘This full and final iepwadrn of Jesus is the kpelrrov e\wis
(v.19), the Terelwots which the levitical priesthood failed to supply,
a perfect access to God’s Presence. His intercession (évrvyydvew,
sc. Geg as in Ro 8% bs kat &vrdyxave tmép %ipdv) has red blood in
it, unlike Philo’s conception, e.g. in Vi, Mos. iii. 14, avaykaiov y&p
v Tov iepwpuévov (the highpriest) 7@ rob xdopov marpl mapaxtijre
xphodat Teetordry TV dperny vig (Z.e. the Logos) mpds e duvyorioy
dpapnudrey kol xopnylay édfoverdrev dyabdy, and in guis rer. div.
42, where the Logos is ikérns Tod Ovqrod kypaivovros del mpos 76
dpbaprov waps 8¢ T¢ PUVTLwPds edeAmiariav Tob pijmore TOV IAew Pedv
wepudety 7o Owov épyov.  The function of intercession in heaven for
the People, which originally (see p. 37) was the prerogative of
Michael the angelic guardian. of Israel, or generally of angels (see
on 11%), is thus transferred to Jesus, to One who is no mere angel
but who has sacrificed himself for the People. The author
deliberately excludes any other mediator or semi-mediator in the
heavenly sphere (see p. xxxix).

A triumphant little summary (vv.26-28) now rounds off the
argument of 61972 :

B Such was the highpriest for us, saintly, innocent, unstained, far Srom
all contact with the sinful, lifted high above the heavens, ¥ one who has no
need, like yonder highpriests, day by day to offer sacrifices first for their own
sins and then for (the preposition is omitted as in Ac 2618) those of the People—
ke did that once for all in offering up himself. * for the Law appoints

kuman beings in their weakness to the priesthood ; but the word of the Oatk
(which came after the Law) appoints a Son who is made perfect for ever.
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The text of this paragraph has only a few variants, none of any import-
ance. After Apiv in v.* xai is added by A B I 1739 syrpesh hkl Eysebijus
(‘“ was exactly the one for us ”). In v.%7 it makes no d.fference to the sense
whether mpogevéykas (8 A W 33. 256. 436. 442. 1837. 2004. 2127 arm Cyr.)
or dvevéykas (B C D K L P etc. Chrys.) is read ; the latter may have been
suggested by avadéperv, or mposeréykas may have appealed to later scribes as
the more usual and technical term in the epistle. The technical distinction
between dvadépew (action of people) and wpoorgépery (action of the priest)
had long been blurred ; both verbs mean what we mean by ““offer up” or
‘“sacrifice.” In v.2 the original icpels (D* 1 r vg) was soon changed (to con-
form with &pxuiepels in v.*?) into dpxtepels. The reason why iepeds and
iepels have been used in 7'* is that Melchizedek was called iepeds, not
dpxtepevs.  Once the category is levitical, the interchange of dpytepevs and
iepes becomes natural. .

The words voiolTos yap tipiv Empemev (another daring use of
émperey, cp. 2'%) dpxepeds (v.2%) might be bracketed as one of
the author’s parentheses, in which case 8aios xTA. would carry on
wdvrore Lov . . . «drdr. But ds in Greek often follows towiroes,
and the usual construction is quite satisfactory. [dp is intensive,
as often. It is generally misleading to parse a rhapsody, but there
is a certain sequence of thought in Goiws «7A., where the positive
adjective éawos is followed by two negative terms in alliteration
(8xakos, dufartos), and kexwpiopéros dmd Tév dpaprwhdr is further
defined by dymAérepos Tdv odpavdv yevdpevos (the same idea as in
414 Sedygluféra Tods olpavois). He is doues, pious or saintly
(cp. ERE. vi. 743), in virtue of qualities like his reverence,
obedience, faith, loyalty, and humility, already noted. “Akaxos
is innocent (as in Job 8%, Jer 1119), one of the LXX equivalents
for om or 'R, not simply = devoid of evil feeling towards men;
like éplavros, it denotes a character xwpis dpoprias. ’Aplavros is
used of the untainted Isis in OF. 1380 (& Mdvry dpulavros).
The language may be intended to suggest a contrast between
the deep ethical purity of Jesus and the ritual purity of the
levitical highpriest, who had to take extreme precautions against
outward defilement (cp. Lv 211015 for the regulations, and the
details in Josephus, AnZ iii. 12. 2, py pévov 8¢ mept Tas iepovpylas
kafapods elvar, arovddlew 8¢ kal wepl Ty abrdy Sluray, ds adriy
dpeparrov elvar kal S TavTyy Ty alriav, of T lepaticiy aroliy
popotvres dpwpor Te elat kai mepl wdvta kafapol kai vypdAiwd), and
had to avoid human contact for seven days before the ceremony
of atonement-day. The next two phrases go together. Kexwpto-
pévos &md Tov dpapreldv is intelligible in the light of ¢2; Jesus
has dmaé sacrificed himself for the sins of men, and in that sense
his connexion with duaprwlof is done. He is no levitical high-
priest who is in daily contact with them, and therefore obliged
to sacrifice repeatedly. Hence the writer at once adds (v.%") a
word to explain and expand this pregnant thought; the sphere
in which Jesus now lives (GymAérepos «7A.) is not one in which,
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as on earth, he had to suffer the contagion or the hostility of
dpapredol (12%) and to die for human sins.

“He has outsoared the shadow of our night;
Envy and calumny and hate and pain . ..
Can touch him not and torture not again;
From the contagion of the world’s slow stain
He is secure.”

This is vital! to the sympathy and intercession of Jesus; it is
in virtue of this position before God that he aids his people,
as tetelewwpévos, and therefore able to do all for them. His
priesthood is, in modern phrase, absolute. ~ As eternal apyepeds
in the supreme sense, and as no longer in daily contact with
sinners, Jesus is far above the routine ministry of the levitical
dpxeepets.  The writer blends loosely in his description (v.27) the
annual sacrifice of the highpriest on atonement-day (to which
he has already referred in 53) and the daily sacrifices offered by
priests.  Strictly speaking the dpxeepets did not require to offer
sacrifices ka6 fjuépav, and the accurate phrase would have been xar’
&navrdv. According to Lv 61928 the highpriest had indeed to offer
a cereal offering morning and evening ; but the text is uncertain,
for it is to be offered both on the day of his consecration and
also 8wk wdvros. Besides, this section was not in the LXX text
of A, so that the writer of Hebrews did not know of it. Neither
had he any knowledge of the later Jewish ritual, according to
which the highpriest did offer this offering twice a day.
Possibly, however, his expression here was suggested by Philo’s
statement about this offering, viz. that the highpriest did offer a
daily sacrifice (guis rer. div. 36: 7as évBekexets Ouolas . . . v 7e
vmeép éautdv ol iepets mpoopépovar TS oepuddléns kal Ty Tmép Tob
évovs Tiv Bvely duviv, de spec. leg. iil. 23, 6 dpxepels . . . ebyas
8¢ kal fQuofas TeAdv kol éxdorpy fuépav). It 1s true that this
offering éwép éautdv was not a sin-offering, only an offering of
cereals ; still it was reckoned a fvoila, and in Sir 45 it is counted
as such. Tobro ydp émoinaev refers then to his sacrifice for sins
(9%), not, of course, including any sins of his own (see on 53);
it means dwép Téy dpapTidv Tol Naol, and the writer could afford
to be technically inexact in his parallelism without fear of being
misunderstood. ‘‘ Jesus offered his sacrifice,” “ Jesus did all
that a highpriest has to do,”—this was what he intended. The
Greek fathers rightly referred tolito to &mevta T@v 106 Aaod, as if
the writer meant * #44s, not that wpérepor.” It is doubtful if he
had such a sharp distinction in his mind, but when he wrote Tod7o

1 Thus Philo quotes (de Fug. 12) with enthusiasm what Plato says in the
Theatetus : obr dmoéobas T Kakd Suvarby—lmwevayrior vdp 1o 7§ dyad del
elvas dvdyxn—olre év Belois avra idpiofar.
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he was thinking of év 1ol haof, and of that alone. An effort
is sometimes made to evade this interpretation by confining
ka® Apépav to 8s obk &xer and understanding ‘ yearly” after
ol &pxiepels, as if the idea were that Christ’s daily intercession
required no daily sacrifice like the annual sacrifice on atonement-
day. But, as the text stands, évdykny is knit to ka8’ Huépav, and
these words must all be taken along with dowep oi dpxrepeis
(&ovoe).

Compare the common assurance of the votaries of Serapis, e.g. BGU.
it. 385 (iifiil A.D.), 70 wpookiwnud cov Toid Kar éxdorny Huépay wapd T xuply
Zapdmide kal rols cuvvéois Beols.

A deep impression is made by the words éavtdv &vevéykas,
“pro nobis tibi uictor et uictima, et ideo uictor, quia uictima,
pro nobis tibi sacerdos et sacrificium, et ideo sacerdos, quia
sacrificium” (Aug. Conf x 43). What is meant by this the
writer holds over till he reaches the question of the sacrifice of
Jesus as &pyuepeds (9t). As usual, he prepares the way for a
further idea by dropping an enigmatic allusion to it. Meantime
(v.%8) a general statement sums up the argument. Kabicmaw is
used as in 1 Mac 10 (kafeordrapév oe orjpepov dpxiepéa Tod
éBvovs gov), and dobévear recalls 52 (mepikerrar dobévear), in the
special sense that such weakness involved a sacrifice for one’s
personal sins (iwép vdv dlwv dpapridv). Whereas Jesus the Son
of God (as opposed to dvfpdmovs dofevels) was appointed by a
divine order which superseded the Law (perd 7ov vépov = yv,11-19)
and appointed as one who was Tere\ewwpévos (in the sense of 219)
eis Tov aldva. It is implied that he was appointed é&pxuepeds,
between which and iepevs there is no difference.

The writer now picks up the thought (72%) of the superior
8uabfkn which Jesus as é&pxiepeds in the eternal oxnv or
sanctuary mediates for the People. This forms the transition
between the discussion of the priesthood (5--8) and the sacrifice
of Jesus (gl-1017). The absolute sacrifice offered by Jesus as
the absolute priest (vv.1%) ratifies the new 8iafijny which has
superseded the old (vv.7-13) with its imperfect sacrifices.

Y The point of all this is, we do have suck a highpriest, one who is ** seated
at the right hand’ of the throme of DMajesty (see 13) in the heavens,
2 and who officiates in the sanctuary or “‘true tabernacle set up by the Lord”
and not by man. 3 Now, as every highpriest is appointed to offer gifts and
sacrifices, he too must have something to offer. A Were he on earth, ke
would not be a priest at all, for there are priests already to offer the gifts
prescribed by Law (5 men who serve a mere outline and shadow of the
heavenly—as Moses was instructed when he was about to execute the building
of the tabernacle: ** see,” God said, *‘that (sc. 8wws) you make everything
on the pattern shown you upon the mountain™). © As it is, however, the
divine service he has obtained is superior, owing to the fact that he mediates
a superior covenant, enacted with superior promises.

The terseness of the clause fiv &mwniev & xipios, odx dvBpumos (v.}) is



104 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS [VIII‘ 1, 2.

spoiled by the insertion of xal before odx (AK LP vg boh syr arm eth
Cosm.). "In v.® odv becomes ydp in D¢ K L syr"™® arm Chrys. Theod., and
a similar group of authorities add lepéwy after dvrwv, Tév is prefixed
needlessly to »éuov by ¥ D KL P Chrys. Dam. to conform to the usage in
75 9% ; but the sense is really unaflected, for the only legal regulation con-
ceivable is that of the Law. In v.% viv and vvvl (9%) are both attested ;
the former is more common in the papyri. The Hellenistic (from Aristotle
onwards) form rérevxev (x° B D¢ 5, 226. 467. 623. 920. 927. 1311. 1827, 1836.
. 1873. 2004. 2143, etc. : or Téruxev, 8° A D* K L) has been corrected in P ¥

6. 33. 1908 Orig. to the Attic rerdxnrev. Before kpeirrovés, xal is omitted
by D* 69. 436. 462 arm Thdt.

Keddhawov (“the pith,” Coverdale), which is nominative
absolute, is used as in Cic. ad A##c. v. 18: “et multa, immo
omnia, quorum kepdacov,” etc., Dem. xili. 36: éore &, & dvdpes
*Afnpvalor, kepalatov dwdvrev Thv elpnuévov (at the close of a
speech) ; Musonius (ed. Hense, 67 f.) Blov kai yevéoews maldwy
kowwwviay kedpdAawov elvar ydpov, etc. The word in this sense is
common throughout literature and the more colloquial papyri,
here with ém Tois Aeyopévors (concerning what has been said).
In passing from the intricate argument about the Melchizedek
priesthood, which is now dropped, the writer disentangles the
salient and central truth of the discussion, in order to continue
his exposition of Jesus as highpriest. “Such, I have said, was the
&pxrepeds for us, and such is the dpxiepeds we have—One who is
enthroned, év Tols odparols, next to God himself.” While Philo
spiritualizes the highpriesthood, not unlike Paul (Ro 12!f), by
arguing that devotion to God is the real highpriesthood (vo yap
Bepamevricov  yévos dvablpud éort feod, iepodpevor Ty ueydAny
dpxiepuotvyy alre pove, de Fug. 7), our author sees its essential
functions transcended by Jesus in the spiritual order.

The phrase in v.2 t@r dylov ANertoupyds, offers two points of
interest. First, the linguistic form Aerovpyds. The e form
stands between the older 5 or n, which waned apparently from
the third cent. B.c., and the later ¢ form ; “ Aewrovpyds sim. socios
habet omnium temporum papyros praeter perpaucas recentiores
quae sacris fere cum libris .conspirantes Airoupyds Aroupyia
scribunt” (Cronert, Memoria Graeca Hercul. 39). Then, the
meaning of Tév dylwv. Philo has the phrase, in Leg. Aleg. iii. 46,
rowdros 88 & Gepamevriys kai AeToupyds Tév dylwv, Where TV dylwy
means ‘“sacred things,” as in de Ffug. 17, where the Levites are
described as priests ofs % 7dv dylwy dvaxetrar Aerovpyla. This
might be the meaning here. But the writer uses 7& dywa else-
where (g8 10'% 131) of “the sanctuary,” a rendering favoured
by the context. By 7& dywe he means, as often in the LXX, the
sanctuary in general, without any reference to the distinction
(cp. o) between the outer and the inner shrine. The LXX
avoids the pagan term iepdv in this connexion, though 75 dyor
itself was already in use among ethnic writers (e.g. the edict of
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Ptolemy 1mn,, xal xafidptoar év t8v dylwr=*in sacrario templi,”
Dittenberger, OGZS. 56%). It is here defined (xai epexegetic) as
the true or real ok, fiv ! émnéev & kbpros (a reminiscence of Nu
24% orypal &s Ernfev Kipios, and of Ex 337 kai AaBév Mwvags mpv
gy adrod érqpéev). The reality and authenticity of the writer’s
faith come out in a term like &Anfuwés. What he means by it
he will explain in a moment (v.?). Meanwhile he turns to the
Aevtoupyla of Jesus in this ideal sanctuary. This épywepeds of
ours, in his vocation (v.3, cp. 5), must have (dvayxaiov, sc. éoriv)
some sacrifice to present before God, though what this offering is,
the writer does not definitely say, even later in 924, The analogy
of a highpriest carrying the blood of an animal inside the sacred
shrine had its obvious limitations, for Jesus was both dpxiepeds
and offering, by his self-sacrifice. Mpooevéyxn is the Hellenistic
aorist subjunctive, where classical Greek would have employed
a future indicative (Radermacher, 138). The writer proceeds
to argue that this Aertoupyla is far superior to the levitical cultus
(vv.4£), Even in the heavenly sanctuary there must be sacrifice
of some kind—for sacrifice is essential to communion, in his
view. It is not a sacrifice according to the levitical ritual;
indeed Jesus on this level would not be in levitical orders at all.
But so far from that being any drawback or disqualification to
our dpyuepeds, it is a proof of his superiority, for the bible itself
indicates that the levitical cultus is only an inferior copy of the
heavenly order to which Jesus belongs.

Instead of contrasting at this point (v.t) t& 8&pa (sacrifices,
as in 11%) of the levitical priests with the spiritual sacrifice of
Jesus, he hints that the mere fact of these sacrifices being made
&mt yijs is a proof of their inferiority. This is put into a paren-
thesis (v.5); but, though a grammatical aside, it contains one of
the writer’s fundamental ideas about religion (Eusebius, in Praep.
Evang. xii. 19, after quoting He 85, refers to the similar Platonic
view in the sixth book of the Republic). Such priests (ofrwes,
the simple relative as in 92 10% 1! 12%) hatpedovor (with dative as
in 1319) 6modeiypart kal oxd Tév émoupariwy (cp. 9%8). Ymdderyua
here as in 9% is a mere outline or copy (the only analogous
instance in the LXX being Ezk 421% 15 tmdé8erypa Tob oikov) ; the
phrase is practically a hendiadys for “a shadowy outline,” a
second-hand, inferior reproduction. = The proof of this is given
in a reference to Ex 25%: Kabbs xexpnpdriorar Mouofis—
xpnpatilw,? as often in the LXX and the papyri, of divine

L4 is not assimilated, though #s might have been written ; the practice
varied (cp. e.g. Dt 5% év 77 yp Ay éyw Sidwpe, and 12! & 4 vy v Kdpeos
didwowr),

2 Passively in the NT in Ac 10%, but the exact parallel is in Josephus,

Ant. iii. 8, 8, Mwicfs . . . els T ok elowy éxpnuarifero mepl Gy édelro
wapa Toi feol.
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revelations as well as of royal instructions—péN\wrv émrelely v
okgiv. The subject of the ¢nov is God, understood from
kexppdriorat, and the ydpl introduces the quotation, in which
the writer, following Philo (Zeg. A/eg. iii. 33), as probably codex
Ambrosianus (F) of the LXX followed him, adds wdvra. He
also substitutes Seixfévra for Sederyuévov, which Philo keeps
(kard 70 Tapdderyua T dederypévov aou év TG Sper wdvTa wovjoas), and
retains the LXX rimov (like Stephen in Ac 7%). The idea was
current in Alexandrian Judaism, under the influence of Platonism,
that this oxnvf on earth had been but a reproduction of the
pre-existent heavenly sanctuary. Thus the author of Wisdom
makes Solomon remind God that he had been told to build the
temple (vdov . . . xal Gvoiactipiov) as plpnua okyvis dylas v
wpoyroipacas dn dpxis (9%), where oxmvy) dyla is plainly the
heavenly sanctuary as the eternal archetype. This idealism
determines the thought of our writer (see Introd. pp. xxxif.).
Above the shows and shadows of material things he sees the
real order of being, and it is most real to him on account of
Jesus being there, for the entire relationship between God and
man depends upon this function and vocation of Jesus in the
eternal sanctuary.

Such ideas were not unknown in other circles. Seneca (Zp. lviii. 18-19)
had just explained to Lucilius that the Platonic ideas were *‘ what all visible
things were created from, and what formed the pattern for all things,”
quoting the Parmenides, 132 D, to prove that the Platonic idea was the ever-
lasting pattern of all things in nature. The metaphor is more than once used
by Cicero, e.g. Zusc. iii. 2. 3, and in de Officiis, iii. 17, where he writes: ¢ We
have no real and life-like (solidam et expressam effigiem) likeness of real law
and genuine justice ; all we enjoy is shadow and sketch (umbra et imaginibus).
Would that we were true even to these! For they are taken from the
excellent patterns provided by nature and truth.” But our author’s thought
is deeper. In the contemporary Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch the idea of
Ex 25% is developed into the thought that the heavenly Jerusalem was also
revealed to Moses along with the patterns of the oxyv# and its utensils (4%) ;
God also showed Moses “ the pattern of Zion and its measures, in the pattern
of which the sanctuary of the present time was to be made” (Charles’ tr.),
The origin of this notion is very ancient ; it goes back to Sumerian sources,
for Gudea the prince-priest of Lagash (¢c. 3000 B.C.) receives in a vision the
plan of the temple which he is commanded to build (cp. A. Jeremias,
Babylonisches im N7, pp. 62£.). Itisto this fundamental conception that
the author of Ilpds “Efpaious recurs, only to elaborate it in an altogether new
form, which went far beyond Philo. Philo’s argument (Leg. 4/2eg. iii. 33),
on this very verse of Exodus, is that Bezaleel only constructed an imitation
(ppfpaTa) of T& dpxéruma given to Moses; the latter was called up to the
mountain to receive the direct idea of God, whereas the former worked
simply dmd okils 7év yevopévwy. In de Plant. 6 he observes that the very
name of Bezaleel (%% %¥3) means “‘one who works in shadows” (év oxiais
motdw) ; in De Somnils, i. 35, he defines it as ““in the shadow of God,” and
again contrasts Bezaleel with Moses : 6 pév ola oxids imeypdepero, & 8 ol oxids,

1 Put before ¢not, because the point is not that the oracle was given, but
what the oracle contained.
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alrds 8¢ s apyervmous édmmolpyer pboes. In Vit. Mos. iii. 3 he argues that
in building the oxmv# Moses designed to produce xafdwep ém’ dpxerdmov
vpodiis Kal voprdy wapaleryudrwy alofnrd mpduota . . . 6 mév obv TUmos
10§ wapadelyuaros éveappayliero 1y diavolg 7ol wpoghrov . . . Td & dmworé-
Negua wpds TO¥ Thwor ¢dnuiovpyeiTo.

He then continues (v.% viv 8¢, logical as in 28 ¢26, answering
to €l pév in v.4) the thought of Christ’s superior Aewroupyla by
describing him again (cp. 7%?) in connexion with the superior
81adnkn, and using now not éyyvos but pesims. Meoirys (See on
Gal 3%) commonly means an arbitrator (e.g. Job 9%, Rein. P. 44°
[a.D. 104] 6 kataoTabels kpirjs peairys) or intermediary in some
civil transaction (O 2. 1298!%) ; but this writer’s use of it, always in
connexion with 8uabixn (91 12241 and always as a description
of Jesus (as in 1 Ti 2°), implies that it is practically (see on 722)
a synonym for &yyves. Indeed, linguistically, it is a Hellenistic
equivalent for the Attic peréyyvos, and in Diod. Siculus, iv. 54
(Tobrov yip peoitny yeyovéra Tiv Spodoyidv év Kodyows émmyyéhfar
Boybioew atry wapaomovdoupéry), its meaning corresponds to that
of &yvos. The sense is plain, even before the writer develops
his ideas about the new Owafjxy, for, whenever the idea of re-
conciliation emerges, terms like peairys and peorrevew are natural,
Meoirns kai SaAlaxmjs is Philo’s phrase? for Moses ( V7t. Mos.
ili. 19). And as a dwb+kn was a gracious order of religious
fellowship, inaugurated upon some historical occasion by sacrifice,
it was natural to speak of Jesus as the One who mediated this
new dwefijxn of Christianity. He gave it (Theophyl. peoirys xai
8érys) ; he it was who realized it for men and who maintains it
for men. All that the writer has to say meantime about the
ey is that it has been enacted (v.9) éml xpeirroowy émayyeiats.
This passive use of vopoBereiv is not unexampled ; cf. e.g. OGIZS.
493 (il AD.) kal TaVra pév Jpelv Spfds kal kadds . . . vevopo-
Oerijofo. 1t s implied, of course, that God is 6 vouoferdv (as in
LXX Ps 837), What the “ better promises ” are, he now proceeds
to explain, by a contrast between their 8wabhjxny and its predecessor.
The superiority of the new dwafjky is shown by the fact that God
thereby superseded the 8wabjrn with which the levitical cultus
was bound up; the writer quotes an oracle from Jeremiah,
again laying stress on the fact that it came after the older diafixy
(vv.”13), and enumerating its promises as contained in a new wa¥kr.

11In these two latter passages, at least, there may be an allusion to the
contemporary description of Moses as ‘“ mediator of the covenant” (*‘arbiter
testamenti,” Ass. Moszs, i. 14). The writer does not contrast Jesus with
Michael, who was the great angelic mediator in some circles of Jewish piety
(cp. Jub 1%, Test. Dan 6).

TJosephus (Ant. xvi. 2. 2) says that Herod 7dv wap ’Ayplrwa 7ily
émimrovuévwy peoitns Ay, and that his influence moved wpds Tas evepyeoias
ol Bpadivorra Tov 'Avypirmav. Thiebor uév yap airdv Buhhafev dpyiiépevor,
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T For if that first covenant had been faultless, there would have been no
occasion for a second. B Whereas God does find fauit with the people of that
covenant, when he says:

““ The day is coming, saith the Lord,
when 1 will conclude a new covenant with the house of Israel and with
the house of Judah.

9 Jt will not be on the lines of the covenant 1 made with their fathers,

on the day when [ took them by the hand to lead them out of Egypls
Land;
Jor they would not hold to my covenant,
5o I left them alone, saitkh the Lovd.
1 This is the covenant I will make with the house of Israel when that
(““the day” of v.8) day comes, saith the Lovd;
1 will set my laws within thetr mind,
inscribing them upon their hearts ;
I will be a God (els Oeby, Z.e. all that men can expect a God to be) 20
them,
and they shall be a People to me ;
Y one citizen will no longey teack his fellow,
one man will no longer teach his brother (tdv ddengdv adrol, Z.e. one
another, Ex 10%),
saying, ** Know the Lord.”
Jor all shall know me, low and high together.
127 will be merciful to their iniguities,
and remember their sins no more.

18 By saying ‘‘ a new covenant,” he antiquates the first. And whatever is

antiquated and aged is on the verge of vanishing.

The contents of the prediction of a kawd Sabfixn by God,
and the very fact that such was necessary, prove the defectiveness
of the first dwbijky. The writer is struck by the mention of a
new Swafijxn even in the OT itself, and he now explains the
significance of this. As for 4 wpdm (sc. Swabijxn) drelvn, el . . .
dpepmwros (if no fault could have been found with it), odx av
Seutépas élnTelro Témos. Aeutépas is replaced by érépas in B¥ (so
B. Weiss, Blass) ; but, while érepos could follow mpiiros (Mt 2130),
Sevrepos is the term chosen in 10% and B¥ is far too slender
evidence by itself. Znreiv témwor is one of those idiomatic phrases,
like edpety Témov and AafBeiv Téwov, of which the writer was fond.
The force of the ydp after pepddpevos is: ““ and there was occasion
for a second 8uwafhjky, the first was not &pepwros, since,” etc. It
need make little or no difference to the sense whether we read
adrots (X¢ B D¢ L 6. 38. 88. 104. 256. 436. 467. 999. 1311. 1319.
1739. 1837.1845.1912,2004.2127 Origen) or adrods (¥ A D* K P
W 33 vg arm), for ueuddpevos can take a dative as well as
an accusative (cf. Arist. RAet. i. 6. 24, Kopubios & ob péuderar 75
"Ihwov: Aesch. Prom. 63, obdeis &dixws péuparro pot) in the sense of
“ censuring " or * finding fault with,” and peugéuevos naturally goes
with adrois or alrods. The objection to taking adrois with Aéyei !

! peugbpevos is then *“by way of censure,” and some think the writer
purposely avoided adding adrir. Which, in view of what he says in v.13, is
doubtful’; besides, he has just said that the former Sia#xn was not duepmrros,
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is that the quotation is not addressed directly to the people,
but spoken at large. Thus the parallel from 2 Mac 27 (pepd-
pevos adrols eirev) is not decisive, and the vg is probably correct
in rendering “vituperans enim eos dicit” = The context ex-
plains here as in 48 and 1122 who are meant by airovs. The
real interest of the writer in this Jeremianic oracle is shown when
he returns to it in 101618 ; what arrests him is the promise of a
free, full pardon at the close. But he quotes it at length, partly
because it did imply the supersession of the older 8uafjxy and
partly because it contained high promises (vv.1-12) higher than
had yet been given to the People. No doubt it alsp contains a
warning (v.%), like the text from the g5th psalm (3%), but this is
not why he recites it (see p. x1).

The text of Jer 38%1-3¢ (3131-3¢) a5 he read it in his bible (7.
in A) ran thus:

38 N e 14 » A/ KI
i8ov Huépar Epxovra, Aéyer Kipros,
\ 8 6 ’ ~ » ,I \ A A ~ * ’I /8 8 6 7
xal dabrjoopar 7§ oikw ‘Iopand kol 7§ olxy ‘Tovda Swabijkyy
kawny,

] \ A 4 a ’ ~ ’ 3~
ob katd v Swabikyy v Siebéuny Tols marpdow alrév
év npépg émhaBouévov pov Ths xepds abrdv fayayely adrovs éx

¥is Alydrroy,
o 2 N > » 7 3 -~ ’
37t adrol odx &vépewav & T Swbiixy pov,

S N 3y 32~ I ’ s
Kayw Hpédnoa avtev, ¢noiv Kvpuos.

o & € ’ & 14 -~ » L] 14
8t adrn % dwabhikn v Sabrjoopar 16 oiky ‘Topan
perd Tas nmpuépas éxeivas, dnoiv Kipros,

Sidods vopovs pov els Ty Sudvoiay airdv

N Ié ~
kai érypdyw atTols émi Tds kapdlas alrdv,
kal SYopar adrovs S

N » 3 ~ 3 \

kat &oopat adrois eis feov.
) 3 N y ’ ’ 2
kal abrol éoovral pou €ls Aaov.
\ -~
kal ob un! 8ibdfwaw éxacTos TOV ddedpov adrod

N . ~ n
kal ékaoros TOv mAngiov alrol Aéywv' yvadfi Tov Kipoy,
Ore mdvres idjoovow pe
3 \ A o ’ y A~
dmd pukpod éws peydlov alrdv,

61 Thews éoopar Tals dduclars adTév

Al -~ ~ -~ -~

kal 7dv duapTidv attdv od un wmald ére.

-

Our author follows as usual the text of A upon the whole (e.g. Aéye: tor
¢noly in v.%Y kdyd in v.2%, the omission of pov after 8iaf7ky and of Sdow
after didovs in v.%, o uh 818dfwow for o 8iddfovowr in v.3 and the omission
of adrdv after wikpod), but substitutes curreNéow émi Tdv olkov (bis) for 8uad)-
copar ¢ olke in v.%, reads Méyer for ¢neiv in v.32 and v.33, alters deef@éuny
into éroinoa (Q*), and follows B in reading xal érl x. adrév before the verb
(v.%), and wohirny . . d8eAgby in v.3, as well as in omitting xal 8. airovs
(A &) in the former verse; in v.34 he reads eldhoovowr (8 Q) instead of

100 p# only occurs in Hebrews in quotations (here, 107 13%); out of
about ninety-six occurrences in the NT, only eight are with the future.
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idrhoovaw, the forms of olda and eldor being repeatedly confused (cp. Thackeray,
278). These minor changes may be partly due to the fact that he is quoting
from memory. In some cases his own text has been conformed to other
versions of the LXX ; e.g. A D ¥ boh restore wov in v.%, x* K vg Clem.
Chrys. read rapdiav (with & in LXX), though the singular! is plainly a con-
formation to é&lavowar (‘‘ Fiir den Plural sprechen ausser A D L noch B,
wo nur das C in € verschrieben und daraus erc «apdia eavrwv geworden ist,
und P, wo der Dat. in den Acc. verwandelt,” B. Weiss in Zexte . Unter-
suckungen, xiv. 3. 16, 55) ; B ¥ arm revive the LXX (B) variant ypdyw ; the
LXX (Q) variant wAngior is substituted for woAirnyy by P vg syrt¥l eth 38.
206. 218. 226. 257. 547. 642. 1288, 1311. 1912, etc. Cyril, and the LXX
(B Q x) adrdv restored after uikpod by D¢ L syr boh eth, etc. On the other
hand, a trait like the reading émoinsa in the LXX text of Q* may be due to the
influence of Hebrews itself. The addition of xal 7&v avomdy aidrdv after or
before xai 7&v duapridy adrdv in v.22 is a homiletic gloss from 10'7, though
strongly entrenched in 8° A C D KL P ¥ 6. 104. 326, etc. vg pesh arm Clem.

Tuwreléow duabixny, a literary LXX variant for woujow diabyxyy,
recalls the phrase cuvredéoar dwabixyy (Jer 418 (348)), and, as 1224
(véas Biabiixys) shows, the writer draws no distinction between
xawds and véos (v.8). In v.? the genitive absolute (émMaBop.évou
pou) after fuépg, instead of & 7 émedaBduny (as Justin correctly
puts it, Dial. x1.), is a Hellenistic innovation, due here to trans-
lation, but paralieled in Bar 2% & yuépa évrelhapévov oov adrg);
in 87 (causal only here and in v.10) . . . é&véuewvay, the latter is our
“abide by,” in the sense of obey or practise, exactly as in
Isokrates, xoatd Tdv SopioTdv, 20: ols € Tis éml TGV wpdlewy
dppeiverev. Bengel has a crisp comment on adrot . . . xdyd here
and on &oopar . . . kai adrol (“ correlata . . . sed ratione inversa ;
populus fecerat initium tollendi foederis prius, in novo omnia et
incipit et perficit Deus ") ; and, as it happens, there is a dramatic
contrast between fpé\noa here and the only other use of the
verb in this epistlte (23). In v.10 3.30ds, by the omission of Sdow,
is left hanging in the air; but (cp. Moulton, 222) such participles
could be taken as finite verbs in popular Greek of the period
(cp. e.g. xewporovnbels in 2 Co 8'%). The xawh 3iabixn is to be
on entirely fresh lines, not a mere revival of the past; it is to
realize a knowledge of God which is inward and intuitive
(vv.10-13),  There is significance in the promise, kai éropar adrols
... €s \adp. A dwbiky was always between God and his
people, and this had been the object even of the former Sw@ixy
(Ex. 67); now it is to be realized at last. Philo’s sentence
(““even if we are sluggish, however, He is not sluggish about
taking to Himself those who are fit for His service ; for He says,
T will take you to be a people for myself, and I will be your
God,'” De Sacrif. Abelis et Caini, 26) is an apt comment; but
our author, who sees the new 8wy fulfilled in Christianity, has

! That ¢l takes the accusative here is shown by 10 ; kapdlas cannot be
the genitive singular alongside of an accusative.
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his own views about how such a promise and purpose was
attainable, for while the oracle ignores the sacrificial ritual
altogether, he cannot conceive any pardon apart from sacrifice,
nor any dwafijxy apart from a basal sacrifice. These ideas he is
to develop in his next paragraphs, for it is the closing promise
of pardon! which is to him the supreme boon. Meanwhile,
before passing on to explain how this had been mediated by
Jesus, he (v.13) drives home the truth of the contrast between old
and new (see Introd., p. xxxix). ’Ev 7@ Aéyew (same construc-
tion as in 2%)—when the word kawdyw (sc. dwabrjxyw) was pro-
nounced, it sealed the doom of the old dwbyxy.. MNalade
(memahatwke) in this transitive sense (“ he hath abrogat,” Tyndale)
is known to the LXX (Job g% La 3% both times of God in
action); ynpdoxew is practically equivalent to papafvesfar, and
implies decay (see Wilamowitz on Eur. Herakles, 1223). The
two words éyyis (as in 6%) daviopod, at the end of the paragraph,
sound like the notes of a knell, though they have no contem-
porary reference ; the writer simply means that the end of the old
duafjxy was at hand (p. xxii). The new would soon follow, as it
had done & vig (11). The verb dpavilew (-ecfar) is-applied to legis-
lation (e.g., Lysias, 868, mpy duérepav vopofesiav adavilovras) in
the sense of abolition, lapsing or falling into desuetude, Dion.
Hal. Ant. iili. 178, & (fe. Numa’s laws) ddaviocfijvar owéfy 6
xpéve, the opposite of agavilew being ypddew (ibid. ix. 608,
kaTd Tovs vépovs, obs ol vewoTi derjoel ypddew wadlat yap éypddnaar,
kol oddeis adrovs fpdwile xpdvos), and the sense of disappearance in
dpaviopés appears already in the LXX (e.g. Jer 28% xai &orau
Bafvlov eis dpavioudv).

But the new 8wbijxn is also superior to the old by its sacrifice
(91f), sacrifice being essential to any forgiveness such as has been
promised. The older 8wzfsky had its sanctuary and ritual (vv.15),
but even these (vv.5L) indicated a defect.

1 The first covenant had indeed its regulations for worship and a material
sanctuary. 3 A tent was set up (karackevd{w as in 3°), the outer temt, con-
taining the lampstand, the table, and the loaves of the Presence; this is
called the Holy place. 3 But behind (perd only here in NT of place) tke
second weil was the tent called the Holy of Holies, * containing the golden
altar of incense, and also the ark of the covenant covered all over with gold,
which held the golden pot of manna, the rod of Aaron that once blossomed,
and the tablets of the covenant ; ® above this were the cherubim of the Glory
overshadowing the mercy-seat—matlers whick (i.e. all in ¥5) it 75 impossible
Jor me to discuss at present in detatl.

Y With 7&v duaprior alrdy of uy) pynofd Ere compare the parable of R.
Jochanan and R. Eliezer on God’s readiness to forget the sinful nature of his
servants : ‘¢ There is a parable concerning a king of flesh and blood, who said
to his servants, Build me a great palace on the dunghill. They went and
built it for him. It was not thenceforward the king’s pleasure to remember
the dunghill which had been there” {Chagiga, 16 a. i. 27).
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The kawh 8adhky of 8718 had been realized by the arrival of
Christ (g!'); hence the older 8iafijxn was superseded, and the
writer speaks of it in the past tense, elxe. As for § wpdm (sc.
Swabijky) of which he has been Just speakmg (813), the antithesis
of the entire passage is between # mwpdrn Biafixn (vv.119) and
3 kol Suabikn (vv.)1-22), as is explicitly stated in v.1%  The kal
(om. B 38. 206%, 216%. 48¢. 547. 1739. 1827 boh pesh Origen)
before 9 wpdrm emphasizes the fact that the old had this in
common with the new, viz. worship and a sanctuary. This is, of
course, out of keeping with the Jeremianic oracle of the new
dafyy, which does not contemplate any such provision, but
the writer takes a special view of &webijxy which involves a
celestial counterpart to the ritual provisions of the old order.

The former 3wbijxy, then, embraced Sikardpata, Ze. regula-
tions, as in Lk 18 and 1 Mac 22! 22 ({hews Huiv xaralelmew vduov
kai dikardpara Tov vépov Tob Paocthéws odk drovodmeda, Taperbeiv
v Aerplav udv), rather than rights or privileges (as, eg.,
OP. 111915 7dv éawpérov Tijs fperépas matpidos Okarwpdrwv),
arrangements for the cultus. - Aatpedas grammatically might be
accusative plural (as in v.%), but is probably the genitive, after
dukardpara, which it defines. Aarpela or (as spelt in W) Aarpla
(cp. Thackeray, 87) is the cultus (Ro 9%), or any specific part of
it (Ex 12%-%7), The close connexion between worship and a
sanctuary (already in 8% 8) leads to the addition of 16 e (as in
13 6%) dywor koopikdr. By 18 dywov the author means the entire
sanctuary (so, e.g., Ex 363 Nu 3%), not the innermost sacred
shrine or dyia dywv. This is clear. What is not so clear is the
meaning of koopikdy, and the meaning of its position after the
noun without an article. Primarily xoouds here as in Ti 212
(ras xoopuxds émbupias) is an equivalent for éml yijs (83), Ze.
mundane or material, as opposed to é&moupdrior or od Tadrs THs
kricews (v.1}). A fair parallel to this occurs in Zest. Jos. 175,
3 Ty koomky pov 86fav. But did our author use it with, a
further suggestion? It would have been quite irrelevant to his
purpose to suggest the ‘“public” aspect of the sanctuary, al-
though Jews like Philo and Josephus might speak of the temple
as xogmxds in this sense, Ze in contrast to synagogues and
wpooevyar, which were.of local importance (Philo, ad Caium.
1019), Or simply as a place of pubhc worship (e.g. ]os Bell.
iv. 5. 2 -r'qc KOO‘,U.LKT]S opT]O'KGLO.S Ka.‘rapxovrae, rpoaxvvovp.evovs TE
Tols ék TS olkovpévns wapafBdAovow es Ty 7ro)uv) Neither
would our author have called the sanctuary koopuxds as symbolic
of the xéapos, though Phllo (Vit. Mosis, 111 3—10) and ]osephus
(4nt. 1ii. 6. 4 . 7. 7, éoora yap ToUtwy eis a7rop.l.p.1]¢rw Kai
diaréreaw Tdv 6Awv) also play with this fancy. He views the
sanctuary as a dim representation of the divine sanctuary, not
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of the universe. Yet he might have employed xoopdv in a
similar sense, if we interpret the obscure phrase pvorijpiov xoope-
kov éxxdyaias in Did. 111! (see the notes of Dr. C. Taylor and
Dr. Rendel Harris in their editions) as a spiritual or heavenly
idea, “ depicted in the world of sense by emblematic actions or
material objects,” “a symbol or action wrought upon the stage
of this world to illustrate what was doing or to be done on a
higher plane.” Thus, in the context of the Didache, marriage
would be a pvarmijpiov koopixdy (cp. Eph 5%2) of the spiritual rela-
tion between Christ and his church. This early Christian usage
may have determined the choice of xeopixdy here, the sanctuary
being xoomkdy because it is the material representation or
parabolic outward expression of the true, heavenly sanctuary.
But at best it is a secondary suggestion; unless xoocpuixdy could
be taken as “ornamented,” the controlling idea is that the
sanctuary and its ritual were external and material (Sukatdpara
aapkds, xepomonirov, xeporroinra). The very position of koo uxdy
denotes, as often in Greek, a stress such as might be conveyed
in English by ‘“a sanctuary, material indeed.”

The d&ywor is now described (v.2¢), after Ex 25-26. It con-
sisted of two parts, each called a oxqrj. The large outer tent,
the first (§ mpdm) to be entered, was called "Ayia (neut. plur,,
not fem. sing.). The phrase, ns Aéyerar "Ayial would have
been in a better position immediately after 4 wpém, where,
indeed, Chrysostom (followed by Blass) reads it, instead of after
the list of the furniture. The lamipstand stood in front (to the
south) of the sacred table on which twelve loaves or cakes of
wheaten flour were piled (§ mwpdBeois Tdv &prwv=ol dpror Tijs
mpobéoews), the Hebrew counterpart of the well-known lectis-
ternia: % tpdwela ... dprov is a hendiadys for *“the table with
its loaves of the Presence.” Such was the furniture of the outer
axqprd.  Then (vv.39) follows a larger catalogue (cp. Joma 2%) of
what lay inside the inner shrine (&ywa dylwv) behind the curtain
(Ex 2718) which screened this from the outer tent, and which is
called BedTepor kaTawéraopa, SeiTepor, because the first was a curtain
hung at the entrance to the larger tent, and karaméraopa, either
because that is the term used in Ex 26°'% (the particular passage
the writer has in mind here), the term elsewhere being usually
kdAvppa or émiowactpov (Ex 26% etc.), or because Philo had
expressly distinguished the outer curtain as xdAvupa, the inner
as karaméracpa (de vita Mosss, iil. 9).  This inner shrine con-
tained (v.4) xpvoodv Oupiamipior, f.e. a wooden box, overlaid with
gold, on which incense (fvpiapa) was offered twice daily by the
priests. The LXX calls this fvowaoripiov 10d Guvpidparos (Ex
30119), but our writer follows the usage of Philo, which is also,

1 T4 "Avyia (B arm) is an attempt to reproduce exactly the LXX phrase,

3
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on the whole, that of Josephus, in calling it fumarjpior (so
Symm. Theodotion, Ex 30! 318); fumaripior, in the non-biblical
papyri, denotes articles like censers in a sanctuary, but is never
used in the LXX of levitical censers, though Josephus occasion-
ally describes them thus, like the author of 4 Mac 7. The
ordinary view was that this Qupiatipior stood beside the huxvia
and the sacred Tpdmeln in the outer sanctuary. Both Philo (e.g.
quis rer. din. 46, Tpby Svrwy év Tols dylois oxevedv, Avxias,
Tpamélns, Gvparnplov: de vita Mos. iil. g f., in the outer tent, Ta
Aoumd, Tpla okevy). . . péoov pdv T Bupariplov . . . v B¢ Avyxriav
... % 8¢ tpdmwela) and Josephus (4nt. iil. 6. 4f.; cp. viii. 4. 1 for
the reproduction in Solomon’s temple) are quite explicit on this.
Indeed no other position was possible for an altar which required
daily service from the priests; inside the dyw Tév dylwv it would
have been useless. But another tradition, which appears in the
contemporary (Syriac) apocalypse of Baruch (67), placed the
altar of incense?! inside the &yiua dylwy, a view reflected as early
as the Samaritan text of the pentateuch, which put Ex 30110
(the description of the altar of incense) after 26%, where logically
it ought to stand, inserting a M gb in Ex 40% (where the
altar of incense is placed “ before the veil”). The earliest hint
of this tradition seems to be given in the Hebrew text of 1 K 6%,
where Solomon is said to have overlaid with gold “the altar that
is by the oracle” (s.e. the dyia dylwv). But our author could not
have been influenced by this, for it is absent from the LXX text.
His inaccuracy was rendered possible by the vague language of
the pentateuch about the position of the altar of incense, drévavr
70D karamerdopatos Tod ovros émi Tis xifwrod ThV papTupdy
(Ex 30%), where dmévayr. may mean “opposite” or *“close in
front of” the curtain—but on which side of it? In Ex 37 the
Tpdmela, the Avyvia, and the altar of incense are described
successively after the items in the @yta dyiwv ; but then the LXX
did not contain the section on the altar of incense, so that this
passage offered no clue to our writer. In Ex 40%it is merely put
évavriov Tis wxifBwrod, This vagueness is due to the fact that in
the original source the sketch of the owpj had no altar of
incense at all; the latter is a later accretion, hence the curious
position of Ex 30!l in a sort of appendix, and the ambiguity
about its site.

After all it is only an antiquarian detail for our author., It has been
suggested that he regarded the dywa 7dv dylww, irrespective of the veil, as
symbolizing the heavenly sanctuary, and that he therefore thought it must
include the altar of incense as symbolizing the prayers of the saints. But
there is no trace of such a symbolism elsewhere in the epistle ; it is confined to
the author of the Apocalypse (8%:). The suggestion that he meant &yovoa

1 Whether the language means this or a censer is disputed.



IX. 4, 5.] THE SACRED ARK I1s

to express only a close or ideal connexion between the inner shrine and the
altar of incense, is popular (e.g. Delitzsch, Zahn, Peake, Seeberg) but quite
unacceptable ; &yovoa as applied to the other items could not mean this,! and
what applies to them applies to the fuumaripor. Besides, the point of the
whole passage is to distinguish between the contents of the two compartments,
Gtill less tenable is the idea that fumiarvpior really means ‘‘censer” or
““incense pan.” This way out of the difficulty was started very early (in the
peshitta, the vulgate), but a censer is far too minor a utensil to be included in
this inventory ; even the censer afterwards used on atonement-day did not
belong to the dyta Tdv dylww, neither was it golden. What the oxyv9 had
was merely a brazier (wvpeior, Lv 16'2). Since it is not possible that so
important an object as the altar of incense could have been left out, we may
assume without much hesitation that the writer did mean to describe it by
Guparihpeor,? and that the irregularity of placing it on the wrong side of the
curtain is simply another of his inaccuracies in describing what he only
knew from the text of the LXX. In B the slip is boldly corrected by the
transference of (xai) xpuoobr Ouuarigpior to v.2 immediately after &prwv (so
Blass).

The second item is ™y kiPwtdr Tis dabhxns covered with gold
all over (wdvrofev : Philo’s phrase is év8ofev kai ééwbev, de Ebriet.
21), a chest or box about 4 feet long and 24 feet broad and high
(Ex 251%), which held three sacred treasures, (2) the golden pot
(ardpvos, Attic feminine) of manna (Ex 16%284) ; (4) Aaron’s rod 4
Bhagmioaca (in the story of Nu 17114 which attested the sacerdotal
monopoly of the clan of Levi); and (c) ol whdxes s Siaffxns
(Ex 2516 3118) /.. the two stone tablets on which the decalogue
was written (wAdkas Swbirys, Dt ¢°; &véBalov tas whdkas els ™
xtBwrdy, 10%), the decalogue summarizing the terms of the Siaéijiy
for the People. In adding xpvo? to orduvos the writer follows the
later tradition of the LXX and of Philo (de congressu, 18) ; the pot
is not golden in the Hebrew original. He also infers, as later
Jewish tradition did, that the ark contained this pot, although,
like Aaron’s rod, it simply lay in front of the ark (Ex 1633 Nu
1719), He would gather from 1 K 8° that the ark contained the
tablets of the covenant. He then (v.?) mentions the xepouBeiv
(Aramaic form) or xepouBeip (Hebrew form) 3éfns, two small
winged figures (Ex 251820), whose pinions extended over a
rectangular gold slab, called 4 iNaothpior, laid on the top of the
ark, which it fitted exactly. They are called cherubim Adéys,
which' is like Meyalwotvys (13 81) a divine title, applied to Jesus
in Ja 21, but here used as in Ro g% The cherubim on the
thaoripiov represented the divine Presence as accessible in mercy ;
the mystery of this is suggested by the couplet in Sir 49809

Telexujh, 8s €ldev Spaow Adéys
v dwébabev adrd &ml dpparos yepoufelu.
! The change from év 3 to &xouvoa is purely stylistic, and &yowra in both

instances means ‘¢ containing.”
2 xpuoobv Buuaripiov lacks the article, like srduvos xpuod.
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Philo’s account of 76 thaeripiov is given in de vita Mosis, iii.

8, % & kPBurds . . . kexpuawpévy molvredds &dobév Te kal éfwbey,
s émlfepa boavel mdpa 16 Aeydpevov év iepais BifAois idaoTrploy
. . . 8wep fokev elvar alpPolov Puaikdrepov pdv Tijs thew Tob feod
Swdpews. Lower down, in the same paragraph, he speaks of
70 émifepa 16 wpooayopevdpevov thaoripiov, and 18 thacripror is
similarly used in De Cherub. 8 (on the basis of Ex 251%). The
émiBepa or covering of the ark was splashed with blood on
atonement-day; perhaps, even apart from that, its Hebrew
original meant “‘means of propitiation,” and was not incorrectly
named t\aorhpiov (cp. Deissmann in ZBi. 3027-3035), but our
author simply uses it in its LXX sense of “ mercy-seat.” He does
not enter into any details about its significance ; in his scheme
of sacrificial thought such a conception had no place. Philo
also allegorizes the overshadowing wings of the cherubim as a
symbol of God’s creative and royal powers protecting the cosmos,
and explains Ex 2522 as follows (Quaest. in Exod. 25%2): 7 pév
odv wept Ty kiButov kotd pépos elpyrart St 3¢ avANBdny dvwler
dvahaBdvra Tob yvwploar xdpw Tivev Tatrd éori avpBola SrefeAfeiy-
“fv 8¢ Tatra ovpPBolikd’ kifwtds kai To év alry Onoavpldpeva vopipa
kal érl Tadrys 76 iAagTiplov kal 7d émi Tob iAacTyplov XaASalwy
yAdrry Aeydpeva xepouBip, tmép 8¢ Tovrwv katd TS wéoov Ppwvy kal
Adyos kal Tmepdvew 6 Aéywv xtA. But our author does not enter
into any such details. He has no time for further discussion of
the furniture, he observes; whether he would have allegorized
these items of antiquarian ritual, if or when he had leisure, we
cannot tell, The only one he does employ mystically is the kara-
wéraopa (10%), and his use of it is not particularly happy. He
now breaks off, almost as Philo does (gu/s rer. div. 45, moAvv & dvra
Tov wepl éxdaTov Aéyov dmepféreov eloaifis) on the same subject.
Katd pépos is the ordinary literary phrase in this connexion (e.g.
2 Mac 239 ; Polybius, i. 67. 11, mept by ody oldv e 8id s ypagis Tov
katd pépos dmrododvar Adyow, and Poimandres [ed. Reitzenstein, p. 84]
mept Gv 6 katd pépos Aoyos éori wolds). Obk et as in 1 Co 1129,
Worship in a sanctuary like this shows that access to God
was defective (vv.58), as was inevitable when the sacrifices were
external (vv.81%), Having first shown this, the writer gets back to
the main line of his argument (82), viz. the sacrifice of Jesus

as pre-eminent and final (v.11£),

8 Such were the arrangements for worship, The priests constantly enter
the first tent (v.2) in the discharge of their ritual duties, but the second lent
is entered only once a year by the highpriest alone—and it must not be with-
out blood, which he presents on behalf of (cp. 53) himself and the errors of
the People. 8 By this the holy Spirit means that the way into the Holiest
Presence was not yet disclosed so long as the first tent ® (which foreshadowed
the present age) was still standing, with its offerings of gifts and sacrifices
which cannot (ph as in 4%) possibly make the conscience of the worshipper
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perfect, 1 since they relate (sc. oboor) merely to food and drink and a variety
of ablutions—outward regulations for the body, that only kold till the period
of the New Order. A

In v.6 814 marrés =continually, as in BM. i. 428 (ii B.C.) ol é&v
oixg wdvres oov Samavtds prvelav mowdpevor. Elolaow (which
might even be the present with a futuristic sense, the writer
placing himself and his readers back at the inauguration of the
sanctuary : ** Now, this being all ready, the priests will enter,” etc.)
émirehobrres (a regular sacerdotal or ritual term in Philo) harpelas
(morning and evening, to trim the lamps and offer incense on the
golden altar, Ex 272! 30™ etc. ; weekly, to change the bread of
the Presence, Lv 248, Jos. Ant. iii. 6. 6). The ritual of the
inner shrine (v.%) is now described (v.7, cp. Joma 58) ; the place is
entered by the highpriest &waf tof éviaurol, on the annual day of
atonement (Lv 16% 3%, Ex 30!%): only once, and he must be
alone (udvos, Lv 16'7), this one individual out of all the priests.
Even he dare not enter xwpls afparos (Lv 161%), Ze without
carrying in blood from the sacrifice offered for his own and the
nation’s ayvonpdror. In Gn 432 dyvénpa is *“an oversight,” but
in Jg 5% Tob 3% 1 Mac 13%, Sir 232 dyvorjpara and “sins”
are bracketed together (see above on 52), and the word occurs
alone in Polyb. xxxviil. 1. 5 as an equivalent for “ offences ” or
“errors” in the moral sense. There is no hint that people were
not responsible for them, or that they were not serious; on the
contrary, they had to be atoned for. ‘Ywép xrA.; fora similarly
loose construction cp. 1 Jn 22 (ob wepl Nperépuy [dpapridv] ¢
uvov, GAN& xal mepi 6Aov ToD kdapov).

Rabbi Ismael b. Elischa, the distinguished exegete of i-ii A.D., classified
sins as follows (Zvs. Joma 5%): Transgressions of positive enactments were
atoned for by repentance, involving a purpose of new obedience, according
to Jer 22% (*‘ Return, ye backsliding children, and I will heal your back-
slidings”). The day of atonement, however, was necessary for the full
pardon of offences against divine prohibitions : according to Lv 16® (**On
that day shall the priest make atonement for you, to cleanse you, that ye
may be clean from all your sins”). An offender whose wrongdoing deserved
severe or capital punishment could only be restored by means of sufferings:
according to Ps 89%2 (““ Then will I visit their transgression with the rod, and
their iniquity with stripes”). But desecration of the divine Name could not
be atoned for by any of these three methods ; death alone wiped out this sin

(Jer 24%).

The author now (v.8) proceeds to find a spiritual significance
in this ceremonial. An\ebvros is used of a divine meaning as in
12?7, here conveyed by outward facts. In 1 P il the verb is
again used of the Spirit, and this is the idea here; Josephus
(Ant. il 7. 7, dnhol 8¢ kal Tov YAwov kal Ty aeljvyy T&V oapSovixwy
éxdrepos) uses the same verb for the mystic significance of the
jewels worn by the highpriest, but our author’s interpretation of
the significance of the oxnw is naturally very different from that
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of Josephus, who regards the unapproachable character of the
ddvrov or inner shrine as symbolizing heaven itself (472 iil. 6. 4
and 7. 7, 8 Tois iepeiow fy &PBarov, bs odpavos dverro T Oed . . .
80, 70 kal TOV obpavdv dvemrifarov elvar dvbpomos). For 63év with
gen. in sense of “way to,” cp. Gn 32 (my 6dov 7ob Edhov Tijs
Lons), Jg 51 (s 680y Tob Siwd). Tav Gylwv here (like 7& dyia in
vv.12 2 cp. 1311} as in 10! means the very Presence of God, an
archaic liturgical phrase suggested by the context. The word
¢avepolafar was not found by the writer in his text of the LXX ;
it only occurs in the LXX in Jer 40 (33)% and the Latin phrase
“iter patefieri” (e.g. Caesar, de Bello Gall. iii. 1) is merely a
verbal parallel. In rtfis mpdrns oknris éxolons ardow (v.9), the
writer has chosen ordow for the sake of assonance with éveoryrdra,
but éxew ordow is a good Greek phrase for “to be in existence.”
The parenthesis fimis ! mapaBold) (here = rimos, as Chrysostom saw)
els TOv kaipdv TOV éveotnkdéTa means that the first ok was merely
provisional, as it did no more than adumbrate the heavenly
reality, and provisional eis (as in Ac 43 els ™ adpiov) Tov
katpdv TOv éveoTykdTa, f.e. the period in which the writer and his
readers lived, the period inaugurated by the advent of Jesus with
his new Swabfixn. This had meant the supersession of the older
Swabhjxy with its sanctuary and 3wkadpara, which only lasted
péxpr kawpod Biopbdoews. But, so long as they lasted, they were
intended by God to foreshadow the permanent order of religion ;
they were, as the writer says later (v.2%), dmodelypata Tdv év Tols
olparols, mere copies but still copies. This is why he calls the
fore-tent a mapaBohj. For now, as he adds triumphantly, in a
daring, imaginative expression, our épxtepeds has passed through
his heavenly fore-tent (v.11), and his heavenly sanctuary corre-
sponds to a heavenly (7e. a full and final) sacrifice. In the
levitical ritual the highpriest on atonement-day took the blood
of the victim through the fore-tent into the inner shrine. Little
that accomplished! It was but a dim emblem of what our high-
priest was to do and has done, in the New Order of things.

When readers failed to see that fiTis . . . dveoTqréro was a parenthesis, it
was natural that ka6’ #v should be changed into ka8’ & (D¢ K L P, so Blass).

The failure of animal sacrifices (**19) lies katd oureiBnow. As
the inner consciousness here is a consciousness of sin, “con-
science ” fairly represents the Greek term cweldyois. Now, the
levitical sacrifices were ineffective as regards the conscience of
worshippers; they were merely énl Bpdpaaty kol wépaow kel Siapé-
pois Bamriapols, a striking phrase (cp. 139) of scorn for the mass of

1 Sz, #w.  The construction was explained by the addition of xaféornxer

after évearniéra (50 69. 104. 330. 436. 440. 462. 491. 823. 1319. 1836, 1837,
1898. 2005. 2127, etc.).
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minute regulations about what might or might not be eaten or
drunk, and about baths, etc. Food and ablutions are intelligible ;
a book like Leviticus is full of regulations about them. But
mwépacw? Well, the writer adds this as naturally as the author of
Ep. Aristeas does, in describing the levitical code. *I suppose
most people feel some curiosity about the enactments of our law
mepl e TOv Bpotdy kai wordv” (128); it was to safeguard us from
pagan defilement that wavréfer Huds wepiéppafer dyvelas xal S
Bpwrdy kai mordv (142), émi 1dv Lpuwrdv xai mordv dmapfapévovs
ebféws Téte ovyxpijofar kededer (158). It is curious that this de-
fence of the levitical code contains an allusion which is a verbal
parallel to our writer’s disparaging remark here ; the author asserts
that intelligent Egyptian priests call the Jews “men of God,” a
title only applicable to one who géBerat 16v xara dAijbetar Ged,
since all others are dvfpomrot Bpurdv kai mordv xal akémys, 1 yip
mdoa Sudfeots adrdv éwi Tatra kaTadedye.  Tols 8¢ wap’ Gudv &v ovdevt
rabra Aeddyiorar (140. 141). Libations of wine accompanied
certain levitical sacrifices (e.g. Nu 5% 61517 287) but no ritual
regulations were laid down for them, and they were never offered
independently (cp. £Bi. 4193, 4209). It is because the whole
question of sacrifice is now to be restated that he throws in these
disparaging comments upon the 3dpd 7€ kai uoiat and their ac-
companiments in the older ok Such sacrifices were part and
parcel of a system connected with (v.1%) external ritual, and in con-
cluding the discussion he catches up the term with which he had
opened it : all such rites are Sukardpata capkds, connected with the
sensuous side of life and therefore provisional, péxpe xaipoi S10p8is-
cews émuelpeva. Here émkelpevo. is “prescribed,” as in the descrip-
tion of workmen on strike, in 72z, P, 2617 (114 B.C.) éyxarakefmov-
ras T émeyuévyy doyorlav. Awépfwots means a “ reconstruction ”
of religion, such as the new 8iafhjxy (81%) involved ; the use of the
term in Polybius, iii. 118. 12 (pds Tas rév mohirevpdrov Sophdoes),
indicates how our author could seize on it for his own purposes.

The comma might be omitted after Bawriopols, and Sikaidpata taken
closely with pévov : * gifts and sacrifices, which (uévov x7A. in apposition) are
merely (the subject of) outward regulations for the body,” éml being taken as
cumulative (Lk 3%°)—¢‘besides,” etc. This gets over the difficulty that the
levitical offerings had a wider scope than food, drink, and ablutions ; but éxri
is not natural in this sense here, and éml . . . Bamriouols is not a parenthetical
clause. The insertion of xat before dukatduara (by ¢ B De etc. vg hkl Chrys.),
=“‘even” or ‘‘in particular” (which is the only natural sense), is pointless.
Awkarhuacty (D¢ K L vg hkl) was an easy conformation to the previous datives,
which would logically involve émwketuévors (as the vg implies: ‘et justitiis
carnis usque ad tempus correctionis impositis ”’), otherwise éwwkeiueva would be
extremely awkward, after Swwduevar, in apposition to d@pa 7e xai fuolat,

Now for the better sanctuary and especially the better sacri-
fice of Christ as our dpxtepeds (vv.11-%) !
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Y But when Christ arrived as the highpriest of the bliss that was to be, he
passed through the greater and more perfect tent whick no hands had made (no
part, that is to say, of the present order), '® not (00dé =nor yet) taking any blood
of goats and calves but his own blood, and entered once for all into the Holy
place, He secured an elernal redemption. ' For if the blood of goats and bulls
and the ashes of a keifer, sprinkled on defiled persons, give them a holiness that
bears on bodily purity,  how much more shall (xafapiet, logical future) ke blood
of Christ, who in the spirit of the eternal offered kimself as an unblemished
sacrifice to God, cleanse your conscience from dead works to serve a living God.”

This paragraph consists of two long sentences (vv.11-12, 13. 14)
The second is an explanation of alwviav NéTpwev ebpdpevos at the
close of the first. In the first, the sphere, the action, and the
object of the sacrifice are noted, as a parallel to vv.57; but in
vv.1% 14 the sphere is no longer mentioned, the stress falling upon
the other two elements. The writer does not return to the
question of the sphere till vv, 21

Xpiotds B¢ mopayevdperos (v.11). But Christ came on the
scene,! and all was changed. He arrived as dpyiepeds, and the
author carries on the thought by an imaginative description of
him passing through the upper heavens (no hand-made, mun-
dane fore-court this!) into the innermost Presence. It is a more
detailed account of what he had meant by éxovres dpyxiepéa péyay
SieAnhubéTa Tods odpavods (41%). XewpomouiTou,like xeipomoinTa (v.24),
means “ manufactured,” not “fictitious ” (as applied to idols or
idol-temples by the LXX and Philo). Tour & od radmys Tis
krigews reads like the gloss of a scribe, but the writer is fond of
this phrase rovr’ éerw, and, though it adds nothing to od xetpo-
moufjrou, it may stand. Kriews, in this sense of creation or created
order, was familiar to him (e.g. Wis 517 19%). MeN\évrwv, before
dyabdy, was soon altered into yevopévov (by B D* 1611. 1739.
2005 vt syr Orig. Chrys.), either owing to a scribe being misled
by mapayevopevos or owing to a pious feeling that peAAévrwv here
(though not in 10l) was too eschatological. The dyafla were
p#é\ovra in a sense even for Christians, but already they had
begun to be realized; e.g. in the Mrpwars. This full range was
still to be disclosed (2% 13!4), but they were realities of which
Christians had here and now some vital experience (see on 65).

Some editors (e.g. Rendall, Nairne) take 7&» yevopévwr dyafiv with what
follows, as if the writer meant to say that ‘ Christ appeared as highpriest of
the good things which came by the greater and more perfect tabernacle (not
made with hands—that is, not of this creation).” This involves, (a) the
interpretation of 05d¢ as=“not by the blood of goats and calves either,” the
term carrying on wapasyevéuevos ; and (4) 8ud in a double sense. There is no
objection to (8), but (a) is weak; the bliss and benefit are mediated not
through the sphere but through what Jesus does in the sphere of the eternal
ok, Others (e.g. Westcott, von Soden, Dods, Seeberg) take 5id s

1 Mapayevbpevos (as Lk 128, Mt 3! suggest) is more active than the Tepa-
vépwras of v. %,
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axnrifs with Xpworés, ¢ Christ by means of the . . . sanctuary.” This sense
of 8iud is better than that of (2) above, and it keeps &:d the same for vv.11
and 2. But the context (mapayevduevos . . . elofhfer) points to the local use
of 8id in 8ia 74s . . . exyris, rather than to the instrumental ; and it is no
obJectlon that the writer immediately uses 8id in another sense (8¢ a.z,ua‘ros),
for this is one of his literary methods (cp. &:id with gen. and accus. in 22

29 10 718 18. 23, 24. 25)

Continuing the description of Christ’s sacrifice, he adds (v.12)
oidé 3¢ afpatos Tpdywr (for the People) kal péoxwr (for himself),
which according to the programme in Lv 16 the priest smeared
on the east side of the ilaoripov. The later Jewish procedure
is described in the Mishna tractate /oma, but our author simply
draws upon the LXX text, though (like Aquila and Symmachus)
he uses p.ooxwv instead of pr.apwv. Ad is graphlcally used in
8.8 Toll idlou alparos, as in 3 alparos Tpdywy kal pdoxw, but the
idea is the self-sacrifice, the surrender of hxs own life, in virtue
of which? he redeemed his People, the alpa or sacrifice being
redemptive as it was his.  The single sacrifice had eternal value,
owing to his personality. The term é¢dwat, a stronger form of
dmaf, which is unknown to the LXX, is reserved by our author
for the sacrifice of Jesus, which he now describes as issuing in
a Adrpwois—an archaic religious term which he never uses else-
where ; it is practically the same as dmohdrpwois (v.1%), but he
puts into it a much deeper meaning than the LXX or than Luke
(1%8 2%), the only other NT writer who employs the term.
Though he avoids the verb, his meaning is really that of 1 P 118
(\vrpdlyre Tiple aipare bs duvod dpdpov kol domilov Xpiorod)
or of Ti 2 (8s &ukev éoavrdv vmép Hubv, tva Avrpwoyrar Huds dro
wdons dvopias kal kafapioy éavrg Aaov Tepiovaiov).

In this compressed phrase, alwviay AiTpwoiy ebpdpevos, (a) alwviav
offers the only instance of aldwos being modified in this epistle, () Ez‘;pd.-
uevos, in the sense of Dion. Hal. Ant, v. 293 (otre ﬁta)\)\a‘yds cilpa.'ro Tols
dvdpdov ral xdfodov), and Jos. dnt. i. 19. 1 (wdwmov défav dperijs peydins
edpd pevov), is a participle (for its form,? cp. Moulton, i. p. 51), which, though
midale, is not meant to svggest any personal effort like ‘“by hlmself much
less **for himself”; ; the middle in Hellenistic Greek had come to mean what
the active meant. What he secured, he secured for us (cp. Aelian, Var. Hist.
iii. 17, kal abrols crwrnplav eﬁpa.wro). The aorist has not a past sense; it
either means ‘“to secure” (like ebpduevo in 4 Mac 3% and émcrxet/zd.;uvoz in

2 Mac 1136), after a verb of motion (cp Ac 25%), or “securing™ (by what
grammarians call ‘‘ coincident action ).

The last three words of v.1%2 are now (vv.!% 14) explained by
an a fortiori argument. Why was Christ’s redemption eternal ?
What gave it this absolute character and final force? In v.13

! The &ud here as in St wvedparos alwylov suggest the state in which a
certain thing is done, and inferentially the use becomes instrumental, as we
say, ‘‘he came in power.”

3 The Attic form eVpbuevos is preferred by D* 226. 436. 920.
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tpdywr kal Tadpwv reverses the order in 10% and Tadpwv is now
substituted for péoxwv. The former led to Tavpwy kai Tpdywy
being read (by the K L P group, Athanasius, Cyril, etc.), but
“the blood of goats and bulls” was a biblical generalization
(Ps 5o'8, Is 111), chosen here as a literary variation, perhaps for
the sake of the alliteration, though some editors see in radpov a
subtle, deliberate antithesis to the feminine 8dpakis. According
to the directions of Nu 19 a red cow was slaughtered and then
burned ; the ashes () owéBos s Sapdhews) were mixed with fresh
water and sprinkled upon any worshipper who had touched a
dead body and thus incurred ceremonial impurity, contact with
the dead being regarded as a disqualification for intercourse with
men or God (see above on 6!). This mixture was called v8wp
pavriopod. The rite supplies the metaphors of the argument in
vv.1+ 165 it was one of the ablutions (v.1) which restored the
contaminated person (rols kekowwpérous) to the worshipping
community of the Lord. The cow is described as &pwpor, the
purified person as ka@apds ; but our author goes ouside the LXX
for kexowwpévovs, and even pavrilew is rare in the LXX. “The
red colour of the cow and the scarlet cloth burnt on the pyre
with the aromatic woods, suggest the colour of blood ; the aro-
matic woods are also probably connected with primitive ideas of
the cathartic value of odours such as they produce” (R. A. S.
Macalister in ZRE. xi. 36a). The lustration had no connexion
whatever with atonement-day, and it was only in later rabbinic
tradition that it was associated with the functions of the high-
priest. According to Pesikta 40a, a pagan inquirer once pointed
out to Rabbi Jochanan ben Zakkai the superstitious character of
such rites. His disciples considered his reply unsatisfactory,
and afterwards pressed him to explain to them the meaning of
the ashes and the sprinkling, but all he could say was that it had
been appointed by the Holy One, and that men must not
inquire into His reasons (cp. Bacher's Agada d. Pal. Amorder,
i.556; Agada der Tannaiten®,i. 37, 38). Our author does not go
into details, like the author of Ep. Barnabas (8), who allegorizes
the ritual freely in the light of the Jewish tradition; he merely
points out that, according to the bible, the rite, like the similar
rite of blood on atonement-day, restored the worshipper to out-
ward communion with God. ‘Ayudfer means this and no more.

The removal of the religious tabu upon persons contaminated by contact
with the dead was familiar to non-Jews. The writer goes back to the OT
for his illustration, but it would be quite intelligible to his Gentile Christian
readers (cp. Marett’s Zhe Evolution of Religion, pp. 115f.; ERE. iv. 434,
X. 456, 483, 485, 501), iq a world where physical contact with the dead was
a plaopa.  Philo’s exposition (de spec, legibus, 1. wepi Gubvrwr, 1£.) of the rite
is that the primary concern is for the purity of the soul; the attention
needed for securing that the victim is &uwpor, or, as he says, TavreN@s
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pobuwy duéroyor, is a figurative expression for moral sensitiveness on the part
of the worshipper ; it is a regulation really intended for rational beings. 0%
T@v Quoudvwy ¢povris éoTw . . . dANL TOV OubvTwy, va mepl undéy wdlos
kppaivwoi.  The bodily cleansing is only secondary, and even this he ingeni-
ously allegorizes into a demand for self-knowledge, since the water and ashes
should remind us how worthless our natures are, and knowledge of this kind
is a wholesome purge for conceit! Thus, according to Philo, the rite did
purge soul as well as body : drayyxaior Tols uéNhovras goirév els 10 lepdy émi
uerovoig Guolas 70 Te sdua padplverfar kai Thy Yuxiy wpd Tob cduares. Our
author does not share this favourable view (cp. Seeberg’s Der 7od Christi,
pp- 53 f.; O. Schmitz’s Die Opferanschawung des spiteren Judentums, pp.
2811.). He would not have denied that the levitical cultus aimed at spiritval
good ; what he did deny was that it attained its end. Till a perfect sacrifice
was offered, such an end was unattainable. The levitical cultus ‘° provided
a ritual cleansing for the community, a cleansing which, for devout minds that
could penetrate beneath the letter to the spirit, must have often meant a sense
of restoration to God’s community. But at best the machinery was cumbrous :
at best the pathway into God’s presence was dimly lighted” (H. A. A.
Kennedy, The 7heology of the Epistles, p. 213).

Our author does not explain how the blood of goats and
bulls could free the worshiper from ceremonial impurity; the
cathartic efficacy of blood is assumed. From the comparative
study of religion we know now that this belief was due to the
notion that ““the animal that has been consecrated by contact
with the altar becomes charged with a divine potency, and its
sacred blood, poured over the impure man, absorbs and disperses
his impurity” (Marett, Z%e Evolution of Religion, p. 121). But
in Tpos ‘EBpalovs, (a) though the blood of goats and bulls is
applied to the people as well as to the altar, and is regarded as
atoning (see below), the writer offers no rationale of sacrifice.
Xwpis alparexyvoios ob yiveras dpeais.  He does not argue, he takes
for granted, that access to God involves sacrifice, Z.e. blood shed.
(%) He uses the rite of Nu 19 to suggest the cathartic process,
the point of this lustration being the use of ‘“ water made holy
by being mingled with the ashes of the heifer that had been
burnt.” “The final point is reached,” no doubt (Marett, gp. cit.
123), “when it is realized that the blood of bulls and goats
cannot wash away sin, that nothing external can defile the heart
or soul, but only evil thoughts and evil will.” Yet our writer
insists that even this inward defilement requires a sacrifice, the
sacrifice of Christ’s blood. This is now (v.1¢) urged in the phrase’
éautdv mpoofveykey, where we at last see what was intended by
wpooéper 7 in 83, We are not to think of the risen or ascended
Christ presenting himself to God, but of his giving himself up
to die as a sacrifice. The blood of Christ means his life given
up for the sake of men. He did die, but it was a voluntary
death—not the slaughter of an unconscious, reluctant victim ;
and he who died lives. More than that, he lives with the power
of that death or sacrifice. This profound thought is further
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developed by (@) the term d&pwpor, which is in apposition to
éavrdy ; and (4) by 814 mvedpatos ailwviov, which goes with wpood-
veykev. (a) Paul calls Christians, or calls them to be, duwpor;
but our writer, like the author of 1 P (11%), calls Christ duwpos
as a victim. It is a poetic synonym for dudunros, taken over as
the technical term (LXX) for the unblemished (D) animals
-which alone could be employed in sacrifice ; here it denotes the
stainless personality, the sinless nature which rendered the self-
sacrifice of Jesus eternally valid. Then (&) the pregnant phrase
S mrevparos alwviov, which qualifies éavrdv mpooijveykey, means
that this sacrifice was offered in the realm or order of the inward
spirit, not of the outward and material; it was no Swalwua
gapxés, but carried out 3w wvedparos, fe. in, or in virtue of, his
spiritual nature. What the author had called {w3 dxardAvros
(7%) he now calls mredpo aidmov. The sacrificial blood had a
mystical efficacy; it resulted in an eternal Mdrpwois because it
operated in an eternal order of spirit, the sacrifice of Jesus
purifying the inner personality (v cvveldnow) because it was the
action of a personality, and of a sinless personality which
belonged by nature to the order of spirit or eternity. Christ
was both priest and victim ; as Son of God he was eternal and
spiritual, unlike mortal highpriests (71%), and, on the other side,
unlike a mortal victim, The implication (which underlies all
the epistle) is that even in his earthly life Jesus possessed eternal
life. Hence what took place in time upon the cross, the writer
means, took place really in the eternal, absolute order. Christ
sacrificed himself épdwag, and the single sacrifice needed no
repetition, since it possessed absolute, eternal value as the action
of One who belonged to the eternal order. He died—he had
to die—but only once (g!*~1018), for his sacrifice, by its eternal
significance, accomplished at a stroke what no amount of animal
sacrifices could have secured, viz. the forgiveness of sins. It is
as trivial to exhaust the meaning of wveipa aidror in a contrast
with the animal sacrifices of the levitical cultus as it is irrele-
vant to drag in the dogma of the trinity. Alwriov closely
describes wvedpatos (hence it has no article). What is in the
writer's mind is the truth that what Jesus did by dying can never
be exhausted or transcended. His sacrifice, like his Sia4xy,
like the Adrpwais or gwrypia which he secures, is aldvios or
lasting, because it is at the heart of things. It was because Jesus
was what he was by nature that his sacrifice had such final value ;
its atoning significance lay in his vital connexion with the realm
of absolute realities; it embodied all that his divine personality
meant for men in relation to God. In short, his self-sacrifice
“was something beyond which nothing could be, or could be
conceived to be, as a response to God’s mind and requirement
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in relation to sin . . . an intelligent and loving response to the
holy and gracious will of God, and to the terrible situation of
man” (Denney, The Death of Christ, p. 228).

A later paralle]l from rabbinic religion occurs in the Midrash Tehillim on
Ps 31: ‘“formerly you were redeemed with flesh and blood, which to-day is
and to-morrow is buried ; wherefore your redemption was temporal (ape nbixa),
But now I will redeem you by myself, who live and remain for ever ; where-
fore your redemption will be eternal redemption (0% nbwa, cp. Is 4517).”

One or two minor textual items may be noted in v.14,

wvedpatos] J. J. Reiske’s conjecture dyvetparos (purity) is singularly
prosaic. Alwviov (x* A B D¢ K L syr'g hl arm Ath) is altered into the con-
ventional dylov by x° D* P 35, 88. 206. 326. 547, etc. lat boh Chrys. Cyril.
Liturgical usage altered dpdv into udv (A D* P 5. 38. 218. 241, 256. 263.
378. 506. 1319. 1831. 1836®, 1912. 2004. 2127 vt syr'€ boh Cyr,), and, to
§wvre, kal dApfwe (a gloss from 1 Th 1°) is added in A P 104 boh Chrys. etc.

In the closing words of v.1* kafapiel is a form which is rare
(Mt 312, Ja 48?) in the NT, so rare that xefapioe: is read here
by 206. 221. 1831 Did. Ath. It is a Hellenistic verb, used in
the inscriptions (with dd) exactly in the ceremonial sense under-
lying the metaphor of this passage (Deissmann, Bible Studies,
216f). The cleansing of the conscience (cp. v.%) is awd vexpdv
&pywy, from far more serious flaws and stains than ceremonial
pollution by contact with a corpse (see above, and in 6!). As
Dods puts it, “a pause might be made before épywy, from dead—
(not bodies but) works.” The object is eis 15 Natpedew 8ed Lavre,
The writer uses the sacerdotal term (8%) here as in 10% and 12%,
probably like Paul in a general. sense; if he thought of Chris-
tians as priests, Z.e. as possessing the right of access to God, he
never says so. Religion for him is access to God, and ritual
metaphors are freely used to express the thought. When others
would say “fellowship,” he says *worship.” It is fundamental
for him that forgiveness is essential to such fellowship, and for-
giveness is what is meant by ¢ purifying the conscience.” As
absolute forgiveness was the boon of the new Siafhjxy (812),
our author now proceeds (vv.15%) to show how Christ’s sacrifice
was necessary and efficacious under that Suabixn. A sacrifice,
involving death, is essential to any &wafixy: this principle,
which applies to the new Buabfjin (v.1%), is illustrated first
generally (vv.!6-17) and then specifically, with reference to the -
former 3iabixn (vv.18-22),

15 He mediates a new covenant for this reason, that those who have been
called may obtain the eternal inkeritances they have been promised, now that a
death has occurred which redeems them from the transgressions involved in
the first covenant. '8 Thus in the case of a will, the death of the testator must
be announced, 7 A will only holds in cases of death, it is never valid so long
as the testator is altve. 1 Hence even the first (% wpdrn, sc. Swabijxn as in 91)
covenant of God’s will was not inaugurated apart from blood ; ' for after
Moses had ed every co d in the Law to all the people, ke took the
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blood of calves and goals, together with water, scarlel wool and hyssop, sprinkl-
ing the book and all the people, and saying, ® *“ This is the blood of that
covenant whick is God's command for you” * He even (kal . . . &, only
here in Heb.) sprinkled with blood the tent and all the utensils of worship in
the same way. 2 In fact, one might almost say that by Law everything is
cleansed with blood. No blood shked no remission of sins !

The writer thus weaves together the idea of the new Suaffxy
- (9% echoes 8%) and the idea of sacrifice which he has just been
developing. In v.15 8.4 7olto carries a forward reference (*“now
this is why Christ mediates a new 8.affxn, 3wws «TA.”), as, e.g.,
in Xen. Cyrop. ii. 1. 21, ol odppaxot oddt &' & dAdo Tpédortar 3
Swws paxovvrar vwep Tdv Tpeddvrwv. As the climax of the pro-
mises in the new Swafixy is pardon (8!2), so here its purpose is
described as amohdTpwors, which obviously is equivalent to full
forgiveness (Eph 17 Ty dmoddrpwow Sid Tob alpatos adrov, riy
dpeow Tov maparTopdrwv). 'ATohiTpwow TOV . . . TapaBdoewy 1S
like xafapiopov Tdv dpapmidv in 13 But pardon is only the
means to fellowship, and the full scope of what has been pro-
mised is still to be realized. Yet it is now certain ; the “ bliss to
be” is an eternal xAypovouia, assured by Christ. Note that the
éwi in éml ™) wpdry Babiky is not exactly temporal =“ under,”
Z.e. during the period of (cp. émi ourrehela Tdv alwvdv in v.26), but
causal. The transgressions, which had arisen “in connexion
with? the first Swfixy, like unbelief and disobedience, are
conceived as having taken their place among men ; they are the
standing temptations of life towards God. The writer does not
say, with Paul, that sin became guilt in view of the law, but
this is near to his meaning; with the first Swafyky sins started,
the sins that haunt the People. They are removed, for the
penitent, by the atoning death of Jesus, so that the People are
now unencumbered. There is a similar thought in Ac 133 %,
where Paul tells some Jews that through Jesus Christ dutv deais
dpopridv xarayyéerar, xai dwd wdvrav Sy odx HSvrifyre &v vipw
Moiaéws Sikatwfivar, év TovTy mas § moTedwv dikatovrar. For the
sake of emphasis, ™y émayyekinv is thrown forward, away from
xAnpovopias, like 8dvatov in the next verse.

*AmoldTpwots, whichin 11% is used in its non-technical sense of ** release”
from death (at the cost of some unworthy compliance), is used here in its LXX
religious sense of a redemption which costs much, which can only be had at
the cost of sacrifice. The primitive idea of *ransom ” had already begun to
fade out of it (cp. Dn 4% ; Philo, guod omnis probus, 17), leaving ¢ liberation ”
at some cost as the predominant idea (so in Clem. Alex. Strom vii. 56).
Here it is a synonym for AMitpweais (v.12), or as Theophylact put it, for
deliverance. But its reference is not eschatological ; the retrospective refer-
ence is uppermost.

For the first and only time he employs of kexAnpévor to
describe those whom he had already hailed as xAfoews émrovpaviov
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wéroxor (31). To be “called” was indispensable to receiving
God’s boon (118), so that xexAzquévo. here is an appropriate term
for those who are no longer hampered by any obstacles of an
inadequate pardon. The kexAypévor are the faithful People ;
“the objects of redemption are united in one category, for the
One and Only Sacrifice is not of the sphere of time ” (Wickham).
It is not an aoristic perfect (=«A#fevres), as if the kexAnuévor
were simply those under the old 3wafhixy, though these are in-
cluded, for the sacrificial death of Jesus has a retrospective value ;
it clears off the accumulated offences of the past. The writer
does not work out this, any more than Paul does in Ro 3%%; but
it may be implied in 1140 122 (see below), where the ¢ perfecting”
of the older believers is connected with the atonement. How-
ever, the special point here of 8avdrov . . . wapaBdoewr is that the
death which inaugurates the new duafjxy deals effectively with the
hindrances left by the former 8tafgxy. Not that this is its ex-
clusive function. That the death inaugurates an order of grace
in which forgiveness is still required and bestowed, is taken for
granted (e.g. 41%) ; but the xAqpovopia, which from the beginning
has been held out to the People of God, has only become attain-
able since the sacrifice of Jesus, and therefore (a) his death
avails even for those who in the past hoped for it, yet could not
obtain it, and also (%) deals with the mapdBaceis set up by the
older 8iafxy among men.

But how was a death necessary to a Swaflyxkn? The answer
is given in v.1%: through a characteristic play on the term. In
dmwov ydp (sc. éomt) Buabikn xkTA. he uses dwafixn as equivalent to
“will” or testamentary disposition, playing effectively upon the
double sense of the term, as Paul had already done in Gal 31,
The point of his illustration (vv.16-17) depends upon this ; BeBaia
and ioxder are purposely used in a juristic sense, applicable to
wills as well as to laws, and 6 S.aBéuevos is the technical term for
“testator.” The illustration has its defects, but only when it is
pressed beyond what the writer means to imply. A will does
not come into force during the lifetime of the testator, and yet
Jesus was living! True, but he had died, and died inaugurating
a S1abfikn in words which the writer has in mind (v.2); indeed,
according to one tradition he had spoken of himself figuratively
as assigning rights to his disciples (kdy® Siarifepar dpiv, Lk 22%).
The slight incongruity in this illustration is not more than that
involved in making Jesus both priest and victim. It is a curious
equivoque, this double use of dwfjxy, the common idea of
both meanings being that benefits are *“ disponed,” and that the
diabjxy only takes effect after a death. The continuity of argu-
ment is less obvious in English, where no single word conveys
the different nuances which 8wéijxy bore for Greek readers.
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Hence in v.18 some periphrasis like ¢ the first covenant of God’s
will” is desirable.

That 8iabikn in vv.!% 17 is equivalent to ‘‘testamentary disposition,” is
essential to the argument. No natural interpretation of vv.1®% is possible,
when 8:af4x7 is understood rigidly either as ‘“ covenant” or as *“ will.” The
classical juristic sense is richly illustrated in the papyri and contemporary
Hellenistic Greek, while the ““covenant” meaning prevails throughout the
LXX ; but Philo had already used it in both senses, and here the juristic sense
of xhnppovoula (v.1%) paved the way for the juristic sense which v.17 demands.
The linguistic materials are collected, with a variety of interpretations, by
Norton m A4 Lexicographical and Historical Study of Ataf4xq (Chicago,
1908), Behm (Der Begriff Atabhkn im Neuen Testament, Naumburg, 1912),
Lohmeyer (Ata8hcn: ein Beitrag zir Erklirung des Neutestamentlichen
Begriffs, Leipzig, 1913), and G. Vos in Princeton Theological Review
(1915, pp. 5871. ; 1916, pp. 1-61).

In v.18 $épecbar is “announced,” almost in the sense of
“proved ” (as often in Greek) ; in v.17 p1f wore (cp. on ofrw in 28)
is not equivalent to pfmwe (nondum, vg) but simply means
“never” (non unquam), as, e.g., in Eurip. Aipp. 823, dore pijrore
dcaveboar mdlw, pi here following the causal particle érel, like
drt in Jn 3'®; it had begun to displace od in later Greek.
Moulton quotes BGU. 530 (i A.D.), péuderal ae ém(e)l py avré-
ypayas abrj, and Radermacher (171) suggests that the change
was sometimes due to a desire of avoiding the hiatus. ’loydet
has the same force as ‘in Gal 58 cp. Z7ebz. P. 2867 (il A.D.) vopy
ddios [oD]8&r eloyder. Some needless difficulties have been felt
with regard to the construction of the whole sentence. Thus
(a) émel . . . BiaBépevos might be a question, it is urged: “For
is it ever valid so long as the testator is alive?” In Jn 72
pajmore is so used interrogatively, but there it opens the sen-
tence. This construction goes back to the Greek fathers
Oecumenius and Theophylact; possibly it was due to the
feeling that ufmore could not be used in a statement like this.
(4) Isidore of Pelusium (Zp. iv. 113) declares that mére is a
corruption of 7dre (M from T, a stroke being added by accident),
and that he found 7dre *é& malawois dvmiypdpos.” Two old
MSS (x* D*) do happen to preserve this reading, which is in
reality a corruption of wére.

Why, it may be asked, finally, does not the writer refer
outright to the new 8wéixy as inaugurated at the last supper?
The reason is plain. Here as throughout the epistle he ignores
the passover or eucharist. As a non-sacerdotal feast, the pass-
over would not have suited his argument. Every Israelite was his
own priest then, as Philo remarks (De Decalogo, 30, wdoya . . .
] Goovor wavdnuel adréy Eaatos Tovs lepels adrdy otk dvapévovres,
iepwaiymy Tod vépov xapwapévov ¢ ver mavri kard plav Huépay
«t\.). Hence the absence of a passover ritual from the entire
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argument of the epistle, and also perhaps his failure to employ
it here, where it would have been extremely apt.

Reverting now to the other and biblical sense of 81a64xy, the
writer (vv.18%) recalls how the 8wfijxy at Sinai was inaugurated
with blood. “08ev—since Swafhjxy and Odvaros are correlative—
oide 9§ wpdm (sc. Swabixy) xwpls alpatos évkexalviorar (the verb
here and in 10% being used in its ordinary LXX sense, e.g., 1 K
11 éykawlowper kel Ty Bagilelav, 1 Mac 438 dvafBopuer kabapioar
78 dywa kal évkawloar). This fresh illustration of death or blood
being required in order to inaugurate a 8iabyxy, is taken from the
story in Ex 243, but he treats it with characteristic freedom.
Five points may be noted. (i) He inserts! 78 alpa . . . Tdv
Tpdywr, a slip which was conscientiously corrected by a number
of MSS which omitted xai 1dv Tpdywr (8¢ K L ¥ 5. 181. z03.
242. 487. 489. 506, 623. 794. 917. 1311. T319. 1739. 1827. 1836,
1845. 1898. 2143) as well as by syr Origen and Chrysostom.
Moses merely had pooydpia slaughtered ; our author adds goats,
perhaps because the full phrase had become common for OT
sacrifices (see on v.1%). (ii) He inserts perd Batos kai épiov
kokk(rou kai boodmou, as these were associated in his mind with
the general ritual of sprinkling; water, hyssop, and scarlet
thread (xéxkwov), for example, he remembered from the de-
scription of another part of the ritual in Nu 19. The water was
used to dilute the blood ; and stems of a small wall plant called
“hyssop ” were tied with scarlet wool (xexkAwopévor kéxkivov) to
form a sprinkler in the rite of cleansing a leper (Lv 145%), or for
sprinkling blood (Ex 122%). But of this wisp or bunch there is
not a word in Ex 243t (iii) Nor is it said in the OT that
Moses sprinkled 2 adré 18 BifAior. He simply splashed half of
the blood mpds 76 Huoacmipioy, kai Aafav To BiBNioy (Z.e. the scroll
containing the primitive code) fis 8iabfxys, read it aloud to the
neople, who promised obedience ; whereupon AafBov 8¢ Mavois
6 afua kereoxédager Tod Awod kai elmev ktA. An ingenious but
impracticable attempt to correct this error is to take adré e 15
BiBNov with AaBdv, but the re goes with the next «ai wdvra Tdv
Nadv. The BBAiov may have been included, since as a human
product, for all its divine contents, it was considered to require
cleansing ; in which case the mention of it would lead up to v.%,
and adté re 10 BifAloy might be rendered ‘““the book itself.”
This intensive use of adrds occurs just below in aéré rd émoupdra.
But airds may be, according to the usage of Hellemistic Greek,

11In wdoys évrorfs katd 7ov (om, ®* K P) véuor (““lecto omni mandato
legis,” vg) the kard means ¢ throughout " rather than ‘‘ by.” .

2 For kareokédaoer he substitutes éppdrrioer, from parri{w, which is com-
paratively rare in the LXX (Lv 6%, 2 K 9%, Ps 517, Aquila and Symm. in
Is 633, Aquila and Theodotion in Is 52'%).

9
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unemphatic, as, eg., in 11l xal adry Sdppa, Jn 23 adros d¢ &
"Ingods. (iv) In quoting the LXX idod 70 alua tis Sabikys fs
duéflero Kipios mpos dmas (=dpuiv), he changes idod into rotro
(possibly a reminiscence of the synoptic tradition in Mk 14%),
diéfero into évereihato (after évroNfjs in v.1%; but the phrase
occurs elsewhere, though with the dative, e.g. Jos 23!%), and
KkYptos wpds dpds into wpds fpds & Oeds. This is a minor altera-
tion. It is more significant that, (v) following a later Jewish
tradition, which reappears in Josephus (4. iii. 8. 6 [Moses
cleansed Aaron and his sons] mjv Te ok xal 7o wepl adryy
axely éhaly Te mpobvpiwpéve kabis elrov, kal 7§ alpatt THV Talpwy
kal kpidv odayévtov kT)\.), he makes Moses use blood to sprinkle
the axnri and all Td oxedn Tfis Nevroupylas (a phrase from 1 Ch ¢%).
The account of Ex 40% 1% mentions oil only; Josephus adds
blood, because the tradition he followed fused the oil-dedication
of the oy in Ex 40%1® with the (oil) sprinkling at the con-
secration of the priests (Lv 81%%), which was followed by a blood-
sprinkling of the altar alone. Philo had previously combined
the oil-dedication of the oxmj with the consecration of the
priests (vsit. Mos. iii. 17); but he, too, is careful to confine any
blood-sprinkling to the altar. Qur author, with his predilection
for blood as a cathartic, omits the oil altogether, and extends
the blood to everything.

This second illustration (vv.18%) is not quite parallel to the
first ; the death in the one case is of a human being in the course
of nature, in the other case of animals slaughtered. But aipa
and Odvaros were correlative terms for the writer. The vital
necessity of alpa 1n this connexion is reiterated in the summary
of v.22,  Xxeddv, he begins—for there were exceptions to the rule
that atonement for sins needed an animal sacrifice (¢.g. Lv gl-15
where a poverty-stricken offender could get remission by present-
ing a handful of flour, and Nu 3122, where certain articles, spoils
of war, are purified by fire or water). But the general rule was
that wdvra, Z.e. everything connected with the ritual and every
worshipper, priest, or layman, had to be ceremonially purified by
means of blood (xafapilera: as the result of éppdvmioev). The
Greek readers of the epistle would be familiar with the similar
rite of aipdooew Tods Bupovs (Theokr. Epigr. i. 5, etc.). Finally,
he sums up the position under the first duafxxy by coining a term
atparexxvoia (from éxxvois afparos, 1 K 18% etc.) for the shedding
of an animal victim’s blood in sacrifice ; ywpis aiparexyuoias od
yiverar ddeots, i.e. even the_limited pardon, in the shape of
% cleansing,” which was possible under the old order. “A¢eois
here as in Mk 3% has no genitive following, but the sense is
indubitable, in view of 10!® 3mou 8¢ ddegis Todrwr (fe. of sins).
The latter passage voices a feeling which seems to contradict the



IX, 22.] THE SACRIFICE OF CHRIST 131

possibility of any forgiveness prior to the sacrifice of Christ (cp.
9% 10%), but the writer knew from his bible that there had
been an d¢eois under the old régime as the result of animal
sacrifice ; xai éfhdoerar mepl (OF mepl s dpaprias) adrod & lepes
. . . xal dpebrirerar abr@ was the formula (cp. Lv 510-16.18 etc.).
The underlying principle of the argument is practically (cp.
Introd., p. xlii) that laid down in the Jewish tract Joma v. 1
(“ there is no expiation except by blood ”), which quotes Lv 171,
a text known to the writer of Hebrews in this form : % yap yuyy
wdons oapxds alpa atrod éorly, kai éyd dédwxa adrd duiv éml Tod
Gvawaorypiov iddareatar wepl TdV Yuxdy Sudv' 76 vap alua adrod
drri s Yuxis éiddoerar. Blood as food is prohibited, since
blood contains the vital principle ; as there is a mysterious potency
in it, which is to be reserved for rites of purification and expiation,
by virtue of the life in it, this fluid is efficacious as an atonement.
The Greek version would readily suggest to a reader like our
author that the piacular efficacy of alua was valid universally,
and that the alpa or sacrificial death of Christ was required in
order that human sin might be removed. Why such a sacrifice,
why sacrifice at all, was essential, he did not ask. It was com-
manded by God in the bible ; that was sufficient for him. The
vital point for him was that, under this category of sacrifice, the
afua of Christ superseded all previous arrangements for securing
pardon.

After the swift aside of v.2%, the writer now pictures the
appearance of Christ in the perfect sanctuary of heaven with the
perfect sacrifice (vv.%%) which, being perfect or absolute, needs
no repetition.

B Now, while the copies of the heavenly things had (dvdyxn, sc. #» or
éotiv) to be cleansed with sacrifices like these, the heavenly things themselves
requived nobler sacrifices. ¥ For Christ has not entered a holy place whick
human hands have made (a meve type of the reality !); ke has entered heaven
stself, now to appear in the presence of God on our bekalf. » Nor was it (sc.
eloi\bev) lo offer himself repeatedly, like the highpriest enteving the holy place
every year with blood that was not his own:  for in that case he would have
kad to suffer repeatedly ever since the world was founded. Nay, once for all,
at the end of the world, he has appeared with his self-sacrifice to abolisk sinm.
N And just as it is appointed for men to die once and after that to be judged,
B 50 Christ, after being once sacrificed to bear the sins of many, will appear
again, not to deal witk sin, but for the saving of those wko look out for him.

The higher okyvy requires a nobler kind of sacrifice than its
material copy on earth (v.28).1 This would be intelligible enough ;

1 For dvdyxn . . . xabapifecfar an early variant was dvdykp . . . xafapi-
{erar (D* 424** Origen), which Blass adopts. But our author prefers the
nominative (v.1¢) to the dative, and xafap{{eras is no more than a conforma-
tion to the xafapiferas of v.22  The re, which some cursives (33. 1245. 2005)
substitute for ¢ between adrd and 7& érovpdria, is due to alliteration,
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but when the writer pushes the analogy so far as to suggest that
the sacrifice of Christ had, among other effects, to purify heaven
itself, the idea becomes almost fantastic. The nearest parallel to
this notion occurs in Col 120; but the idea here is really unique,
as though the constant work of forgiving sinners in the upper
oxyvi rendered even that in some sense defiled. The slight
touch of disparagement in toitois (=rofs dAdyos, Theodoret)
may be conveyed by “like these ” or “such,” and Ousiais is the
plural of category (like vexpols in v.17). After this passing lapse
into the prosaic, the writer quickly recovers himself in a passage
of high insight (vv.2£) upon the nobler sacrifice of Jesus. In-
deed, even as he compares it with the levitical sacrifices, its
incomparable power becomes more and more evident. In v.%
(=vv.1112) by é&yrirvme T@v 4AnOwdr he means a counterpart
(dvrirvmov in reverse sense in 1 P 321) of reality (cp. 8%), avriruma
being a synonym here for dmwodelypara, literally = “‘answering to
the mimos” which was shown to Moses (cp. 2 Clem. 143 oldeis ody
10 dvrirumwov Pbeipas 16 adfevtikdv peradfferar). Christ has
entered the heavenly sphere viv (emphatic, “now at last” =12)
dpdanodivar kA, In éduponodijvor 1@ mpordmy tod Oeold (cp. Ps
423 dpBjoopar 7@ mpoodwy o feod) we have éupavilew used in
its Johannine sense (142!-%2), though passively as in Wis 12
(uaviferar 7ols pi) moTedovow adrd). But the appearance is
before God on behalf of men, and the meaning is brought out in
728 1012, Chrst’s sacrifice, it is held, provides men with a
close and continuous access to God such as no cultus could
effect; it is of absolute value, and therefore need not be re-
peated (vv.25-26), as the levitical sacrifices had to be. 0% va
woN\dkis mpoodépy &owtdy] What is meant precisely by mpooépery
éavrév here (as in v.1¥) is shown by mafelv in v.26, “There is
no difference between entering in and offering. The act of
entering in and offering is one highpriestly act” (A. B. Davidson),
and wpooépew éavrdv is inseparably connected with the suffering
of death upon the cross. The contrast between his self-sacrifice
and the highpriest entering with afpare éMhorple (as opposed to
i3y, v.12) is thrown in, as a reminiscence of vv.™, but the writer
does not dwell on this; it is the &wa§ (cp. v.2and 1 P 318 Xpioros
draf wepl dpapridy dwéfaver) which engrosses his mind in v.25, éwel
(* alioquin,” vg) &e. (the dv being omitted as, e.g., in ¥ Co 510
¢rel dpelhere . . . erbeiv) kTN, According to his outlook, there
would be no time to repeat Christ’s incarnation and sacrifice
before the end of the world, for that was imminent; hence he
uses the past, not the future, for his reductio ad absurdum argu-
ment. If Christ’s sacrifice had not been of absolute, final value,
fe. if it had merely availed for a brief time, as a temporary
provision, it would have had to be done over and over again in
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previous ages, since from the first sinful man has needed sacrifice ;
whereas the only time he was seen on earth was once, late in the
evening of the world. It is implied that Christ as the Son of
God was eternal and pre-existent; also that when his sacrifice
did take place, it covered sins of the past (see v.1%), the single
sacrifice of Christ in our day availing for all sin, past as well as
present and future. Had it not been so, God could not have
left it till so late in the world’s history ; it would have had to be
done over and over again to meet the needs of men from the
outset of history. Nuwi 3¢ (logical, as in 8%, not temporal) émi
ouvrekeiq (for which Blass arbitrarily reads réke) Tdv-aldvar (= ér’
éoxdrov TOv fuepdv Tovrwy, 1%) k1N,  Xuvré\ewa is employed in its
ordinary Hellenistic sense of ““ conclusion” (e.g. Zest. Benj. xi. 3,
los owrelelas Tob aldvos: Test. Levi x. 2, émi T ovwrekely Tav
aldvwv); in Matthew’s gospel, where alone in the NT it
occurs, the genitive is Tob aldvos. Medavépuwrai, as in the
primitive hymn or confession of faith (1 Ti 3¢ épavepdly &
oapki); but the closest parallel is in 1 P 12 Xpworob wpoey-
voouévov ptv mpd karafolils kbéopov, pavepwlévros ot én’ éoydrov
Tov xpévwv. The object of the incarnation is, as in 29 the
atonement.

The thought of the first “appearance” of Christ naturally
suggests that of the second, and the thought of Jesus dying draé
also suggests that men have to die dwaf as well. Hence the
parenthesis of vv.2"- %, for 10! carries on the argument from g%,
It is a parenthesis, yet a parenthesis of central importance for
the primitive religious eschatology which formed part of the
writer’s inheritance, however inconsistent with his deeper views
of faith and fellowship. ‘As surely as men have once to die
and then to face the judgment, so Christ, once sacrificed fotr the
sins of men, will reappear to complete the salvation of his own.”
*Anérevrar (cp. Longinus, de sublim. 97 dAN" fuiv pév Svodayuovod-
ow dmékerar Apiy kaxdv 6 Odvaros, and 4 Mac 811 odder duiv
dradioaow wAyy Tob perd oTpeBAdv dmobavely dmokeitar) Tois
dvBpdmors dwaf dmofavelv. The dwaf here is not by way of relief,
although the Greeks consoled themselves by reflecting that
they had not to die twice; as they could only live once, they
drew from this the conclusion that life must be “all the
sweeter, as an experience that never can be repeated” (A. C.
Pearson on Sophocles’ Fragments, n. 67). But our author (see
on 2!%) sees that death is not the last thing to be faced by
men; perd 3¢ Tobro kplows. This was what added serious-
ness to the prospect of death for early Christians. The Greek
mind was exempt from such a dread; for them death ended
the anxieties of life, and if there was one thing of which
the Greek was sure, it was that “dead men rise up never.”
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Aes;:hylus, for example, makes Apollo declare (Eumenides, 647,
648):
dvdpds 8 érediv oly’ dvaomdoyp kdvis
dmal Oavévros, odris &or dvdaraais.

Even in the sense of a return to life, there is no dvdoracis
(Eurip. Heracles, 297 ; Aleestis, 1076 ; Supplices, 775). Kpims in
En 17 (kai xpiows dorar kara wdvrov), as the context shows, is
the eschatological catastrophe which spares the elect on earth,
just as in En 55 which parallels He 9%, sinners are threatened
thus: wdow Jutv Tols dpapredols ody dwipfe cwrmpla dANL émi
wdvras dpds xardvois, xerdpa. In 10% below kpiows means the
doom of the rebellious, but that is due to the context ; here it is
judgment in general, to which all &v8pwwor alike are liable (12%
kpurf] Oed mivrov)., Only, some have the happy experience of
Christ’s return (v.28), in the saving power of his sacrifice. There
is (as in 1 P 22) an echo of Is §312 (xai airos dpaprias moAAdy
dvijveykev) in eis 10 woA\@v (cp. above on 21%) dveveykely dpaprias.
Mpogevexfeis may be chosen to parallel men’s passive experience
of death. At any rate his suffering of death was vicarious suffer-
ing ; he took upon himself the consequences and responsibilities
of our sins. Such is the Christ who & Seurépov é4¢p8foerar. In
1 P 5 ¢pavepolighos is used of the second appearance as well as
of the first, but our author prefers a variety (see on v.2) of
expression. The striking phrase xwpls dpaprias rests on the idea
that the one atonement had been final (eis d0érqoev rijs dpaprias),
and that Christ was now kexwpiopévos dwd Tdv dpapreldv (7%).
He is not coming back to die, and without death sin could not
be dealt with. The homiletic (from 2 Ti 31%) addition of &
(t#s, 1611. 2005) wioTews, either after dmexdexopdrois (by 38. 68.
218. 256. 263. 330. 436. 440. 462. 823. 1837 arm. etc.) or after
cwmplay (by A P 1245. 1898 syr™), is connected with the mis-
taken idea that eis cwrnpiay goes with dwexdexopévois (cp. Phil 320)
instead of with d¢0joerar. There is a very different kind of
&Boxh (10%7) for some dvdpwmor, even for some who once belonged
to the People!

He now resumes the idea of g%- %, expanding it by showing
how the personal sacrifice of Jesus was final. This is done by
quoting a passage from the 4oth psalm which predicted the
supersession of animal sacrifices (vv.51%). The latter are in-
adequate, as is seen from the fact of their annual repetition ; and
they are annual because they are animal sacrifices.

1 For as the Law has a mere shadow of the bliss that is to be, instead of
representing the reality of that bliss, it never can perfect those who draw near
with the same annual sacrifices that are perpetually offered. * Otkerwise,
they would have surely ceased 1o be offered ; for the worskippers, once cleansed,
would no longer be comscions of sins! 3 As it is, they are an annual reminder



X. 1] THE FORTIETH PSALM 135

of sins 4 (for the blood of bulls and goats cannot possibly vemove sins!).
Hence, on entering the world ke says,

¢ Thou hast no desire for sacrifice or offering;
it is a body thou hast prepared for me—
8 in holocausts and sin-offerings (mwepl dpaprias as 13M) thou
takest no delight.
180 (rére) I said, ‘ Here I come—in the voll of the book this
is wrilten of me—
I come to do thy will, O God.”

8 He bogins by saying, * Thou hast no desire for, thou takest no delight in,
sacrifices and offerings and holocausts and sin-offerings” (and those are what
are offered in terms of the Law) ; ® ke then (rére) adds, *“ Heve I come to do
thy will.” He does away with the first in order to establish the second.
0 And it is by this ‘‘will” that we are consecrated, because Jesus Christ once
Jor all has **offered” up his ** body.”

This is the author’s final verdict on the levitical cultus,
“rapid in utterance, lofty in tone, rising from the didactic style
of the theological doctor to the oracular speech of the Hebrew
prophet, as in that peremptory sentence: ‘It is not possible that
the blood of bulls and of goats should take away sins.” The
notable thing in it is, not any new line of argument, though that
element is not wanting, but the series of spiritual intuitions it
contains, stated or hinted, in brief, pithy phrases” (A. B. Bruce,
PP- 373 374)- In oxidv . . . ok eikéva Tdv wpoypdrwv (v.1) the
writer uses a Platonic phrase (Cratylus, 306 E, eixdvas tov wpay-
pdrav) ; elkdv (=dMjfea, Chrysostom) is contrasted with oxud
as the real expression or representation of substance is opposed
to the faint shadow. The addition of +év wpaypdrev (=1dv
péAhovrov dyafdv) emphasizes this sense; what represents solid
realities is itself real, as compared to a mere oxid. The pé\orra
dyadd (9!!) are the boons and blessings still to be realized in
their fulness for Christians, being thought of from the stand-
point of the new Swafixy, not of the Law. The Law is for
the writer no more than the regulations which provided for the
cultus ; the centre of gravity in the Law lies in the priesthood
(71) and its sacrifices, not in what were the real provisions of
the Law historically. The writer rarely speaks of the Law by
itself, When he does so, as here, it is in this special ritual
aspect, and what really bulks in his view is the contrast between
the old and the new 8iwafji, ‘.e. the inadequate and the adequate
forms of relationship to God. Once the former was superseded,
the Law collapsed, and under the new 3wy there is no new
Law. Even while the Law lasted, it was shadowy and ineffective,
f.c. as a means of securing due access to God. And this is the
point here made against the Law, not as Paul conceived it, but
as the system of atoning animal sacrifices.

The text of v.! has been tampered with at an early stage, though the
variants affect the grammar rather than the general sense. Unless 8Vvaras
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(DHK LY 2. 5. 35. 88. 181, 206. 226. 241. 242. 255. 326. 383. 420. 431.
547. 623. 794. 915. 9I7. 927. 1311. 1518. 1739. 1827. 1836. 1845. 1867.
1873, 1898. 2143 lat boh Orig. Chrys. Thdt. Oec.) is read for dtwavrat, 6
vbuos is a hanging nominative, and an awkward anacolouthon results. Hort
suggests that the original form of the text was: ka6’ fv ka7’ évavrdw Tds avrds
Buolas mporpépovay, al els Td Supvexds obdémore dUvavrar Tods mposepyouévous
rehetdoat.  As in 9%, ka6 7y (dropped out by a scribe accidentally, owing to
the resemblance between KABHN and ka@eN) would connect with a previous
" noun (here oxidv), &l similarly fell out before € (€1c), and aC was changed
into aiC in the three consecutive words after éviavrév. This still leaves 6
véuos without a verb, however, and is no improvement upon the sense gained
either () by treating é vépos as a nominative absolute, and dvvarrac as an
irregular plural depending on af understood! from fuslacs ; or (&) by simply
reading dvvarac (so Delitzsch, Weiss, Westcott, Peake, Riggenbach, Blass),
which clears up everything. A desire to smooth out the grammar or to
bring out some private interpretation may be underneath changes like the
addition of adrdv after Bvaiars (¢ P), or the substitution of atrdw for abrais
(69. 1319), or the omission of adrafs altogether (2. 177. 206. 642. 920. 1518.
1872), as well as the omission of &s (A 33. 1611. 2005) or als altogether, like
the Syriac and Armenian versions, and the change of Tehew@aar (rekedoat,
Blass) into kafaploas (D vt).

Npoodépouary is an idiomatic use of the plural (Mt 220 refij-
xaow, Lk 1220 airovow), “ where there is such a suppression of the
subject in bringing emphasis upon the action, that we get the
effect of a passive, or of French oz, German man” (Moulton, i.
58). The allusion is to the yearly sacrifice on atonement-day,
for wpoopépovawy goes with xatr’ émaurdy, the latter phrase being
thrown forward for the sake of emphasis, and also in order to
avoid bringing eis 10 Suvends too near it. Eils 16 duprexés also
goes with mpoogépovary, not (as in v.14) with rekewodv. OGBémore
here as in v.1! before Sdva(v)rar (never elsewhere in the epistle) is
doubly emphatic from its position. The constant repetition of
these sacrifices proves that their effect is only temporary; they
cannot possibly bring about a lasting, adequate relationship to
God. So our author denies the belief of Judaism that atone-
ment-day availed for the pardon of the People, a belief explicitly
put forward, e.g., in Jub 51718 (*If they turn to Him in righteous-
ness, He will forgive all their transgressions, and pardon all their
sins. It is written and ordained that He will show mercy to all
who turn from their guilt once a year”). He reiterates this in
v.2, where ¢wel (as in 9% =alioquin) is followed by odx, which
implies a question. ‘“Would they not, otherwise, have ceased
to be offered?” When this was not seen, either oéx was omitted
(H* vg? syr 206. 1245. 1518 Primasius, etc.), leaving &v out of
its proper place, or it was suggested—as would never have
occurred to the author—that the OT sacrifices ceased to be valid

11t is inserted by A** 31, 366. 472. 1319 syrh¥l arm. If the relative

pronoun were assimilated, Z.e. if als (D* H L 5. 88. 257. 547, etc.) were read
for ds, the accidental omission of ai would be more intelligible.
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when the Christian sacrifice took place. In obk &v éradoarto
wpoodepdpevar (for construction see Gn 118 éradravro olkoSo-
podvres) the dv is retained (see on ¢2). Kexafapiopévous has
been altered into xexa@dpuevovs (L), but xafapilw, not the Attic
kafaipo, is the general NT form. If our author spelt like his
LXX codex, however, xexafepopévors would be original (cp.
Thackeray, 74). Zuveidnous is again used (9?) in connexion with
“the worshipper(s),” but the writer adds épaprdv (i.e. sins still
needing to be pardoned). For the genitive, compare Philo’s
fine remark in guod det. pol. 40, ixerebopev odv Tov fedv ol
oweadjoe oy olkelwv ddumudrov \eyxduevorn koldoar pGAlov
Huds 4 mapeva. In v.8 dvdpimows means that public notice had
to be taken of such sins (‘‘ commemoratio,” vg).

There is possibly an echo here of a passage like Nu 5% (furla pyquostvov
drapuyhokovea duapriav), quoted by Philo in de Plant. 25 to illustrate his
statement that the sacrifices of the wicked simply serve to recall their misdeeds
(Imopspriokovoas Tas éxdoTwy dyvolas Te xal dapaprlas). In wita Mosis, iii.
10, he repeats this ; if the sacrificer was ignorant and wicked, the sacrifices
were no sacrifices (. . . o0 ANow dupapryudrwr, dAN Swéuvnow épydfovrad).
What Philo declares is the result of sacrifices offered by the wicked, the
author of Hebrews declares was the result of all sacrifices ; they only served
to bring sin to mind. So in de Victimis, 7, etnfes yap tas Ovolas dwéuvnow
duapryudTwv dANG uh Nh0nv avrdv karaokevd{ew—what Philo declares absurd,
our author pronounces inevitable,

The ringing assertion of v.* voices a sentiment which would
appeal strongly to readers who had been familiar with the
classical and contemporary protests (cp. ERE, iii. 770%), against
ritual and external sacrifice as a means of moral purification
(see above on g!8), A<|>u.|.pew, a LXX verb in this connexion
(e.g. Num 14'® dpaupdv dvopias kai dduxias xal duaprias), becomes
depereiy in L (so Blass), the aoristic and commoner form ; the
verb is never used elsewhere in the NT, though Paul once
quotes Is 279 drav dpéhopar duaprias (Ro 11%7).  All this inherent
defectiveness of animal sacrifices necessitated a new sacrifice
altogether (v.b 88), the self-sacrifice of Jesus., So the writer
quotes Ps 4079, which in A runs as follows:

Gvolay kai 1rpoo'¢opay odx )fé\naas,
odpa B¢ Ka-rnp'rl.a-w v
SAokavTopata kal wepi dpaprios odk énmijcas.
7éte elmov' 8oV fro,
(¢v kepadid BiSMiov yéypamrrar mepi éuod)
7od modjoar 76 Hépud oov, 6 feds pov, HBovArbyy.
Our author reads etdéxnoas for éfyrioas,! shifts 6 feés (omitting pov) to

! Which is replaced in the text of Hebrews by ¥ (¢éx{yrjres) 623*. 1836.
The augment spelling ndd6xnoas reappears here as occasionally at v.% in a
small group (A C D* W, etc.), and the singular fvelav «. wposgopdr is kept
at v.8 by #* D° K L W, etc.
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a position after roifjrat, in order to emphasize 70 0éAnud gov, and by omitting
éBounhdny (replaced b¥ W in v.”), connects rof moifjcac closely with #xw.
A recollection of Ps 5118 el j0éAnaas Gvolay . . . dhokavrdpara odk eddoxhoes
may have suggested ebdéxnoas, which takes the accusative as often in LXX.
Kegahls is the roll or scroll, literally the knob or tip of the stick round which
the papyrus sheet was rolled (cp. Ezek 2? vegahis StSAlov).

This is taken as an avowal of Christ on entering the world,
and the LXX mistranslation in ¢@pa is the pivot of the argu-
ment. The more correct translation would be dria 8¢ for the
psalmist declared that God had given him ears for the purpose
of attending to the divine monition to do the will of Geod,
instead of relying upon sacrifices. Whether éria was corrupted
into odua, or whether the latter was an independent translation,
is of no moment ; the evidence of the LXX text is indecisive.
Our author found odpa in his LXX text and seized upon it;
Jesus came with his body to do God’s. will, z.e. to die for the
sins of men. The parenthetical phrase & xedahide BiBAiov
yéypowrar wepl épol, which originally referred to the Deutero-
nomic code prescribing obedience to God’s will, now becomes
a general reference to the OT as a prediction of Christ’s higher
sacrifice ; that is, if the writer really meant anything by it (he
does not transcribe it, when he comes to the interpretation,
vv.8t). Though the LXX mistranslated the psalm, however, it
did not alter its general sense. The Greek text meant practically
what the original had meant, and it made this interpretation or
application possible, namely, that there was a sacrifice which
answered to the will of God as no animal sacrifice could. Only,
our author takes the will of God as requiring some sacrifice.
The point of his argument is not a contrast between animal
sacrifices and moral obedience to the will of God; it is a
contrast between the death of an animal which cannot enter into
the meaning of what is being done, and the death of Jesus which
means the free acceptance by him of all that God requires for
the expiation of human sin. To do the will of God is, for our
author, a sacrificial action, which involved for Jesus an atoning
death, and this is the thought underlying his exposition and
application of the psalm (vv.819), 1In v.® dvdrepor is ““above” or
“higher up” in the quotagion (v.%). The interpretation of the
oracle which follows is plain ; there are no textual variants worth
notice,! and the language is clear. Thus elpqker in v.? is the
perfect of a completed action, =the saying stands on record, and
dvarpet has its common juristic sense of * abrogate,” the opposite
of {orqu. The general idea is: Jesus entered the world fully
conscious that the various sacrifices of the Law were unavailing
as means of atonement, and ready to sacrifice himself in order

1 The vocative é febs is sometimes repeated after xoifioas by »° L 104.
1288, 1739 vg syrt and pesh ete., or after gov {e.g. 1. 1311 harl, arm).
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to carry out the redeeming will of God. God’s will was to
bring his People into close fellowship with himself (219); this
necessitated a sacrifice such as that which the odpa of Christ
could alone provide. The triumphant conclusion is that this
divine will, which had no interest in ordinary sacrifices, has been
fulfilled in the mpoodopd of Christ; what the Law could not do
(v.1) has been achieved by the single selfsacrifice of Christ; it
is by what he suffered in his body, not by any animal sacrifices,
that we are fywaopéror (v.29). Jesus chose to obey God’s will;
but, while the Psalmist simply ranked moral obedience higher
than any animal sacrifice, our writer ranks the moral obedience
of Jesus as redeemer above all such sacrifices. “ Christ did not
come into the world to be a good man: it was not for this that
a body was prepared for him. He came to be a great High
Priest, and the body was prepared for him, that by the offering
of it he might put sinful men for ever into the perfect religious
relation to God ” (Denney, Tke Deatk of Ckrist, p. 234).

In conclusion (1178) the writer interprets (114) a phrase which
he has not yet noticed expressly, namely, that Christ sa? down
at the right kand of God (1%1%); this proves afresh that his
sacrifice was final. Then, having quoted from the pentateuch
and the psalter, he reverts to the prophets (15-18), citing again
the oracle about the new wafxy with its prediction, now fulfilled,
of a final pardon.

1 Jguain, while every priest stands datly at his service, offering the same
sacrifices repeatedly, sacrifices whick never can take sins away—3 He offered
a single sacrifice for sins and then *‘ seated himself” for all time *‘at the
right kand of God,” B lo wait ** until his enemies are made a footstool for his
Seet.” % For by a single offering he has made the sanctified perfect for all
time. O Besides, we have the testimony of the holy Spirit ; for after saying,

16 <¢ This £5 the covenant I will make with them when that day comes,

saith the Lord,

I will set my laws upon their hearts,
inscribing them upon their minds,”

he adds,

Y ¢ And their sins and breaches of the law I will vemember no move,”
18 Now where these are remitted (geas, as 9%2), an offering for sin exists (sc.
&ori) no longer.

One or two textual difficulties emerge in this passage. In v.!! iepeds was
altered (after 5! 8%) into dpxiepevs (A C P 5. 69. 88. 206. 241. 256. 263. 423.
462. 467. 489. 623. 642. 794. 917. 920. 927. 999. 1836. 1837. 1898 syrbkl*
sah arm eth Cyr. Cosm.). In v.1® adréds (K L 104. 326 boh Theod. Oec.
Theophyl.) is no improvement upon odros. A curious variant (boh Ephr.)
in the following words is éavrdy wlav wép duaprilv mpocevéyxas Oualav.
In v.¥ boh (*‘for one offering will complete them, who will be sanctified,
for ever”) appears to have read wwd vdp wpospopd (so Bgl.) rehewwoet kT,
In v.% TGy Siavordy is read by K L ¥ d r syr sah boh arm.

The decisive consideration in favour of iepeds (v.1!) is not that
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the dpyeepevs did not sacrifice daily (for the writer believed this,
see on 727), but the adjective wds. Mepiehetv is a literary synonym
for dpaipeiv (v.4); there is no special emphasis in the verb here
any more than, e.g., in 2 Co 36, for the (Zeph 3!° wepiethe xipios
78 dduxrjpard oov) metaphorical idea of stripping no longer
attached to the term, and the mwep{ had ceased to mean “ entirely ”
or “altogether.” The contrast between this repeated and in-
effective ritual of the priests and the solitary, valid sacrifice of
Jesus is now drawn in v.1?, where eis T dwrexés goes more
effectively with éxdfuwev than with mposevéyxas Ouaiav, since the
idea in the latter collocation is at once expressed in v.1¢ At the
opening of the writer’s favourite psalm (110!) lay a promise of
God to his Son, which further proved that this sacrifice of Christ
was final :

k 4
elmev & xilpios 7§ kvply pov Kdfov éx Sefiby pov
los dv. 06 Tovs éxBpois gov Imomddiov ThV Toddv gou.

Kafov—a unique privilege ; so Christ’s priestly sacrifice must be
done and over, all that remains for him being to await the sub-
mission and homage of his foes. As for the obedient (), they
are perfected “finally,” 7.e. brought into the closest relation to
God, by what he has done for them ; no need for him to stand
at any priestly service on their behalf, like the levitical drudges !
The contrast is between éxdfioev and &rmkev (the attitude of a
priest who has to be always ready for some sacrifice). Who the
foes of Christ are, the writer never says.! This militant metaphor
was not quite congruous with the sacerdotal metaphor, although
he found the two side by side in the 1roth psalm. If he inter-
preted the prediction as Paul did in 1 Co 15%%, we might think
of the devil (21%) and such supernatural powers of evil; but this
is not an idea which is worked out in Mpds ‘EBpaious. The
conception belonged to the primitive messianic faith of the
church, and the writer takes it up for a special purpose of his
own, but he cannot interpret it, as Paul does, of an active reign of
Christ during the brief interval before the end. Christ must
reign actively, Paul argues. Christ must sit, says our writer.

The usual variation between the LXX éx defi@v and év 8efiq is reproduced
in Hpds ‘Efpaiovs: the author prefers the latter, when he is not definitely
quoting from the LXX as in 1!3, As this is a reminiscence rather thana
citation, é» Sefig is the true reading, though ék defidw is introduced by A 104
Athanasius. The theological significance of the idea is discussed in Dr. A.
J. Tait’s monograph on 7%e Heavenly Session of our Lord (1912), in which
he points out the misleading influence of the Vulgate’s mistranslation of 102

(*“ hic autem unam pro peccatis: offerens lgostiam in sempiternum sedit ’) upon
the notion that Christ pleads his passion in heaven.

1In Clem. Rom. 365 8 they are ol gadlo: xal dvriracobuevor T Oehduart
atrob.
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After reiterating the single sacrifice in v.14 (where Tols dyialo=
pévous is “ the sanctified,” precisely as in 21!), he adds (v.1%) an
additional proof from scripture. Maprupel 8¢ Hpiv kat T wvedpa
T8 dywov, a biblical proof as usual clinching the argument. ‘Hpiv
is “you and me,” “us Christians,” not the literary plural, as if
he meant “what I say is attested or confirmed by the inspired
book.” Maprupetv is a common Philonic term in this connexion,
e.8. Leg. Alleg. iii. 2, paprvpel 8¢ xal & érépos Aéyov «r), (intro-
ducing Dt 4% and Ex 179); similarly in Xen. Mem. i. 2. 20,
paprupel 8¢ kal Ty moyTdy 6 Aéywv. The quotation, which is
obviously from memory, is part of the oracle already quoted
upon the new dwabixy (8%1%); the salient sentence is the closing
promise of pardon in v.!7, but he leads up to it by citing some
of the introductory lines. The opening, perd ydp T8 eipnrévar,
implies that some verb follows or was meant to follow, but the
only one in the extant text is Aéyew kdpros (v.16). Hence, before
v.17 we must understand something like paprvpel or Aéyer or
mpooéfnkev xai ¢yow (Oecumenius) or vére elpyrev, although the
evidence for any such phrase, e.g. for dorepov Aéyer (31. 37. 535.
67. 71. 73. 8o. 161) is highly precarious. In v.17 pimobfioopm
has been corrected into uvye6d by &° D¢ K L P, etc., since pmodd
was the LXX reading and also better grammar, the future after
o p being rare (cp. Diat. 2255, and above on 811). The oracle,
even in the LXX version, contemplates no sacrifice whatever
as a condition of pardon; but our author (see above, p. 131)
assumes that such an absolute forgiveness was conditioned by
some sacrifice.

The writer now (1019-12%) proceeds to apply his arguments
practically to the situation of his readers, urging their privileges
and their responsibilities under the new order of religion which
he has just outlined. In 103!, which is the first paragraph,
encouragement (vv.1%-2%) passes into warning (26-51).

19 Brothers (a8engol, not since 31 12), since we have confidence to enter the
koly Presence in virtue of the blood of Jesus, ® by the fresk, living way which
ke has inaugurated for us through the veil (that is, through kis flesk), ™ and
since we kave < a great Priest over the house of God,” 2 let us draw near with
a true heart, in absolute assuvance of faith, our hearts sprinkled clean from
a bad conscience, and our bodies washed in pure water; B let us hold the hope
we avow without wavering (for we can rely on him who gave us the Promise) ;
2 gnd let us consider how to stir one another up to love and good deeds—* not
ceasing to meet toigether, as is the kabit of some, but admonishing one another
(sc. éavrovs, as 33), all the more so, as you see the Day coming near.

The writer (éxovres olv) presses the weighty arguments of
6201018, but he returns with them to reinforce the appeal of
31-416; after 10193 the conception of Jesus as the iepeds falls
more into the background. The passage is one long sentence,
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Ixovres . . . mpooepxSpeda . . . watédyuper . . . kal xaTovodjev
. . . "Exovres olv (as in 4%) since the way is now open (g%)
through the sacrifice of Jesus, whose atoning blood is for us the
means of entering God's presence; mappyolav, “a fre sure
intraunce” (Coverdale), echoing 4. But the writer fills out
the appeal of 41418 with the idea of the sanctuary and the
sacrifice which he had broken off, in 5, to develop. Though
the appeal still is wpooepxdpeda (28 = 416), the special motives are
twofold : (a) wappnoia for access in virtue of the sacrifice of Jesus
(vv.19 20}, and (4) the possession of Jesus as the supreme iepeds
(v.21). (a) The religious sense of mappnela emerges in the early
gloss inserted after Sir 1829:

kpeloocwy mappnoia & Seawéry péve
7} vexpd xapdia vexpdv dvréxeotar.

Here mappnoia means confident trust, the unhesitating adherence
of a human soul to God as its only Master, but our author
specially defines it as wappnola els (cp. 2 P 1!l 4 eloodos els T
aldviov Baoihelav) eloodor (with gen. as 68év in ¢8, but not a
synonym for 68dv), Z.e. for access to (év dyiwv) the holy Presence,
é&v 19 alpam ‘Inood (qualifying eloodov).! This resumes the
thought of 9% (01012 (& aipar as in 9%), Compare for the
phrase and general idea the words on the self-sacrifice of Decius
Mus in Florus, i. 15. 3: “quasi monitu deorum, capite uelato,
primam ante aciem dis manibus se devoverit, ut in confertissima
se hostium tela iaculatus nouum ad uictoriam iter sanguinis sui
semita aperiret.” This eloodos Tdv dylov é&v ¢ alpar Incod is
further described in v.2; we enter by (v, with 88y . . . fdoav
in apposition) a way which Jesus has inaugurated by his sacrifice
(9'® 2 %), This way is called recent or fresh and also living.
In wpdodaros, as in the case of other compounds (e.g. keAawepifs),
the literal sense of the second element had been long forgotten
(cp. Holden’s note on Plutarch’s Zrkemistocles, 24); wpéodaros
simply means “fresh,” without any sacrificial allusion (freshly-
killed”). Galen (de Hipp. et Plat. plac. iv. 1) quotes the well-
known saying that Admy éori 36¢a mpdodaros xaxod wapoveias,
and the word (Z.e. 76 dprivs yavdpevov, véov, veapdy, Hesychius), as
is plain from other passages like Arist. Magna Morala, 12036
(6 & Tijs wpooddrov ¢avracias dxparis x1A.), and Eccles 1? (otx
dorwv wav mpbogarov vmé Tov fAwv), had no longer any of the
specific sacrificial sense suggested etymologically by its second
part. It is the thought of éfés in 138, though the writer means

1 Hence the idea is not put in quite the same way as in Eph 32 (& ¢
&opev Thy wappnolay kal Ty mposaywyir). In Sir 25% undd (5gs) yvraikl
movnpg éfovalaw, & A read mappnolay for B’s éfovalav, which proves how deeply
the idea of liberty was rooted in wappnaia.
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particularly (as in 12 ¢®1!) to suggest that a long period had
elapsed before the perfect fellowship was inaugurated finally ; it
is mpdogaros, not dpxaios. Zdeav means, in the light of 7% (cp.
Jn 145), that access to God is mediated by the living Christ in
virtue of his sacrificial intercession ; the contrast is not so much
with what is transient, as though Cwa-av were equlvalent to pévovoay
(Chrysostom, Cosm. 415a), as with the dead victims of the
OT cultus or “the lifeless pavement trodden by the hlghprlest ”
(Delitzsch). He entered God’s presence thus 84 7o xaramwe-
tdopatos (612 98), ToiT &oTw Tol oapkds adrol—a ritual expression
for the idea of 6. Aud is local, and, whether a verb like
eioeNddv is supplied or not, 818 7. k. goes with dvexalnoey, the idea
being that Jesus had to dle, in order to bring us into a living
fellowship with God ; the shedding of his blood meant that he
had a body (10%10) to offer in sacrifice (cp. 914). The writer,
however, elaborates his argument with a fresh- detail of
symbolism, suggested by the ritual of the tabernacle which he
has already described in 92£. There, the very existence of a veil
hanging between the outer and the inner sanctuary was interpreted
as a proof that access to God’s presence was as yet imperfectly
realized. The highpriest carried once a year inside the veil the
blood of victims slain outside it; that was all. Jesus, on the
other hand, sheds his own blood as a perfect sacrifice, and thus
wins entrance for us into the presence of God. Only, instead of
saying that his sacrificial death meant the rending of the veil
(like the author of Mk 15%), e the supersession of the OT
barriers between God and man, he allegorizes the veil here as
the flesh of Christ; this had to be rent before the blood could
be shed, which enabled him to enter and open God’s presence
for the people. It is a daring, poetical touch, and the parallelism
is not to be prosaically pressed into any suggestion that the
human nature in Jesus hid God from men & tats fpépas Tiis
capxds adtof, or that he ceased to be truly human when he
sacrificed himself.

The idea already suggested in ;amv is now (b) developed
(in v.21) by (&xorres) kai iepéa péyav Eml TV olkov Tob Oeou, another
echo of the earlier passage (cp 3% 414) iepeds péyas being a
sonorous LXX equivalent for dpytepeds. Then comes the triple
appeal, wpoosepxdpelo . . . xaréxwper . . . kai xaTavodper . . .
The metaphor of wpooepxdpeda kr\. (v.22), breaks down upon the
fact that the Israelites never entered the innermost shrine, except
as represented by their highpriest who entered once a year &
afpart dNhotpiw (9™ 2), which he took with him in order to atone
for the sins that interrupted the communion of God and the
people. In Npds ‘EBpalous the point is that, in virtue of the
blood of Christ, Christians enjoy continuous fellowship with
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God ; the sacrifice of Christ enables them to approach God’s
presence, since their sins have been once and for all removed.
The entrance of the OT highpriest therefore corresponds both
to the sacrifice of Christ and to that access of Christians which
the blood of Christ secures. On the one hand, Christ is our high-
priest (v.21); through his self-sacrifice in death the presence of
God has been thrown open to us (vv.1* 2). This is the primary
thought. But in order to express our use of this privilege, the
writer has also to fall back upon language which suggests the
entrance of the OT highpriest (cp. v.? & 7§ alpoam ‘Inooi with
9%). He does not mean that Christians are priests, with the
right of entry in virtue of a sacrifice which they present, but,
as to approach God was a priestly prerogative under the older
order, he describes the Christian access to God in sacerdotal
metaphors. Npogepxdpeda is one of these. It is amplified first
by a perd clause, and then by two participial clauses. The
approach to God must be whole-hearted, perd dAqfuwiis kapdias,!
without any hesitation or doubt, & whnpodopia (6!) mioTews.?
This thought of wiors as man’s genuine answer to the realities
of divine revelation, is presently to be developed at length
(10%f). Meantime the writer throws in the double participial
clause, pepavriopévor . . . kafapd. The metaphors are sacer-
dotal ; as priests were sprinkled with blood and bathed in water,
to qualify them for their sacred service, so Christians may
approach God with all confidence, on the basis of Christ’s
sacrifice, since they have been pepavriopévor (f.e. sprinkled and
so purified from—a frequent use of the verb) émwé ouverdfocws
mompés (= cvvadijoews duapriiv, 10%) in their hearts (tds kapdiag
—no external cleansing). Then the writer adds, kai AeNouopévo
70 obpa Bate kabap@d, suggesting that baptism corresponded to
the bathing of priests (e.g. in Lev 16%). Once and for all, at
baptism (cp. 1 P 32!), Christians have been thus purified from
guilty stains by the efficacy of Christ’s sacrifice.® What room
then can there be in their minds for anything but faith, a confident
faith that draws near to God, sure that there is no longer
anything between Him and them?

The distinctive feature which marked off the Christian
Bawriopés from all similar ablutions (62 9% was that it meant
something more than a Cleansing of the body; it was part and
parcel of an inward cleansing of the xapdia, effected by 78 aipa

1 The phrase év dAnfwy kapdig occurs in 7est, Dan 52 (v./. kafupg) and in
Is 388 (év. x. d.).

2 There is a verbal parallel in the account of Isis-worship given by
Apuleius_(Metqmorpk. xi. 28 ergo igitur cunctis adfatim praeparatis . . .
principalis dei nocturnis orgiis inlustratus, plena fam pducia germanae

religionis obsequium diuinum frequentabam *).
More specifically, by the alua parriopod of 12%,
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s Suabirys (v.29).1 Hence this as the vital element is put first,
though the body had also its place and part in the cleansing ex-
perience. The kapdla and the c@pa are a full, plastic expression
for the entire personality, as an ancient conceived it. Ancient
religious literature 2 is full of orders for the penitent to approach
the gods only after moral contrition and bodily cleansing, with a
clean heart and a clean body, in clean clothes even. But, apart
from other things, such ablutions had to be repeated, while the
Christian Bawriopds was a single ceremony, lying at the source and
start of the religious experience. And what our author is think-
ing of particularly is not this or that pagan rite, but the OT
ritual for priests as described in Ex 292, Lv 82 14% etc, (cp.

Joma 3).

Three specimens of the anxious care for bodily purity in ancient religious
ritual may be given. First (i} the ritual directions for worship in Sy/. 567
(ii A.D.): wpiroy udy xal 70 uéyiorov, xeipas xal ywduny xabapods xal Uryels
Urdpxovras kal undév airols dewdy cuvedbras. Second (ii) the stress laid on
it by a writer like Philo, who (quod deus sit immutabilis, 2), after pleading
that we should honour God by purifying ourselves from evil deeds and
washing off the stains of life, adds : kal ydp etnfes els uév 7& lepa ph éketvar
Baditew, 8s &y pi) wpdrepov Novoduevos gpadpivnrar 76 cdua, edxeobar 8¢ xal
Ovew émixepety Ere kqhidwuévy xal wepupuévy Suavolq. His argument is that
if the body requires ablutions (mepippavrplots xal xabapoiots dyvevrikols)
before touching an external shrine, how can anyone who is morally impure
draw near (wposeNdeiv 7¢ Oe) the most pure God, unless he means to
repent? ‘O puév yip wpds ¢ undéy émetepydoachar kaxdy kal T& makad éxvupas-
Bat dikardras yeynbos mpooirw [cp. He 101 #), 6 & dvev TolTwy dusxdbapros
v dproTdobw Moeral yap obdémore TO¥ T& v puxols Tis Savolas dpdwra [Cp.
He 48] xal 1ofs ddbrors adrhs éumepimarobyvra. Or again in de Plant. 39 :
gduara xal Yuxss kabnpduevor, Té uév Novrpols, & 8¢ vouwy kal waidelas dpbijs
pevpace. In de Cherub. 28 he denounces the ostentatious religion of the
worldly, who in addition to their other faults, & uév couara Movrpols xal
xafapolos dmropplmrovrat, T& 8¢ Yuxfis éxvifagfar wdfn, ols karappuraiverar &
Blos, oiTe BovhovTas ofire émirndebovat, are very particular about their outward
religious practices ® but careless about a clean soul. Finally, (iii) there is the
saying of Epictetus (iv. 10. 3): émel y&p éxetvor (Z.e. the gods) ¢ioer xabapol
xal dxriparot, éd doov Fryylcaow abrols ol dvfpwmor KaTd TO¥ Aéyow, érl TosolToy
xal Tob xabapob xal Tob xabaplov elolv dvfextixol,

For the exceptional pepavriouévor (k* A C D*), 8 D¢ etc. have substituted
éppavriapévor (so Theodoret). The Aelovouévo. of ¥ B D P is the more
common xowy form of the Attic Aehovuévor (A C D¢ etc.).

The next appeal (v.28), xaréywper Thv dpoloylar Tiis é\widos
(to which &* vg pesh eth add the gloss of #uév), echoes 44

1T aina 75 dwabikys év ¢ Tyidobn, as 1 Co 61 dAN& dmeroloacfe, dANL
frydobyTe.

2 Cp. Eugen Fehrle’s Die Kultische Keuschheit im Altertum (1910), pp.
26f,, 131 f. ; Sir J. G. Frazer's Adonis, Attis, Osirés (1907), pp. 407 .

8 According to a recently discovered (first century) inscription on a
Palestinian synagogue (cp. Revue Bibligue, 1921, pp. 247 f.), the synagogue
was furnished with 70» £evdva (for hospitality, cp. below, 13%) xal T& xpnor-
pua TGy V8dTwy (baths for ritual ablutions).

10
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(xpardpev Tis OSporoylas) and 38 (éw v wappnolay xal 76
xadxnpo tis é\widos . . . xardoxwper). This hope for the future
was first confessed at baptism, and rests upon God’s promise?
(as already explained in 617-18), Tt is to be held dxhw4s, a term
applied by Philo to the word of a good man (6 y&p T0b arovdalov,
@i, Aoyos Spros Eorw, BéBacos, dxhwis, dpevdéaTaros, épyperopévos
d\ylela, de Spec. Leg. ii. 1); in Irenaeus it recurs in a similar
connexion (i. 88, ed. Harvey: ¢ rov xavéva 7fs dAnfelas dxAevi)
& élavrd xaréxwy, Bv 8w Tob Bamrioparos eiAype). The old
Wrycliffite version translates finely : ¢ hold we the confessioun of
oure hope bowynge to no side.” The close connexion between
pepavriopévor ktA. and Nelovopérov x7A, makes it inadvisable to
begin the second appeal with xai hehovopéror 10 odpa Dot kabapd
(Erasmus, Beza, Bengel, Lachmann, Liinemann, von Soden, B.
Weiss, etc.). A more plausible suggestion, first offered by
Theodoret and adopted recently by Hofmann and Seeberg, is to
begin the second appeal after wiorews, making xarexdpev carry
peparnopévor . . . xabapd. This yields a good sense, for it
brings together the allusions to the baptismal confession. But
the ordinary view is more probable ; the asyndeton in xarexdpev
is impressive, and if it is objected that the xarexdmer clause is
left with less content than the other two, the answer is that its
eschatological outlook is reiterated in the third clause, and that
by itself its brevity has a telling force. Besides, &ovrres xT\.
(19-21) introduce xarexdpev as well as wpooepxdpeda.

The third appeal (2= 25) turns on love (cp. 619), as the first on
faith, and the second on hope. The members of the circle or
community are to stir up one another to the practice of Chris-
tian love. Since this i1s only possible when common worship
and fellowship are maintained, the writer warns them against
following the bad example of abandoning such gatherings ; xai
katavodper &AMous, for, if we are to xaraveety Christ (31), we
are also bound to keep an eye on one another eis mwapofuopdv
dyamiis xal xahdv &ywv (fe. an active, attractive moral life,
inspired by Christian love). This good sense of wapofuopds as
stimulus seems to be an original touch; in Greek elsewhere it
bears the bad sense of provocation or exasperation (cp. Ac 15%),
although the verb wapo&ivew had already acquired a good sense
(eg. in Josephus, Ant. xvi. 125, wapofivar ™y edvowar: in Pr 68
o6 py éxhvbpevos, wapdéuve 3¢ kal Tdv $pidov gov v dveywiow: and
in Xen. Cyrop. vi. 2. 5, kai Tovrovs érawdv Te rapdfuve). Pliny’s
words at the close of his letter to Caninius Rufus (iii. 7) illus-
trate what is meant by wopofuouds in this sense: “Scio te
stimulis non egere; me tamen tui caritas evocat ut currentem

1 An instance of this is quoted in 1111,
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quoque instigem, sicut tu soles me. ‘Ayafy & pis, cum invicem
se mutuis exhortationibus amici ad amorem immortalitatis
exacuunt.” How the mapofvopuds is to be carried out, the writer
does not say. By setting a good example? By definite exhorta-
tions (wapakahoirres, v.%, like 131)? M3 eyxartaheimorres—do not
do to one another what God never does to you (135), do not
leave your fellow-members in the lurch (the force of éyxaraeize,
especially in the xowrf)—mipv &mouvvaywyly éavrdv (reflexive pro-
noun inthe genitive=1pdv). ’Emouwaywyh in the xounj (cp. Deiss-
mann’s Light from the East, 102 f.) means a collection (of money),
but had already in Jewish Greek (e.g. 2 Mac 27 &ws & owdyp &
feds Emouvaywyiy Tod Aaol) begun to acquire the present sense
of a popular “gathering.” Kafbs &os (s dorw) melv. But who
are these? What does this abandonment of common fellowship
mean? (a) Perhaps that some were growing ashamed of their
faith ; it was so insignificant and unpopular, even dangerous to
anyone who identified himself with it openly. They may have
begun to grow tired of the sacrifices and hardships involved in
membership of the local church. This is certainly the thought
of 1032 and it is better than to suppose (4) the leaders were a small
group of teachers or more intelligent Christians, who felt able, in
a false superiority, to do without common worship; they did not
require to mix with the ordinary members! The author in any
case is warning people against the dangers of individualism, a
warning on the lines of the best Greek and Jewish ethics, eg.
Isokrates, ad Demon. 13, Teps 76 Sarpdviov del piv, pdliora 8¢ perd
Tijs woAews, and the rabbinic counsel in Taanith, 11. 1 (* whenever
the Israelites suffer distress, and one of them withdraws from the
rest, two angels come to him and, laying their hands upon his
head, say, this man who separates himself from the assembly
shall not see the consolation which is to visit the congregation ”),
or in Hillel's saying (Pirke Abotk 2%): “Separate not thyself
from the congregation, and trust not in thyself until the day of
thy death.,” The loyal Jews are described in Ps.-Sol 1718 as
ol dyamwdrTes ouvaywyds bolwy, and a similar thought occurs also
(if “his” and not-“my” is the correct reading) in Od. Sol 33:
“ His members are with Him, and on them do I hang.” Any
early Christian who attempted to live like a pious particle without
the support of the community ran serious risks in an age when
there was no public opinion to support him. His isolation, what-
ever its motive—fear, fastidiousness, self-conceit, or anything else
—exposed him to the danger of losing his faith altogether. These
are possible explanations of the writer's grave tone in the pas-
sage before us. Some critics, like Zahn (§ 46), even think that
(¢) such unsatisfactory Christians left their own little cangrega-
tion for another, in a spirit of lawless pique, or to gratify their
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own tastes selfishly; but éawrdv is not emphatic, and in any
congregation of Christians the duties of love would be pressed.
Separatist tendencies were not absent from the early church;
thus some members considered themselves too good to require
common worship, as several warnings prove, e.g. in Barn 41
i) kal® éavrods vdvvovres povdlere Gs 70n Sedikaiwpévor, GAN éwi
70 adrd cuvepxduevor auv{yreire wepl Tod xowy] ouudépovros) and
Ign. Eph. 5° (6 odv uy épxduevos émi 10 alrd olros 0y wepndavel
xal éavrov Siékpwev). But in our epistle (&) the warning is directed
specially against people who combined Christianity with a
number of mystery-cults, patronizing them in turn, or who with-
drew from Christian fellowship, feeling that they had exhausted
the Christian faith and that it required to be supplemented by
some other cult. “At first and indeed always there were
naturally some people who imagined that one could secure the
sacred contents and blessings of Christianity as one did those of
Isis or the Magna Mater, and then withdraw” (Harnack,
Expansion of Christianity, bk. iil. c. 4; cp. Reitzenstein’s Hellen.
Mpysterienreligionen, 94). This was serious, for, as the writer
realized, it implied that they did not regard Christianity as the
final and full revelation ; their action proved that the Christian
faith ranked no higher with them than one of the numerous
Oriental cults which -one by one might interest the mind, but
which were not necessarily in any case the last word on life.
The argument of the epistle has been directed against this mis-
conception of Christianity, and the writer here notes a practical
illustration of it in the conduct of adherents who were hold-
ing aloof, or who were in danger of holding aloof, from the
common worship. Hence the austere warning which follows.
Such a practice, or indeed any failure to “draw near” by
the way of Jesus, is an insult to God, which spells hopeless
ruin for the offender. And evidently this retribution is near.
Christians are to be specially on their guard against conduct
that means apostasy, for PAémere (how, he does not say)
éyyllovoay (as in Ro 13'%) Tiv Apépav (here, as in 1 Co 313
without éxelry or rod xuplov). This eschatological setting
distir—leguishes the next warning (vv.26%1) from the earlier
in 68,

B For if we sin deliberately after receiving the knowledge of the Truth,
there is no longer any sacrifice for sins left, T nothing but an awful outlook of
doom, that *burning Wrath” whick will “consume the foes” (see v.13) of
God. % Anyone who has rejected the law of Moses *“ dies” without mercy,
““ on the evidence of two or of three witnesses.” 2 How much heavier, do you
suppose, will be the punishment assigned (i.e. by God) to kim who kas spurned
the Son of God, who has profaned ““ the covenant-blood™ (g®) with whickh ke
was sanctified (10V°), who has insulted the Spirit of grace? 3 We know who
said, * Vengeance is mine, I will exact a requital” : and again (wd\w, as in
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213), ¢ The Lord will pass sentence on kis people.” B It is an awful thing to
Jall into the hands of the living God. -

Apostasy like withdrawal from the church on the ground
already mentioned, is treated as one of the deliberate (ékouaiws)
sins which (cp. on 52), under the OT order of religion, were
beyond any atonement. Wilful offences, like rebellion and
blasphemy against God, were reckoned unpardonable. “In the
case of one who, by his sin, intentionally disowns the covenant
itself, there can be no question of sacrifice. He has himself cut
away the ground on which it would have been possible for him
to obtain reconciliation” (Schultz, OT" T%eology, ii.'88). There
is an equivalent to this, under the new B3.a4ky, our author
declares. To abandon Christianity is to avow that it is in-
adequate, and this denial of God’s perfect revelation in Jesus
Christ is fatal to the apostate. In éxovolws dpaprérrov Hpudv (26),
éxovoiws is put first for the sake of emphasis, and’ duaprévrov
means the sin of dmoorivar dwo Oeod {Gvros (31%2) or of mapa-
wirrav (6%), the present tense implying that such people persist
in this attitude. ‘Exovelws is the keynote to the warning. Its
force may be felt in a passage like Thuc. iv. 98, where the
Athenians remind the Boeotians that God pardons what is done
under the stress of war and peril, kai ydp Tdv dxovoivv dpapry-
pdrwv ketaduyyy elvar tods Buwpois, and that it is wanton and
presumptuous crimes alone which are heinous. Philo (vit. Mos.
1. 49) describes Balaam praying for forgiveness from God on
the ground that he had sinned ¥= éyvolas AN’ ob «kal éxodoiov

dunv. The adverb occurs in 2 Mac 143 (Ahkepos . . . éxovolows

¢ pepolvouévos). The general idea of the entire warning is that

the moral order punishes all who wantonly and wilfully flout it;
as Menander once put it (Kock’s Com. Attic. Fragm. 700):

vépos pvhaxbeis oddév dorw % vépost
& py pulaxfeis xai vépos xal Sfjpos.

Our author expresses this law of retribution in personal terms
drawn from the OT, which prove how deeply moral and reverent
his religious faith was, and how he dreaded anything like pre-
suming upon God’s kindness and mercy. The easy-going man
thinks God easy going ; he is not very serious about his religious
duties, and he cannot imagine howGod can take them veryseriously
either. “We know ” better, says the author of IIpos ‘EfBpalovs !
Christianity is described (in v.%) as 76 Aafeiv Ty émiyvwow
mijs dAnbelas, a semi-technical phrase of the day, which recurs in
the Pastoral Epistles (though with éAfelv eis instead of AaBeiv). It
is not one of our authors favourite expressions,! but the phrase

1 Here it is an equivalent for the phrases used in 6*°; there is no dis-
tinction between éxlyrwois and yrdos (feol) any more than in the LXX, and
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is partly used by Epictetus in its most general sense (AaBdv Tis
mapd s PprTews pérpa kal kavdvas els ériyvoc s dAnbelas kTA.,
ii. 20. 21), when upbraiding the wretched academic philosophers
(ol dradaimwpor *Axadyuairoi) for discrediting the senses as organs
of knowledge, instead of using and improving them. All that
renegades can expect (v.%") is ¢oBepd s (=quidam, deepening
the idea with its touch of vagueness) éxBoxq (2 sense coined by
the writer for this term, after his use of éxdéxeofar in 1013) kpioews,
for they have thrown over the only sacrifice that saves men from
kpiges (9¥). This is expanded in a loose! reminiscence of Is
2611 ({jhos Ajpferar Aaodv dmaldevrov, xai viv mip Tods dwevavriovs
&erar), though the phrase mupds {fhos recalls Zeph 11? (3%) &
mupt {jAov adrod karavalwbijoeral rdoa ) y7. The contemporary
Jewish Apocalypse of Baruch (48%-4%) contains a similar threat
to wilful sinners :

“Therefore shall a fire consume their thoughts,

and in flame shall the meditations of their reins be tried;

for the Judge shall come and will not tarry—

because each of earth’s inhabitant knew when he was trans-

gressing.”

The penalty for the wilful rejection (dfemjons) of the Mosaic
law 2 was severe (Dt 17%17), but not more severe than the penalty
to be inflicted on renegades from Christianity (vv.28-81), The
former penalty was merciless, xwpis olxtippév (to which, at an
early period, xai daxpvwy was added by D, most old Latin texts,
and syr™), It is described in a reminiscence of Dt 179 éxi Svoiv
pdprvow 1) émi Tpwoiv pdprvow dmofavetrar & dmofnjoxwy (i.e. the
apostate who has yielded to idolatry). The witnesses executed
the punishment for the sin of which they had given evidence
(Dt 177, Ac 75, Jn 87, Sanhedrim 6*), but this is not before the
writer’s mind ; ér{ with the dative simply means ‘on the ground
of (the evidence given by).” In wéow Soxeire x7A. (v.%), Joxebre
is intercalated as in Aristoph. Ackarn. 12 (wds Tobr éoeadé pov
Soxels Ty kapdlay ;), and Herm. Sim. ix. 28. 8 (el Ta &0y Tods
Sovdovs adrdv xodd{ovaw, édv Tis dpvijonrar Tov Kkipov éavtod, Tl
dokeire movjoer & xipios tpiv;). Iléow (cp. ¢!4) introduces an

dMjfewn had been already stamped by Philo (e.g. de Justitia, 6, where the
proselyte is said peravaocrds els d\ffeav) as a term for the true religion,
which moulds the life of those who become members of the People. Compare
the stugy gf the phrase by M. Dibelius in N7 Studien fiir G. Heinrics (1914),
. 176-189.
PP 1 Probably it was the awkwardness of {#\os, coming after xupés, which led
to its omission in W. Sah reads simEly ‘“the flame of the fire.”
3 According to the later rabbinic theory of inspiration, even to assert that
Moses uttered one word of the Torah on his own authority was to despise the
Torah (Sifre 112, on Nu 15%).
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argument from the less to the greater, which was the first of
Hillel’s seven rules for exegesis, and which is similarly used by
Philo in de Fuga, 16, where, after quoting Ex 2115 he adds that
Moses here practically denies that there is any pardon for those
who blaspheme God (el yop of Tods Bvprods xaxyyoprioavres yovels
drrdyovrow Ty émi Oavdry, Tivos dflovs xpY vopllav Tipwplas Tovs
Tév 8wy marépa Kkal woupryy Blacdnuely dmopévovras;). There
is also a passage in de Spec. Legtbus (ii. 254, 255) where Philo
asks, “If a man wy wpoonkdrres Surls is guilty, wéonys dfios
Tyswplas 6 Tov dvrws dvra Oedv dpvoduevos ;

Tipwpla originally meant vengeance. Awagéper 8¢ Tipwpla kal xbhaois® §
Hév ydp kbhaois Tob wdoyovros Evexa éorw, % 8¢ Tyuwpla ToD mowdyres, va
dmomdpwdy (Arxist. Rheforic, i. 10. 11; see Cope’s Introductiom, p. 232).

But it became broadened into the general sense of punishment, and this
obtained in Hellenistic Greek.

The threefold description of what is involved .in the sin of
apostasy begins: & Tov vidv 700 Oeod xaramanioas, another ex-
pression for the thought of 66, which recalls Zec 123 (A{fov
kaTamaroipevov maow 1ot éfvesw” mas 6 katamardyv adbmw dumallwv
épmaiferar). Karamarelv Spxia was the phrase for breaking oaths
(lliad, 437); with a personal object, the verb denotes con-
tempt of the most flagrant kind. Another aspect of the sin is
that a man has thereby xowdv ! fynodpevos the sacrifice of Jesus;
his action means that it is no more to him than an ordinary death
(“ communem,” d), instead of a divine sacrifice which makes him
a partaker of the divine fellowship (see p. 145). Where Christ is
rejected, he is first despised; outward abandonment of him
springs from some inward depreciation or disparagement. The
third aspect, xal 79 mvelpa Tis xdpiros (not Tov vopor Movaéws)
éviBpious, suggests that the writer had in mind the language of
Zec 1210 (kyed . . . wvedpa xdpitos kai olxrippod), but mvedpa
xdpiros (contrasted here, as in Jn 17, with the véuos Moveéws)
is a periphrasis for mvebpa dyov (6%), xdpts being chosen (416 1215)
to bring out the personal, gracious nature of the power so wan-
tonly insulted.? ‘EwuBpifewv is not a LXX term, and it generally
takes the dative. (Ev § fyidoby after fynodpevos is omitted by
A and some MSS of Chrysostom.)

The sombre close (vv.3%31) of the warning is a reminder
that the living God punishes renegades. ®oBepér (v.%!) re-echoes
the ¢ofBepd of v.#", and the awful nature of the doom is brought
out by two quotations adapted from the OT. ’Epot &3ixnans,

1 Once in the LXX (Pr 15%) in this sense.

21In Test. Jud. 18* the wvebua xdpiros poured out upon men is the Spirit
as a gracious gift of God. Butin He 10®, as in Eph 4%, it is the divine Spirit
wounded or outraged, the active retribution, however, being ascribed not to
the Spirit itself but to God. :
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¢yb drvrawoddow, is the same form of Dt 32% as is quoted in Ro
121; it reproduces the Hebrew original more closely than the
LXX (& Wpépg éxdurjoews dvramodwew), perhaps from some
current Greek version, unless the author of Hebrews borrowed
it from Paull Some of the same authorities as in 8!% indeed
add, from Ro 121% Aéyew xiépros (8¢ A D° K L arm Theodoret,
Damasus, etc.). Kpivel Kipios Tdv hadv adroi is from Dt 32%, The
thought of the original, in both passages, is God avenging his
people on their foes and championing them, not punishing them ;
but here this fate is assigned to all who put themselves outside
the range of God’s mercy in the sacrifice of Jesus Christ ; they fall
under God’s retribution. Té éumeoely els xeipas feoli is a phrase
used in a very different sense in 2 S 244, Sir 218; here it means,
to fall into the grasp of the God who punishes the disloyal?
or rebels against his authority. Thus the tyrant Antiochus is
threatened, in 2 Mac 7%, od py Siadiyys Tas xelpas rob feod. As
in 312, tarros is added to @eol to suggest that he is quick and
alive to inflict retribution. The writer is impressively reticent
on the nature of God’s Tipwpla, even more reticent than Plato, in
one of the gravest warnings in Greek literature, the famous
passage in the Zeges (904, 9os5) about the divine 8iy: Tavrys
s dikns obre ab pip moTe olre el dANos arvyis yevduevos émedfyrar
Tepryevéabar by v macdv dikdv Siadepdvrus Eraddy Te of Tdlavres
xpedv e éfevhaBeiochar 76 mapdwav. ob yap dpeknbijoy wore vx
abris’ oby olrw oukpos by 8oy kard 70 Tis yis Bdbos, 0dd SyYnids
vevpLevos els Tov odpavdv dvamrrioy, Teloes 8¢ abrdv Ty mporixovoay
Tipwploy €r &hdde pévov eite xal év Aldov Sumopevfels. Plato
altered the Homeric term 8ixy fedv to suit his purpose; what
meant “way” or “habit,” he turned into a weighty word for
“justice.” The alteration is justified from his preaching”
point of view, and the solemn note of the Greek sage’s warning
is that of He 10% ; you cannot play fast and loose with God.

Yet, as at 6%, so here, the writer swiftly turns from warning to
encouragement, appealing to his readers to do better than he
feared, and appealing to all that was best in them. ¢ Why
throw away the gains of your fine record in the past? You have
not long to wait for your reward. Hold on for a little longer.”
This is the theme of vv.32-89:

1 Paul cites the saying to prove that private Christians need not and must
not take revenge into their own hands, since God is sure to avenge his people
on their adversaries. Which is close to the idea of the original.  OQur author
uses the text to clinch a warning that God will punish (kpwe?=*‘ punibit,” not
“‘judicabit ”) his people for defying and deserting him,

2 So the martyr Eleazar protests in 2 Mac 6%, as he refuses to save his
life by unworthy compromise : el vép xal éxl 70D mapbvros eteNobuar Ty é
dvfpdmwr Tuwplar, dANG Tds Tob wavTokpdropos X elpas olire $Gv ofire dmofaviy
éxpevouai. :
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8 Recall the former days when, after you were enlightened (puriocévres,
as 6%), you endured a hard struggle of suffering, 3 partly by being held up
yourselves to obloguy and anguish, partly by making common cause with those
who fared in this way ; 3 for you did sympathize with the prisoners, and you
200k the confiscation of your own belongings cheerfully, conscious that elsewhere
you had higher, you had lasting possessions. % Now do not drop that con-
Sfidence of yours; it (imis, as in 28) carries with it a rick hope of reward.
38 Steady patience is what you need, so that after doing the will of God you
may (like Abraham, 6'%) get what you have been promised. ¥ For “in a
little, a very little” now,

¢ The Coming One (9%) will arrive without delay.
8 Meantime my just man shall live on by his faith ;
if he shrinks back, my soul takes no delight in him.”

W [We are not the men to shrink back and be lost, but to have faith and so to
win our souls.

The excellent record of these Christians in the past consisted
in their common brotherliness (61%), which is now viewed in the
light of the hardships they had had to endure, soon after they
became Christians. The storm burst on them early; they
weathered it nobly; why give up the voyage, when it is nearly
done? It is implied that any trouble at present is nothing to
what they once passed through. ’Avappriokesfe 8¢ Tds mpérepor
fipépas (v.52) : memory plays a large part in the religious experi-
ence, and is often as here a stimulus. In these earlier days they
had (vv.5% %) two equally creditable experiences (tofvo pév . . .
Tobto B¢, a good classical idiom); they bore obloquy and hard-
ship manfully themselves, and they also made common cause
with their fellow-sufferers. By saying &0Anow wafnpdrwv, the
writer means, that the mafjuare made the d0Anois which tested
their powers (21%). "AfAnows—the metaphor is athletic, as in 12!
—came to denote a martyr’s death in the early church ; but no
such red significance attaches to it here. ~Apparently the per-
secution was not pushed to the last extreme (12%); all survived
it. Hence there can be no allusion to the “ludibria ” of Nero’s
outburst against the Roman Christians, in (v.58) Oearpilépevor,
which is used in a purely figurative sense (so féarpor in 1 Co 49),
like éBearpifeww in Polybius (e.g. iil 91. 10, Stdmep Eueddov . .
éxBeatpiely 8¢ Tods moleulovs ¢puyouaxotvras). The meaning is
that they had been held up to public derision, scoffed and
sneered at, accused of crime and vice, unjustly suspected and
denounced. All this had been, the writer knew, a real ordeal,
particularly because the stinging contempt and insults had had
to be borne in the open. "Orav uév ydp 7is dvedilyras xal éavrov,
Avmnpdy pev, ToANG 8¢ mAéov, GTav éml wdvrwr (Chrysostom). They
had been exposed to &vetdiopols 7e kai ONiYeor, taunts and scorn
that tempted one to feel shame (an experience which our author
evidently felt keenly), as well as to wider hardships, both insults
and injuries. All this they had stood manfully. Better still,
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their personal troubles had not rendered them indisposed to
care for their fellow-sufferers, tév obrws (fe. in the mabjuara)
dvaorpepopévar (1318). They exhibited the virtue of practical
sympathy, urged in 133, at any risk or cost to themselves (xowwrol
. . . yenBévres with the genitive, as in LXX of Pr 2814, Is 1%),
The ideas of v.3 are now (v.3¢) taken up in the reverse order
(as in 5'7). Kol ydp Tols Beoplois ouvemabhoare, imprisonment
being for some a form of their wafhjuara. Christians in prison
had to be visited and fed by their fellow-members. For supwafeiy
(cp. 4%°) as between man and man, see Zest. Sym. 3% kai Aouwov
oqvpmalel 74 Pplovovuéve : Test. Benj. 4% 7§ dobevoivry ovpmdoyed :
Ign. Rom. 6* cvumafeiro poc: and the saying which is quoted
in Meineke’s Frag. Comic. Graec. iv. 52, é& Tod- mwalelv yiyvooxe
kal 70 ovumralely’ kal ool yap dAdos ovumabricerar mafdv. They
had also borne their own losses with more than equanimity,!
with actual gladness (pera xepés, the same thought as in Ro 53,
though differently worked out), ywdoxovres (with accus. and
infinitive) &xew éavrods (=iUpds, which is actually read here by
Cosmas Indicopleustes, 348a; éovrods is not emphatic any more
than éavrav in v.%) xpelogova (a favourite term of the author)
dmwapbw (Ac 2%) kal pévovoar (1314, the thought of Mt 620). T
dpmoyly Tdv dwapxévrwr Spdv (cp. Polybius, iv. 17. 4, dpmayas
dmapxdvrov) implies that their own property had been either
confiscated by the authorities or plundered in some mob-riot.
Note the paronomasia of dwapxdvreov and Jmrapéw, and the place
of this loss in the list of human evils as described in the ZLackes,
195 E (efre 16 Gdvaros eire véoos eite dmofols) xprudrwv &orar).

There is no question of retaliation ; the primitive Christians whom the
author has in view had no means of returning injuries for injuries, or even
of claiming redress. Thus the problem raised and solved by contemporary
moralists does not present itself to the writer; he does not argue, as, e.g.,
Maximus of Tyre did in the next century (Disserz. ii.), that the good man
should treat the loss of property as a trifle, and despise the futile attempts of
his enemies to injure him thus, the soul or real self being beyond the reach
of such evil-doers. The tone is rather that of Tob 42 (u# ¢oBof, waidloy, &7
érruxeboauey’ drdpxes col woANL, ev gpofnfys T Béov kTA.), except that
our author notes the glow (uerd xapds) of an enthusiastic unworldliness,
which was more than any Stoic resignation or even any quiet acquiescence
in providence; he suggests in éavrods that, while others might seize and hold
their property, they themselves had a possession of which no one could rob
them. Seneca (£, ix. 18-19) quotes the famous reply of the philosophic
Stilpo to Demetrius Poliorketes, who asked him, after the siege and sack of
Megara, if he had lost anything in the widespread ruin, Stilpo answered
that he had suffered no loss ; ‘‘ omnia bona mecum sunt.” That is, Seneca
explains, he did not consider anything as ““ good ” which could be taken from
him. This helps to illustrate what the author of IIpds ‘EBpalovs means. As
Epictetus put it, there are more losses than the loss of property (ii. 10. 14,

1 This is not conveyed in mposedéiasfe, which here, as in 11%, simply
means *accepted,” not ‘‘ welcomed.”
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dAMd B¢ ge képua dmwolégar, tva uuwbis, EAhov < & > obdevds drdhewa fnuiol
v dvfpwmov ;). A similar view pervades the fine homiletic misinterpretation
of Dt 6° in Berackotk 9® ‘“Man is bound to bless [God] for evil as for
good, for it is said, Zhowu skalt love Jakwek thy God with all thy keart and
with all thy soul and witk all thy strength. Witk all thy keart means, with
both yetzers, the good and the bad alike : witk al/ thy sou! means, even if he
deprive thee of thy soul: witk all thy strength means, with all thy posses.
sions.” A similar view is cited in Sifre 32. Apollonius, in the last quarter
of the second century, declares : ““ We do not resent having our goods taken
from us, because we know that, whether we live or die, we are the Lord’s ”
(Conybeare, Monuments of Early Christianity, p. 44).

No persecution known to us in the primitive church answers
to the data of this passage. But some sidelights are thrown upon
it by Philo’s vivid account of the earlier anti-Semite riots in
Alexandria. He notes that even those who sympathized with
the persecuted were punished : vév & &s dAGds werovBitwy Pido
xal ovyyevels, 81t povov Tals Tév mpoomKkdrrwv cuuddpats guriA-
vyioay, dmiyovro, épactiyodvro, érpoxifovro, xai pera wdoas Tas
aixias, doas éSivaro ywpiioar Td cdpara adrols, §) Televrain xai
épedpos Tipwpia oravpos v (¢n Flaccum, 7: n. b. neither here
nor in 118% does the author of Ipds “EBpalovs mention the cross
as a punishment for sufferers). Philo (¢4/d. 9) continues: wevia
XeAewoy piv, kal pd\wl drav xaraokevd{yrar mpos éxOpdv, E\arrov
3¢ ijs els T8 odpara UPBpews, «xdv §j Bpaxvrdry. He repeats this
(10), telling how Flaccus maltreated Jews who had been already
stripped of their property, iva oi p&v vwouevbor dirras cupdpopds,
weviay Spot kel Ty & Tols odpacw TBpw, Kai ol mév Opdvres,
&omep &v Tots Beatpixos plpois xaburepkpivovto Tois wdoyovras,

Three items of textual corruption occurin v.%. (a) 8eoplows (p* A D* H
gg. 104. 245, 424**. 635. 1245. 1288. 1739. 1908, 1912. 2005 r vg syrhkl

h arm Chrys.) was eventually corrupted into deouols (uov) in & D° ¥ 256.
1288* etc. vt eth Clem. Orig.), a misspelling (7., deocuots) which, with uov
added to make sense, contributed to the impression that Paul had written
the epistle (Ph 17 %%, Col 4!%). Compare the text implied in the (Pelagian?)
prologue to Paul’s epp. in vg: ‘‘nam et vinctis compassi estis, et rapinam
bonorum vestrorum cum gaudio suscepistis.”

(6) &avrods (p & A H lat boh Clem. Orig. etc.) suffered in the course of
transmission ; it was either omitted (by C) or altered into éavrols (D K L ¥,
etc., Chrys.) or év éavrois (1. 467. 489. 642. 920. 937. 1867. 1873), the dative
being an attempt to bring out the idea that they had in their own religious
personalities a possession beyond the reach of harm and loss, an idea pushed
by some editors even into éavrods, but too subtle for the context.

(¢) Ywapbwv was eventually defined by the addition of v (Teis) odpavois
(from Ph 3%?)in a¢ D¢ H** ¥ 6. 203. 326, 506, 1288, 1739 syr arm Chrys.
etc.

The reminder of vv.32% s now (3-%9) pressed home. M}
awoBdhnre ol Thy wappnoiav dpdv, as evinced in perd xapds . . .
ywdokorres kTA. The phrase occurs in Dio Chrys. Orat. 343
(3éBoika pyy Teléws dmofdAnre Tiv wappyoiav) and elsewhere in the
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sense of losing courage, but wappneia retains its special force
(3%) here, and droBdAlew is the opposite of xaréyew (*“nolite
itaque amittere,” vg). The wappyoia is to be maintained, fms
éxer peydhny peobamodooiav (as 11%0), it is so sure of bringing
its reward in the bliss promised by God to cheerful loyalty.
Compare the saying of the contemporary rabbi Tarphon : “faith-
ful is the Master of thy work, who will pay thee the reward of
thy work, and know thou that the recompense of the reward of
the righteous is for the time to come” (Pirke Abotk 2%9).

Epictetus makes a similar appeal, in iv. 3. 3f., not to throw away all that
one has gained in character by failing to maintain one’s philosophical
principles when one has suffered some loss of property. When you lose any
outward possession, recollect what you gain instead of it (7! d»7 adroi
wepuroiq) ; otherwise, you imperil the results of all your past conscientiousness
(8oa viv wpooéxets geavry, péAhes éxxelv dravra Tabra xal dvarpérew). And
it takes so little to do this; a mere swerve from reasonable principle (uwpés
dmooTpogiis Toj Néyov), a slight drowsiness, and all is lost (drfAfer wdrTa T8
wéxpu vy ouvelkeyuéva). No outward possession is worth having, Epictetus
continues, if it means that one ceases to be free, to be God’s friend, to serve
God willingly. I must not set my heart on anything else ; God does not
allow that, for if He had chosen, He would have made such outward goods
good for me (dyabi remroviker atrd & éuol). Maximus of Tyre again argued
that while, for example, men might be willing to endure pain and discomfort
for the sake and hope of regaining health, *“if you take away the hope of good
to come, you also take away the power of enduring present ills” (el dpéhors
Twé EAwida TOY wéN\ovTwy dyalfdr, dpaipioeas xal Twd alpeow TOVY wapbrrwy
xaxdv, Diss, xxxiii).

To retain the Christian wappnola means still smopéver, no
longer perhaps in the earlier sense (wepeivare, v.82), and yet some-
times what has to be borne is harder, for sensitive people, than
any actual loss. Such obedience to the will of God assumes
many phases, from endurance of suffering to sheer waiting, and
the latter is now urged (v.38). ‘“Ywoporfis ydp éxere xpelor (5!2) tva
70 8é\npa ol Beol woujoavrtes (suggested by 10™P) xoplomabde v
émayyehiav (612 10%8). “Though the purpose of dmwopory is
contained in the clause {va . . . émayyeliav, yet the function of
this clause in the sentence is not telic. Its office is not to
express the purpose of the principal clause, but to set forth a
result (conceived, not actual) of which the possesion of #rouory
is the necessary condition” (Burton, N7T' Moods and Tenses,
p. 93). Ymopor and dmouévew echo through this passage and
1217, the idea of tenacity being expressed in 1038-11% by wiors.
“Yropovq) here as in the LXX (cp. Diat. 3548a—) implies the
conviction of ‘“hope that the evil endured will be either remedied
or proved to be no evil.” Kopiomofe does not mean to get back
or recover, nor to gather in, but simply as in the xows to receive,
to get what has been promised (v éwayyehiav) rather than to
get it as our due (which is the idea of pfarodoriar), though
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what is promised is in one sense our due, since the promise can
only be fulfilled for those who carry out its conditions (619). And
it will soon be fulfilled. ‘Have patience; it is not long now.”
Again he clinches his appeal with an OT word, this time from the
prophets (vv.57-38),  “Er yép (om. p!3) puxpdv (sc. éorww) Saov Saov.
In de mutat. nomin. 44, Philo comments upon the aptness and
significance of the word vei in the promise of Gn 171 (ri vap
ebmpeméorepor ) Tdyaba émwevew Oeg kal axéws dpoloyetv;). Our
author has a similar idea in mind, though he is eschatological, as
Philo is not. “Ocor 3oov is a variant in D (on Lk 53) for éAdyow.
The phrase occurs in Aristoph. Wasps, 213 (1{ odx dmexoyunbfioay
daov Gaov ariAny), and elsewhere, but here it is a reminiscence of
the LXX of Is 26% (uwpdv doov Soov).  Hence, although puxpdy
doov is also used, as by Philo, the omission of the second 8oov in
the text of Hebrews by some cursives (e.g. 6. 181. 326. 1836)
and Eusebius is unjustified. The words serve to introduce the
real citation, apparently suggested by the term Smwoporijs (v.%6),
from Hab 23 ¢ éav dorepijoy, tmdpewor adrdy, 8ru épydpevos e
kai ob 3 xpovioy' éuv tmoarelAyrar, ovx ebdoxel 1 Yux pov év alrd:
6 8¢ Sixatos éx mioreds pov Hioerar, especially as the LXX makes
the object of patient hope not the fulfilment of the vision, z.e.
the speedy downfall of the foreign power, but either messiah
or God. (a) The author of Hebrews further adds é to épxépevos,
applying the words to Christ; (4) changes ob py) xpovion into od
xpovet : 1 (¢) reverses the order of the last two clauses, and (d)
shifts pov in front of éx wioTews, as in the A text of the LXX.
In the MSS of Hebrews, pov is entirely omitted by p!* D H K
L P W cop eth Chrys. etc,, to conform the text to the Pauline
quotation (Ro 1%, Gal 3!!), while the original LXX text, with
pov after wiarews, is preserved in D* d syr®™! etc, This text,
or at any rate its Hebrew original, meant that the just man (ze.
the Israelite) lived by God being faithful to his covenant with
the nation. In Mpds ‘EPpaious the idea is that the just man of
God is to live by his own wions or loyalty, as he holds on and
holds out till the end, timidity meaning éwdhewa (v.5%), while the
{wy promised by God as the reward of human loyalty is the
outcome of wioric (éx wioTews). But our author is interested in
wiorisrather than in {wj. The latter is not one of his categories,
in the sense of eternal life; this idea he prefers to express
otherwise. What he quotes the verse for is its combination of
God’s speedy recompense and of the stress on human wiors,
which he proceeds to develop at length. The note struck in é
8¢ Swkads pov also echoes on and on through the following
passage (11 "ABek . . . &uapTuphlbn elvar Bikatos, T17 Ne . .

1 This second future, or xpoviget, p'® 8* D¥, is read by some editors (e.g.
Tregelles, W-H, B. Weiss).
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tiis katd oy Sikatoolins, 1133 fpydoarto Sikateadimy, 1211 kapwdy
&modiBwaly Sukatooirys, 122 mvedpact Buxalwr Tereherwpévar). The
aim of (¢) was to make it clear, as it is not clear in the LXX,
that the subject of émooretAyTar was & dixaios, and also to make
the warning against apostasy the climax. Kat év dwoorelAnTai—
not simply in fear (as, e.g., Dem. adv. Pant. 630, pndtv dwoore\-
Adpevov pn8 aloxwwopevor), but in the fear which makes men (cp.
Gal 2!?) withdraw from their duty or abandon their convictions—
odk edBoxel 4 YuxH pou év adrd. It isa fresh proof of the freedom
which the writer uses, that he refers these last seven words to
God as the speaker; in Habakkuk the words are uttered by the
prophet himself. Then, with a ringing, rallying note, he expresses
himself confident about the issue. ‘Hpeis 8¢ odx éopév dmoorolds
(predicate genitive, as in 12!1, unless dv8pes or éx is supplied) eis
dmdhetar, &N wlorews eis mepimoinow Yuyfis (=Idoerar, v.%8)
Neptwoinais occurs three times in the LXX (2 Ch 1415, Hag 29,
Mal 317) and several times in the NT, but never with Juxfs,
though the exact phrase was known to classical Greek as an
equivalent for saving one’s own life. “Ywoordly, its antithesis,
which in Jos. B./. ii. 277 means dissimulation, has this new
sense stamped on it, after éwooreiAqras.

The exhortation is renewed in 12!%, but only after a long
paean on mwioms, with historical illustrations, to prove that wioris
has always meant hope and patience for loyal members of the
People (111%), The historical résumé (11%349), by which the
writer seeks to kindle the imagination and conscience of his
readers, is prefaced by a brief introduction (1113$):

! Now faith means we are confident of what we hope for, convinced of what
we do not see. It was for this that the men of old won their record, 31t
is by faith we understand that the world was fashioned by the word of God,
and thus the visible was made out of the invisible,

Calvin rightly protested against any division here, as an in-
terruption to the thought: “quisquis hic fecit initium capitis
undecimi, perperam contextum abrupit.” The following argu-
ment of 11140 flows directly out of 1633 : fuopory is justified
and sustained by mioris, and we have now a Adyos mapaxdijoews
. on ppmrai Tdv &i& wioTews kal paxpoluuias xkAypovopolvrwy Tis
émayyelias (61%). Hitherto the only historical characters who
have been mentioned have been Abraham, Melchizedek, Moses,
Aaron, and Joshua; and Abraham alone has been mentioned
for his mloms; now a long list of heroes and heroines of wiore
is put forward, from Abel to the Maccabean martyrs. But first
(vv.1'3) a general word on faith. "Eorw 8¢ wloms xrA. (v1). It
is needless to put a comma after wioms, f.e., “there is such a
thing as faith, faith really exists.” Eiu{ at the beginning of a
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sentence does not necessarily carry this meaning ; cp. eg. Wis
7t elpi pev kdyd Ovyrés, Lk 81 orww 8¢ adry % mapaBori (Jn 2125
and 1 Jn 57 etc.). “Eorw here is simply the copula, wiors being
the subject, and é\mlopévuy méoraocs the predicate. This turn
of phrase is common in Philo, who puts ér: first in descriptions
or definitions (e.g. Leg. Allegor. iii. 75, &rre 8 arevaypds ododpa
kol émrerapévy Mmy: guod deus immut. 19, &or 8¢ ebyy piv
almois dyafdv mapa Oeod xtA.). Needless difficulties have been
-raised about what follows. ‘Ywéoraois is to be understood in the
sense of 3! “une assurance certaine” (Ménégoz); “faith is a
sure confidence of thynges which are hoped for, and a certaynetie
of thynges which are not seyne” (Tyndale), the opposite of
tmwoaréAy. In the parallel clause, mpdypartwr @\eyxos o6 Phemo-
pévoy (which in Attic Greek would have been &v dv Tis py 8pd),
grammatically mpdyparov might go with é\mfopévwv instead of
with PAemopévawy, for the sake of empbasis (so Chrysostom,
Oecumenius, von Soden, etc.); the sense would be unaffected,
but the balance of the rhythm would be upset. “Eleyxos is used
in a fresh sense, as the subjective “conviction” (the English
word has acquired the same double sense as the Greek); as
Euthymius said, it is an equivalent for mpaypdrev dopdrwv mAzpo-
¢opia (so syr arm eth). The writer could find no Greek term
for the idea, and therefore struck out a fresh application for
ieyyos. As for emlopévay . . . ob Bhemopévar (8 yip BAérer Tis,
7l é\miler; €l 8¢ b ob BAémopey ewilopev 8C Smopovis dmexdexdueba,
Ro 82+ %), the unseen realities of which faith is confident are
almost entirely in the future as promised by God, though, as the
sequel shows, td o6 Bhemépera (e.g. vv.> 7- % %7) are not precisely
the same as ra éAm{dpeva. It cannot be too emphatically
pointed out that the writer did not mean to say: () that faith
gave substance or reality to unseen hopes, though this is the
interpretation of the Greek fathers (Chrysostom, for example,
argues: éredy 70 & \wld dvvwdarara elvar Soker, % wioTis V-
oragw abrois xepilerar pdldov 8¢ ob xapllerar AN’ aird éory
oloia abdrdv). When the writer declares that it is by faith we
understand that the world was created, he does not mean that
faith imparts reality to the creation; nor, when he says, e.g., the
patriarchs lived in the expectation of a celestial Fatherland,
that they thereby made this more real to themselves. No doubt
this was true in a sense; but the author’s point is that just
because these objects of hope were real, because, e.g., God had
prepared for them a City, therefore they were justified in having
faith. It is faith as the reflex of eternal realities or rewards
promised by God which is fundamental in this chapter, the faith
by which a good man lives. (&) Similarly, faith is not the \eyxos
of things unseen in the sense of ““ proof,” which could only mean
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that it tests, or rather attests, their reality. The existence of
human faith no doubt proves that there is some unseen object
which calls it out, but the writer wishes to show, not the reality
of these unseen ends of God—he assumes these—but the fact
and force of believing in them with absolute confidence. Such
erroneous interpretations arise out of the notion that the writer
is giving an abstract definition of wlotis, whereas he is describing
it, in view of what follows, as an active conviction which moves
and moulds human conduct. ‘The happiest description of it is,
“seeing Him who is invisible” (v.27); and this idea is applied
widely ; sometimes it is belief in God as against the world and its
forces, particularly the forces of human injustice or of death,
sometimes belief in the spirit as against the senses, sometimes
again (and this is promment in 11%%) belief in the future as
against the present.

In the papyri (e.g. in OP. ii. pp. 153, 176, where in the plural it=‘“the
whole body of documents bearing on the ownership of a person’s property . . .
deposited in the archives, and forming the evidence of ownership”) ¥mwéo-
Taows means occasionally the entire collection of title-deeds by which a man
establishes his right to some property (cp. Moulton in Manckester Theological
Essays, i. 174; Expositor, Dec. 1903, pp. 438f.); but while this might
suggest the metaphor, the metaphor means ‘ confident assurance.” The
original sense of substance or reality, as in the de Mundo, 4 (auAN4BSw 3¢ Tdw
év dép pavracudrwv Td uév dori kar Eudaow T4 8¢ kab’ Imésracw), survives
in Dante’s interpretation (Paradiso, xxiv. 61f.). He quotes the words as a
definition of faith :

““Fede & sustanzia di cose sperate,
ed argumento delle non parventi,”

adding that he understands this to be its ‘‘quidity ” or essence. But the
notion that faith |mparts a real exlstence to its object is read into the text.
Faith as iméorasis is ‘realization” of the unseen, but “realization ” only in
our popular, psychological sense of the term. The legal or logical sense of
e)\eyxos, as proof (in classical Greek and elsewhere, e.g. Jos. B/. iv. . 4,
v & ofir E\eyxos Tis TV xaTiyopovuévawr, obfre Texufpiov) is out of place
-here. The existence of human faith is in one sense a proof that an invisible
order exists, which can alone explain men acting as they do é wisrer. But
the writer assumes that, and declares that wlores lives and moves in the
steady light of the unseen realities, The sense of “test,” as in Epictetus,
111 10. 11 (€v0d8 6 E\eyxos Tod rpd'y,u.aros, 7] Soxipacia Tol ¢L)\ao-a¢ouvras),
is as impossible here as that of “‘rebuke” ; the force of migris in 1199
rests on its subjective sense as an inner conviction, which forms a motive for.
human llfe, and this determines the meaning of Umésracis and feyxos as
applied to it in the introductory description.

This connexion of faith with the future is emphasized by
Philo in de Migratione Abrakami, g, commenting on Gn 12! ﬂv
ot Sel.&o. It is deifo, not Sukvv/u, he pomts out—eis paprvplay
wioTews emo“reva’ev % Yuxy 9ew, odk & TV a7rOT€)\€a'/.LaTtDV
erLSemvvp.ev'q 'ro evxapl.crrov, AN rpooSoxLas TOV /.LGA.A,OVTO)V

. vouloaga 70y wepevar T& wy wepovra Sk THv TOD vmwooxo-
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pévov BeBodryra wiorw [cp. He 10%], dyabov rékewov, &0Nov
elpyrar.  Faith thus relies upon God’s promise and eagerly ex-
pects what is to come; indeed it lives for and in the future.
So our writer uses wioms, almost as Paul used é\wis (psycho-
logically the two being often indistinguishable). Nor is this wloris
a novelty in our religion (v.2), he adds, & rairy yap épaprupifnoay
(78) oi mpeoPitepor. ‘Ev=>0i0 (Tadms) as in 46 616 ¢%2 1010; §°
fs dpapruphby (v.%), poprupnbévres Bid s wiotews (v.%9), o
wpeaBirepor (= ol warépes, 11) never bears this exact sense else-
where in the NT, the nearest! parallel being Mt 152=Mk 48 5
(ry wapddoow Tdv wpesPBurépwv). Philo (de Adbrakamo 46),
indeed, noting that Abraham the man of faith is the first man
called wpesBirepos in scripture (Gn 24!), reflects that this is
significant ; 6 yap éAnfela mpeaBiTepos ol & pijke yxpdvov dAN &
érawer® kal Tedely Blo fewpeirar. Aged worldly people can only
be called longlived children, rév 8¢ ¢povijgens xai copias kal s
wpos Beov miotews Epachévra Aéyor Tis &y évdikws elvar mpeoBirepor.
But our author weaves no such fancies round the word, though
he probably understood the term in an honorific sense (cp.
Philo, de Sobrietate, 4, wpeaBirepov . . . Tov yépws kal Tyuis dérov
dvopdle). For épaprupdbnoarv in this sense of getting a good
report, cp. B. Latyschev’s Zuscript. Antiquae Orae Septent. i.
21%% Zuaprvpiifly Tovs Dweép Pillas kwdivovs . . . wapaSBolevod-
pevos: Syll. 3668 (i AD.) dpxirékrovas paprvpnfévras rd T
aepvordrys [BovAjs], and the instances quoted in Deissmann’s
Bible Studies (265). :

Before describing the scriptural record of the mpeoBirepor,
however, the writer pauses to point out the supreme prcof of
mons as wpaypdror eyxos o Phemopévwr. The very world
within which they showed their faith and within which we are to
show our faith, was the outcome of what is invisible (v.8), and
this conviction itself is an act of faith. Niorer voolper (cp.
Ro 120: “yoeiv is in Hellenistic Greek the current word for the
apprehension of the divine in nature,” A. T. Goodrick on Wis
13%) xampriofar (of creation, Ps 73% ov rarppricw 7Awov xai
aeljvy) Tobs aldvas (12) pripar Oeoi (the divine fiat here), eis
(with consecutive infinitive) 76 pf) é& davopéver 18 Bhemdpevor
yeyovévau (perfect of permanence). The wif goes with pawonéroy,
but is thrown before the preposition as, e.g., in Ac 15 ob perd
woAAds tavras fuépas (according to a familiar classical con-
struction, Blass, § 433. 3).2 Faith always answers to revelation,

VW, Brandt (/jaédische Reinkeitslehre und chre Beschreibung in den
Evangelien, 1910, pp. 2, 3) thinks that this expression might apply to the
more recent teachers as well as to the ancient authorities.

2In 2 Mac 7% odk éf 8vrwy émovioer abrd 6 Oebs (A), the olk goes with
the verb.

II
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and creation is the first revelation of God to man. Creation by
the fiat of God was the orthodox doctrine of Judaism, and
anyone who read the OT would accept it as the one theory
about the origin of the world (cp. ¢.g. the description of God in
the Mechilta, 334, on Ex 143! etc. as *“ He who spoke and the
world was,” nf,ﬁyn mm ipggp', and Apoc. Bar. 1417: “when of old
" there was no world with its inhabitants, Thou didst devise and
speak with a word, and forthwith the works of creation stood
before Thee”). But the explicitness of this sentence about
creation out of what is invisible, suggests that the writer had
other views in mind, which he desired to repudiate. Possibly
Greek theories like those hinted at in Wis 1017 about the world!
being created é£ dudpgov TAys, or the statement in the de
aelernitate mundi, 2, where Philo declares & 1ob pi) dvros oddey
viverai, quoting Empedocles to this effect, though elsewhere Philo
does agree that the world was made out of nothing, as, e.¢., in the
de Somnits, 1. 13 (6 feds Ta wdvra yeviioas ob pdvov els Todupaves
Fyayer dAAL kai & wpdrepov odk fv émoinoev, ob Syuiovpyds pdvov
dAMd kai krioTys abrés v, cp. also Apoc. Bar. 21%: “O Thou

. . that hast called from the beginning of the world that which
did not yet exist,” and Slav. En. 242: “I will tell thee now what
things I created from the non-existent, and what visible things
from the invisible”). What the p3 ¢awépeva were, our author
does not suggest. R. Akiba is said to have applied the words
of Ps 1017 to anyone who rashly speculated on the original
material of the world. Our author does not speculate; it is
very doubtful if he intends (Windisch, M‘Neill) to agree with
Philo’s idea (in the de gpificio Mundi, 16, de confus. ling. 34) of the
pavpevos obtos kéopos being modelled on the dodpores xal
voyrds or archetypal ideas, for the language of 85 is insufficient
to bear the weight of this inference.

To take els T . . . yeyovévar as final, is a forced construction. The
phrase does not describe the motive of xarnpricfar, and if the writer had
meant, ‘“so that we might know the seen came from the unseen,”? he would
have written this, instead of allowing the vital words might Zmow to be
supplied.

The roll-call of the mpeoBiTepor (vv.4*) opens with Abel and
Enoch, two men who showed their mioris before the deluge
(vv.#8). One was murdered, the other, as the story went, never
died ; and the writer uses both tales to illustrate his point about
TLTTLS.

1 L,XX of Gn 12 9 8¢ +7 #v dbparos xal dxaTackedasros.

2 At an early period 70 PAewbuevor was altered into T4 Bhewbueva,
(DKL 6. 104. 218. 326. 1288. r vg syr arm), to conform with the previous
plurals SAewouévwy and gawouévuwr, .
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4 1t was by faith (wlorey, the rhetorical anaphora repeated throughout the
section) zkaz Abel offered God a ricker sacrifice than Cain did, and thus (8¢
#s, sc. wlorews) won from God the record of being * just,” on the score of
what ke gave ; ke died, dut by his faith ke is speaking to us still. ° It was
by faith that Enock was taken to keaven, so that he never died (“* ke was not
overtaken by death, for God had taken kim away ™).  For before he was taken to
keaven, kis record was that *‘ ke had satisfied God”; ® and apart from faith it
s $mpossible (d80varov, sc. Eori) “ lo satisfy him,” for the man who draws near
to God must belicve that ke exists, and that ke does reward those who seek him.

The faith of Abel and of Enoch is not miotis éAmlopévar,
which is not introduced till v.7. In 4 Mac 162 the illustrations
of steadfast faith are (2) Abraham sacrificing Isaac, (4) Daniel in
the den of lions, and (¢) the three men in the fiery furnace; but
in 1811¢ the list of noble sufferers includes (z) Abel, (4) Isaac,
(¢) Joseph in prison, () Phinehas, (¢) the three men in the fiery
furnace, and (f) Daniel. Sirach’s eulogy of famous men in
Israel (44-50) has a wider sweep : Enoch, Noah, Abraham, Isaac,
Jacob, Moses, Aaron, Phinehas, Joshua, Caleb, the judges,
Samuel, David, Solomon, Elijah, Elisha, Hezekiah, Isaiah, Josiah,
Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Job, the twelve prophets, Zerubbabel, Joshua
the son of Josedek, Nehemiah, and the highpriest Simon (f..
down to the second century B.C.).

The first illustration (v.%) is much less natural than most of
those that follow. In the story of Gn 443, émdev & Oeds émi”ABer
xal émi Tois ddpois adrod. But why God disregarded Cain’s sacri-
ficeand preferred Abel’s, our author does not explain. Josephus
(dnt. 1. 54) thought that an offering of milk and animals was
more acceptable to God as being natural (rols atropdrows xal xars
¢vaw yeyovéar) than Cain’s cereal offering, which was wrung out
of the ground by a covetous man; our author simply argues
that the wAelwv Guala of Abel at the very dawn of history was
prompted by faith. He does not enter into the nature of this
mhelova (in sense of Mt 6% or Mk 12 3 xijpa adry § mroxy
mAetov wavrov BéBAnkev) Buaiav wapd (as in 1%) Kdiv, offered at
the first act of worship recorded in scripture. What seems to
be implied is that faith must inspire any worship that is to
be acceptable to God from anyone who is to be God’s
8ikaos (10%). Josephus held that Abel dikacoaivys émyueleiro,
the blood of "ABe\ 7od dikalov is noted in Mt 2335, and the
Genesis-words érdev 6 feds are here expanded by our author
into épaprupffn elvar Bikaios. Note the practical equivalence of
8@pa and Gvoia, as already in 5! etc. There is nothing in Hpés
‘Efpaiovs like Philo’s effort (Quaest. in Gen. 4*) to distinguish
between 8@pa and Gvaias as follows : 6 pév Gdwy émdiapel, 76 pev
alpa 1§ Bopd mpoxéwy, & 8¢ kpéa olkade xopllwv: & 8t dwpotuevos
Shov owxe mapaywpeiy 7@ Aapfdvorti' 6 puiv odv ¢ilavros davoueds
olos & Kdiv, 6 8¢ Pirdfeos Swpryrac olov 6 "AfeA.
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M\elova : of the conjectural emendations, IITONA and HATONA (Cobet,
Vollgraff), the latter is favoured by Justin’s reference in Dia/. 29 (evédrnoe
Yap xal els 78 &0v, xai Tds Ovoias Hdiov wap Huiv A map Oudv AapPdver ris
obv & wol mepiroufis Noyos, Umd Tob feol paprupnbévri;), and is admitted into
the text by Baljon and Blass (so Maynard in Exp.7 vii. 164f., who infers
from waprvpnfévre that Justin knew IIpds ‘Efpalovs, the original text of the
Iatter being atrg 7ol feof). In Demosth. Prooem. 23, #6iov has been cor-
rupted into wAeiov.

In what follows, (@) the original text (paprupobvros . . . abrd
Tob Oeodd) is preserved in p!8 Clem. (om. 7§ fed). (4) adrg then
became airot under the influence of the LXX, and g fed was
inserted after wpoorjveyxe to complete the sense (N D* K L P
r vg syr boh arm Orig. Chrys. etc.). Finally, (¢) rot feo? became
assimilated to the preceding @ feg, and paprvpotvros . . . adrov
7¢ O (N* A D* 33. 104. 326. 1311. 1836. eth) became current,
as though Abel witnessed to God, instead of God witnessing to
Abel. Thus after mposiveyxe the Greek originally ran: 8 s
é¢papTuphbn elvar Sikacos, papTupobvros éml Tols Sdpors alrd 7ol Beol.
Then another application of the LXX wasadded. The phrase in
Gn 419 (¢povy) aipatos Tod ddeddob oov Bod mpds ue) had already
suggested to Philo that Abel was in a sense still livin}gr (quod det.
potiors insid. soleat, 14 6" APeX, 16 mapadoldrarov, drypyral Te Kal
& dvijpyras pév &k tijs Tob deppovos Suavolas, {f St Ty &v Oed Lwiy
eddalpova’ paprvpfoe 8¢ 10 xpmobiv Adyiov, év ¢ “ dpovi” xpdpevos
kai “Boav” (Gen 41%) & mémovfer tmo kaxod cwdétov THAavyds
edploxerar mis yap 6 pnkér dv daléyeabar Swards;). Our author
takes a similar line here: xai 8¢ abrfis (7.c. mloTews) dmobaviy &
Aahel. Even after death, Abel’s cry is represented as reaching
God, so Philo puts it (#7d. 20), {j pév ydp, Gs kal mpérepov Epny, 6
refvdvar Soxbv, €l ye kal ixérys by Beob kal pavi) xpduevos elpiorerar.
Only, it is not the fact that the cry was one for retribution (12%)
which is stressed here, not the fact that his blood cried to God
after he died ; but, as Aa)etv is never used of speaking to God,
what the writer means to suggest (as in 31%) is that Abel’s
faith still speaks to us (AaXet, not the historic present, but=in the
record). Not even in 12% does he adopt the idea of a divine
nemesis for the sufferings of the pious in past generations. He
does not represent the blood of martyrs like Abel as crying from
the ground for personal vengeance ; he has nothing of the spirit
which prompted the weird vision of the wronged souls under the
altar crying out for retribution (Rev 619). “Er. Aalel means, in a
general sense, that he is an eloquent, living witness to all ages
(so recently Seeberg). Primasius (qui enim alios suo exemplo
admonet ut justi sint, quomodo non loquitur?”) and Chry-
sostom (Todro kal 700 (v onuelor éomi, xkai Tod woapd wdvrwv
adeala, 0avp.¢i{€o'0a¢ kal paxapilecfor & yap mapawidv Tois dAMots
Sualots elvar Aaket) put this well. The witness is that w{oris may
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have to face the last extreme of death (12¢), and that it is not
abandoned by God; awofavdv is never the last word upon a
3ikatos. Compare Tertullian’s argument from Abel, in De Scor-
piace, 8 : “a primordio enim justitia vim patitur. Statim ut coli
Deus coepit, invidiam religio sortita est: qui Deo placuerat,
occiditur, et quidem a fratre; quo proclivius impietas alienum
sanguinem sectaretur, a suo auspicata est. Denique non modo
justorum, verum etiam et prophetarum.”

The difficulty of Aa)e? led to the tame correction NaXefras in D K L d eth,
etc. Aalelras as passive (=Aéyerar) is nearly as impossible as middle ; to say
that Abel, even after death, is still spoken of, is a tepid idea. The writer of
Hebrews meant more than an immortal memory, more even than Epictetus
when he declared that by dying #re &e kal ©s €det one may do even more
good to men than he did in life, like Socrates (iv. I, 169, xai viv Swxpdrous
dmrobavévros obfév firTov 4 xal whetoy dPéhiuds éoTww drbpdirois ) pvhun v Ere
G Erpater 9 elwer).

The wiomis Evdx (vv.%8) is conveyed in an interpretation
of the LXX of Gn 5* xai ebppéomoer "Evoy 76 Oed* kai ody
yoplokero, Siéri perédyxev adrov & Bess. The writer takes the two
clauses in reverse order. Enoch peretédn tob (with infinitive of
result) pi) 8etv Odvator (Lk 2%) xai (“indeed,” introducing the
quotation) oy nipiokero (on this Attic augmented form, which
became rare in the kour), see Thackeray, 200) Subme perébnxev
adtdv & Oeds, mpd ydp (resuming wiorer wererély) tis perabdéoews
pepapripnrar (in the scripture record ; hence the perfect, which
here is practically aoristic) elnpeotnkévar 7% Oeob (ebapeorelv in its
ordinary Hellenistic sense of a servant giving satisfaction to his
master). For edpiokeoba=die (be overtaken or surprised by
death),! cp. Epict. iii. 5. 5., odx olfas 67t xal véoos xai Gdvaros
xatalafeiv fpds Speidovely T{ wore wowdvras; . . . éuol piv yip
karadypbivar yévorro undevos dAlov émyuelovuévy % Tis mpoaipéoews
s éufls . . . Tavra émrndedwv Oélw epebijvar: iv. To. 12, dyalds
&v dmobavyj, yevalay wpifw émreldv. émel yip det wdvrws dmolaveiy,
dvdyxy Ti wore mowirra elpelijvar . . . 7l olv Bé\ets wordv epebijyac
two T0od favdrov; Here edpebivar (with or without rov favdrov)
is a synonym for xaraAy¢bivac or dmofaveiv, as in Ph 3° (edpedid
& ailrd).

Both Clem. Rom. (9?) and Origen, like Tertullian, appear to have read
ol €Upéln abrol Odvares in Gn 5% ; and Blass therefore reads here odx
niploxer(o) atrol fdvaros, especially as it suits his scheme of rhythm. This
is linguistically possible, as edploxecfar=be (cp. Fr. se trouver), e.g. in Lk
178, Ph 28 Merédnkev was turned into the pluperfect uereréfnxev by x*
De L 5. 203. 256. 257. 326, 337. 378. 383. 491. 506. 623. 1611, etc.

Traditions varied upon Enoch (ZB:. 1295a), and even Alex-
andrian Judaism did not always canonize him in this way. . (a)

1 In Sifre Deut. 304, the angel of death sought Moses, but found him not
(iweyn 1),
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The author of Wis 4%, without mentioning his name, quotes
Gn 52 as if it meant that God removed Enoch from life early
(xai Lov perafd dpaproldv wererédn)in order to prevent him from
sharing the sin of his age (prdyn, u3) xaxia dAAaly adveowy adrod,
% 36Xos dmwarijop Yuxyv adrot); he departed young, but his
removal was a boon mercifully granted by God to his youthful
piety. (%) Philo views him in de dbrakamo, 3 (cp. de praem.
3—4), as a type of perdvowe. Quoting Gn 5 he points out that
perdfeats means a change for the better, and that ody 7ipiaxero
is therefore appropriate, 7§ Tov dpxatov kai éwidymrov dwaniidfar
Blov xai fpaviclar kel pnéd eplokeafar, xaldmep €& pnde v
dpxiv éyévero. The Greek version of Sir 44'® echoes the same
tradition ("Evey ebypéomoer Kuply kai uereréfy, tmoderypa
peravolas Tals yeveals), viz. that peréfnxev implies the effacement
of Enoch’s blameable past, or at any rate that he was enrolled in
better company. Our author does not share this view. His
general deduction in v.% expands the description of wioris in v.1
To say that a man has satisfied God is to pronounce the highest
possible eulogy upon him, says Philo! (de dbrakamo, 6, “ 16 e
ebypéaryoer” ob 1l yévourr' By év T Yioe kpelTTov ; Tis kakoxdyabias
dvapyéorepos E\eyxos;), though he is referring to Noah, not to
Enoch. Our author explains that to satisfy God necessarily
implies wéores (v.9) in the sense of 10%. Mioredoor ydp Set Tov
wpooepxdpevor & Oed (4% etc.) In dorw (so Epict. iii. 26. 15,
37t kal éoTi kal kah(s Siowcel Ta SAa) xal Tots éx{yTolow adTdv
probarwodérns (cf. v.2 10%) yiverar. As for the first element of
belief, in the existence of God (& Zstw), the early commentators,
from Chrysostom (3¢ &orwv’ od 76 7{ éorw : cp. Tert. adv. Mare.
i. 17, “primo enim quaeritur an sit, et ita qualis sit”) and Jerome
(on Is 67, in Anecdota Maredsolana, iii. 3. 110: “cumque idem
apostolus Paulus scribit in alio loco, Credere oportet accedentem
ad Deum quia est, non posuit quis et qualis sit debere cognosci,
sed tantum quod sit. Scimus enim esse Deum, scimusque quid
non sit; quid autem et qualis sit, scire non possumus”) onwards,
emphasize the fact that it is God’s existence, not his nature,
which is the primary element of faith. Philo does declare that
the two main problems of enquiry are into God’s existence and
into his essence (de Monarch. i. 4-6), but our author takes the
more practical, religious line, and he does not suggest how faith in

1 philo fancifully allegorizes the phrase in the de mutat. nomin. 4:
Plelperac oy elxbrws T8 yeddes ral xaralverar, 8rav 8hos 8/ &\wv & wobs
ebaperTely Tpoéhyrar fe@' amdviov 8¢ xal T yévos kal uéhis edpioxbpevor,
T\ olx ddbvaror yevéabaiw dphol 8¢ 13 xpnobiv éwl Tob 'Erdy Néytov Téde’
etmpéornoe 8¢ 'Evdx 76 e xal olx ebpiokero’ wob yip <&y > oxepduerds Tis
elpot Tdyafdv Tolbro; . . . olx elploxero & ebapnarioa srpbmwos 7¢ e, ds
by dfmou maprrds pév &v, dwoxpumrTducvos 68 kal THy els TalTd slvedor Rudv
dwodidpdoxwy, éxadl xal peratebivac éyera.
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God’s existence is to be won or kept. When objectors asked
him why he believed in the existence of the gods, Marcus
Aurelius used to reply: mpirov udv xai Sye Spotol elow’ &rera
pévror obdE T Yuxay TV éuavrod édpara kai Spws TYd" ovTws ody
kai Tovs feovs, é€ v tijs Owdpews adrdv éxdoTore mwepdupar, &
Todrwy O1i 7€ elol karalapfdve kai aidoduar (xii. 28). We have
no such argument against atheism here ; only the reminder that
faith does imply a belief in the existence of God—a reminder
-which would appeal specially to those of the readers who had been
born outside Judaism. Belief in the existence of God is for our
author, however, one of the elementary principles of the Chris-
tian religion (6!); the stress here falls on the second element,
kal . . . pofamodéms yiverm. When the Stoics spoke about
belief in the divine existence, they generally associated it with
belief in providence; both Seneca (Zp. xcv. 50, “primus est
deorum cultus deos credere . . . scire illos esse qui- praesident
mundo, quia universa vi sua temperant, qui humani generis
tutelam gerunt interdum curiosi singulorum ”) and Epictetus (e.g.
il. 14. 11, Aéyovow ol ¢ihdoodor v palbeiv St wpbrov TobTO, o1
¢a1i Oeos xai wpovoet Tiv SAwv i Enchir. xxxi. 1, Tijs mwepl Tovs feovs
ebaefelas lobo 8ru 70 xupLdTaTov Ekelvd éoTwv dplas dmoljes mwepi
abriv ixew bs Svrov xal Stowkotvrwy T4 SAa kaAds xai diuxalws) are
contemporary witnesses to this connexion of ideas, which, indeed,
is as old as Plato (Zeges, gosd, 8 p&v yap Oeol T elolv xai
dvlpémwv &mipelotvrar).

Tols &Lfrolow adrév (for which p!® P read the simple {yrodaw)
denotes, not philosophic enquiry, but the practical religious quest,
as in the OT (eg. Ac 15V, Ro 3!1). This is not Philo’s view,
eg., in the Leg. Alleg. 3'° el 8¢ {yrovoa elpioeas Gedv ddnlov,
wolois yap olx épavépuoey &avrdy, AN’ dredy Ty omovdiy dxpe
wavrds Eoyov' éfaprel pévror mwpds perovoiav dyabav xal Yhov To
Lyréiv pdvov, del yap ai éml 1o xkoAd dppal kv Tob Téhovs druxdo
Tods xpwuévovs wpoevppaivovow. But our author has a simpler
belief; he is sure that the quest of faith is always successful.
By God’s reward he means that the faith of man reaching out to
God is never left to itself, but met by a real satisfaction ; God
proves its rewarder. Such faith is a conviction which illustrates
11}, for the being of God is an unseen reality and his full reward
is at present to be hoped for.

A still more apt illustration of wions as the ékeyxos mpdyparwv
ob Bremouévey which becomes a motive in human life, now occurs
in (v.T) the faith which Noah showed at the deluge when he
believed, against all appearances to the contrary, that he must
obey God’s order and build an ark, although it is true that in
this case the unseen was revealed and realized within the lifetime
of the 8{xaws. Like Philo, our author passes from Enoch to
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Noah, although for a different reason. Philo ranks Noah as the
lover of God and virtue, next to Enoch the typical penitent (de
Abrak. 3, 5, elxdrws 76 petavevonidr Tdrree katd T6 75 T0V feodihi
kol ¢ildperov); here both are grouped as examples of wioms.
Sirach (447 also passes at once from Enoch to Noah the 8ixacos.

1 It was by faith (wlorel) that Noak, after being told by God (xpnuatioOels,
85, sc. mapd Tob Beod) of what was still unseen (tov pndérw Bhemopdvwr, i.e.
the deluge), reverently (ebhafBnbels, cp. §57) comstructed (xatéoketugev, as 1 P

30) an ark to save his household ; thus he condemned the world and became
heir of the righteousness that follows faith.

The writer recalls, though he does not quote from, the story
of Gn 6%, niore. goes closely with edAdBnlels xateoxedaoey,
and wepl 7. p. Phemopévur goes with xpypotiadeis (as Jos. Anz. iv.
102, éxpnpartilero wepl bv édeiro), not with edAaSyfels, which is not
a synonym for ¢ofnflels—the writer is at pains always to exclude
fear or dread from faith (cp. vv.2>%7). Els swrqpiar is to be
taken as=“to save alive” (Ac 2720 wdoa é\ris Tod cdlerbar Huds,
2784 7o¥To yap wpds Tis Sperépas cwTyplas tmwdpyel). Al fjs (e by
the faith he thus exhibited; as both of the following clauses
depend on this, it cannot refer to the ark, which would suit only
the first) karéxpie Tdv kopov, where xaréxpivev corresponds to
what is probably the meaning of Wis 4!¢ xarakpwel 8¢ 8ikatos
kopov Tovs {Bvras doefels, though xapdv (=Oavdv) is not the
point of Hebrews, which regards Noah’s action as shaming the
world, throwing its dark scepticism into relief against his own
shining faith in God (Josephus, in Anz. i 75, puts it less
pointedly: & 8¢ feés Todrov pev Tis dikatootvys fydmnoe, xaredixale
& éxelvovs); xéopos here (as in v.’8) means sinful humanity,
almost in the sense so common in the Johannine vocabulary,
the xdéopos doeBdv of 2 P 25. Philo (de congressu erudit. 17)
notes that Noah was the first man in the OT to be specially
called (Gn 6°) 3ixaios; but our author, who has already called
Abel and Noah &/xacos, does not use this fact; he contents
himself with saying that +fis kgra wloTw Sikatoaims éyérvero khnpé-
vopos, 7.e. he became entitled to, came into possession of, the
Bikaroadvy which is the outcome or property (xard «krA., as in
Hellenistic Greek, cp. Eph 115, a periphrasis for the possessive
genitive) of such faith as he showed. Awatoodvy here is the
state of one who is God’s 8ixaios (6 Sixatos pov, 10%). A vivid
description of Noah’s faith is given in Mark Rutherford’s novel,
The Deliverance, pp. 162, 163.

The faith of Abraham, as might be expected, receives more
attention than that of any other (cp. Ac 72). It is described in
three phases (& 10 17-19) - the faith of his wife Sara is attached to
his (1112), and a general statement about his immediate descend-
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ants is interpolated (13-1%) before the writer passes from the second
to the third phase. As in Sirach and Philo, Abraham follows
Noah. “Ten generations were there from Noah to Abraham,
to show how great was His longsuffering ; for all the generations
were provoking Him, till Abraham our father came and received
the reward of them all” (Pirke Aboth 53).

8 It was by faith that Abraham obeyed his call to go forth to a place
which ke would recetve as an inkeritance ; he went forth, although he did not
. know where he was to go. ° It was by faith that ke “sojourned” in the
promised land, as in a foreign country, residing in tents, as did Isaac and
Jacob, who were co-heirs with him of the same promise ; 0 he was waiting for
the City with its fixed foundations, whose builder and maker is God.

The first phase (v.8) is the call to leave Mesopotamia and
travel West, which is described in Gn 12f, The writer does not
dwell, like Philo (de Abdrakamo, 14), on the wrench of tearing
oneself from one’s home. But, as Philo says that Abraham
started dua 79 kehevofivar, Our author begins with kalodpevos.
When the call came, he obeyed it—é&mikouaer éfeNdeiv (epexegetic
infinitive), a reminiscence of Gn 121-% kai elmev «ipios 7¢
*ABpap, "Eferbe . . . kal émopeify *ABpop xabdmep ENdAyoev adrd
xipros. He went out from Mesopotamia, ph émordpevos woi
&pxetar, his faith being tested by this uncertainty. So Philo (de
Migr. Abrak. 9) notes the point of the future deffw in Gn 121;
it is eis paprvplay wiorews v ériorevoer 7 Yuxy bei.

The insertion of 6 before kahovuevos (A D 33. 256. 467. 1739. 2127 sah
boh arm Thdt.) turns the phrase into an allusion to Abraham’s change of
name in Gn 175 which is irrelevant to his earlier call to leave the far East.

The second phase (vv.? 19) is the trial of patience. He did
not lose heart or hope, even when he did reach the country
appointed to him, although he had to wander up and down it as
a mere foreigner, eis (=év, Mk 1315, Ac 8%) . . . &\orplav.
He found the land he had been promised still in the hands of
aliens, and yet he lived there, lived as an alien in his own
country! Napdrnoev is the opposite of kardknoer (as in Gn 377),
and with a fine touch of paradox the writer therefore goes on to
describe Abraham as év oknvais katowrfoas, contented patiently
to lead a wandering, unsettled life. Such was all the ““ residence ”
he ever had! What sustained him was his wioms (v.19), his eager .
outlook for the City, fis Texvitys kal dnpioupyds 6 Geds. Compare
the scholion on Lucian’s Jow. 77ag. 38: 8v 03 fedv xal Snuiovpydv
6 edoefis dvevpnrds Aoywopds épopov kal Texvirmy Tob wavrds
mpoevtpémoev. Texvirys is not a LXX term, and only began to
be used of God in Alexandrian Judaism (e.g. in Wis 13!). This
is the one place in the NT where it is applied to God; after-
wards (e.g. Did. 12%; Diognetus, 72) it became more common.
Anpiovpyds is equally unique as a NT term for God, but it occurs
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in 2 Mac 4}, and was used in classical literature frequently for a
subordinate deity (cp. Schermann, Zexte u. Untersuchungen,
xxxiv. 28. 23). In Apoc. Esdrae (ed. Tisch. 32) the phrase
occurs, 6 wdons s kricews Squiovpyds. Our author simply writes
texvitys kai dnpioupyds as a rhetorical expression for maker or
creator (8%), without differentiating the one term from the other,
. as “designer ” and “constructor” (cp. Philo, guis rer. div. 27,
6 rexvitys . . . fvike Tov kdapov quodpye: de mui. nom. 4,
énke 16 wdvTa b yamjoas xal rexvitedaas watip, GaTe 0 “ éy el
feds ads” igov éarl 16 © éyd el rouyTis kal Snuiovpyds ™).

In % the writer adds a new touch (as if to suggest that
Abraham propagated his wioris) in perd ’loadx kol "lakdf 1—who
shared the same outlook—tév cuyxhnpovépwr (a xouws, though
not a LXX, term for co-heir) vijs éwayyehias ijs adriis. Their
individual faith is noted later (vv.2*2!), . In sketching his fine
mystical interpretation of Abraham’s hope, the author ignores
the fact that Jacob, according to Gn 337 (éromoev adrd éxel
oixias), did erect a permanent settlement for himself at Sukkoth.
His immediate interest is not in Isaac and Jacob but in
Abraham, and in the contrast of the tent-life with the stable,
settled existence in a city—the idea which recurs in 1222 1314,
It is a Philonic thought in germ, for Philo (Leg. Alleg. 327)
declares that the land promised by God to Abraham is a méAis
dyaB) xal wodAy xal opddpa eddainwd, typifying the higher con-
templation of divine truth in which alone the soul is at home, or
that the soul lives for a while in the body as in a foreign land
(de Somniis, 13), till God in pity conducts it safe to pnrpéwols or
immortality. The historical Abraham never dreamed of a wé\s,
but our author imaginatively allegorizes the promised land once
more (cp. 4%), this time as (12%) a celestial wéAis or Jerusalem,
like Paul and the apocalyptists. According to later tradition
in Judaism, the celestial Jerusalem was shown in a vision to
Abraham at the scene of Gn 15%2! (Apoc. Bar. 4*%), or to Jacob at
Bethel (Beresh. rabba on Gn 2817). ’Efedéxero ydp—and this
showed the steady patience( 10%) and inward expectation (11!) of
his faith—mv robs Bepehiovs (Tovs, because it was such foundations
that the tents lacked) &xovaar wéhwwv. No doubt there was some-
thing promised by God which Abraham expected and did get, in
this life; the writer admits that (615-15). But, in a deeper sense,
Abraham had yearnings for a higher, spiritual bliss, for heaven
as his true home. The fulfilment of the promise about his
family was not everything; indeed, his real faith was in an
unseen future order of being (111). However, the realization of
the one promise about Isaac (6!%1%) suggests a passing word
upon the faith of Sara (vv.1-13),

1 According to Jubilees 19'*: Abraham lived to see Jacob’s manhood,
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W Jt was by faitk that even (xal) Sava got strength to concetve, bearing a
son when she was past the age for it—because she considered she could rely on
Him who gave the promise. * Thus a single man, though (xal Tabra) ke was
Physically impotent, had issue in number * like the stars in heaven, countless
as the sand on the seashore,”’

This is the first instance of a woman’s faith recorded, and she
is a2 married woman. Paul (Ro 4°%) ignores any faith on her
part. . Philo again praises Sarah, but not for her faith; it is her
loyalty and affection for her husband which he singles out for
commendation, particularly her magnanimity in the incident of
Gn 162 (de Abrakamo, 42—44). Our author declares that even
in spite of her physical condition (xai adrh Xdppa), she believed
God when he promised her a child. The allusion is to the tale
of Gn 171217, which the readers are assumed to know, with its
stress on the renewal of sexual functions in a woman of her age.
This is the point of kai adry, not * mere woman that she was ”
(Chrysostom, Oec., Bengel), nor “in spite of her incredulity ”
(Bleek), nor “Sara likewise,” 7.e. as well as Abraham (Delitzsch,
Hofmann, von Soden, Vaughan), owing to her close connexion
with Abraham (Westcott, Seeberg), though the notion of *like-
wise” is not excluded from the author’s meaning, since the
husband also was an old man. A gloss (o7eipa, % oreipa, %
oréipa oboa) was soon inserted by D* P, nearly all the versions,
and Origen. This is superfluous, however, and probably arose
from dittography (SEAPPAZTEIPA). The general idea is plain,
though there is a difficulty in Bdévapy Mafer (fe. from God)
eis kataBoMyy owéppatos=eis 70 karafdAresfar owéppa, f.e for
Abraham the male to do the work of generation upon her. This
is how the text was understood in the versions, e.g. the Latin (*in
conceptionem seminis ”). Probably it was what the writer meant,
though the expression is rather awkward, for xaraBoli) owépparos
means the act of the male; els Ymodoxyv owépparos would have
been the correct words. This has been overcome (@) by omit-
ting kal adry) Xdppa as a gloss, or (§) by reading abrfi Idppq.
(@) certainly clears up the verse, leaving Abraham as the subject
of both verses (so Field in Notes on Transl. of NT, p. 232, and
Windisch); (#) is read by Michaelis, Storr, Rendall, Hort, and
Riggenbach, the latter interpreting it not as * dativus commodi,”
but=“along with.” If the ordinary text is retained, the idea
suggested in xal aimy Sdppa is made explicit in mapd xaipdv
fAuias. What rendered such faith hard for her was her physical
condition. Philo (de A4brak. 22) applies this to both parents
(%% yap dmepidixes yeyovéres dia paxpov yipas dréyvwaav waidds
oropdyv), and a woman in the period of life described in Gn 181112
is called by Josephus ydvawor Ty Aikiav 70y wpoBefAnxds (Ant.
vii. 8. 4).
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Eis 79 rexkvioac (D* P 69. 436. 462. 1245, 1288. 2005 syrt®) after EnaBev
is a harmless gloss. The addition of érexey (8° K L P lat arm) afFer HAklas
was made when the force of xa! (=even) before Tapé rawpby was missed.

Miordv fiyfoaro Tov émayyeldpevor (10%) is an assertion which
shows that the author ignores her sceptical laughter in Gn 1812;
he does not hesitate (cp. v.?) to deal freely with the ancient
story in order to make his point, and indeed ignores the equally
sceptical attitude of Abraham himself (Gn 1777). To be mords
in this connexion is to be true to one’s word, as Cicero observes
in the de Officits (i. 7: “fundamentum autem justitiae fides, id
est dictorum conventorumque constantia et veritas”). The
promise was fulfilled in this life, so that Sara’s faith resembles
that of Noah (v."). The fulfilment is described in v.!?, where,
after 813 kai d¢’ évds (fe. Abraham),! éyevifnoar (p13 8 L &
1739, etc.) is read by some authorities for éyevifysar (A DK P
etc.), though the latter suits the dmé in 4¢° évdés rather better.
In either case something like réxva must be understood. ‘A’
évés is resumed in xoi Talra (a 2./ in 1 Co 68 for the less
common «kal TobTo) vevexpwpévou (in the sense of Ro 4%9).
Gen. r. on Gn 25! applies Job 1479 to Abraham, but the plain
sense is given in Augustine’s comment ( C7vé?. Det, xvi. 28): “sicut
aiunt, qui scripserunt interpretationes nominum Hebraeorum,
quae his sacris literis continentur, Sara interpretatur princeps mea,
Sarra autem uirtus. Unde scriptum est in epistula ad Hebraeos :
Fide et ipsa Sarra uirtutem accepit ad emissionem seminis.
Ambo enim seniores erant, sicut scriptura testatur; sed illa
etiam sterilis et cruore menstruo iam destituta, propter quod
iam parere non posset, etiam si sterilis non fuisset. Porro si
femina sit prouectioris aetatis, ut ei solita mulierum adhuc
fluant, de iuuene parere potest, de seniore non potest; quamuis
adhuc possit ille senior, sed de adulescentula gignere, sicut
Abraham post mortem Sarrae de Cettura potuit [Gn 25!], quia
uiuidam eius inuenit aetatem. Hoc ergo est, quod mirum
commendat apostolus, et ad hoc dicit Abrahae iam fuisse corpus
emortuum, quoniam non ex omni femina, cui adhuc esset
aliquod pariendi tempus extremum, generare ipse in illa aetate
adhuc posset.” This elucidates He 11 1%, TIn what follows,
the author is quoting from the divine promise in Ga 2217, a
passage much used in later Jewish literature,? though this is the
only full allusion to it in the NT (cf. Ro ¢%7).

Before passing to the third phase of Abraham’s faith, the
writer adds (vv.1316) a general reflection on the faith of the
patriarchs, an application of vv.% 1% There were promises which

1 Is 512 éufNéyare els’ABpadp Tdv warépa budy . . . 8Te els Hr.

2 The comparison of a vast number to stars and sands is common in Greek
and Latin literature ; cp. e.¢. Pindar’s Oymp, 2%, and Catullus, 612,
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could not be fulfilled in the present life, and this aspect of faith
is now presented.

18 (These all died in faith without obtaining the promises; they only
saw them far away and hailed them, owning they were * strangers and
exiles ” upon earth. ' Now people who speak in this way plainly show they
are in search of a fatheriand. ° If they thought of the land they have left
bekind, they would have time to go back, ® but they really aspire lo the better
land in heaven. That is why God is not ashamed to be called their God; he
has prepared a City for them.)

Odto. wdvres (those first mentioned in %12, particularly the
three patriarchs) died as well as lived xard wiotw, which is
substituted here for wiores either as a literary: variety of ex-
pression, or in order to suggest wioms as the sphere and standard
of their characters. The writer argues that the patriarchs
already possessed a wioms in eternal life beyond the grave;
their very language proves that. M% xopiodpervor explains the
wiores in which they died ; this is the force of u# .~ All they had
was a far-off vision of what had been promised them, but a
vision which produced in them a glad belief—{8évres xal domwacd-
pevey, the latter ptc. meaning that they hailed the prospect with
delight, sure that it was no mirage. The verb here is less meta-
phorical than, ¢.g., in Musonius (ed. Hense), vi. : v 8¢ Loy és
Tév dyaddv péyiorov domaldpeda, or Philo (dydmyaov odv dperds kai
doracat Yuxy T ceavrod, guis rer. div. heres, 8). 'Two interesting
classical parallels may be cited, from Euripides (Zo, 585587 :

ob tadrov eldos Paiverar Tév mpayudrov

wpdawler Svrov Eyyiber 6 Spopévor.

éyo 8¢ Ty pév ovpdopdy domdlopar)
and Vergil (den. 352 “Italiam laeto socii clamore salutant”),
Chrysostom prettily but needlessly urges that the whole metaphor
is nautical (rév mAedvrov kai woppwbey Spdvrwv Tas moles ras
mobovpévas, s mpiv 7 eloelbelv eis adras 17} mpooprioe Aafdvres
adras olketodvrar).

Kopwrdpuevor (p' x* P'W 33, etc.) is more likely to be original than a con-
formation to 10% 1% ; the sense is unaffected if we read the more common
Naférvres (k¢ D K L ¥ 6. 104, 1739, Orig.). The reading of A arm (wposdetd-
pevol) makes no sense.

Kal époloyfoarres, for to reside abroad carried with it a
certain stigma, according to ancient opinion (cp. e.g. Ep.
Avristeae, 249, xaldv év idlg kol {fjv kal Tehevrdv. % 8¢ favlo Tols
putv mémoL kaTappdvyow Epydlerar, tois 3¢ mhovalos Svedos, bs
8id kaxiav ékwertokéow : Sir 29?228 etc.). The admission, &n
tévor xkai Tapermidnpol elow éml yis, is a generalization from the
Oriental deprecation of Jacob in Gn 47° (elrev “Tar®B 7¢ ®apad,
al Juépar 7dv érov Tis {wijs pov ds mapoikd «kT\.), and the similar
confession of Abraham in Gn 23* to the sons of Heth, mdpoios
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xkal waperiSnuos éyd e ped® Spiv. The éml yis is a homiletic
touch, as in Ps 1191? (wdpoixds el & 4 y7)- In both cases this
Spodoyia Tis éwidos (10%) is made before outsiders, and the
words é&rl Tis y7s start the inference (vv.141%) that the true home
of these confessors was in heaven. Such a mystical significance
of £évor kol mapeniBypor, which had already been voiced in the
psalter, is richly and romantically developed by Philo, but it never
became prominent in primitive Christianity. Paul’s nearest
approach to it is worded differently (Phil 32, where 76 molirevua
corresponds to warpis here). In Eph 21219, indeed, Christians are
no longer ¢évor kai wdpouwkor, for these terms are applied literally
to pagans out of connexion with the chosen People of God. The
only parallel to the thought of Hebrews is in 1 P, where Christians
are raperiBijpot (11) and mapolxol kai wapemdijuor (211), The term
£évouis used here as a synonym for wdpowot, which (cp. Eph 21% 19)
would be specially intelligible to Gentile Christians. apeni-
Sypos only occurs in the LXX in Gn 23% Ps 3918; in the
Egyptian papyri rapemdnuotvres (consistentes) denotes foreigners
who settled and acquired a domicile in townships or cities like
Alexandria (GCP. i. 40, 55; cp. A. Peyron’s Papyri graec R.
Taur. Musei Aegypitsi, 818 rav wapemdnpotvrov xai [ka]rowotvroy
gv] [r]adras] éévev), and for {évor=peregrini, Ep. Arist. 109 f.
The use of such metaphorical terms became fairly common in
the moral vocabulary of the age, quite apart from the OT, e.g.
Marcus Aurelius, ii. 17 (6 8¢ Bios moAepos kai Eévov émdyuia), A
similar symbolism recurs in the argument of Epictetus (ii. 23, 36 £.)
against the prevalent idea that logic, style, and eloquence are the
end of philosophy: olov € Tis dmav els Ty warpida Tiv éavrod
kal Siodedwy mavdokelov kalov dpéravros adrd Tov mavdokelov xara-
pévor &y 7@ mavdokely. dvlpeme, émeddfov sov Tijs mpobéTews® ok eis
TobTo Bdeves, dANA Sia Tovrov . . . TO 8¢ mpokeipevov éxeivo® els Tiv
marpida émaverfeiv. In a more specifically religious sense, it is
expressed in the saying of Anaxagoras quoted by Diogenes
Laertius (ii. 3. 7, wpos T0v elmdvra, “ovdév oo péiew rijs marpidos,”
“edpriuel” &by, “ Euor yip kal opddpa péher Tis marpldos,” delfas
Tov odpavdv). According to Philo, the confession that they were
strangers and pilgrims meant that the soul in this world longed
to return to its pre-existent state in the eternal order, and could
never feel at home among things material. So, e.g., de confus.
ling. 17, 8i& TobTo of karé Mwvoiy dodol wdvres elodyovrat ** mapot-
xotvres” ai yap TovTwy Yuxal oTéAhovrar pdv dmowiav oddémore Tv
¢ odpavod, ciwbao. 8¢ &vexa 7oV Purofedpovos «al pthopalbovs
els Ty weplyewov pvoww dmodypely . . . éravépyovrar ékeloe mdAw,
80ev Gpusifigoay 76 mpdrov, watplda piv Tov oipdviov xdpov & &
moltrevorral, Loy 8¢ TOV mepiyerov év mapgryoay vopilovoal kTA.
In Cherub. 33, 34, commenting on mdpowkot in Lv 252, he argues
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that this is the real position of all wise souls towards God, since
each of us is a stranger and sojourner in the foreign city of the
world where God has for a time placed us till we return to Him.

The metaphor had been applied, in a derogatory sense, by Sallust to the
lazy and sensual men who never know what real life means, but who pass
through it heedlessly: ‘‘many human beings, given over to sensuality and

sloth (“ ventri atque somno’), uneducated, and uncultured, have gone through
life like travellers” (‘‘ vitam sicuti peregrinantes transiere,” Cat7/. 2).

Such a confession proves (v.1%) that the men in question are
not satisfied with the present outward order of things; épavi-
Lovow (Esth 222 kai admy) éveddroer 7@ Bacidel 1a s émBovAis:
Ac 2315, OGIS. (iii A.D.) 425, Syll. 226% Ty Te mapovaiav éupavi-
cavtav Tob Pacidews), they thus avow or affirm, &n mwarpida
émintodow (Valckenaer’s conjecture, &ri {yrovoy, is ingenious but
needless, cp. 13'4). For wdrpis in a mystical sense, compare Philo,
de Agric. 14, commenting on Gn 47%): 7 yip Svri waoa Yuxy)
codot marpida pév odpavdv, fémy 8¢ yiy éhaxe, xai vouile. Tov
pév godlas olkov [iov, T0v 8¢ adparos dOvelov, ¢ xai Tapemidyuely
olera.. Here it is “heaven, the heart’s true home.” The
creditable feature in this kind of life was that these men had
deliberately chosen it.! Had they liked, they might have taken
another and a less exacting line (v.15). Ei pév (as in 8%) &uwy-
pévevov (referring to the continuous past) kA, The wmpovedovow
of 8* D* was due to the influence of the preceding presents,
just as &umudvevoav (33. 104. 216 Cosm.) to the influence of
é¢éBnaav, which in turn was smoothed out into the usual NT
term épAfov (N DK L ¥ 436. 919. 1288. 1739). Mimudévevew
here has the sense of “giving a thought to,” as in Jos. 4nt. vi.
37, ovre Tpodijs éuynudvevoer ovf Twvov, and below in v.22,  Time
(as Ac 24%), as elsewhere in Hebrews, rather than opportunity
(1 Mac 15 juels 8¢ kaipdy &ovres dvrexduefa 7iis xAnpovoplas
Npudy kai TOv warépov udv), is the idea of eixor 8v xaipdv, katpds
taking an infinitive dvaxdppar (so Codex A in Jg 11% kol dvexd-
pev wpds Tov warépa abris, for the dréorpefer of B), as in Eurip.
Rhesus, 10 (karpds yap drodoad),

Philo remarks of Abraham : 7is & oix &v perarpambuevos wakwdpdunoev

olkade, Bpaxéa uév ppovrioas TAV pekovedr eridwy, Tiy 8¢ wapoioar dwoplay
ometdwy éxpuyely (de Abrakamo, 18). :
‘¢ Sometimes he wished his aims had been
To gather gain like other men;
Then thanked his God he’d traced his track
Too far for wish to drag him back.”
(TaoMmas HARDY, The Two Men.)

On the contrary (v.16), so far from that, they held on, the writer

1 Cp. Test. Job xxxiii, (ofrw xdyd frymodumy 7o épd, dvr’ obdévos wpds
éxelvny Ty woAw wepl fis NeAdAniéy ot 6 &yyehos).
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adds ; viv 8¢ (logical, as in 86, not temporal) kpeirrovos dpéyovrar,
rodr’ &orw émoupaviov (S0 God is described in 2 Mac 3% as 6 m
katowiay érovpdviov Exwr). AW obk émmoyiverar (compare 211)
adrods 6 Oeds “ Oeds” dmrakelobar (epexegetic infinitive)  adrdv,”
referring to Ex 38 "Eyd elpe . . . feos *APBpadu kai feds Toadk kai
Oeds “ToxdB, which the writer! interprets (cp. Mk 12%-27) as an
assurance of immortality. Their hope of a marpis or heavenly
home was no illusion; it was because God had such a mé\s
(v.19) all ready for them that he could call himself their God.
He might have been ashamed to call himself such, had he not
made this provision for their needs and prepared this reward for
their faith (jrofpacer, cp. Mt 235¢).

The third phase of the faith of Abraham (vv.1719) is now
chronicled, followed by three instances of faith at the end of
life, in Isaac, Jacob, and Joseph (vv.20-22),

17 It was by faz’t/z (wiorel), “when Abrakam was put to the test, that he
sacrificed Isaac” ; ke was ready to sacrifice “° kis only son,” although he had
received the promises, ® and had been told (wpds 8v, as 5°) that (871 recitative)
‘gt is through Isaac (not Ishmael) that your offspring shall be reckoned”—
19 for ke considered God was able even lo raise men from the dead. Hence
(80ev, causal) ke did get him back, by what was a parable of the resurrection.
NIt was by faith that Isaac blessed Jacob and Esau in connection with the
Sfuture. It was by faith that, when Jacob was dying (dmobviokwy), ke
blessed eack of the sons of Josepk, ‘‘bending in prayer over the head of his
staff.” B It was by faitk that Joseph at kis end (reevrdv only here) thought
about the exodus of the sons of Israel, and gave orders about his own bones.

The supreme test of Abraham’s wioris is found in the story
of Gn 22118, which Jewish tradition always reckoned as the last
and sorest of his ten trials (Pirke Abotk 5%). It is cited in
4 Mac 161820 a5 a classical example of dmopovy) (Seirere wdyra
wévov tropévewy Bia Tov Oebv, 8 Bv kai & wamip Hpdv "ABpodp
domevdey TOV Bvomdropa vidv odaydoal ‘Toadk kTA.). In v.17 the
perfect tense mpooevfivoxev may mean ““the ideally accomplished
sacrifice, as permanently recorded in scripture” (Moulton, so
Diat. 2751); but it is more likely to be aoristic (cp. Simcox,
Lang. of NT., pp. 104, 126). MNepaldpevos _echoes Gn 22! (6
Oeds émelpalev Tov 'Afpadp). Kai (epexegetic) Tév povoyevii (a
Lucan use of the term in the NT)? wpooédeper (conative imper-
fect of interrupted action, like éxdAovy in Lk 1%9) 6 Tas érayye-
Nas dvadefdpevos, Ze. the promises of a son, of a numerous line
of descendants (v.1%), and of a blessing thus coming to all nations.

1 Origen (/o4 ii. 17): peydhp yap 6(»;16& Tols warpudpyats 70 TO¥ Oedy drvrl
Svbparos mpocdyar Thy éxelvwy dvopaciar 9 >0eds<< 15lg adrod wposyyopia.

2 The LXX of Gn 227 reads 7ov dyamnrév, but perhaps the writer of IIpds
‘Efpalovs read a text like that underlying Aquila (rdv povoyer#), Josephus
(rov povoyerd, Ant. i. 3. 1), and Symmachus (rdv péror). Movoyemis and
dyamyrbs, as applied to 2 son, tended to shade into one another. Philo reads
dyamyrds kal povos (quod deus immut. 4, etc.).
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This is made explicit in v.18, with its quotation from Gn 2112,
For 4vadéyouar in the sense of “secure,” see the line from
Sophocles’ “ Ichneutae,” in Oxyrk. Papyri, vii. 25 (8v Potfos duiv
elme x[dvedétaro).

In v.% hoyiodpevos (as Ro 818 etc.) explains why he had the
courage to sacrifice Isaac, although the action seemed certain to
wreck the fulfilment of what God had promised him. He held
81 kol &k vexpdv éyeipewy (weakened into éyefpar by A P, etc.)
3uvards (Dan 317 85 éore dvvaros ééeréobac fuds kA, and Ro 44)
sc. é&orwv & Beds. Abraham, says Philo (de dbrakamo, 22), wdvra
70et fe Swvard axedov é ér omapydvoy Tovri 16 86yua mpopalboioa,
Later (32) he speaks of this sacrifice as the most outstanding
action in Abraham’s life—dAiyov yip déw ¢pdvar wdoas Joar
Oeoprhels vmepBdAde. It was “a complicated and brilliant act of
faith” (A. B. Davidson), for God seemed to contradict God,
and the command ran counter to the highest human affection
(Wis 10° oogpin . . . éml Téxvov omhdyxvois ioxvpov épidaler). As
Chrysostom put it, this was the special trial, 7d yép 70% feod
éd6xew Tols T0b Oeob pdyecfar, xkai mioTis éudyero mioTeL, Kal Tpbo-
Taypa érayyedin. Hence (30ev, in return for this superb faith)
éoploaro, he did recover him (xouileafai, as in Gn 382 etc., of
getting back what belongs to you),! in a way that prefigured the
resurrection (kpefrrovos dvacrdoews, v.35). Such is the meaning
of év mapaBoli (cp. 9?). Isaac’s restoration was to Abraham a
sort 2 of resurrection (v.%* quaedam resurrectionis fuit species,
quod subito liberatus fuit ex media morte,” Calvin). ’Ev mapa-
BoArf has been taken sometimes in two other ways. (a)=mapa-
Bolés, z.e. beyond all expectation, almost wapadéfws, mwap’
é\rida(s), or in a desperate peril, as Polybius says of Hannibal
(i. 23. 7, dvedmioTos kai mapaBolws adros & Tf oxdgy Siéduye).
This is at any rate less far-fetched than—(4) “whence he had
originally got him, figuratively-speaking,” as if the allusion was
to vevexpwuévov (in v.12)!  Against (2) is the fact that wapaBols
never occurs in this sense. »

Augustine’s comment is (Céwit. Dei, xvi. 32): ““non haesitauit, quod sibi
reddi poterat immolatus, qui dari potuit non speratus. Sic intellectum est
et in epistula ad Hebraeos, et sic expositum [He 111719 , . . cujus simili-
tudinem, nisi illius unde dicit apostolus : Qui proprio filio non pepercit, sed
pro nobis omnibus tradidit eum?” He makes Isaac carrying the wood a type
of Christ carrying his cross, and the ram caught in the thicket typical of
Christ crowned with thorns.  According to the later Jewish tradition (Pérge
R. Eliezer, 31), Isaac’s soul, which had left his body as his father’s sword

! Josephus (Ant.i. 13. 4) describes the father and son as mwap éAmidas
éavrovs kexoptopuévor.  Philo (de_josepho, 35, 70 xoulgacfar 70v ddehgdr) has
the same usage.

2 Aelian (Var. Hist. iil. 33) speaks of Satyrus the flautist, 7pémor Twd
i Téxynw éxgavhifwy mapaBoly Tp mpds phogopiar.

12
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was falling, returned at the words, ¢ Lay not thy hand on the lad”; thus
Abraham and Isaac *learned that God would raise the dead.”

The next three instances are of w{oTis as twdorucs EXmifopévwr,
the hope being one to be realized in the destiny of the race
(vv.20-22), .

The solitary instance of wiomis in Isaac (v.20) is that men-
tioned in Gn 2728 2. 9. 40 5 faith which (11!) anticipated a future
for his two sons. Ed\éynoev, of one man blessing another, as in
7% In kail mept peNNévrov (sc mpaypdrwv), where péllav refers
to a future in this world, the xal simply! emphasizes wepi pe)-
Aévtwv edNéynoev, and the whole phrase goes with edAéynoer,
not with wiore. The very fact that he blessed his two sons
proved that he believed the divine promises to them would be
realized in the future. The next two instances of faith are taken
from death-beds ; it is faith, not in personal immortality, but in
the continuance of the chosen race. In v.2! the writer quotes
from Gn 473 «kal mpooexdmoey "Topanh émi 70 dkpov s pdBdov
atrod, where the LXX by mistake has read momwi (staff) instead
of Mowi (bed), and the incident is loosely transferred to the later

situation (Gn 48%), when Jacob blessed the two sons of Joseph.
Supporting himself on? his staff, he bowed reverently before
God, as he blessed the lads. (In the Ep. Barnabas 13*%, the
writer interprets Jacob’s preference for the younger son as a
proof that Christians, not Jews, were the real heirs of God’s
blessing!) In v.?2 the argument draws upon Gn 5o+ 25 (Ex
13, Jos 24%2), where Joseph makes the Israelites swear to
remove his remains from Egypt to the promised land, so con-
fident was he that God’s promise to the people would one day
be fulfilled. Tekevtdrv (Gn 50% kol éreledmyoer "Tworp) mept Tis
&E¢Bou (only here in this sense in NT) 1év vidv *lopai\ éprmpérevae
(called to mind, as v.1) «xai wepl Tév doréwr (uncontracted form
as in LXX and Mt 2327, Lk 24%; cp. Cronert, Mem. Graeca
Hercul. 166%) aitod évetelhato. Joseph’s faith also was shown in
his conviction of the future promised by God to Israel, but it
found a practical expression in the instructions about conveying,
his mummy out of Egypt (Sir 49'® kai 74 8ord adrod éresxémyoav).

The ninth example of wions is Moses, of whom almost as
much is made as of Abraham. Five instances of faith are
mentioned in connexion with his career (vv.23-29),

B Jt was by faith that Moses was *° hidden for three months” (rplunvoy,
sc. xpbvov) after birth by his pavents, because *“ they saw” the child was

1 To suggest that it means ““even™ is flat for a blessing, ex Aypothess,
referred to the future. Its omission (by & K L P, the eastern versions, etc.)
is more easily explained than its insertion,

21 K 1% wpocextvnoev 6 Bacileds éml Thy kolryy, éml has the same local
sense.
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“beautiful” (Ac 7P, and had no fear of the royal decvee. 2 It was by faith
that Moses refused, * when he had grown up,” to be called the son of Pharaok’s
daughter ; B ill-treatment with God's people he preferved to the passing
Pleasures of sin, B considering obloquy with the messiak to be richer wealth
than all Egypt's treasures—for he had an eye to the Reward. ¥ It was by
Jaith that ke left Egypt, not from any fear of the kings wrath ; like one
who saw the King Invisible, he never flincked. ¥ It was by faith that ke
celebrated *¢ the passover” and performed the sprinkling by blood, so that *‘the
destroying angel” (cf. 1 Co 101°) might not touck Israels firstborn, 2 It was
by faith that they crossed the Red Sea (Ac 7%%) like dry land—and when the
Egyptians attempted it, they were drowned.

Moses (v.%) owed the preservation of his life as an infant to
the courageous wioms of his parents (warépwv =-yovels, parentes,
like patres in Qvid's Metam. 4%, and Plato’s Leges, vi. 772 E,
dyafdy marépwv ¢ivr). The writer quotes from Ex 223, adding
that, as the result of their faith, they had no fear of the royal
edict (&udraypa as in Jos. Ant. xvi. 16. 5; Wis 117 etc.). This is
the main point of their wioris. On doretov see Philo’s iz, Mos.
i. 3: yovybeis odv 6 wals e0fbs dYw évépawev doreorépav 7 Kar
dubryy, ds kal TGV ToD Tupdvvou knpuypdTwy, éd Soov oldv Te B,
Tobs yovels dhoyfjaar). The Hebrew text makes the mother act
alone, but the LXX gives the credit to both parents; and this
tradition is followed by Philo and Josephus (472 ii. 9. 4), as by
our author,

The parents of Moses are the first anonymous people in the roll-call of
faith’s representatives. Calvin rather severely ranks their faith on a lower
level, because the parents of Moses were moved by the external appearance
of their child, and because they ought to have brought him up themselves
(““notandum est fidem quae hic laudatur ualde fuisse imbecillam. Nam
quum posthabito mortis suae metu Mosen deberent educare, eum exponunt,
Patet igitur illorum fidem breui non tantum uacillasse sed fuisse collapsam ”).
Still, he reflects that this is after all an encouragement, since it proves that
even weak faith is not despised by God. Chrysostom’s comment is kinder ;
the writer, he thinks, means to afford additional encouragement to his
readers by adducing not only heroes, but commonplace people as examples
of faith (dojuwr, dyvwriuwr).

Another (7?) gloss has been inserted here, after v.%, by D* 1827 and
nearly all the MSS of the Latin versions, viz. wloret péyas yevbuevos Mwvofs
dreihey TOV AlydwTiov xatavody Tiw Tamelvwow Tdv dbehgpdy avrol, a homi-
letical application of Ex 2! 12 (used in Ac 7%!).

The second item of faith (v.2) is the first individual proof by
Moses himself. Josephus (4## ii. g. 7) makes Moses refuse the
Pharaoh’s crown when a baby. The Pharaoh’s daughter placed
the child in her father’s arms; he took it, pressed it to his
bosom, and to please his daughter graciously put the crown upon
its head. But the child threw it to the ground and stamped on
it. Which seemed ominous to the king! The writer of Hebrews
avoids such fancies, and simply summarizes Ex 2, where
Moses péyas yevdpevos (from Ex 2!1; Ze, as Calvin points out,
when his refusal could not be set down to childish ignorance
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of the world, nor to youthful impetuousness) fprioare (with
infinitive as in Wis 1227 1616 1710) \éyeofaL vids Ouyatpds dapad.
His religious motive in declining the title and position of son to
an Egyptian princess (Jub 479 is now given (v.%); p&N\ov
é\dpevos (for the construction and idea, cp. OGIZS. 66915 uéAdov
W Tdv mporépwy Emdpywy aldvior cumifeay urdocay §<i> Ty
wpbokapéy Twos ddikiav peyumodpevos) cuykakouxeiobar (a new
compound, unknown to the LXX) 1§ ha§ toi feol % wpdokaipor (a
non-LXX term ! which first occurs in 4 Mac 1528 23, and passed
into the early Christian vocabulary as an antithesis to aidvios)
éxew dpoprias éméhavow. The duapria is the sin which he
would have committed in proving disloyal to the People of God ;
that might have been pleasant for the time being, but wioms
looks to higher and lasting issues (1o® 11!). It would have
been “sin ” for him to choose a high political career at court,
the “sin” of apostasy; he did what others in their own way had
done afterwards (10%, cp. 139%).

For &wéhavors see Antipater of Tarsus (Stob. Florileg. Ixvii. 2§) : 7év &
fifcov << Blov >, étovolav §idbvTa Tpds dxohaclav kai wouihwy HBovy dmbhavaw
dyevvdy xal pikpoxapdv, lobfeov voulfovai, and 4 Mac §8 where the tyrant
taunts the conscientious Jews, kai yap dvéqrov Tobro 78 pi) drokadewy TWY xwpls
Sveldovs 7déww. Philo (wrt. Mos. i. 6: ~yevbuevds 7e dadepbvrws doknrhs
O\iyodeclas kal Tov dBpodlairov Blov s oldels Erepos xhevdoas—yuvxy yap
émbfe. pbvy Ay, ob gwmare) praises the asceticism of Moses in the palace
of the Pharaoh, but gives an interpretation of his reward which is lower
than that of our author; he declares (i. 27) that as Moses renounced the
high position of authority which he might have enjoyed in Egypt (éreidy vyép
Thy Alybwrov xatémey dpyepoviav, Ouyarpidols Tol Tére Bacihedovros &v),
because he disapproved of the local injustice, God rewarded him with
authority over a greater nation.

In v.2 the reason for this renunciation of the world is
explained. Meifova mholitov fiynodpevos (cp. v.!! and Aoywosduevos
in v.19 1@y Alydmrou Onoauvpdv Tov dvediopdr Tob Xprorol (as
involved in cvykakovxeicfar 7@ Aad 7ob feod). This is one of
the writer’s dinting phrases. There is a special obloquy in being
connected with Christ. It is one of the things which Christians
have to face to-day (13!%), and, the writer argues, it has always
been so; Moses himself, the leader of God’s people at the first,
showed his wioris by deliberately meeting it. The obloquy was
part of the human experience of Jesus himself (122 13!2), but the
point here in té dveBiopdr Tol XpioTol is that, by identifying
himself with God’s people in Egypt, Moses encountered the
same dveldiouds as their very messiah afterwards was to endure.
He thus faced what the writer, from his own standpoint, does
not hesitate to call Tév évediopdv Tob Xpiorod. Whether he had
in mind anything further, e.g. the idea that 6 Xpiwords here
. ' It recurs in an edict of Caracalla (215 A.D.), quoted by Mitteis-Wilcken,
i. 2. 39.
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means the pre-incarnate Logos, as though a mystical sense
like that of 1 Co 10* underlay the words, is uncertain and
rather unlikely, though the idea that Christ was suffering in the
person of the Israelites, or that they represented him, might be
regarded as justified by the language, e.g., of Ps 89°! (70v éver-
Surpod 7ov ovAwv oov . . . ob dveldicay 16 dvrdAlayua Tod XptoTod
oov). The experiences of ingratitude and insulting treatment
which Moses suffered at the hands of Israel illustrate Chry-
sostom’s definition of Tov dveldioudv rov Xpiorod: 76 péxpt TéXovs
kai éoxdrys dvamwvoijs waoxew kaxds . . . TOUTO éoTw Sveldiomos
700 Xpiotod, dtav Tis map’ &v edepyerel dvedilnTar (citing Mt 2710).
The basis of this estimate of life is now given: dwéBhemev yap eis
v probawodooiav, as the writer desired his readers to do (10%
11%), ’AmofAémew els is a common phrase for keeping one’s eye
upon, having regard to, e.g. Theophrastus, ii. 10, xai els éketvov
drofAérwv: Josephus, Bell. Jud. ii. 15. 1, 6 pev . . . €ls pdvov 70
Avaite)ds T ék Tav dpraydv drofAémwy, wapikovaev. Mr. Starkie,
in his note on Arist. Ackarn. 32, suggests that dwofAérew, which
is common in the comic poets and is also a philosophical term
(e.g. Plato’s Phaedo, 115 C; Phaedrus, 234 D), “was used like
‘to prescind’ in English,” 7Ze. to fix one’s gaze on a single
object by withdrawing it from everything else.

The third act of faith in his life (v.") is his withdrawal from
Egypt to Midian (Ex 2!4-=Ac 9%2). In ph dofnbels Tov Oupdv
To0 Baouhéws the author ignores the statement of the OT that
Moses did fly from Egypt, in terror of being punished by the
king for having murdered the Egyptian (8pynv apeidicrov Baoiléws
dmodidpdoxwy, Philo, de wit. Mos. i. g). Josephus in his own
way also (Ant ii. 10. 1) eliminates the motive of fear. Our
author declares that if Moses did retreat from Egypt, it was
from no fear of Pharaoh, but in the faith that God had a future
and a mission for him still; he had as little fear of Pharaoh as
his parents had had, tév ydp &dpatov (sc. ,BaO'L)\ea) as dpdv exapré-
pnoev (cp. Sir 22 eSfuvov ™ kapdlay gov xal KapTEp‘I]O'OV) “The
courage to abandon work on which one’s heart is set, and accept
inaction cheerfully as the will of God, is of the rarest and highest
kind, and can be created and sustamed only by the clearest
spiritual vision” (Peake). The language and thought are illus-
trated by Epict. ii. 16. 45—46: éx Tijs Swavolas &Bake . . . Admyw,
¢(5,30v, émifvplav, ¢€6vov, émiyatpexakiav, ¢L)xapyvpfav, ,La)\u.m.'av,
dxpacilay. Tavra & ovK EO'TLV dAdws éxBalety, el ,u; 7rpos pévov Tov
Beov dmroPhémovra, éxelve pimp 7rpoa'7re7rov€o-ra Tots éxelvov mpooT-
dypaot kabogiwpévor. ‘The phrase &s 6pdv means the mward
vision where, as Marcus Aurelius observes (x. 26), pdper, odxi
TolS 0¢€a)\,ww, dAN oby YrTov &vapyds. In the de Mundo, 309q,
God is described as dopatos dv dAAg wAiw Aoytopg. Philo had
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already singled out this trait in Moses, e.g. de mutal. nomin. 2 :
Movors & s deadols Pioews fearis kai fedmrys—els yap Tov
vodov dagiy adrov ol Belo xpnopol eioedfeiv (Ex z02), v
dopatov kal dodparov odolav alvirtépevo.. In wit. Mos. 1. 15 he
declares that the Pharaoh had no notion of any invisible God
(undéva T wapdmay voyrdy Oedv éw Tov Spardv vouilwy), and later
on, commenting on Ex 20?! (i. 28), he adds that Moses entered
the darkness, rovréorw els iy dedy «al ddpatov kal dodparov Tév
Svrov wapaderypatuayy obalav, Ta dbéara pvae Gvyry KaTavodv.

On pi) poPnbels Tov Bupdr Toi Bacthéws, it may be noted that

the Stoics took the prudential line of arguing that one ought not

-needlessly to provoke a tyrant : “sapiens nunquam potentium
iras provocabit, immo declinabit, non aliter quam in navigando
procellam ” (Seneca, Ep. xiv. 7). Various attempts have been
made to explain away the contradiction between this statement
and that of Ex 214 (a) Some think they are not irreconcilable ;
“so far as his life was concerned, he feared, but in a higher
region he had no fear” (A. B. Davidson), 7e. he was certain
God would ultimately intervene to thwart Pharaoh, and so took
precautions to save his own life in the interest of the cause. This
1s rather artificial, however, though maintained by some good
critics like Liinemann. (&) Or, the fvuds may be not anger at
the murder of the Egyptian, but the resentment of Moses’ action
in refusing a court position and withdrawing from Egypt
(Vaughan, Dods, Delitzsch, etc.). (¢) A more favourite method
is to deny that the writer is alluding to Ex 2!%15 at all, and to
refer the passage to the real Exodus later (so Calvin, Bleek,
Westcott, Seeberg, and many other edd.); but this is to antici-
pate v.%8, and the Israelites were ordered out of Egypt by
Pharaoh, not exposed to any anger of his.

The fourth act of faith (v.28) is his obedience to the divine
orders of Ex 12128 (cp. Wis 18%9), which proved that he be-
lieved, in spite of appearances, that God had protection and a
future for the People. Memoinkev is another aoristic perfect ; wpéo-
xvots is not a LXX term, and @éyyave (8iyn) only occurs in LXX
in Ex 1913 (=Heb 12%0). As 8iyyavw may take a genitive (1220)
as well as an accusative, éAofpedov might go with mpurdroka (Z.e.
of the Egyptians) and 6lyn with adrdv (the Israelites). Note the
alliteration in wlorer wem. wdoxa . . . wpdoyuawr. The v pA
clause explains T wpdoxuow 700 alparos.

By one Old Latin, or at any rate a non-Vulgate, text of this passage, in Codex
Harleianus (ed. E. S. Buchanan, Sacred Latin Zexts, i., 1912), a gloss is
inserted at this point: ‘‘fide praedaverunt Aegyptios exeuntes” (Ex 123 3),
which was evidently known to Sedulius Scotus (Migne, ciil. 268 €), who
quotes it as ‘‘fide praedaverunt Aegyptios, quia crediderunt se iterum in
Aegyptum non reversuros,”
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The fifth act of faith (v.?) is the crossing of the Red Sea
(Ex 146%).  Strictly speaking, this is an act of faith on the part
of the Israelites; the 3«Bnoav depends on, for its subject, the
adtdr of v.28, But those who crossed were oi éfeAfdvres &€
Alydmrov S Mobaéws (3'%), and the action is the direct sequel
to that of v.2, though Moses is now included in the People. 8i&
Enpas yis is from Ex 14%; dwBaivew goes with the genitive as
well as with the accusative. The Israelites took a risk, in
obedience to God’s order, and so proved their wletig. But there
are some things which are possible only to faith. *Hs (.. ¢pvfpa
fdlacon) welpav haPovres ol Alydwmior katewéfnaar (from Ex 15¢
karewdOnaay év épvbpd Gardaay, B), f.e. the Egyptians tried it and
were swallowed up in the sea. Here welpav AapBdver is a
classical phrase for () making an attempt, almost in the sense of
testing or risking, They “ventured on” (cp. Dt 28% 3 rpudepd,
7s obxi mweipav é\afev 6 wods adrijs Balvew émi Tis yhs), or tried
it (cp. Jos. Ant. 8. 6. 5, goplus Povhopéry Aafeéiv weipav,
etc.). The other meaning is that (8) of getting experience (so
in v.%%); which is often the sad result of (a); so, e.g., Demosth.
in Aristocratem, 131, hafBov &pyy Ths ékelvov pllas weipav. The
writer ignores the legendary embroidery of Philo (zi%. Meos. iii.
34, Gs éml fnpds drpamod kai Aiflddovs éddpovs—expavpdly yap %
Ydppos kal % omopds alrhs obaia cvpdioa Hrdby).

Two more instances of faith are specially cited, both in con-
nexion with the fall of Jericho (vv.331). During the interval
between the Exodus and the entrance into Canaan the writer, we
are not surprised to find (316%), notes not a single example of
mioTis, but it is remarkable that neither here nor below (v.32%) is
there any allusion to Joshua.

% Jt was by faith that the walls of Jericko collapsed, after béing surrounded
Jfor only seven days, %' It was by faith that Rakab the harlot did not perish
along with those who were disobedient, as she had welcomed the scouts
peaceably,

The faith that had enabled Israel to cross the Red Sea in
safety enabled them years later to bring the walls of a city crash-
ing to the ground (v.3%). There was no siege of Jericho; Israel
simply marched round it for a week, and that act of faith in
God’s promise, against all probabilities, brought about the marvel:
So the writer summarizes Jos 612, Judas Maccabaeus and his
men also appealed, in besieging a town, to tov péyav To% KdTpoV
Suvdaryy, Tov drep kpudv ki pyxavdy Spyavikdv katakpypvicavra
v Tepixd katd Tods Inood xpovous (2 Mac 129), and one Egyptian
fanatic (for whom Paul was once mistaken, Acts 21%) promised
his adherents, in rebelling against the Romans, that the walls of
Jerusalem would collapse at his word of command (Josephus,
Ant. xx. 8. 6).
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The faith of a community is now followed by the faith of an
individual. The last name on the special list is that of a
foreigner, an unmarried woman, and a woman of loose morals
(v.8), in striking contrast to Sara and the mother of Moses.
The story is told in Jos 2191 628, For  wéprn (“ Ratio haec cur R.
solita sit peregrinos excipere,” Bengel) see below on 132 A
tendency to whitewash her character appears in the addition of
émeyopévn (N syr"k! Ephr.), which is also inserted by some
codices in the text of Clem. Rom. 12! Her practical faith
(Ja 2% ; Clem. Rom. 112 ia wlorwv xai ¢udofeviav éowhyn), shown
by her friendly (per’ elpivys) welcome to the spies, which sprang
from her conviction that the God of Israel was to be feared, saved
(ouvad\ero, cp. Sir 81%) her from the fate of her fellow-citizens
(7ols amedfoaciv) who declined to submit to the claims of Israel’s
God. They are described by the same word as are the recalci-
trant Israelites themselves (3%). Even Jewish priests were
proud to trace their descent from Rahab; her reputation
stood high in later tradition, owing to the life which followed
this initial act of faith (cp. Mt 15).

For lack of space and time the writer now passes to a mere
summary of subsequent examples of faith (vv.32£). Roughly
speaking, we may say that vv.33- 34 describe what the folk of old
did by faith, vv.85% what they did for faith.

32 And what more shall I say? Time would fail me to lell of Gideon, of
Barak and Samson and Jephthak, of David and Samuel and the prophets—
B men who by faith (8 wlorews) conquered kingdoms, administered justice,
obtained promises, shut the mouth of lions, ¥ gquenched the power of fire,
escaped the edge of the sword, from weakness won to strength, proved valiant
in warfare, and routed hosts of foreigners.

Kai 7 &rv (om. D¥) Néyw (deliberative conjunctive) does not
necessarily imply that Ipos “ESpalovs was originally a sermon or
address ; it was a literary as well as an oratorical phrase. Thus
Josephus uses a similar phrase in Azf XX, 11. 1 (kal T 8et TAelw
Aéyerv;). Faith did not die out, at the entry into Palestine. On
the contrary, the proofs of faith are so rich in the later story of
the People that the writer has no time for anything except a
glowing abstract. ’Emhelfer ydp pe Sunyodpevor & xpdros is one
form of a common rhetorical phrase, though % fuépa is generally
used instead of & xpdéros. Three instances may be cited : Dion.
Hal. De Compositione Verb. 4 (after running over the names of a
number of authors) xai dAovs pvpiovs, &v drdvrov T dvduara €
Bovdoluny Aéyew, émikelfer ue 6 Tijs fuépas xpdvos: Demosth, de
Corona, 324, émheifer pe Aéyovd 7 Huépa T v wpodérwv dvépara,
and (out of several instances) Philo, de Sacrif. Abelis et Caini, s,
dmikelper pe 3) fuépa Aéyovra T TOV ket €ldos dperdv Svéuara.
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Amyolpevor . . . wepl, as, eg., in Plato’s Euth. 6 C, molla
mepl Tdv Oelwv dupyfjoopar, and Philo’s de Abrak. 44, v Niye
wpbrepov évia Sefnhbov (=‘“gone over”). For pe ydp (% A D*
33. 547), ydp pe is rightly read by pt3 D¢ K L P W Clem. Chrys.
etc. (cp. Blass, § 475. 2), though ydp is omitted altogether by
¥ 216% Six names are specially mentioned, to begin with.
Gideon’s crushing victory over the Ammonites echoes down later
history (e.g. Is 9% 10%, Ps 83!1). The singling out of Barak is
in line with the later Jewish tradition, which declined to think of
him as a mere ally of Deborah; he was the real hero of the
exploit. For example, some rabbis (cp. Targ. on Jg 523, Yalkut
on Jg 42) gave him the high name of Michael, and praised this
brave leader for his modesty in allowing Deborah to occupy so
prominent a place. Later tradition also magnified Samson’s
piety and divine characteristics (e.g. Sotah g4, 10@). Of all the
four “judges” selected, Jephthah has the poorest reputation in
Jewish tradition ; he is censured for rashness, and his rank is
comparatively insignificant. Augustine, however (Quaest vi
xlix.), points out that the “spirit” came both on Jephthah (Jg
112%30) and on Gideon (8%). Why these four names are put in
this unchronological order (instead of Barak, Gideon, Jephthah,
and Samson), it is impossible to guess; in 1 S 12! it is Gideon,
Barak, Jephthah, and Samson, followed by Samuel. David here
(Aaveid 7€) belongs to the foregoing group, the only one of
Israel’s kings mentioned in the list. In Jewish tradition (eg.
Josephus, 4nt. vi. 2, 2—3) Samuel’s career was interpreted with
quite martial fervour; he was credited with several victories over
the Philistines. Hence he forms a transition between the
previous heroes and the prophets, of which he was commonly
regarded as the great leader (cp. Ac 3%). “AN\wv (+7dv?) is
superfluously inserted before mpogmrav by syrhk! pesh arm eth sah
boh 6¢g. 1288 Theod. Dam, In ot 8id moTews (v.%%) the of covers
vv,3% 3 but dia wlorews includes vv.35-% as well, and is reiterated
in v.89, The following nine terse clauses, devoid of a single «ai,
begin by noting military and civil achievements. In karnywvi-
oavrro Baothelas, xarayovifopar (not a LXX term) is the verb
applied by Josephus to David’s conquests (in 4n# vii. 2. 2, ad7
ocdcar rataywvicapéve Ialaworivods 8é8wkev & Oeds); its later
metaphorical use may be illustrated from Mars. Pol. 19% (8ua
Tijs Umopoviis Kataywvicdpevos Tov ddikov dpyovta). Hpydoarto
Sucatoatimy in the sense of 2 S 8% (xal éBacilevoer Aaveid émi
Topagh® kai 7y wouby Kpipa xal Swaioadyyy éwi mwdvra TOV Aady
adrod) etc., the writer applying to this specific activity, for which
wiomis was essential, a phrase elsewhere (cp. Ac 10%) used for a
general moral life. Such was their faith, too, that they had pro-
mises of God’s help realized in their experience ; this (cp. 61%) is
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the force of éméruxov émayyehdv. Furthermore, édpotar orépata
\edvray, as in the case of Daniel (Dn 6% 2 6 feds pov &véppaler
T4 orépara Tdv Aebvrov, Theod.), éoBecar Sdvapw wupds, as in the
case of Daniel’s three friends (Dn 3'%-%, 1 Mac 2%, 3 Mac 69).
In Zpuyor ovépara paxaipys, the unusual plural of ordua (cp.
Lk 212 wegolvrar orépart payalpys) may be due to the preceding
ordépara rhetorically ; it means repeated cases of escape from
imminent peril of murder rather than double-edged swords (412),
escapes, e.g., like those of Elijah (1 K 19!%) and Elisha (2 K
614£.818) In &uvapdbyoar (p13 8* A D* 1831; the 2./ dveduva-
péfnoav was probably due to the influence of Ro 4%0) &mwd
dofevelas, the reference is quite general; Hezekiah’s recovery
from illness is too narrow an instance.l The last three clauses
are best illustrated by the story of the Maccabean struggle,
where dAMdrpior is the term used for the persecutors (1 Mac 27
etc.), and wapeuSoldj for their hosts (1 Mac 318 etc.). In wapep-
Bokds &\wav dNNotplwv, mapepfols, a word which Phrynichus
calls dewas Maxebovixéy, means a host in array (so often in 1 Mac
and Polybius); sAive (cp. Jos. Azt xiv. 15. 4, «Aiverar 10 . . .
«épas s pdAayyos) is never used in this sense in the LXX.

What the heroes and heroines of wioris had to endure is now
summarized (vv.353): the passive rather than the active aspect
of faith is emphasized.

8 Some were given back to their womankind, raised from the very dead ;
others were broken on the wheel, refusing to accept release, that they might
oblain a better vesurrection ; % others, again, had to experience scoffs and
scourging, aye, chains and imprisonmenti—3" they were stoned . . . sawn in
two, and cut lo pieces ; they had to roam about in sheepskins and goalskins,
Jorlorn, oppressed, ill-treated 38 (men of whom the world was not worthy),
wanderers in the desert and among kills, in caves and gullies,

"ENaBov yuvaikes2 krA. (%) recalls such stories as 1 K 171"
and 2 K 4537 (kal ) yowy) . . . afev tov vidv alrils ai éijAber) ;
it was a real dvdoraois, though not the real one, for some
other male beings became literally and finally vexpoi, relying by
faith on a kpeloowr dvdoraais. "ANNot 8¢ (like Sokrates in Athens:
cp. Epict. iv. 1. 164-165, Zokpdrns & aloxpds ob ggferar . . .
Tobrov otk ot oboar aloypds, GAN dmofrioxer ogleral) could
only have saved their lives by dishonourably giving up their

1 A more apt example is the nerving of Judith for her act of religious
patriotism (cp. Rendel Harris, Sidelights on NT' Researck, 170f.), though
there is a verbal parallel in the case of Samson (Jg 161 dwéornael 4’ éuot 4
ioxos pov kal doferiow). ‘

2 The odd ./ yvrawds (p'® ¥* A D* 33. 1912) may be another case (cp.
Thackeray, 149, for LXX parallels) of -as for -es as a nominative form ; asan
accusative, it could only have the senseless meaning of  marrying”
(AaufBdvew yuvaikas). Strong, early groups of textual authorities now and
then preserve errors.
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convictions, and therefore chose to suffer. This is a plain refer-
ence to the Maccabean martyrs. ’Ervpmaviobnoar (Blass prefers
the more classical form in D* drervpravicfnoar), a punishment
probably corresponding to the mediaeval penalty of being broken
on the wheel. ¢ This dreadful punishment consists,” says Scott
in a note to the thirtieth chapter of Zke Betrothed, ““in the
executioner, with a bar of iron, breaking the shoulder-bones,
arms, thigh-bones and legs of the criminal, taking his alternate
sides. The punishment is concluded by a blow across the
breast, called the coup de grice, because it removes the sufferer
from his agony.” The victim was first stretched ‘on a frame or
block, the répmavor! (so schol. on Aristoph. Plut, 476, riumrava
Lha ¢’ ols érupumdvilov: éxpdvro yap Tadry Tf Tpwple), and
beaten to death, for which the verb was dmorvumavifecbar (e.g.
Josephus, ¢. Apionem, i. 148, quoting Berossus, AeBopocadpyodos

. Twd Tév pidwv drervumavigln : Arist. Rhet. ii. 5. 14, domwep ol
dmoruprani{dpevor, etc.). So Eleazar was put to death, because
he refused to save his life by eating swine’s flesh (2 Mac 61°
6 8¢ Tov per edkhelas Odvatov pdAdov 4 TOov pers pvoous Biov
dvadefdpevos atfapéros éri 76 téumavov mpooiyev). It is this
punishment of the Maccabean martyrs which the writer has in
mind, as Theodoret already saw. The sufferers were “ distracti
quemadmodum corium in tympano distenditur” (Calvin); but
the essence of the punishment was beating to death, as both
Hesychius (wMjooerat, éxdéperas, loyupds timrerar) and Suidas
(&0h@ Tjooerar, ékdéperar, xal kpéuaTar) recognize in their defini-
tion of rvpwaviferar. ‘The hope of the resurrection, which
sustained such martyrs od wpooSefdpevor (Cp. 10%) My &moliTpwow,
is illustrated by the tales of Maccabean martyrs, e.g. of Eleazar
the scribe (2 Mac 621F), urged to eat some pork va Todre’ mpdéas
dmwovljj Tob favdrov, and declining in a fine stubbornness; but
specially of the heroic mother and her seven sons (iéd. 71%),
who perished confessing aiperév peradddooovras éwd dvfpdrwy
s $m6 10D feod wpoodokdy éAwidas wdhw dveomjoesfour tw adrod

. . ol ptv yap viv fuérepor ddeddoi Bpaxiv émevéyxavres wévov
devdov {ufjs D70 Sabixny feot memrToraoty.

In v.3 Erepou 8¢ (after of pév . . . d\lov 8¢ in Matt 1614)
weipar AaPov (see on v.29) umarypdv (cp. Sir 2728 éumarypds xal
évediopds) kal pacriywv—a hendiadys; the writer has in mind
shameful tortures like those inflicted on the seven Maccabean
brothers, as described in 2 Mac 7! (udoriéty xai vevpais aixilo-

! Another word for the frame was rpoxés, as in 4 Mac 9%, where the
cldest of the seven famous Jewish brothers is beaten to death. Hence
the verb used by Philo (i Flaccum, 10) to describe the punishment inflicted
on the Alexandrian Jews (lovdaloc uacTiyovuevo:, Kpeudpuevor, Tpoxifouevor,
KaTawkedouevor).
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pévovs . . . 7 fyov émi Tov épmarypdy), although in this case the
beating is not at once fatal, as the next words prove (én 8¢
Seapdv kal ¢ulaxijs). The passage would be more clear and
consecutive, however, if &repor 8¢ preceded wepiihlov (in v.%7),
introducing the case of those who had not to suffer the martyrs’
death. This would leave éumavypdv «TA. as a reiteration or
expansion of érvuravicOnoav. Before Beopdv kel $uhaxis, &r 8¢
probably (cp. Lk 14%%) heightens the tone-—not merely passing
blows, but long durance vile: though the sense might be simply,
“and further.” In v.37 é\@dofnoav (as in the case of Zechariah,
2 Ch 24222, Mt 23%) was the traditional punishment which
ended Jeremiah’s life in Egypt (Tertull. Scorp. 8) ; possibly the
writer also had in mind the fate of Stephen (Acts 7%).
*Emplofnoar (Am 13 Erpulov mpioocw audypols xrA.) alludes to the
tradition of Isaiah having being sawn in two with a wooden saw
during the reign of Manasseh, a tradition echoed in the contem-
porary Ascensio Isaiae 5% (Justin’s Dial cxx.; Tertull. de
Patientia, xiv. etc.); cp. R. H. Charles, T%e Ascension of Isaiak
(1900), pp. xlv—xlix.

After é\tfdgfnoar there is a primitive corruption in the text. Four
readings are to be noted.

érepdatnoar, émplolnoar: & L P 33, 326 syrhk,

émploOnoav, érepdofyoay : pi® A D ¥ 6. 104. 1611. 1739 lat boh arm.

éreipdabnoar : fuld, Clem. Thdt.

émplofyoar : 2, 327 syr*€ Eus, etc.

Origen apparently did not read éweipdofnoar, if we were to judge from
Hom. [erem. xv. 2 (6Ahov éniboBoAnoav, EX\ov Empisav, §ANov dméxTeway
uerafd Tob vaol xkal Tol BuoiacTyplov), but shortly before (xiv. 12) he quotes
the passage verbally as follows: é\@doOnoar, émwpicOnoav, émetpdsbnoar, év
pdvy paxalipas dmwéfavov, though érepdofnoav is omitted here by H. In
c. Cels. vii. 7 it is doubtful whether émepdfnoar or émweipdofyoar was the
original reading. Eusebius omits the word in Prep. Evang. xii. 10 (5834),
reading é\ifacOnoav, émpioclnoar, év ¢pévw xTA., and sah reads ‘‘they were
sawn, they were stoned, they died under the sword.” It is evident that
émepdabnoar (written in some MSS as émep.) as ¢‘ were tempted ” is impossible
here ; the word either was due to dittography with émplofnoar or represents a
corruption of some term for torture. Various suggestions have been made,
e.g. émnpdlnoarv (mutilated) by Tanaquil Faber, émpdfnoar (sold for slaves)
by D. Heinsius, éomewpdofnoar (strangled) by J. Alberti, or émépfnoav
(impaled) by Knatchbull. But some word like érupd(ds)fnoar (Beza, F.
Junius, etc.) or émphofnoar (Gataker)! is more likely, since one of the seven
Maccabean brothers was fried to death (2 Mac 7%), and burning was a
punishment otherwise for the Maccabeans (2 Mac 6'), It is at any rate
probable that the writer put three aorists ending in -sfnsar together.

Death év ¢évw poxeipns (a LXX phrase) was not an un-
common fate for unpopular prophets (1 K 199, Jer 262); but
the writer now passes, in wepuijAor «7X. (37 38), to the sufferings

1 Or évempifobnoar, which is used by Philo in describing the woes of the
Alexandrian Jews (én Flaccum, 20, {Gvres ol utv vemphcOnoar).
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of the living, harried and hunted over the country. Not all the
loyal were killed, yet the survivors had a miserable life of it, like
Mattathias and his sons (1 Mac 228 &puyov . . . eis & dpy), or
Judas Maccabaeus and his men, who had to take to the hills
(2 Mac 5% & 7ois Speawv Onpiwv Tpémov Suéln odv Tois per adrod,
Kkal Ty xopTddy Tpody Firovpevor Sierélow), or others during the
persecution (2 Mac 61 &repor 8¢ wAnoiov cuwwdpaudvres eis Td
omjlata). When the storm blew over, the Maccabeans recol-
lected &s Ty Tév oxndv éopriv év Tois Speaw kal év Tots amphalots
Onplov Tpémov foav vepdpevor (2 Mac 10%). They roamed, the
writer adds, dressed & pnh\wrais (the rough garb of prophets, like
Elijah, 1 K 19!%19), & alyelois déppaow (still rougher pelts).
According to the Ascensio Isaiae (2'') the pious Jews who
adhered to Isajiah when he withdrew from Manasseh’s idolatry
in Jerusalem and sought the hills, were ¢all clothed in garments
of hair, and were all prophets.” Clement (1%!) extends the refer-
ence too widely: oitwes év Séppacw alyelors kai pnroTais wepi-
wdrnoay knpioaovres T E\evawy Tov Xpiorod Aéyopev 8¢ "HAelav
kai ‘Eloaié, & 8¢ kal ‘Telexujd, Tovs mpognfras: mpos Tobrows kal
ToVs pepapTupnuévovs.

A vivid modern description of people clad in goatskins occurs in Balzac’s
Les Chouans (ch. 1,): *“ Ayant pour tout vétement une grande peau de chévre
qui les couvrait depuis le col jusqu'aux genoux. . . . Les méches plates de
leurs longs cheveux s'unissaient si habituellement aux poils de la peau de
chévre et cachaient si complétement leurs visages baissés vers la terre, qu'on
pouvait facilement prendre cette peau pour la leur, et confondre, & la premiére
vue, les malheureux avec ces animaux dont les dépouilles leur servaient de
vétement, Mais & travers les cheveux Ion voyait bient6t briller les yeux
comme des gouttes de rosée dans une épaisse verdure ; et leurs regards, tout
en annongant l'intelligence humaine, causaient certainement plus de terreur
que de plaisir.”

Their general plight is described in three participles, éorepod-
pevor, BhBépevor (2 Co 48), rakouxodpevor (cp. 13% and Plut.
Consol. ad Apoll. 26, bare wplv dmdoacbar T wevby kaxovyovpévovs
redevrijoar Tov Blov). Kaxolyew only occurs twice in the LXX
(1 K 226 113 A), but is common in the papyri (e.g. Tebt. Pap.
10422, B.C. 92). This ill-treatment at the hands of men, as if
they were not considered fit to live (cp. Ac 222%), elicits a
splendid aside—dv olk fv dfios 6 kdopos. Compare Mechilta,
s5a (on Ex 12%): ‘“Israel possessed four commandments, of
which the whole world was not worthy,” and the story of the
bath qol in Sanhedr. 1. 1, which said, “One is here present
who is worthy to have the Shekinah dwelling in him, but the
world is not worthy of such.” Kdéouos as in v.7; Philo’s list
of the various meanings of xéopos (in de aetern. mundi, 2) does
not include this semi-religious sense. Of the righteous, Wis 38
remarks : & feds émelpacev adrovs kal edper adrovs délovs éavrod.
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‘“There is a class of whom the world is always worthy and more than
worthy : it is worthy of those who watch for, reproduce, exaggerate its foibles,
who make themselves the very embodiment of its ruling passions, who shriek
its catchwords, encourage its illusions, and flatter its fanaticisms. But itisa
poor 76le to play, and it never has been played by the men whose names
stand for epochs in the march of history” (H. L. Stewart, Questions of the
Day in Philosophky and Psychology, 1912, p. 133).

In % jt was the not infrequent (cf. Mk 1%®) confusion of
€N and €ETTI in ancient texts which probably accounted for &
being replaced by éxi (é¢’) in p18 8 A P 33. 88, etc.; éxl does
not suit omnhafois . . . éwals, and the writer would have avoided
the hiatus in émi éoyuias.  Still, wWhavdpevor suits only épnuiats xai
dpeswv, and éxi may have been the original word, used loosely
like wAavépevor with omnlaiors krA. In Ps.-Sol 171? the pious
érhaviyvro év épfpots, cwdivar Yuxas adrdv amo xaxov. For omals,
cp. Ob 3 & rals émals Tév werpdv. Smylaiov, like the Latin
spelunca or specus, eventually became equivalent to a ‘‘ temple,”
perhaps on account of the prominence of caves or grottoes in the
worship of some cults.

Now for an estimate of this wiocrs and its heroic representa-
tives (vv.3%40)! The epilogue seems to justify God by arguing
that the apparent denial of any adequate reward to them is part
of a larger divine purpose, which could only satisfy them after
death.

% They all won their record (paprvpndévres=_uaprvpibnoay in v.2) for
faith, but the Promise they did not obtain, * God had something better in
store for ws (qudv emphatic); ke would not have them perfected apart
Jrom us.

Some of these heroes and heroines of faith had had God’s
special promises fulfilled even in this life (e.g. vv.11-33), but z%e
Promise, in the sense of the messianic bliss with its eternal life
(103687 cf. 617), they could not win. Why? Not owing to
any defect in their faith, nor to any fault in God, but on account
of his far-reaching purpose in history ; oftot wérres (again as in
v.18, but this time summing  up the whole list, vv.438) oik
éxoploarro (in the sense of v.1% u3 xopoduevor; not a voluntary
renunciation, as Wetstein proposes to interpret it—“non
acceperunt felicitatem promissam huius vitae, imo deliberato
consilio huic beneficio renunciaverunt et maluerunt affligi
morique propter deum”) Ty émayyehiav (in v.18 #2e Promise was
loosely called ai émayyedia, and the plural ras émayyedias is
therefore read here by A W 436. 1611). The reason for this is
now given (v.%) in a genitive absolute clause, toé Oeod wept Hpdv
kpeirrév T mpoPhefapérov (the middle for the active). IIpofAémew
only occurs once in the LXX (Ps 3713 6 8¢ «dpios . . . mwpofiémre
S Héet % fuépa adrov), and only here in the NT, where the re-
ligious idea makes it practically a Greek equivalent for grovidere.
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Kpetrrdy 7 is explained by tva B Xwpls fpdv Teheiwb@ow, which
does not mean that “our experience was necessary to complete
their reward,” but that God in his good providence reserved the
messianic rekelwots of Jesus Christ until we could share it. This
Tekelwats is now theirs (91 1223), as it is ours—if only we will show
a like strenuous faith during the brief interval before the end.
This is the thought of 12!%, catching up that of 10%f, God
deferred the coming of Christ, in order to let us share it (cp. 1 P
o 20) his plan being to make room for us as well. The
reheiwots has been realized in Jesus ; till he reappears (928 1012 %7)
to complete the purpose of God for us, we must hold on in faith,
heartened by the example of these earlier saints. Their faith
was only granted a far-off vision of the hoped-for end. We have
seen that end realized in Jesus; therefore, with so many more
resources and with so short a time of strain, we ought to be
nerved for our endurance by the sense of our noble predecessors.
It is not that we experience xpetrrév 7¢ by our immediate experi-
ence of Christ (ro'), who fulfils to us what these former folk
could not receive before his coming. This is true, but it is not
exactly the point here. The xpeirrév 7t is our inclusion in this
People of God for whom the redelwois of Christ was destined,
the privilege of the xpelrrov 8iafijky. The writer does not go
the length of saying that Christ suffered in the persons of these
saints and heroes (as, e.g., Paulinus of Nola, Epdst. xxxviii. 3:
““ab initio saeculorum Christus in omnibus suis patitur . . . in
Abel occisus a fratre, in Noe irrisus a filio, in Abraham peregrin-
atus, in Isaac oblatus, in Jacob famulatus, in Joseph venditus,
in Moyse expositus et fugatus, in prophetis lapidatus et sectus,
in apostolis terra marique iactatus, et multis ac uariis beatorum
martyrum crucibus frequenter occisus”), and this consideration
tells against the theory of a “ mystical ” sense in v.2%, The con-
clusion of the whole matter rather is (vv.%-%9) that the reward of
their faith had to be deferred till Christ arrived in our day. The
relelwots is entirely wrought out through Christ, and wrought
out for all. It covers all God’s People (cp. 12%), for now the
Promise has been fulfilled to these eatlier saints. But the writer
significantly ignores any idea of their co-operation in our faith;
we neither pray to them, nor they for us. Josephus interpreted
the sacrifice of Isaac, as if Abraham reconciled himself to it by
reflecting that his son would be a heavenly support to him (4#nz.
i. I 3 3 exewov, ie. Tob Geov, ™Y ll/'UX‘l]V ™y o rpoaSexop.evov
Kal ﬂ'ﬂ.p a'l)T(I) KaeEfOVTOS (UGL TE ,.I.OL GLS KT]SE’.LOVG. KO.L 'y'qPOKOP.OV

. Tov Bedv dvri cavrod rapeaxqp.evos) Such ideas lie outside
the range of our epistle, and there is significance in the fact that
the writer never touches them.
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In Clement of Alexandria’s comment (.S¢7om. iv. 16) on this passage, he
quotes 10%% (reading decuoils mov: édavrovs: xpowiel: Owaids wov), then
hurries on to 11%-127 (reading é\dobnoav, érepdobnoay, év pévy p. dmé-
Bavov : &v épnulars ; THY émayyeNlav 7ol feol), and adds: dmolelmerar voety 70
xkard mapacidmwnow elpnuévov ubvor. émippéper yobv' wepl Audy KkpelrTéy TUL
mpoetdouévou Tol feob (dyadds vap #w), va un xwpls Hudv Tehewddor. The
collocation of v éwayyehiav with 7ol feol is a mistake.

From the #jpdv . . . 4udv of the epilogue the writer now
passes into a moving appeal to his readers (121f).

Y Therefore (Tovyapoiv, as in 1 Th 48), with all this kost of witnesses
encircling us, we (xal fuels, emphatic) must strip off sin with its clinging
Jolds, to run our appointed course steadily (80 vmopovys), ® our eyes fixed upon
Jesus as the pioneer and the perfection of faith—upon Jesus who, in order to
reack his own appointed joy, steadily endured (bwéuewev) the cross, thinking
gtﬁing of its shame, and is now ““ seated at the right hand” of the throne of

od,

The writer now returns to the duty of dmwomowij as the im-
mediate exercise of wloms (10%"), the supreme inspiration being
the example of Jesus (121%) as the great Believer, who shows us
what true wioris means, from beginning to end, in its heroic
course (7ov mpoxeipevoy Huiv dydva).

The general phraseology and idea of life as a strenuous dydw, in the
glellenic sense (see on 51), may be seen in many passages, e.g. Eurip. Orest.
46 1. :

mpds & ' Apyelov olyerar Aedw,
Yuxiis dydrva Tdv mwpoxeluevor wépe
ddowy, év @ tiv 4 Bavely Vuds xpedv,

Herod. viii. 102 (woAhods woAAdkes dydvas dpauéovrar ol “EXAyres) and ix, 60
(dy@vos ueylorov mpokeyuévov EhevBépny elvar B dedoviwuévyy iy ‘EXNdba), and
especially in 4 Mac 14° wdvres (the seven martyrs), dowep én’ dfavacias 650w
Tpéxovres, émrl Tov 3k TOv Baodvwy Odvaror Esmevdov, and Philo’s de migrat.
Abrah. 24, kal yép ‘ABpadp morevoas “ éyyllewy fe” (Gn 18%, cp. He 11%)
Néyerar, éav pévror mopevbuevos uire xdup (cp. He 129) wihre pafuuton, s
map’ éxdrepa éxrpaméuevos (cp. He 121%) mhavdclar vhs péons xai etfurevods
dwapaprav 680b, munoduevos 8¢ Tols dyabdois Spouels TO orddiov dwraloTws
ooy Tob Blov, crepdvwy xal &0Awr émaflwy Telferar wpds 70 Téhos MO,
The figure is elaborately worked out in 4 Mac 17M (dAn0ds ydp #v dyaw
Oetos 6 80 alTdv yeyevnuévos. 7HONoBéTer yap Tére dperd 8 Umouovis doxipd-
$ovoa® 70 vikos év dgpbapoia év {wi morvxpovly. "Elealtp 8¢ mpoyywriferos 1) 5¢
ufTnp TG émTa waldwy évniel ol 8¢ ddehgol rywrifovTo* b Tipavvos avTyywrifeTo*
6 0& kdopos kal b TOv dvBpdmwy Blos éfedpet), where the Maccabean martyrs are

athletes of the true Law; but the imagery is more rhetorical and detailed
than in ITpds ‘EBpalovs, where the author, with a passing touch of metaphor,
suggests more simply and suggestively the same idea.

"Exovres . . . dmobBéuevor . . . ddopdvres, three participles
with the verb after the second, as in Jude #-21; but here the first,
not the second, denotes the motive. Togodrov! (thrown forward,
for emphasis) éxovres mepireipevor fpiv védos paprdpwr. Mapripes
here, in the light of 11% 4% 3% denotes those who have borne

1 TyAwkobroy, 8* W,



XIL 1, 2.| THE CLOUD OF WITNESSES 193

personal testimony to the faith. Heaven is now crowded with
these (1228), and the record of their evidence and its reward enters
into our experience. Such wvelpara Sikalwy reredecopévov speak
to us (11%) still ; we are, or ought to be, conscious of their record,
which is an encouragement to us (xai fueis) ér’ éoxdrov TdV
Dpepby Tovrwv (12). It is what we see in them, not what they
see in us, that is the writer's main point; mepwelnevov suggests
that the .idea of them as witnesses of our struggle (see the quot.
from 4 Mac, above) is not to be excluded, but this is merely
suggested, not developed. Mdpruvs is already, as in Rev 213
etc., beginning to shade off into the red sense of “ martyr” (cp.
Kattenbusch in Zedtsch. fiir neutest. Wissenschaf?, 1903, pp. 1111, ;
G. Kruger, #6id., 1916, pp. 264 f. ; Reitzenstein in Hermes, 1917,
pp. 442f., and H. Delehaye in Adnralecta Bollandiana, 1921, pp.
20 f.), though the writer uses the word with a special application
here, not as usually of the Christian apostles nor of the prophets,
but of the heroes and heroines of the People in pre-Christian
ages. He does not even call Jesus Christ updprvs (as does the
author of the Johannine apocalypse).

The meaning of ‘‘ witnesses of our ordeal ’ (7.e. spectators) is supported Ly
passages like Epict. iv. 4. 31, obdeis dyaww ! dlya BopiSov vylverai moAhols 8¢l
wpoyupvaords elvar, ToAols [Tods] émkpavyd{orras, ToANobs émiordTas, moANods
@eards, and particularly Longinus, de sxbl/im. xiv. 2, who, in arguing that many
people catch their inspiration from others, notes: 7¢ yap 8vri uéya 76
dydwiopa, Totobroy morifesbor 7@y ISiwy Noywv dwkaotipiov xal Béatpov, kal
év TyhikovTois Tpwoe kpirals Te kal pdprvow Uméxew TOY ypagoulvwy ebivas
mewatxbar.  In Educational Aims and Methods (p. 28), Sir Joshua Fitch
writes : *“ There is a remarkable chapter in the Epistle to the Hebrews, in
which the writer unfolds to his countrymen what is in fact a National Portrait
Gallery, as he enumerates, one by one, the heroes and saints of the Jewish
history, and adds to his catalogue these inspiring words . . . [He 11%%%],
And, finally, he draws this conclusion from his long retrospect . . . [He 12'].
How much of the philosophy of history is condensed into that single sentence !
It is suggestive to us of the ethical purpose which should dominate all our
historical teaching. To what end do we live in a country whose annals are
enriched by the story of great talents, high endeavours and noble sacrifices, if
we do not become more conscious of the possibilities of our own life, and
more anxious to live worthily of the inheritance which has come down to
us?”

Nédos (never in this sense in LXX) has its usual Greek mean-
ing of “host” (Latin nimbus or nubes), as, eg., in Herod. viii.
109, védos Togovro dvfpdmey. In Bykor dwobépevor wdrra kal Ty
edmeplotaror dpapriar, Syxov is thrown first for the sake of
emphasis: ‘“any encumbrance that handicaps us.” The conjec-

1 The broader conception of the moral life as an athletic contest recurs in
Epict. iii. 25. I3, oxéyar, &v mpoébov dpybuevos, Tlvwy pudv éxpdryoas, Tlvwy §
off . . . ob yap dmokvyréoy TV dydva TOv péyigror dywwifouévors, GANL kai
TAyyds Apwréov” ol yop Umép mdAys kal maykpariov 6 dydv wpbkerar o . o AN
Imép adrhis ebrvxlas Kai eddacuovias.

13
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ture Skvov (P. Junius) is relevant, but superfluous; sloth is a
hindrance, but the general sense of 8ykos in this connexion is
quite suitable. Compare Apul. Apologia, 19 (“etenim in
omnibus ad vitae munia utendis quicquid aptam moderationem
supergreditur, oneri potius quam usui exuberat”), and the evening
prayer of the Therapeutae (Philo, vst. Contempl. 3) to have their
souls lightened from ot 7dv alobfoewv kal alobyrdv Gyxov.
"oyros had acquired in Greek literature the sense of pride, both
bad and good, and it has been taken here (so sah=‘having
forsaken all pride”) as an equivalent for pride in the sense of
conceit (fastus), as, e.g., by Bengel and Seeberg. But what the
readers seem to have been in danger of was not arrogance so
much as a tendency to grow disheartened. The metaphor is not
“reducing our weight,” though &yxos had sometimes this associa-
tion with fleshiness ; it refers to the weight of superfluous things,
like clothes, which would hinder and handicap the runner. Let
us strip for the race, says the writer. Put unmetaphorically,
the thought is that no high end like wiomis is possible apart
from a steady, unflinching resolve to do without certain things.
What these encumbrances are the writer does not say (cp.
1115 25.26) . he implies that if people will set themselves to the
course of faith in this difficult world, they will soon discover
what hampers them. In kol Ty edwepioraror dpapriay, the article
does not imply any specific sin like that of apostasy (v.28); it is
dpapria in general, any sin that might lead to apostasy (e.g. v.18).
The sense of elmeploraros can only be inferred from the context
and from the analogy of similar compounds, for it appears to have
been a verbal adjective coined by the writer; at any rate no in-
stance of its use in earlier writers or in the papyri has been as
yet discovered. As the phrase goes with dmoBépevor, the intro-
ductory xaf linking wyv . . . dpapriov with dykov, edmeploraros
probably denotes something like “circumstans nos” (vg), from
wepliocrdvar (= cingere). The € is in any case intensive. The-
ophylact suggested “ endangermg (8 7 U4 ebkddws Tis els Tepi-
agrdoes éumirres obdéy yap oltw kiwdwddes bs dpapria), as though
it were formed from weme-ao-Ls (dlstress or misery). Taken
passively, it might mean (a) ¢ popular, or (4) “easily avoided,”
or {¢) “easily contracted.” (a) weploraros may mean what
people gather round (wepiorarén) to admlre, as, €8 in Isokrates,
de Permut 135 E, 9av,u.a‘ro1roua1.§ Tals . . . Um0 TOV dvofTev
7r€pl.0"ra1'0ls yevop.evals, and edweplorator would then = “right
popular.” ThlS is at any rate more relevant and pointed than
(), from 1r€pu0"rap.at, whlch Chrysostom once suggested (riy
edxdAws repuo"rap.evnv Huas % -n]v evxox\mq meploTagiy 8vvaﬂ.€v7)v
mabeiv : pailov 8¢ ‘rov'ro, padov yip ehy GeAm,u.ev ‘n'€pL‘)/€V€U'9aL Tis
apapnas), though wepioraros does mean ““admired,” and dmep-



XII.1,2.] DIFFICULTIES OF THE COURSE 195

araros is sometimes, by way of contrast, “ unsupported.” On the
other hand, dreploraros may mean ‘‘unencumbered,” as in the
contrast drawn by Maximus of Tyre (Diss. xx.) between the
simple life (dmhodv Biov xai dwepioraTor kal édevfepias émBolov)
and a life 76 odx arA@ dAN dvayxaily kal mepiordoewy yéuovte,
The former life he declares was that of the golden age, before
men worried themselves with the encumbrances of civilization.
In the light of this, edwepioratos might mean “which sorely
hinders ” (Z.e. active), a sense not very different from (vg) “cir-
cumstans nos,” or “which at all times is prepared for us” (syr).
(c) is suggested by Theodoret, who rightly takes % duapria as
generic, and defines ebmeploraror as edxdhws ovvioTapérny Te kal
ywopérmy. . kai yap opbaruds dehedlerar, droy korabélyerar, dgy
yapyapilerai, kai yAdooo pdora Sodiofaive, kai & Aoyouds mep:
76 xeipov 8€vppowos.  But “easily caught ” is hardly tense enough
for the context. Wetstein, harking back to weploraros and mepi-
aragis, connects the adjective with the idea of the heroic on-
lookers. ‘Peccatum uestrum seu defectio a doctrina Christi
non in occulto potest committi et latere ; non magis quam lapsus
cursoris, sed conspicietur ab omnibus. Cogitate iterum, specta-
tores adesse omnes illos heroas, quorum constantiam laudaui,
quo animo uidebunt lapsum uestrum? qua fronte ante oculos
ipsorum audebitis tale facinus committere?” But “open” or
“conspicuous ” is, again, too slight and light a sense. If any
conjecture had to be accepted, edweplorakror would be the best.
Cp. the schol. on Jliad, ii. 183 (6w 8¢ x\aivay Bdhe), yAaiva
TeTpdyoves xhapls 7 els 86V Mjyovoa dméBale 8¢ adryy Sux 76
ebmepiorartov. Hence Bentley’s note: “Lego mijv tmép fkavoy
dmaprlav . . . Immo potius edmreploralrov dmapriav.” In Soph.
Ajax, 821, the hero says of the sword on which he is about to
fall, “I have fixed it in the ground, eb wepioTeldas, right care-
fully.” The verbal adjective would therefore mean, in this
connexion, “ close-clinging,” while drapriav (=burden) would be
practically a synonym for dyxov.

Tpéxwpev . . . ddopdvres, for the motive-power in life comes
from inward convictions. What inspires Christians to hold out
and to endure is their vision of the unseen (cp. Herodian, v.
6. 7, 6 & Avrwvivos ke . . , & Te Tov feov dmoPAérwv kal Tods
XaAwovs dvréxwv Thv Immwv' maody Te TV 680V fyvve Tpéxwy Eumalw
éavrod depopav Te els 7O wpdafev Tov feod), as the writer has
already shown (111f). Tdv wpokeipevoy Wpuiv dydva is built on the
regular (p. 193) phrase for a course being set or assigned; eg.
Lucian in de Mercede Conduct. 11, oot 8¢ 6 tmép Tis Yuxis dyow
kal vmwép dmavros Tod Blov Téte mpokeiohar Soxel: Plato’s Laches,
182a, ob yap dydvos dOAnral éopev kai év ols Huiv 6 dyov

) mpdrerrar k7h., and Josephus, Axf vill. 12. 3, ol wpoxkeipévur arois
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dO\wv, ériv mepl T omovddowaw, ob Stakelmovar wept TovT évepyodyTes.
For dpopdrres eis (v.2), see Epictetus, ii. 19, where the philosopher
says he wishes to make his disciples free and happy, eis 7ov feov
dpopdvras év wavrl kal puxpd kai peydAe. An almost exact parallel
occurs in the epitaph proposed by the author of 4 Mac (1719)
for the Maccabean martyrs, ol xkai éfediknoav 10 &vos els feov
dpopdrres kal péxpe GavdTov s Bacdvovs dmopelvavres. "Agpopdy
implies the same concentrated! attention as dmoSAérev (see on
11%6): “with no eyes for any one or anything except Jesus.”
*Inooly comes at the end of the phrase, as in 29 and especially
3!; the terms tov Tis wiorews dpxnydy kal Tehetwrhy describe
him as the perfect exemplar of wiors in his earthly life (cp. 213),
as the supreme pioneer (dpynyds as in 219 though here as the
pioneer of personal faith, not as the author of our faith) and the
perfect embodiment of faith (rehewwtfs, a term apparently coined
by the writer). He has realized faith to the full, from start to
finish. Teletwrds does not refer to redewwbdowy in 1140; it does
not imply that Jesus “perfects” our faith by fulfilling the divine
promises.

In 35 drmi Tijs wpoxeysérms adrd xapds, the xapd is the unselfish
joy implied in 2% 9, “that fruit of his self-sacrifice which must be
presupposed in order that the self-sacrifice should be a reason-
able transaction. Selfsacrificing love does not sacrifice itself
but for an end of gain to its object ; otherwise it would be folly.
Does its esteeming as a reward that gain to those for whom it
suffers, destroy its claim to being self-sacrifice? Nay, that which
seals its character as self-sacrificing love is, that this to it is a
satisfying reward” (M‘Leod Campbell, Z%e Nature of the Atone-
ment, p. 23). As Epictetus bluntly put it, edv py & 7¢ adrg 7
10 eboefis kol cuppépov, ob dvvatar cwbipar 10 edoeBis & Tun
(i. 27. 14). So, in the Odes of Solomon 31812, Christ says:

“They condemned me when I stood up ...
But I endured and held my peace,
that I might not be moved by them.
But I stood unshaken like a firm rock,
that is beaten by the waves and endures.
And T bore their bitterness for humility’s sake ;
that I might redeem my people and inherit it.”

Hence évi (as in v.18 dvri Bpdoews: cp. Plato’s Menex. 237 A,
dv8pas dyafovs érawolvres, ol . . . Ty Tehevriy dvri THS TOV Ldv-
Tov cwrnplos JAAdfavro) means, “to secure.” The sense of

! Epictetus, in his praise of Herakles (iii. 24), declares that his hero lived
and worked with a firm faith in Zeus the Father. *‘He considered that
Zeus was his own father ; he called Zeus father, and did everything with his
eyes fixed on Zeus (wpds éxeivoy dppoplv Emparrey & Emparrer).”
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wpokepérns (cp. v.1) tells against the rendering of vl .. . xapés
as ““instead of the joy which had been set before him,” as though
the idea were that of 11%-%, either the renunciation of his pre-
incarnate bliss (so Wetstem, von Soden, Windisch, Goodspeed,
etc., recently), or the renunciation of joy in the incarnate life (so
Chrysostom, Calvin), 7.e. the natural pleasure of avoiding the way
of the cross. This is a Pauline idea (2 Co 89, Phil 2¢7), which
the writer might have entertained; but (p. 1) he never hints at it
elsewhere, and the other interpretation tallies with the idea of
289 Inspired by this, Jesus dmépewe (+1dv, p'® D*) oravpdv—
as we might say in English “a cross.” Aristotle' (V4. EtA. ix.
1, 2) declares that courage is praiseworthy just because it involves
pain, xakewrdrepov yap & Avimpd vwopévew §) To H0éwy dméxeabar:
no doubt the end in view is pleasant (16 xard v dvdpelav Télos
#5%, cp. He 1211), but the end is not always visible. In aioyiims
katapporjoas it is not the horrible torture of the crucifixion, but
its stinging indignity (cp. Gal 313 for an even darker view), which
is noted as a hard thing; it was a punishment for slaves and
criminals, for men of whom the world felt it was well rid (cp.
113#),  But Jesus did not allow either the dread or the experience
of this to daunt him. He rose above * indignity and contumely,
that is to say, all that would most touch that life which man has
in the favour of man, and which strikes more deeply than
physical infliction, because it goes deeper than the body—wound-
ing the spirit” (M*Leod Campbell, Z%e Nature of the Atonement,
pp. 229, 230). Musonius (ed. Hense, x.) defined §8pts or aloxdvy
as olov Aowdopnbijvar 4 wAnyivar §) éumrvobivar, &v 76 xalerdraTov
wAyyai. But the special aloxdrm here is that of crucifixion.
This, says the writer, Jesus did not allow to stand between him
and loyalty to the will of God. It is one thing to be sensitive to
disgrace and disparagement, another thing to let these hinder us
from doing our duty. Jesus was sensitive to such emotions ; he
felt disgrace keenly. But instead of allowing these feelings to
cling to his mind, he rose above them. This is the force of xara~
¢$poviiaas here, as in the last clause of St. Philip_of Neri’s well-
known maxim, “Spernere mundum, spernere te ipsum, spernere
te sperni.” It is the only place in the NT where KaTappovelv is
used in a good  sense (true and false shame are noted m
Sir 420-21 7repL TS x,[/‘uxng aoov ,u.'r) awxvv@ns‘ éorw yap aloyivy érd-
yovoa dpapriav, kai doTw aloyivy 86éa xkat xdpis). The climax is
put in one of the writer’s favourite quotations from the psalter;
only this time he uses xexdfikev (perfect here alone for the more
usual aorist, 1% 8! 10'%) =and so has entered on his xapd.

Jesus thus had to suffer worse than anything you have had to
bear; this is the thought of vv.3 4 which round off the first
movement of the appeal in 12 :—
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8 Compare him who steadily endured (ywopepevnxdra) all that hostility
from sinful men, so as to keep your own hearts from fainling and failing,
4 You have not had to shed blood yet in the struggle against sin.

The writer assumes, as in 5%, a close knowledge of the
Passion story. Before proceeding to argue that suffering is a
fruitful discipline, with which God honours them (v.5%), he re-
minds them that as yet they have not had to face the worst (v.%).
The metaphor of the race-course dies away into the general
military metaphor of v.%4, where dpapria is half-personified as
in 318, “Avaloyicacfe ! (the ydp is corroborative: “yes, dralo-
yioagle ” x7).) is more than karavofoare (31): “ consider him and
compare his treatment at the hands of these sinners (dpaprwldv
as in Mk 14%1) with what you are called to suffer.” Toiadmy echoes
oravpdy and aloxdrns, and is explained by péxpis aipatos in the next
verse, while dmopepermkéra is another aoristic perfect like xexdfuxer.

*Avtihoylav 1s used here of active opposition, as in Ps 17%
(ptoal pe €§ dvridoydy Aaod), where 8% R read dvridoyias, and
in the papyri (e.g. Zebt. P. 138 [ii B.C.] dvridoyids pdxny).
Like the verb (cp. Jn 1912, Ro 10%), the noun covers more than
verbal opposition, as in Nu 20!% and Jude 1! 7§j dvrihoyia Tob Kopé.
The words els adtdy (or éavréy, A P syr™ etc.: in semetipsum,
vg.) have no special emphasis; all the writer means to say is
that Jesus himself, Jesus in his own person, had to encounter
malevolent opposition.

This is one of the places at which textual corruption began early. The
curious 2./. éavrods finds early support in 8* D* (adrols, p'® 8° 33. 256. 1288,
1319*. 1739. 2127 Lat syr'e boh Orig.); p® &* and D* go wrong here as in
11%, D* and Lat asat 11% (insertion). It is extremely unlikely that the read-
ing arose from a recollection of passages like Nu 16% (Korah, Dathan, and
Abiram) fylacar Té wupela TOY auaprwhdy TolTwy év (i.e. at the cost of) rals
Yuxals alrdv, or Pr 8% of 32 els éué duaprdvovres doeBoiow els Tas éavrdv Yuxds.
The notion that an evil-doer really injured himself was a commonplace (e.g.
M. Aurel. 9% ¢ duaprdvwy éavry duaprdver 6 ddikdy éavrdy ddikei, the remark
of Chrysippus quoted by Plutarch in de Stoic. repugn. xvi., ddikelofai ¢
éavrol TOv ddikotvTa xal adTdy ddikelv, rav &Nhov &dik7, Aristotle in Magn.
Moral. 1196a, 6 &pa Tabra uh wpdrrwy ddiketatrdy, and Xen., Hellen. i. 7. 19,
fuaprnkbéras T& péywora els Geods Te kai Opds avrovs); Philo works it out in
guod deter. 15, 16, But there is no point in suggesting here, as this reading
does, that the duaprwhof were acting against their better selves, unconsciously
injuring their own souls, as they maltreated Jesus. The writer deals with sin
in a more straightforward and direct way, and, in spite of all arguments to the
contrary (e.g. by Westcott, von Soden, Seeberg, Peake, Wickham), this
seems a far-fetched idea here. It is like the similar interpretation of éavrovs
in 10%, a piece of irrelevant embroidery; it ‘‘looks like the conceit which
some reader wrote upon his margin” (A, B. Davidson). Theodoret took eis
éavrovs with drahoyloacfe=*‘think to yourselves.” Which is not natural,
though the Ethiopic version follows this interpretation. In some early
versions (e.g. sah arm) neither els éavréy nor els éavrots seems to be implied.

1’ Avahoyl{ouat, though not a LXX term, begins to be used in Hellenistic
Judaism {e.g. Ps.-Sol 87 dvehoyisduny T& kpiuara 7v5 Geob) in a religious sense.
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Inva . . . dxhudpevor, éxhvdpevor (éxAelvpévor p1¥ D*) might
go with als yuxals vudv (cp. Polybius, xx. 4. 7, od pdvor Tois
gbpagw éfedifpoav, 4ANG kal Tals Yuyais), as readily as xdunre
(cp. Job 10! xduve 8¢ 7§ Yuxs pov). Both verbs connect with
it, to express the general sense of inward exhaustion and faint-
heartedness ; indeed, Aristotle uses both to describe runners
relaxing and collapsing, once the goal has been passed: éri Tots
kaprripow (at the goal of the race, not till then) éxmvéovor xai
éxddovTar’ mpoopdvres yap TO mépas ob kduvovar mporepov (Riet.
iii. 9. 2). In v.* ofimw (ydp is superfluously added by D L 440.
491. 823 arm sah boh) «rA. does not necessarily imply that they
would be called upon to shed their blood in loyalty to their
faith, as if martyrdom was the inevitable result of tenacity. Nor
is the writer blaming them ; he does not mean to suggest that if
they had been truly decided for God against the world, they
would by this time have suffered péxpis alparos. He is shaming
them, not blaming them. *Your sufferings have been serious and
sharp (ro%%:), but nothing to what others before you, and especi-
ally Jesus, have had to bear. Will you give way under a lesser
strain than theirs?” The coming of the messiah was to be
heralded by birth-pangs of trouble for his adherents on earth,
and it might be supposed that the writer implies here: “ The
Coming One (10%) is near (12%), as is evident from your woes ;
do not fail, but be ready for him,” But this line of thought is
not worked out elsewhere by the writer, and is not necessary to
his argument at this point. To fight péxpis alparos is to resist
to the death; cp. the cry of Judas Maccabaeus to his troops
(2 Mac 13Y), dywvicaclar péxpt favdrov. Méxpis aluaros has the
same meaning of a mortal combat, e.g. in Heliod. vii. 8, 7s
péxpis alparos oTdoews. :

Note another case of rhetorical alliteration in alu. dvrex. . . . duapr.
dvraywvifbuevor (cp. Clem. Hom. iv. 5, wpds Tocabrnyy 8ivauw dvraywsl-
oagfac), and the use of dvraywriféofar above (v.'} in the quot. from 4 Mac.

The connexion of thought in vv.5 is: God has not yet asked
from you the supreme sacrifice (v.%), and, besides (vv.%), any
demand he makes upon your courage is in your highest
interests.

"?And kave you forgotien the word of appeal that reasons with you as
Sons f—

My son, never make light of the Lord's discipline,
never faint (ék\bov) under his reproofs ;

8 for the Lord disciplines the man he loves,
and scourges every som ke receives.”

T It is for discipline that you hawve to endure. God is treating you as sons ;
Jor where is the son who is not disciplined by his father? 8 Discipline is the
portion (péroxol yeybvao, as 3'%) of all ; if you get no discipline, then you are
not sons, but bastards. ° Why, we had fathers of our flesk to discipline us,
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and we yielded to them ! Shall we not far more submit to the Father of our
spirits, and so live? '° For while their discipline was only for a time, and
inflicted at their pleasure, he disciplines us for our good, that we may shore in
kis own holiness. Y Discipline always seems for the time to be a thing of
pain, not of joy ; but those who are trained by it reap the fruit of it afterwards
in the peace of an upright life.

With the interrogative xal éAé\nobe «rA. (v.5) the writer
opens his next argument and appeal. All such Ymouowj means
a divine wadeia or moral training, which we have the honour of
receiving from God. Instead of adducing the example of Jesus,
however (see on 57-%), he quotes from the book of Proverbs
(vv.5-8), and then applies the general idea (vv."1!). ‘ExAdvfd-
veafar (not a LXX term) in v.5 is slightly stronger than the more
common émAavfdvecfar, though it may be rhetorically chosen
for the sake of assonance after éxAvduevor. The wapdxAnais is
personified rhetorically ; "Hris (2%) dpiv (for the scripture applies
to all believers) @s uiols SiaNéyerar. It is the wapdxAqois of
God, who speaks as a father to his son (vié pov), though in the
original “son” is merely the pupil of the sage (personifying
the divine wisdom). TapdkAqows in Alexandrian Judaism “is
the regular term for ‘an appeal’ to an individual to rise to the
higher life of philosophy” (Conybeare’s ed. of Philo’s de wvit.
Contempl., p. 201). The quotation is from Pr 311-12 (A):

e’ \ 1 3 2, s ’
vié, piy SAvydper madelas Kuplov,
b » 4 e 9 3 ~ 9 ’ . .
pnde éxddov I’ adrod éheyxduévos
a \ 3 ~ 4 4 3 I
ov yap dyemd Kipios wadeler (éAéyye, B)
pacriyol 8¢ mwdvra vidv &v wapadéyerar.

After vi¢, pov is added (except by D¥* 31 Old Latin, Clem.), but
otherwise the citation is word for word. Philo (De Congressu.
Erud. 31) quotes the same passage to prove that discipline and
hardship are profitable for the soul (otrws dpa 7% émimAn&is xai
vovbeaia kaldv vevdpiorar, dore 8 alris 7 wpds Oedv Spuoroyla
ovyyévewa yiverar. T( yap oixewdrepov vid warpds ) viod warpl;). The
LXX contains a double mistranslation. (z) It is at least doubt-
ful if the Hebrew text of the second line means “be not weary
of”; the alternative is a parallel to the first line, “scorn not.”
(8) It is certain that the second line of v.6 originally ran, “he
afflicts the man in whom he delights,” or * and delights in him as
a father in his son.” Qur writer, following the free LXX version,
notes the twofold attitude of men under hardship. They may
determine to get through it and get over it, as if it had no
relation to God, seeing nothing of him in it. Stronger natures
take this line; they summon up a stoical courage, which dares
the world to do its worst to them. This is 8huywpelv madelas
Kupiou. It ignores any divine meaning in the rough experience.
Other natures collapse weakly (éxhdew); they see God in the
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trial, but he seems too hard upon them, and they break down
in self-pity, as if they were victims of an unkind prov1dence
E)\eyxop.evos . . . mudeder is used, as in Rev 3'% (Soovs &w
TR YA e)\eyxw kal mudedw), of pointing out and correctmg faults
pacTiyol, as in Judith 8% (els vovbérnow pagriyol Kipios rots
éyyilovras aird) and often elsewhere ; wapadéyeray, in the sense
of Lk 152 In fact, the temper inculcated in this passage
resembles that of Ps.-Sol 1611, where the writer prays:

'yoy‘yva,uov Kkal o}uyogl/vxw.v &v GM\IJEL pdxpwvov 4 éuod,
edy a.,u.ap-rr]aw & 76 ge madevew els sma-rpodn]v ce e

v ¢ e)\eyxm'@al. l,l/vxqv év X“P" camplas abrys . . .

&v 1¢ Ymopeivar Sikatov &v Todrois édenbioerar vmd Kkuplov.

In els madelar Gmopévere (v. 7), with which the writer begins his
appllcatlon of the text, the vigour is lost by the change of eis
into el (in a group of late cursives, including 5. 35. 203. 226°
241. 242. 257. 337. 378. 383. 487. 506. 547. 623. 794. 917. 1319.
1831. 1891. 1898. 2127. 2143 + Theophyl), and Jmopévere is
indicative, not imperative.! To endure rightly, one must endure
intelligently ; there is a reason for it in God’s relations with us
(b5 uiols Sptv wpoopéperar). Mpoadéperar (cp. Syl 37113, 1 A.D.)
is a non-biblical Greek term for *treating” or “handling”
(“tractare, agere cum”); cp. Sy/l 37113 i A.D., and Latyschev’s
Inscript., Antig. Orae Septentrionalis, i. 222 1ols pév HAwidrais
mpooepdpevos bs ddehpds . . . Tols O¢ wawsly bs Tarip); 7is goes
with vids, as in Mt 7° (7is éorw ¢£ Spdv dvfpwmos) etc., and éorwv
after vids is rightly omitted by 8* A P W 104. 256 vg sah Origen.’

A mood of bitter scepticism about the discipline of provi-
dence recurs in some contemporary Roman writers ; both Lucan
(Pharsalia, iv. 807 f, “Felix Roma quidem, civesque habitura
beatos, | si libertatis superis tam cura placeret | quam uindicta
placet”) and Tacitus (A7st. i. 3, “nec enim umquam atroci-
oribus populi Romani cladibus magisve iustis indiciis adprobatum
est non esse curae deis securitatem nostram, esse ultionem ”)
speak as if the gods showed an unpaternal vindictiveness. But
the idea of a fatherly providence was far-spread, both within and
without Judaism. When our author argues: “You think that
if God were fatherly, he would spare you these hardships? On
the contrary, they are the proof of his wise affection”—he is not
far from Seneca’s position (in the de Providentia, iv. 7): *“hos
itaque deus quos probat, quos amat, indurat recognoscit,
exercet.” And in 2 Mac 612 the author bids his readers re-

! D takes els madelay with the foregoing wapadéyerar, as Hofmann does
with pacreyol. This leaves tmouévere (dmopelvare D) in qulte an effective
opening posmon for the next sentence ; but it is not the writer’s habit to end
a quotation with some outside phrase,
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member tis Typwplas py mwpos GAefpov, GAAG mpos waidlay Tob
vévous fudv elvar. According to Sanhedr. 1o1a (cp. Sifre, Deut.
32), Rabbi Akiba comforted R. Eliezer on his sick-bed by
explaining to him that “chastisements are precious,” whereas
the other three rabbis who accompanied him had only praised the
sick man for his piety. There is a fine passage in Philo’s guod
deter. potiort insid. soleat, 39~-40, where he argues that discipline
at God’s hands is better than being left to oneself in sin and
folly ; ebruxéorepor 8¢ kal kpelrrovs Tév dvemTpomelTwr véwy ol
pdliora ey émoracias kal dpyxfis dfwbévres Puoiis, v o yeni-
ocavres émi Tékvols kexkhijpwvral . . . ikerevwpey odv Tov fedv ol
oweadfoe. Tav olkelov ddwknudroy E\eyxdpevol, xoddoar fpds
udMov ) wapetvar.  Similarly, in de sacrificantibus, 11, he writes
of parental care, human and divine, apropos of Deut 14! (vio{
éore xuply 7§ O Yudv) SphovéTe wpovolas kai xndepovias déwwby
obpevol s &s &k mwatpds' 9 8¢ émpéheia Togovrov doloer Tis Am
dvBpdrov Soovmep, olpal, kal & émpueloluevos Sadépe. Compare
M. Aur. i. 17, 70 dpxovrt kal warpl dmoraxbivar, bs &ueAde mdvra
Tov 1idov darpioe pov (cp. v. 31). When the king asks, in
the Zpist. Arist. 248, what is the supreme instance of neglect
(&péheia), the Jew answers, el Tékvov dgppovtis Tis ely, kal py kara
mwavra Tpbwov dyayelv omeddor . . . 70 8¢ émbeiocfur wadelay
coppoaivys peragyely, feot Suvdue Tobro yiveras,

Jerome writes in his letter (Zgiss. xxii. 39) to Eustochium : ‘“haec est
sola retributio, cum sanguis sanguine conpensatur et redempti cruore Christi
pro redemptore libenter occumbimus. quis sanctorum sine certamine corona-
tus est? Abel justus occiditur ; Abraham uxorem periclitatur amittere, et,
ne in inmensum uolumen extendam, quaere et invenies singulos diuersa per-
pessos. solus in deliciis Salomon fuit et forsitan ideo corruit. quem enim
diligit dominus, corripit ; castigat autem omnem filium, quem recipit.” He
often quotes. this verse (%) in his letters of counsel and warning. Thus in
Ixviil. 1 he prefixes it with the remark, ‘ magna ira est, quando peccantibus
non irascitur deus.” The modern parallel would be Browning’s hero in
Chkristmas-Eve and Easter-Day (pt. 2, xxxiii.), who is

‘“happy that I can
Be crossed and thwarted as a man,
Not left in God’s contempt apat,
With ghastly smooth life.”

In v.? wdvres. (sc. viol yvijowor) recalls wdvra uidy (v.6). Nébo
are children born out of wedlock, who are left to themselves;
the father is not sufficiently interested in them to inflict on
them the discipline that fits his legitimate children for their
place in the home. Ndéfos (not a LXX term) seems to mean
born of mixed marriages, in Wis 4% (cp. Aristoph. Brrds, 1650~
1652, véfos yap €l xob ywioios . . . By ye Eévys ywaikds). So Philo
compares polytheists and lovers of material pleasure to 7dv éx
wépvys dmoxvydévrav (de Confus. ling. 28), as distinguished from
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the sons of God. The double &ote (not fre) makes the sentence
more vivid ; the writer supposes an actual case. In vv.% 10 the
writer simply develops this idea of waela, comparing the
human and the divine methods. Hence eira cannot mean here
“further” (deinde); it is ““besides,” in the sense that it brings
out another element in the conception.

Elra might be taken interrogatively (=itane or siccine), to introduce
an animated question (as often in Plato, e.g. Leges, 9645, Theat. 207d,
Sophist, 2225), though we should expect a 8¢ in the second clause here or a
xa{ before od mold pdlhov. Kypke suggests that elra=el 8¢ (quodsi) as,
e.g., in Jos, B. /. iii. 8. 5, €l7 &v uév doaviey 7is dvfpdmov wapakatabdhxyy,
# Sudbnrat kakds. '

Nawdevms only occurs once in the LXX, and there as a de-
scription of God (Hos 5% éyd 8¢ madevrys pdv); in 4 Mac ¢f
(6 madevryys yépwy) it is applied to a man, as in Ro 22, Kal
éverpemrdpeda (‘‘reverebamur,” vg), we submitted respectfully to
them (the object of the verb being warépas), as in Mt 2127, not,
we amended our ways (as in LXX, eg. 2 Ch 714 and Philo’s
quaest. tn Gen. 4° 75 p) dpaprdvew undéy 76 wapapéyiorov dyalddy:
76 duaprdvovta évrpamivar avyyéves éxelvov). In ob wohd palhoy,
the more common weA\g is read by D° K L, and after woAd a
few authorities (p!® 8° D¥* 1739 Origen) supply the 8¢ which is
strictly required after the preceding pév. The description of
God as 79 warpt 1Gv wrevpdrwv is unexpected. In the vocabulary
of Hellenistic Judaism God is called é T6v mvevpdrov kai mdoms
éovaias Suvdarys (2 Mac 3%), and “ Lord of spirits ” is a favourite
Enochic title; but “spirits” here cannot mean angels (cp. Nu
16#). The contrast between 7ods s oapkds mwarépas and 14
warpl Tdv veupdrov denotes God as the author of man’s spiritual
being; the expression is quite intelligible as a statement of
practical religion, and is only rendered ambiguous when we read
into it later ideas about traducianism and creationism, which
were not in the writer’s mind, Shall we not submit to Him, the
writer asks, kat {fjooper (cp. 10% Ljoerar)?  “ Monemur hoc verbo
nihil esse nobis magis exitiale quam si nos in Dei obsequium
tradere recusemus” (Calvin). In v.19 the assumption that the
readers were mature men (elyopev, v.%) is made explicit by mpés
8\iyas fjpépas (till we became men). TIpds here, as in Wis 168 -
(els vovbeoiav 8¢ mpds SNiyov érapdxfnoav) etc., means duration;
it is not final, as if the parental discipline were with a view to
the short, earthly life alone. Karda 5 Soxobv adrols (as they
chose) refers to the arbitrariness of the patria potestas. “ Parents
may err, but he is wise,” as the Scottish metrical paraphrase
puts it.

The writer has in mind the familiar pa/ria potesias of the Romans, as in
Terence’s Heauton Timoroumenos (100: ‘‘vi et via pervolgala patrum”;
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204~207 : ‘‘ parentum iniuriae unius modi sunt ferme . . . atque haec sunt
tamen ad virtutem omnia’), where one father is confessing to another how he
had mishandled his boy (99f. : ““ubi rem rescivi, coepi non humanitus neque
ut animum decuit aegrotum adulescentuli tractare”). Compare the remark
of the Persian officer in Xenophon’s Cyropaedia (ii. 2. 14), who argued that a
man who set himself to make people laugh did less for them than a man who
made them weep, and instanced fathers—xhavpase uév ye xal matépes viols
cwgpostvyy pyxarivrat. This is wholesome correction. But it was not
. always so. ‘“Qur postremo filio suscenseam, patres ut faciunt ceteri?” old
Demaenetus asks, 1n the 4sinaria (49) of Plautus, Ovid’s ‘“ durus pater”
(Amores, 1. 15. 17) was more than a tradition of literature. Pliny tells us,
for example, that he had once to remonstrate with a man who was thrashing
his son for wasting money on horses and dogs (Zpp. ix. 12): ‘‘haec tibi
admonitus immodicae seueritatis exemplo pro amore mutuo scripsi, ne
quando tu quoque filium tuum acerbius duriusque tractares.” There is also
the story told by Aelian ( Var. Hist. ix. 33) about the youth who, when asked
by his father what he had learned from Zeno, was thrashed for failing to
show anything definite, and then calmly replied that he had learned stoically
to put up with a father’s bad temper (¥¢n pepabncévar pépew Spyhy marépwy
xal pd dyavaxretv). Sons, says Dio Chrysostom (xv. 240 M), rpéporTar
wdyres imd Ty warépwr kal walovrar TéMakis 7’ adTdv. The general point
of view is put by Epictetus (Enchiridion, 30, warip dorw" bmayopedeTar
empehelofar, mapaxwpely ardyrwr, dvéxeslar Nowdopodvros, malovros), and the
connexion of ¢ life” with wabefa in Pr 43 émihaBol éuijs maideias, uh dois,
A& gpvhafor alrhy geavry els {why gov: Pr 6% Ndyvos évrolt véuov kal $s,
kal 68ds fwhis xal EAeyyos xal Taidela, and Sir 417,

Now for the contrast. 0 3¢ (God; sa waiedei Huds) ém 8
aupdépor (cp. 1 Co 127; Ep. Arist. 125, ovuPBovievdvrov mwpds
70 ovupépor Tdv $ilwv), which is explained in els 19 perakafeiv
(cp. 67) Tis éywdmqTos adTol. “Aywéms is a rare term, which
begins to appear late in Hellenistic Judaism (e.g. 2 Mac 152 7o
wdvra édopivros pel dyloryros: ZTest. Levi 3* imepdve mwdams
dytéryros), and, except as a 2.2 in 2 Co 11% occurs nowhere else
in the NT. Here it denotes the divine life, to share in which is
the outcome of & dy.aopds o xwpls oiBels dferar (Z.e. have a
direct experience of) tov kdprov (v.1*).  The writer, in this contrast,
is simply arguing that the divine education, which involves some
suffering, as all wadela does, is more worthy of obedience from
mature people than even the parental discipline to which, for all
its faults of temper, they submitted during childhood. The say-
ings of Isokrates, that while the roots of mawdefa were bitter, its
fruits were sweet, was a commonplace of ancient morals; the
writer is going to develop it in a moment. Meantime he alludes
to the equally well-known truth that wai8ela might involve severe
physical treatment.

Two examples may be added of this doctrine that education involves a
discipline which sometimes requires the infliction of pain. Maximus of Tyre
(Diss, iv. 7), in arguing that the desire to give pleasure is by no means an in-
variable proof of true affection, asks: ¢hobow. 8¢ wov kal watdas warépes xal
diddokatot pabyrds: xal Ti 8y ely drapbrepor § maidl warhp xal padnrf diddo-
xahos; so Philo argues in de Migrat. Abrak. 20, cwpporiorév s Eowke Tolrd
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éori 70 E0os, madaywydr, didackdhwy, yovéwy, mpesPurépwr, dpybyTwy, véuwy
Svedifovres yap, o & Smov kal kohd{orTes EkaoTol ToUTwWY duelvous Tds Yuyas
drepydiovrar Tav wadevopévwr. kal éxOpds uév oldeis oldevl, pilot 8¢ mwaoe
mdvres. In de parent. col. 4, he explains, 8& Tobr’ &eore Tols warpdot kai
KkaTnyopely wpds Tods waldas kal éufpibéoTepor vovberely xal, el ui) Tals 8 drody
amehals Umelkovat, TiTTew kal wporyhakifew kal karadeiv.

In v.!! the writer sums up what he has been saying since v.5.
Discipline or wai8eia wpds 16 1rap6v (a c1a551ca1 Greek phrase—— for
the moment, e.g. Thuc. ii. 22, 0pdv adrods mpos 76 wapdv xakemai-
vovras) o (7ra9 . . . ov=absolute negatlve, not any) Soxet (to
human feelmgs and judgment) xapds elvar dAN& )\u‘lrr]s (to be a
matter of, elvac with gen. as in 10%).

Maoa pév (x* P 33. 93) and waoa 8¢ (p'3 x¢ A D¢ H K L W 6. 326. 929.
1288. 1836 vg syr boh Chrys etc ) practically mean the same thing, for the
pév is concessive { ‘‘of course” ) and 8¢ is metabatic. But probably it was the
awkwardness of the double uév that led to the alteration of this one. The other
readings, waga ydp (Cosm. (221 C) Jer. Aug.) and wéoa (D* 104. 460. 917 arm
eth Orig. Cosm. (376 D)) are obviously inferior attempts to clear up the passage.

“Yorepov 8¢ (cp. Pr 53 ¢ (of the harlot) % mpds xatpdv Auraive
aov pdpvyya’ Torepov pévrou mikpdrepov xoldjs edpijoes), but later
on discipline yields fruit; it is not a stone flung down arbitrarily
on human life, but a seed. By xkapwdv eipnrikdr dicarogivys the
writer means fruit (xapwés as often=result or outcome), which
consists in (genit. of apposition) dikatoodvy (as in 117 a generic
term for the good life as a religious relationship to God). But
why elpnkér? Possibly in contrast to the restiveness and pain
(Admys) of the period of discipline, when people are being trained
(yeyvpvaopévors) ; when the discipline does its perfect work,
there is no friction between the soul and God. But there is also
the suggestion of “saving” or “blissful.” Philo quotes Pr
31112 (see above on v.%) as a saying of Solomon 2Ze peaceful
(elpyvixds) ; the significance of this he finds in the thought that
subjection and obedience are really a wholesome state for people
who are inclined to be self-assertive, uncontrolled, and quarrel-
some. He thinks that Noah is rightly called by a name denoting
rest, since perfaow fpepalov 8¢ kai fovxdlovra kal orabepdy éru Be
ki elpqvikdv Blov of xaloxdyablay teripyrdres (Abrak. 5). To
take elpmrikdv in some such sense (salutaris) would yield a good
interpretation ; and this is confirmed by the similar use of eipivy
in v.1¢ and of the adjective in 3 Mac 6%, where the Jews, in the
ecstasy of their relief, xopovs guvioTavro eddpooivys elpyricijs
anuetov. Those who stand their training reap a safe, sound life
at last. In its social aspect, eippvicdv could only refer to the
brotherly love of the community; the writer might be throwing
out a hint to his readers, that suffering was apt to render people
irritable, impatient with one another’s faults. The later record
aven of the martyrs, for example, shows that the very prospect of
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death did not always prevent Christians from quarrelling in
prison. This may be the meaning of elppvixdy in Ja 318, but it is
out of keeping with the present context.

A close parallel to v.!! is the saying of Aristotle (seg above, for the similar
remark of Isokrates), quoted by Diog. Laertius (v. 1. 18): 7fis maidelas &py
Tas pév plfas elvar mipas, YAukels 8¢ Tols kapmols. In Epist. Arist. 232,
Tobs y&p am’ adrfs (Z.e. dukatoovvys) dhvrlav karaokevdfew, though the dAvmia

“here is freedom from misfortune. Clem. Alex. (Strom. vii. 10. 56), after
speaking of the time when we are delivered from the chastisements and
punishments &s éx 70v apapryudrwr els waidelay Umouévouev cwripiov [He
127), adds : ued’ fv dworirpwow 16 yépas kal al Tipal Teheiwbeiow drodidovral

. kal Beol Tiw wpooyyopiav xéxhnyral ol alwBpovor TGV EXAwy Bedv, TEV Uwd
TE CWTHPL TPITWY TETAYUEVWY, YEVTTOpEVOL.

The writer now resumes the imperative tone (vv.1?!), with a
blend of counsel and warning. The discipline of trouble is
viewed under an active aspect ; men must co-operate with God,
exerting themselves to avoid sin (v.1) by the exercise of personal
zeal and church-discipline. Otherwise, the results may be fatal.
The exhortation broadens out here, resuming the tone and range
of 10%f,

12 Sp (8:6 as in 61) ““up with your listless hands! Strengthen your weak
knees 1 1B And “ make straight patks for your feet” to walk in.  Yowu must
not let the lame get dislocated, but rather make them whole. % Aim at peace
with all—at that consecration without whick no one will ever see the Lord ; ¥ see
0 it that no one misses the grace of God, *‘ that no root of bitterness grows up
10 be a trouble” by contaminating all the rest of yowu ; 8 that no one turns to
sexual vice or to a profane life as Esau did—Esau who for a single meal
 parted with his birthright.” V1 You know how later on, when he wanted to
obtain his inkeritance of blessing, he was set aside ; he got no chance to repent,
though ke tried for it with tears.

For the first time, since the hints in 31% 4! and 61}, the writer
alludes to differences of attainment in the little community.
Hitherto he has treated them as a solid whole. But the possi-
bility of individual members giving way has been voiced in 10%,
and now the writer (13%) widens his appeal ; his readers are to
maintain their faith not only for their own sakes but for the sake
of those who at their side are in special danger of collapsing.
The courage of their dwopors) is more than a personal duty ; they
are responsible for their fellow-members, and this involves the
duty of inspiriting others by their own unswerving, unflagging
faith. The admonition, as in 13, is addressed to the whole
community, not to their leaders. The general aim of vv.12 18 jg
to produce the character praised by Matthew Arnold in his lines
on Rugby Chapel:

“Ye move through the ranks, recall
The stragglers, refresh the out-worn . . .
Ye fill up the gaps in our files,
Strengthen the wavering line,
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Stablish, continue our march,
On, to the bound of the waste,
On, to the City of God.”

He begins in v.12 by using scriptural language borrowed freely
from Is 353 (loxdoare, xeipes a.vel.p.eva.c kal yévata ﬂapa)te)wp.eva),
but in a form already current in Sir 2532 (Xupes wapequeva.:. xal
yovara mapadelvuéva), and also from Pr 426 (8pfas Tpoxias wolel
Tols mooiv). This metaphorical language for collapsing 1n listless
despair is common, e.g., in Sir 22 where xeipes wapepévar is
bracketed with “cowardly hearts,” in Philo’s description of the
Israelites who longed to return to Egypt oi pev 'yap 1rpoxap.ov1'es
dvémeaov, Bapvv dvriralov fynoduevol Tov wovov, kai Tas xeipas vm
dofevelos damep dmetpydres dOAyral xaenxav (de Congressu Erud.
29, cp. He 115), and especially in the description of moral
encouragement in Job 43¢ e yap ov dvovbémoas moddovs, kai
X¢€tpas dobevois mapexddeoas, dafevotvrds Te éfavéoTyoas pripacwy,
'yéwww Te ddwarobow 0ap0'oq mepiépras.  In DL 32% mapadedv-
pévovs is parallel to Tapepévovs, and in Zeph 316 the appeal
1S fdpoer . . . pn mapelobwoay af Xecpe; agov.l  ’Avepldoarte
(literally = straighten, renew) goes with yévata better than with
Xetpas, but the sense is plain. In v.13, if woufjoare is read in the
first clause, xal Tpoxids 8pfds worioate Tols wooly Gpdv is a hexa-
meter (p. lvii). By 18 xwAév the writer means “those who are
lame,” these crippled souls in your company.

Probably the moeire of 8* P 33. 917. 1831 (Orig.) has been conformed, in
moufoate (8 A D HK L, etc., Chrys.), to the preceding dvopfdoare (so, .,
B. Weiss, in 7exte w. Untersuch, xiv, 3. 4, 9, who declares that the older
codices never yield any case of an original aor. being changed into a present),

though some edd. {(¢.. von Soden) regard woujoare as the original text and
moeite as having been conformed to LXX (cp. Mt 3%).

As {aff) 8¢ péNhov shows, eK‘rpaTn] here has its medlcal sense
(e.g. Hippol. de offic. med. 14, bs pijre dvaxd@ros p.m'e kT pé-
wqrau), not the common sense of belng “turned aside” (as, e.g.,
in Philo, Quaest. in Exod. 23% ol o.¢v)tax-rwq oSonropovv-req
Sm;;.apravova'w s opeqq Kkai )tewcj)opov os 'rro)t)\ax:,q els dvodias xal
SUO'BG.TOUS K(ll. TanGl.’aS CI.TPG‘IFO'UG GKTPG‘IFGO'OIII. TO 1ra.pa1r)h]a'l.ov GO'TI.V
o‘re Kal. al l[/vxac 7oy vedy Tadelas ayocpovmv, and in M. Aurel. i. 7,
kai 7O wi) éxtpamivar els {HAov codiomikdy). In Od. Sol 61E the
ministers of the divine grace are praised in similar terms for
their service to weaker Christians :

“They have assuaged the dry lips,
And the will that had fainted they have raised up: « « .
And limbs that had fallen
They have straightened and set up.”
Y Clem, Hom. xii, 18, al xelpes imd Sryudrwy wapelfnoay,
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But here it is the members as a whole who are addressed, and
rpoy. 8plas . 7. ooty Gudv means © keep straight ” (wooiy, dative =
“for your feet ”)—it is the only way to help your fellow-members
who have weakened themselves. Keep up the tone of your
community, move in the right direction, to prevent any of your
number from wavering and wandering. The straight path is the
smooth path, it is implied; if any limping soul is allowed to
stray from the straight course, under the influence of a bad
example, he will be made worse instead of better. The admoni-
tion in Zest. Sim. 5% 3 is interesting, as it suggests the train of
thought here between vv.12 and 1. :

3 7 \ ? (4 ~ 3 ’ ’
dyaBivare Tas xapdlas dpdv évémov Kupiov
~ - ,
kai ebfivare tas 6dovs dpdv &vomov Thv dvfpdrwy
’
kai &oecfe evploxovres xdpw évdmov Kuplov kal dvfpdror.
\w

¢vAdfacle odv dmd Tis mopvelas,
ot 9 mopvela paryp éotl ThY Kakdy,

Ié 3 \ ~ ~ N\ ~ ~ ’
xwpilovoa dmo Tod Oeot kal mwpooeyyifotoa 19 Beliap.

The author of Mpds “EBpalous knows that the difficulties in the way
of faith are more than mere despair. In 121 he has been
dealing with the need of cheerful courage under the strain of
life ; this leads to the appeal of v.12. But while there is nothing
so infectious as cowardice or despair, he rapidly passes on,
in vv.3% (xal kTA.), to warn his readers against some specific
temptations in the moral life. He continues, in a third impera-
tive (v.14), elpfvmy Bidkere (an OT phrase, 1 P 311) perd wdvrwv.
Here perd goes with 8udxere in the sense of “along with” (as in
119 13%, for our author avoids o¥v), and wdvrov means “all the
(other) dyio” (as in 13%). The call is to make common cause
with all the rest of the Christians in the quest for God’s elpiji,
Z.e. (see above on v.11) the bliss and security of a life under God’s
control. It is elpgvy in a sense corresponding to the older sense
of felicity and prosperity on the ground of some (messianic)
victory of God, practically. as in Lk 1™ 19% the Christian
salvation ; only this comprehensive sense does justice to the
term here and in 13%. Hence the following xal is almost=
“even.”

Elpfivn in a similar sense occurs rePeatedly in the context of the passage
already quoted from Proverbs: e.g. 3" 2 vié, éudv vouluwy uh éravfdvov,
T& 8¢ prfuara pov Typelrw ok kapdla* pfxos yap Blov xal &rq {wis xal elpivmy
wposficovoly oot . . . 3% dmdpyov alrg dmd Qv kapwdv Sikatooirys . . .
316-17 & 10D orbuaros adriis éxmopeverar dikatooiyy xm abrfis
év elpdvy . . . 3% va mopedy memobirs év_elphyy wdoas Tas 6dovs cov.  After
Pr 4% (as quoted above) there follows the promise, airds 8¢ rds épbas movjoer
s rpoxlas gov, ras 8¢ mopelas aov €y elpnry mpodter.

The conventional interpretation takes eiphvqy with peTd wavTwy (Z.e. all
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your members). This yields a fair sense, for a quarrelsome church is a real
hindrance to effective faith ; the quarrelsomeness here would be due to the
presence of faulty persons, whose lapses were apt to be irritating, and what
would break eipfyy (7.e. mutual harmony) in such cases is the spirit of harsh-
ness in dealing with faults, censoriousness, or alcofness, just as what makes
for elphvy is a concern for purity and goodness inspired by forbearance and
patience. But all this is read into the text. There is no hint of such dangers
elsewhere in ITpds "Efpalovs as there is in 1 P 3%. and Ro 12'%.. Our author
is characteristically putting a new edge on an old phrase like dubrere elphyyy.

What elpijvy specially involved is shown in kai tdv dyiaopér
ktA. Here dyiaopés is not to be identified with cwdpooidyy in the
special sense of 13%; it is the larger “consecration” to God
which all &ytor must maintain. In fact, Siékere Tdv dyraoudy k).
is simply another description of the experience called *sharing
in God’s &ywétqs” (v.1%) Xwpis generally precedes, here it follows,
the word it governs (of), either for the sake of the rhythm or to
avoid a hiatus (ol oddeis). ““To see the Lord,” is an expression
common in Philo for that vision of the Divine being which is
the rare reward of those who can purify themselves from the
sensuous (cp. H. A. A. Kennedy’s Pkilo’s Contribution to Religion,
pp. 192f.). Kdpios is God in vv.band ¢; here, in view of ¢%, it
might be Jesus (as 28), though “to see. God” (vg “deum ”) as a
term for intimate personal fellowship is more adequate to the
context. People must be on the alert against tendencies to in-
fringe this dywaopds (v.15) ; émoxomolvres, one form and function of
mapakahodrres (10%), introduces three clauses, beginning each with
p Tis, though it is not clear whether the third (v.26) is intended
as an example of parddow or as a further definition of the
second p#) mis (pila k7A.). The first clause, p# Tis dorepdv (se. )
&wd Ths xdpiros Tob Oeod, shows Gorepetv (4') with dmé as in
Eccles 62 Sorepdv . . . dmd wdvros ob émbuprjoe (Sir 734 py dorépe
dmd kAadvrwv has a different sense). In writing dwd s xdpiros
r0b feod the writer may have had already in mind the words of
Dt 298 (u3) 7is éorw & Spiv . . . Tives 3 Sudvoia ékhwer dmd
kuplov Tod Beod Hudv), which he is about to quote in the next clause.

The rhetorical tone comes out in the two iambic trimeters o xwpls oddels
Syerac 70V k¥piov and émoxomolvres ph Tis VoTeply db,

The next clause, pf s pila mrplas dve dlovoa évoxhj, is a
reminiscence of the warning against idolatry and apostasy in Dt
2918, which A (as well as F*) preserves in this form, p# 7is éorw
& Sulv plla muxplas dve Piovoa dvoxA (so B*: & xolfj B) kal
mwple (B¥ : kai micpla B). The form is ungrammatical, for éonwy
is superfluous, as is kai mkpie. On the other hand, the text of B
yields no good sense, for a root can hardly be said to grow up év
xo\fj, and kal wikpia is left stranded; the alteration of mupie
in B* does not help matters, for it is not preceded by & xoA4,

14
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Plainly the writer found something like the words of A in his
text of the LXX; he may have omitted éorw and kai wpiq.
The confusion between -oxAn and xoAyn is intelligible as dxhos
and xdhos are confused elsewhere (Blass reads & xoAj here,
which requires 3 or éorw to be supplled) ’Evox\{j is the present
subjunctive of évox\eiv, which is used in 1 Es 219 (évoxAoloa)
and 2% (évoxAjoar) of rebellion disturbing and troubling the
realm. As a general term for “troubling” or *vexing,” it is
common both in classical Greek and in the papyri, either
absolutely or with an accusative, as, g, Polystr. Epz’cur. (ed.
C. Wilke) 8. 4, odd ¢’ évos rovrav évoxAnoauévovs 'r],u.as‘, the
edlct of M. Sempronius Liberalis (Aug 29, 154 AD.): & 1)
oixele T yeuw[pylla ﬂ'pocrxap‘repovm 7 evox)\ew (BGU. i 372),
and Arlstoph Frogs, 7091, ob molv odd & wifqxos obros 6 vvv
évoxAdv. As for pila (of a person, as, ¢g., in 1 Mac 1!° kal
ghBey ¢ adrdv pila duaprolos ’Avn'oxos- Emipavis) mixplag
(genitive of quality), the meaning is a poisonous character and
influence (cp. Ac 8%). The warning in Deuteronomy is against
any pernicious creature in the community, who by cool insolence
and infidelity draws down the divine sentence of extermination
upon himself and his fellows. Here the writer thinks of people
who consider that immediate gratification of their wishes is
worth more than any higher end 1n life ; they value their spiritual
position as sons (vv.%*) so little, that they let it go in order to
relapse on some material relief at the moment. Such a nature
is essentially BéBnhos, devoid of any appreciation of God’s
privileges, and regarding these as of no more importance than
sensuous pleasures of the hour. Under the bad influence of this
(314 Tadmns, N D K LW 326, etc., as in 13%: dia adrijs, A H P 33.
424* syrtd boh Clem. etc., as in 11* 12!!), all the rest (ol wo\\oi,
after one has been mentloned as in Ro 5!% etc.) may be tainted
(pravddar), and so (cp. on 1022) rendered incapable of Siesfar 1oV
Kipeoy.

The third clause (v.16) is pf) mis (s §) mprog ﬂ BéBnhos (for
the collocation see Philo, de Sacerdot. 8, wépvy kai BeSrire ocdbua
xal Yyuxijv, and for this transferred sense of 8. (=Lat. profanus)
see Jebb-Pearson’s Fragments of Sopk. ii. 208); LéBnros is
only once applied to a person in the LXX, viz. in Ezk 212 ¢
BéBnAe dvope (—'7')n), then to people like Antiochus (3 Mac

2% 14) or (3 Mac 715 rods Befrjhovs xepwaduevor) recreant Jews.
In adding &s "Hoal xrA. the writer chooses the story of Esau, in
Gn 25%3% 27139 to illustrate the disastrous results of yielding
to the &papria of which he had spoken in v.. There can be no
dmoporf, he implies, without a resolute determination to resist
the immediate pleasures and passions of the hour. As Cicero
puts it in the De Finidus, i. 14, “plerique, quod tenere atque



XII. 186, 17.] THE SIN OF ESAU 211

servare id quod ipsi statuerunt non possunt, victi et debilitati
objecta specie voluptatis tradunt se libidinibus constringendos
nec quid eventurum sit provident, ob eamque causam propter
voluptatem et parvam et non necessariam et quae vel aliter
pararetur et qua etiam carere possent sine dolore, tum in morbos
graves, tum in damna, tum in dedecora incurrunt.” But why
choose Esau? Probably owing to rabbinic tradition, in which
Esau is the typical instance of the godless who grow up among
good people (Isaac and Rebekah) and yet do not follow their
deeds, as Obadiah is of the good who grow up among the wicked
(Ahab and Jezebel) and do not follow #%ei» deeds (Sifre 133 on
Nu 271). The rabbinic tradition! that Esau was sensual, is
voiced as early as Philo, in the de Nobdilitate, 4 (6 8¢ pellwv
dreth)s ¢k TV yaoTpos kal TOV perd yaoTépa Wdoviv drparids Exwy,
U bv dvemeioOy xal wpesPBelwv floTacfar TG per adrod kai
peravoely edfvs &b’ ois e£éomny Kkal dpovav kara Tob ddeldod kal undiy
érepov §) 8 v Avmioce Tovs yovels mpayparevesfar), where Philo
interprets the perdvowa of Esau as simply regret for a bad bargain.
Our author may have considered Esau a mwdpvos literally—and in
any case the word is to be taken literally (as in 13%), not in its
OT metaphorical sense? of *“unfaithful ”—but the weight of the
warning falls on BéBn)os, as is clear from the phrase évri Bpéoews
peds (cp. Gn 252 3 Onpa adrod Bpdos adrd). T. H. Green
(Prolegomena to Ethics, § 96) points out that hunger was not the
motive. “If the action were determined directly by the hunger,
it would have no moral character, any more than have actions
done in sleep, or strictly under compulsion, or from accident, or
(so far as we know) the action of animals. Since, however, it is
not the hunger as a natural force, but his own conception of
himself, as finding for the time his greatest good in the satis-
faction of hunger, that determines the act, Esau recognizes
himself as the author of the act. . . . If evil follows from it,
whether in the shape of punishment inflicted by a superior, or
of calamity ensuing in the course of nature to himself or those in
whom he is interested, he is aware that he himself has brought
it on himself” The mas is emphatic: “id culpam auget, non
misericordiam meretur” (Bengel).

In the quotation from Gn 25% (dwédoro 8¢ "Hoad 78 mwpwroroxela T¢
"TaxwB), &wédeto (A C 623), as if from a form amwe8(8w (cp. Helbing, 105), is
preferred by Lachmann, B. Weiss, WH.

The warning is now (v.17) driven home. “lore, indicative here
(a literary Atticism, though Blass insists that it is chosen for the

1Jub 258 (Esau tempting Jacob to take one of his own two sensual
wives).
2 [Toprela has this sense, and so has the verb (e.g. Ps 73% é¢fwhéfpevoas

wdvTa TO¥ WopretorTa dmd oo).



212 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS [XII. 17.

sake of the rhythm, to assimilate Tote yap 37 kai pe(réwerta) to
the closing words of the preceding sentence), recalls to the
readers the scripture story with which they were so familiar.
"lote 87u xal (another item in his story) perémeira 8wy khnpovo-
picar (1 P 3%) miv eddoylav (=mpwrordxia as in 1 Ch gl2)
amedokepdody (Jer 630 amedoxipacer atrods Kipios: Ign. Rom. 83
&w émodoxipacdd). ‘Amodokipdfesfar is common in the Greek
orators for officials being disqualified, but the rejection here is
an act of God; Esau is a tragic instance of those who cannot
get a second chance of perdvowa (6%). The writer has again the
sombre, serious outlook which characterizes a passage like 648,
The very metaphor of plant-growth occurs here as there, and
dmredoxipdaly recalls ddokuypos. Merdvowa is impossible for certain
wilful sins ; certain acts of deliberate choice are irrevocable and
fatal. Why this was so, in Esau’s case, is now explained;
petavolas ydp Téwov oly elpe (edplokw = obtain, with élyreiv as
often in LXX, eg. Dt 4%), kolwep perd Baxpéwv (emphatic by
position) éki{nmicas adry (i.c. peravolav. “ Meravoias Témos is, in
fact, perdvoia. . . . When per. véwov is taken up again, the mere
secondary témos disappears, and it is adrjv, not adrév, agreeing
with the great thing really sought,” Alford). If the writer used
his usual A text of the LXX, he would not have found any
allusion to the tears of Esau in Gn 2%%, but the tears were
retained, from the Hebrew, in Jub 26%, in other texts of the
LXX, and in Josephus (4. i. 18. 7, wévbos jjyev éri 17} Siapapria.
Kai atrod tois ddrpvow dxfopevos 6 warijp krA.).l  “Those tears
of Esau, the sensuous, wild, impulsive man, almost like the cry
of some ‘trapped creature,’ are among the most pathetic in the
Bible” (A. B. Davidson). Adrfv refers to peravoias, not to
edhoyias (which would require peravoias . . . elpev to be taken
as a parenthesis, a construction which is wrecked on the anti-
thesis between edpev and éxfyrioas). The perdvon is not a
change in the mind of Isaac, which would require some additional
words like 7ol watpds. Besides, Esau does not beseech Isaac to
alter his mind. Nor can it refer to a change in God’s mind. It
is “a change of mind” on Esau’s part, “undoing the effects of
a former state of mind” (A. B. Davidson). Bitterly as Esau
regretted his hasty action, he was denied any chance of having
its consequences reversed by a subsequent perdvouws ; this is the
writer's meaning. ‘A&dvatov mdAw dvaxawllew eis perdvoav is the
law of God for such wilful offenders, and to try for a second
perdvoa is vain.  Such is the warning that our author deduces
from the tale of Esau. :

' There is a striking parallel in De Mercede Conductis, 42, where
Lucian describes an old man being met by % uerdvoia Saxptovea és oddév
Bperos.
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This inexorable view agrees with Philo’s idea (Zeg. 4/eg. iii. 75, roAais
Yap Yuxals peravolg xpfiobar Bovhnbeioais otk émrérpefev &6 feds) that some,
like Cainl (quod deter. pot. 26, 7@ 8¢ py) dexouévy perdvowy Kalv 8¢
UmrepBolyy dvyovus), are too bad to repent, though Philo illustrates it here not
from Esau, but from Lot’s wife. In d¢ Spec, Leg. ii. 5 he declares that
luxurious spendthrifts are dvoxdfaproc kal vglaror, ds undeé e 7¢ THy Plow
ey ovyyrduns dEwlofac.  In Jub 35 Isaac tells Rebekah that ¢“ neither Esau
nor his seed is to be saved.” But the idea of IIpds*ESpalovs is made still more
clear by the use of peravolas téwov as an expression for opportunity or
chance to repent. This is a contemporary Jewish phrase ; c¢p. Apoc. Bar
852 (‘‘ For when the Most High will bring to pass all these things, there will
not then be an opportunity for returning . . . nor place of repentance ”),
4 Es 9'% (‘‘while a place of repentance was still open to them, they paid
no heed”), which goes back to Wis 121° «plvwr 8¢ kard Bpaxv édldovs Téroy
ueravolas (of God punishing the Canaanites). It is linguistically a Latinism,?
which recurs in Clem. Rom. 7% (év ~eveg xal yeveq petavolas Térov Edwkev
6 Oeambrys Tois Bovhouévais émiorpagivar éw’ aivTédy) and Tatian (Oraes. ad
Graecos, 15, 86 Tobro yobv %) 7dv datubvwy dwéoTacis ook Exer peravolas
Témwov), But a special significance attaches to it in 4 Esdras, for example,
where the writer (¢.g. in 7'°%:) rules out any intercession of the saints for the
ungodly after death, in his desire to show that ¢ the eternal destiny of the
soul is fixed by the course of the earthly life” (G. H. Box, 7ke Ezra-
Apocalypse, pp. 154, 155). Here, as in the Slavonic Enoch (53!), which also
repudiates such intercession, ‘‘ we may detect the influence of Alexandrine
theology, which tended to lay all stress upon the present life as determining
the eternal fate of every man.” The author of IIpds ‘EBpalovs shared this
belief (cp. 9%7) ; for him the present life of man contains possibilities which
are tragic and decisive. He ignores deliberately any intercession of saints or
angels for the living or for the dead. But he goes still further, with Philo
and others, in holding that, for some, certain actions fix their fate beyond any
remedy. He regards their case as hopeless; characters like Esau,” by an
act of profane contempt for God, are rejected for ever, a second uerdvowa being
beyond their reach.

The connexion (ydp) between the finale (vv.1%%?) and what
precedes lies in the thought that the higher the privilege, the
higher the responsibility. In Leg. Allg. iii. 1, Philo quotes Gn
2527 to prove that virtue's divine city is not meant for human
passions ; od yop wépukev 7 Tév Taldv Onpevriky) kakla THv dperijs
wéhw, wickedness banishing men from the presence and sight
of God. But this line of thought is not in the writer’s mind.
It is more relevant to recall that Esau typifies exclusion from
God in Jub 15% (“Ishmael and his sons and his brothers and
Esau, the Lord did not cause to approach Him”); yet even
this is not needful to explain the turn of thought. The writer is
continuing his grave warning. As vv.1417 recall the first warning
of 648, s0 he now proceeds to reiterate the second warning of
102681 reminding his readers that they stand in a critical position,

1 Philo read uel{wy 4 airla pov 7ol dgpefivar in Gn 4.

2 Livy, xliv. 10, * poenitentiae relinquens locum ” (cp. xxiv. 26, “‘locus
poenitendis ”) ; cp. Pliny’s Zgp. x. 97, *‘ ex quo facile est opinari, quae turba
hominum emendari possit, si sit poenitentiae locus,”” where the phrase is used
in quite a different sense, of a chance to give up Christianity.
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in which any indifferences or disobedience to God will prove
fatal. ‘This is the note of vv.35-20 in particular. But he leads up
to the appeal by describing in a vivid passage the actual position
of his readers before God (vv.18%); their new status and en-
vironment appeals even more powerfully and searchingly for an
unworldly obedience to God than the old status of the People.

1 You have not come (wpoaekn\ibate) t0 what you can touck, to * flames
of fire,” to “ mist” and ‘“ gloom” and ‘“ stormy blasts, ® to the blare of a
trumpet and to a Voice” whose words made those who heard it refuse to hear
another syllable ® (for they could not bear the command, ‘‘ If cven a beast
touches the mountain, it must be stoned ”)—2 indeed, so awful was the sight
that Moses said, *“ I am terrified and aghast.” 2 You have come (wpooeAnhi-
Oare) fo mount Sion, the city of the living God, the heavenly Jerusalem, to
myriads of angels in festal gathering, B to the assembly of the first-born
registered in heaven, to the God of all as judge, to the spirits of just men made
perfect,  to_Jesus who mediates (8% 9V) the new covenant, and to the sprinkled
blood whose message is nobler than Abels.

The passage moves through two phases (vv.18%1 and 22-%)
contrasting the revelation at mount Sinai (22 10%) with the new
Swafixy, the one sensuous, the other spiritual ; the one striking
terror with its outward circumstances of physical horror, the
other charged with grace and welcome as well as with awe. The
meditation and appeal are woven on material drawn from the
LXX descriptions of the plague of darkness on Egypt (Ex 102t
Ynlagyrov okdros . . . éyévero axdros yvédos @veAda) and the
theophany at Sinai (Dt 41 wpocyiABere xai &rmyre Imo 70 Spos
kai 70 Gpos éxalero mupi &ws Tov olpavol, ordros, yvédos, HueXa,
dwvi) peydédy, and Ex 19'% mpogéxere éavrols Tod avafBijvar eis To
6pos kai Buyetv Tu adrod* wis & ddpevos Tod Spovs favdTe Televriae

. & Mfois MiboPBorpbioerar 3} Bolde xartarofevbioerar édv re
krijvos édv 7€ dvBpumos, ov [foerar . . . xai éyilvovro ¢uvai kai
doTpamal kal vepély) yropodys én' Spovs Sewd, dpuvy Tijs odAwiyyos
Nxe péya’ Kail éwronfny wds 6 Aads & é&v 1y wapeufBor). In v.18
the text is difficult and perhaps corrupt. Wnlapupére dper
would be equivalent to yYmAadyrd Spe:, a tangible, material
mountain ; but as dpe is a gloss (added, from v.22, by D K L
255 syr"™ arm Athan. Cosm. etc., either before or after ym\.),
though a correct gloss, y. may be taken (@) either with wupt,
(4) or independently. In the former case, (¢) two constructions
are possible. (i) One, as in vg (““ad tractabilem et accensi-
bilem ignem ”), renders “to a fire that was material (or palpable)
and ablaze”; (ii) “to what was palpable and ablaze with fire”
(mwvp( in an ablative sense). (i) is a daring expression, and the
implied contrast (with v.%) is too remote. The objection to (ii)
is that mvp( here, as in the OT, goes with the following datives.
It is on the whole preferable (4) to take ynraguwuéve by itself




XII. 18-21.] THE TERRORS OF SINAI 218

(se. Twr). The mountain could not be touched indeed (v.%2%), but
it was a tangible object which appealed to the senses. This is
the point of contrast between it and the Xubv 3pos, the present
participle being equivalent to the verbal adjective ymAadnrés.
Kypke connects y. with wvp{ in the sense of “touched by
lightning ¥ (‘“igne tactum et adustum ”), comparing the Latin
phrase *fulmine tactum.” But the Greek term is fiyyavew, and
in any case this interpretation really requires Jpe, the mountain
“sundering ” under the lightning touch of God (Ps 1445 etc.).

Two conjectures have been proposed, iye: vevepwuéry by G. N. Bennett
(Classical Review, vi. 263), who argues that this ‘“would fit in exactly with
the OT accounts, which represent the summit of the mountain as burnt with
fire, while lower down it was enveloped in a dense cloud ¥ ; and wegeyalw-
uévw (8pet) by E. C. Selwyn ( Journal of Theological Studies, ix. 133, 134)=
““ calcined ” (a calcined volcano). Others (e.g. P. Junius) less aptly insert
ob or % before Yymraguwuévyp, to harmonize the phrase with v.%,

In the rest of the description, {é¢w is a poetical word (cp.
de Mundo, 400a, heaven wivros [dov kal drdxTov KwwijpaTos Kexw-
piopévov), which the writer prefers to oxdros. Kai Gué\Ay—
GveAAn, a hurricane, is defined by Hesychius as dvéuov ovoTpodsy)
kal dpuy, ) kararyis (cp. Hom. Od. 5. 317), and in de Mundo, 395a,
as wvedpa Platov xai dgve mpooaMdpevor. In v.2? fixe (ixm
*Arrixoi* fixos "EAAyves, Moeris) is a synonym for the LXX ¢,
which the writer intends to use immediately. Philo had already
used 7xos in de Decalogo, 11 : wdvra & s eixds Ta mwepl T0v TéwOV
éfavparovpyeiro, krvmors Lpovtdy pealdvev 3 dore xwpely dxods,
dorpamdv Adppesw atryoadeordrais, dopdrov odAwiyyos fx7) wpos
pikaTov dmotewovoy . . . wupds obpaviov popd kemved Baber Ta v
kikAo avoxedlovros. In de Spec. Leg. ii. 22 he explains that the
¢wv) odmyyos announced to all the world the significance of
the event. Finally, xai ¢puwfj pnpdrev (the decalogue in Dt 412),
fis (i.e. the gpuv)) ot dxoloavres wapyrioarro piy (pleonastic nega-
tive as in Gal 57; hence omitted by N* P 467) wpooredfivar (the
active mpoofeivay, in A, is less apt) afrols (f.e. the hearers) Aéyov
(accus. and infinitive construction after ps, cp. Blass, § 429).
The reference in v.20 is to the scene described in Dt 523, where 1t
is the leaders of the nation who appeal in terror to Moses to take
God’s messages and orders for them: «kal viv py) dwofdvupey, G
tavakdoe Hpls 16 whp TO péya TovTo, éav mporfouefa peis
dxovoar Ty puviy Kuplov 1ob Geod Hpdv éry, kai dmobavevpeba.
But in Ex 20!? it is the people, as here, who appeal to Moses,
w3 Aadelrw mpds fpds & feds, ui dmobdvoper, Td BuaoTeNNdpevor
(in Ex 198, see above) is passive. AcaoréAlopar is said by Anz
(Subsidia, 326f.) not to occur earlier than Plato; here, as in
Jth 1112 (Soa Siearelhato adrois & fess), of a divine injunction.
In v.2! pavraféperor is not a LXX term (for the sense, cp. Zec 10!
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KkvpLos érolnoev pavracias, of natural phenomena like rain); it is
used here for the sake of alliteration (¢poB. ¢avr.). To prove
that even Moses was affected by the terrors of Sinai, the writer
quotes from Dt 91° éx¢oBés eipi, adding rhetorically kal &vrpopos.
He forgets that Moses uttered this cry of horror, not over the
fearful spectacle of Sinai but at a later stage, over the worship of
the golden calf. For &rpopos, ¢p. 1 Mac 132 &vrpopos xai &xdoflos
(.. &udpoBos). The phrase &rpouos yevduevos is applied by
Luke to the terror of Moses at the ¢wvy Kupiov out of the burning
bush (Ac 732),

Assonance led to &rpouos (8 D*) or EugoBos (M 241. 255. 489. 547.
1739 Thdt.). “Ewvrpouos was read by Clem. Alex. ( Profrept. ix. 2).

The true position of Christians is now sketched (vv.222),
'AANA wpooehnhbbate Iwbv Sper kail wéher (1110 16) Beol Ldvros,
the author adding ‘lepovoadip émoupariy (11'%) in apposition to
wéAe, and using thus the archaic metaphors of Is 187, Am 13,
Mic 4 etc., in his picture of the true fellowship. Paul had
contrasted mount Sinai (=the present Jerusalem) with % dve
‘Tepovoalju. Qur author’s contrast is between mount Sion
(="Tepovaahyu émovpdrios) and mount Sinai, though he does not
name the latter. From the méAws he now passes to the woAtrac.

In Chagiga, 125, i. 33, Resh Lakish deduces from 1 K 8!% and Is 63
that zebul, the fourth of the seven heavens, contains *‘ the heavenly Jerusalem

and the temple,” z.¢. as the residence of deity ; while Ma’on, the fifth heaven,
holds the ¢ companies of ministering angels.”

The second object of wposenhibate is xai pupudow (so
En 401: “I saw thousands of thousands and ten thousand times
ten thousand before the Lord of spirits”) &yyéhww, with which
mwavydper must be taken, leaving the following kal to introduce
the third object (v.28). The conception of the angels as uvpiddes
goes back to traditions like those voiced in Ps 6817 (16 dpua Tob
feob pvpromAdoiov, xihiddes ebbfpyotvTwy: & kipios év adrois év Jwd)
and Dan 7! (udpiu pvpuddes). Tlavfyupis was a term charged
with Greek religious associations (cp. R. van der Loeff, De Ludis
Eleusiniis, pp. 85 f.), but it had already been adopted by Greek
Jews like the translators of the LXX and Josephus for religious
festivals. Namydper describes the angelic hosts thronging with
glad worship round the living God. Their relation to God is
noted here, as in 11 their relation to human beings. "Evfa
mavifyvpis éxet xapd, as Theophylact observes (iAapds edfuuias,
v mavipyvprs émiyrel, Philo, in Flac. 14); but the joy of
Lk 1519 is not specially mentioned. Chrysostom’s suggestion is
that the writer évratfa Ty xapdv Selxvvor xai T eddpoaivnyy dvri
0D yvéhov kal Tob orbrovs kai ths Gvéys. Augustine (Quaest,
i, 168 : “accessistis ad montem Sion et ad ciuitatem dei Hier-
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usalem et ad milia angelorum exultantium ”) seems to imply not
only that mavqydper goes with dyyéler, but that he knew a text
with some word like mavyyvpuldvrav (Blass), as is further proved
by boh (“keeping festival”), Orig™ (laetantium, collaudantium),
and Ambrose. There is a hint of this in Clem. Alex. Protrept.
ix. 6, 7, adrp ydp % wpwrdrokes ékkAnoia 7 ék mOAADY dyabdy
avykeypéry maudlov' 10T &oTi TO wpwtéToka T4 évamoyeypappéva
& olpavols kal Togadrais puptdaw dyyélwv oupmravyyvpilovro.

The human molirar are next (v.2) described as éxxhqole
mpwrotékwy dmoyeypapuévwy év obpavols. (For the collocation of
angels and men, see En 3¢5 “Mine eyes saw their [fe. the
saints’] dwellings with His righteous angels, and their resting-
places with the holy ”; the Enoch apocalypse proceeding to the
intercession of the angels (“and they petitioned, and interceded,
and prayed for the children of men”) which the Christian writer
deliberately omits.) The phrase describes what the author else-
where calls 6 Aads (70 feod), but in two archaic expressions,
chosen to emphasize what Paul would have called their election.
They are wpwrdroxot (as Israel had been mpwrdrokos, Ex 4% etc.),
with a title to God’s blessing (v.1¢ wpwroréxa). The choice of
the plural instead of the collective singular was due to the
previous plural in pvpidow dyyélwv. In dwoyeypappévur &
ofpavois there is a passing allusion to the idea of the celestial
archives or register—a favourite poetical figure in which the
Oriental expressed his assurance of salvation.! As in Lk 102
so here, the phrase refers to men on earth, to the church militant,
not to the church triumphant; otherwise év odpavols would be
meaningless.

This interpretation, which groups marnydper with what precedes, is current
in nearly all the early versions and Greek fathers, who generally assume it
without question. The real alternative is to take puptdow as further defined
by dyyérewy Tavpydper kal ékxhnoly wpwTorbkwy dwoyeypauuévwy év odpavols.
This introduces and leaves uvpidow rather abruptly, and implies that angels
alone are referred to (so recently Dods, von Soden, Peake, Seeberg), called
wpwrorbrot as created before men. But, while a later writer like Hermas
( Vis. iii. 4) could speak of angels as oi wp@ro kTicOérTes, dmoyeypappévay
cannot naturally be applied to them, Hermas himself ( ¥7s. i. 3) applies that
term to men (éyypagricovrar els Tds BifNovs Tis {wis perd Tév dylwy).

A fresh sweep of thought now begins (?*2). The writer
is composing a lyrical sketch, not a law-paper; he reiterates the
idea of the fellowship by speaking of God, men, and him by whom
this tie between God and men has been welded, the allusion
to Jesus being thrown to the end, as it is to form the starting-
point for his next appeal (vv.25%). In kal kpirj 8e§ mdvrwv it is
not possible, in view of 9% (uera 8¢ rodro kpigis) and of the
punitive sense of xpive in 10%, to understand xprrijs as defender

L Clem. Hom. ix. 22, 16 dvbuara év obpave ws del {dwrwy dvaypadivar
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or vindicator (so, e.g., Hofmann, Delitzsch, Riggenbach). The
words mean “to the God of all (angels and men, the living and
the dead, Ac ro%?), and to him as xpemjs, to whom you must
account for your life.” It is implied that he is no easy-going
God. The contrast is not between the mere terrors of Sinai
and the gracious relationship of Sion, but between the outward,
sensuous terror of the former and the inward intimacy of the
latter—an intimacy which still involves awe. In the next phrase,
wvedpata Sikalwy means the departed who have in this life been
8ikaiol in the sense of 10%8%; rereNetwpévav is added, not in the
mere sense of “departed” (relevrdv = relewodofar, Tedetotv), but
to suggest the work of Christ which includes the &ikaio, who
had to await the sacrifice of Christ before they were “ perfected”
(11%0). If this involves the idea of a descent of Christ to the
under-world, as Loofs (e.g. in ERE. iv. 662) argues, it implies
the group of ideas mentioned in 2, which may have lain in the
background of the writer's thought. At any rate the * perfect-
ing” of these &fxaio, their rekeiwais, was due to Jesus; hence
(v.?*) the writer adds, xal Suaffkns véas peoiry ’Inood (again at
the end, for emphasis), where véas is simply a synonym for xawis
(8% etc.). The classical distinction between the two terms was
being dropped in the xows. Tis véas Tepovaadip occurs in Zest.
Dan 5'2, and the two words are synonymous, e.g., in Zest. Levi
84 (érucknbijoerar adrd Svopa xalvov, ot¢ Bagileds . . . wovjoe
iepateiav véav). Indeed Blass thinks that the unexampled Siafrns
veds was due to a sense of rhythm ; the author felt a desire to
reproduce the — . — —  — of the preceding wv reredeiopévor.

In Cambodia (cp. ERE. iii. 164) those who are present at a death-bed all
“‘repeat in a loud voice, the patient joining in as long as he has the strength,
‘ Arakan ! Arakan!’ ‘the saint! the just one!” (Pili areham="<the
saint,” ‘ one who has attained final sanctification ’).” Bleek is so perplexed
by xal wvevn. 8ik. Teh. coming between fe¢ and ’Ingsol that he wonders
whether the author did not originally write the phrase on the margin, intending it
to go with maryylpe: or éxkhqolg. The curious misreading of D d, Tefeuehiw-
wévwy, underlies Hilary’s quotation (¢ract. 7n Ps. 124: ‘*ecclesia angelorum
multitudinis frequentium—ecclesia primitivorum, ecclesia spirituum in domino
fundatorum” ). = Another odd error, wvefuare for wvevuas:, appears in D
(boh?) d and some Latin fathers (e.g. Primasius}—a trinitarian emendation
(=10%),

In Buabiikns véas, as in 13%, the writer recalls the conception
with which he had been working in the middle part of his argu-
ment (chs. 7—10) ; now he proceeds to expand 4nd explain the
allusion in xai aipar pavropod (91%%) kpeirror (adverbial as in
1 Co 738) Nahoivre mapd (as in 14 etc.) v "ABeN (=701 00 "ARBe\,
cp. Jn 5%). Reconciliation, not exclusion, is the note of the véa
8wbrixy. The blood of the murdered Abel (11%) called out to

1 75”"ABe\ (genitive) was actually read by L and is still preferred by Blass.
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God in En 226 (where the seer has a vision of Abel’s spirit
appealing to God) for the extinction of Cain and his descendants.
The xpetrrov in Jesus here is that, instead of being vindictive
and seeking to exclude the guilty, he draws men into fellowship
with God (see p. xlii). The contrast is therefore not between the
Voice of the blood of Jesus (Aadoivri) and the Voice of the
decalogue (v.1%), but between Jesus and Abel; the former opens
up the way to the presence of God, the latter sought to shut it
against evil men. The blood of martyrs was assigned an atoning
efficacy in 4 Mac 6%8f 1721 but Abel’s blood is never viewed in
this light, and the attempt to explain this passage as though the
blood of Jesus were superior in redeeming value to that of Abel
as the first martyr (so, e.g., Seeberg), breaks down upon the fact
that the writer never takes Abel’s blood as in any sense typical
of Christ’s.

The application of vv.18-2# now follows. Though we have a far
better relationship to God, the faults of the older generation may
still be committed by us, and committed to our undoing (vv.2-2),

% See (BNérere as 31%) that you do not refuse fo listen to kis voice. For if
they failed to escape, who refused to listen to their instructor upon earth, much
less shall we, if we discard him who speaks from heaven. Then his voice
shook the earth, but now the assurance is, *‘ once again I will make heaven as
well as earth to quake.” ¥ That phrase (1d 8¢ as Eph 4%), *“ once again,” de-
notes (Smhol, as in 98) tke removal of what is shaken (as no more than created),
to leave only what stands unshaken. B Therefore let us render thanks that we
get an unshaken realm ; and in this way let us worship God acceptably—> but
with godly fear and awe, for our God is indeed *“ a consuming fire.”

The divine revelation in the sacrifice of Jesus (Aalobrri)
suggests the start of the next appeal and warning. From the
celestial order, just sketched, the divine revelation (w0v Aaloivra
. . . Tov &7’ olpavdv) is made to us ; instead of rejecting it, which
would be tragic, let us hold to it. The argument is: God’s
revelation (v.25) implies a lasting relationship to himself (v.28);
and although the present order of things in the universe is
doomed to a speedy fall (v.26), this catastrophe will only bring
out the unchanging realm in which God and we stand together
(v.2"). The abruptness of the asyndeton in (v.2) BAémere pff krA.”
adds to its force. Napaimonefe . . . maparrmodpevol are only a
verbal echo of wapymoarto x7A. in v.19; for the refusal of the
people to hear God except through Moses is not blamed but
praised by God (Dt 5%). The writer, of course, may have
ignored this, and read an ominous significance into the instinctive
terror of the people, as if their refusal meant a radical rejection
of God. But this is unlikely. By wapairadpevor Tév xpnpatiforra
he means any obstinate rejection of what Moses laid down for
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them as the will of God. Et . . . odx (as was the fact) éépuyor
(referring to the doom mentioned in 22 37 10%). As in 2° (xds
nuels éxpeviopeda), éxpedyw is used absolutely ; the weaker épuvyor
is read only by 8 D K L M ¥ 104, etc. In the following words
there are three possible readings. The original text ran: (a) &mt
viis wapairnoduevor 7ov yxpnpariforra (8* A C D M d boh Cyr.),
émi vy#s being as often thrown to the front for the sake of
emphasis. But the hyperbaton seemed awkward. Hence (4)
Tov éml yijs mapaurnoduevor x. (R K L P Chrys, Thdt. etc.)
and (¢) mwaporryodpevor oV émi yis x. (69. 256. 263. 436. 462.
467. 1837. 2005 vg) are attempts to make it clear that émi yfs
goes with tov xpyporilorra, not with waparrmodperor. The latter
interpretation misses the point of the contrast, which is not
between a rejection on earth and a rejection in heaven (1), but
between a human oracle of God and the divine Voice d=’
obpavdv to us. The allusion in 7év xpyuarifovral is to Moses,
as Chrysostom was the first to see. To refuse to listen to him is
what has been already called dfereiv vipov Muicéws (10%8). As
the Sinai-revelation is carefully described in 22 as 6 & é&yyédwv
AaAnfeis Adyos, so here Moses is 6 xpnuarilwy, or, as Luke puts
it, 8s ééfaro Adyia favra Sodvar (Ac 7%8); he was the divine
instructor of the Xads on earth. It is repeatedly said (Ex 20%,
Dt 43) that God spoke to the people at Sinai éx 7ob odpavod, so
that to take Tdv xpnpariforra here as God, would be out of
keeping with &mi vfs yfis. The writer uses the verb in a wider
sense than in that of 8 and 117; it means “the man who had
divine authority to issue orders,” just as in Jer 262 (rovs Adyous
ovs cuvérald oo abrols xpyuaricar), etc. He deliberately writes
Tov xpnpotilovra of Moses, keeping Tov Aalodvra as usual for
God. Then, he concludes, wokd (altered, as in v.% to moAA@ by
DeK L M P ¥ 226, or to wéog, as in 914, by 255) paAhov (sc. odx
éxpevéopeba) fuels ot Tdv (sc. xpyparilovra) & obparvéy dmooTpedd-
pevor (with accus. as 3 Mac 3% dweorpéfavro v driuyrov
mohrelav, and 2 Ti 1% dreorpdpyody pe Tdvres).

It is surprising that obpaved (8 M 216. 424**. 489. 547. 623. 642. 920.
1518. 1872 Chrys.) has not wider support, though, as 9%=- shows, there is
no difference in sense.

In v.% ob § $wl) Thy yYv éodhevae Tére is another (cp. vv.1% 14)
unintentional rhythm, this time a pentameter. Tére, 7.e. at
Sinai. But in the LXX of Ex 19!8, which the writer used, the
shaking of the hill is altered into the quaking of the people, and
Jg 5% does not refer to the Sinai episode. Probably the writer
inferred an earthquake from the poetical allusions in Ps 1147

1 Cp. Jos. Ant. iii. 8. 8, Mwioys . . . éxpnparifero wepl Gv édeiro wapd
70l Oeod,
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(éoakedfy % v), Ps 68855 778, when these were associated with
the special theophany at Sinai. Niv 8¢ émiyyehtar (passive in
middle sense, as Ro 4%') Néyoy, introducing a loose reminiscence
and adaptation of Hag 2% (érc dmaé &yd gelow Tov odpavdv xal Ty
¥iv kTA.), where the prediction of a speedy convulsion of nature
and the nations has been altered! in the LXX, by the intro-
duction of ér, into a mere prediction of some ultimate crisis,
with reference to some preceding welo, 7.e. for our writer the
Sinai-revelation. The second and final oeiows is to be at the
return of Jesus (9%).

The anticipation of such a cosmic collapse entered apocalyptic. Thus the
author of Apoc. Baruch tells his readers, ¢ if you prepare your hearts, so as
to sow in them the fruits of the law, it shall protect you when the Mighty
One is to shake the whole creation” (32!).

In v.?” the Haggai prediction is made to mean the removal
(perdOeowv, stronger sense than even in 712) tév cakevopévwr (by
the oeios). There is a divine purpose in the cosmic catastrophe,
however; it is fva pelrm Td& pd) oakevépera, e the Bacihela
dodleutos of the Christian order. For dodAevtos, compare Philo,
de vit. Mosis, ii. 3, Ta 8¢ TovTov pdvov BéBaa, dodhevra, dxpddavra
.. . péve maylus i’ fis Huépos dypddy uéxpr viv kal wpds Tov
éreira wdvra Swapevety éAwis adra aldva domwep dfdvara. Xelw and
oahebw are cognate terms (cp. e.g. Sir 161819 6 odpavos . . . xai vy
galevbicovrar . . . dpa 7 8py xai 7o Oepédia s yijs cvoaelovTar).
Here oetow is changed into oeiw by D K L P d arm and some
cursives, probably to conform with the form of the promise in
Hag 2% (éy® oelw 1ov ovp. kai ™y yhv). The hint is more
reticent, and therefore more impressive than the elaborate pre-
diction of the Jewish apocalyptist in Apoc. Bar 598 : “but also
the heavens were shaken at that time from their place, and those
who were under the throne of the Mighty One were perturbed,
when He was taking Moses unto Himself. For He showed him

. . the pattern of Zion and its measures, in the pattern of
which was to be made the sanctuary of the present time ” (cp.
He 8%). There is a premonition of the last judgment in En
601, as a convulsion which shook not only heaven, but the nerves
of the myriads of angels.

““There have been two notable transitions of life,” says Gregory of
Nazianzus (Orat. v, 25), in the history of the world, Z.¢. the two covenants,
¢“ which are also called earthquakes on account of their arresting character”
(5& 76 Tob wpdryparos wepBéyTov) ; the first from idols to the Law, the second
from the Law to the gospel. We bring the good news of yet a third earth-

quake, the transition from the present order to the future (T évreifer éwl &
éxelge perdoTacy, T& pnKkére Kivovpeva, pndé calevéueva).?

14.¢. while Haggai predicts ‘it will be very soon,” the LXX says ‘‘once
again,”
2 Probably a reference to He 12%,
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Changes and crises may only serve to render a state or an
individual more stable. Thus Plutarch says of Rome, in the
disturbed days of Numa, xefdmwep Ta karamyyvipeva 76 celeocfar
padoy Epdlerar, povivabar Soxovoa 8ua Tdv xwdivwv (Vit, Num.
8). But the writer’s point in v.27 is that there is an dodAeurog
Baoi\eia ! already present, in the fellowship of the new diafsxy,
and that the result of the cosmic catastrophe will simply be to
leave this unimpaired, to let it stand out in its supreme reality
and permanence. The passage is a counterpart to 11012, where
skies and earth vanish, though they are God’s own &ya. So
here, the writer puts in, by way of parenthesis, s wemoqpévor.
Kypke took wemoupérwr, “pro wemopuévyy, sc. perdfecw,” com-
paring Mt 5'° where he regarded élaxioTwv as similarly equiva-
lent to éhaxiorp. The word would then be a genitive absolute,
connecting with what follows : “all this being done so that,” etc.
Even when memouppuévev is taken in its ordinary sense, it is
sometimes connected with fva k7. (50, e.g., Bengel and Delitzsch) ;
the aim of creation was to replace the provisional by the per-
manent, the temporal by the eternal. A far-fetched interpreta-
tion. Even the conjecture (Valckenaer) memomjpevor (labouring
with decay) is needless, though ingenious. In vv.28 2 the final
word upon this prospect and its responsibilities is said. Aw (as
in v.12), in view of this outlook (in v.#"), Boothelav dodhevrov
(metaphorical, as, e.g, Diod. Sic. xii. 29, omordai dodlevrar)
wapakapBdvorres (cp. 2 Mac 10! and Epist. Arist. 36, xal ijueis
8¢ mapadaBdévres Ty Pacidelav xrA., for this common phrase)
Ixwper xdpw (86 with pres. subjunctive as in 6!). The unique
and sudden reference to the primitive idea of Baothela (see
Introd., p. xxxiii) may be a reminiscence of the scripture from which
he has just quoted ; the prediction about the shaking of heaven
and earth is followed, in Hag 22, by the further assertion, «xai
karaoTpéfw Opdvovs Pacihéwy, kai éfodefpeiow Svvauy Bagidéwy
rdv é9viv. Possibly our author regarded the prediction in Dn 718
(xai mwapadipovrar Ty Bagidelay dyior Dficrov kal kabéfovary
adriy &os aldvos TOv aldvwy) as fulfilled already in the Christian
church, though he does not mean by Bacikeiav wapadapBdvorres
that Christians enter on their reign.

Why thankfulness (for this common phrase, see Epict. i. 2. 23,
Ixw xdpw, Ot pov ¢eldy, and OF. 13817 (2nd century) &ua
Gvoidv v¢ odoarre dmedidopev xdpiras) should be the standing
order for them, the writer explains in 8. #s «7A.; it is the one
acceptable harpedew (91%), or, as he puts it afterwards (1316), the
real sacrifice of Christians. AV #s Aatpevdper (subj. cohortative
in relative clause, like orijre in 1 P 512) edapears (not in LXX;

1 Cp, Wis 5118 Sixacor 8¢ els 70 albva {Gow . . . Mupovtar 70 Bagl-
\ewov THs edwpemelas . . . éx xeds Kupiov, 8¢ 7p debif axemdoel adrods,
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an adverb from the verb in the sense of 11% ) 1§ 0ed. The ..
Ixoper (X K P Lat syr™ eth etc.) is the usual (see Ro 51)
phonetic blunder, though Aerpedoper (8 M P syr™ arm) would
yield as fair a sense as Aerpedoper (A C D L 33. 104 Lat sah
etc.). In perd . . . Béovs he puts in a characteristic warning
against presumption. There are three readings. (a) edAaBeias
xai 8éovs, N* A C D 256. 263. 436. 1912 sah boh syr'® arm.
(%) ev)\a,Baaq xal aidods, 8 M P ¥ 6. 104. 326. 1739 lat Orig.
(¢) aidois xal ebhafeias, K L 462 syr™ Chrys. Thdt. The acci-
dental doubling of a (from «xa{) led to (), especially as aiSods
and edAaBela were often bracketed together, and as deds was a
rare word (first popularized in Hellenistic Judaism by 2 Macca-
bees). EdhaBela here as in 57 (cp. 117) of reverent awe. Kai
yop & Oebs ﬁp.uw wip katavaklokor (v.2%). Not “for our God too
is a wdp av.,” for the writer believed that the same God was God
of the old Siafijxy and of the new ; besides, this rendering would
require xat ydp fpév & 0:6; The phrase is from Dt 42¢ (Moses
at Smal to the Israelites) érv Kdpios 6 feds oov mip karavalioxov
éorly, Beds {phomys (cp. 93), referring to his intense resentment of
anything like idolatry, which meant a neglect of the 3wy,
There is no allusion to fire as purifying ; the author of Wisdom
(161%) describes the Egyptians as wupt karavaliokduevor, and it is
this punitive aspect of God which is emphasized here, the divine
LHhos (see p. xxxvi).

This is one of Tertullian’s points (adv. Marc. i. 26-27) against the
Marcionite conception of a God who is good-natured and nothing more :
‘“tacite permissum est, quod sine ultione prohibetur . . . nihil Deo tam
indignum quam non exsequi quod noluit et pl’Ohlblllt admitti . . . malo
parcere Deum indignius sit quam animadvertere. . . . Plane nec pater tuus
est, in quem competat et amor propter pietatem, et tlmor propter potestatem ?
nec legmmus dominus, ut diligas propter humanitatem et timeas ‘propter
disciplinam.” In Hpbs ‘Epalovs there is no softenmg of the conception, asin
Philo’s argument (de Sacnﬁmntzbus, 8) that God’s requirement is sxmply
dyamdyv alrdy ws euep'yé-r-r/v, el 8¢ un, ¢o,3ao'0at yoiv s dpxovra. xal xbpiov, xal
8id ooy lévar TOY els dpédxew.v 6d&v kal )\a.Tpeuew abTe ,wh rapép‘yws‘ 2V V)
8y 17 Yuxy memAnpwuévy yvduns Ppihoféov kal T&Y évToNLY adrol mepéxechar
xal 7d dlkaia Teudr. In de Decalogo, 11, he spiritualizes the fire at Sinai thus:
7ol wupds 7O pdv Ppuwrifew 7O 8¢ ralew mépuker (those who obey the divine laws
being inwardly enlightened, those who disobey being inflamed and consumed
by their vices), and closes the treatise (33) by enunciating his favourite doc--
trine that God never punishes directly but only indirectly (here by Aixn, whose
appropriate task is to punish those who disobey her liege Lord). Indeed he
allegorizes the OT comparison of God to a flame (Quaest, in Exod. 24
owep 8¢ 7 PAOE maoav THw rapa,B)\nﬁewav 8y a.va.)\wxel., ollrws, Grar éwi-
pourioy elhikpwis Tob feol Evvoia TR Yuxy mdwrras Tols érepodéfous doeBelas
Noytopols duagpfeipes, xabogioboa Tiy 8hqv Sidvoav). The closest parallel to
our passage lies in Ps.-Sol 155 where the author declares that praise to God
is the one security for man. Yaludv xal alvov uer’ ¢o7s év ebgpooivy xapdids,
xapmdy xeéwy . . . dwapxhy xeNéwy dwd xapdlas oias kal dikalas, 6 moidy
rabra o0 calevbioerac els Tov aldva dmd (i.e. vmd) xaxol, PNOE mwupds kai
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Spyh 8wy oty dverar abrol, 8rav éEéNfy émwl duaprwlovs dwd mwposdmov
xuplov,

With this impressive sentence Mpds ‘EBpalous really closes.
But the writer appends (see Introd., pp. xxviiif.) a more or less
informal postscript, with some personal messages to the com-
munity. A handful of moral counsels (vv.!) is followed by a
longer paragraph (vv.819), and the closing personal messages are
interrupted by a farewell benediction (v.20).

X Let your brotherly love continue. 2 Never forget to be hospitable, for by
hospitality (8 TavTys, as 1218) some have entertained angels unawares. * Re-
member prisoners as if you were in prison yourselves ; remember those wko are
betng ill-treated (11%7), since you too are in the body.

Neither ¢ihadehdia nor ¢uhofervia is a LXX term, though
the broader sense of the former begins in 4 Mac 132320 1yl
Mevérw (cp. 610 1024 32%), though its demands might be severe at
times (cp. Ro 1219, 1 P 122; Clem. Ro 12 ; Herm. Mand. 81%) ; the
duty is laid as usual on members of the church, not specially on
officials. In v.2 a particular expression of this ¢thadehdia is called
for. duhofevia was practically an article of religion in the ancient
world. The primary reference here in twes is to Abraham and
Sara (Gn 18!%), possibly to Manoah (Jg 13%:), and even to Tobit
(Tob 121%) ; but the point of the counsel would be caught readily
by readers familiar with the Greek and Roman legends of divine
visitants being entertained unawares by hospitable people, e.g.
Hom. Odyss. xvil. 485 f. (kal 7€ feol Eeivorow Eowxdres dANoBarmoio

| mavroiow redéfovres, EmoTpuddae wiAnas, cp. Plat. Sopk. 216 B) ;
Sil. Ital. vii. 1731f. (“laetus nec senserat hospes | advenisse
deum”), and the story of Philemon and Baucis (Ovid, Met.
viil. 626 f.) alluded to in Ac 14!%. In the Hellenic world the
worship of Zeus Xenios (e.g. Musonius Rufus, xv. a, 6 mepl {évovs
d8ikos els Tov Eénov dpapraver Ala) fortified this kindly custom.
According to Resh Lakish (Sota, 1oa), Abraham planted the tree
at Beersheba (Gn 21%%) for the refreshment of wayfarers, and
¢uhoferia was always honoured in Jewish tradition (e.g. Sabbath,
127. 1, “there are six things, the fruit of which a man eats in
this world and by which his horn is raised in the world to come:
they are, hospitality to strangers, the visiting of the sick,” etc.).
But there were pressing local reasons for this kindly virtue in the
primitive church. Christians travelling abroad on business might
be too poor to afford a local inn. Extortionate charges were
frequent ; indeed the bad repute which innkeepers enjoyed in
the Greek world (cp. Plato’s Laws, 918 D) was due partly to this
and partly also to a “general feeling against taking money for
hospitality” (cp. Jebb’s Zkeophrastus, p. 94). But, in addition,
the moral repute of inns stood low (Theophrastus, Ckar. 68
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Sewos 8¢ mavdoxedoau ral moprofookioar xkTA.) ; there is significance
in the Jewish tradition preserved by Josephus (4#zf v. 1. 1)
that Rahab 4 wdpvy (11%!) kept an inn. For a Christian
to frequent such inns might be to endanger his character,
and this consideration favoured the practice of hospitality on
the part of the local church, apart altogether from the discomforts
of an inn. (“In the better parts of the empire and in the larger
places of resort there were houses corresponding in some
measure to the old coaching inns of the eighteenth century; in
the East there were the well-known caravanserais ; but for the most
part the ancient hostelries must have afforded but-undesirable
quarters. They were neither select nor clean,” T. G. Tucker,
Life in the Roman World, p. 20.) Some of these travellers
would be itinerant evangelists (cp. 3 Jn #8).

According to Philo the three wayfarers seen by Abraham did
not at first appear divine (of 8¢ feworépas Svres Pigews Erelrjfeaar),
though later on he suspected they were either prophets or angels
when they had promised him the birth of a son in return for his
splendid hospitality (4érak. 22—23). “In a wise man’s house,”
Philo observes, ““no one is slow to practise hospitality : women
and men, slaves and freedmen alike, are most eager to do
service to strangers”; at the same time such hospitality was
only an incident (wdpepyov) and instance (Selyua cagpéararor)
of Abraham’s larger virtue, Ze. of his piety. Josephus also
(4nt. i. 11. 2) makes Abraham suppose the three visitors
were human strangers, until at last they revealed themselves
as divine angels (feacdpevos Tpeis dyyéhovs xal voploas elvor
Eévovs fiomacard T dvaoTas kal wap adTd kataxPévras mapekde
feviov peradafBelv). It was ignorance of the classical idiom (cp.
Herod. i. 44, tmodefduevos Tov E€ivov dovéa 7ol wardos éldvbave
Béokwv) in &\abov Eevicavres, which led to the corruptions of
abor in some Latin versions into “latuerunt,” *didicerunt,”
and “placuerunt.” Note the paronomasia émAavBdveole . .
&\afov, and the emphatic position of dyyélouvs. * You never know
whom you may be entertaining,” the writer means. “Some
humble visitor may turn out to be for you a very dyyelos fect”
(cp. Gal 44).

Muuvfiokeode (bear in mind, and act on your thought of) +dv
deopiwv. Strangers come within sight; prisoners (v.8) have to
be sought out or—if at a distance—borne in mind. Christian
kindness to the latter, Ze, to fellow-Christians arrested for some
reason or other, took the form either of personally visiting them
to alleviate their sufferings by sympathy and gifts (cp. Mt 25%,
2 Ti 118), or of subscribing money (to pay their debts or, in the
case of prisoners of war, to purchase their release), or of praying
for them (Col 48 and 43). All this formed a prominent feature

15
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of early Christian social ethics. The literature is full of tales
about the general practice: e.g. Aristid. Apol. 15; Tertull. ad
Mart. 1. and Apol. 39, with the vivid account of Lucian in the
de Morte Peregr. 12, 13. This subject is discussed by Harnack
in the Expansion of Early Christianity (bk. ii. ch. 3, section ;).
Our author urges, “remember the imprisoned” és cuvBeBepévor.
If &s is taken in the same sense as the following &s, the meaning
is: (@) “‘as prisoners yourselves,” Ze. in the literal sense, *since
you know what it means to be in prison”; or (§) “as im-
prisoned,” in the metaphorical sense of Diognet. 6, Xptoriavol
kaTéxovrar &s & $povpd 7¢ kéopme. A third alternative sense is
suggested by LXX of 1 S 18! (5 yuxy Lovdfay cuvedéhy 1 yvxi
Aavid), but the absence of a dative after cuvvdedepévor and the
parallel phrase és év odpare rule it out. Probably &s is no more
than an equivalent for woel. Christians are to regard themselves
as one with their imprisoned fellows, in the sense of 1 Co 1226
eire wdoxer & pélos, ovumdoxe mdvra 7o wély. This interpreta-
tion tallies with 10% above (cp. Neh 13-4). It does not, however,
imply that é edpar, in the next clause, means “in the Body (of
which you and your suffering fellows are alike members”); for
& odpar refers to the physical condition of liability to similar
ill-usage. See Orig. ¢. Cels. 1i. 23, 7év Tois év copac: (Bouhéreau
conj. cdpart) cvpBavdvrwy, and especially Philo’s words describ-
ing some spectators of the cruelties inflicted by a revenue officer
on his victims, as suffering acute pain, &s év tois érépuv odpacw
adroi kakovpevor (de Spec. Leg.iil. 30). So in de Confus. Ling. 35,
kol T¢ ovupopdv dvyvitwy TOY kakovxepévwy (Z.e. by exile, famine,
and plague; cp. He 13%7) odx évdeféioar xwply, cdpat,

Seneca (Ep. ix. 8) illustrates the disinterestedness of friendship by
observing that the wise man does not make friends for the reason suggested
by Epicurus, viz., to ‘‘have someone who will sit beside him when he is ill,
someone to assist him when he is thrown into chains or in poverty,” but
““that he may have someone beside whom, in sickness, he may himself sit,
someone whom he may set free from captivity in the hands of the enemy.”
The former kind of friendship he dismisses as inadequate : ‘‘a man has made
a friend who is to assist him in the event of bondage (‘adversum vincula’),
but such a friend will forsake him as soon as the chains rattle (‘cum primum
crepuerit catena’).” In Ep. 47ist. 241, 242, when the king asks what is the
use of kinship, the Jew replies, éav rols ovpBalvovat vouifwuer druyobo: uév
arrodofar kai kakoralBuer bs avrol, palverar T8 ovyyeves oov loxiéy dore.
Cicero specially praises generosity to prisoners, and charity in general, as
being serviceable not only to individuals but to the State (de Offic. ii. 18,
“‘haec benignitas etiam rei publicae est utilis, redimi e servitute captos, locu-
pletari tenuiores ).

$ Let marviage be held in honour by all, and keep the marriage-bed un-
stained. God will punisk the vicious and adulierous.

S Keep your life free from the love of money ; be contemt with what you
have, for He (alrés) has said,

“ Never will I fail you, never will I forsake you.”
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8 So that we can say confidently,

“The Lord is my /telper (Bonﬁés, cp. 218 418), 7 will not e afraid.
What can men do to me?

As vv.1-2 echo 1023233 v.¢ drives home the mdpros of 1216,
and vv.% 8 echo the reminder of 103, Evidently (v.%), as among
the Macedonian Christians (1 Th 43%), ¢dadedia could be
taken for granted more readily than sexual purity. Tipos (st
{ore as in v.5, Ro 12% the asyndeton being forcible) & ydpos &
wiow, f.e. prlmarlly by all who are married, as the following
clause explains. There may be an inclusive reference to others
who are warned against lax views of sexual morality, but there is
no clear evidence that the writer means to protest against an
ascetic disparagement of marriage. Koim is, like the classical
Aéxos, a euphemistic term for sexual intercourse, here between
the married ; dplavros is used of incest, specially in Zest. Reud.
1. 6, éduiava xoirqy Tob maTpds pov: Plutarch, de Fluwviis, 18, uj)
Oérov paivey ™y xoirmy T0b yevmjgarros, etc.; but here in a
general sense, as, e.g., in Wisdom :

paxapia 7 oreipa 7 dulavros,
7Tis obk Eyve xolryy év mwapamwrduart,
e kopmov &v émaromfi Yuxév (3'%),
and odre Biovs olire yduovs kabapods érv ¢pvAdooovow,
&repos & Erepov i) Aoxdv dvarpel 3) vobedwv S3uvg (1424),

In wépvous ydp xal porxods x7A., the writer distinguishes between
pouxoi, 7.e. married persons who have illicit relations with other
married persons, and wépvor of the sexually vicious in general,
f.e. married persons guilty of incest or sodomy as well as of
fornication. In the former case the main reference is to the
breach of another person’s marriage; in the latter, the pre-
dominating idea is treachery to one’s own marriage vows. The
possibility of wopvela in marriage is admitted in Tob 87 (od &ux
mopvelay éyd Aapfdve Ty dSeddrly pov TavTyy), f.e. of mere
sexual gratification! as distinct from the desire and duty of
having children, which Jewish and strict Greek ethics held to be
the paramount aim of marriage (along with mutual fellowshlp),
but this is only one form of 1ropvew. In the threat xpwet (as in
10%0) & Beds, the emphasis is on 6 feds. ‘““Longe plurima pars
scortatorum et adulterorum est sine dubio, quae effugit notitiam
iudicum mortalium . . . magna pars, etiamsi innotescat, tamen
poenam civilem et disciplinam ecclesiasticam vel effugit vel
leuissime persentiscit” (Bengel).

This is another social duty (cp. Philo, de Decalagn, 24). In view of the
Epicurean rejection of marriage (e.g. Eplct iii. 7. 19), which is finely

Y uh év wdbet émBupias, as Paul would say (1 Th 4°).
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answered by Antipater of Tarsus (Stob. Florzleg. lxvil. 25: 6 edyevis xal
etyuyos véos . . . Oewpdv Bibre Téhewos olkos xal Bilos obk &N\ws Svvarar
yevéolar, 9) uerd. yuvakds kal Téxvwy xTX.), as well as of current ascetic
tendencies (e.£., 1 Ti 4°), there may have been a need of vindicating marriage,
but the words here simply maintain the duty of keeping marriage vows
unbroken. The writer is urging chastity, not the right and duty of any
Christian to marry. Prejudices born of the later passion for celibacy led to
the suppression of the inconvenient é wdo: (om. 38. 460. 623. 1836. 1912*
Didymus, Cyril Jerus., Eus., Athan., Epiphanius, Thdt.). The sense is
hardly affected, whether ydp (# A D* M P lat sah boh) or 8¢ (C D° ¥ 6 syr
arm eth Clem., Eus., Didymus, Chrys.) is read, although the latter would
give better support to the interpretation of the previous clause as an anti-
ascetic maxim.

A warning against greed of gain (vv.% %) follows the warning
against sexual impurity. There may be a link of thought between
them. For the collocation of sensuality and the love of money,
see Epict. iil. 7. 21, ool kaAjy ywaika ¢alvechar pndeplav 4 v
a1y, kaAov matda undéva, kaldv dpylpwpa unbév, xpicwpa unbév:
Test. Jud. 18, pvhdéaole dwo Tijs wopvelas xal Tis pthapyvplas . . .
S Tabra . . . odk dgler dvdpa élefjoar ToV wAnolov alrod, and
Philo’s (de Post. Caini, 34) remark, that all the worst quarrels,
public and private, are due to greedy craving for % edpopdlas
ywaos § xppdrov «tA.  In de Abdrak. 26, he attributes the
sensuality of Sodom to its material prosperity. Lucian notes the
same connexion in Nigrin. 16 (ocweoépxerar yap pouxela Kol
pthapyvpla «tA., the love of money having been already set as
the source of such vices). In 1 Co 51 Paul brackets oi wdpro
with of wAecovéxrar, and wleovelia (cp. 1 Th 4%) as selfishness
covers adultery as well as grasping covetousness. But the
deeper tie between the two sins is that the love of luxury and
the desire for wealth open up opportunities of sensual indulgence.
In injuries to other people, Cicero observes (de Offic. i. 7. 24),
“latissime patet avaritia.” When Longinus describes the deterior-
ating effects of this passion or vice in character (de Swblim. 44),
he begins by distinguishing it from mere love of pleasure ;
dapyvpla ptv véompa  juxpomoidy, $ukndovia § dyewésrarov.
Then he proceeds to analyse the working of ¢ihapyvple in life,
its issue in 3Bpis, wapavopln, and dvawryxuvria.

’Adi\dpyvpos (the rebel Appianus tells Marcus Aurelius, in
OP. xxxiil. 10, 11, that his father 75 pev mphrov v thdaogos, 76
Serepov ddildpyvpos, 70 TpiTov Pirdyabos) & Tpémos (in sense of
“mores,” as often, eg., M. Aurelius, i. 16, xal 7és 6 Toiodros
7pdmos), “Apkobpevo is the plur. ptc. after a noun (as in 2z Co 17,
Ro 129), and with tois wapobow reproduces a common Greek
phrase for contentment, e.g. 7eles, vii. 7, GAX’ fuels od Suvduela
dprelofos Tols Tapolow, 6Tay kai Tpuy] woAd Suddpuer, and xxviil. 31,
kal p Iwv obk émmobijces AN Bibay dprodpevos Tols wapoioy.
The feature here is the religious motive adduced in adtés yap
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ei’pnxev (of God as usual, e.g., 113), a phrase which (cp. Ac 20%
avros elrev) recalls the Pythagorean adros eqba (*“thus said the
Master ”). The quotation ob py ae 4ve 008’ ob p#) oe éykatalinw is
a popular paraphrase of Jos 1° or Gn 281 (cp. Dt 315 1 Ch 28%)
which the writer owes to Philo (de Confus. Ling. 32), who quotes
it exactly in this form as a Adytov 70D iAew Oeob peatov fHuepdrnros,
but simply as a promise that God will never leave the human
soul to its own unrestrained passions. The combination of the
aor. subj. with the first o p% and the reduplication of the
negative (for o098 od mij, cp. Mt 24%) amount to a strong
asseveration. Note that the writer does not appeal, as Josephus
does, to the merits of the fathers (Antig. xi. 5. 17, -n‘w pev Gedv
loTe [J.w;‘u‘r) 'r(ul' 1ra'r€pmv *ABpdpov kai Todkov kai ’Iaxw,Bov
rapa,t.evm-ra Kﬂ.L SLa ‘I'I]S GKGLV(DV 8LK(1L00"UV'I]S O‘UK G‘)’KGTO.A.(L‘II'OVTG TT]V
tmep Hudv mpovorar) in assuring his readers that they will not be
left forlorn by God.

E-yxa.m)\e[rw (so all the uncials except D) may be simply an ortho-
graphical variant of the true readmg éykaraNiww (aorist subj. ) In Dt 31¢
the A text runs ov p4 oe a.vn 008’ oV ge é‘yxa.fa.)\elr'n, in Jos 1% otk éykatadelrw
oe 000¢ vrepbyoual oe, and in Gn 28 o0 ui ge éykarakelww. The promise

originally was of a martial character. But, as Keble puts it (Chrestian Year,
*“The Accession ”):

““Not upon kings or priests alone
the power of that dear word is spent;
it chants to all in softest tone
the lowly lesson of content.”

*Qare (v.5) Bappobvras (on the evidence for this form, which
Plutarch prefers to the Ionic variant fapoeiv, cp. Cronert’s
Memoria Graeca Herculanensis, 133%) fpds (om. M, accidentally)
Méyew. What God says to us moves us to say something to
ourselves. This quotation from Ps 1189 is exact, except that
the writer, for the sake of terseness, omits the xat (=s0) before
od cboB'qu]o'op.ul., which is reinserted by * ADKLM syrhkl etc.
For the phrase fappotvras Aéyew, see Pr 1# (Wisdom) émi 8¢
mihais wédews fappoiica )\e‘yeL and for Bondés and fappeiv in con-
]unctlon see Xen. Cyr. v. i. 25, 26, amS-q & & Hepoby ,801)909
v Gppajbys . . . viv & ol odrws éxoper Gs o pév ool Guws Kkai
& 1) woheuip Svres Oappodpev, Epictetus tells a man who is
tempted (ii. 18. 29), Tob feod pépnoo, éxeivov émwarod Bonfov kai
mapacrdryy. This is the idea of the psalm-quotation here.
Courage is described in Galen (de H. et Plat. decr. vii. 2) as the
knowledge &v xpy fappetv 4 pi) appeiv, a genuinely Stoic defini-
tion; and Alkibiades tells, in the Symposium (221 A), how he
came upon Sokrates and Laches retreating during the Athenian
defeat at Delium kal oy edfis rapaxe)\eﬁopaf v¢ abrotv Gappely,
kal e)\e‘yov ot ok dmworelfw adrd., In the touching prayer pre-
served in the Acfa Pauii (xlii.), Thekla cries, 6 feds pov xai Tod
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oixov rovrov, Xpiort Ingob & vids 765 feod, 6 Enol Bonhos &v Pvraxiy,
Bonbos émt fyeudvav, Bonbos év wrupi, Bonbos & Oyplots.

According to Pliny (Zpp. ix. 30: ‘‘ primum est autem suo esse contentum,
deinde, quos praecipue scias indigere sustentantem fouentemque orbe quodam
societatis ambire”) a man’s first duty is to be content with what he has ; his
second, to go round and help all in his circle who are most in need,
Epictetus quotes a saying of Musonius Rufus: ob 6éhets uekerdy dpreiobar 1§
dedopéry ; (i. 1. 27) ; but this refers to life in general, not to money or property
in particular, The argument of our author is that instead of clinging to their
possessions and setting their hearts on goods (10%), which might still be
taken from them by rapacious pagans, they must realize that having God
they have enough. He will never allow them to be utterly stripped of the
necessaries of life. Instead of trying to refund themselves for what they had
lost, let them be content with what is left to them and rely on God to
preserve their modest all ; he will neither drop nor desert them,

Hitherto the community has been mainly (see on 1z2l4f)
addressed as a whole. Now the writer reminds them of the
example of their founders, dead and gone, adding this to the
previous list of memories (12'%).

1 Remember your leaders, the men who spoke the word of God to yos; look
back wpon the close of their career, and copy their faith.

Mympovebere Tdv fyoupévar Spdv oitwves (since they were the
men who) é\dAnoav Gptr Tor Néyor 10l Oeol. The special function.
of these primitive apostles and prophets was to preach the
gospel (cp. 1 Co 17) with the supernatural powers of the Spirit.
Then the writer adds a further title to remembrance, their con-
sistent and heroic life ; they had sealed their testimony with
their (v «7A.) blood. ‘Hyodpevos, like dpxwy, was a substantival
formation which had a wide range of meaning; here it is
equivalent to ‘““president” or “leader” (cp. Epp. Apollon. ii. 69,
dvdpas Tovs fyovpévous vudv =your leading citizens, or prominent
men, and Ac 15%).1 It was they who had founded the church
by their authoritative preaching; é\dAnoarv Suiv 7év Adyov Tob
feod recalls the allusion to the gwrnpie which 3o 7év dkovadrrov
(f.e. Jesus) eis Huas éBeBawify (2°). The phrase denotes, in
primitive Christianity (e.g. Did. 4! where the church-member is
bidden remember with honour 7oV Aaloivros oot Tor Adyov Tob
feot), the central function of the apostolic ministry as the
declaration and interpretation of the divine Adyos. These men
had died for their faith ; &pBaots here, as in Wis 217 (1& & éBdoe
abrod), is, like &odos, a metaphor for death as the close of life,
evidently a death remarkable for its witness to faith. They had
laid down their lives as martyrs. This proves that the allusion
in 12 does not exclude some martyrdoms in the past history of
the community, unless the reference here is supposed to mean

TIn Ep. Arist. 310, of the headmen of the Jewish community at
Alexandria,
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no more than that they died as they had lived xaré wioTw (1118),
without giving up their faith.

In Egypt, during the Roman period, ‘“a liturgical college of mpesBirepo.
or fryoduerotr was at the head of each temple” (GCP. i. 127), the latter term

being probably taken from its military sense of ‘“ officers” (e.g. Wryembves Tdy
w rdfewy).

*Avalewpolvres is ‘‘scanning closely, looking back (dve-)
on”; and dvaotpody is used in this sense even prior to Polybius ;
e.g. Magn. 468 4 (iii B.c.) and Magn. 165% (i A.D.) 8id Ty Tob
7fovs kéopiov dvaoTpogrv.  As for pipeiode, the verb never occurs
in the LXX except as a »./. (B¥) for éuionoas in. Ps 318, and
there in a bad sense. The good sense begins in Wis 42
(mapovody Te ppotvrar admir), so far as Hellenistic Judaism goes,
and in 4 Mac 9% (pqwijcacte pe) 13° (upnodpeba Tovs Tpeis Tovs
émi s Svplas veaviokovs) it is used of imitating a personal
example, as here. In the de Congressu Erudit. 13, Philo argues
that the learner listens to what his teacher says, whereas a man
who acquires true wisdom by practice and meditation (6 &¢
doxijoe T0 kalov dAAG wy Sidackalip kTdpevos) attends od Tols
Aeyopévois dANG Tols Aéyovot, pipolpevos Tov éxelvwv Biov év Tals
xatd pépos dvemMafmrors wpdfesi. He is referring to living
examples of goodness, but, as in de Vita Mos. i. 28, he points out
that Moses made his personal character a wapdSerypa Tois
é0éhovor pupeiocfan . This stimulus of heroic memories belonging
to one’s own group is noted by Quintilian (/zstiz. Oraz. xii. 2. 31)
as essential to the true orator:-‘“quae sunt antiquitus dicta ac
facta praeclare et nosse et animo semper agitare conveniet.
Quae profecto nusquam plura maijoraque quam in nostrae
civitatis monumentis reperientur. . . . Quantum enim Graeci
praeceptis valent, tantum Romani, quod est maius, exemplis.”
Marcus Aurelius recollects the same counsel: é Tois ov "Eme
Kovpeiwy ypdppadt mapdyyelpo éxaro gvvexds Imopyvijoxeafar Tov
Taladv Twvos @y dpery xpnoapévov (Xi. 26).

Human leaders may pass away, but Jesus Christ, the supreme
object and subject of their faithful preaching, remains, and
remains the same ; no novel additions to his truth are required,
least of all innovations which mix up his spiritual religion with
what is sensuous and material.

8 Jesus Christ is always the same, yesterday, to-day, and for ever. ° Never
let yourselves be carried away with a variety of novel doctrines ; for the right
thing is to have one's heart stremgthened by grace, not by the eating of food—
that has never been any use to those who have had recourse to it. 1° Our
(Exopev as 4'%) altar is one of whick the worshippers have no right to eas
W For the bodies of the animals whose ** blood is taken into the koly Place” by
the highpriest as a “‘sin-offering, ave burned outside the camp” ; ¥ and so
Jesus also suffeved outside the gate, in order lo sanctify the people (cp. 10%) by
kis own blood (9'%). 8 Let us go to him “‘outside the camp,” them, bearing
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kis obloguy W (for we have no lasting city heve below, we seek the City to
come), W And by him ‘‘let us” constantly ‘‘offer praise to God” as our
¢ sacrifice,” that is, *“ the fruit of lips” that celebrate his Name. ® Do not
Sorget (uh émhavfdvecte, as in v.2) beneficence and charity either; these are
the kind of sacrifices that are acceptable to God.
V.8 connects with what precedes and introduces what follows.
"Exfes! refers to his life on earth (23 57) and includes the service
- of the original #yodpevor; it does not necessarily imply a long
retrospect. Efpepov as in 315 and é adrés as in 112 The finality
of the revelation in Jesus, sounded at the opening of the homily
(11£), resounds again here. He is never to be superseded ; he
never needs to be supplemented. Hence (v.?) the warning
against some new theology about the media of forgiveness and
fellowship, which, it is implied, infringes the all-sufficient efficacy
of Jesus Christ. Adexats (6%) mwoikihats (2% in good sense) xai
tévais pi) mapadépeade. IMapapépeabor (cp. Jude 12)is never used in
this metaphorical sense (swayed, swerved) in the LXX, where it
is always literal, and the best illustration of £évass in the sense of
“foreign to” (the apostolic faith) is furnished by the author of
the epistle to Diognetus (111), who protests, od {éva Ao . . .
dAA& dmooTédwv yevdpevos pabdyris yivopar Siddoxados édviv, Such
notions he curtly pronounces useless, év ols odx ddpeNifnoav of
wepiwaTobrTes, where & ofs goes with mepurarobvres; they have
never been of any use in mediating fellowship with God for
those who have had recourse to them. It is exactly the tone of
Jesus in Mk 718
Iapagépesfe was altered (under the influence of Eph 4!) into wepigpépeate
(K L ¥ 2. 5. 88. 330. 378. 440. 491. 547. 642. 919. 920. 1867. 1872. 1908.
arm sah). Iepirarfoarres (x° C D° K L M P syr® arm Orig. Chrys. etc.)
and wepirarodyres (8* A D* 1912 lat) are variants which are substantially the
same in meaning, wepurareiv év being used in its common sense=living in the
sphere of (Eph 2! etc.), having recourse to.

The positive position is affirmed in kaNév «TA. (kaddy, as in
1 Co 7%, Ro 14% etc.). “Kalds . .. denotes that kind of good-
ness which is at once seen to be good” (Hort on 1 P 212), /.
by those who have a right instinct. The really right and good
course is xdpimt Befawobodar v kapdiav, Z.e. either to have one’s
heart strengthened, or to be strengthened in heart (kapdlav, accus.
of reference). Bread sustains our physical life (dpros xapdlay
dvfpdmov arypiler, Ps 1041%), but xapdla here means more than
vitality ; it is the inner life of the human soul, which God’s xdpts
alone can sustain, and God’s xdp:s in Jesus Christ is everything
(2%etc.). But what does this contrast mean? The explanation
is suggested in the next passage (vv.19-16) which flows out of

1 The forms vary ; but this, the Attic spelling, has the best repute upon

the whole (see W. G. Rutherford’s New Phrynichus, pp. 370f.), and strong
support here in # A C* D* M,
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what has just been said. The various novel doctrines were
connected in some way with Bpdpata. So much is clear. The
difficulty is to infer what the Spdpoara were. There is a touch of
scorn for such a motley, unheard of, set of ddaxal. The writer
does not trouble to characterize them, but his words. imply that
they were many-sided, and that their main characteristic was a
preoccupation with Bpdpora. There is no reference to the
ancient regulations of the Hebrew ritual mentioned in g1°; this
would only be tenable on the hypothesis, for which there is no
evidence, that the readers were Jewish Christians apt to be
fascinated by the ritual of their ancestral faith, and, in any case,
such notions could not naturally be descnbed as wowihat kal
févar. We must look in other directions for the meaning of this
enigmatic reference. (@) The new &ayal may have included
ascetic regulations about diet as aids to the higher life, like the
&vrdlpara kal didackaMlar Tdv dvfpdrev which disturbed the
Christians at Colossé. Partly owing to Gnostic syncretism,
prohibitions of certain foods (dwéxerfar Bpopdrwv, 1 Ti 43) were
becoming common in some circles, in the supposed interests of
spiritual religion. “We may assume,” says Pfleiderer, one of
the representatives of this view (pp. 278f.), ““a similar Gnostic
spiritualism, which placed the historical Saviour in an inferior
position as compared with angels or spiritual powers who do not
take upon them flesh and blood, and whose service consists in
mystical purifications and ascetic abstinences.” (&) They may
also have included such religious sacraments as were popularized
in some of the mystery-cults, where worshippers ate the flesh of
a sacrificial victim or consecrated elements which represented the
deity. Participation in these festivals was not unknown among
some ultra-liberal Christians of the age. It is denounced by
Paul in 1 Co 10, and may underlie what the writer has already
said in 10%. Why our author did not speak outright of el8wAdbvra,
we cannot tell ; but some such reference is more suitable to the
context than (a), since it is sacrificial meals which are in question.
He is primarily drawing a contrast between the various cult-feasts
of paganism, which the readers feel they might indulge in, not
only with immunity, but even with spiritual profit, and the
Christian religion, which dispensed with any such participation.
(¢) Is there also a reference to the Lord’s supper, or to the
realistic sense in which it was being interpreted, as though
participation in it implied an actual eating of the sacrificial body
of the Lord? This reference is urged by some critics, especially
by F. Spitta (Zur Geschickte u. Litteratur des Urchristentums,

pp. 325f) and O. Holtzmann (in Zestschrift fir die neufest,
Wzssensdzaﬂ X. pp. 251~ 260) Spitta goes wrong by misinterpret-
ing v.10 as though the c@pa of Christ implied a sacrificial meal
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from which Jewish priests were excluded. Holtzmann rightly
sees that the contrast between ydpis and Bpduara implies, for
the latter, the only Bpdua possible for Christians, viz. the Lord’s
body as a food. What the writer protests against is the rising
conception of the Lord’s supper as a ¢ayeiv 70 odpa Tov Xpiorot.
On the day of Atonement in the OT ritual, to which he refers,
there was no participation in the flesh of the sacrificial victim ;
there could not be, in the nature of the case (v.1!). So, he
argues, the cdpa Xpiorod of our sacrifice cannot be literally eaten,
as these neo-sacramentarians allege ; any such notion is, to him,
a relapse upon the sensuous, which as a spiritual idealist he
despises as “a vain thing, fondly invented.” A true insight into
the significance of Jesus, such as he has been trying to bring out
in what he has written, such as their earlier leaders themselves
had conveyed in their own way, would reveal the superfluousness
and irrelevance of these ddaxal. As the writer is alluding to
what is familiar, he does not enter into details, so that we have
to guess at his references. But the trend of thought in vv.1f is
plain. In real Christian worship there is no sacrificial meal;
the Christian sacrifice is not one of which the worshippers
partake by eating. This is the point of v.% The writer
characteristically illustrates it from the OT ritual of atonement-
day, by showing how the very death of Jesus outside the city of
Jerusalem fulfilled the proviso in that ritual (vv.1l- 12) that the
sacrifice must not be eaten. Then he finds in this fact about
the death of Jesus a further illustration of the need for unworldli-
ness (vv.1%-14)  Finally, in reply to the question, “Then have
Christians no sacrifices to offer at all?” he mentions the two
standing sacrifices of thanksgiving and charity (vv.1516), both
owing their efficacy to Christ. Inwardness is the dominating
thought of the entire paragraph. God’s grace in Jesus Christ
works upon the soul ; no external medium like food is required
to bring us into fellowship with him ; it is vain to imagine that
by eating anything one can enjoy communion with God. Our
Lord stands wholly outside the material world of sense, outside
things touched and tasted; in relationship to him and him
alone, we can worship God. The writer has a mystical or
idealistic bent, to which the sacramental idea is foreign. He
never alludes to the eucharist ; the one sacrament he notices is
baptism. A ritual meal as the means of strengthening communion
with God through Christ does not appeal to him in the slightest
degree. It is not thus that God’s xdpes is experienced.

The clue to v.1? lies in the obvious fact that the uotacmipior
and the oxnw belong to the same figurative order. In our
spiritual or heavenly oxwyvy, the real oxq of the soul, there is
indeed a Ouotacrhpiov & ob (partitive ; cp. 7a eis Tod iepob éobior-
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ow, 1 Co 9'%) dayeiv (emphatic by position) ol éouaiy Eouaiay!
(1 Co 9%) of T oknvji Natpedorres (Aarpederv with dative as in 86).
It makes no difference to the sense whether ol . . .- Aarpeovres
means worshippers (9° 10?) or priests (85), and the writer does not
allegorize fvowaoripiov as Philo does (e.g. in de Leg. Alleg. . 15, s
kafopls kai duidvrov ¢ioews Tiis dvacepovoms Ta duopa 79 Oed,
atrn 8t éori 70 Gvowomipiov). His point is simply this, that the
Christian sacrifice, on which all our relationship to God depends,
is not one that involves or allows any connexion with a meal. To
prove how impossible such a notion is, he (v.11) cites the ritual
regulation in Lv 16% for the disposal of the carcases of the two
animals sacrificed mepl THs dpaprias (dv 70 alpa eoypvéxn EErdo-
aofac &y 16 dylw eolsovow adrd éw s mapepSori)s kal karaxatooy-
ow atra évmupl). For a moment the writer recalls his main argument
in chs. 7-10; in v.1° Christ is regarded as the victim or sacrifice
(cp. mpogevexfeis in ¢%B), but here the necessities of the case
involve the activity of the Victim. Aw kai “loods xrTA. (v.12),
The parallel breaks down at one point, of course; his body was
not burned up.? But the real comparison lies in &w rfs wikys
(sc. Tijs mapepBolis, as Ex 3226-27).  The Peshitto and 436 make
the reference explicit by reading wéAews, which seems to have
been known to Tertullian (adz. Jud. 14, “ extra civitatem”). The
fact that Jesus was crucified outside Jerusalem influenced the
synoptic transcripts of the parable in Mk 128 =Mt 218 =Lk 2016.
Mark’s version, dréxrewar airov xal ééBalov adrov éw Tod dumek-
dvos, was altered into (é£éBalov) ékBaldvres adrdv éfw Tod dumrerdvos
(xat) dméxrewar. Crucifixion, like other capital punishments, in
the ancient world was inflicted outside a city. To the writer this
fact seems intensely significant, rich in symbolism. So much so
that his mind hurries on to use it, no longer as a mere confirma-
tion of the negative in v.19, but as a positive, fresh call to unworldli-
ness. All such sensuous ideas as those implied in sacrificial
meals mix up our religion with the very world from which we
ought, after Jesus, to be withdrawing. We meet Jesus outside
all this, not inside it. In highly figurative language (v.1%), he
therefore makes a broad appeal for an unworldly religious fellow-
ship, such as is alone in keeping with the xdpis of God in Jesus
our Lord.

Toivwr (beginning a sentence as in Lk 202 rolyuv dmédore x7A,,
instead of coming second in its classical position), let us join
Jesus &w tHs wapepBolfs, for he is living. The thought of the

1 The omission of éfovsiay by D* M and the Old Latin does not affect the
sense ; &xetv then has the same meaning as in 61%

2 The blood, not the body, of the victim mattered in the atonement ritual,
Hence, in our writer’s scheme of thought, as Peake observes, ‘‘while he fully

recognises the fact of the Resurrection of Christ, he can assign it no place in
his argument or attach to it any theological significance.”
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metaphor is that of Paul’s admonition py owexyparifecte ¢
aldve Tovre (Ro 122), and the words Tdv dvediopdv adrol $épovres
recall the warnings against false shame (112 12%), just as the
following (v.1*) reason, o ydp ¥xopev &8¢ (in the present outward
order of things) pévovocar! wéhw éAN& Tv péANovoar éminTolpey
recalls the ideas of 11101416 The appeal echoes that of 4!
 agmovddowper odv eioerbely els éxelvyy Ty kardmwavow. It is through
the experiences of an unsettled and insulted life that Christians
must pass, if they are to be loyal to their Lord. That is, the
writer interprets éw Ttis mapepfolys figuratively (“ Egrediamur
et nos a commercio mundi huius,” Erasmus). Philo had already
done so (cp. specially guod. det. pot. 44), in a mystical sense:
paxpdy Siowiler Tov TwpaTikod arparomédov, pévws dv otrws éhricas
ixérns kai Gepamrevmys éoeoBar Téhetos Oeov. Similarly in de Ebrietate,
25, commenting on Ex 337, he explains that by év 1§ orparorédy
(=& 7fj mapeuBorfj) Moses meant allegorically év 76 perd odparos
Blo, the material interests of the worldly life which must be for-
saken if the soul is to enjoy the inward vision of God. Such is
the renunciation which the writer here has in view. It is the
thought in 2z Clem. 5! (66ev, a8edpoi, kararefyavres Ty wapoixiav
T0b KéoTpov TovTov ToujTwper To GéAyua Tov xahéravros Hpuds, xal
py Pofnlfoper Eferbelv €k Tob kéopov Tovrov) and 6% (ob Suvd-
pefa Tdy 3o Pidor elvar 8l 8¢ Huds Tovre dmorafapévous éxelvy
xpdofa:). Only, our author weaves in the characteristic idea
of the shame which has to be endured in such an unworldly
renunciation.

The next exhortation in v.!% (dvadépoper) catches up éepxs-
peba, as 8¢ adrob carries on wpds avrév.  For once applying sacri-
ficial language to the Christian life, he reminds his readers again
of the sacrifice of thanksgiving. The phrase kapmdv xethéwv ex-
plains (toé7T &mw) the sense in which Ouvoia aivéoews is to be
taken; it is from the LXX mistranslation (kapwov xeléwv) of
Hos 14% where the true text has &2 (bullocks) instead of ™
(fruit). In Spoloyolvrwv 7§ dvdpam adrol, Spoloyelv is used in
the sense of éfopoloyeicfar by an unusual? turn of expression.
The 8vopa means, as usual, the revealed personality. Probably
there is an unconscious recollection of Ps 548 (éfoporoyiioopar 7
dvépari oov); Guvoia aivésews® is also from the psalter (eg.
sol* B), ‘Avagpéper elsewhere in the NT is only used of spiritual
sacrifices in the parallel passage 1 P 25 dvevéyxar wveuparixds
fvolas ebmpoadéxrovs fed 8 “Inood Xpiorod. We have no sacri-

11In the sense of Aeneas (Verg. Aes. iii. 85, 86, ¢‘da moenia fessis | et genus
et mansuram urbem ”). Note thé assonance uévovoar . . . pé\hovoar.

2 But éuohoyely Tt occurs in 3 Es 4% 57 (A),

8 In the LXX éfouolbynos is generally preferred to atvests as an equiva-
lent for amn.
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ficial meals, the writer implies ; we do not need them. Nor have
we any sacrifices—except spiritual ones. (The odv after 8 adrob,
which 8¢ A C D° M vg syr™ boh arm eth Orig. Chrys. etc. re-
tain, is omitted by 8* D* P ¥ vt syr"8; but 8* D* om. odv also
1 Co 67, as D in Ro 7). The thought of 122 is thus expanded,
with the additional touch that thankfulness to God is inspired
by our experience of Jesus (8¢ airod, as Col 37 edyapiorotvres T4
Oed warpl & adrod); the phrase is a counterpart of 8ud Tob
dpxiepéus in v.11,  This thank-offering is to be made 8i& wayros
(sc. xpdvov), instead of at stated times, for, whatever befalls us, we
owe God thanks and praise (cp. 1 Th 5%). The Mishna (cp.
Berachoth 5*%) declares that he must be silenced who only calls
upon God’s name with thankfulness in the enjoyment of good
(Berachoth 58 ini Pprzin 0™ 2vTiD 0P M9 30 0Y . . . WwikN).

The religious idea of thanksgiving was prominent in several quarters.
According to Fronto (Loeb ed. i. p. 22) thank-offerings were more acceptable
to the gods than sin-offerings, as being more disinterested : pdvrewy 8¢ waidés
gagw kal Tols feots 7dious elvar Ouoidv 7as xapisrnplovs # Tas pedixlovs.
Philo had taught (de Plant. 30) that edxaprrie is exceptionally sacred, and
that towards God it must be an inward sacrifice : fe 8¢ odx Eveart yrnolws
ebxapioTiicar 8¢ Sy voulfovsty of oMol KaTaokevdy dvabnudrwy Ouetdv—olde
yap ovpmas 6 kéouos lepdy dEbxpewy By yévoiro wpds THY TotToU TLUAY—AAN 8
émalvoy kal Upvwy, olx ods 1) yeywrds doerar ¢uwrl), AANNL ols 6 dedhs xai
xafapdraros vols éryyfoer kal drauéhfe. He proceeds (ibzd. 33) to dwell
on the meaning of the name Judah, s épunveverac kvply éfopoNéynais. Judah
was the last (Gn 29%) son of Leah, for nothing could be added to praise of
God, nothing excels 6 edhoy@p Tdv fedw vots. This tallies with the well-known
rabbinic saying, quoted in Tanchuma, §5. 2: ‘‘in the time of messiah all
sacrifices will cease, but the sacrifice of thanksgiving will not cease; all
prayers will cease, but praises will not cease” (on basis of Jer 33! and Ps
56%%). The praise of God as the real sacrifice of the pious is frequently noted
in the later Judaism (e.g. 2 Mac 107).

In v.}¢ the writer notes the second Christian sacrifice of
charity.  Edwoila, though not a LXX term, is common in
Hellenistic Greek, especially in Epictetus, eg. Fragm. 15 (ed.
Schenk), éri xpporéryre kel edmwoile ; Fragm. 45, obdév kpeigooy
. evrorlus (where the context suggests ‘ beneficence ).
Kowwvia in the sense of charity or contributions had been
already used by Paul (2 Co ¢!® etc.). To share with others,
to impart to them what we possess, is one way of worshipping
God. The three great definitions of worship or religious service
in the NT (here, Ro 122 and Ja 1%") are all inward and
ethical ; what lies behind this one is the fact that part of the
food used in ancient OT sacrifices went to the support of the
priests, and part was used to provide meals for the poor.
Charitable relief was bound up with the sacrificial system, for such
parts of the animals as were not burnt were devoted to these
beneficent purposes. An equivalent must be provided in our
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spiritual religion, the writer suggests ; if we have no longer any
animal sacrifices, we must carry on at any rate the charitable
element in that ritual. This is the force of pd) émlarv@dveste.
Contributions, e.g., for the support of sjyodpevor, who were not
priests, were unknown in the ancient world, and had to be
explicitly urged as a duty (cp. 1 Co ¢%*). Similarly the needs
_ of the poor had to be met by voluntary sacrifices, by which
alone, in a spiritual religion, God could be satisfied—roradrars
(perhaps including the sacrifice of praise as well as edwoula and
kowwvia) Buoiars edapeatetrar (cp. 1156 1228) 6 Beds.  This counsel
agrees with some rabbinic opinions (e.g. T. B. Sukkah, 594: “he
who offers alms is greater than all sacrifices”). The special duty
of supporting the priesthood is urged in Sir 7%f, but our author
shows no trace of the theory that almsgiving in general was not
only superior to sacrifices but possessed atoning merit before
God (Sir 34 éxenpooivy yap watpds odx émAnobigeral, xal dvri
dpapridv  mwpooavorkedopybhjgeral oo). In the later rabbinic
theology, prayer, penitence, the study of the Torah, hospitality,
charity, and the like were regarded as sacrifices equivalent to
those which had been offered when the temple was standing.
Thus Rabbi Jochanan b. Zakkai (cp. Schlatter’s Jockanan ben
Zakkat, pp. 39f.) consoled himself and his friends with the
thought, derived from Hos 6%, that in the practice of charity
they still possessed a  valid sacrifice for sins; he voiced the
conviction also (e.g. b. baba bathra 1o?) that charity (fp7¥) won
forgiveness for pagans as the sin-offering did for Israel. In the
Ep. Barnabas (2™) the writer quotes Jer 72228 (Zec 817) as a
warning to Christians against Jewish sacrifices (aicfdveafou odv
Spelhoper Ty yvdpw Tis dyabwovvns Tod marpos Hudv &7 fHuiv
Aéye, Oéhwv fpds py opolws wAavopévous éxelvots {yretv, wis
mwpocdywpev airg), but he quotes Ps 51!® as the description of
the ideal sacrifice.

The tendency in some circles of the later Judaism to spiritualize sacrifice
in general and to insist on its motive and spirit is voiced in a passage like
Jth 161t ;

Bpn op éx Oeperlwy adv Béaow calevbricerar,
mérpac 8§ dwd wposdnrov gov @s Kknpds TakfoorTal
éri 8¢ Tois gpoBovuévois oe gt eliharedes avrois'
81v pukpdy mwéae Buaia els dophy edwdlas,

kal é\axwroy wiy oréap els ShokalTwud oo’
6 8¢ poBobuevos Tdv klpiov péyas Sué wavrbs.

Also in a number of statements from various sources, of which that in Zp.
Avrist. 234 (! péywrdy éare Sbkns; & 8¢ elme” 70 Teudy Tdv Beby- Tobro & doriy
o0 8dpois ovde Buatats, dANG Yuxfls xabapdryre kel Swahfews dotas) may be
cited as a fair specimen. The congruous idea of bloodless sacrifices was
common in subsequent Christianity. Thus the martyr Apollonius (Acfa
Apollonit, a4 ; Conybeare’s Monuments of Early Christianity, pp. 47-48)
tells the magistrate, ““I expected . . . that thy heart would bear fruit, and
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that thou wouldst worship God, the Creator of all, and unto Him continually
offer thy prayers by means of compassion ; for compassion shown to men by
men is a bloodless sacrifice and holy unto God.” So Jerome’s comment runs
on Ps 15% o0 uh) owaydyw Tas ouraywyds adriév ¢ aludTwv. Zvvdyws,
Pnoilv, cuvaywyds éx TGV é0vdv, od 80 aludTwy TavTas cuvdfw: TobT EoTw, OV
mapackevdow S Ths voutkRis ot wpooépyeabat hatpelas, O’ alvégews 8¢ pudAhoy
kal Tfs dvapderov Quoias (Anecdota Maredsolana, iii. 3. 123). Both in the
Didache (14! x\doare dprov kai evxapioriioare wposefopoloynaduevor T4
mapawTépara Hudv, Srws kabapd N Guola Judy §) and in Justin Martyr (Dial.
117, wdvras ofy of 14 Tob Svduaros Tobrov Buslas, &s mapédwkey "Ingols &
Xpiards yiveaOar, TovréaTww émi 77 ebyapioria Tob dprov kai Tob wornplov, Tas év
warrl Téwy THs Yyhs ywouévas vwd 176y XpoTiavdv, mpohaBwr 6 feds paprvpet
ebapéoTovs Dmdpyew alry), the very prayers at the eucharist are called fuvaiac,
but this belongs to a later stage, when the eucharist or love-feast became the
rite round which collections for the poor, the sick, prisoners, and travelling
visitors (vv.1*) gathered, and into which sacrificial language began to be
poured (cp. Justin’s Apol. i. 66, 67). In Ilpds ‘Efpalovs we find a simpler
and different line of practical Christianity.

Now for a word on the living fyodpevor of the community
(v.17), including himself (vv.18 18),

Y1 Qbey your leaders, submit to them; for they (abrol) are alive to the
interests of your souls, as men who will have Yo account for their trust. Let
their work be a joy to them and no! a grief—whick would be a lpss to yourselves.

8 Pray for me, for I am sure I have a clean conscience ; my desire is in
every way lo lead an honest life. ® I urge you to this (i.e. to prayer) all the
more, that I may get back to you the sooner.

The connexion of vl is not only with v.7, but with vv,8-16,
It would be indeed a grief to your true leaders if you gave way to
these mowidar kat &évar doctrines, instead of following men who
are really (this is the force of adrof) concerned for your highest
interests.  fMeifeoBe (cp. Epict. Fragm. 27, 7ov wpocophoivra
.. . baokowod . . . € piv dpelvova, dkoveww xpy xal melfecBac
atr@) xai Gmeixere (Vmeiko is not a LXX term); strong words but
justified, for the Adyos Tob feod which Christian leaders preached
meant authoritative standards of life for the community (cp. 1 Co
417 2 1487 etc.), inspired by the Spirit. Insubordination was
the temptation at one pole, an overbearing temper (1 P 58) the
temptation at the other. Our author knows that, in the case
of his friends, the former alone is to be feared. He does not
threaten penalties for disobedience, however, as Josephus does (¢
Apionem, ii. 194) for insubordination on the part of the Jewish
laity towards a priest: & 8¢ ye Tovre pi welbdpevos tpéer Sixyy bs
els Tov Oedv adrov doeSdv. Rather, he singles out the highminded
devotion of these leaders as an inducement to the rank and file
to be submissive. Adrol yip dypumvobow Gwép Tdv Yuxdv Spdv,
almost as Epictetus says of the true Cynic who zealously con-
cerns himself with the moral welfare of men, imrepnypvmmcer dmép
dvfpdmov (iii. 22. 95 ; he uses the verb once in its literal sense
of a soldier having to keep watch through the night, iii. z4. 32).
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The force of the phrase is flattened by the transference of mép
1OV Yux@v Spdv to a position after ds Ndyor dwoddoorres (as A vg).
The latter expression, és (conscious that) Adyov dmoddoovres (bs
with fut. ptc. here only in NT), is used by Chrysostom, de
Sacerdotio, iil. 18 (cp. vi. 1), to enforce a sense of ministerial
responsibility (el yap Tév oikelwv TAyuuekyudrov edfivas dméxovres
pplrToper, bs ob Surpoduevol 76 whp Expuyety éxeivo, T{ xpn Teloeatar
mpogdokdy Tov Imwép TosovTwy dmoloyeigbar wéAdovra;), but in
Ipos “Efpaiovs the writer assumes that the jyodpevor are doing
and will do their duty. Any sadness which they may feel is
due, not to a sense of their own shortcomings, but to their
experience of wilfulness and error among their charges. Adyor
dmodiddvar is more common in the N'T than the equivalent Adyov
8dévar, which recurs often in Greek literature, e.g. in Plato’s
Sympos. 189, mpdaexe Tov voiv kal olrws Aéye ds dwowy Aéyov,
or in the complaint of the Fayyum peasants (A.Dh. 20%), who
petition the local centurion that the disturbers of their work may
be called to account: dfwivres, &dv co. 86y, xekevoar adrovs
dxbivar ért ge Aéyov dmoddoovras mepl Tovrov (GCA. i. 354 %),
In Clem. Alex. Quis div. saly. 42, John says to the captain of
the robbers, éyd Xpword Adyov Sdow Hmep dod.

The iva clause (Iva perd xapds ToiTo woLbow xai pt) orevdforvres)
goes back to melfecfe . . . dmeixere. The members have it in
their power to thwart and disappoint their #yoduevor. Tobro .
refers to dypvmvoiow, and the best comment on xai py) erevdlovres
is in Denny’s hymn :

“Q give us hearts to love like Thee,
Like Thee, O Lord, to grieve
Far more for others’ sins than all
The wrongs that we receive.”

The last four words, dluoirehés yop Gpiv tolto, form-a rhe-
torical litotes, as when Pindar (Olymp. 1. §3) remarks, dxépdeia
Aédoyxev Bapwa xaxaydpos. It would be a “sore loss” to them
if their lives failed to answer the hopes and efforts of their
7yobpevor, hopes like those implied in 6° and 10%. ’Alvouredés
(“ no profit”) is probably used after Adyov dmoddoovres with its
sense of “reckoning.” Compare the use of the adverb in
Theophrastus, viii. 11 (0% yap povov Yeidovrar GANG kai GAvoirerds
draAAdrrovet), and the dry remark of Philo (¢z Flaccum, 6),
speaking about the attempt of the Alexandrian anti-Semites to
erect images in Jewish places of worship, when he says that
Flaccus might have known dés of Avouredés &y wdrpa ke |
The term lent itself to such effective under-statements, as in
Philo’s aphorism (Fragments of FPhilo, ed. J. Rendel Harris,

’
p. 70) 16 émopxely dvdaiov xal dAvaireléorarov.
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The next word (v.18) is about himself. Mpocedyeode (continue
praying) mept (cp. 2 Mac 18 xai viv &3¢ éopev mpogevySpevor Tepi
Dpdv) Apdv (plural of authorship), mei@épeda (a modest confidence :
“whatever some of you may think, I believe”) yap &m koM
ouveldnow &oper, He is conscious of a keen desire (6éhovres as
in 121%)to act in a straightforward, honest way ; hence he can ask
their prayers. Hence also they may feel confident and eager
about praying for him. The writer chooses xaAdv (cp. on v.9)
instead of &yafjv as his adjective for ovveiyow, probably for the
sake of assonance with the following xaAas, perhaps also to avoid
the hiatus after ér.. When he adds, & wdew (here neuter)
kakds OéNovrres dvaorpédecbar (a phrase which occurs in the
Pergamos inscript. 459° xalds xai édéfws dvaorpadivay, in the
1st century B.C. inscription (Priene, 115%) dvaorpepdpevos év wiaww
¢\ [avfpdmws], and in Epict. iv. 4. 46, éopriy dyew Sivagar xaf’
Apépav, 6ti kaAds dveoTpddns & Tdde T4 épyw, etc.), the language
recalls that of 2 Co 11! 12 where Paul appeals for the help of his
readers’ prayers and pleads his honesty of conscience (76 papro-
pov Tijs owveldoews fudv, én . . . dveorpddyuer xTA.). Perhaps
the writer is conscious that his readers have been blaming him,
attributing (say) his absence from them to unworthy motives, as
in the case of Paul (e.g. 1 Th 218, 2 Co 177%). This may be the
feeling which prompts the protest here and the assurances in
vv 1923 «T am still deeply interested in you; my absence is
involuntary ; believe that.”

Kal is inserted before wepf by D vt Chrys. (possibly as a reminiscence of
1 Th 5§%), 7.e. pray as well as obey (*“ et orate pro nobis,” d); this would
emphasize the fact that the writer belonged to the dryoluevor. But the plural
in v.! is not used to show that the writer is one of the ryofuevor mentioned
in v.27, for whom the prayers of the community are asked. He was one of
them ; fudv here is the literary plural already used in 5% 6% 1L There
are apt parallels in Cicero’s de Offictss, ii. 24 ( Quem nos . . . e Graeco in
Latinum convertimus, Sed toto hoc de genere, de quaerenda, de collocanda
pecunia vellens etiam de utenda”), and OP. x. 1296 (the letter of a boy
to his father), wot® . . . pihowovoduer xal dvayvxbuev. Ilei@buefa (welfopar
256. 1319. 2127) has been changed into mwewolfapev by 8¢ C° D ¥ W 6. 104.
263. 326 (Blass), probably because the latter (‘¢ we are confident ) is stronger
than welfouefa, which (cp. Ac 26%) only amounts to ** we believe” (though
implying ‘‘we are sure”). Retaining we.féucfa, A, Bischoff (Zests. fiir aie
neut. Wiss. ix, 171 £.) evades the difficulty by altering the order of the words :
mpogely. wepl Gudvc kaXNyy yap ow. Exouev, 8Ti welfouela év wdow x. 0.
dvacTpépesbas, t.e. taking 87 as ‘‘ because.”

As in Philem %3, the writer’s return is dependent on his friends’
prayers (v.19) ; specially (see p. 17) let them intercede with God for
his speedy restoration to them, tva tdyiov dmoxaracradd Spiv (cp.
OP. 181 (A.D. 49-50) dmoxareordfy por 6 wids). Tdyiov may
mean “the sooner” (fe. than if you did not pray) or simply
“soon” (as in v.2%, where, as in Hellenistic Greek, it has lost

16
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its comparative meaning). What detained the writer, we cannot
tell. Apparently (v.%%) it was not imprisonment.

A closing prayer and doxology, such as was not uncommon
in epistles of the primitive church (e.g. 1 Th 5%, 1 P 511), now
follows. Having asked his readers to pray for him, he now prays
for them.

% May the God of peace ““who brought up® from the dead our Lord (7%)
Jesus (see p. Ixiii), ““the” great ** Shepherd of the sheep, with the blood of
the eternal covenant,” D furnisk you with everything that is good for the doing

of kis will, creating in your lives by Jesus Christ what is acceptable in his
own sight ! To him (i.e. God) de (sc. ety) glory for ever and cver. Amen.

‘0 Oeds Tijs elpfims means the God of saving bliss (see on 1211),
eipry being taken in a sense like the full OT sense of the secure
prosperity won by the messianic triumph over the hostile powers
of evil (cp. 2 72). There is no special allusion here, as in
Paul’s use of the phrase (Ro 15%, 2 Co 13! etc.), to friction in
the community ; the conflict is one in which God secures eipjvy
for his People, a conflict with evil, not strife between members
of the church. The method of this triumph is described in
some OT phrases, which the writer uses quite apart from their
original setting. The first quotation is from Is 631 zob 6
dvafifBdoas éx Tijs yijs Tov moyuéva Tév wpofdrwy, which the writer
applies to Jesus—his only reference to the resurrection (cp. on
vv.11-12),  But there is no need (with Blass) to follow Chrysostom
in reading mjs y#s here for vexpdv. With dvayelv in this sense,
& vexpdv (so Ro 107) or some equivalent (& gdov, Ps 304, Wis
1613, Joseph. Anf. vi. 14. 2) is much more natural. In Tov
woupéva Ty wpoBdTwy Tdv péyar, & uéyas is applied to him as in
41t 10%,  The figure of the moywjv, which never occurs in Paul,
plays no role in our author’s argument as it does in 1 Peter (225
5%); he prefers lepeds or dpxnyds, and even here he at once
passes to the more congenial idea of the Swafixy. Jesus is the
great Shepherd, as he has made himself responsible for the
People, identifying himself with them at all costs, and sacrificing
his life in order to save them for God. But as death never
occurs in the OT description of the divine shepherd, not even
in the 23rd Psalm, the writer blends with his quotation from
Isaiah another—év afpar Biabixys aiwriov, a LXX phrase from
Zech 9! (& alpar. diabijkys gov éaméorehas Seaplovs aov),
Is 55° (Qabrjoopar duly Suabixny aldviov), ete. 'Ev alpar Siafikys
alwviov goes with dvayaydy, not with 7ov woiuéva, in which case
rév would need to be prefixed to the phrase. Jesus was raised
to present his blood as the atoning sacrifice which mediated the
Swbixy (g1 #L). To the resurrection (cp. on v.12) is thus
ascribed what elsewhere in the epistle is ascribed to the elceAfeiv
els & dywe. But as the stress falls on aiwviov, then more is
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implied than that apart from the afpa no 8wdixny could have
been instituted. In reality the thought resembles that of g
(6s 8ud mvedparos alwviov éavrdv mpoodveyxev . . . kafapiel Ty
oweldpow [udv . . . €is 70 Aarpedew O {Bvri), where els 76
Aarpedew feg corresponds to els T mofjoar Td 8\npa adrol
below ; & xtA. is “equipped with,” not “in virtue of.” This
interpretation is in line with the author’s argument in chs.
7-10. “Videtur mihi apostolus hoc belle, Christum ita resur-
rexisse a mortuis, ut mors tamen eius non sit abolita, sed
aeternum vigorem retineat, ac si dixisset: Deus filium suum
excitavit, sed ita ut sanguis, quem semel in morte fudit, ad
sanctionem foederis aeterni post resurrectionem vigeat fructumque
suum proferat perinde ac si semper flueret” (Calvin). In
katapricar (the aor. optative)! «7A., there is a parallel to the
thought of Ph 213, Eis 10 woujoar 70 Géiqua adrod recalls the
language of 10%, and 8w ‘Inool Xpioroi goes with moudw : the
power of God in our lives as for our lives (v.20) works through
the person of Jesus Christ. To take 8ia’L X. with 75 eddpeorov
dvdmov adrol yields an unobjectionable sense, corresponding to
the thought of v.3, But 70 . . . adrod stands quite well by
itself (cf. 1 Jn 3%2).

The writer makes no such use of the shepherd and flock metaphor as, e.¢.,
Philo had done. The Jewish thinker (V#. Mos. i. 11) argues that the
calling of a shepherd is the best preparation for anyone who 1s to rule over
men ; hence ““ kings are called skeplerds of their people” as a title of honour.
He also interprets the sheep as the symbol of a nature which is capable of
improvement (de sacrif. Abel. 34, wpoxomfs 8¢ wpdBarov, s kal abrd Syhol
Tobvopa, oiuBoror). The classical habit of describing kings as shepherds of
their people would help to make the metaphor quite intelligible to readers of
non-Jewish origin, Compare, ¢.£., the saying of Cyrus (Xenophon, Cyropuedia,
viii. 2. 14), that a good shepherd resembled a good king, 7év e vap vouéa
xpivar Epn eddalpova Td kTihvy wowobyTa xpicBar abrols, § 6% wpoBdTwy ebdat-
povla, Tév Te PagiNéa woabrws eldaluovas wéheis xkal dvfpdmovs morotvTa
xpiofar adrols,

Mavri was soon furnished with the homiletic addition of épye (C KM P
syr sah arm eth Chrys. Thdt. etc.), or even &pyp xal Néyy (A, from 2 Th 217),
1loi&w has either adrg (8* A C* 33" 1288 boh) or éavr¢y (Greg. Nyss.) or
atrés (d 1912) prefixed. Hort, admitting that ‘‘it is impossible to make
sense of airg” (B, Weiss, Blass=¢éavrp), maintains that adrés is original.
It is a homiletic insertion, out of which adre arose by corruption. ‘Huiv
(® DM ¥ 33. 104, 181. 326. 917. 927. 1288. 1739. 1912, etc. syr'8 sah boh
arm) is merely an error for ypiv, due to the preceding Hudw,

A personal postscript (vv.?2-%) is now added, as 1 P 51214
after 51011,

2 I appeal to you, brothers (31:12 108, fo bear with this appeal of mine.
1t is but a short letter.

1 This lonely occurrence of the optative points to its tendency after. the
LXX to disappear; thus, apart from u% yevolro, it only occurs once in a
writer like Epictetus (iii. 5. 11).
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B You must understand that our brother Timotheus is now free. If ke
comes soon, he and [ will see you together.

U Salute all your leaders and all the saints. The ltalians salute you.

B Grace be with you all.  Amen.

The Timotheus referred to (in v.23) is probably the Timo-
theus who had been a colleague of Paul. The other allusions
have nothing to correspond with them in the data of the NT.
But there is no ground for supposing that vv.%2 were added,
either by the writer himself (Wrede) or by those who drew up
the canon, in order to give a Pauline appearance to the docu-
ment (see Introd., pp. xxviiif.). Seeberg’s reasons for regarding
vv.22% a5 a fragment of some other note by the same writer are
that 2 implies not a church but a small group of Christians,
and that vv.1% 2 presuppose different situations; neither reason
is valid. The style and contents are equally unfavourable to
Perdelwitz’s theory, that vv.22-% were added é7evi manu by some
one who wrote out a copy of the original Adyos mapaxdijoews and
forwarded it to an Italian church.

In v.%2 dvéxeale, for which dvréxeafe (J. Pricaeus apud Tit 1°)
is a needless conjecture, takes a genitive (as in 2z Ti 43 ijs
Yytawvovoys Sidackalias odk dvéfovrar, and in Philo, guod omnis
probus, 6, kal nds warpds piv § pyrpos émrayudrav maides avéxovral,
yvdpysor 8¢ v &v Syyral Suakededwvrar). It has been flattened
into dvéxeofas (infinitive as in 1 P 211) by D* ¥ vg arm 181. 436.
1288. 1311. 1873, etc. (Blass). A written homily may be like a
speech (Ac 131%), a Ndyos Tiis wapaxhjoews (cp. on 12%); mapd-
" kAnaes echoes wapakahéw He is not the only early Christian
writer who mildly suggested that he had not written at undue
length (cp. e.g. 1 P 51380 SAiyowv éypayja, mapaxaddv k7A. ; Barn 15 8)
Kai ydp (“etenim” as 42) & Bpayéwr (sc. Aéywv) éméorelhal
(epistolary aorist) dutv. A Bpaxéwy was a common phrase in this
connexion ; eg. Lucian’s Zoxaris, 56 (weworéov xal Tadrd oot
vopoferodvre kal 8id Bpayéwv Aextéov, 7 xai kdpys Guiv T dkof
oupmepvoordv), Hpds “Efpaiovs may be read aloud easily in one
hour. The writer has had a good deal to say (molvs, 511), and
he has now said it. Not I hope, he adds pleasantly, at too great
length ! As for the dvoeppijvevros Aéyew, that is another question
which he does not raise here. He is not pleading for a patient
reading, because he has had to compress his argument into a
short space, which makes it hard to follow, owing to its highly
condensed character. What he does appear to anticipate is the
possibility of his readers resenting the length at which he has

1 For éwéoreiha (here as in Ac 15% 21%; Theophr, 24 émoré\wr
ypdpery xTA. = write,” ‘“ send a letter”), see Laqueur’s Quaest. Epigraph.
et Papyr. Stlectae, 16 f. (émoTéNety = communicare aliquid cum aliquo sive
per hominem sive per epistolam *),
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written. When the younger Pliny returned a book to Tacitus,
with some criticisms upon its style and matter, he said he was
not afraid to do so, since it was those most deserving praise who
accepted criticism patiently (“neque enim ulli patientius repre-
hunduntur quam qui maxime laudari merentur,” Epp. vii. z20).
The author of Ipos ‘Efpaiovs might have taken this line, for he
has done justice to the good qualities of his friends (e.g. 6% 10%
13'1), even in reproving them for backwardness and slowness.
But he prefers to plead that his words have not been long; his
readers surely cannot complain of being wearied by the length of
his remarks. Not long before, Seneca had made the, same kind
of observation to Lucilius (£p. xxxviii. 1) about short letters
being more effective than lengthy discussions. ¢ Merito exigis
ut hoc inter nos epistularum commercium frequentemus, pluri-
mum proficit sermo, quia minutatim inrepit animo . . . ali-
quando utendum est et illis, ut ita dicam, concionibus, ubi qui
dubitat inpellendus est: ubi vero non hoc agendum est ut velit
discere sed ut discat, ad haec submissiora uerba ueniendum est.
facilius intrant et haerent: nec enim multis opus est, sed efficaci-
bus.” But Seneca’s practice was not always up to his theory in
this respect. His Stoic contemporary Musonius Rufus gave
examples as well as precepts of brevity, which were more telling
(¢.g. Somis 8¢ mavrayol Selrar dwodelfews kal dmov cady Td mpdypard
éorw, 7 8id woAAdy dwodelvuofar Bodlerar adrd 74 80 SAiyov
Svvdpera, rayrdraow dromos kal Svopabis, ed. Hense, pp. 1, 2).
The literary critic Demetrius considered that the length of a
letter should be carefully regulated (76 8¢ péyefos cvverTdAbo Tis
&roroNijs, De Elocut. 228); letters that were too long and stilted
in expression became mere treatises, ovyypdppara, as in the case of
many of Plato’s, whereas the true émoroAs, according to Demetrius
(#bid. 231), should be ¢rroppdrmas in a brief compass (edvropos).
Which would apply to Ipds ‘EBpaiovs. Erasmus comments:
“Scripsi paucis, ut ipse vos brevi visurus.” He may have, but
he does not say so.
In v.2 ywdoxere is imperative; he is conveying a piece of
information. See, e.g,, Tebt. P. 372 (73 B.C.) yiveoxe Kedaldy
. . wpogeAyhvbévar Aquyrply ¢ 7bid. 12* (118 B.C.) 36256% The
construction with the participle is common (e.g. Lk 8%%); you
must understand tov 45eAddv fipév (omitted by N D> K P ¥ 6
Chrys. etc.) Tuydleov Amohehupévor, Ze. “is (set) free,” not
necessarily from prison. The general sense, ranging from “is
free” to “has started,” may be illustrated, e.g., from the applica-
tion of a woman to leave Alexandria via Pharos (OF. 1271485,
ili AD.: 46D ypdjar ge 1§ émrpime Tis Pdpov dworioar pe katd
76 o), or from BGU. i. 27121 (xaf Huépav mpoodexoulelfa
dyuaowploy doTe &us aipepoy pndévay droleliobar Tov perd oirov),

»
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where d. = “has set out,” as in Ac 28% (dweldorro). The inter-
pretation of the next words pe® ol éav tdyiov épxnrar dfopar Gpds
depends upon whether Timotheus is supposed to join the writer
or to journey straight to the community addressed. In the
latter case, the writer, who hopes to be coming soon (v.19)
himself, looks forward to meeting him there. In the former
case, they will travel together. It is natural to assume that when
the writer sent this message, Timotheus was somewhere else, and
that he was expected ere long to reach the writer. For dyopar=
visit, see 3 Jn 1 Arnilw 8¢ edbéws ideiv oe, etc. 'Eav rdxeov
épxnree may mean either, “as soon as he comes,” or “if he
comes soon.” The latter suits the situation implied in v.1°
better. The writer (in v.1%) asks the prayers of his readers, that
some obstacle to his speedy return may be removed. If this
obstacle were the hindrance that kept Timotheus from joining
him on a journey which they had already planned to the church
(Riggenbach), he would have said, “Pray for Timotheus, I
cannot leave for you till he rejoins me.” But the idea is: as
the writer is rejoining his friends soon (he hopes), he will be
accompanied by Timotheus, should the latter arrive before he
has to start. Written advice is all very well, but he hopes soon
to follow up this Adyos mapaxdijoews with personal intercourse,
like Senecain £p. vi. 5 (* plus tamen tibi et uiua vox et convictus
quam oratio proderit. in rem praesentem uenias oportet, primum
quia homines amplius oculis quam auribus credunt, deinde quia
longum iter est per praecepta, breue et efficax per exempla”).
The greeting comes as usual last (v.2). ’Acwdoacfe k7A. is
an unusual turn, however ; the homily was evidently sent to the
community, who are told to greet all their fjyoéperor. This finds
its nearest parallel in Paul’s similar injunction (Ro 16%) to the
Ephesian Christians to salute this and that eminent member of
their circle. Still, no other NT church is bidden to salute its
leaders ; and though the writer plainly wishes to reinforce his
counsel in v.17, the wdvras suggests that the persons addressed
were “ part of the whole church of a large city . . . a congrega-
tion attached to some household” (Zahn) ; they are to convey
the writer’s greetings to all the leaders of the larger local church—
and to all their fellow-members (kai wdrras Tols dylous being more
intelligible, in the light of a passage like Ph 42 dordoacfe wdvra
dywov). To his personal greetings he now adds greetings from some
Italians. In oi &wd Tfs “lrahias, dwé may have its usual sense of
“ domiciled at” (practically = &), as, e.¢., In O2. 1. 81 (a.D. 49—50),
where rév dr’ "Ofvpiyxwr means “the inhabitants of Oxy-
rhynchus,” or in IMAdjwe . . . 470 Ppuad, f.e. at Phmau (ostracon of
A.D. 192, quoted in Deissmann’s Zickt from the East, p. 186).
If it thus means residents in Italy, the writer is in Italy
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himself. But of dmd ijs ‘Tralins, on the analogy of Ac 21%
(ol &wd 7%s "Acias ’Tovdalol), might equally well mean Italians
resident for the time being outside Italy; in this case the
writer, who is also abroad, is addressing some Italian community,
to which their countrymen forward greetings. Grammatically,
either rendering is possible, and there is no tradition to decide
the question. Perhaps oi dné 7fs ‘Tralies is more natural,
however, as a description of some Italian Christians abroad who
chanced to be in the same locality as the writer and who take
this opportunity of sending their greetings by him to an Italian
community. If the writer was in Italy, we should have expected
wdvTes of dmd 7s ‘Trahias, considering the size of Italy and the
scattered Christian communities there at this period.

The final benediction, § xdpts (56 &rrow or ein) perd wdvrwv
6pév (Tit 315 2 Ti 4%2) has a liturgical dpsv, which is omitted
by 8* W fuld sah 33; the homily was, of course, intended to be
read aloud at worship. ‘
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dA\\Hhos, 10%,
aX\os, 45, 11%.
dXAérpuos, 9%, 115 ¥,
d\X o0, 316, 42
* d)\va'vre)\'/]s 13“
dpaprdvi, 317, 10%,
dpapria, 13 2¥1, 318, 415, gl.8 971
812 (LXX), 928. B 1ok 5
(LXX) & 1. 12 1. (LXX) 18, 28
118, 121 4, 131,
dpapr w)\és, 7" 125,
dueréw, 28, 8° (LXX).
duepmros, 87
* duerdferos, 617 18,
dudy (?), I321 .
* durprwp, 78,
d,u.lav-ros, 72 (Christ), 13% (Chris-
tians).
+ dppos, 1112,
duwpos, 914,
dv, 18(LXX), 45, 8+ 7, 10% 11%.
dva-yxatos 83,
dvdyrn, 712 N 16,28
dvdyw, 139,
T dvadéyopar, 117,
T dvabewpéw, 137
dvapéw, 10°,
* draxawliw, 65
dvakdpurrw, 1115
* dvaloyliouas, 125
dvauyurfoxw, 10%2,
avdurnais, 1
*+ dvaplbunros, 1113
dvdoragts, 6%, 115,
* dvagravpbo, 65
dvaa"rpéqbop.al., 10%, 13%8,
dvacTpogs, 137
draré\w, 74,
dvagépw, 7% (Ovolas), 9% (duap-
7las), Ié‘:“ (8volar).
Gréxw, 13
dvBpwros, 2 (LXX), 5, 6%, 78 28,
83, 97, 138 (LXX).
tdvinus, 195,
dvlornue, 711 (intrans. ).
+ dvoula, 1° (?) 812, jol7,
tI dvopfbw, 1213,
* duraywrvitopar, 12%
+ dv-raro&lﬁwm, 10%,
dvrl, 12%
dvnxaGla-rr,m, 124
dvriNeyla, 615, 77, 12%,
drriruros, 9" [Pl
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dyvumréraxros, 2° [T].

t &yw, 1295,

1 dvdrepor, 105
drwpeNhs, 718 [T].
&tos, 1138,
dfbw, 38, 107,
ddparos, 117 [Paul].

T drayyé\w, 212

T drad\doow, 215,
dmaf, 6%, on-% 7. B/ 103

(LXX)7,

* drapdBaros, 7M.
dmdry, 315,

* dwdrwp, 78,

* dravyacua, 18,
dmelfeia, 45 1 [Paull
dreféw, 318, 118,

* &mrepos, 515,
dmwexdéyopat, 9%,
dmioria, 31219,

d1ré 312 a w10 T8
L g~ git. 2

I 112. 16,84 7165 133,

droBdA\w, 10%,

* drofiérw, 11%,

¥ dwoypdgw, 12%.
dmodexardw, 75 (?).
dmodldwpue, 1211 18 1317,
dmrodoxiud{w, 12,
dmobvhoxw, 78, 927, 10%8, 11418, 2187,
dwoxafioryums, 131,

1226

67,
10%,

. dmoketpar, 97,

dwdavats, 11% [T].
dmohelmrw (dwohelmerar), 4% 9, 10%,
t éméMupe, 118,
dmoNiTpwats, 9%, 11%,
dmroltw, 1375,
dmooTéA\w, 134,
dwbdorodos, 3! (Christ),
drooTpépw, 12%,
dworifnue, 12,
drdhew, 10%,
&‘Pa! 49; 128'
dpxéw, 135
* apuds, 4%
dpvéopar, 114,
dprayh, 108,
&pros, 9%
dpx, 10 (xa'r dpxd.s, LXX), 28,
34, 512, 61, 73,
I dpxmybs, 2%, Iz2
d.pxzepe(;s 217, 3%, 4%, ;ﬂl 5. 10,
6%, 7%, :18 u g™ L3 ot
o3 130
+ dogdhevros, 122‘i
doféveia, 4%, 5%, 75, 113,
dofevis, 7‘
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domd{ouar, 1113 13%,
11 dorelos, 112,
¥ dorpov, 1112
dogaNs, 6%,
adrd, 219, g%,
adry, 4% 67,
121117
alrés (avrd, airols, abrob, adrg,
abrGw), 184678112 (LXX),
28 (LXX) ™ (LXX) 1, 32 %10
(LXX), 458, 537, 8% 8. (L XX) 10,
g%, 101, 115 & 1L 18 18 16
{(LXX)1017 138 .07,
abrés, 10 (LXX)12, 2418 410 g2

T BoBeta, 4'8.
Bonbéw, 28,
*+ Bonbébs, 135
*t BoXis (s.v.2.), 12%,
* Bordyy, 6°.
Bouls, 617,
Bovhopar, 617,
Bpaxvs, 2™ (LXX)19 13%,
ﬂP“-’/‘Lar 910, 13
Bodas, 1218,

711. ]B, 95, 114 ll,

YdAa, 51218,
ydpos, 134
ydp (90 times).

1012, 13%8: adrof, m (LXX),| *Dededw, 1152,
3’°(L(X) 89 LX‘(g W(LXX),| T yeved, 3.
2 17 abrdy, (LXX) 7| * yeveahoyéw, 7°.
(EXX) 3h 5, 7 i | Jerge (LXX), ¢ (LXX),
4. 20,98 15819 218 abrots, r1i2. 23
% 2 (LXX), 211, 45 8% (LXX)| ~evw, 2%, 65,
1 (LXX), 101 (LXX) 116 : | * vewpylw, 67,
abrd, 9%: a.v-ras oll, 11%: ¥4, 19(LXX), 67, 8% %(LXX),
abri, 115 adri, 45, 511, 10, 118 182,88 7525 28 (T X X),
1217; a.u'r‘ns 67, 715 9"‘, § 43 9 ynpdoraw, 88,
12!': abrod, 18, 26 (LXX) 8 yivouar (30 times).

(LXX), 3* (LXX)“- 6. 7. (LXX)
B(LXX), 4% (LXX)"- 18 69,
7%, 108 (LXX), 1145, 12% (LXX)
1o “p318.10. 20, gprg, (210 5. 6. 25
6B B, LXX= gs 10, 11 12
1% 1) ajry, 1% (LXX) &
(LXX), 280 la(LXX) 41, 58
719, 10¥(LXX),

7Y : adrals, 1018
dpatpéw, 10%

* dparis, 43,

* agaviouds, 818,
dpeais, g%, 1018,
dpinue, 25, 61,
dpndpyvpos, 13° [T].
dploryu, 3%

* dpopotbw, 7°.
dpopdw, 12% [Paul).
dxpt, 4% 61, 313 (&xpus of).

avTé, 919,

Bawreioubs, 6% 90
* Bapdx, 1192
Baciketa, 18 (LXX), 113, 12%,
Bacheds, 71 2 (LXX), 11%- 27,
BéBasos, 22 3514, 619 g,
BeBaib, 25, 13",
BeBalwots, 61° [Paul).
BéBnhos, 128 [T].
T BifAlov, 918, 107 (LXX).
Araordyw, 9

BNémw, 27, 3% 19, 10%, 111 ¥, 12%,

ywaokw, 390 (LXX), 81 (LXX),
10%, 135,
*t ywdpos, 1218,
+ ybvy, 1212,
T ypdpw, 107,
yuurdfw, 54, 1211,

3
12%: abrols, 616,
810 (LXX), 116, 121019, atrs,

yuurds, 413
yurg, 1199,

ddkpu, §7, 1217,
* ddpares, 915
Aaveld, 47, 113,
8¢ (67 times).
dénas, 57
det, 21, 9%, 115,
T Setxviw, 8.
* 5€Kd.‘l"n, 72. 48, 9_
* Sexarbw, 759,
Sekibs (éx debidw), 18 (LXX), (év
deig), 13, 81, 1012, 122
* 8éos (s.2.4.), 1275,
* Sépua, 1197,
déouios, 10%, 135,
Seoubds, 11%,
Sedrepos, 87, 9* 72 109,
déxouar, 1151,
dnhbw, g8, 12"" (of the Spirit [ P]).
B‘n,utoup'yér 111
* dmov, 218,
did, with accusative (17 times).
with genitive (38 times).
dwafBalvw, 112
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SidBolos, 214,
b, 772, 8% 819 (LXX), g*- 18- 16
mn(LXX), 10 %, 124, 139,
diakovéw, 6.
dwakovia, 114,
Siudkpiots, 514 [Paul].
StaNéyopar, 125,
diapapripopai, 25
T Suopéva, 111,
T didvoua, 81, 10'6,
SiaoTé\hw, 122,
* dudrayua, 115,
I dwarifgm, 89 (LXX), 9 17 1o
(LXX),
Sudepopos, 14, 85, 91 [Paul],
diddoxatos, 512,
Siddoxw, 5%, 811(LXX).
Sdayh, 62, 13°.
8lowp, 28 (LXX), 74, 8 (LXX),
10 (LXX).
Siépxomar, 414,
Supyéopar, 1152,
* dupvexs, 73, 10112 14,
* dukvéopar, 412
Sikacos, 108 (LXX), 114, 123,
Stkatoavvy, 1° (LXX), 5%, 72, 11733,
1211,
Swcawdpara, 9110,
86, 1327. 061 108, 111316 1912 %8
1 .
* Sibplwats, 91O,
dbre, 1158,
dloTopos, 412,
Subkw, 1214,
Soxéw, 4%, 109, 121011,
*t Soxtpacta, 30
d6ta, 15, 27 (LXX)* N, 38, of,
132,
Botdw, 55,
Sovhela, 21° [Paul].
Stvauar, 218, 318, 415, 527, 7B oo,
1ol 1,
Stvaus, 13, 24, 69, 716, 111134,
dvvapdw, 11% [Paull.
duvarés, 1119,
&vo, 618, 10%8,
* dugepuiivevros, 5l
dwped, 64,
d&pov (8@pa), 5, 8% 4, g8, 114,

édy, 37 (LXX)1 (LXX), 47
(LXX), 10%(LXX), 13%.
* ¢dvmep, 314, 68
cavrob, 3B, g B 6818
91. 14. 25’ 1025. 34’ 123- ]G.
€88opos, 4%
eyyltw, 71, 10%,

7%,
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* Eyyvos, 7%,
éyyis, 65, 815,
éyelpw, 11,
* éyxawifw, 98, 102,
éykaralelrw, 10%, 13°(LXX).
T éyd, 15, 213, o5, 10%, 12%,
&8os, 105,
el, 2% 3M(LXX) 4%%(LXX)?%
61 (LXX), 71115, 84.7, I8, 115,
el xal, 6°
el p"ﬁ) 318'
t el uihy, 614,
el o0, 12%,
€eldov, 32 (LXX), 115 18- 3,
elxdy, 104
elul, 1221 (LXX).
fel, 1512 b,
éorly (18 times).
douéy, 35, 42, 110-99,

éoré, 128,
elgly, 110 (LXX) 14, 522,
1118,
elvat, §'%, 114, 121,
elrov, 15, 3B (LXX), 79, 10%™

(LXX)%, 122,
elprkey, 113, 439, 10% 13, 138,
elphvy, 72, 113, 1214, 13%,
elpnyikés, 1211,
els (75 times).
els, 21, 1012 1¢ 1113 1216,
elodyw, 18,
elgakobw, 57,
+ eloewue, 9f.
eloépyopar, 31 (LXX) 118, 418
(LXX) % (LXX) & 10. 11 g5, 20
12,2425 10,
elgodos, 10,
elopépw, 13
elra, 129
éx (22 times).
&aoros, 313, 611, 811 (LXX), 112,
* éxBaivw, 115,
&Baots, 137 [Paull.
éxdéxopat, 1013, 1119,
T éxdiknous, 10%,
* ¢xdox, 107,
éxet, 78, :
éxeivos, 42 1, 67, 87 19 (LXX), 10%,
1118, 12%,
éxinréw, 115, 1217,
éxxhola, 212 (LXX), 129,
* ¢dnavfdrw, 125,
+ éhelrw, 1'%
éxhbw, 128, 12° (LXX).
éxovrlws, 10% [Pl
éxrpémw, 128 [T].
éxpépw, 6%

s
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ekpedyw, 28, 12%,
T &kgpoPos, 1271,
T acov, 19,
é\doowy, 77,
1 \éyxw, 12°.
1 éharréw, 279,
* E\eyyxos, 11
1 é\éyxw, 125
etuwy, 217,
E\eos, 418,
1 éMoow, 112 (s.0.2).
é\mifw, 111,
s, 35, 61118, 710 1o,
1 upéve, 85,
éuol, 10%, 138,
* dumracyuds, 115,
éumirrw, 10°,
dugavifw, gH, 1114,
év (65 times).
dvdelkvuue, 61% 1! [Paul].
&dikos, 2% [Paul].
dvepyths, 473
vfvumnois, 412
éviavrés, 97 B, 101 8,
évieTyut, 9° [Paul].
&voia, 4% [P].
T évoxhéw, 1215,
&voyxos, 215
&rréNw, 9% (LXX), 11%,
évrols, 76. 16. 18, 919'
évrpémw, 129,
11 &vrpopos, 122
évruyxdrvw, 7%,
* éyuBpliw, 10%.
évdmov, 413, 134,
"Evdy, 115
T étdyw, 8.
épxopar, 3%, 7° 118, 135,
*éfis, 54,
&odos, 1172,
éfovola, 130,
Hw, 13111213,
émayyenia, 41’ 6121817 48 88 915
10%, 1101817 8. 8,
érawé)\)\w, 618, 10%, 1111, 12%,
éraoyvvopar, 211, 1118
émrel,
émel odw, 214, 48,
* érewcaywyh, 799
¢retra, 73 4.
éri:
88 10(LXX), 101 (LXX) 2,
112130 210,
dat. 23(LXX), 89,
.9 0% (LXX), 1143,
gemt I2 67, 711, 84 10(LXX),
1118 12%,

s 1 613 gl7. % 102, il

accus. 27 (LXX), 3%, 61, 713,

10, 15,
9
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émlyvwots, 10%,

T ériypdpw, 81, 1018,
émdelxvvpu, 617,
émifnréw, 1114, 131‘.
érifeaus, 6%
erifunéw, 611,
émuaréw, 1118,
émikequat, 919,
éraufdrw, 218, 89(LXX).
éravfdvopar, 610, 13% 16,

* drikelmw, 1152

1 émworxérrouar, 28

* émioxoméw, 1218 [P?],
érlorapmat, 118,

T émoréNw, 13%,
émwuvaywyy, 10% [Paull.
émiTeNéw, 85, o8,
émirpérw, 68,
émrvyxdvw, 615, 11%,

* &ros, 7°
émwovpdyios, 3!, 6%, 8%

12%,
émrra, 11%,
épydfouar, 11%8,
&pyov, 6'° (132): &pya, 1V (LXX),

923. 1 IW’

21 (LXX), 30 (LXX), 4**
(LXX) 1, 6., gi4,
épnuia, 11%,
t Epmuos, 3% (LXX)1.
Epiov, g8,
épunvevw, 72,
1 épubpbs, 11%,
118, 13% (8%, 1o¥

&xouat, 67,
LXX).

doblw, 107, 1310,

+ Evopar, 1%, 215, 810-13 [312],

&rxaros, 12

I éodrrepos (10 éodrepov), 619,

Erepos, 8, gLl 1818 1136,

Ery, 0 11 15 8”(LXX) g8, 10 17
97(LXX) 11‘ 32,36 12% (LXX)
7(LXX).

éroud{w, 1118,

t Eros, 113, 311,

edayyeNifeobar, 4% 6

* ebapesréw, 11%(LXX)6, 13%,
ebdpeoros, 132 [Paul).
* ebapéoTws, 12%,
T eddoxéw, 10% 8 38,
T edferos, 67,
*+ etfirys, 18.
etkacpos, 4'5.
* edhdBeta, 57, 12%,
T edhaféopar, 117,
ethoyéw, 61 (LXX), 71+ 97, 11921,
edhoyla, 67, 1217,
* evmeploraros, 121,
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* elrota, 1316
etplokw, 4“’, 9“’ (ebpduevos), 11°
(LXX), 1217
épdmat, 79, 912 10,
éx0és, 138,
+ éxfpés, 1'5, 1012,
&xw (38 times).
+ 8ws, 113, 811, 1018,

fiv, 215, 31 41z y8.B gt
102 81, #(LXX), 12% 2,
réw, 87,
t fogos, 12‘3
$eh, 7 ~

$Gov, 131

#, 28 (LXX), 10%, 11%, 1215,
dryéopat, 107, 11128, 13717 24,
'["Iixw, 1079
i, 111,
-hmts (31 times).
,u.épa., I’ 38 (LXX) 18, 44 (LXX)
a2 8.8 1°(LXX),
IO“ ls'(LXX)” 8 % 121,
v (Boav), 215, 71011, 847, ”sa 122,
'Heoab, 112, 1216 [Paul].
I #xos, 121,

fdNagoa, 111> (LXX) %,
dvatos, 2% 1418 67 7% g15.18 110,
Bappéw, 13° [Paul].
* fearpifw, 10%.
6éMua, 107 (LXX)®* (LXX)*-%,
13%,
* dé)\nav.s, 24,
aé)\w,s 10% (LXX)8(LXX),
13%8,
Beuéhios, 61, 1119,
1 Geueribw, 110
9ebs (66 times).
*t epdmaw, 35
fewpéw, 74,
+ Onplov, 122,
Onoavpds, 11%,
fryydrw, II“, 1220 (LXX) [Paul].
ONBuw, 117
ATy, 10,
fpbvos, 1 (LXX) 416, 81 122,
Ouydrnp, 114
*+ Bué\ha, 128,
*t 0v,u.l.a.rﬁp¢ov, 9%
Bupbs, 1 1
duola, sl, 727 85, gt 3.2 1ol 0.
(LXX) 8. (LXX) 11 12, 26 II‘,
13116,

0va'l.a.a'rﬁptov, 718, 1310,

12",

253

TakdB, 119-2- 2,
ldouat, 1235,
tdios, 419, 77, 9%, 131%
t 800, 213, 88, 107-%.
+ Iepa.‘rela., 75.
‘Tepevyds, 1150,
lepn?s. 56 (LXX), 1. 8 11 14, 1. 17,
(LXX) 202128 'g¢" gf 101l 2,
‘Tepovoaliu, 1222,
* lepwotyy, 7M1 1% 4,
*Tegbde, 1152
’Ina'ous 29, 31, 62, 722, 1010
("Inoob XpLa"rou) Io‘9 ‘1225 , 138
("Inocobs  Xpuwrrés), 131% do. 71
("Inocob Xpiorob), =]Joshua, 48
* lkerypla, 57.
I Ddokopar, 217,
l)\a.a"rﬁptov, 9% [Paul].

+ Dews, 8!
T ludriov, 1" (131,
iva, peta 7 g8 618 9%, 10" 3,

“ss, 12'37 I 212017, 19

va uh, 318, 411 612, 115 @0 813
*Tovdas, 714, 88 (LXX).
'Toadk, 11% 1718 (L XX} N,
{oryue, 10% 1,
loxupbs, 57, 68, 11%4,
loybw, 917,
1 IraNia, 13%,
'I(mﬁ’]¢, 11222

T rdyd, 82

xabdmwep, 42

xafapifew, gl 7% B, 102,
kafapiouds, 1

xafapés, 102,

* kabapbrys, 93,

t kdOnpac, 15,

1 kabtlw, 13, 8, 1012, 122,
Ka.dia"r'n,u.L, 27 (LXX ?), si, 7%, 82,
xafds, 37, 4% 7, 556, € 1028 111z,
kabdamwep, 54
xal (54 times),

Kdiv, 114

kawbs, (Sabhrn), 8% (LXX)18, 915,
xalwep, 58, 75, 1217,

xaipds, g 10 11116,

1 kairo, 4°.

+ kalw, 1218,
xdxeivos, 4%
kaxés, 514,

* xaxouyéw, 115, 138
Kkadéw, 21, 3187 gb olF,

(LXX).
kahds, 51%, 6%, 10%, 13% 18
xkahds, 138,
kduvw, 125,

118 18
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T kdy, 129,
xkapdla, 3% (LXX) 1o (LXX) 1218,
47-(LXX)" 810 (LXX), 1016
(LXX) 2, 13"
kapmés, 1211, 13 (LXX).
* xaprepéw, 117,
kard: genit. 6118, accus, 1Y

(LXX)’ 24 17’ 33. 8. (LXX) 13’ 415,
5% (LXX)10, 62 (LXX), 75 11 13-
T6. 17, ([XX) 202227 4.5 (LXX)9
(LXX), g8 19. 22.25. 27 101.8.8.11
117 18, 1210,

kaTaBdMw, 61

xa.-ra.ﬂo)\'q 43, 9%, 111,

xa“a‘ywm(o,ua.t 1153,

* katddnhos, 715.

t karaxalw, 13,
kaTaxpivw, 117
kaTaelrw, 4, 117,

*t karavallokw, 1229,
karavodw, 31, 10%,
karamaréw, 102,

+t kardmavos, 311. 18 41.3.510. 1,

T karamrabow, 4% (LXX)8 1,
kataméracua, 6'9, 93, 10%,
karamrivew, 11%,
kardpa, 65
karTapyéw, 214,
karaprifw, 10° (L X), 113 13
rarackevd{w, 3> 4, g%

* karaokidfw, 9°,

* kardokomos, 1151,

$ karagelyw, 61,
kaTappovéw, 122,

Ka’TéXwi 36' M, 108,
katowéw, 119,

* kabots, 68,
kaixnua, 38 [Paull

I kepdhatoy, 8L

*t kegpalis, 107,
kifwrés, 94, 117,
kAnpovopéw, 1414, 613 1217,
kA\npovoula, 915, 118
xA7povéuos, 12 (of Christ), 617, 117,
kAFos, 3L
KA lvw, 1134,
Kkowés, 1072,
kowdw, 913,
kowwréw (gen.), 214,
kowwvla, 1315,
xowvwyds, 107,
kolry, 134
Kkékkwos, 9%,
Koulfw, 10%, 1118 1939,

*1 K07r‘ﬁ, 71-
koo ukds, ' [T].
xbopos, 4%, 9%, 105, 117 %,
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kpatéw, 414, 618,
Kkpdros, 2'4.
Kkpavyy, 5.
xpelray, 14, 69, 77122 g8 g7
10%, 111695, 80 124,
kplua, 6%,
kpive, 108 (LXX), 134
xplaus, 9%, 104,
kperiis (God), 128
* kpurikbs, 412
+ kpimrTw, 11%,
kriges, 418, gl
kuKA 6w, 1120,
kipios, 110 (LXX), 273, 714 A([XX),
828 (LXX)* (LXX) 0 (LXX) 1l

(LXX), 10%30(LXX), 12%>¢
(LXX)M, 135 (LXX) %,
*+ kdAov, 317,
kwibw, 728,
AaXéw, 113 22.3-8 35 55 6%,

ey 919 ”4.15 1224 zs I
NapBdve, 2%3, 418, 51 4’ 75. 8.9
gl 1 1% “a 12! 29785,
Aavfdvw, 132.
Naés, 217, 45, 68, 75 1. 2, Q10 (] XX),
g™ 19, 10% (LXX), 11%, 1312,
Aatpeia, gl- 6
Aarpedw, 85, g% 14 10%, 12%8, 1310
Aye, 187, 2612 7. 15 7 6. 11,
64, 7118, 21 gL's: (LXX) (I XX)
10, (LXX)“ (LXX) 13, o365
105+ B 16 M. 2 52, 1226’ 136,
Aetrovpyéw, 101,
Aetrovpyia, 85, g2,
* Netrovpyuxds, 113,
kn-rovp‘yés, 17 (LXX), 8?[Paul}.
Aeviy, 7%
*Aeurnxés 7“.
Nwy, 1%,
Abdfw, 1157,
+ MBoforéw, 129,
Aovyi{ouat, 1119.
Aéyeov (plur. ), 512
Noyos, 22, 4 1?. 12 gIL18 Gl o
121, 137 .28
Nocrés (rd 7\0L1rbv), 105,
Aovw, 1022,
Aory, 1211,
T Norpwas, 912,
Avyrla, 9%

y

paxpofuuéw, 615,
pakpobuuia, 612,

H#ENNov, 9“ 10%, 12%-1% %5,
pavldve, 58,

pdvya, 94,
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/.Laprupéw’ 7817 pols 1j% 452,
papripioy, 35
pdprus, 10‘3(LXX) 12l
1 paoriyéw, 125,
pdoriE, 1196,
udxaipa, 412, 113 57,
peyahwaivy, 13, 8L
péyas, 41, 81 (LXX), 1028, 1124,
13
,u.els"wv 61818 g1l 117,
#éNw, 1M, 25 65 8, g1,
11820 214,
* Mehyifedéx, 53 10 6%, yl.10.11.16.17,

éugpopat, 88 [Paul)
l/:é,:q&:f’ 5 [268.]8 0B g 23

101133, 1116, 1291011,
pév oby, 7u 84 9l.
wéva, 7% 24’ 1034 127, 13434,
peplfw, 72
* //.epl.a'yés, 24, 412

épos, .
* peairebw, 617,

pealrys, 88, o1, 123 [Paul).
t péoos, 212

erd gemt 4’“ 57 7"’1

10177,

19 102234,
1 12“ 7. 28
1 ?17 23,95,
7% 8io (LXX),
| 1015 1628,
* uerdbeais, 713, 115 12“7
umeralapfdrw, 67, 1210.
T nerapéhouar, 72,
perdvoa, 61-8, 1217,
perarifnue, 713, 115
* perémrera, 1217,
peréyw, 214, §13, 718,
.,.,u.é-roxos, 1° (LX‘() 31 1464 128,
* perpromabéw, 52
méxpe, 3814, 910, 124,
u% (28 times),
T undé, 1215,
undels, 10%
* undérw, 117,
* uphory, 1157,
1* papw, 61,
wihwore, 21, 3121 4lv 9]7'
wimrw, 9f [Paul).
wire, 7°
mabvw, 1215,
T pixpbs, 811, 10,
ppéopat, 137
munTis, 612 [Paull.
ppviorw, 28 (LXX), 812 (LXX),
10" (LXX), 133
1 modw, 18,
* wobamodocia, 22, 10%, 11%,
* wobamodbrys, 118,

accus. 478,
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prnuovedw, 11822 137,
poexds, 134
T povoyers, 1117,
pdvoy, 910, 12% (LXX).
ubvos, 97,
ubayos, gi2- 1,
* pvekds, 42,
pupids, 122,

Mowvofs, 3% 8816 314 85 gl9 1o,
1% 1%,

vekpds, 61+ 2, QM- 11 1119.35 1320
vexpbw, Ill2 [Paul]
véos‘, 12%,
* pégpos, 12
vimeos, 513,
voéw, 115,
* vébos, 128,
* vopoleréw, 711, 88,
véuos, 7512161928, 4.10 (] XX),
912 1ol 8 16, (LXX)”
Vi, 28, 86 g+ 28 1118, 12,
vurl, 80 (s.v L), 9“
Nwe, 117,
* ywlpbs, 51, 612,

feviw, 132
Eévos, 1183, 139,
Enpbs, 1198,

8 (9, 76) (170 times).

* 8ykos, 121,
686s, 319 (LXX), 65, 10%,
goe,, 217, 31, 7% 83 18 1118,

olros, 3% (LXX)% €& (LXX)S, 88
(LXX)“’(LXX) 10%, 117

olxovuéyy, 18, 25,

olktepubs, 1048 [Paull.

S\iyos, 1210,

*} d\eywpéw, 125,
*+ Shobpevw, 115,

T éhoxkadrwua, 1088,
8hos, 3%
duriw, 31 (LXX)18, 43

I, 720(LXX).

* dpoibrys, 415, 735,
opoibw, 2".
ouolws, g2,
duoroyéw, II]s 135,
ouoroyla, 31, 4 “ 10%,
dvedioubs, 103-" 1128 13'3 [Paul].
Svoua, 19, 212 (LXX), 610, 1316,
Smsh, 11%8,
dmwov, 62, gV, 10",
81rws-, 29, g1,
opdw, 23 8"(LXX), 9%, 11%, 1214,

13%,

(LXX), 6%
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+ oty 31, 45,

bpéyw, 110 [T).
1% 6pBés, 1215,

opifw, 4.
8pkos, 61617,

* 6'0,(“,#06[“, 720. 21, 28
8pos, 8% (LXX), 11%8, 1220 (LXX) 2,
8s (75 times).
douos, 7%,
Yoos, 14, 218, 33,

(LXX).

doréov, 1122,
doris, 28,858, g9, 108 1135, 125, 137,
bagpis, 7510,

720, 88, 9?7, 10%. 87

drav, 19
Bre, 719, g7,
dri, 28 (LXX), 39, 7%1-17, g
(LXX)IO 1. 13 105 116 18,14, 18 1
1217 1388,
T ob, 3

ol (oux) (61 times).
+ ob wh, BH-12 1ol 1315,

o0dé, 84, gif18. 108 (LXX), 138
(LXX)

obdels, 28, 618, 711419 oM,

oldémrore, 10t U,

olkére, 1015 26,

oy, 214, 4L BN 6.1L1618 o1 g4
gl B, 101935 1315 (7),

ofrw, 25 124,

ebparbs, 10 (LXX), 4% 7%, 8.,
%% 112 (LXX), 1223%26
{LXX).

obros (43 tlmes)

oﬁ'rw(s) 44, 535, 6% 15, g8- B, 10%,
oﬁxl 114, 37

dpelrw, 217, ?"

Spfatuds, 4l

wdfnua, 2% 19, 10%,
madela, 125 (LXX)%8-11,
* radevrhs, 129 [Paul].
wadebw, 128 (LXX)7 10,
wadlov, 218 (LXX) 14, 115,
rdAat, 11,
1 radabw, 11 (LXX), 819,
mdAw, 156 45 .18 513 618, 1M,
* waviyvpes, 12 s
I mavrendgs, 7%,
wdvrofer, 94
wdvrore, 75,
1ra.pd accus.l"”(I;XX), 27 (LXX)
, It
rapc?ﬂams, 23, 9“’ [Paul]
wrapaBors, 9%, II
wapaylvouar, 91l
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* rapadeiyparifw, 68,

1 mapadéyouat, 128,
mapairéouat, 1219 25,
rapakaiéw, 313, IO'5 13“’ 2,
mapdkhyos, 615, 125 13%,
rapakor, 22 [Paul]
mapaauSdvw, 12%,

11 mapadiw, 125,
rapapévw, 75,

*+ wapamikpalivew, 318,

*+ wapamicpaospbs, 3818,

* raparmirrw, 65.

* rapamiyolws, 214,

* wapapéw, 21,
mrapadépw, 13°.
wdpeps: O mwapby,

pbvra, 135
mapepSors, 11%4, 131 18,
T wapemwidnuos, 1113 [P),

12': 74 wa-

'I"I mwapini, 1212

I mapoixéw, 119,
I wapofvoubs, 10%,
mappyola, 3“) 4'8, 1019 B
xds (48 times).
wdoxa, 118,
wdoyw, 28, 55, ¢, 1312,
marp, 118 (LXX), 3 (LXX),
(LXX), 710, 82 (LXX), 11%, 1279,
¥ marpidpxms, 7%
warpls, 1114,
matdopar, 102
welbw, 218 (LXX) 6%, 131718,
* welpa, 11%- %,
repdiw, 218 39 (LXX), 4%, 1117,
t wewacuds, 3".
mépas, 6'5,
mepl: genit. 2°, 4% 8 551 69 714,
9%, 10% (LXX) 2 (LXX)8 (LXX)
1828 17, %0, 22,82, 40 131118,
mepiupéw, 101,
+ weptBbAacor, 112 [Paull.
wepiépxopat, 1157,
wepikaimTw, 9t
weplkepas, 52, 121,
wepraréw, 139,
mepurolnats, 10%.
wepioabrepov, 617, 715,
1repl.a'o'a1'épws, 21, 13]9 [Paal),
* whyvupe, 8%
wyAikos, 74 [Paul).
T mupla, 1215,
wivw, 67,
wirTw, 37, 41, 119,
moTedw, 48, 118,
wiors, 43, 6113, 10%% 38 (LXX)%,
[11- 8 4.8, 6. 7. & 9. 11, 18, 17. 20. 21, 22,
. 24, 7. 98, 20. 8031, 13 39 722 137,
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wworés, 217, 325, 108, 111,
mAavdew, 310 (LXX), 5’ 1%,
mAdE, of [Paul].
mAelwy, 38, 73, 114,
mAfifos, n”.
T wAnllvw, 614,
1r7\77po¢op[a, 611, 102 [Paul).
7r)\ou'ros, 11%
7rveu,ua, 1’ (LXX)“ 24, 37, 412, 64,
4, 1015 2 129
1ro:.éw 1%.8.7 (LXX) 2 6% 79,
8% (LXX)*(LXX), 10" (LXX)¥.
(LXX)3%, 118 1213 (LXX) %,
13% (LXX) 1. 18,21,
moukidos, 24, 13%,
mouuy (of Chnst) 13%,
mé\euos, 11%,
wéhes, 111 “’ 1222, 134,
1% wohirys, 811,
woANdkis, 67, 92 28, 101,
* wohuuep@s, 11,
moUs, 218 g1l g%, 0% 128 16. 25,
* wohvrpémws, 1l
woua, 9'° [Paul].
wornpds, 3%, 10%,
wépym, 115,
wépros, 1216, 134,
I méppwber, 1118,
wéaos, ', 10%,

+ wovs, 11"4 28, 1018, 1218,
wpisypa, 6“, 1ol 11l
Tpémw, 210, 7%,
wpeaﬁﬂrepos, 12 ( plar.).
* mpltw, 11
wpb, 115
mpodyw, 78,
wpbBaror, 13%,
* wpofhémww, 119,
mpbdnhos, 714 [T
* wpbdpouos, 6%,
mpoepd, 4.
mwpbbeats, 93,
xpbkepas, 618, 121-3,
mpébs : accus, 1.8 13 2V, 418 Lo
LU Gl 55 gis. 20 (LXX) 101
(LXX), 1188, 124 10.1L 1315
* wpocaryopetw, 510
mpoodéxopar, 10%, 11%,
mpoaépyouat, 41", 7%, 101" %, 116
1218 22,
wpocelyouat, 1318,
mposéxw, 2, 718,
mwpbarapos, 11%5,
xposkwvéw, 18 (LXX), 113,

7
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*+ wpooaxbitw, 31017,
mpoorifnus, 1219,
* mpbagaros, 10%,
7. 9. 14,

Tpoodépw, §l-B T, 7 8.4,
2.2 1ol 2a 2 ppd 17 127,

7rpo¢7¢opd. 10> (LXX) 8 (LXX) 10.

Wpéaxvo'ts, 11%8,

mpdowmor, 9,

wpbrepos, 45, 7%, 10%2,

mpodhTys, 11, 1182,

wpdrov, 72,

wpGros, 8118, gl.2.6.8.15. 18 159,

* wpwrorbia, 121,

1rpw16-roxos, 16, 11%, 12%,

7rv)\77, 1313,

wip, 17 ( LXX), 107, 1134 1218 2
LXX).

wis, 28,

‘Padf, 1151,
pdBdos, 18 (LXX), 9‘ 113 (LXX).
parritw, gis 1. 21
pavriouds, 12% [P]
phuma, 18, 65, 115, 1219,
+pt;a 120,

* cafSBariouds, 42
caletw, 122 %7,

*t Zakiu, 72

1 gdAmeyt, 1219,
1 Sapovi), 11%2,
* Zauypdr, 11%,
adpxivos, 718 [Paul].
adpt, 214 67, gl0 15 1o, 129,
Zdppa, 1 1,
aBévwup, 11%,
fa'e[w, 12%,
anuetor, 29,
ofuepov, 1% (LXX), 3% (LXX) 1815
(LXX), 47(LXX), 5% (LXX), 13
thv, 1222
okebos, 921
aKnyt, 8, 628 6.8. 1121 118 1310,
akid, 8%, 10l
+ax)\npvvw 38 1818 47,
omépua, 26, 1111 s (LXX).
omhlaior, 1135
omodébs, 913,
omovddiw, 411,
omouvdy, 61,
* orduvos, g4
ordats, g8,
oTaupébs, 128,
orevdtw, 1377,
oTepeds, 51314,
1 eregpavbw, 270 [T].
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aTouxelov, “
oTdpa, 11
t+ov, 1t8-10.1L 12 . 12 0.6 Gu

1791 85 1ond 118 13,

* gvykakouxéw, T1%,
avykepdvvuut, 4% [Paul].
ovykAypovéuos, 11°,

* guuraféw, 41, 103,
guppépw, 120,

¥ owvarrdw, 7110,

* guvamré\huue, 1181,

* guvdéw, 135
cwveldnois, 98 ¥, 10% 22, 1318,

* suvemquaprupéw, 2%,
aguvtéheta, 9%,

T owredéw, 88,

+ax666v 92”
awsw, 5 , 75,
sdua, 10% (LXX)10 2 p3> 1,
gwrnpla, 114, 2510 , 5% 69 923 117,

+rdts, 5810 6% H1L.17,

Tafpos, 9la 10%,

Tdxtov, 1319 2,

7é, 18, 2611 ,412 1.7.14 62 4,519,
83 91 2.9, m 10, Haz 122,

Texos, 1130,

TéXetos, §14, gl

Tehedrys, 6! [Paul],

Teetbw, 210, &9 H10. 28 gb
119, 123,

I‘re)\eiwo'ts, 7,
* Tehewwrs, 122,

Tekevrdw, 11%,

Téhos, 3514, 6811, 73,

Tépas, 24

T recoapdkovra, 3*17,
rexvlirys, 11'° (God).

Ty\ikotros, 28,

TiOnue, 1% (LXX), 108 (LXX).

TixTw, 67,

Ty, 27 (LXX)9, 38, 5%

Tiuios, 134

Tuyubbeos, 13”.

* riuwpla, 10%,

ris, 11, 26 (LXX), 316 1738 5i2)
7“ 11“2 127, 138 (LXX).

15, 2% T (LXX)J 412,18 416,
1 ga.12, 88 125, 77, 28, Hw 12]""
16, 1%

Toryapobv, 12! [Paul}.

Tolvuw, 138,

Totobros, 72" 81, 114, 128, 1316,

‘ro,ll.wrepos, 4

Témwos, 87, II8 1217,

Togofros, 19, 47 7%, 10%, 121,

rére, 10" (LXX)?, 12%.

o 14,

iNDEXES

7ol : infin, 218,
(LXX), 115,

* rpdyos, 912181 108,
rpdmela, 92

* Tpaynhifw, 4%

t Tpels, 10%,
Tpéxw, 121,
Tpifohos, 68,

* rplunvos, 1158,
Tpémos, I;“
Tpog, gl 14,

*+ rpoyud, 1218,

Tvyxdrw, 8%, 11%,

* rvpravi{w, 113,

+ Témos, 85,

52, 10" (LXX)?

vdwp, 91, 10,
1 berds, 67,
vids : (Christ), 1285 (LXX)8, 38,
4%, 55 (LXX)8, 65, 7% %8, 10%
(men) 26. (LXX)“’ 78, 118l 22 2
125 6. (LXX) 7.8
Uuels (34 times).
T ouvéw, 212,
Umaxod, 58,
braxolw, §9, 118,
} brapbis, 10%,
Imdpxw, 10%,
* Ymreikw, 131,
t dmwevavrios, 1077 [Paul].
Umép s genit, 29, 5, 6%, %% gn
#, 10, 1317 accus, 4%
Imepdyw, 5,
bmé: genit, 2%, 34, 5410, 77, gif,
113, 12% 5 (LXX).
Iméderyua, 441, 8, o%.
t dmoxdrw, 28,
Srouévw, 10%, 12257
Umouovy, 10%8, 121,
t dmomddiov, 19, 1019,
vméoraces, 18, 34, 111 [Panl],
T ImrorTéN\w, 10%.
* UmoaToXs, 10%,
T imooTpépw, 7.
Yrordoow, 2% 8 (LXX), 12°
Joowmros, o',
Vorepéw, 41, 11%, 1215
Borepos (Uorepov), 121,
Uyghés, 18, 7%,
T dyuaros, 7L

paivw (pavéuera), 118,
davepbw, gb %,

* pavrdiw, 122,
Papad, 11%,
pépw, 13, 61, 9%, 12%, 1318,
pevyw, 1154,
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Pnul, 88,
Phaderdla, 13L
¢L)\OEE]’[G, 132 [Paul].
T dNdE, 17,
doféouar, 4!, 11% 7,
* ¢ofepbs, 107731 122,
¢éBos, 215,
¢évos, 115,
¢pdosw, 11% [Paul),
@uhaxr, 11%,
Guh, 718 16,
T pbw, 1218,
3" (LXX) ¥ (LXX),
(LXX), 1219-%,
porliw, 6% 1052,

138 (LXX).

4

xapd. 10%, 122~ 1, 134,
* xapakT
xdpts,
13%
xe’)\os, u", 131 (LXX).
xelg 1% (LXX), 27 (LXX), 6%
8 (LXX), 10%, 122 (LXX).

xewpomrolnros, gll- %
xelpwr, 10%.

* xepouBely, 98,
xpela, 512, 71, 10%,

hp,
“P(I v.1.), 4%, 10%, 1215 B,
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xprpariiw, 8%, 117, 125
Xpiorés, 3514, 8 61, gl 1. U B
oW, 1138, 13531,
+ xplw, 19,
T xpovitw, 107,
xpbvos, 9, 51’, 1188,
xpigeos, 9,
xpvator, 9.
xwhés, 1213,
xXwpidw, 7%,
xwpls, 415, 7720 gl 18.22.28 15
118 40 129 14,

Yebdouar, 618,
Ynhagdw, 1218,

tﬁvxﬂ 47, 6%, 10% (LXX)®, 12%,

dde, 78, 1314,
ds, 11+ (LXX)? (LXX), 3*5-68
(LXX) 1 (LXX) 1 (LXX), 4°

(LXX), 6", 7" 119 12 (LXX)
7.2 1287, 18. 41 1317,
T doel, 12,
Gomep, 410’ 77, 9%,
&ore, 135

dperéw, 42, 13%

II. SUBJECTS AND AUTHORS.

Aaron, 63 f.

Abbott, E. A., 67.

Abel, xlii, 163 f., 218f.

Ablutions, 75, 144 f.

Abraham, xv, 37, 85f., 168f., 224.

Access to God, xliif., 60, 125, 1431,
219,

Adjectives, Ix.

Aeschylus, 29, 66, 134.

Age, old, 72.

Agriculture, metaphors from, 81.

Alexandrian Church, its attitude to-
wards ‘‘ Hebrews,” xviii f.

Alford, 212,

Alliteration, lx, 57, 101, 199, 216,
etc.

Altar of incense, 114 f.

Anastasius Abbas, 26.

Anchor, metaphor of, 88f.

Angels, 9f., 16, 18, 21 1., 100, 216f.

Anthology, the Greek, xix, 89.

Aorist participle, use of, 31, 121.

Apocalypse of John, the, xlvii, 114,
164, 193.

Apollmanus,_ xix.

AP°85t35Y1 xxiv, 39, 43, 77, 82, 149,
180.

Apuleius, 144.

Aristophanes, 70, 150, 157.

Aristotle, lvi, 29, 60, 85, 151, 197.

Ark of covenant, 115 f.

Armenian version, Ixxi, 4, 17, etc.

Arnold, Matthew, xxxv, xxxix, 206,

Article, 47, 88.

Assonance, Ix, 87, 96, 100, etc.

Atheism, 167.

Atonement, Day of, xxxvii, 63, 117.

Augustine, 43, 103, 172, 177, 185, 216.

Aurelius, Marcus, 10, 72, 81, 167,
174, 181, 228.

Awe, xxxvi, Ixiii, 218f., 223.

Bacher, W., 91.
Backwardness, 71.
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Bakhuyzen, Van de Sande, 96.

Balzac, 189.

Baptism, 75, 144 f.

Barak, 185.

Barnabas, and the authorship of
‘¢ Hebrews,” xviii f.

Barnabas, Epistle of, xiv, xxzviii, 52,
79, 148, 178, etc.

Baruch, Apocalypse of, 12, 106, 114,
162, 213, 221, etc.

Beneficence, 237 f.

Bengel, 87, 110, 139, 184, 194, 2II,

227.

Bennett, G. N., 215,

Bentley, 33, 39, 95, 195.

Beza, 37, 66, 1

Bezaleel, 106.

Bischofl, A., 241.

Blass, lix, 42, 54, 66, 69, 73, 113, 115,
165, 211, 218, 242.

Bleek, 24, 218.

Blood in sacrifices, xxxvii f., xlii.

Blood of Jesus, the, xlif., 123f,
243.

Bousset, xliv.

Box, G. H., 9, 213.

Brandt, W., 161.

Bréhier, 6

Brotherly love, 84, 224.

Brown, T. E., 23.

Browning, Robert, 47, 202.

Bruce, A. B., 41, 66, 76, 135.

Burton, E. D., 31, 156.

Cain, 92, 163 f.

Calvin, xxxivf., 4, 8, 19, 37, 59, 87,
158, 177, 179, 243.

Campbell, Macleod, 26, 40, 196, 197.

Canon, “ Hebrews” in the NT, xix f.,
Ixx.

Carlyle, xxxvi.

Carlyle, A. J., xii, xiv.

Castellio, 37.

Censer, the golden, 115,

Chrysostom, Ixxiii, 2, 7, 31, 48, 70,
153, 159, 179, 194, 216, 220, 240,
242.

“Chnst ? 1xiii, 14.

Church, the, 4, 33, 39, 48.

Cicero, 27, 106, 178, 210, etc.

City of God, 170, 216.

Clement of Alexandria, xv, 46, 47,
125, 192, 206, 216, 217.

Clement of Rome, xiii, xiv, xix,
xxii, 8, 140, 165, 184, 189, 213.
Clement, Second (homily of), xiv,

xxviii, 236, etc.
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Confidence, religious, 44, 48, 229.

Contentment, 229,

Conybeare, F. C., Ixxi, 200.

Cosmas Indicopleustes, 37, 143, 154.

Courage, 229.

Covenant, Ideas of the, xxvf., xl,
107 f., 127.

Coverdale, 104, 142.

Creation and Christ, 5, 6, 15, 23f.,
30, 159, 161 [.

Cromwell, 73.

Cronert, 61, 104, 178, 229.

Crucifixion, 80, 197, 235.

Cyprian, 75.

Dante, 46, 160.

Date of * Hebrews,” xvi, xxi, 45.

Davidson, A, B., xxxi, 2, 38, 56, 88,
132, 177, 182, 198, 2I2.

Death, 35f., 133.

Delitzsch, 143.

Demetrius, 245.

Denney, James, liii, 6, 124, 139.

Devil, the, 11, 34 f.

Didache, the, 75, 113, 239.

Diognetus, Epistle to, xxii, xlix, 232

Discipline, 64, 66, 67, 201 f.

Dods, Marcus, 25, 125,

Dryden, xlvi.

Education, 199 f.

Endurance, 85, 199f., 210.

Enoch, 165 f.

Ephraem Syrus, 1xxi, 58.

Epictetus, 35f., 71, 156, 193, 196,
etc.

Erasmus, xix, 79, 97, 236, 245.

Esau, 81, 210f.

Eschatology, xxxu!, xxxiv, liv, 4, 16,
134, etc.

Eucharist, xxxiii, 128, 234.

Euripides, 56, 73, 81, 82, 83, 173.

Eustathius, 2

Examples, 85, 193, 231.

Ezra, Fourth book of, 12, 53, 213.

Faith, xliii f., 5o, 85, 157f.,, 160f.;
of Jesus, xliv, 33, 192 f , 196.

Fatherhood of God, xxxv, 30, 201 f,

Fear, 35, 168, 179, I81.

Field, Dr., 46, 171.

Fire, metaphor of, 84, 150, 223.

Ifitch, Sir Joshua, 93.

Fourth Gospel, xlix, 6, 7, 168.

France, Anatole, xxiv.

Friendship, 226.

Fronto, 237.
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Genitive absolute, the, Ixi, 110, 190.
Gethsemane, 33, 39, 66, 198.
Gideon, 18s.

Gilmour, James, 8o.

God, as creator, §1, 162 f. ; as Father,
xxxv, 30; as Judge, liv, 150f.;
as transcendent, xxxvi.

Goodrick, A. T., 161,

Gosse, Edmund, xxx,

Grace, 26 f.

Greek fathers, interpretation of
‘“Hebrews” in, 26, 37, 48, 128,
159, etc.

Green, T. H., 211,
Gregory of Nazianzus, 221.
Gregory of Nyssa, 8.
Grotius, 79.

Grouping of MSS, Ixxii.
Growth, 72 f.

Habakkuk, 157 f.

Haggai, 221.

Hands, Laying on of, 75.

Hardy, Thomas, 175.

Harnack, 73, 148, 226.

Heaven, 60.

‘“Hebrews,” meaning of the title,

Xv.
¢ Heirship,” liii, 5.
Hellenistic Judaism, lxiii, 18.
Hermas, xiv, xviii, 217, etc.
Herwerden, sI.
Hickie, W. J., 19,
Hicks, 22.
Holuzmann, O., 233.
Holzmeister, 3.
Hope, 33, 44, 85, 98.
Hort, 136, 232, 243.
Hospitality, 224 f.
Household of God, 42.

Image of God, the, 6.

Impossible things, the four, 76.

Individualism, 147.

Infinitive, the epexegetic, 63; for other
uses of the infinitive, sec 35, 47,
83, 96.

Inns, 224 f.

Inspiration, 22, 44, 150.

Insubordination, 239.

Intercession of saints and angels,
xxxix, xli, 16, 100, 213.

Isaac, 178.

Isaiah, martyrdom of, 188, 18g.

Isidore, 128,

Isokrates, lvi, lvii, 194, 204.

Italy, xxi, 246 f.
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Jacob, 178.

Jebb, R. C., 224.

Jephthah, 183, .

Jeremiah, x1, 107f., 1391., 188.

Jerome, 26, 81, 166, 202, 239.
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Josephus, xxii, 130, 163, etc.
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Jubilees, Book of, 91, 136, 170.
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Junius, P., 17, 194, 215.
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138.

Justin Martyr, xiv, xlix, 11, 33, 41,
75 99, 164, 239.
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Keble, 229.

Kennedy, H. A. A,, xl, lv, 123, 209.
Kingdom of God, xxxiii.

Kogel, Julius, xxvii.

Kypke, x, 61, 203, 215, 222,

Lactantius, 7, 42, 93.

Lake, Kirsopp, 1xx.

Latin Versions, lxix, 91, 155, I7I,
182, 225,

Law, the, 96f.

Levitical priesthood, 94, 96.

Libations, 119.

Living God, the, 47, 54, 152.

Logos, the, xxxiv, xlvii, xlix, 6, 54f.

Loofs, 218,

““Lord,” liv, Ixiii.

Love, xxxv, xxxvi, 82, 146f,

Lucian, 20, §6, 212, etc.

Lucretius, 36.

Macalister, R. A. S., 122.
Macaulay, xxx.
Maccabean -~ martyrs,
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Maccabees, Fourth book of, 59, 176,

152, 183f,
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MacNeill, H., xliv.
Marett, R. R., 123.
Marriage, 226 f,
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Martial metaphors, 15, 140, 198.

Maximus of Tyre, 34, 53, 154, 156,
195, 204.

Mediation, 107.
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Melchizedek, xxxiif., 9o f.

Menander, 3, 7, 85.

M¢énégoz, xxi, 159.

Merits of the fathers, xxxix, 229.

Michael, 37, 100, 107, 185.
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Miracles, 19 f.
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Montefiore, C. G., xxxvii, 77.

Moses, 40f., 107, 216f,

Moulton, J. H., 94, 136, 176, etc.
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Mysticism, livf,, 9, 170, 181, 191,
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Nestorians, 26.
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Nominative for vocative, 13, 138.
Norden, 30.

Novatians, xx.

Qath of God, 86f., 99.

Obedience of Jesus, 67 f,

Odes of Solomon, 34, 147, 196, 207.

Oecumenius, Ixxiv, 26, 74, 99, 128.

Officials of the church, 230 f.
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79, 80, 81, 129, 131, 165, 176, 188.

Parables of Jesus, 5, 50; Jewish, 111,
Paronomasia, 29, 66, 154, etc.
Participles, use of, 32, 240.

Patience, 157, 160f,

Patria potestas, 203 1.
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¢ Hebrews,” xviii, xxix: and
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xlviil, 1o, 18, 34, 126, 1§55, 197,
216, etc.

Paulinus of Nola, 191.

Peace, 205 f., 242.

Peake, A. S., 181, 235,

Pearson, A, C., 133, 210,
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161,
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Priests, 95f., 144.

Primasius, 27, 136, 164.
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Reiske, J. J., 88, 125.

Religion as worship, xliv f., 125.

Rendall, F., 25.
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Reverence, xxxvi, 66.

Reward, 167.
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Riggenbach, 71, 218, 246.
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Samson, 185, 186.

Schoettgen, 18, 52, 79.

Schultz, 149.

Scott, E. F., xxxiii, 73.
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Sedulius Scotus, lxxiv, 5, 182.
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Seneca, 7, 36, 57, 60, 83, 106, 182,
226, 245, 246.
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Shakespeare, 22,

Shame, xxii, 153, 180f., 197, 236.

Simcox, W. H., Ixiv.

Sin, 8, 19, 39, 62, 74, 117, 126f.
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Sinlessness of Jesus, 32, 123f.
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Tertullian, xvii, xviii, 75, 79, 165,
166, 223, 235.

263

Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs,
xli, xlvii, etc.

Textual problems, lix, lxivf.,
gof., 109f,,
214.

Thekla, 229.

Theodore of Mopsuestia, 1xxiii, 26.
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Upanishads, 15.

Valckenaer, x, xxviii, 11, 21, 175,
222,

Variety in revelation, 2

Vaughan, C. J., 8o.
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