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PREFACE.

e

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 IIpos ‘EBpaiovs 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 Ipds ‘ERpalovs knew no Hebrew, and his readers were
in no sense ‘EBpaioi. These may sound paradoxes. I
agree with those who think they are axioms. At any
K
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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 ITpés ‘EBpalovs without reading
through the scattered ethical and philosophical tracts
and treatises of the general period, like the De Munds
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 “EBpaiovs 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 Sckolza
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, 1§¢4 February 1924.



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 IIpds ‘EBpaiovs (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 :
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To this we may add a sentence from what precedes:

218 dvvarac Tols wepatonévois Bon-
Ofjcac. . . . 3! raravofoare TV
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The same phrase occurs twice in later doxologies, 8id Tob
dpxtepéus kal mpoordrov (thv YuxGy fpudv, 618) (judv, 641) Inood
Xpworob. There is no convincing proof that Ignatius or
Polykarp used Ipds ‘EBpalovs, but the so-called Epistle of
Barnabas contains some traces of it (e.g. in 4% 55 ¢ 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% va py wpoopyoadueda bs wpooihvror (v.l. émifdvrol) TG
dkelvov vépw. In the homily called 2 Clement our writing is
freely employed, e.g. in
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“It seems difficult, in view
resist the conclusion that the
consciously influenced by that
in The New Testament in the

peba ydp 81 kahhy guveldnow Exouev,

of the verbal coincidences, to
language of 2 Clement is un-
of Hebrews” (Dr. A, J. Carlyle
Apostolic Fathers, p. 126). As

2 Clement is, in all likelihood, a product either of the Roman
or of the Alexandrian church, where Ipés ‘EBpalovs was early
appreciated, this becomes doubly probable.

There is no reason why Justin Martyr, who had lived at
Rome, should not have known it; but the evidence for his use
of it (see on 3! 11* etc.) is barely beyond dispute. Hermas,
however, knew it; the Skepherd shows repeated traces of it (cf.
Zahn's edition, pp. 439 f). 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
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wrote (cp. p. xviii). 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.
(i)

By this time it had received the title of Ipds ‘Efpalovs.
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.
‘EfBpato.? 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. ‘EBpator was still an
archaic equivalent for "Tovdatoc; and those who called our writing
Hpos ‘EBpalovs 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 ‘Efpalovs
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 A4d
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

1 Cp. R. B. Tollington’s Clement of Alexandria, vol. ii. pp. 225f.

31t is quite impossible to regard it as original, in an allegorical sense, as
though the writer, like Philo, regarded é *ESpaios as the typical believer who,
& 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 ‘ESpatos at all,
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nor the opportunity for changing the title to Ilpss ‘Efpaiovs.
Our writing is not a manifesto to Jewish Christians in general,
or to Palestinian Jewish Christians, as wpos ‘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 fall back into Judaism ; and
even those who cannot sharé 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. Itis 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
bhad 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 ‘Efpalovs been addressed to Jews, the title would have been
intelligible. Not only was there a [ouwwalywyh ‘Efplalwr] at Corinth (cp.
Deissmann’s Light from the East, pp. 13, 14), but a cvvarywyh AlBpéwy at Rome
(cp. Schiirer’s Geschickte des Jid. Volkes®, iii. 46). Among the Jewish
cvvaywyal mentioned in the Roman epitaphs (cp. N. Miiller'’s Die jidische
Katakombe am Monteverde su Rom . . ., Leipzig, 1912, pp. 110f.), there
is one of 'EBpéot, which Miiller explains as in contrast to the synagogue of
¢ vernaclorum ” (Bepvdxhot, Bepraxhifoiot), f.e. resident Jews as opposed to
immigrants ; though it seems truer, with E. Bormann { Wiener Studien, 1912,

p. 3831%), to think of some Kultgemeinde which adhered to the use of
1IJ-Iel:m:w, 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 Ipés ‘Efpalovs? We know as little of this
as we do of the authorship of Zke Whkole 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 adespota. 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 wvids wapaxdifjoews
(Ac 4%), which seemed to tally with He 132 (rof Adyov rijs
mwapaxhijoens), just as the allusion to “beloved” in Ps 1272
(=2 S 12%) was made to justify the attribution of the psalm
to king Solomon. The difficulty about applying 28 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 zo show: “volo ex redundantia alicuius
etiam comitis apostolorum testimonium superinducere, idoneum
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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 ¢%). Et utique receptior apud ecclesias epistola
Barnabae illo apocrypho Pastore moechorum. Monens itaque
discipulos, omissis omnibus initiis, ad perfectionem magis tendere,”
etc. (quoting He 64). What appeals to Tertullian in Ipés
‘EBpaiovs 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 IIpés ‘EBpalovs, and seeks to buttress his
argument on this point by insisting as much as he can on the
authority of Ilpds ‘Efpalovs as a production of the apostolic
Barnabas. Where this tradition originated we cannot tell
Tertuilian refers to it as a fact, not as an oral tradition; he
may have known some MS of the writing with the title BaprdSa
wpos “Efpaiovs (émarori)), 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. O 6 xapakmip Tis Aéfews Tijs
mpos ‘Efpaiovs émiyeypappérys émotolils obk éxe TO & Adyow
BuoTikdy 70V dmooTédov, Suoloyfoavres éavrov Wy elvar T
AMyp (2 Co 11%), rovréom T Ppdoe, dAAL doriv 4) émorody
owléce s Aéfews ‘EMAypvikwrépa, wds 6 émordpevos xplvew
dpdoecwv duadopds Spodoyioar dv. wdlw re of Ir 1d vorjpara
Ths émworroAl)s Oavudod éomi, kai ob Odevrepa TOV dmwooToAwdv
duoloyoupévoy ypapudrwy, kol Tobro &v cuudroar elvar dAnles was
o mpooéxwv 17 dvayvdoe T dmwooTohwi). . . . 'Eyd 8¢ dwopaws-
pevos eiwoyn &v G Ta pdv vojuara Tob dmoordlov doTiv, % Ot
Ppdois kai 1) cvvbeots dmopvypovedaavrds Tvos Td drocTolikd, kal
aorepel oxoAoypadioarrds Tivos Ta elpnpéva Yo Tob SidaokdAov.
€l Tis odv ékkhyola Exer Tadryy T émorodiy &s Mavlov, admy
ebdoxipeiTo kal éri Tovrw. ob yap elkf ol dpxator dvSpes bs MavAov

abriy mapadedikaot. Tis 8¢ 6 ypdyas Ty émworoliy, 10 piv dAqlbes
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Oeds oldev (quoted by Eusebius, A. £. vi. 25. 11-14).} Origen is
too good a scholar to notice the guess that it was a translation
from Hebrew, but he adds, v 8¢ eis jpds ¢pbdoaca ioropia, Imd
Twvwy piv Aeydvrov, ére Klijuns 6 yevdpevos émioromos ‘Pupalwy
&ypape Ty émarodyy, tmé Twwv 8¢ 61i Aovkds & ypdjas To
ebayyéhov kai 7és Ilpdfeas. 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 IIpés ‘EBpafovs 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.E. 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, IIpis ‘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 true,
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 IIpés ‘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: mot yéypamwrar 8ri xapakrip éori Ths Vmoordorews
6 vids, wapd 7§ dwooréhy Havhe & 7 mpds ‘Efpalovs. Odx
éxxdnoidlerar. A’ ob xatnyyédn 6 edayyélov Xpiorod, HavAov
elvas weriorevral ) émorol) (Dial. de sancta Trin. ¢22).

It was otherwise in the Western church, where Ipés ‘EBpalovs
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
in the Greek Anthology (ix. 135) : ypdye is; olle Oebs rivos elvexer ; olde xal
adrés.

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 IIpds
‘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 Geschichte d. NT
Kanan:, i. 283 f., 577f.,1i. 160f., 3581. ; Leipoldt’s Gesckichte d. NT Kanons,

i. pp. 1881., 2191 ; and ]acquler s Le Nouveau Testament dans L' Eglise
Chr!hmne, 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 Ilpos “EBpaiovs. Apollos, Peter, Philip, Silvanus,
and even Prisca have been suggested, besides Aristion, the
alleged author of Mk 16%2. I have summarized these views
elsewhere (Jntrod. 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 IIpds
‘EBpaiovs 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 pe&v dAnbes feos 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 ‘EBpalovs 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 Ipés “EBpalovs to win
or to retain its place in the canon. But even when it had been
lodged securely inside the canon, some Western churchmen 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 ‘EBpaiovs 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 resuit.

(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 l'auteur de I'Epitre aux Hébreux a4 Mélanchthon.”
He was a highly trained 88doxalos, 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 (13%%) to rally
them. It is possible to infer from 13% (see note) that they
belonged to Italy ; in any case, IIpds ‘EBpalovs 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% 4), we know nothing more about them.
The words in 2% 4 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 1033¢.
and 137, viz. that the first readers of Ipés ‘EBpaiovs 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 (5'1%); also,

! According to Professor Souter (7zxt and 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 (08. posz 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. Ilpds ‘Efpalovs is a Aéyos
mwapaxAioews, 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%2%), 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.p. 70. IIpds ‘ESpalovs
cannot be later than about a.n. 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 (e.g. in 7% 20 83t ¢t 131%) is no clue to the date, as though this
inplied 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 (c. 4pion, i. 7) that any priest who violates a Mosaic regulation
dwyybpevrar pire Tois Bwpols waploTaclac pire ueréxew rijs A\ys dywrelas
(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 dpxtepel Wdiac
Aewrovpylar dedouévar eloly . . . xal Aevfrais WSiae Swaxoviae émikevrar . . .
mwpoopépovras Ouoiar év “Tepovoadhu wéry), and the author of the Ep, ad
Diognet. 3 writes that ol 3¢ ye Ouolass adry 80 aluaros xal kvioys xal SNoxkavrw-
pbrov émrenely olbuevor xal ravrais Tals ripals adrdv yepalpew, oldéy po
Boxoloe Siagpépewy TGV els 74 xwpd Tiv abriy évdewvvuévwy @uhoriulav. 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. IIpds '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 (81) that the old Siaf#xy was
éyyds dpavopad, 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 IIpés ‘Efpaiovs 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 (xpefrTwv) to angels, in the order of revelation
(11-218), and this, not in spite of but because of his incarnation
and sufferings. He is also superior (kpelrTwv) 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 gsth 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%°—41%). Resuming his argument,
the writer now begins to show how Jesus as God’s Son is superior
to the Aaronic high priest (414-5%). This is the heart of his
subject, and he stops for a moment to rouse the attention of his
readers (5-6%) 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 (kpefrrwv) order of religion or &:afjky 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 (6%0-81%). The validity of this
sacrifice is then proved (g!-1018); 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°-132¢)
is a series of impressive appeals for constancy. The first (1019-31)
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 (111-4),
He further kindles their imagination and conscience by holding
up Jesus as the Supreme Leader of all the faithful (12!%), 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 (1218%). A brief note
of some ethical duties follows (13!7), with a sudden warning
against some current tendencies to compromise their spiritual
religion (1381%). A postscript (1317%), with some personalia,
ends the epistle,

It 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 i 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 (11-23%) and Moses (31-%),
followed by the special exhortation of 3%®-41%, Thus far it is
what may be termed the Personality of the Son which is discussed.
Next (B) comes the Son as High Priest (414-7%), including the
parenthetical exhortation of 51-6%, The (C) Sacrifice of this
High Priest in his Sanctuary then (81-ro!8) 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 (64 10%0% 1215%), But the
special line of argument which he adopts in §-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 warns,
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 I'inquiétude. Un esprit
qui n'est point anxieux m'irrite ou m'ennuie.” In a sense all
the NT writers are spurred by this anxiety, but the author
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of Mpds ‘EBpalovs 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 Chnstlamty makes him
anxious when he 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 (&), 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
twéderypa, a mapaBoli, an dvrirvmov of the former), is applied to
the sacrifice of Jesus Christ, which inaugurates and realizes the
eternal dwafixy between God and man. In a series of contrasts,
he brings out the superiority of this revelation to the OT 8iafijxy
with its cultus. But not because the contemporary form of the
latter had any attractions for his readers. It is with the archaic
axpj described in the OT that he deals, in order to elucidate
the final value of Jesus and his sacrifice under the new Siwafsjxy,
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 dwafixy, 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 Swabijxy. 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 dpyiepeds
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 dpxtepevs, 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 Siafijxn 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 Swafijxy, he argues,
is far superior 10 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 diabxy 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
8wabijy, 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 (ad Philad.
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 lovéailew” (ad Magnes. 10).
This interpretation was put forward by Hiring (Studien und
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. 7o 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 IIpos "Efpaiovs 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
forit. 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 IIpds ‘EBpaiovs 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 IIpos ‘ESpalovs.

(vi)

See especially W, Wrede’s monograph, Das literarische Rétsel d. Hebrier-
briefs (1906), with the essays of E, Burggaller and R. Perdelwitz in Zeitschrift
fiir Neutest. Wissenschaft (1908, pp. 110f.; 1910, Pp. 59f, 105f); V.
Monod’s De titulo epistulae vuwlgo ad Hebraeos inscriptae (1910); C. C.

1Cp., further, Professor Dickie’s article in Expositor®, v. pp. 371f. The
notion that the writer is controverting an external view of Christ’s person,
which shrank, ¢.g., from admitting his humiliation and real humanity, had
been urged by Julius Kogel in Die Verborgenheit Jesu als des Messias
(Greifenswald, 1909) and in Der Sokn und die Sikne, ein excgetische Studie
su Heb. 2% (1904).
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Torrey’s article in the Journal of Biblical Literature (1911), pp. 137-156 ;
J. W. Slot’s De letterkundige vorm v. d. Brief aan de Hebrier (1912), with
J. Quentel’s essay in Revue Biblsque (1912, pp. 50f.) and M. Jones’ paper
in Expositors, xii. 426 f.

The literary - problem of Ilpds ‘EBpaiovs is raised by the
absence of any address and the presence of personal matter in
ch. 13. Why (a) has it no introductory greeting? And why (4)
has it a postscript? As for the former point (), there may have
been, in the original, an introductory title. IIpds "EBpaiovs opens
with a great sentence (11%), 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, Ilpds ‘Efpalovs 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 (&) that the personal data in ch. 13 are irrelevant. TIpds
‘Efpaiovs 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 12% (or 137) 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 511f 10%% 124 and 139 as rhetorical
abstractions.

Hpds ‘Efpaiovs was the work of a 8iddokaros, who knew how
to deliver a Adyos mwapaxAijoens. 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

} Ep. Barnabas begins with ddehgol, olirws el Huds ppovely mwepl *Incod
Xpioroi s wepl feol, etc. ; 2 Clement starts with a greeting, xalpere, viol
xal Ovyarépes, év dvbuars xvplov Tol dyamijoarros fuds év elpfrp.
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sermon in the air. To strike out 131%-32% op y31-7.16-10. 220
(Torrey) ! does not reduce it from a letter or epistle to a sermon
like 2 Clement. Thus, e.g., a phrase like 118 (see note) is as
intelligible in a written work as in a spoken address. It is only
by emptying passages like 51! 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 511, 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. Accordirg to Wrede,
the author wrote in 13'%1 on the basis of (Philem 22) 2 Co
1112 to make it appear as though Paul was the author, and then
added 132 on the basis of Ph 21% 2 2, 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 dore
it in a lucid, coherent fashion, instead of leaving the supposed
allusions to Paul’s Roman 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 (.
2 Ti 418, 1 P 41 etc.) tell against the idea that Ilpés “EBpalovs
must have ended with 132, and miuch less could it have ended
with 13'7. 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 13- 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 ITpés "ESpaiovs was originally a
discourse, it seems very unlikely that anyone would have gone

1 To excise 131"7 as a ‘‘formless jumble of rather commonplace admoni-
tions ’ is a singular misjudgment.

3 The linguistic proof is cogently led by C. R. Williams in the Jjournal
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 1-12,
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out of his way, on this occasion, to add some enigmatic personal
references. In short, while IIpds “EBpalovs 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 r3th
chapter of Ilpos ‘EBpaiovs are as valuable, from the standpoint
of literary criticism, as Macaulay’s unhesitating belief that Dr.
Johnson had revised and retouched Cecilia.

§ 2. THE ReLiGIoUs IDEAs.

In addition to the text-books on NT theology, consult Richm’s LeArbegriff
des Hebrierbriefs? (1867), W. Milligan’s Ascension and Heavenly Priesthood
of our Lord (1801), Ménégor’s La Théologie de P Eptire aux Htbreux (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 Chnist in Hebrews” (Princeton
Theological Review, 1907, pp. 423f., 579 f.), Du Bose’s Highpriesthood and
Sacrifice (1908), A. Nairne’s Tke 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
1 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 Ipés “EBpaiovs 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
dpxwepevs ; 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% 101) 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 (ta érovpdwia, T & Tols olpavols, T& ) oakevbueva), pervades
Mpos ‘Efpalovs. Thus faith (11!*) means the conviction, the
practical realization, of this world of realities, not only the belief
that the universe does not arise out of mere ¢awdueva, 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

! 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 Yhumanité” (La Doctrine
de P Expiation, p. 37). Such is the philosophical strain which
permeates Hpos ‘Efpaiovs. The idea of heavenly counterparts is
not, of course, confined to Platonism ; it is Sumerian, in one of
its roots (cp. on 85), and it had already entered apocalyptic.
But our author derives it from bis Alexandrian religious philo-
sophy (transmuting the xdomos voyrds into the more vivid and
devotional figures of an olxes or wé\is feod, a wdrpis or even a
axnpvy dAnfwy), just as elsewhere he freely uses Aristotelian ideas
like that of the 7é\os or final end, with its relelwos or sequence of
growth, and shows familiarity with the idea of the &:s (514). The
relelwais (see on §?) 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” (rereleiwxer, 101), the
offering or mpoogopd 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; “us 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 xpefrrwv 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 (6%—77)—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
fulfilied 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 38, 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 Ilpos “EBpaiovs intends to contradict Philo or not,
he takes a different line, falling back upon his favourite psalm,
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the rroth, which in the Greek version, the only one known to
him, had put forward not only the belief that messiah was lepeds els
Tov albva kard Ty Tdéw Melxioédex, but the Alexandrian belief
in the pre-existence of messiah (v.3 & yaorpds mpd dwoddpov
teyébmod 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 Leg. 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 PBacgilela 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 (c.g. 10!%18), Primarily it i8 a survival of the
older militant messianic category which is relevant in the first
chapter (see 18%), 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% 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

1The writer is trying to express an idea which, as Prof. B, F. Scott
argues (pp. 207f.), ‘‘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 oxywi}, 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 axywj 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
wpddpopos (620).  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 (1012 13), He is still near enough to the primitive period to
share the forward look (see, ¢.g., 25" 9% 10%"), 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, 1t
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 ?
(a) The first thing to be said is that in his interpretation of the
sacrifice of Jesus, he takes the piacular view. Calvin (Jas#it. ii.
15. 6) maintains that, as for the priesthood of Christ, *finem et
usum eius 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 Ilpds “EBpalovs 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 IIpds
‘EBpalors. The conception of God is indeed charged with
wholesome awe (cp. on 12% 2%); 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° 13%). God’s wrath is reserved for the
apostates (10%-81) ; 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 1224 about the alua parrwruod 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 (évi p&v elmewelg xai
XpnoTéryTe Tob mapaxalovuévov ovyyvauny mpd Tipwpias del Tidév-
7o05) ; the end of their approach to God, he adds, oddtv &repov 4
eepeoreiy 70 Oel xafdmep viovs marpi. But the author of IIpos
'Efpalovs 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® 58). He avoids, even more strictly
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than Jesus, the use of lovelanguage. The verb dyargr only
occurs twice, both times in an OT citation ; &ydmy is also used
only twice, 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, ¢bAdBewa (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 31%). Indeed “all deep joy has something of the awful
in it,” as Carlyle says. "Eyoper 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 edAafBelas kal Séovs. We are to feel
absolutely secure under God’s will, whatever crises or catastrophes
befall the universe, and the security is at once to thsill (see on
21%) 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 IIpés ‘Efpaiovs resembles, indeed,
that of 1 P 117 (el warépa émkaleiofe Tov dmrpocwmojmrrus kpivovra
kard 16 dkdorov &pyov, & PSPy Tov Tis mapowias Judv xpdvov
dvaorpdgnre) ; there may be irreverence in religion, not only in
formal religion but for other reasons in spiritual religion. Vet
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. Ves, I tell
you, fear Him” (Lk 125). This illustrates the spirit and
situation of Ilpds ‘EfBpalovs, where the writer warns his friends
against apostasy by reminding them of & feds {Gv 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),

(6) 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 {Aaomipiov or cover of the ark. This had a twofold object.
(i) Blood was used to reconsecrate the sanctuary (Lv 16%).
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 o¢%., 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 {Aaorijpiov 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
Ipds ‘Efpalovs, to renew the life-bond between God and the
People. This sacrifice offered by the highpriest on atonement-
day wag 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

} W. Robertson Smith, Z4he Religion of the Semites (1907), pp. 4081
2 Cp. Montefiore, op. cét., pp. 3341
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meaning (91). 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 lcave 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
(13M£); 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 dyw{ev (see on 2!!) and
kafapi{ev and releolv (this term emphasizing more than the
others the idea of completeness), but we can only deduce from
occasional hints like gl 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 9%),
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 symbo'ized, 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% g4 101 12 I4),
Yet language is used which has suggested that in the heavenly
axyn) this sacrifice is continually presented or offered (e.g. 7%
and the vg. mistranslation of 10!% *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 13%). 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 opinions (with
which he was quite familiar) suggested, e.g., 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 1140 121 2 % 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
‘EfBpaiovs.

(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 lepeds 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 : eleépyecfar and wpoodpéperv forming
the complete action, and no distinction being drawn between the
two, any more than between the terms “priest” and high-
riest.”
P 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 8uafijxy. 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 101%18) it is the last sentence of the oracle which
is supreme, f.e. 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” (91%18). 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 é#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 xat’ édxmv. 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 (11%). * 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),
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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
—anot 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” (924): ‘‘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%). 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.e. 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 1711) 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 vip alpa
adrod dvri Ths Yuxijs ééihdoerar.  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 (e.g.
4 Mac 1722). It is in this later world, however, rather than in
the primitive world of Leviticus, that the atmosphere of the idea
of Tipds "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 s
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 15), 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? Qur 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 xowwvia,
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 God must believe that he exists and
that he does reward those who seek him (11%). 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 12%). 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%8-12%). 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¢Jt 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 (Z4eol. Literaturseitung, 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 kénnen”) 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 714). 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 4oth 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 “EBpaiovs. It helps to explain, for example
(see above, p. xxxviii), 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 (4% 911%). It accounts for the elaboration
of a detail like that of 9%, and, what is much more important, it
explains the “sacrificial” delineation of the Christian life. In
this dAnfws) axypi (8%), of God’s own making, with its fvocac-
mipwv (1319), Christians worship God (arpedew, gl 122 1319);
their devotion to him is expressed by the faith and loyalty which
detach them from this world (13!%14) 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 (135 16), a
sacrifice presented to God by their dpxiepeds 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 #yojuevor being
called “priests.” The essence of priesthood, viz. the mediation
of approach to God, had been absolutely fulfilled in Jesus, and
in one sense all believers were enabled to follow him into the
inner oy, where they worshipped their God as the priests of
old had done in their oxyvi}, and as the People of old had never

! 4.e. from the inauguration of the dwafxy at Sinai, though he notes that
even earlier there was sacrifice offered (11%).
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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 Hpds “Efpalovs its primary element
is that of the eternal function of Christ as dpxwpeds in the
heavenly axpy.

@)

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
rehglon, and it is one reason why some of the arguments in Ipds
‘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 Tlpos ‘EBpaiovs. 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 Ipds “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 dpxtepeds, 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. 1In this case, it is
not enough to say that the conceptlon was merely the transfer-
ence to Jesus of the Philonic predicates of the Logos, or the
result of a bible-reading in the pentateuch. In the pentateuch
the writer found proofs of what he brought to it, and the argu-
ments in chs. 7—10 really buttress ideas built on other foundations.



INTRODUCTION xlvii

(a) Once the conception of a heavenly sanctuary became
current, the notion of a heavenly dpxiepeds 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, f.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 Somniss, 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 Mpds ‘EBpalovs. 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 (Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, Test. Levi §), 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
IIpss ‘EBpalovs, as he desired to express the fundamental signifi-
cance of Jesus for his faith.

(8) 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 ]udaxsm 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,
oAdkAnpos, but uefdpids Tis feot < xai dvbpdmrov> Pios, Tob udv
éAdrrov, dvBpdmov 8¢ kpeirrwv. 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, éray
elaly els 1a dywa TOV dylwy & apxrepeds, dvfpwrros otk &aray, 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 elmoyut). . . . Nor yet is he man, but he touches both extremes
(darépayv Tav dxpov, ds dv PBdoews kai kepalis, épamrrduevos).”
Later (#6/d. 34) he remarks, “if at that time he is not a man, it
is clear he is not God either, but a minister (Aerovpyds Beod) 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, ive 81 péoov 7ivos dvBpwmor udv
iMokeovrar Gedv, feds 38 tds xdpiras dvBpdmwors tmodiakdve Twi
xpopevos Spéyp xai xopnyfl. 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 r1oth 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 Zest Lewi (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 Ipés “EBpalovs,
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 15% % 8¢ yip adrdw
Bacedew dxpis o 6ff wdvras Tods éxOpols Imé Tods wédas 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% &s «al érvyxdver Smép Hudv). 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
827 kara feov dvrvyxdver dmwép dylwv). Later, in the Fourth Gospel,
a similar thought reappears; Christ is represented in priestly
metaphor as interceding for his People (171f), and the phrases
(17771%) about Jesus consecrating himself (as priest and victim)
that thereby his disciples may be “ consecrated” & 74 d\nfeln (.c.
in the sphere of Reality), indicate a use of &yui{cw which ex-
presses one of the central ideas of Ipés “EBpaiovs. 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 (1018), but he draws his cardinal argu-
ment from v.4 o €l lepeds eis aidva kard Ty rdéw Mekyioédex.

(vi.)

There is a partial anticipation of all this in the Enochic
conception of the Son of Man. No doubt, as Volz warns us
(Jédiscke Eschatologie, p. go), 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 Ipds “Efpaiovs,
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 §%) 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 (Dia/. 88).
Later on, Hippolytus, or whoever wrote the homily appended
(chs. xi.—xii.) 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 ojuepov
vids Aoyiofeis, x1%). Here “to-day” refers to the Christian era;
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evidently the problem left by the author of IIpds “EfBpalovs, with
his mystical, timeless use of the 2nd 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 yv@ouws 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 IIpds "EBpafovs 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 dpxiepeis, and
his argument is that this position was only possible upon the
human experience, that Jesus became man because he was Son
(21%%), and is dpxiepeds 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 dpds
érrdyevaer mwAovoios dv, éavtdv dxévwoer & Spodpart 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 xdpis. 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 odpé

! As H. J. Holtzmann (Neutest. Theologie3, ii. 337) and Pfleiderer (p. 287)
fmagine.
’gH. R. Mackintosh, Zhe Person of Christ, pp. 265 .
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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
41 57). Yet the writer does not simply transfer it as a dogmatic
predicate of messiahship to Jesus. One of the characteristics
which set Ipos “EBpalovs 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 function. It was not a mere endowment. Theidea
rather is that he had to realize and maintain it by a prolonged
moral conflict év rals jpépais Tijs caprds adrot. 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 Ipds “EBpalovs 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 IIpos
*EBpaiovs 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 Ifpos
‘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 cwmjp, 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 cwmypia, the message of eschatological bliss; he be-
longed to the tribe of Judah; he was sorely tempted, badly

1 He does not use the technical language of the mystery-religions (cp. on
6¢), 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 (dz 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” (%), 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 10® “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 (*“1 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 Ifpds “Efpaiovs 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 (12%") 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 (2M%). From some passages like 5% 7?7, it has been in-
ferred that Jesus had to offer a sacrifice on his own behalf as
well as on behalf of men (7. his tears and cries in Gethsemane),
or that he only overcame his sinful nature when he was raised
to heaven. 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, 76 dvw
dpoveite, Ta drw {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, od & Xpwrés éorw
(év 8efid Tob feod xabrjpevos), he defined the upper sphere in a
new sense. So with the author of IIpés ‘EBpafovs. 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, 1he very
truth of things, all that is meant by God.”!

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 Hpés ‘Efpalovs 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 KAnpovépos. Strictly speakiny,
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.). (&) 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%18). () The scanty

! Denney, The Death of Christ, pp. 239, 240.
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use made of the favourite conception of Jesus as the divine
Kipios (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 Kvpws 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%%);
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%-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 1220%), 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 dpxyyds, 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 Xpiorod (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,
for idealism suggests a philosophical detachment which is not suit-
able to Hpds “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.). Vet
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 IIpds ‘EBpalovs, 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.

! The soundest account of Philo’s *“ mysticism ” is by Professor H. A. A,
Kennedy in Pkilo’s Contribution to Religion, p. 211f.
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§ 3. StyLE aNp Dicrion.

@)

Tlpés ‘Efpaiovs is distinguished, among the prose works of
the primitive church, by its rbythmical 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 (RZ%et. iii. 8. 6-7), the opening ought to be
—owww While o~ should be reserved for the conclusion.

~

Our author, however, begins with moAvuepws, an introductory
rhythm (cp. 1% 312) which seems to be rather a favourite with

him, e.g. 3! ofev adedep, 710 ere yop e v, 122 Blemere py, 130
o de 0;0;, though he varies it with an anapaest and an iambus
- (e.g. 21- 4614 118 Sw o ivrawx, 121% etc.), or ——_ - -
(as in 5” 64 77 see below, 135 adrds yap elpnx, etc.), Or ~ -~~~
(as in 28 3% 11° moreioar ydp 8el, 11% etc.), or even occasionally
with three trochees —. —_~_ (eg 128), or —_ ——— (1211 131
etc.), or —o oo —— (e.g. 118 412), or even two anapaests (e.g. 1°
51 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. ~v o o-—-o-~-—in
4! and 4% or Lo —~_~—-_ in 7% and 7%, or as in 818
S P U S evv--) and gl
(--v~-=—2 -~Louo—Yooou— —),or——\““,—asmtom
and 1ol and to repeat a rhythm tw1ce m succession, as, e.¢.,
—0=—._ in 28 (‘rnz\cxau‘rqg d... 'rrrts apxnv Aa), o —m—=—=~ in
419 (8 'yap elaedBov eis v . . . 476 Tdv dpywy alrod), OF ~u -~~~
mn 12! (roryapoiv xal Wuels Tphiotr &xovres). The standard
closing rhythm ( _ . — does not clearly occur till 118 (yeyovévar),
114 (ére Aalel), 1128 (Bacidéos), and 12%; it is not so frequent as,
eg., oo —— (728239 926 1084 36 r13.16. 28 158 etc.). He also likes
to close with a single or an echoing rhythm like _ ~_ ~-—-in 13
(ovvys & fymhois), 20 (dr wv rededoar), 218 (wérovle repaclels
. pévois Bonbijoar), or ——_—~ in 719 9B (SpOjoerar . . .
curypplar), 11t (kev 7¢ Oed . . . adrod 70D feod), 112 etc. A
curious variety in almost parallel clauses occurs in 11!

=
- - - - = —_ —_ -

~ N ~ -

€TV SE TLOTS GA.‘II'L{O/I.W(DV VTOTTATLS

-~

rpay;mfwv a\c‘yxoq ov BAeropevay,
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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 . ~o (rapa-
pvbpev, 21 8%), or —_ —= (s Aaloduey, 20 95 7 etc.) or - - - -
(wv rehedoar, 210 218 314 45-11 1121 etc.), sometimes the weighty
— e (217 8% 10% 119 11M etc.), Or o~ — (41 §% 1% 10% 18 %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
iambic and trochaic, and there even happen to be two trimeters
in 1214, besides the similar rhythm in 127526, 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¢ & Puvierra uy cvpwimtew). Parallelisms in sound,
sense, and form are not infrequent. These oxpara of Isokrates
can be traced, e.g., in 128 where, by avrifecis, ov . . . wdvrov
answers to 0s . . . Umoordoews adTob, as 8 ob . . . émolnoev to
dépov . . . dwvdpews adrod, or as in 11}, which is, however, a
case of mapiowois or parallelism in form. As in Wisdom, the
accumulation of short syllables, a characteristic of the later
prose, is frequent in Ipos “Efpalovs (e.g. in 2! 2 wore wapapy . . .
Aoyos eyevero Befatos, 6% 10 kai exopeva . . . ov yap adikos o feos),
102 1112 19 1289 134 etc.). At the same time, Ilpés “Efpaiovs
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.¢., in the two parallel clauses of 12:

~ A A

ov efyrev xAnpovopov mavrwv
v T v e T - T T w
St ov karL erooev Tovs aiwvas,

L o
or in 18 where acews avrov answers to apews avrov. In 218 the
. . ~w o T - T
two clauses begin with ——— and end with er\apBaveras, 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 :

~ ~ o

e« yep auTovS IT](TOI)S KOTETAVT €V
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ok av wept allns ehaker pera Tavr(a) nuepas

= - - - — - - - -

~ ~

-
ap(a) amorererar gafBaricpos Tw Aaw Tov feov

() ~ - v

0 yap eicelfov es ™y katamavow avrov
v T ~ W T

Kai QUTOS KATETQUTEV

v -
amwo TWY €pYywV OUTOV

oW T e T

womep amo Twv WBiwv o feos.

There is a repeated attempt at balance, ¢.g. of clauses, like
(11%9):

v v e e
npyacarro Sikarecvvny

v W -~

emeTuXOV emayyeliwy,

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

same rhythm; or, in the next verse, where Swaumv mupos is
~ v~ . . .

echoed in edvyorv oropa, while there is a similar harmony of sound
in the closing syllables of

~

A N
vpoL & Toleuw

~ ~

wav allotpiwy,

and in vv.87 and 38 the balancing is obvious in

& Povw paxaipns

wepupAlov ev

vorepovpevor O

[ ~

& epnuals
or in the chiming of % and 8 :

A
Kai OTNAGLOLS KAL TOLS OTQIS TYS VNS

~
xas ovror wavres paprupyBevres 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 (e.g. 2% 6%); it
rather supports and indeed may explain the omission of ¢ before
vig in 11, and of SAg'in 22 as well as the right of pedAdvrov to
stand in 9! and in 10!; it might favour, however, éyyéwy yevé-
pevos instead of yevdpevos vdv dyyélwr in 1%, and the insertion of
7 oreipa 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 Befulav in 3% and inferior readings like avyxexepao-
pévovs and drovafeiow in 43, xdexopévois (D*) in 9%, el in 127, &
XxoAj in 1218, and dvéxeofac in 1328, 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. 1117-38), 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 . . . 8, 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 oiv is re-
markable (cp. on 12!4), all the more remarkable since our author
is fond of verbs compounded with ov. Oratorical imperatives
are used with effect (e.g. 3-12 7% 10 etc.), also double (1% y18-14
1257) and even triple (31%18) dramatic questions, as well as single
ones (284 11 gl8- 14 102 ;182 129), 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. xafds . . . xardmavody
pov 3711 51814 86 £ 118-16) now and then slightly irrelevant (e.g. 3%),
but occasionally, as in Plato, of real weight (e.g. 216 712; oldev

. vopos 71° 10%; mords yip 6 dmayyeddpevos 10%8; &v olx v
déios & xdopos 1138 1314); they frequently explain a phrase (rodr’
ot 1ov SudPBodov 214 ; Tolr’ EoTww Tovs ddehdods adriv 75 ;6 Aads
yap éx' abrijs vevopoféryrar 711 ; imis . . . dveomyrdra 9¥; Tovr doTww

. xrioews gl'; Todr éoTw Tiis Caprds adrod 10% 12%0), especially
an OT citation (.. 419 618 4% 7 ; alrwes kard vépov wpoodépovrar 10°)
on which the writer comments in passing. One outstanding feature
of the style (for Ipés ‘Efpalovs is Aéfis xarearpapuéym, not Aéis
elpdpery in the sense of rapid dialogue) is the number of long,
carefully constructed sentences (eg. 1l 234 21416 31215 ,4i3.18
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18 c7-10 648 G16-20 418 84-6 025 10 g24-26 11118 £ 19-25 1 y24-26 113
121824),  Yet his short sentences are most effective, ¢.g. 218 48 1018,
and once at least (316-18) there is a touch of the rapid, staccato
diatribé style, which lent itself to the needs of popular preach-
ing. He loves a play on words or assonance; e.g. kapdia mormpd
dmories & 7§ dmoorivar (3'%), mwapaxedéire davrovs . . . Expis
ob 70 ovjpepov kakeirar (318), ualfer 4 dv &rabev (58), kakob T¢
xai kaxov (51), draf mpooevexbeis eis T0 TOADY aveveykeiv duaprias
(9%8), TogoliTov Exovres mepixelpmevoy iy vios papripwy . . . Tpéxw-
pev Tov mpoxelpevov fuiv dybva (121), kAéAyalbe Tis rapaxiijoews
.+ . pnde éxAvov (128), uévovaay wélw dAAG Ty wéldovoay (13%4).
Also he occasionally likes to use a term in two senses, e.g. {dv
y&p 6 Adyos Tob Beob . . . wpds dv Huiv & Abyos (41% 18), and Siabrixn
mn 9% From first to last he is addicted to the gentle practice of
alliteration, e.g. woAvuepbs kal molvrpdrws wddar 6 feos Aalfjoas
rois marpdow & rols wpogjrass (11), wioa wapdPfacis xai wapaxoy
(22), dpixev air@ dvuréraxtov (28), 7ov dwdorodov kul dpyiepéa (31),
xaitot . . . d&md xarafBolds xdopov (4%), dvfvpmioewy kal évvolv (42),
drdrwp, dpirwp, dyeveaddyyros (78), 8ia 76 adriis dofevds kal dve-
perés (718), els 10 mavrelis . . . ToUs mpooepxouévovs . . . mwdvroTe
Lav (7%), ol kexhyuévor s alwviov kAnpovopias (91%), elofirfer dyia
Xpiords dvrirdra 1ov dAnbuwiv, dAX es adrdv (92), érel et adrov
wolhdxis mabelv dwd karaBolijs kbopov (9%), dwaf énl cvvreleln Tov
alovwy els aBérnow s duaprias (929), droxetrar Tois dvfpdmois dmaf
dmobfavetv (927), &v abdrals dvduvyos duapridv (108), ddvvarov yip
alpa Tadpwv xal Tpdywv ddapeiv dpaprias (10%), OAiyecw fearpils-
pevor (10%8), el uév éxelvys duvnudvevor 4’ s éEéBnoav (1118), mica
pév wadela wpos pev 76 wapdv (1211), wepioaorépws 8¢ mapaxald Todroe
wmojoar (1319). On the other hand, he seems deliberately to
avoid alliteration once by altering ie6éuny into éroinaa (89).

One or two other features of his style are remarkable. There
is, for example, the predilection for sonorous compounds like
moBarodosio and ebreploraros, and also the love of adjectives in a
privative, which Aristotle noted as a mark of the elevated style
(Rher. iil. 6. 7); in Hpos ‘EBpalovs 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 -is {cp. on 2%), the extensive use of
periphrases (cp. on 4!!), and of the infinitive and the preposition
(see on 32). The use of a word like 7e¢ is also nnticeable.
Apart from eleven occurrences of re kal, and one doubtful case
of re...re...xal (62), 7e links (a) substantives without any
preceding xal or 8¢; (b) principal clauses, as in 12%; and (¢) par-
ticipial clauses, as in 12 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.

14 Suapopdrepov wap adrovs kexAnpoviunker Svopa.
4% olk &v mepl dA\ys ENdher perd Tabra Muépas.
10! 1is adrds woAldais 1rpo¢r¢e'pwv bvoias.
1013 /uav Swip dpapridv mposevéyxas Guoiov.
10% 1rvpos fnkos' éobiew p.skz\ov-ros ToUs Vrevavriovs.
12% 70v Towabmyy Ymopeverykéra Umd TGV dpaproldv els adrdv
dvriloyiay.
. Further, his use of the genitive absolute is to be noted, e.g.,
m—

2! owerqaprvpotvros Tod feod xTA.
4} raraleuropévys . . . avrod (seven words between uij wore
and Boxﬁ Tis),
4% xairo. Tév ep'y(ov . 7cv1)0ev'row.
712 ,u.era.ﬂ@cpevm vép ‘n;s' Lepwa-w'qs'
84 ov-rwv rov wpoo-q&tpov-rwv xard vépov Ta Sdpa.
9o ‘rovf(l”’ 8‘ O'UT(I) KaT(a'KG‘UaO"L‘VwV
9® rolro Sylolvros Tod Hvev,nafos To¥ ‘Aylov . . . &I Tis
TpdTYS o-xnms éxovons ordow.
ot 0a.varov yevopdvov . . . wapaBdoewy (ten words between
drws and . & M,mev)
' M.M)Gcwm yap wdons év‘rolns .« . Movoéws.
10% &ovoivs yip ci;mpravovrwv iy
11 paprupoivros érl Tols Sdpots adrod Tob feod.

Finally, there is an obvious endeavour to avoid harsh hiatus,
sometimes by the choice of a term (eg. di6m for &r, as in
Polybius and Theophrastus, or dxpis for dxpi, or ds for ri), and
a distinct fondness for compound verbs; Moulton (ii. 11),
reckoning by the pages of WH, finds that while Mark has 57
compound verbs per page, Acts 6:25, Hebrews has 8o, and Paul
only 38.

yHls 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 awompwv, Snuiovpyds, OéAnots,
perpiomafeiv, Tehedw, Téhos, Tipwpia, and Hrédeypa. 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 3:8doxalos 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 kapdla dmiorias of 313, the & 7§ Aéyeotar of 3%, the Gpdvos
s xdpiros of 419 and the phrasesin 57 gfand 1218, But thisis a
minor point. We note rather that (4) he sometimes uses LXX
terms (¢.g. Svvapeis) in a special Hellenistic sense, or in a sense of
hisown. (§) Again, itis the use of the contents of the LXX which
is really significant. The nearest approach to IIpis ‘Efpaiovs, in
its treatment of the OT, is the speech of Stephen, the Hellenistic
Jewish Christian, in Ac 71, where we have a similar use of the
typological method and a similar freedom in handling the OT
story (cp. EBi. 4791, eg. 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 Ilpés “EBpafovs. The latter never dwells on the
crime of the Jews in putting Jesus to death (12% 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 “EfBpalovs, again, the xAzn-
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 Ilpés ‘Efpafovs the
continuity of the People is assumed, and Christians are regarded
as Zpso facto the People of God, without any allusion to the Jews
having forfeited their privileges. Here the author of IIpés
‘Efpaiovs differs even from the parable of Jesus (cp. on 11); he
conveys no censure of the historical Jews who had been
responsible for the crucifixion. The occasional resemblances
between Stephen’s speech and Ipds “Efpaiovs 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 29).
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 Hermathena, xi. pp. 263-287; and H. T. Andrews in Expositor®,
xiv. pp. 3481
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from the element of awe and majesty in the OT (see on 12
418 108 81 122), 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
Meyadwoivy (18 8') or Adéa (g5), we get a singular number of
indirect, descriptive phrases like &' & 76 wdvra xal & ob ra
ndvra (219), 7§ mouvjoavr adréy (3%), mpds by Huiv & Adyos (41%),
rov Suvdpevoy cwlew alrdv & Bavdrov (57), 6 émayyedduevos
{10% 1111), 7dv ddparov (11%7), Tov &n’ odpaviv ypnuarilovra (12%).
After 1%, indeed, there is a slight tendency to avoid the use of
6 Oeds and to prefer such periphrases of a solemn and even
liturgical tone. It is noticeable, e.g., that while & feés occurs
about seventy-eight times in 2 Co (which is about the same
length as Hpos “EBpaiovs), it only occurs fifty-five times in the
latter writing. The title (8) Kdpios is also rare ; it was grobably
one of the reasons that suggested the quotation in 11 («dpce),
but it is mainly applied to God (12!4), and almost invariably
in connexion with OT quotations (73! 8?2 88 1016 10%0 126 138),
Once only it is applied to Jesus (28), apart from the solitary use of
& xipios fpdv in 714 (4 'Inools, 33. 104. 212%) and in the doxology
with "Inoots (1320). It is nota term to which the author attaches
special significance (cp. on 7%). ‘Ipgods, as in (i) 29 (rov 8
Bpaxd T mwap’ dyyéhovs Hharropédvov BAémoper ‘Ingoiv), (ii) 3t
(xaravofoare Tov dmborodov xal dpxiepéa s Spoloylas Hudv
Tnootv), (iii) 414 (Ixovres olv dpyiepéa péyay SieAyAvfére Tods
obpavods, ‘Inooly), (iv) 6% (3wov wpddpopos tmip Hudv cofAler
"Iyaods), (v) 7% (kard rocolrov kal xpeirrovos diabhixms yéyover
&yyvos Inaoils), (vi) 10 (& 7§ alpar “Incod), (vii) 122 (vov +is
wlorews dpxmydv xal redewriy “Inooiv), (viil) 123 (xal Siabiuns
véas peciry ‘Inood), (ix) 1312 (8d xai ‘Iyools), (x) 1320 (rov
wowpéva Tdv wpoPBdrov Tov péyav & alpare Swabikns alwviov, Tov
xVptov Hudv ‘Inoodv), 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! (+Xpwréy, C° K L ¥ 104. 326. 1175 syr arm Orig, Chrys.),
6% (+ Xpworés, D), 101 (+ 708 Xpiorod, 1827 vg), 1313 (+4, 5 [as
Col 317). 330 [as Col 31",']. 440 [as Ro 811], 623. 635. 1867%. 2004:
+ 6 xiptos, 1836 : Xpioros, 487), 139 (+ Xpioréy, D ¥ 5. 104. 177.
241. 323. 337. 436. 547. 6235 635. 1831. 1837. 1891 latdfw!
syr' Chrys.). Xpiorés (3% 9L 24), or & Xpiorés (314 55 61 gl 28
11%), has also been altered ; e.g. 31 (kuplov, 256. 2127: feod, 635 :
om. 7o, 467), 5% (om. 6, 462), 6! (Geod, 38. 2005: om. 429), g%
(+6 C°D W 104. 256. 263. 326. 467. 1739. 2127 arm: "Iygots,
823 vg Orig.), but less seriously. ‘Iyoots Xpiords only occurs
thrice (10 13% 1),
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So far as vocabulary and style go, there are certain affinities between
IIpés ‘EBpaiovs and (a) the Lucan writings, (4) 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 IIpds ‘EBpalous 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
121 or from some forilegium 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, Tkhe Writers of
the NT, p. 43).

§ 4. TExt, COMMENTARIES, ETC.

i)

The textual criticism of IIpés “EBpaiovs 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 (2) 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 H M N W p! and 048 are partially, missing.
It is accidental that the Philoxenian Syriac version has not
survived, but the former phenomenon (4) accounts for the
absence of IIpés “EBpafovs not simply from the Gothic version,
but also from the old Latin African bible-text for which
Tertullian and Cyprian, the pseudo-Augustinian Specu/um and
“ Ambrosiaster,” furnish such valuable evidence in the case of
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the Pauline epistles. The (3) 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 :

Copicum INDEX.

x saec. iv. (v.) for:82).

A, W [o2 : 8 4).

B, iv [03: 8 1] cont. 1'-9"¥: for remainder cp. cursive
293.

C , V. o4 : 8 3] cont. 24-7% glP—10™ 1216 13%,

D ,, (vi) [06 : @ 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 gangermanensis. The Greek text of
the latter (1-128) is therefore of no independent
value (cp. Hort in WH, 8§ 335-337); for its
Latin text, as well as for that of F=codex
Augiensis (saec. ix.), whose Greek text of IIpds
"EBpalovs has not been preserved, see below,

. Ixix,

H , v [oxp § : a 1022] cont. §3® 211-16 31818 L1315 y51-T, 38-38
121018 13%% . mutilated fragments, at Moscow
and Paris, of codex Coislinianus.

K ,, ix fo18 : I1].

L, ix {020 : @ §] cont. 11-13%,

M, ix o121 : a 1031] cont. 1'-4% 12%-13%,

N ,, ix o122 : a 1030] cont, 5%-61°

P, ix {025 : & 3] cont, 1'-12% 12"-13%,

p? , iv. [a 1034] cont. 2M-5% 10%-11" 11%-12Y7: Oxyriys-
chus Papyri, iv. (1904) 36-48. The tendency,
in 21-5% 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 ?" partially makes
up for the loss of B after g1,  Otherwise the
text of the papyrus is closest to that of D.

p® , iv. [a 1043] cont. 9%1: Oxyrkynchus Papyrs, viii.
(x911) 11-13.

¥ ,, (vi.?) viii.-ix. [044 : 8 6] cont. 1-81 g1%-13%,

W . (iv.-vi.) (I] cont. 11818 71314 "2d-0. 14-16 361314 (67

618 10-13. 20 1% 711, 18-20. %7-28 gL 79 gl-k O-1L 1818,
8577 (oS 16-18. 9620, 305-38 [ 6T, 19-18. 23-24. 81-38. 38-40
12175 1618 852 TR 618 BB . NT MSS 4
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.”

1 An instance may be found in 10%, where a corrector of D obelized the
first and last letters of dvediféuevor and wrote over it fearpiféuevor. In E
we get the absurd wiifouevodearoifopevor (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.

0142 ,, X. 0°%).

oIsr ,, xii [x%].

Three specimens of how the MSS group themselves may be
printed. (a) shows the relation between M and the papyrus p®:
M agrees with p'® in eight places:
3! "Inoobv.
3% 36&ns obros (+K L vg, alone),
3¢ wdyvra.
38 ddv.
3° Sudv & Soxipuacig.
310 ravry.
3% Tus ¢f dudv,
43 cvyxex{e)pacpdvovs,
It opposes p* (+ B) in
3:+ .

3% s,

3%+ uéxpe Téhovs BePalar,

30+ e,

48 odv,

4%+ iy before xardwavar.
M has some remarkable affinities with the text of Origen (e.g. 1% 1? 21),
() 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

1* position of éwoinger A B M 8¢ ody AB
1% +xal before 7 pdfBdos AB M 8¢ om, Q¥ lepéwr AB
2} wapapuduey AB* 8Y om. atrawafter mxpod A B
27 +«xai karéoryoas . .. 9% xepouBiv (alone of un-

gov A cials)
2% 3ovNlas o xal #v AB
3! om. Xpiwrrée AB Mp#| g% épdyricer A
3¢ wdrra AB Mp®| 9™om. ¢ before Xpwrés A
3 ravry AB Mp®|10¥om,. o ,, &d A
3?8 (so 7?) AB M p¥| 10 ofros A
4 xaraliwouévys ‘alone), 10% Sidvoiay A

except for p! 103 Aehovouédrot
47 wpoelpnrat A (B) p¥|11® 70 BAewbuevor A p¥
4% svratdijoas A B* 11 duvards
438 f\eos AB 112 s A p¥?
5 & avripy AB 11% ¢xregar A p?
53 pepl dpuapride AB 11%3 e vydp A
6% om. rol xéwov AB 11™ paxalpys (so 11%7) A
6'¢ om. uév AB 12% radlas A
7% Aeui 128 position of dore A p?
7% om.7évbefore’Afpads B 12° 7oAy (so 12%) A
™ ,, 8 ,, Mexioedée B 12%! &rpopos (alone)
71 airijs AB 13% kaxovyovuévwy A M
71 yevopobéryras AB 13% vydp A M
7' gapxivys AB 13% éxbés A M

W paprupetras AB 13% om. dpvg
om. xal before odx &»-
fpwros B
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(¢) exhibits characteristic readings of H, with some of its

main allies :

1} xalbapiouby ® AB D* H* P vg arm
218 Jouhlas [ D* H P
3B rséioudry p¥ne A C H MP vg pesh arm boh
3" 7ol Xpiorolyey. * AB CD WH MP vg
3 rlow 64 ® BCD H P KL sah
41 évepryijs ® A CD H P KL
413 yuxds ® AB C H P L(vg arm boh)
4% ovrrabioas ®» AB*CD* H
10! fuolas(~abrdv) A CD H KL vg
ro! als D* H L
10! dvvdras D H KL vg boh
10? om. odx H* (vg) pesh
10? kexabapwrpévovs R D H P
1$ ﬂu&ém:‘! A C D:WE P boh
10™ 7qis Seaplos A D
10% davrods l;"u A H :g pest boh
10% fwapkey piat A D* H* vg boh
10% peydhyr o, ® A DWH P
10% xpoviet A DWH P KL
10% pov éx wlorews ® A H* vg arm
12! xioa 3¢ B A D H KL vg pesh boh
128 rorfioare " A D H KL
1218 adrijs (p'®) A H P
1218 airod » D* H P KL
1 3" om. T&v aldvwy CDh H arm
138 Huds A CD*"WH vg pesh arm boh sah
13% dppy. wA CD H PMK vg pesh (arm) boh
CURSIVES.
1 saec. x. [3254] 189 saec. xiii. [0 39]
2 ,, xii [a253] 203 xu- (@ 203)
5 o xiv. [3453] 206 ,, xiii. [a 365)
6 ,, «xiii. [8356] cont, 1%9% | 209 ,, xiv, 6 457]
109-13% 216 ,, xiv.
31 , xi[a103] 217 ,, x. a. xo6 ] cont, 1%-68
33 g ix—x.[3 48] Hort’s 17 218 ,, xiii. ]s
35 » xm- [ 309] 221 ,, X e 69]
38 xu}. (8 3;5,‘] 226 ,, xi. [8156]
47 5 X LO' ] 227 o, xii. (0 258]
69 ,, xv.[8505] 241 ,, xi. [§507]
88 ,, xii. [a 200] 242 ,, xii. [3 206
90 4 xvi. [3652] 253 4, xi.[B152
93 » x[a51] 255 ., xi.[a174)
103 ,, xi. [0 %] 256 ,, xii. [a 216]
104 xl [« 103] 257 o, Xxiv. (2 466]
nz , xi E"c:6] 263 ,, xiii.—xiv. [§ 372)
177 5 xi[a1 293 4, xv.[at cont, gt-13®
181 ,, xi[e101 296 ,, xvi. (3 600 5743 913
188 ,. xii. [« 200 323 ,, xi.-xii [a 157)
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326 saec. xii. {a

327
330
337
371
378

n

424
429
431
436
440
442
456
460
461
462
487
489
491
506
522
547
614
623
633
639
642

794
808

823
876
913
915
917
919
920
927

257]
xiii. [0385]
xil. [3 259]
xii. [a 205]
xiv, [a 1431] cont. 7%-13%
xii. [a 258)
xiil. [@ 353] cont. 11-137
xv, (x.) [a 1530] cont1x‘—

13!
xi. [01?] Hort’s 67
xiii.—xiv. [(a 398]
xii. [§ 268)]
xi. [a 172]

xii. | 260]

xiii. [O18]

x. ? [a 52]

xiil.—xiv. [a 397]

xiii. [a 359]

xv. [a 502)

xi. (@ 171]

xiv. [ 459]
xi. [8 152]
xi. [8 101]

xvi. [8 602]
xi. {8 157]

xiii. [a 364]
xi. [& 173)
xi. [a 161
xi. [a 169]
xv. [a 552]

[8 454}
[0 203]
[3 368)
(@ 356]
[ 470]
[a 382)
xii. [a 264)
xi. [a 113}
x. [a 55]
xii. [8 251]

Hort’s 102

cont, 1'-718
) ol-x3®
xiv,
xii,
xiil.
xiii.
xiv,
xiil.

941 saec.
999 ,,
1108 ,,
1149 ,,
1175

1243
1245 .,
1288 (81)
1311,

xm
xm
xm
xiii.

X,

xi
xi
xi.
xi
xi

xi.
xiv,
xiii,
xiv.

xii. [

X.
xiii.
xiv.
xiii.
xiv.

x.

xi
xi.
x
xi.

[3 369]

[ 353)

[a 370)

[3 370]

a 74] cont. 1--3% 6
13%

ii. [3 198)
i. [& 158}

[a 162]

. [a 170}
. [8 180]

[ 116]

(2 464)]

a 361] cont, 1*-7%
[a 468]

[« 208]

(a 78]

[a 396] cont, 11334
[ 486)

[a 367]

[2 472]

a 65

. [a 192]

[ 175]

. [a 64]

[« 114] cont. 1'-11¥*

xi.~xii. [a 154])
xii, [a 200]

xii,
x.
x.

[a 252]
[a 62)
a 70)

xi. [0 =101

xi.

[0« 1]

X. -xi. [a 1066]

X,
X1v.

xii.

xi.
Xl

[a 56]

[a 1436) cont. 1}-7%
{3 202]

[a n6]

~xii, [« 184]

xii, (3 299]

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.
the uncials, may stray (see on 41%). As a specimen of how one
good cursive goes, I append this note of some characteristic
readings in 424%*:

1% om. airod after Swduews M
om. Hudy x* ABD* MP
2 xwpls M
3! om. Xpioréy x ABD*C*MP
3% & D* M
3 ravry ® ABD* M

Yet even the best cursives, like

Orig def vg
Orig
def vg sah
def vg
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-41¢ wloTews
~51% Juds (om. rwvd)
g‘ om. T&» lepewr x ABD* P detvg
o® xab % x ABD* fvg
9B xabapiferas (dvdyxn) D* Orig
10! Stvarras ® A DdC P [sc. D*, Orig]
10% om. Aéyet xipios x* D* P defvg
10™ Beoplos AHD* (Orig ??) fvg
11° om. adrof x* A D* P defvg
1218 adrijs A P
12% ¥’ olpavol ® M b
12% oelow x A CM fvg

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

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

d (Latin version of D)

€ ( ”» » 1]

)
( . F) .
7 (codex Frisingensis: saec. vi., cont. 6%-75 75-8! ¢%7.117)
23( ,, Bodleianus: ,, ix., cont. 1}~11%)

Of these, 7 (corresponding to the text used by Augustine), with the few
uotations by Priscillian, represents the African, d (in the main)? and a? the
%uropean, type of the Old Latin text; but f is predominantly vulgate, and
it is doubtful whether &7 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.)

fuid( ,, Fuldensis: ,, vi)
cav ( Cavensis : ix.) .
ol ( :,’ Toletanus : :: viii.)}sfmmsl.l
hkarl( ,, Harleianus: ,, viii.)
¢( , 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 ( 7ke Episties and
Apocalypse from the codex Harleianus% = Wordsworth’s Z,), numbered Hari.
1772 tn the British Museum Library, 1913). Both in kar/ and in e,
1135 has a special capitulation ; Aar/, which adds after ¢‘the prophets” in

1 The text of 4 corresponds to that of Lucifer of Cagliari (saec. iv.), who
quotes 354 and 41 in his treatise De non conueniendo cum haereticis,
xi. (CSEL., vol. xiv.). According to Harnack (Studien sur Vulgata des
Hebrierbriefs, 1920) it is d, not , which underlies the vulgate (cp. J. Belser
on “die Vulgata u. der Griech. Text im Hebriierbrief,” in 74eolog. Quartal-
sehrift, 1906, pp. 337-369).
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11" —¢ Ananias azarias misahel daniel helias helisaeus ”—apparently points
to 11*% having been at one time added to the original text whiégo ran
(11%®): “in hac enim testimonium habuerunt seniores qui- per fidem
uicerunt regna,” etc. Of these MSS, fuld represents an Italian text, cav and
tol a Spanish (the former with some admixture of Old Latin) ; am (whose text
is akin to fu/d) is an Italian text, written in Great Britain. At an early
date the Latin versions were glossed, however (cp. on 7! 113).

EcyprTIAN 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.) : The Coptic Version of the NT in the Northern
Dialect (Oxford, 1905), vol. iii. pp. 472—
555.

In sah IIpds ‘Efpalovs 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 (.. a fourth century)

ition in the Eastern or Alexandrian canon, to judge from Athanasius
r;::t Ep., xxxix.); it rea?pears 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, ) 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 Egyg_:ian versions are of special interest, as several of the
uncials have Egyptian affinities or an Egyptian origin, and as IIpds “ESpalovs
was early studied at Alexandria. Thus, to cite onl)' one or two, boh is right,
a8 against sah, e.g. in the rendering of wpés in 17, in omitting Oy (}‘), in
rendering droordcews as *‘ confidence ” in 3, in rendering év Aaveld (47) *‘in
David,” in reading wafeiv in 9%, in renderinfg dmwéoracts by ‘‘assurance”
(so syr arm) in 11}, in taking kaXovuevos by itself (118), in keeping é\fdoOnoar
before éwplofnoar (11%, though érepdabnoar, =were tempted, is inferior to
sah’s omission of any such term), in reading éwayyerlav (11%, where sah
agrees with W in reading the plural), etc. 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 Téhous Befalar), at 43 (cvykexepaouévos), in
rendering xparduev (4M) *‘let us hold on to,” in maintaining feés in 62 (for
* Lord” in boh), in omitting ro? xérov in 6%, in reading lepels (with W) in
7%, in reading Yudv in 94, in rendering the last words of 9%, in rendering
dp . . . drrddoylar in 12® etc. Note also that sah agrees with arm in
inserting rfis before éwayyeNas in 4%, Oorepov M?u in 10127, and ydp in 124,
while boh agrees with arm in adding elwer in 1% and aldwios at §5'°, and both
agree with arm in omitting xal in 15, Both translate eloepxéueda (4%) as a
tuture, read dwiworlay in 4% (with vg and arm), omit xard rh» 7. M. in 7%,
take &yior as an adjective in 9!, read ueM\dévrwr in g, take #s in 117 to mean
the ark, read 4 oreipa in 111, render &yxor by ¢“ pride” in 12}, take dwouévere
as imperative in 127, and refer aimiy to réwov peravolas in 12". Sah has

1 Yet in the archetype of the capitulation system in B ITpds ‘' ESpalovs must
have stood between Galatians and Ephesians, which ¢“is the order given in
the Sahidic version of the ‘Festal letter’ of Athanasius” (Kirsopp Lake,
The Text of the NT, p. 53).
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some curions renderings, e.2. ‘““hewed out” for drexawloer (10%), *‘the
place of the blood” for aluaros in 124, and actually ‘‘hanging for them
another time ” (dvacravpoivras davrois, 6%) ; 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 yévnabde (6'3)
is rendered by ' become daunted.” The differences in a passage like 127
are specially instructive. Sah takes waryyvpec with what follows, boh with
dyyénwr ( myriads of angels keeping festival ) ; on the other hand, sah is
right as against boh’s reading of xveduar: (v.88), while both render * God the
judge of all.” In v.% both render éxvfyyerrac literally by ‘“he promised,”

ut boh translates wapahaiSdvorres in v.% as a future and xdpw as “‘grace,”
whereas sah renders correctly in both cases. In ch, 13, sah seems to read
wepipépeafe in v.? (*“ be not tossed about ”), inserts &pyy (as against boh), and
reads Huly in v.3; in v, it reads dvéyesfe; in v.3®, while boh renders
dwolehvpévor by '‘released,” sah renders ‘‘our brother Timotheos whom I
sent ” (which confuses the sense of the passage altogether), and, unlike boh,
omits the final dufiw. It is significant that sah ! often tallies with » as against
d, e.g. in 6' (loxvpdy), 757 (dpxiepels), though with & now and then against r,
as in 11% (3¢). It agrees with 4 and eth in reading xvefua in 17, &s ludrior in
118 (as well as é\feis), and xal TO» rpdywr in 9%, but differs from 4 almost as
often, and from eth in reading ra¢ry in 3V, in omitting xard 7. 7. M, in 731,
etc. Unexpectedly a ¢ollation of sah and of eth yields no material for & clear
decision upon the relation of the texts they imply.

Syr1ac VERSIONS.

For the Old Syriac, ¢.¢. 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 the old Syrian canon,
but the primitive text can only be recovered approximately from (i) the
Armenian version,? which rests in ﬁpart upon an Old Syriac basis—*¢ readings
of the Armenian vulgdte which differ from the ordinary Greek text, especially
if they are supported by the Peshitta, may be considered with some confidence
to have been derived from the lost Old Syriac” (F. C. Burkitt, Z54. 5004) ;
from (ii) the homilies of Aphraates (saec. iv), and from (iii) the Armenian
translation of Ephraem Syrus (saec. iv.), Commentaris in Epp. Pauli nunc
pri ex ar o $n lats sey a patribus Mekitharsstis transiati
{Venice, 1893, pp. 200-242). .

Hebrews is 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 (7%e Harklean Version of the Epistle
to the Hebrews, 11%-13%, 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 7he New Zestament in
Syriac (1920).

11t rarely goes its own way, but the omission of any adjective at all with
wvedparos in g is most remarkable ; so is the reading of duds for Huds in 138
(where M Orig have one of their characteristic agreements in omitting any
pronoun).
3 Mr. F. C. Conybeare kindly supplied me with a fresh collation.
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The early evidence for the use of Ipds ‘ESpalovs may be
chronologically tabulated as follows: '

MSS. VERSIONS. WRITERS.
200200 Clem. Rom.
200-300 (Old Syriac)(Old Latin) | Clem. Alex. Tertullian
Origen (~248)
300-400 | plspl8 Eusebius (~340) .
Basil S,? 9) Lucifer (-371)
B Sahidic (1) Cyril }enn. (-386) Priscillian (-385s)
Agollinnris (—39:? Ambrose (397
n® vulgate (370-383) | Chrysostom (~407) Jerome (~420,
W hitta (. ) Theodore of Mopsuestia A tine (~430)
400-300 ?) | peshitta (421-435] ugus! =430
’ i SS9
Ag Armenian | T (-458)
4
soo~600 oD d
fuld Ethiopic Fulgentius
T
6oo—700 hatklean (616-617)
700-800 am Bobhairic (T;
K L tol
Soogoo MN f Sedulius Scotus
P cav .
§OO~1000 e(®
o143

X8 ABCHM ¥ W (with p!®) 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 x° H
(which tend to agree with Origen’s text) have affinities with
Euthalius ; they carry with them a number of cursives (including
33- 60. 88. 104. 424%*, 436 and 1908), and enable us to recon-
struct the archetype of codex Pamphili, se. 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 43 7}
10% 11* 11% 12% 1218 and 13%, though only the first of these
passages is of real, religious importance. But, apart from this,
the earliest MSS betray serious errors (cp. on 7! 11%), as
though the text had not been well preserved. Thus B, for all its
services (e.g. in 6%), goes wrong repeatedly (e.g. 1% 18 419%), as does
8* (c.g. 1° om. air@, 4° 6% 97 7ére, 108 duaprias), and even
p'? in 42 (Aeloovrar), 1018 (dpaprioss), 11! (dméoracis), etc. The
errors of W are mainly linguistic, but it reads &vfumjoews in 413,
wlorews 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 # and #/, the peshitta and eth.
Similarly the wrong reading paprvpet 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 wiora after
drexdexopévois, but the similar homiletic gloss of 8 wiorews
before or after s owryplav turns up in A P syr™, and in 38. 69.
218, 256. 263. 330. 436. 440. 462. 823, 1245. 1288, 1611. 1837,
1898. z005. In g* the gloss xai dAynfu 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 Saxpbwy (in 10%) 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 11'3, what B. Weiss calls the
“obvious emendation” éyevifyoav is supported by 8 L pt* ¥
and 1739, while in the same verse xal ds % (kdfws, D) carries
withit X A D K L P p!8, and D ¥ omit 1} wapd 76 xethos. When
M resumes at 1220 it is generally in the company of 8 A D P
(as, e.g., 1290238 135.9.90) once (12% om. mjv) with D* arm,
once with D* (om. &éovolay, 131%), once with K L P (xaxoy. 13%)
against 8 A D*. Such phenomena render the problem of
ascertaining any traditional text of IIpds ‘EfSpaiovs unusually
difficult. Even the data yielded by Clement of Alexandria!l
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 (}253) are lost, though
Eusebius (cp. above, pp. xviii-xix) quotes two fragments on the
style and authorship. The ’Amoloyla ‘Qpiyevods 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 (1373) is only extant
in the Latin version of an Armenian version (cp. above, p. Ixxi).
We are fortunate, however, in possessing the first important ex-
position of ITpds “EBpalovs, viz. the homilies of Chrysostom (f407),
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

1 The original text in one place at least (cp. on 11%) can be restored by
the help of p”® and Clement.



Ixxiv THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS

criticism (Z%eodori Mopsuestens in NT' Commentaria quae reperivi
potucrunt, collegit O. F. Fritssche, 1847, pp. 160-172). The
exposition by his contemporary Theodoret of Cyrrhus (t458) is
based almost entirely upon Chrysostom and Theodore of
Mopsuestia (Z4eod. Comm. in omnes Pauli epistolas, ed. E. B.
Pusey, 1870, ii. 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. cxviiicxix). 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 PL. 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, e.g. 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
(Zahn’; Forschungen sur Gesch. des NTlichen Kanons, vol. viii.
1907).

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), ¥.
Rendall (888), C. J. Vaughan (1890), B. Weiss (in Meyer,
1897), von Soden (1899g), Westcott?® (1903), Hollmann? (1907),
E. J. Goodspeed (1908), A. S. Peake (Century Bidle, n.d.), M.
Dods (1g10), 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.). [ A. Bengelii Gnomon Novi Testamenti (1742).
Blass . « F. Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen

Griechisch : vierte, vollig neugearbeitete Auflage,
desorgt von Albert Debrunner (1913); also,
Bricf an die Hebrier, Text mit Angabe der
Rhythmen (1903).

1Some references, in the textual potes, 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 Mopsuestis, etc.
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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.!* 2) God, then (vv.3: #) the Son of God ; rhetorically
and logically the sentence might have ended with & (+ 7§ arm)
vig, 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 8s . . .
ixdOwoey & debid 1i)s peyadwatvys. It is in this (including the
purging of men from their sins by His sacrifice) that the final
disclosure of God’s mind and purpose is made ; 6 feds éAdAyoer
fpiy v vig . . . 8 . . . &dbioev krA. But the cosmic signifi-
cance of the Son is first mentioned (v.2) ; 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 ¢épwy re r&
wdvra kA, before kabapiopdy duoapridv womoduevos. The object
of insisting that the Son is also the exact counterpart of God (8s dv
xr). %), i3 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 (Aaleiv) 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 & wpogdjracs has its climax & vig, 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 Ipds ‘EBpaiovs.
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Tlohupepds xal wolvrpbrws wdiat 6
feds Naddoas Tols warpdow €v Tois
wpodiirats €’ éaxdrov TA¥ Huepdy
TouTwy éNdAnoer fHuiv év vlp, 8v Efnke
«h\npovépor wdvrww, 8¢ ol kal érolnoe
Tods aldvas* 8s dv dravyacua THs 66£ns
kal xapakthp THs Umwoosrdoews alrol,
@ipwy Te TA whvTa TG pHpaTe Tis
duwvdpews avrob, kabapioudy TGV duap-
Ty momoduevos éxdbuwev év Sefid
THis peyahwolvys év dynhols, TooolTy

(L1, 2.

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

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

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

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

xpelrTwy yevbuevos Oy dyyéhwy 8oy
SiagopiTepoy wap avrods xexAnpovd-
pnkey Svoua.

Y Many were the forms and faskions in whick God spoke of cld to our
Jathers by the prophets, 3 but in these days at the end he has spoken to us by a
Son—a Son whom ke has appointed heir of the universe, as it was by him
that he created the world.

Greek prefaces and introductions of a rhetorical type were
fond of opening with wolds in some form or other (e.g. Sirach
prol. oA xai peydAwy kTA.; Dion. Halic. de oratoribus antiquis,
woA\yv xdpw x7A., an early instance being the third Philippic of
Demosthenes, moANdv, & dvdpes "Afyvalo, Aéywv yryvopévwr xtA.).
Here molupepds xai wolurpémws is a sonorous hendiadys for
“variously,” as Chrysostom was the first to point out (r6 yap
wodvpeps kal molvrpdruws Tovréomt Sapdpws). A similar turn of
expression occurs in 22 wepafdois kai wapaxo, The writer does
not mean to exclude variety from the Christian revelation; he
expressly mentions how rich and manysided it was, in 24 Nor
does he suggest that the revelation & wpogirass was inferior
because it was piecemeal and varied. There is a slight sugges-
tion of the unity and finality of the revelation év vig, 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. Ilolvpepds 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, 11 : wohvrpéwws dveyvwp-
lon wéow ols H\bev els yvdaw, undevds dvayvwpiouol cuumesdvros érépy
dvayvwpioup T civohor: ENNws yép T Teheudxy, érépws 8¢ Bipurhely, érépws
Tois Sovhots, &ANoy 8¢ Tpémov T¢ Aadpry, Kal SAws dvopolws dract. Ilouuepls,
according to Hesychius (= wolvoxédws), differs from wohvrpbwws (Siagpbpws,
mouclhws), and, strictly speaking, is the adverb of wohvuepss =manifold (Wis
7%, where Wisdom is called wvedua povoyevés, mohvuepés). But no such dis-
tinction is intended here.

In wdhav (as opposed to ér' éoxdrov Tév Wuepdv TovTwy)

Geds AaMjoas, Aaety, here as throughout the epistle, is prac:
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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 éorew &6 Aaljjowv Oéos, Kock’s Comic.
Attic. Fragm. 70). Ol warépes in contrast to fuels means OT
believers in general (cp. Jn 6% 7%%), whereas the more usual
NT sense of the term is ¢ the patriarchs ” (cp. Drar. 1949-1950,
2553¢), f.c. Abraham, etc., though the term (3% 8°%) covers the
ancients down to Samuel or later (Mt 23%).  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 marépes Nudv), look back, as the
earlier Sirach did in his warépwv Jpvos (Sir 44!1-50%), or the pro-
phet in Zec 1% (ol warépes Pudv . . . xai ol mpogfirar). For ol
rarépes = our fathers, cp. Prayer of Manasseh?! (feos 7dv rarépwv)
and Wessely's Studien sur Paldographie und Papyruskunde, i. 64,
where boys are reckoned in a list odv 7ots marpder. The inser-
tion of Hudv (p'3 999. 1836 boh sah Clem. Alex., Chrys. Pris-
cillian) is a correct but superfluous gloss. As for év 7ois mpods-
raus, mpogfiras is used here in a broader sense than in 118; 1t
denotes the entire succession of those who spoke for God to the
People of old, both before and after Moses (Ac 322 987), who is
the supreme prophet, according to Philo (de etriet. 21, de decalogo
33)- Joshua is a prophet (Sir 46!), so is David (Philo, d¢ agric.
12). In Ps 105'® the patriarchs, to whom revelations are made,
are both God’s mpogijrar and xptorol. Later on, the term was
extended, as in Lk 13% (Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, kai wdvras
ToUs wpodijras, cp. He 113%), and still more in Mt 512 (rods
arpognjtas Tobs wpo dudv). ‘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
b.gone 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 85! “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 118%),
it was natural that dyyélas should be conjectured (S. Crellius,
Instium loannis Evangelit restitutum, p. 238, independently by
Spitta in Stud. u. Kritiken, 1913, PP 106-109) to have been the
original reading, instead of wpogyrass. But “the word spoken
Ly angels” (2?%) does not refer to divine communications made
to the patriarchs; nor can of warépes be identified with the
patriarchs, as Spitta contends (cf. U. Holzmeister in Zeitschrift
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fiir kathol. Theologie, 1913, pp. 805-830), and, even if it could,
mpodiprars would be quite apposite (cp. Philo, de Aérak. 22).
Why the writer selects mpognjrass is not clear. But dvfpdmoes
would have been an imperfect antithesis, since the Son was
human. Philo (de Monarch. 9: éppyvels ydp elow ol mpodijrar
feod xaraxpwpévov Tois ékelvwy pydvos mpds SiAwaw Gv v ébedijoy)
views the prophets as interpreters of God in a sense that might
correspond to the strict meaning of &, and even (Quaest. in Exod.
23% 10D yap Aéyovros & mpodritys dyyelos kuvpiov éoriv) applies
dyyedos to the prophet. But év here is a synonym for &.d
(Chrys. 6pds otc kal r6 év 8ia éoriv), as in 1 S 28% (dmexpily alrd
xvpios év Tols évumviois xal év Tois Sjhots kal év Tois mpodirais).

In Test. Dan 1! [ace. to the tenth cent. Paris MS g38]!
and in LXX of Nu 244, Jer 2320 [B: éoxdrav, A Q¥], 2519 (49%%)
[B: éoxdrov, AQ], 37 (30) # [AQ: éoxdrwv, B), Ezk 388 (ér
éoxdrov érdv), Dn 10l [éoydre ? éoxdrwv]), Hos 3° [Q], &
éoxdrov TGv fuepdv appears, instead of the more common ér’
éoxdrwv TOV Yuepdv, as a rendering of the phrase o] nnRa,
A similar variety of reading occurs here; Origen, eg., reads
éoxdrwv without rodrwv (on La 42%) and doxdrov (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
én’ éoxdrov Thv xpévwv, but the robrwv here is unique. The
messianic mission of Jesus falls at the close of ?4ese days, or, as
the writer says later (920), éri ovvrelela Tdv aldvov. These days
correspond to the present age (6 viv aldv); the age (or world) to
come (6 péAdwv aldv, 6°) is to dawn at the second coming of
Christ (9?8 10%7). Meantime, the revelation of God é& vig has
be=en made to the Christian church as God’s People (é\dAnoev
Hpiv) ; the 7peis does not mean simply the hearers of Jesus on
earth, for this would exclude the writer and his readers (2%), and
éAdA\yoev covers more than the earthly mission of Jesus. There
is no special reference in é\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 ( Haer. xxiii. 5, xli. 3, 1xvi. 42),
& Xa\d» év Tois mwpoprirais, ldod mwdpeyut, was an anti-gnostic logion based
partly on this passace and partly on Is 528 éyd elus adrds & Nahdv, wdpeiue
The author of liebrews is not 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 nobis proponit: nequis putet Legem cum
kvangelio pugnare, vel alium esse huius quam illius authorem” (Calvin).

1 The Armenian reading rovrww after Huepdv, instead of adrof, is incorrect,
and may even be a reminiscence of He 11,
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In 8v &mrev kA\npovépov wdvrwv 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!%) explicitly declare,
his deloved son, though our author does not work out the sombre
thought of the parable. There, the son is the heir (o7ds éorv &
xAnpovdpos), though not of the universe. Here, the meaning of
8v &0ncev xAnpovépov wdvtwy 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.2 (éxdfiger). 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 éyxev 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 patrem haeredes sunt,
hic autem vivente Patre haeres est) is pious but irrelevant, for xKA\ypovoueiv
in Hellenistic Greek had come to mean, like its equivalent ‘‘inherit” ir
Elizabethan English, no more than * possess” or ‘‘obtain®; a sAnporduos
was a “Possessor_,” with the double nwuarnce 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, Jnstd. ii. 19. 7).

In 8/ o8 (Griesbach conj. 8iér) xal émolnoe tods aidvas the
xai especially ! suggests a correspondence between this and the
preceding statement; what the Son was to possess was what he
had been instrumental in making. Tods aibvas here, though
never in Paul, is equivalent (£57 1147) to 7d wdvra in v.8
(implied in wdvrwv above), Z.e. the universe or world (118). 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), e 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 Ilpés “EBpalovs as

1 An emphasis blurred by the rods alGvas éwolnoey of D* K L P harki
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-
mediat: powers as religious rather than cosmical (cp. Bréhier's
Les Tdées Philos. et Religieuses de Philon & Alexandrie, pp. 65 1.,
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 'impossibilité
pour l'dme 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 eixiv Oeod, 8 ob
ovpmas & kdopos nmiovpyeiro), 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 (210 118). 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 legitimare
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 ke had
secured our purification from sins, he sat down at the vight hand of the

Majesty on high; 4 and thus he §s superior to (xpelrrwv) the angels, as ke has
inkerited a Name superior (Suagpopdrepov, 8%) to theirs.

"I'he 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 r7js rol wavroxpdropos 86¢ns, dradyaaua
.« . ¢ards aldlov (Wis 7% %), and dmradyaopa in the same sense
of “reflection” occurs in Philo, who describes the universe as
olov dylwy dravyaopa, pipnpa dpxerimov (de plant. 12), the human
spirit as rérov Twd xai xapaxrijpa Oelas Svvdpews (quod deter. pot.
ins. sol. 83), and similarly the Logos. xapaxrip is ‘“‘the exact
reproduction,” as a statue of a person (OGS, 363% xapaxrijpa
popdis éuis) ; literally, the stamp or clear-cut impression made
by a seal, the very facsimile of the original. The two terms
dravyaocpa and xapaxrip are therefore intended to bring out the
same idea.
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{iwéoracis=the being or essence of God, which corresponds to his 5éfa
(= character or nature) ; it is a philosophical rather than a religious term, in
this connexion, but enters the religious world in Wis 162 (4 uév y&p Umé-
eragls oov kr\.). Its physical sense emerges in the contemporary de Mundbo, 4,
7O év dépr pavrasudTwy T4 uéy ot kat Eugaociy 14 8¢ kb iméeracw. 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. 615 f., where the linguistic data are arranged.

xapaxrip had already acquired a meaning corresponding to the modern
‘“ character ” (¢.¢. in Menander’s proverb, dvdpds xaparrip éx Aéyov yrwplferat,
Heauton Timor enos, 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 Lactantius (dzmin.
#nstit. 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 simply listened to him ; he shared the life of Zeno,
he saw into his secret purposes” (vitae eius interfuit, secreta perspexit). The
author of Hebrews, like Paul in Col 13%%, contents himself with asserting
the vital community of nature between the Son and God, in virtue of which
(pépwr Te) the Son holds his position in the universe,

In the next clause, ¢épor ! re Td wdrra is not used in the sense
in which Sappho (fragm. g5, wdvra ¢épwr) 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. 311%). The idea had been already applied by Philo to the
Logos (e.g. de migrat. Abrak. 6, 6 Adyos . . . & 78v SAwv xvfep-
vijrys mndaliovyel & avpmavra: de spec. legibus, i. 81, Adyos & éoriv
eicoy feod, 8 ob odumas & kdopos édnpovpyeiro: de plant. 8, Adyos
3¢ 6 dfdios Beod Tob alwviov 70 dxvpdrator kai BeBaidraror peoua
Tdv GAwv éori). So Chrysostom takes it: ¢pépwv . . . rovréom,
xvfepvidv, & Sarimrovra ovyxpardv. It would certainly carry on
the thought of & ob . . . aivas, however, if ¢pépew here could
be taken in its regular Philonic sense of “bring into existence”
(e g. quis rer. div. kaer. 7, 6 T p3) Svra Ppépwv xal 7a wdvra yevdv:

! gavepQw is, like droheiras in 4°, an error of B*,
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de mutatl. nom. 44, wivra ¢épwv gmovdaia & feds); this was the
interpretation of Gregory of Nyssa (MPG. xlvi. 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 ¢ ppare Tis Suvdpews adrol, the atrol (alrod ?) refers to the Son,
not as in the preceding clause and in 112 to God. Hence perhaps its omission
by M 424** 1739 Origen.

With kabapiopdy . . . GymMols 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. Kafapioudv Tév dpapridv is a Septua-
gint expression (e.g. Job 78 woipow . . . xafapiopdv (N3Y) Tis
dpaprias pov), though this application of «. to sins is much more
rare than that either to persons (Lv 1518) or places (1 Ch 23%,
2 Mac 10%). Inz P 1® (rob xaflapiopot rdv wddas adrod duapridv)
it is filled out with the possessive pronoun, which is supplied here
by some (e.g. jpdv D K L harkl sah arm Athan. Chrys., Sudv i°).
Grammatically it = (a) purgation of sins, as xefapi{w may be used
of the “removal” of a disease (Mt 8% 4), or= (%) our cleansing
from sins (9 xafapiel Ty ovveldnow Hubv dwo vexphy pywv).
Before xafupiwopdv the words & éavrol (afrod) are inserted by
DHKULM 256 d harkl sah boh eth Orig. Athan. Aug. etc.
Al &avrod=ipse, as éavrg=sua sponte. ‘Bxdbioer & defid is a
reminiscence of a favourite psalm (110?) of the writer, though he
avoids its é defidv. It denotes entrance into a position of divine
authority. “Sedere ad Patris dexteram nihil aliud est quam
gubernare vice Patris ” (Calvin). 'Ev yplols, a phrase used by
no other NT writer, is a reminiscence of the Greek psalter and
equivalent to é diorors: grammatically it goes with éxdbre.
(The divine attribute of peyadwadiy is for the first time employed
as a periphrasis for the divine Maysesty.) This enthronement
exhibits (v.4) the superiority of the Son to the angels. "Ovoua 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.t%), and
it is needless to identify dvopa outright with wvids, though viis
brings out its primary meaning. In tocodte kpeirrwv yevépevos
(going closely with éxdfioev) rdv (accidentally omitted by B and
Clem. Rom.) dyyé\wv (emphatic by position) map’ adrols xexAn-
povéunxev dvopa, the relative use of doos in NT Greek is con-
fined to Mk 7%, but rogovros . . . doos is a common Philonic
expression. Kpefrrov (for which Clement of Rome in 362 sub-
stitutes the synonymous uelfwv) is an indefinite term = “ superjor,”
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Unlike Paul, the writer here and elsewhere is fond of using wapd
after a comparative.

Kpelrrwy in this sense occurs in the contemporary (?) Aristotelian treatise
de Mundo, 391a (8:& 10 d0laror Td» Kperrrévwy elvar), where 7& xpetrréva
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 in the light of some 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. are
adduced ; the two in v.® specially explain the 8.apopdrepor
dvopa, while the five in vv.%14 describe the meaning and force of
kpeirrov Tdv dyyéhwy. The first two are:

S For to what angel did God cver say,
‘¢ Thou art my sonm,
to-day have I become thy father™ ?
Or again,
7 will be a father to him,
and he shall be a son to 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 e oY,
éyd orjpepov yeyévvurd e

Did the author take opepor here, as perhaps in 3™, though not
in 138, in (@) a mystical sense, or (5) with a reference to some
special phase in the history of Christ? (a) tallies with Philo’s
usage : onjpepov & oriv & dmépaTos xal ddiefirnros alvv . . . 7O
dypevdis dvopa aldvos (de fuga, 11, on Dt 4%), &ws Tijs orjpepov
Huépas, rovréoTiv del* & yip albv dwas v§ onfuepov Tapaperpeita
(leg. alleg. iii. 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
arjuepov, 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
! See G. H. Box, The Esra-Apocalypse, pp. lvi, Ivii,
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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 el ov. Sozs of God is not unknown as a title for angels
in the Hebrew Old Testament (see EB55. 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 feod (¢.g. in Gn 624,
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 TIpds ‘EBpaiovs
and his readers knew only the Greek Bible, the proof holds good.
The second quotation is from 2 S 714

] \ A 3 7
Eyo &oopar ad7d eis mwarépa,
xat adrés éorar moi els vidy,

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 Jobhn 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.%) clinches this proof of Christ’s unique
authority and opens up the sense in which he is xpelrrov Tov
dyyérov:

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

In 3rav 8¢ wél\w eioaydyy the term mwdAw, rhetorically trans-
ferred, answers to the wdAw of v.5; it is not to be taken with
eloaydyp = “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. g: & 8¢ wdAw dmodidpdakwy Beov
Tov pdv obdevds airiov ¢yaiv elvar, where wdhw goes with ¢yoiv),
Elodyew might refer to birth,? as, e.g., in Epictetus (iv. 1. 104,
ovxi éxeivds ae elofyayer) and pseudo-Musonius, ep. 9o (Her-
cher’'s Epist. Graeci, 401 f.: ol réxva pdvov eis 16 yévos dAla xal
roudde Téxva eloryayes), or simply to “introduction” (cp. Mitteis-
Wilcken, i. 2. 141 (110 B.C.), elodéw Tov éuavrod vidy els Tiv aivodov).
Linguistically either the incarnation or the second advent might
be intended; but neither the tense of elgaydyy (unless it be
taken strictly as futuristic = ubi introduxerit) nor the proximity of

11t is only Theodotion who ventures in Dan 3% ®® 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, wowelv Gv Evexev ~yéyova xal v xdpww wpofiypuar ely
v xbopor.
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wd\w is decisive in favour of the latter (érav elcaydyy might,
by a well-known Greek idiom, be equivalent to “when he speaks
of introducing, or, describes the introduction of ”—Valckenaer,
etc.). IIpwréroxos 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 11%18), 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 13 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 mpwréroxos 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. I am his senior in the Creation ; 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 xal wpooxurnodracar adrd wdrres dyyehow Beod comes
from a LXX addition to the Rebrew text of the Song of Moses
in Dt 3245, calling upon all angels to pay homage to Yahweh.
But the LXX text! actually reads vioi eod, not dyyelo. Geod
(into which F corrects it)! Our author probably changed it into
dyyehor feol, recollecting the similar phrase in Ps 977 (wpoowv-
vijoare abrd wdvres of dyyelot abrod),? unless, indeed, the change
had been already made. The fact that Justin Martyr (Dia/. 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.”14) quotations carry on the idea of the
Son’s superiority to the angels:

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

¢ Who makes his angels inlo winds,
kis servants into flames of fire,”
8 ke says of the Son,
“God is thy throne for ever and ever,
and thy royal scepive is the sceptre of equity:
S thou hast loved justice and hated lawlessness,
therefore God, tiy God, has comsecrated thee
® and with the oil of vejoicing beyond thy comrades”—
a:
" Thou didst Jound the earth at the beginning, O Lord,

1 As the song appears in A, at the close of the ps ing i
by (o, Rx;'g pp! s psalter, the reading is

2 Which acquired a messianic application (see Dias. 3134).
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and the heavens are the work of thy kands:
W they will perish, but thow remainest,
they will all be worn out like a garment,
B thou wilt roll them up like a mantle, and they will be changed,
but thou art the same,
and thy years never fail,”

In v.7 the quotation (6 wobv Tols dyyélovs adrod mveluaral
xai Tovs Aetovpyods airob wupds pAdya) only differs from the LXX
by the substitution of wupds pAdyal for wdp ¢Aéyov (B: mupods
¢Aéya A*). The singular in $pAéya and perhaps the recollection
that wvevpa elsewhere in NT=“wind” only in the singular,
led to the change of mveduara into wvedua (D 1. 326. 424**. 1912.
1245. zoo5 d sah eth Orig.). The author is taking the LXX
translation or mistranslation of Ps 104% (6 mowv xrA., a nomina-
tive without a verb, as in 1 Co 319) 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 ¥ (Chagiga, ed. Streane, p. 76), and
the confession of the angel to Manoah in Yalkut Shimeoni, ii.
11. 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, Adgada der
Tannaiten?, 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 1)n 7). From this stream of fire the
angels issue, and to it they return, Aeroupyods of angels as in Ps 103%
(Aeirovpryol adrob, wowolyres 70 OéNqua avrob).

The fifth (vv.®-9) quotation is from Ps 457-8—a Hebrew
epithalamium for some royal personage or national hero, which
our author characteristically regards as messianic,

1 Aquila has w8p AdBpor, Symm. wuplyyy PpAéya.

3 As in Apoc. Bar. 21% (““ the holy creatures which thou didst make from
the beginning out of lame and fire’) and 48° (‘“ Thou givest commandment
to the flames and they change into spirits ).
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6 Bpdvos aov 6 eds eis TOv aldva Tob albvos,

kail pdB8os Tiis ebBiryros ) pdBdos s Paoirelas oov.?
Hydanoas Sikatootvyy kel éuionoas dvopiav:

did Tovro Expioé o€ 6 Oeds, 6 feds aov,

awov dyarlidoews Tapd ® Tods perdxovs oov.

The quotation inserts r7js before ebfvryros, follows A in pre-
ferring Tov aldva 70d aldvos (707 aiGvos om. B 33) to aldva aldvos
(B), but prefers* B's dvopiav (cp. 2 Co 6!) to A’s ddixiav, 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 45% 8 in Rev 62%), and rarely cited in primitive Christian
literature, although the messianic reference reappears in Irenaeus
(iv. 34. 71, quoting v.2). 0 Oeds (sc. éoriv rather than éorw) may
be (a) nominative (subject or predicate). This interpretation
(“ God is thy throne,” or, “thy throne is God”), which was
probably responsible for the change of gov after Bacilelas into
atrod (N 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 tby seat shall be.” Those who find this
interpretation harsh prefer to () take 6 feds as a vocative, which
grammatically is possible (=& deé, cp. 107 and Ps 3® 13817 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 x¥pte in the first line of the next quotation. The sense
would be clear if & feds 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 é eds to the Son, which, in a poetical quota-
tion, is not perhaps improbable (see Jn 18 20%); in v.% it may
involve the Yepetition of 6 feds (om. by Irenaeus, Apost. Preacking,
47—accidentally 7) as vocative, and does involve the rendering
of 6 feés 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 xal is not to mark a fresh quotation (as in v.%°), but
simgly to introduce the parallel line (as in v.}° xal &ya k7A.).

Cp. Ps 110? jdBdov duvduews gov (om. &) éfamooreei xipios.

8 For mapd with accus. in this sense, cp. above, v.4, and Is 533 driuor kal

éx\urdv wapd Tods tiols TAv dvfpdmwy.

4 dvoulav, B D (A* dvoplas) M P lat harkl Ath. Eus., ddiclar 8 A 33 38
218. 226. 919 Iren. Cosm.
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to the angels, and (ii) he is anointed (xpiore! =25 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 méroxor of the royal
Prince, whose superior and supreme position is one of intense
joy, based on a moral activity (as in 12% where the passive side
of the moral effort is emphasized).
The sixth (vv.1912) quotation is from Ps 102202 which in A

runs thus:

kar’ dpxas ? ov, xipie,® Ty yijy eperivoas,

kal épya 7OV Xewpdv gov elow of obpavoi*

2 \ 4 ] ~ A \ I

avToL awo)\ovv‘ral., ov 8( SLGFEVELS,

xai wdvres &s ipdriov malawbjoovrar,

xkal Goel mepSoratov é\ifets adrovs kai dAAayioovrar

aol 8¢ 6 adrds €, kal 7& &y oov odk ékAelyovaw.

The author, for purposes of emphasis (as in 218), has thrown
oy 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 Sapéves into the future diapevels (vg. permanebis) does not
really affect the sense, and D¥s ds for doel is a merely stylistic
alteration. In 13 two small points of textual uncertainty emerge.
(a) é\iters (AB D* K L P M fu Syr arm sah boh eth Orig. Chrys.)
has been altered into d\\dfes (N* D¥* 327. 919 vt Tert. Ath.).
The same variant occurs in LXX, where dA\dfes is read by 8
for é\{{eas, which may have crept into the text from Is 344, but is
more likely to have been altered into dAAdées in view of dA\aysf-
govrar (heyfjoovras, arm).  (8) bs ipdmiov (X A B D* 1739 vt arm
eth) after atrovs is omitted by D¢ M vg syr sah boh Chrys, Ath,
Cyril Alex. Probably the words are due to homoioteleuton. 1If
retained, a comma needs to be placed after them (so Zimmer.);
they thus go with the preceding phrase, aithough 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 Zest-
schrift fiir die neutest. Wissenschaft, 1902, 280-2835), 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)

! yplw, in contrast to dAelpw, is exclusively metaphorical in NT (cp. Gray
in EB:. 173), although neither Latin nor English is able to preserve the
distinction.

2 A classical and Philonic equivalent for év dpx7 (LXX again in Ps 119%2),

3 This title, which attracted our author, is an addition :f the LXX.

4 Including % ¥, but with special reference to of olpavol.
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that the Logos évdverar bs éobijra tov xéopov: yijv yap xat Sowp kai
éépa xal wp xal 7¢ ék Tovrwv érapmioxerar. But the quotation is
meant to bring out generally (i) the superiority of the Son as
creative {so v.8) to the creation, and (ii) his permanence amid
the decay of nature ;! the world wears out,? even the sky (1229)
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.18) 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.8) his unique divine commission and authority :

B 7o what angel did ke ever say,
¢ Sit at my right hand,
till I make your enemies a footstool for your feet” ?

W dre not all angels merely spirits in the divine service, commissioned for
the benefit of those who are to inherit salvation ?

The Greek couplet—

xdfov éx Sefidv pov,
L4 ~ \ ) ’ e ’ ~ -~
&os 8v 06 Tovs éxfpovs oov Ymomddiov TéV wodav oov,

corresponds exactly to the LXX ; D* omits dv as in Ac 2%5. The
martial metaphor 1s (cp. Introd. pp. xxxiii f.) one of the primitive
Christian expressions which survive in the writer’s vocabulary
(cp. 1o01%).

The subordinate position of angels is now (v.14) summed up;
wdvres—all without distinction—are simply Aerroupyid mvedpara
(without any power of ruling) els Siakoviav dmooreANdpeva (com-
misstoned, not acting on their own initiative).?> According to the
Mechilta on Ex 1418, the Israelites, when crossing the Red Sea,
were shown * squadrons upon squadrons of ministering angels”
(g0 oo Sy mivmm niwmE); cp. Heb. of Sir 43%4 and
Dieterich’s Mithrasliturgte, p. 6, line 14, % dpx3) Tod Aetovpyoivros
dvépov (see above, v.7). Philo speaks of dyyelot Aetrovpyol (de
virtutibus, 74), of Tobs dmodiaxdvous atred Tév Suvdpewr dyyélovs (de
templo, 1), and in de plantatione, 4: Muwaijs 8¢ Svépar. ebbuBory
xpopevos dyyéhovs mpooayopede, mpeorPevouévas kal Suayyeddodoas

¥ 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 wahatodofac is a common word with ludriov, and the wearing-out of
clothes is a favourite metaphor for men (Is 50° Sir 14'7) as well as for nature
(Is 51%). TlepiBohaior is any covering for the body ; not simply a veil (1 Co
11%), but a generic term (cp. Ps 104% dBvoaos ds ludriov 70 wepBéhaov adrob),

¥ B reads diaxorlas, as in 8° fuépacs for Huépg.
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rd Te Tapa Tod yepdvos Tois Smyxdos dyalda kai T¢ Sacihel dv eloww
ol dmikoot xpetor. * 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 (ol Aecrovpyolvres kai éfihaoxdpevor wpds xipiov émi mdoas
rals dyvolais Tév Sicalwy) sacrifice and intercede for the saints,
just as in 114°-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 (Aeroupyoi, 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 (dyyedot . . . iepai kai Oclar pvoes, drodidrovor
xal Drapyot Tov wpirov feod, 8 dv ola wpeoBevrdv don v Beddjoy
76 yéve pdv wpoobeomical dwuyyéAhe, de Abrakamo, 23).

In 8.0 Tods péNhovras kAypovopety cutnpiov (xA. cwr. only here
in N'T), it is remarkable that cwrypla is mentioned for the first
time without any adjective or explanation. Evidently it bad
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 curypia involves the sacrificial work of Christ (who is never
called owrip), it cannot be applied to the pre-Christian period
of revelation. Indeed in our epistle awrypia 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. MéA\ovras
implies a divine purpose, as in 8% 118,

The phrase about tols pé\hovrras xKAnpovopeiv cwmplay marks a
skilful transition to the deeper theme of the next passage, viz. the
relation of the Son to this cwrpia (on 219 cp. W. Robertson Smith
in Expositor?, i. pp. 138f.). But the transition is worked out in
a practical warning (2!4) 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 (814 Tobro, in view of this pre-eminent authority of
the Son) pay closer attention to what we have keard, in case we drift away.
2 For if the divine word spoken by angels held good (éyévero BéBaros, proved
valid), #f transgression and disobedience met with due (8vdixov =adequate, not
arbitrary) punishment in every case,®how shall we (Huels, emphatic) escape
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the penalty? for neglecting (dpeNfoavres, if we ignore: Mt 22%) a salvation
whick (fris, 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
corroborated theiy lestimony with signs and wonders and a variely of miracu-
lous pau;:r.\', distributing the holy Spirit as it pleased him (abrod emphatic as
in Ro 3%).

Apart from the accidental omission of v.! by M 1739, Origen, and of 7¢
(M P) in v.4, with the variant wapappvidpev (B° D°) for wapapviuer,? the only
textual item of any moment, and it is a minor one, is the substitution of $x6 for
8.4 in v.® by some cursives (69. 623. 1066. 1845), due either to the following
vw6, or to the dogmatic desire of emphasizing the initiative of ¢ x¥pios. But
dud here as in 8¢ dyyé\wr, meaning *‘ by,” is used to preserve the idea that
in Aaelv the subject is God (11). The order of words (v.!) 3¢l wepiogorepds
wpooéyew Nuds has been spoiled in R vg (wepiocorepds dei) and K L P (fuds
wpogéxew).

As elsewhere in Hellenistic Greek (e.g. Jos. Apion. i. 1, émei
8¢ quxwovs 8pd Tals md Svopevelas Iwd Twwy elpnuévais wpooéxovras
Braodmulats xai Tois mwepi Ty "Apxarodoyiav P’ &uod yeypapuévors
dmorotvras xrA. ; Strabo, il 1. 7, Tois pev dmorev . . . éxelvy B¢
wpogéxew), mpooéxew (sc. Tov volv) 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 (mpogéyev Tols Aadovpévors Omd
IlavAov) where it is the attention of one who hears the gospel
for the first time; here it is attention to a familiar message.
Nepiovorépus is almost in its elative sense of * with extreme
care ¥ ; “all the more ” would bring out its force here as in 131?
Certainly there is no idea of demanding a closer attention to the
gospel than to the Law, ‘Hpds=we Christians (5utv, 11), you and
I, as in v.5 The 7& dxovofévra (in rols dxovobelor) is the revela-
tion of the edayyéiov (a term never used by our author), ‘..
what 6 feds éNdAnoev Huiv &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 #pds éBeflaidfy). In the Ep.
Aristeas, 127, oral teaching is preferred to reading (76 ydp xeAds
Ly & 76 1a vopypa ouvtpely elvar TodTo 8¢ émireheiofar Sk TS
dxpodoews oAAG pdlov 4 did 7fis dvayvdoews), and the evange-
lists of v.4 include olrwes éAdAyaar tpiv Tov )té‘yov rod 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 mapapudpev (2 aor. subj.), fe. drift away from (literally,
“be carried past” and so lose) the cwrypla which we have
heard. TIlapapéw in this sense goes back to Pr 3% vi¢ uy
wapapvfs, Tipnaoy 8¢ éuny BovAyw xal &vowav (see Clem. Paed. 11

L éxgevtbuefa, without an object (kplua 7ol feol, Ro 2?) as 12%, Sir 16,
1 Th 52

3 Arm apparently read dorepiowper, and P. Junius needlessly conjectured
wapacupdper (‘‘ pervert them ”).
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xi. 58, 8id xal oveTé\\av xp) Tas yvvaikes koouiws xal TepLadiyyew
aidol coppovs, uy mapappudor Tis dAnbelas); 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
Officiss, 1. 6, *‘labi autem, errare . . . malum et turpe ducimus”). Anyhow
wpocéyetv 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 (=wapamirrew, 65); whrore wapapvduer, Tovréors uh drorducfa, uh
éxréowpev (Chrysostom),

In vv.2t we have a characteristic (e.g. 10%-8) argument a minor:
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, ™Awairy) ocwrypla as that originally proclaimed by the
Lord himself! The mAwadry is defined as (a) “directly in-
augurated by the Kuvpios himself,” and (4) 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 Néyos is to the Mosaic code, not, as Schoettgen thought,
to such specific orders of angels as the admonitions to Lot and his wife,

Adyos is used, not vduos, in keeping with the emphasis upon
the divine AoAetv in the context, and, instead of vépos Muwoéws
(x0%), 6 8/ dyyéhwv Aadnfeis Aéyos is chosen for argumentative
reasons. Here as in Gal 3! and Ac 7% 88 (é\dBere Tov vduov eis
Surayds dyyélwv) 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 (4n2 xv. 136,
Huby 8¢ T& kdAAiora Thv Soypdrev kel t& boidrara TéV év Tols
vépows 8 dyyéhwv mapa Tob Oeot pabdvrwr)! repeats this tradition,
but it went back to the LXX which altered Dt 332 into a definite
proof of angelic co-operation (éx 8efidv adrod dyyeror per’ airod)
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 BéBaa,
dodAevra, valid and supreme as long as the world endured.

1 This is from a si. cech of Herod 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.
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MapdBaois. kai wapaxod form one idea (see on 11); as wapaxoy
(which is not a LXX term) denotes a disregard of orders or of
appeals (cp. Clem. Hom. x. 13, €l éni wapuxo}) Adywv kpias yiverar,
and the use of the verb in Mt 181 ¢ 8¢ mapaxovoy adrév «rA.,
or in LXX of Is 652 éAdAnoe xai rapykodoare), it represents the
negative aspect, wapdBaois the positive. Miwglawodooia is a
sonorous synonym (rare in this sombre sense of xdlaois) for
puodos or for the classical wofodosia. 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.8 dpx¥v NaPoloa is a familiar Hellenistic phrase; cp. e.g.
Philo in Quaest. in Exod. 122 (3rav ol vév oraprdv kaprol Teketw-
Baow, ol Tdv Sévdpav yevéoews dpxiy AapBdvovew), and de vila
Mosis, 1M (miy dpxiv 70D yevéobar XdBov év Alydwry). The
writer felt, as Plutarch did about Rome, & ‘Pupalwy wpdypara
otk &v &vradfa wpoify Swvdpews, uy Gelav Twa dpxiv Aafdvra xai
pndev péya piide wapddofov éxovoav. The modern mind wonders
how the writer could assume that the cwrypia, 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. Oi dxoloavres means those who heard Jesus
himself, the adréwrar of Lk 114 (cp. the shorter conclusion to
Mark’s gospel: perd 8¢ radra xal adros 6 'Inoods . . . éfaméo-
Tehev 8¢ alrov 75 lepdy kai ddpfaprov xipvypa s alwviov curgplas).
If the Sinaitic Law éyévero BéBatos, the Christian revelation was
also confirmed or guaranteed to us—-eis 4pds (1 P 12 70 fjpa 7o
edayyehoftv els vuds: Ac 22 'Inoolv . . . dvdpa dwd Tov feod
drodedeyuévov els Tuds) dBeBardln. It reached us, accurate and
trustworthy. No wonder, when we realize the channel along which
it flowed. 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. Zuvempaprupelv means “assent ”
in Ep. Aristeas, 191, and ““ corroborate” in the de Mundo, 400a
(oweripaprvpel 8¢ kai & PBlos dmas), as usual, but is here a
sonorous religious term for ovppaprvpeiv (Ro 819). “Coniunctio
otv . . . hunc habet sensum, nos in fide euangelii confirmari
symphonia quadam Dei et hominum ” (Calvin).

'In Srd 7dv drowdyrwy, ixd is used, as invariably throughout IIpds

‘EBpalovs, of persons, which is a é)roof of good Greek. ‘‘There is no more

certain test of the accuracy of individual Greek writers than their use of the
ssives (or equivalent forms) with iwé and a genitive. In the best writers this
genitive almost invariably denotes personal, or at least Lving objects” (W. J.

Hickie, on Andocides, De Mysteriis, § 14).
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oK., Tep., Sur. in the reverse order describe the miracles of Jesus in Ac
2% ; here they denote the miracles of the primitive evangelists as 1n 2 Co 12,
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 8% roi feod Tpavordpais xpnoudy dmwodelfest Tals Sid
onuelor kal Tepdrwv 1O Bothnua dedy\wkbros, vit. Mos. i. 16).

As ““God ” (feod) is the subject of the clause, atrod (for which
D actually reads feotl) refers to him, and wveduaros dylov is the
genitive of the object after mepiopmois (cp. 6%). What is dis-
tributed is the Spirit, in a variety of endowments. To take
alrob with mveluaros and make the latter the genitive of the
subject, would tally with Paul’s description of the Spirit Siatpody
idig ékdorg kabos Bovherar (1 Co 1211), but would fail to explain
what was distributed and would naturally require ~¢ pepiond.
A fair parallel lies in Gal 3% & émxopyydv dutv 76 mvelpa «ai
évepydv duvdpes &v duiv, where Suvdpes also means ¢ miraculous
powers” or ‘““mighty deeds” (a Hellenistic sense, differing from
that of the LXX=“forces”). In xkard =\ adroi 8é\now,
as perhaps even in 718 (cp. Blass, 284. 3; Abbott’s jokannine
Grammar, 2558), the possessive atrds is emphatic. Oé\yow is
read by 8 R for 8égow in Ps 213 (cp. Ezk 28% uj) Oedjoe
Oedfjow). It is not merely a vulgarism for féAnpa. “Béinua
n'est pas OéAyous, volonté; Béknua désigne le vouloir concentré
sur un moment, sur un acte, I'ordre, le commandment ” (Psichati,
Essai sur le grec de la Septante, 1908, p. 171n.). The writer is
fond of such forms (e.g. d&6érais, d0Anais, aiveois, perdfeats,
mpdaxvois). Naturally the phrase has a very different meaning
from the similar remark in Lucian, who makes Hesiod (Dis-
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 feal 8¢ Tds davrdv Swpeis ols Te &v élwar.

The wital significance of the Son as the dpxyyds of this
“salvation”1 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.5); presently it passes beyond
this, and angels are merely mentioned casually in a parenthesis
(v.1%). 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.1-18,  The
idea underlying the whole passage is this : Aakelofar 8i1d Tod xuplov
meant much more than Aalelocfu 8 dyyélwy, for the Christian
revelation of cwrypia 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

1In A #* of Is g% the messiah is called warhp Tol uéA\hovros alévos.
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experience on earth év 7als fpépats 1ijs capkds adrod. 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 218 and in NTlcken Studien, i. pp. 20-129, on
2618

S For the world to come, of whickh I (Hueis of authorshig) am speaking,
was not pul under the control of angels (whatever may be the case with the
present world). ¢ One writer, as we know, has affirmed,
“ What is man, that thou art mindful of him?
or the son of man, that thou carest for him?
1 For a little while thou hast put him lower than the angels,
crowning kim with glory and honour,
8 putting all things under his feet.”
Now byl ¢ putting all things under him* 3 the writer meant to leave nothing
out of his contyol. But, as it is, we do not yet see ‘* all 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
honour,” that by God’s grace ke might taste death for everyone.

0d yip dyyéhoss (ydp, as in Greek idiom, opening a new
question ; almost equivalent to “now”: of ydp=non certe,
Valckenaer) dwérae (fe. 6 Oeds, .as C vg add)—the writer is
already thinking of imwérafas in the quotation which he is about
to make. In the light of subsequent allusions to uéA\Aovra dyafd
(91! 10!) and %) wéAdovoa wées (13), we see that iy oixoupdvny
v pé\ovcar means the new order of things in which the cwrypia
of 114 228 is to be realized (see g%), 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.*) imply this higher,
future order of things (cp. 6% 5 especially dvvdpeis Te pé\lovros
aldves), 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 (13). 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),

1éy 7@ (sc. Néyew, as 813),
1 The omission of this atr¢ by B @ e arm does not alter the sense.
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Philo (de gpificio, 29, ob wap’ Boov Borarov yéyovey dvfpwrmos, 8id Thy Tdéw
#drrwrac) 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.9-%) from the 8th psalm runs:

1l dorw dvfpamos St pyjoxyl abdrod,

) vids dvfpdrov 87i émokémrry alrdv;

JAdrrwcas avrov Bpaxd T map’ dyyéhovs,

36fp xai T éorepdvwoas avrdv.

mdvra vmérafas Vmoxdre TOv wodGv adrol.
The LXX tr. o¥nbx not incorrectly by dyyéhous, since #he elohim
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) = is changed into
7is (LXX A) by C* P 104. 917. 1288. 1319. 1891. 2127 Vvt boh,
either in conformity to the preceding s or owing to the feeling
that the more common 7és (in questions, e.g. 127, Jn 12%) suited
the reference to Christ better (Bleck, Zimmer). (8) The quota-
tion omits xai karéoTyoas adrov éni Ta dpya v xewdv oov before
mdvra: 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 110 (¢pya 7év xewdv oo¥ elow
ol o¥pavol), although he frequently quotes more of an OT passage
than is ahsolutely required for his particular purpose.

In Suepapripato 3¢ wod s (v.9), even if the d¢ is adversative,
it need not be expressed in English idiom. 8iapaprupeiofac 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 mis
in such a formula is a literary mannerism familiar in Philo (De
Ebriet. 14: elwe yip wod is), and wov later on (4*) recurs in a
similar formula, as often in Philo. The 7 implies no modifica-
tion of the Alexandrian theory of inspiration ; his wordsare God's
words (v.8). The psalm intends no contrast between fAdrrwoas
xrA and 365 . . . éorepdvwoasadrdv. The proof that 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 Lke
an angel ! ” etc.), but with a religious note of wonder and gratitude
to God. Inapplying the psalm, however, our writer takes Bpaxy =

! juprhoxy means mindfulness shown in act, and éxiwoxénry, 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,
in applying 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.%) that, as things are (viv 8¢ olmw: ol ww=o¥ wws might be
read, z.e. “in no wise,” and vvv taken logically instead of temporally ;
but this is less natural and pointed), the last words are still unful-
filled ; olww Spwper adrd (fe. man) 1& “wdvra™ (f.e. 7 olkovuéry
7 pé\ovoa) dworeraypéva. 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: BAémoper ’Inooiv dealing triumph-
antly with death on man’s behalf (v.?). The ’Ioodv comes in
with emphasis, as in 3! and 122, at the end of a preliminary
definition 1év . . . Hhatrapéror.

It is less natural to take the messianic interpretation which
involves the reference of adr¢ 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 the worid to come has not yet come ; it has only been
inaugurated by the sacrifice of Christ (18 kafapiopudv rév duapmidv
wounadpevos kdfirer & 8efid Tijs peyakwoivys év SymAois). Though
the Son is crowned (1% 9) and enthroned (1% xdflov éx Sefidv pov),
his foes are still to be subdued (&ws &v 65 Tovs éxfpovs gov Tmomddiov
Tév modév oov), and we must be content to wait for our full curypia
(9%8) at his second coming; under the o¥ww Spduev «rA. 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. Jesushasbeen 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 till then, the messianic
interpretation becomes quite natural and indeed inevitable. It
is the earlier introduction of it which is unlikely. The application
to the messiah of words like those quoted in v.®is 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.&. That interpretation yields a true idea—the
thought expressed, e.¢., 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! Is 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.%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 (814 18 mdOnpa 7o Bavdrou 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 83 13 wdfnpa 708 8avdrou is connected with what
follows (56én xal mpfj dorepavwpévor), it gives the reason for the
exaltation, not the object of the incarnation (=els 76 wdoyew).
Butdud . . . favdrovis elucidated in a moment by drws . . . favdrov.
V.? answers the question why Jesus was lowered and exalted—it
was for the sake of mankind. In v.19 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 (tdv . . . HhaTrepévor) we do see—it is Jesus, and Jesus
as JAarrwpévor for the purpose of suffering death, and 8ééy kol repdj
dorepavopévor. Why did he die? Why was he thus humiliated
and honoured? For the sake of every man; his death was m¢p
wavrds, part of the divine purpose of redemption.” Thus3wws . . .
favdrou explains and expounds the idea of 8 76 wdfyua (which
consists in) rod favdrov, gathering up the full object and purpose
of the experience which has just been predicated of Jesus. This
implies a pause after éoredpavwpévoy, or, as Bleek suggests, the
supplying of an idea like 3 érafev before dwws k7)., if yedoyras is to
be taken, as it must be, as = ‘‘ he might taste.” How a drws clause
follows and elucidates &id «7A. may be seen in Ep. Arist. 106 (8ua
Tods & Tails dyvelas Svras, Srus undevds fryydvwow).

As for v.%, Paul makes a similar comment (I Co 15%), but excludes God
from the & wdrra. 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 & wdvra
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 point of an argument which dealt with this. Note that
dvuwéraxToy occurs in a similar antithesis in Epictetus, ii. 10. 1, Tatrp 74

1 But not, as the Greek fathers, etc., supposed, as if it was the fact of hir
death (and stay in the underworld) that lowered him (8:4 = on account of).
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d\\a Uworerayuéva, alrhy & ddovhevrov kal dvuwéraxror, Our author’s
language reads almost like a tacit repudiation of Philo’s remark on Gn 1% in
de opificio Mundi (28), that God put man over all things with the exception
of the heavenly beings—8va ydp Ovyra év rois rpol oroixelors vy ddre dépe
wdrra Umérarrev adrg, Td kar olpavdy UmefeNbpevos dre Sebrepas polpas
éxlhaxbvra.

The closing clause of v.% (3wws xdpis Oeol dmép warrds yedon-
ras Gavdrou), therefore, resumes and completes the idea of &ia ré
wdfypa Tob favdrov. Each follows a phrase from the psalm;
but érws . . . Gavdrov does not follow éoredpavmpévor logically.
The only possible method of thus taking émrws xTA. would be
by applying 8offi xal muj) éoredpavwpéror to Christ’s life prior to
death, either (4) to his pre-incarnate existence, when “in the
counsels of heaven” he was, as it were, “crowned for death”
(so Rendall, who makes yedoacfar favdrov cover the “inward
dying” of daily self-denial and suffering which led up to Calvary),
or (%) to his incarnate life (so, .., 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 3dfa
in v.2 tells against such theories; it is from another angle
altogether that Jesus is said in 2z P 117 to have received riuyv xai
3dfav from God at the transfiguration. The most natural inter-
pretation, therefore, is to regard 8dfp . . . éorepavouévor as
almost parenthetical, rounding off the quotation from the psalm.
It is unnecessary to fall back on such suggestions as (i) to assume
a break in the text after éorepavwpévor, some words lost which led
up to émws . . . favdrov (Windisch), or (ii) to translate éwws by
“how,” as in Lk 24%, 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 iwép wavrds, wavrés 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 (7exts 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 (s Joan. i. 35)
writes: ‘“‘He is a ‘great highpriest’ [referring to Heb 4], having offered
himself up in sacrifice once (dwaf) not for human beings alone, but for the
rest of rational creatures as well (dAA& xal Jmép r&v Aowwrdv Aoyc@r). ¢ For
without God he tasted death for everyone' (xwpls v&p Oecol mép wavrds
éyevoaro Bavdrov). In some copies of the epistle to the Hebrews this passage
runs: ‘for by the grace of God’ (xdpire yap feol). Well, if ‘ without God
Le tasted death for everyone,” he did not die simply for human beings,
but for the rest of rational creatures as well ; and if ‘gy the grace of God he
tasted the death for everyone,'?! he died for all except for God (xwpls feoB)—
for by the grace of God he tasted death for everyone.” It would indeed be

1 Reading 00 before twép.
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preposterous (drowov) to say that he tasted death for human sins and not alsc
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 (dwoxaficryot)
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 70
xwpiicar d6kav warpuchy).” The Greek fathers adhered steadily to this inter-
pretation of warrds as equivalent to the entire universe, including especially
angels. But the neuter is always ex‘pressed in *“ Hebrews ” by the plural, with
gr_without the article, and, as v.1® shows, the entire interest is in human
eings.

T'evonras after twép wavrés has also been misinterpreted. Tedew in LXX,
as a rendering of opy, takes either genitive (1 S 14%, cp. 2 Mac 6%) or ac-
cusative (1 S 14%, Job 34%), but yelescfac Gavdrov never occurs; it is the
counterpart of the rabbinic phrase amp ops, and elsewhere in the NT
(Mk 9'=Mt 16%=Lk 9, Jn 8%) is used not of Jesus but of men. Tt
means to experience (= {3¢iv @dvarov, 11°). Here it is a bitter exper.ence,
not a rapid sip, as if Jesus simply ¢ tasted ” death (Chrysostom, Theophyl.,
Oecumenius : ob ydp évéuewer 1§ favdrw dANG uévov alrdr Tpbwor Twwdk
dreyetoaro) 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, Z7%he Nature of the Atonement, p. 259); yeboyrac does
nl?t echo Bpax? 71, as though all that Jesus experienced of death was slight or
short,

The hardest knot of the hard passage lies in ydpere feod. In
the second century two forms of the text were current, xwpic
6eoy and xapimi @eoy. 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”), f.e., Iin 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 xdpere.  Of all the supporters of xwpfs, the most emphatic
is Theodore of Mopsuestia, who protests that it is most absurd
(yerowdrarov) to substitute ydpurs feod for xwpis feod, arguing from
passages like 1 Co 15 and Eph 2% ? that Paul’s custom is not
to use the former phrase drAds, dA\& wdvrws dmd Twos dxolovflas
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 xwpis 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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xwpis 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 lectic
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 xwpis is elsewhere
used by our author in a remarkable way, eg. in g2 xwpis
dpaprias dgpbijoeras, and the question is whether xwpis feod 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 feod, (i) “ Apart from his divinity ” (see above), f.e.
when Christ died, his divine nature survived. But this would
require a term like s fedryros. (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
(iti) 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 {wé¢p mavrds=to master
everything, xwpls feob 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 xdpts (Christ=the Grace of God),! which came to be
altered into xwpfs and xdpure. But, if ywpls feo? 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 otdty
ddfixev aird dvumdraxrov, 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 ydpere fits in well with &mperer, which immediately
follows, and this is one point in its favour. It was xdpire feod
that Jesus died for everyone, and this was consonant with God’s
character (émpewe vyop adrd, s.e. 0ed). The nearest Latin
equivalent for mpérav, 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 latex
theologians of the Western church like Thomas of Aquinum and Sedulius
Scotus, who depended on the Vulgate version.
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The writer now explains (vv.10-18) 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. (4) He suffered
not only for you but like you, undergoing 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. (i) 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.

0 In bringing many sons to glory, it was befiting that He for whom and
by whom the universe exists, should pevfect the Pioneer of their salvation by
suffering (812 wabnudrwy, echoing 8id 70 wdbyua rol Bavdrov). U For
sanctificr and sanctified have all one origin (é£ Evos, sc, vyevols : neuter as Ac
17%). That is why he (0 dyndfwr) is not ashamed to call them brothers,
12 saying,

I will proclaim thy name lo my brothers,
in the midst of the church I will sing of thee” ;
B and again,
I will put my trust in kim” ;

and again,

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

M Since the children then (obv, resuming the thought of v.1'*) skare dlood
and flesh,} he himself participated in their nature,® so that by dying he might
crush him who wields the power of death (that is to say, the devil), '® and
release from thraldom those who lay under a life-long fear of death. 8 (For
of course it is not angels that * he succours,” it is ‘‘the offspring of Abra-
kam ). Y He had to resemble his brothers in every vesgect, in order to prove
a merciful and faithful high priest in things divine, to expiate the sins of the

! alparos xal capxés (Eph 613) is altered into the more conventional caprds
xal aluaros by, e.g., K L f vg syr pesh eth boh Theodoret, Aug. Jerome.

2 airdv, t.e. aluatos xal gapkds, not wabnudrwy, which is wrangly added
by D* d syrP! Eus. Jerome, Theodoret.
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People. 8 It is as he suffered 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 oixi radra &ei® mafeiv 7ov Xpiordv «rl.), 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 122 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.l'*) it is shown how he made common cause
with those whom he was to rescue.

*Ewpemev ydp k7A. (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 (otre Oeols
wpémov oire dAws Bacihidy), and the de Mundo, 3975, 398a (8 kai
wpémov &ori kol 0e¢ pdhiora dppdfov—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 (Vie. Ethics, iv. 2. 2, 76 mwpémov & mpois
adrév, kai & ¢ kol wepi 8), 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 aérd
cannot be applied to Jesus in any natural sense) 8 & rd& wdvra
xai 8 o8 74 mwdvra, the writer differs sharply from Philo, The
Alexandrian Jew objects to Eve (Gn 4}) and Joseph (Gn 40%8)
using the phrase 8d 7o feod (Cherubim, 35), on the ground that
it makes God merely instrumental ; whereas, & feds airiov, olx
dpyavov. On the contrary, we call God the creative cause
(airiov) of the universe, Spyavoy 8¢ Adyov feod 8 ob xarearevdaby.
He then quotes Ex 141% to prove, by the use of mapd, that
od 514 8 Tob feod dANL wap’ adTob ds airiov 10 oyleafar.  But our
author has no such scruples about 8.4, any more than Aeschylus
had (Agamemnon, 1486, Sial Aws mwavairiov wavepyéra). Like
Paul (Ro 11%) he can say 8’ of 74 wdvra of God, adding, for
the sake of paronomasia, 8 v to cover what Paul meant by
¢ adrod kal els adrdv.  Or rather, starting with 8 8v 76 wdvra he

1 The &peher of v.17 is not the same as this &8ec,

2 Thus: wpéwe 7¢) Oe§ puredew xal olkodopelv év Yuxfi Tds dperds (Leg.
alleg. i, 15)

8 When he does use 8ud (de opificio, 24) it is 8¢ avrof wbvov, of creation.
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prefers another 8id with a genitive, for the sake of assonance,
to the more usual equivalent é ob or 3¢ ob. To preservé 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 (Els 7ov Zdpamw, 51: ed. Dindorf, i. p. 87), in an invocation of
Serapis, writes to this effect, xdvra ydp ravraxed 8id ool re xal di& e Huiv
wlbyveras. But Greek thought in Stoicism had long ago played upon the use
of 8id in this connexion. Possibly §id with the accusative was the primitive
and regular expression, as Norden contends.! We call Zeus ** Zfjva xal Ala”
Gs &v el Néyoper 8¢ 8v {Ouev, says the author of de Mundo (401a), like the
older Stoics (see Arnim’s Stoicorum veterum Fragmenta, ii. pp. 308, ;Iz),
and &id with the accusative might have the same causal sense here,?® i.c.
“ through,” in which case the two phrases 3¢ 8» and &' of 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,
lies 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 . . . 1& mdvra to adrd 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. 24*® BovAduevos émdeifas o adros
kot Tov kéopov Enpmodpynoe kal T yévos elhero. “H 8t dvdkAnois
70D mpogijrov derepa yéveris ot Tijs mporépas duelvwyv). But our
author goes deeper; redemption, he reiterates (for this had
been hinted at in 114), 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 woN\ols viods the woAlol is in antithesis to the one and
only dpxnyds, as in Ro 8%, Mk 142 For the first time the
writer calls Christians God’s sons. His confidence towards the
Father is in sharp vontrast to Philo’s touch of hesitation in De
Confus. Ling. 28 (kv undérw pévror rvyxdvy 1is d€udypews by vids
Ocot mpocayopeveafar . . . kal yip € piwe ikavol feod waides
vouileocBar yeydvapev). “Ayayérra is devoid of any reference to

1 Agnostos Theos, 347 f. (““ Das ist die applikation der logisch-gramma-
tischen Theorie iiber den Kasus, der in iltester Terminologie, % xar’ airiar
xr&aus, heisst, auf die Physik : die Welt ist das Objekt der durch die hdchste
alrle ausgeiibten Titigkeit 7).

2 As in Apoc. 41" and Epist. Aristeas, 16: 8¢ 8 {worowoivrar T& wdvra
xal yiverar (quoting Zijva 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 atrg, by a common Greek assimila-
tion (cp. eg. Ac 11?2 158 2217 25%), The accusative and
infinitive construction prompted dyaydvra instead of éyaydvri
Had dyayérra been intended to qualify doxyydr, woddovs would
have been preceded by vév. The thoughtis: thus do men
attain the 8éfa which had been their destiny (v.7), but only
through a Jesus who had won it for them by suffering.

The mistaken idea that dyayérra must refer to some action previous to
reheidoa, which gave rise te the Latin rendering *“ qui adduxerat” (vg) or
‘““multis filiis adductis” (vt), is responsible for the ingenious suggestion of
Zimmer that §6¢a denotes an intermediate state of bliss, where the dixator 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 dpynyév is that of originator or personal
source; rovréor, Tov alriov s cwryplas (Chrysostom). - It is
doubtful how far the writer was determined, in choosing the
- term, by its varied associations, but the context, like that of 12%,
suggests that the *“pioneer” meaning was present to his mind;
Jesus was dpxnyds rijs ewmplas 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 5* (dpxqydv xai
cuwtijpa), and suits dyaydvra better than the alternative sense of
the head or progenitor—as of a Greek clan or colony. In this
sense dpxryos is applied to heroes, and is even a divine title of
Apollo as the head of the Seleucidae (OG/S. 21213, 219%), as
well as a term for the founder (=conditor) or head of a philo-
sophical school (Athenaeus, xiii. 5§63 E, tov doxnyov tudv rijs
gogias Zijvwve). But the other rendering is more relevant,
Compare the confession (in the Acts of Maximilianus) of the
soldier who was put to death in 295 A.D. (Ruinart, Acta Martyrum,
pp. 340f.): “huic omnes Christiani servimus, hunc sequimur
vitae principem, salutis auctorem.” The sufferings of Jesus as
dpxryos owrypias 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 imeép wavrds, 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”
(redcioar) the dpxnyds cwmpias is to make him adequate,
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completely effective. What this involved for him we are not yet
told ; later on (52 7%) the writer touches the relation between
the perfect ability of Christ and his ethical development through
suffering (see below, v.1¥), 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 dpxnyds or dpxeepeds (v.17); the
addition of adrdv to cumyplas 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 71 (8» wiworh Oavdrov odpayls érenclwoer) 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 (mapripov tis dylas Ieprerotas xal
TGy odr abrh Tehewlévrwy é 'Agpuyg). But, although Philo had popu-
larized the idea of Tehevr@v=re\elrfa:, this i3 not present to our writer’s
mind ; he is thinking of God's purpose to realize a complete experience of
forgiveness and fellowship (cwrypla) 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 wo\\ods
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.}115), 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 (&
&vés, cp. Pindar, Nem. vi. 1, & dvdpidv, & fedv yévos). ‘0 dyidlwr
and ot dyialdpevor are participles used as substantives, devoid of
reference to time. Here, as at 1313, Jesus is assigned the divine
prerogative of dywdfew (cp. Ezk 202 éyd xiptos & dyid{wy adrods,
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 18 (xafapioudy v duapriby
rowmoduervos) is touched again, but the full meaning of dywi{ew is
not developed till 93f, 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, dytdleofar=mporépxesfac or éyyilew
7@ e, as in Nu 165 where the dyior are those whom God
wpooydyero wpds éavrdv. )

According to (Akiba ?) Mechilta, 714 (on Ex 20'®), God said to the angels
at Sinai, ‘o down and help your brothers” (ongmk w»p) 7); yet it
was not merely the angels, but God himself, who helped them (the proof-text
being Ca 2% 1),
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Al #v airlav—a phrase only used elsewhere in the NT by the
author of the Pastoral epistles—olx éwaioxdverar xtA. ‘Emarayd-
veaar 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
(=¥D3) in Job 34" In Zest. Jos. 2% it is used passively (ob yép
bs dvBpwmos éraroyiverar & Oeds). In the gospels, besides Mk 384
and Mt 25%, there are slight traditions of the risen Jesus calling
the disciples his d3ehoi (Mt 281%, Jn 2017); but the writer either
did not know of them or preferred, as usual, to lead biblical
proofs. He quotes three passages (vv.1%-1%), the first from the
22nd psalm (v.2) taken as a messianic cry, the only change
made in the LXX text being the alteration of Supyrjoopar into
drayyedd (a synonym, see Ps 5528). The Son associates himself
with his ddeAgoi in the praise of God offered by their community
(a thought which is echoed in 12?8 13!%).

According to Justin Martyr (Dsal. 106), Ps 223 3 foretells how the risen
Jesus stood év uéoy TOV Gdehgpdv alrol, TAv dwosréhwy . . . Kol per adrdv
Sudywr OBuvnoe Tov Oebv, s xal év Tols dmwouvnuovelpacy TV dwosTéAwy
Snhoiras yeyevnuévor, and in the Acta Joannis (11) Jesus, before going out to
Gethsemane, says, Lef us sing a Aymn to the Father (év péop 8¢ airds yevd-
uevos). The couplet is quoted here for the sake of the first line ; the second
fills it out. Our author only uses éxxAnola (12%) of the heavenly host, never
in its ordinary sense of the ¢‘ church.”

The second quotation (v.1%) is from Is 817 €oopar wemoiBivs
(a periphrastic future) &n" adr@, but the writer prefixes éyé to
éoopa for emphasis. The insertion of épel 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 humanity ;
e.g. quod det. pot. 38 (on Gn 478), roil 58 xard Mwveiy dvipdmov didfeaes Yuxs
éxl Tov Syrws Svra Gedv éNarifoloys.

The third quotation (v.1%®) 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 wawdia are God’s children, the
fellow vio/ of Christ. It is too subtle to treat, with Zimmer, the
three quotations as (a) a resolve to proclaim God, as a2 man to
men; (5) 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 xai 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?

1 It is a literary device of Philo in making quotations (cp. gus’s rer, dsv. 1)
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used in 10%0; it is more easy to understand why such words should
be omitted than inserted ; and the deliberate addition of & 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 314:
““and he (i.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* kexowdrnkev (here alone in the NT) takes the classical
zenitive, as in the LXX. An apt classical parallel occurs in the
military writer Polyaenus (Stzrafeg. iii. 11. 1), where Chabrias tells
his troops to think of their foes merely as dvfpdmwors alpa xai
adpka Eéxovot, kal Tis adrfs PUcews Huiv kexowwvnkéow. The
following phrase mapamAnoiws (= “similarly,” 7.e. almost “equally”
or “also,” as, eg., in Maxim. Tyr. vii. 2, xal éoriv xai & dpxwv
Tohews pépos, kai of dpxduevol Tapardnoins) peréoyev . . . Wa kT
answers to the thought of Hharrwpévov . . . 81 70 wdfnua xTA,
above. The verb is simply a synonym for xowwreiv; in the
papyri and the inscriptions peréyew is rather more common, but
there is no distinction of meaning between the two.

This idea (iva xtA.) 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 popnlarized by the Wisdom of Solomon, in which
it is pretty clear that man was regarded as originally immortal
(118 14)  that death did not form part of God's scheme at ths
beginning, and that the devil was responsible for the introduction
of death into the world (225 #); those who side with the devi
encounter death (wepdfovow 8¢ adrdv ol rijs éxelvov pepidos dvres).
which they bring upon themselves as a result of their sins.
Robertson Smith (Expositor?, iii. pp. 76 £} 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.V,
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. (a)
There is the rabbinic notion that the angel of death has the power of inflicting
death, according to Pes. Kahana, 32. 1894 ; Mechilta, 72a on Ex 20® (where
Ps 82% 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. () There is also the apocalyptic hope thas
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messiah’ at the end would crush the power of the devil, a hope expressed
in the second-century conclusion (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.” (c) Possibly the author as:umed 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 .cinoving this curse of the law, did awa

with the devil’s hold on sinful mortals. Theodoret’s explanation ( Déal/. iii.) is
that the sinlessness of Christ’s human nature freed human nature from sin,
which the devil had employed to enslave men: émweidy vip ripnwpla TOv duonp-
rxbrwv & Bdvaros fv, 70 8¢ odpa 70 Kupiaxdy odk Exov duaprias xyh\ida & wapd
vy Beiov vépov & Bdvaros ddixws éfhpracer, dvéornoe pév wplrov TO Tapavbuws
xaraoxedéy' Ereira 8¢ xal Tois évdikws Kabepyuévois dméayero ripw dwalkayhv.

The force of the paradox in & 7od Oavdrov (to which the
Armenian version needlessly adds adrot) is explained by
Chrysostom : 8 off éxpdrnoev 6 8udfolos, dia rodrov frrijfy. As
the essence of owrgpia is life, its negative aspect naturally
involves emancipation from death. "Exew 16 «pdros Tot favdrov
means to wield the power of death, f.e to have control of death.
éxew T xpdros with the genitive in Greek denoting lordship in
a certain sphere, e.g. Eurip. Helena, 68 (ris rovd épupviv Sopdrov
éxe xpdros;). "AwalNdépy goes with SovAelas (as in Joseph. Ane.
13. 13 (363), Tjs md 7ois éxOpois adrods Sovhelas . . . dmal-
Adrrewv, etc.), which is thrown to the end of the sentence for
emphasis, after 8got . . . foav which qualifies rovrovs. "Evoyor
is a passive adjective, equivalent to dvexduevor, *“bound by” (as
in Demosthenes, 1229), and gores with ¢4B8¢ favdrov, which is
not a causal dative. "Ococ in Hellenistic Gr-ek is no more than
the ordinary relative ol. At wavrds 70i v, not simply in old
age, as Musonius (ed. Hense, xvii.) thinks : xai 76 ye dOAudraror
wowdtv Tov Plov 7Tois yépovow alrd éorilv, 6 Tov Oavdrov ¢$dfos.
Aristeas (130, 141, 168) uses 8 dhov Tob (ijv, but 8 wavrés 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 wavrés 700 elvar
(Parmenides, 152 E); but 76 (v bhad already come to be
equivalent to & Bios.

The enslaving power of fear in general is described by
Xenophon in the Cyropaedia, iii. 1. 23f.: olee odv =t palov
karadovholabar dvfpdmovs Tob loxupod ¢pdfov; . . . orw mdvrev
Tov Sewdv 6 ¢poBus pdhiora katarAifrres 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 unw.rthy of the wise and good, is echoed
by Philo (quod omnis probus liber, 3, émaweirar mwapd Tiow &
Tpiperpov ékeivo movjoas’ ** ris éore Sovdos, Tod favely dppovris dv ;"
&s pdda owldby 70 dxddovfov. ‘YmwéhaBe ydp, S old&v olrw
SovAobabar wépuke Sudvoiav, bs 16 émi Oavdry Béos, évexa Tod mpds
75 {fiv ipdpov). 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 (£p. 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” (xxil. 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,” Zp. iv. 3). Now the author of Mpos
‘EfBpalovs 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%3"). *Ultra (4.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 (¢%).

It is noteworthy that here (vv.! 18) and elsewhere our author, not un-
like the other 3:3dokalos 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.}%) adds,
ol yap Sfmwou dyyéhwr émhapBdrverar. Asjmov is the classical term
for “it need hardly be said” or “of course,” and émhapuSBdvesrfas
means “to succour ” (Sir 41 % oodla viols éavrf dviYwoey, xal
¢rhapSdverar Tov {yrodvrov adriy). If it meant “seize” or
“grip,” @dvaros (7.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 émlapuBdvecfar here corresponds to
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Bonbijoar in v.18, and is used in the same good sense as in the
other quotation in 8% The words &A\& oméppatos °ABpadp
tmAapBdrerar may be a reminiscence of Is 41%? where God
reassures Israel: owéppa "APBpadp . . . od dvredaBdumv. The
archaic phrase was perhaps chosen, instead of a term like
dvBpdmwr,! 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 &t "Tovlalos odde
EX\py . . . el 8¢ pels Xpworod, dpa Tod "ABpadp owéppa éoré
(Gal 3% %), and our author likes these archaic, biblical peri-
phrases. He repeats émlapfBdverar after "Afpadp 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 IIpds ‘Efpalovs, that they never suspected the real
sense of éwihapuBdverat 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 émiaufdrerat 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
imborases in 3 and 11. :

The thought of vv.%: 15 is now resumed in v.17; 30ev (a
particle never used by Paul) delev (answering to &mrpemer)
kard wdvre (emphatic by position) Tois d3ehois éporwbiirar—
resembling them in reality, as one brother resembles another
(so Zest. Naphtali 18 Spods pov v xara mdvra ‘Teoi¢). In
what follows, d\efjpwv 2 is put first for emphasis (as the writer is
about to speak of this first), and goes like morés with dpyiepeds.
“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 wioros as he endured stedfastly the
temptations incurred in his relelwois as dpxnyds. He suffered,
but he never swerved in his vocation. Nor can mwords here
mean “‘reliable” (Seeberg, Der Tod Christi, 17), i.c. reliable be-
cause merciful ; the idea of his sympathy as an encouragement
to faith is otherwise put (cp. 41" 121%), The idea of releidoar
in v.1° 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 dpxyyds or
6 dywdfwv, Jesus is suddenly (see Introd. p. xxv) called dpxtepeds,

1 Cosmas Indicopleustes correctly interpreted the phrase: rovréore
sduaros kal Yuxijs Noyikds (372 B).

2 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 (dpxiepéa ijs Spodoylas
nudv, 32). The prestige of the highpriest in the later Judaism
is plain in rabbinic (e.g. Berachotk, Joma) tradition and also in
apocalyptic. The Maccabean highpriests assumed the title of
iepeds Tob Oeod Tob Wpiorov (Ass. Mosis, 61; Jubilees, 321), and the
ritual of the day of atoneinent, when he offic.ated on behalf of
the people, was invested with a special halo. This is the point
of the allusion here, to the dpywepeds expiating the sins of the
people. Philo had already used the metaphor to exalt the
functions of his Logos as a mediator: & 8 adros ixérys pév dore
Tob Ovyrob kypaivovros del wpds 16 ddbaprov, mpeoPevris 8¢ Tob
ryepdvos wpds T8 Tmikoov (guis revum div. keres, 42). But, while
the term ixérys 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 (BovAerar yap airov 6 véuos
peilovos pepopiofar Pioews 7 kar &vbpwmroy, éyyvrépw mpogidvra
riis Octas, pelipiov, €l 8¢t TdAnbis Aéyew, dudoiv, iva dia péoov
Twds dvBpamor ptv Naokdvror Oedv, Geos B¢ ras xdpiras dvfpomos
trodiaxdvey Twi xpdpevos dpéyy xal xopnyy, De Spec. Leg. i 12).
Again, Philo explains (de sacerdot. 12) that the highpriest was
forbidden to mourn, wren a relative died, va . . . xpelrroy
olkrov yevdpevos, dAvros eis dei Siaredj). This freedom from the
ordinary affections of humanity was part of his nearer approxi-
mation to the life of God (éyyvrépw wpooidvra tfis Oelas
[¢¥oews]). But our author looks at the function of Christ as
dpxiepevs differently ; the first word to be used about him in this
connexion is é\efjuwy, and, before passing on to develop the idea
of maords, the wrirer adds (v.18) another word upon the practical
sympathy of Christ. In resembling his &8eAgoi xars mavrd
Christ wérovlev mewpuobfeis. His death had achieved for them
an emancipation from the dread of death (v.14); 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 ydp) and v.17 does not rest upon
the idea of Christ as éAejpwy xal moTds dpxiepeds, as though the
effective help received from Christ were a constant proof that he
expiates sins, 7.e. maintains us in the favour and fellowship of
God (Seeberg). It rests on the special idea suggested by
éejpwv. ‘‘ His compassion is not mere pity 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 speciully in mind is the agony
in Gethsemane {cp. 5™) as the culminating experience of sorrow
caused by the temptation to avoid the lear of ceath or the cross.

The adverbial accusative 18 mpds 7dv Oedv here, as in gl, is a
fairly common LXX phrase (e.g. Ex 4® (of Moses), od 8¢ airg
éoyp 78 wpos Tov Ocdy).  ‘INdoxeoBor Tds dpeprias is also a LXX
phrase, an expression for pardon or expiation, as in Ps 65* (ras
doefleias fpudv ov iAdoy), 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 18!3, the only other NT instance of
{\doxeofar) or else sins in the dative (rals dpapriaes 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 6 dyuilwr. The thought reappears
in 72 and in 1 Jn 22 (xal adrds ilaouds éorw).

& Aads (Tol Beat) 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 wewpaopol of Jesus (v.18) is as
abrupt as the introduction of the dpxiepeds idea, but is thrown
out by way of anticipation. ’Ev § ydp=év rovre & ¢ (causal) or
dri, explaining not the sphere, but the reason of his “help,”
wérovdev adrds mepacfels—the participle defining the wdoxew (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 bardships which it in-
volved. Ol mepaldpevor 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 wewpaocpol of Jesus were
not simply due to what he suffered. He was strongly tempted
by experiences which were not painful at all—eg. 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 ” (Rechtfertigung u. Versohnung, iii. 507; Eng. tr. p. 573).
On the suffering that such temptation involved, see below on 58,
Bonbelv and iNdokeofar rais dpapriars occur side by side in
the prayer of Ps 79° (LXX). Are they synonymous here? Is
the meaning of 70 iAdoxesfar vés dpaprias Tob 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, Z7%e Nature of
the Alonement, 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\efjpwv and wiorés are now developed, the latter in 310,
the former in 414, 3%°—418 being a practical application of what
is urged in 3%, But the writer does not work out the thought
of Christ as merds in connexion with his function as dpyepeds,
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 dyiafduevor, 2'), you who participate in a
heavenly calling, look at Jesus then (80ev in the light of what has just been
said), a¢ the apostle and highpriest of our confession ; ke is ** faithful” to
Him who appointed him. For while ** Moses” also was * faithful in every
depariment of God's house,” 3 Jesus (obros, as in 10'%) has been adjudged greater
glory (868ns) than (wapd, as 1%) Moses, inasmuck as the founder of a house
enjoys greater honour (tywiv, a literary synonym for 3éEnv) than the house
itself. $(Every house is founded by some one, but God is the founder of all.)
8 Besides, while ** Moses” was * faithful in every depariment of God’s house™

as an allendant—by way of wilness lo the coming revelation—S Christ is
faithful as a son over God’s kouse.

In v.? 8\ (om. p'® B sah boh Cyr. Amb.) may be a gloss from v.% In
v.8 the emphasis on \elovos is better maintained by oros ¢éf9s (RABCD P
vt Chrys.) than by 34&»s odroes (p* K L M 6. 33. 104. 326. 1175, 1288 vg) or
by the omission of ofiros altogether (467 arm Basil). In v,* xdwra has been
harmonized artificially with 13 21 by the addition of rd (C° L P ¥ 104. 326.
I175. 1128 Athan.). '

For the first time the writer addresses his readers, and as
4Behgol dyror (only here in NT, for dyios in 1 Th 527 is a later
insertion), kMjoews émouparviou péroyor (6% etc., cp. Ps 119%8 péroyos
éyd elpe wavrov Tov poBovpéverv oe, Ep. Arist. 207 ; de Mundo,
4018). In Ph 3% the dve «Aijois is the prize conferred at the
end upon Christian faith and faithfulness. Here there may be a
side allusion to 2!! (4dehgots airods kalev). In xaravodoare (a
verb used in this general sense by Ep. Aristeas, 3, =pds 26
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meptépyws Td Oela xaravoeiv) k)., the writer summons his readers
to consider Jesus as mords; 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.2*4, the second in vv.t) in which
Jesus outshone Moses, the divinely-commissioned leader and
lawgiver of the People in far-off days, although there is no tone
of disparagement in the comparison with Moses, as in the com-
parison with the angels.

In the description of Jesus as 7dv dwéorohor kal dpxiepéa Tijs
dpodoylas fpdv, dpodoyia is almost an equivalent for “our re-
ligion,” as in 4 (cp. 10%).! 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. ‘Hudv is emphatic.
In “our religion” it is Jesus who is dwdéorolos xai dpxiepevs, not
Moses. This suits the context better than to make the antithesis
ane between the law and the gospel (Theophyl. o¥ yap 7is xera
véuov Aarpelas dpxeepels éorv, dANG Tijs perépas 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 &wéorohos 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 4pol. 112)
called Jesus Christ 7ol marpds wdvrov xai Seamdrov fGeod vids kai
dwdéorodos dv, and in Apol. 1% described him as dyyelos xai
dwdororos® alrds yip dwayyéAe Soa det yvwobfvar, xkal dwoo-
ré\\erau, pyviowy 6oa dyyéAderas (the connexion of thought here
possibly explains the alteration of dupyfjoopar into dmayyerd in
He 212). Naturally Jesus was rarely called dyyelos; but it was
all the easier for our author to call Jesus dmdorolos, as he avoids
the term in its ecclesiastical sense (cp. 23). For him it carries
the usual associations of authority ; éwdorodos is Ionic for mpeo-
Bevrijs, 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 28, where the
parallel is with the Sinaitic legislation, just as the allusion to
Jesus as dpxuepeds recalls the 6 dywdlwv of 2117, On the other
hand, it is not so clear that any explicit antithesis to Moses is
implied in dpxtepéa, for, although Philo had invested Moses with

1 Had it not been for these other references it might have been possible to
take 7. 8. #. here as=‘‘whom we confess.” The contents of the duohoyia
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 baptism,
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highpriestly honour (praem. et poen. 9, Tvyxdver . . . dpxrepwaivns,
de vita Mosis, ii. 1, &yévero yip mpovolg feod . . . dpxiepeds), this
is never prominent, and it is never worked out in ““ Hebrews.”

The reason why they are to look at Jesus is (v.%) his faithful-
ness v woujoarn adréy, where wolv means “to appoint” to an
office (as 1 S 129 «kipios 6 woujoas rov Mwvoijn kai Tov "Aapdy,
Mk 34 «kal éroinoev 8ddexa). This faithfulness puts him above
Moses for two reasons. First (vv.24), 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 (ofx o¥rws
6 Bepdrav pov Mawvais® & SAg 7§ oiky pov mords dorw), and the
argument of v.3, where olros, 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 faitbfuily. How Jesus
“founded ” God’s household, we are not told. But there was an
olxos Beob before Moses, as is noted later in 113 %, 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 r& wdvra (1%8). Kara-
axevdlew includes, of course (see g2 %), the arrangement of the olkos
(cp. Epict. i. 6. 7-10, where xaraoxevdlw is similarly used in the
argument from design). The author then adds an edifying aside,
in v.4, to explain how the olkos was God’s (v.? airot), though
Jesus had specially founded it. It would ease the connexion of
thought if 8eds meant (as in 18?) “divine” as applied to Christ
(so, e.g., Cramer, M. Stuart), or if edros could be read for feds,
as Blass actually propuses. But this is to rewrite the passage.
Nor can we take adrod in v.% as “ Christ’s” ; there are not two
Households, and #&s (v.t) does not mean “each” (so, eg.,
Reuss). Adrod in vv.25and ¢ 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 ¢ kwpkg xal rols Tabra ¢rhcass radre Ppdlouer’ uclfova yap Tdv
Snuioupydr Tol okevafouévov dredrvaro (Apol, 1®), It had been remarked by
Philo (Le llant. 16): 8o yhp b kTnoduevos T Xrijpa Tob xrhuaros duetvwy
xal 7O wewoinkds Tob yeyovéros, TocoiTy Pacihikdrepol dreivos, and in Legum
Allegor. iii. 32 he argues that just as no one would -ever suppose that a furnished
mansion had been completed dvev réxwns xal Snuiovpyol, so anyone entering
and studying the universe dowep els weyloryy olklay 4 wéhy would naturally
conclude that #v xal &rwv ¢ Tolide Tof TavTds dnuiovpyds & febs.

The usual way of combining the thought of v.4 with the coutext is indicated
by Lactantius in proving the unity of the Father and the Son (diuin. instit, iv.
2¢9): ‘“ When anyone has a son of whom he is sperially fond (quem unice
di:igat), 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 213) ékkAqola, unlike the author of 1 Ti 3% who
writes év olky Oeod, Hris éariv éxxlnola Toli eobd.
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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 (%-6%) proof of the superiority of Jesus to Moses
is now introduced by xaf. It rests on the term Oepdmwwv used of
" Moses in the context (as well as in Nu 11! 127-8 etc. ; of Moses
and Aaron in Wis 1010 18%); fepamwy is not the same as Soiidos,
but for our author it is less than vids, and he contrasts Moses as
the fepdrwy & @ oixp with Jesus as the Son éxi ov olkov, éni
used as in 10% (lepéa péyav émi Tov olkov Tob Geod) and Mt 253123
(&ri 8Alya fjs mords). Moses is “ egregius domesticus fidei tuae ”
(Aug. Comf. xil. 23). The difficult phrase els 70 papripior Tov
AaAnfnoopévuy means, like 99 that the position of Moses was one
which pointed beyond itself to a future and higher revelation;
the tabernacle was a oxijyy 70 peprvplov (Nu 125 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 ordpa katd orépa Aadjow adrd which follow the above-
quoted text in Numbers).

The writer now passes into a long appeal for loyalty, which
has three movements (30019 41-10 411-18)  “The first two are con-
nected with a homily on Ps 957! 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 2% 3, 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
disobedicnce of the People in the past.

8 Now we are this kouse of God (ob, from the preceding adrol), 7f we well
only kecp confident and proud of our hoge. 7 Therefore, as the holy Spirit says .
¢ Today, when (édv, as in I Jn 2%8) you hear his voice,
8 Rarden not (p3) oxknpbvyre, aor. subj. of negative entreaty) your kearts as
at the Provocation,
on the day of the Templation in the desert,
Y where (od=8rov as Dt 8'%) your fatkers put me to the proof,
¥ g0d for forty years felt what I could do.”
Therefore ** I grew exasperated with that generation,
1 said, * They are always astray in thesr heart’ ;
they wonld not learn my ways ;
1 5o (s consecutive) J swore sn my anger
¢ they shall never (el=the emphatic negative o in oaths) enter my Rest.’”
13 Brothers, take care in case there is a wicked, unbelicving heart in any of
you, moving you lo apostatise from the living God. ® Rather admonisk one
another (éavrovs=dNNfhous) daily, so long as this word ** Today” is uttered,
that none of you may be decetved by sin and *‘ hardened.” ' For we onls
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participate in Christ provided that we keep firm to the very end the confidence
with which we started, '® this word ever sounding in our ears : '

¢ Today, when you hear his voice,

karden not your kearts as at the Provocation.”
18 Who heard and yet * proveked” him? Was st not all who left Egyt
under the leadership of Moses? Y And with whom was ke exajperated for
forty years? Was it not witk those who sinned, whose ** corpses? feoll in the
desert”? 8 And to whom ‘“ did he swear that they (sc. atrots) would never
enter his Rest”?  To whom but those who disobeyed (dweibhoacw, cp. Ac 19%)?
¥ Thus (xal consecutive) we see it was owing to unbelief that they could not
enter.

In v.% (a) o¥ is altered into §s 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 ol and olkes. (5) édv is
assimilated to the text of v.} by a change to édvmep in " ACD° KL W
syr®® Lucifer, Chrys. etc. {(von Soden). {c) After éAxidos the words uéxp:
7é\ovs BeBalav are inserted from v.* by a number of MSS; the shorter,
correct text is preserved in p'® B 1739 sah eth Lucifer, Ambrose.

V.% introduces the appeal, by a transition from %. When
Philo claims that wappyeia is the mark of intelligent religion
(quis rer. div. haeres, 4, Tois piv olv duabéor aupdlpov jovxia,
Tois 8¢ émamiuns éprepdvors kai dpa dirodeamdrors dvayraibrarov 4
mappyoia xrijpa), he means by mappyoia the confidence which is
not afraid to pray aloud: cp. #. § (wappyoia 3¢ Piklas avyyevés,
émel wpos Tiva dv Tis 1) mpods TOV éavrod Ppidov wappyoidoarre ), 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
mappnoie has the broader meaning of * confidence” which already
appears in the LXX (e.g. in Job 271 uy éxe rwd mappyoior
évavriov adrov). This confidence is the outcome of the Christian
é\xis (for tijs é\nidos goes with v weppnaiav as well as with 7o
kavynua); here as in 41 and 10!% 3 it denotes the believing
man’s attitude to a God whom he knows to be trustworthy.
The idea of 3 xkadynpo vis é\nmidos is exactly that of Ro 5?
(xavydpecba ér’ éAmide Tiis 8ofys rov feod), and of a saying like
Ps 512 (xal ebppavbrirocar énl qol wdvres ol Amilovres &mi aé).

A in v.7 goes most naturally with pd) oxnpdimre (v.8), the
thought of which recurs in v.18 as the central thread. The
alternative, to take it with BAéwere 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 8 of its meaning. BAémere is no more
abrupt in v.2? 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 101 by
“‘the holy Spirit” as the Speaker, a rabbinic idea of inspiration.
The quotation itself is from Ps 9571 which in A runs as follows:

! kd\a in this sense is from Nu 14% %, a passage which the writer hag
0 mind.
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opepov éav s duvils abrol dxovoyre,
pY) axdqpivyre Tas kapdlas Vudv bs &v 19 wapamikpaopd
xard TV fpépav Tod wetpaouol &v T Epripy’

ob éreipagavl ol mwarépes Jpbv,

&oxipacay pe kal Bov T &pya pov.
recoepdkovra &y mpogdybioa T yeved éxeivy,?
xal elmov'® deit wAavivrar 1y kapdiy,
adrol 8¢ otk &vwoav Tas 68ovs pov.
ds dpoga &v T Spyy pov,
el eloededoovrat eis Ty kardmavely pov,

In vv.% 19, though he knew (v.17) the correct connexion of the
LXX (cp. v.'™), he alters it here for his own purpose, taking
reavapdrorta &ém with what precedes instead of with what follows,
nserting 86 (which crept into the text of R in the psalm) before
wpoodyfioa for emphasis, and altering éoxipacav pe into év Soxi-
pacig’ The LXX always renders the place-names ‘ Meriba”
and “ Massa ” by generalizing moral terms, here by wapamikpoopds
and wepaopds, the former only here in the LXX (Aquila, 1 Sam
1538 ; Theodotion, Prov 1711). The displacement of reocoepdxorra
&y was all the more feasible as eldov 7 &pya pov meant for him
the experience of God’s punishing indignation. (Teocoapdrorra is
better attested than regoepdxovra (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 70 épya pov, in order to emphasize the truth that the
stay of the People in the desert was one long provocation of
God ; for eldov Td &pya pov is not an aggravation of their offence

1y adds ume (so T), which has crept (needlessly, for weipdferr 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* k A B D* M 33. 424** vg Clem.
Apollin.) this becomes (under the influence of the literal view of forty years?)
Tatry (éxebvp 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 &5y (cp. Flashar in Zests fiir alt. Wiss., 1912, 84-85).

8 ¢Soxipacar (ue) is read in the text of Hebrews, by assimilation, in #° D¢
K L vg syr arm eth Apollin, Lucifer, Ambr, Chrys. etc. 7.c. EAQKI-
MACIA was altered into EAOKIMACA.

§ The xard in xard 79 Huépav (v.8) is temporal as in 13 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.l%) all those who
had left Egypt. This retribution was forced upon him by the
conviction avroi 8¢ odk éyvwoay s 68ovs pov (f.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.” Joshua returned to Elijah, who
ingutred of him: ‘‘ What said He to thee?” Joshua: *° Peace be with thee,
son of Levi.” Elijak: * Thereby He has assured to thee and thy father a
prospect of attaining the world to come.” Joshua: ** But He has decetved me,
by telling me He would come lo-day,” Elijah: * Not so, what He meant
was, To-day, if you will hear His voice.” The severe view of the fate of the
wilderness-generation also appears in Sank. 1108, 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 ién 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
Tannastend, i, 135f.), varied on the question of the fate assigned to the
generation of Israclites during the forty years of wandering in the desert.
While some authorities took Ps 95! strictly, as if the ¢‘ rest”” meant the rest
after death, and these Israclites 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 weipacuds or
probation of men is confined to the human life of Jesus.

For %4 in v.19 Clem. Alex. (Protrest. g) reads & 8.
Npoowyfilew 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.1! kardmavers is used of Canaan as
the promised land of scttled peace, as only in Dt 12° (ob yip
Yxare . . . els Ty xardmavow) and 1 K 8% (edhoynros Kipios
arjuepov, 8s dduxev kurdmavow ¢ Aad adroi). The mystical sense
is developed in 48,

The application (vv.12t) opens with BAémere (for the classical
Spare) phy . . . €oron (as in Col 28 (Bhémere uy . . . &orar), the
reason for the future being probably * because the verb eiul has
no aorist, which is the tense required,” Field, Notes on Transia-
tion of N.T.,p. 38) & mn Spdv—the same concern for individuals
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as in 41 ro% r2%—«kapbla dmorias (genitive of quality—a
Semitism here). ’Amorie must mean more than “incredulity”;
the assonance with dworrijvar was all the more apt as dmoria
denoted the unbelief which issues in action, é&v 1@ dwoorfjrai—the
idea as in Ezk 20® kai dwéorpoav dr' éuod, kai odx HféAncav
elcaxoboa: pov, though the preposition dré was not needed, as may
be seen, e.g., in Wis 3 (oi . . . 7ob xvplov dmoordrvres). Our
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
(1081), especially the latter (cp. 41%). There is no real distinction
between feot {vros and Tov feot {Grros, for the article could be
dropped, as in the case of feds mamijp and xipios ‘Incovs, once the
expression became stamped and current.

In v.18 mapakaketre . . . ka8 éxdomy Ypépav (cp. Test. Levi of
v kol éxdory Huépav oweri{wyv pe) emphasizes the keen, constant
care of the community for its members, which is one feature of
the epistle. In dxpis od (elsewherein NT with aorist or future),
which is not a common phrase among Attic historians and
orators, dypts is a Hellenistic form of &xpt (p'3 M) used sometimes
when a vowel followed. Zhpepor is “ God’s instant men call
years” ( Browning), and the paronomasia in xekelrarl . . . wapo-
xakeire led the writer to prefer xaAeirat to a term like xppiooerar.
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
Néyeafar Ivipepor xtd. (v.25), & dpdv 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 dpels with of watépes
opav (v.9). As for § dpapria, it is the sin of apostasy (124), 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 lva pYy oxhnpuvlifj, 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: bpare v dweafv Spdre ™y mporporiy
opare Ty Tyumjv. i &) odv &re Ty xdpw els Spyy peradrdoaoper . . . ;
peydAn yap 1is émayyelias atrov ) xdpes, ¢ kv orfjuepov Tis pwvis
alrod drxovodper ¥ * 16 8t arjpepor Tijs purijs atrod adferar Ty Huépav,
éor’ &v ) apepov Svopd{yrac.

In v.14 péroyor Tob Xpiotod (which is not an equivalent for the
Pauline & Xpiord, but rather means to have a personal interest
in him) answers to péroxot xMoews émoupariov in v.! and to
perdxous mredparos dylov in 6% ; yeydvapev betrays the predileciion
of the writer tor yéyova rather than its equivalent eivar.. ’Edvmep

! The common confusion between a: and « led to the variant xaheire (A C),
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an intensive particle (for édv, v.%) ™ dpxlv Tijs Gmoordoews
(genitive of apposition)—t.e. “ our initial confidence” (the idea
of 10%)—~xardoxwper (echoing v.%). The misinterpretation of
01rocrrdcems as (Christ’s) “substance ”! led to the addition of
abrod (A 588. 623. 1827. 1912 vg). But {méoracis here as in

11! denotes a firm, confident conv1ct10n or resolute hope (in
LXX, eg, Ru 112 dgrwv pow imdéoraos tob yembijvar pe dvdp,
rendering mpn, which is translated by é\nés in Pr 117), with the
associations of steadfast patience under trying discouragements
ThlS psychological meanmg was already current (cp. 2 Co ¢*
o . karawoxwlduey Jueis év T tmoordae Tavry), alongside
of the physical or metaphysical. What 2 man bases himself on,
as he confronts the future, is his ¥wdoraos, which here in sound
and even (by contrast) in thought answers to droorijvar

It is possible to regard v.!4 as a parenthesis, and connect
& 19 Nyeobar (v.15) closely with wapaxa)\wre or va pjy .
dp.ap-rms (v.19), but this is less natural ; & 76 Aéyeofas (“ while it
is said,” as in Ps 42* & 1§ Aéyecbar) connects easily and aptly
with Ka.‘r(ia'xw/.l.ev, and vv.1% 15 thus carry on positively the thought
of v.18, viz. that the writer and his readers are still within the
sound of God’s call to his olxos to be marés.

The pointed questions which now follow (vv.1618) are a
favourite device of the diatribe style. Mapamxpaivew (Hesych
wapopyifew)? in v.1 seems to have been coined by the LXX
to express “rebellious” with a further sense of provokmg or
angering God ; e.g. Dt 31% waparwpaivorres ')]1'( T 7pds rov 050v
(translating '!‘DD) and Dt 3218 & B8eliypaow adrdv maperixpavdy
pe (translating oy3). The sense of “disobey ” recurs occasionally
in the LXX psalter (e.g. 104%, 10611); indeed the term involves
a disobedience which stirs up the divine anger against rebels,
the flagrant disobedience (cp. mapaBaivev for N in Dt 145
Nu 2714) which rouses exasperation in God. °AAN’, one rhetorical
question being answered by another (as Lk 178), logically
presupposes mwés, 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™ rives adrdv). In the grave
conclusion (v.1%) 8’ dmoriav (from v.1%) is thrown to the end for
the sake of emphasis.

But, the author continues (4!*), the promised rest is still
available ; it is open to faith, though only to faith (1), 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

1 Another early error was to regard it as ‘ our substance,” so that % doxy
s imosrdoews meant faith as *‘the beginning of our true nature” (a view
already current in Chrysostom).

2 In Dt 3218 it is paraiiel to wapotdvew ; cp. Flashar’s discussion in Zest-
schrift fiir alt, Wiss., 1912, 185 f, It does not always require an object (God).
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Rest (v.8), it does not follow that e 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 (a) explains
God’s xardravows in Ps g5 by the caBBariopds of Gn 2% and
then (§) draws an inference from the fact that the psalm-promise
is long subsequent to the announcement of the caBBariopds.
He assumes that there is only one Rest mentioned, the xardravois
into which God entered when he finished the work of creation,
to which of warépes Sudv were called under Moses, and to which
Christians are now called. They must never lose faith in it,
whatever be appearances to the contrary.

L Well then, as the promise of entrance into his Rest is still left to us, let
us be afraid of anyone being sudged to have missed it. 3 For (xal ydp=etenim)
we have kad the good news as well as they (éxetvo=3%1) ; only, the message
they heard was of no use to them, because it did not meet with faith in the
hearers, 3 For we do ‘* enter the Rest” by our faith @ according to kis word,

* As [ swore in my anger,
they shall never enter my Rest”—
although ' his works > were all over by the foundation of the world, 4 For ke
says somewhkere about the seventh (sc. Ypbpas) day: “And God rested from all
his works on the seventh day.” ®And again in this (év rovry, sc. Témy)
passage, ‘they shall never enter my Rest.” 8Since then it is reserved
(dwohelmeTas, a variant for xaraheur. v.1) for some ‘“lo enter it,” and since
those who formerly got the good news failed to *‘ enter > owing fo their disobeds-
ence,) ke again fixes a day ; *‘ today ’-~as ke saysin ¢ David” after so long
an interval, and as has been already quoted :
¢ Today, when you kear kis voice,
harden not your hearis.”
8 Thus if Joshua had given them Rest, God wonlid not speak later about another
day., There is a sabbath-Kest, then, reserved (dwokelmerar, as in 8) sesil for
the People of God (for once **a man enters his (abrod, i.c. God’s) rest,” he
* yests from work” just as God did).
'Emayyehia (v.1) is not common in the LXX, though it mis-
translates nBD in Ps 56% and is occasionally the term for a

human promise. In the Prayer of Manasseh () it is the divine
promise (6 \cos Tijs émayyelias gov), and recurs in the plural,
of the divine promises, in Zest. Jos. 20! (6 feds movjoer T
ixdlikcgow Ypiw ol émdfer duds els tas éwayyedlus Tév mwarépwy
duiw) and Ps. Sol 128 (awor xuplov xAyporopioater émayyehias
xvplov—the first occurrence of this phrase «xA. ér., cp. below on
612). Karahewwopérms dmayyeias ( +rijs D* 255, from 61617 119)
is a genitive absolute. ’Emayyekias eloehbeiv (like dpu . . . $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 +&
“ grjuepov ” kadeirar) ; and (&) that the punishment which befalls
1’ Awelfeiar, altered into dxisriay by #* vg sah boh arm Cyr.
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others is a warning to ourselves (cp. Philo, ad Gasum, 1: ai yip
érépuv Tpwplar Bekriotor Tobs mwoAdovs, ¢pdBy Tob py mapardijoia
wafeiv). By a well-known literary device pf wore, like pij in
1215, takes a present (8oxj), instead of the more usual aorist,
subjunctive. Aoxfi means ‘judged” or “adjudged,” as in
Josephus, Ant. viii. 32, k& dAAdrpiov Soxfj. This is common in
the LXX, e.g in Pr 172 &vedv 8¢ 75 davrov movjoas 86fe dpdvipos
elvas (where 86fe: is paralleled by Aoyobrioerar), 27 (karapwpévov
otdev Buapéperv 3fe); indeed it is an ordinary Attic use which
goes back to Plato (e.g. Phaedo, 113 D, of the souls in the under-
world, of pdv &v 86fwae péows Befiwxévar) and Demosthenes
(629. 17, ol Secdoyuévor dvdpogdvor=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 ebnyyehiopévor is remarkable. Our author, who never
uses ebayyé\ov (preferring émayyedla here as an equivalent),
employs the passive of edayyeAilev! (as in v.5) in the broad sense
of ‘“having good news brought to one.” The passive occurs in
LXX of 2 S 18% (edayyehiocbirw & xipids pov & Bagideds) and in
Mt 118 (rrwxol ebayyerilovrar). The xal after kaBdwep 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; & Néyos T#s dxofjs (droijs, passive
= “sermo auditus,” vg), which is another (see 3?) instance of the
Semitic genitive of quality, is defined as pif (causal particle as
in 11% p3y Ppofnleis) ouyxex(e)pa(c)pévos T wiorer Tols drodoaow,
since it did not get blended with faith in (the case of) those who
heard it. Or 17j wlore. 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 . . . ovyxkexpaopévos may be illustrated from Men-
ander (Stob. Serm. 42, p. 302), Ty 1oV Adyov pdv Svvauw odx
éridfovoy 0 d¢ xpnoTd ovyxexpapévyy éxew, and Plutarch, non
posse suauiter vivi secundum Epicurum, 1101, Bé\tiov yip &vvmrdp-
Xew Tt kal ovykekpaofar Ty wepl Oedv 86€y xowdy aidois kai déBov
wdfos xtA. The use of Adyos with such verbs is illustrated by
Plutarch, Vit. Cleom. 2 (6 8¢ Zrwixds Adyos . . . Bdfe 8¢ rai
mpdy kepavvipevos Nfee udiora els 16 oixetov dyafov EmbdiSwow).
Kpéaus occurs in Philo’s definition of ¢uhia (Quaest. in Gen. 218)
as consisting [odk] & 1¢ xpedder pdlhov ) xpdoe xal cupdwvig
BePaly Tdv H0av, and ovyxexpiobar in his description of the
union of spirit and blood in the human body (Quaest. in
Gen. 9 mvelpa . . . éudépeatar kai ovykexpiofar aipard).

! An almost contemporary instance (ebayyeMforre 78 riis velkns atrod xal
wpoxoms) of the active verb is cited by Mitteis-Wilcken, i. 2. 29,
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The original reading ovyxex(ejpa(c)uévos (k 114 vt pesh Lucif.) was soon
assimilated (after éxefvous) into the accusative -ous (pPABCDKLM Pvg
boh syrid etc, Chrys. Theod.-Mops. Aug.), and this led to the alteration of
Tois dxoboasw into Tév dxovodrrwy (D* 104. 1611, 2005 d syrtkImg Lucif.),
or rois dxovofeiow (1912 vg Theod.-Mops.), or rois dxodovoiw (1891). The
absence of any allusion elsewhere to the faithful minority (Caleb, Joshua)
tells decisively against avyrekpaouévous (““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 Aygothesi there
were none such ?

The writer now (vv.*1%) 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
dmwokeimerar caBBariopds T® Aad rob Oeol. Eloepyxdpeba is the
emphatic word in v.2: “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 xairo. in v.8),
for what prevents it from being realized is not that any &ya of
God require still to be done. Kardravo:s is the sequel to épya.
The creative &ya leading up to this kardmavois have been com-
pleted centuries ago; God enjoys his xardwavous, and if his
People do not, the fauit lies with themselves, with man'’s disbelief,

Here, as in Ro 3%, there is a choice of reading between ofv (kR ACM
1908 boh) and vdp (p® B D K L P ¥ 6. 33 lat syr*™ eth Chrys, Lucif.
etc.) ; the colourless 8¢ (syrPesb arm) may be neglected. The context is de-
cisive in favour of ydp. Probably the misinterpretation which produced ofv
led to the change of elrepxbueda into elrepydpuedal (A C 33. 69* : future in
vg sah boh Lucif.). The insertion of T4 (the first) may be due to the same
interpretation, but not necessarily ; p!* B D* om., but B omits the article
sometimes without cause (¢.¢. 7'%). The omission of el (p'® D* 2. 330. 440.
623. 642. 1288. 1319. 1912) was due to the following el in eloehedoorrar,

Kairor (with gen. absol,, as OP. 898%) is equivalent here to
xalrovye for which itis a »./. in Ac 17%7 (A E, with ptc.). “Kadro,
ut antiquiores xaimep, passim cum participio iungunt scriptores
aetatis hellenisticae " (Herwerden, Appendix Lexici Graeci, 249).
KataBo is not a LXX term, but appears in Ep. Aristeas, i 29
and 2 Mac 2% (rfs 6Ays rarefolijs =the entire edifice); in the
NT always, except He 11%, in the phrase é=d or mpd xaraBolis
xéopov,

The writer then (v.*) quotes Gn 23, inserting & feds & (exactly
as Philo had done, de goster. Caini, 18), as a proof that the xard-

1 A similar error of A C in 6%
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wavows had originated immediately after the six days of creation.
In elpyre wou the wou is another literary mannerism (as in Philo);
instead of quoting definitely he makes a vague allusion (cp. 29).
The psalm-threat is then (v.5) combined with it, and (v.6) the
deduction drawn, that the threat (v.”) implies a promise (though
not as if v.! meant, “lest anyone imagine he has come too late
for it”—an interpretation as old as Schottgen, and still advo-
cated, e.g., by Dods).

The title of the 92nd 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 Agada-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 Vita 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 Toooltor xpdvov, like perd Taidra (v.8), denotes the
interval of centuries between the desert and the psalm of David,
for & Aavei® means “in the psalter” (like & 'HAlg, Ro 112); the
95th psalm is headed alves ¢dfs 7¢ Aaveld in the Greek bible,
but the writer throughout (3™ ) treats it as a direct, divine word.
MNpoeipnrar (the author alluding to his previous quotation) is the
original text (p1® A C D* P 6. 33. 1611. 1908. 2004. 2005 lat
syr Chrys. Cyr. Lucif.); mpoelpyxev (B 256. 263. 436. 442. 999.
1739. 1837 arm sah boh Orig.) suggests that God or David
spoke these words before the oath (v.” comes before v.111), while
elpprar (D® K L eth etc. Theophyl) is simply a formula of
quotation. From the combination of Ps 95" 8 with Ps gs!! and
Gn 22 (vv.27) the practical inference is now drawn (v.8¢). Like
Sirach (462 xparawds & mwoléuows "Ingods Navi . . . 85 éyévero
kaTd 70 Svopa attod péyas éri cwrnple éxhexthv airod), Philo (de
mutatione nominum, 21, "Incols 8¢ [épunvederai] curnpla xuplov,
ifews dvopa s dpiorys) had commented on the religious signifi-
cance of the name Joshua; but our author ignores this, and
even uses the name ‘Inaois freely, since “Incofs is never applied
by him to Christ before the incarnation (Aquila naturally avoids
"Ingods and prefers ‘Iwgova). The author of Ep. Barnabas plays
on the fact that “Joshua” and “Jesus” are the same names:
é\mioaTe éml Tov &v gopxi péllovra davepoiobar Suiv 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 (s é\mige ér’ adrov Ojoerar els Tov aliva).
But the author of ITpos “EBpalovs takes his own line, starting from
the transitive use of karawadew (Jos 118 kipios 6 Oeds Vuiv karé
wavaey Suds xal wkev Juiv Ty yiy Tadrgy, etc.); not that he
reads subtle meanings into the transitive and intransitive usages
of xaramadew, like Philo. Nor does he philosophize upon the
relevance of xardmavois to God. Philo, in De Cherubim (26),
explains why Moses calls the sabbath (épupvelerar & dvdmravos)
the “sabbath of God” in Ex 20! etc.; the only thing which
really rests is God—*‘rest (dvdmavlav) meaning not inactivity
in good (dmpafiav xaldv)—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 oixeworérarov
pove 0ed 1o dvaraveslar” So in De Sacrif. Abelis et Caini, 8,
Tov TooObTOV Kéopov dvev movwv wdlar pév elpydlero, vuvi 8¢ kal
eloael ouvéxwy obdémore Mjyer [cp. He 13 ¢pépuv 7e Ta wdvra), fed
yip 10 dxdparov dppodidraror.  All such speculations are remote
from our author. He simply assumes (a) that God’s promise of
xardmavols is spiritual ; it was not fulfilled, it was never meant
to be fulfilled, in the peaceful settlement of the Hebrew clans
in Canaan; (4) as a corollary of this, he assumes that it is
eschatological.

In v.? dpa, as in 128 Lk 1148, Ac 1118, Ro 10Y, is thrown to
the beginning by an unclassical turn (“ miisste dem gebildeten
Hellenen hochgradig anstéssig erscheinen,” Radermacher, 20).
ZaBBaropds, apparently? a word coined by the writer, is a Sem-
itic-Greek compound. The use of gaBBariouds for kardmauvas 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 8%2: “for you paradise is opened, the tree of life planted,
the future age prepared, abundance made ready, a City built, a
Rest appointed” (karéorafn?). In &mwd vdv iSlwy, as in 8id Tob
t8lov alpatos (131?), idios 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. xxiii.).

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

1 Lot us be eager them to ““ enter that Rest,” in case anyone falls nto the
same sort of disobedience. 3 For the Logos of God is a living thing, active
and more cutting than any sword with double edge, penetrating lo the very
dsvision of soul and spirit, joints and marrow— scrutinssing the very thoughts
and conceptions of the keart. 3 And no created thing is hidden from him ;
all things lie opem and exposed before the eyes of him with whom we have to
reckon (6 Aéyos).

In v.!! the position of s, 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 wiwrew &, cp. Epict. iil. 22. 48, wére dudv W0év pé mis . . .
& ékxhioe wepurimrovra. This Hellenistic equivalent for winrew
els goes back to earlier usage, ¢g. Eurip. Here. 1091, 1092,
&v kAUdwwi kal Pppevdv Tapdypar. wémroxe Sewd. In Hellenistic
Greek {mwddeypa came to have the sense of wapddeypa, and is
used here loosely for “kind ” or “sort”; take care of falling into
disobedience like that of which these worépes dudv yield such a
tragic example. The writer, with his fondness for periphrases of
this kind, writes év 78 alr@ dmodelypart tfis dwebelas, where &v
adrfj dmwefelg would have served. In passing away from the text
about Rest, he drops this last warning reference to the classical
example of dwe{fewa in the far past of the People.

The connexion of thought in vv.1! is suggested by what has
been already hinted in v.}, where the writer pled for anxiety,
wore Soxjj Tis &€ Spdv Sorepyxévar, He repeats va py . . . IS
. . . wéoy, and enlarges upon what lies behind the term 3oxj.
Then, after the passage on the relentless scrutiny of the divine
Logos, be effects a transition to the direct thought of God (v.18),
with which the paragraph closes. Xwouddowper—we have to put
heart and soul into our religion, for we are in touch with a God
whom nothing escapes; {av ydp xrA. (v.1?). The term {av echoes
Oeos (ov in 312 (men do not disobey God with impunity), just as
kapdias echoes kapdia wovypa 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: 6 wavrodivauds cov Adyos dn’
odpaviv . . . Elpos 60 Ty dvumdkpiruv émirayiy gov ¢épwy. In
Wis 1% again, the ¢ddvfpwror mvelpua oogpia, which cannot
tolerate blasphemy, reacts against it: 8rt 78v vedpiv adrov (the
blasphemer) pdprus & Oeds, ai rijs xapdias abrod érioxoros dAnbijs,
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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 ot Beov 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 (11%). The free application of & Adyos
(vo¥ Geov) in primitive Christianity is seen in 1 P 128%, Ja f18f,
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
Adyos! 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.g., in Plautus
(Captivi, ii. 2. 63, “est profecto deu’, qui quae nos gerimus
auditque et uidet”). This had been deepened by ethical writers
like Seneca (Zp. Ixxxiii. 1, “nihil deo clusum est, interest animis
nostris et cogitationibus mediis intervenit ”), Epictetus (ii. 14. 11,
otk éori Aafelv adrov ob pdvov mowoivra dAX’ otdé Siavoolpevov
&vfupodpevor), and the author of the Epistle of Aristeas (132-133:
Moses teaches 87t pudvos 6 Beds éor . . . xai 00Oy alrov Aavfdve
1av éml yhis ywopévov P’ dvfpomwv kpuplws . . . kdv dvoyldf Tis
kakiay émirelelv, otx dv Adfoy, pi) Ori xai wpdfas, and 210: the
characteristic note of piety is 76 SahapBdvew &t wdvra Siamravrds &
Beds tvepyel xal ywdoke, kai obfév dv Adfoi d8ikov woujaas ) Kxaxdv
épyaodpevos dvfpwmos), 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 Siilev adrd péoca in Gn 1510
Scripture means, he explains (guss rer. div. haeres, 26) that it
was God who divided them, 7§ routel 78 svpmdvrov éavrob Adyyw,
8s eis Ty Slurdryy drovnbeis druijy Siatpdv ovdémore Afjye. Td yap
aloOyra wdvra éradiv péxpt TOv drdpev kal Aeyopévov duepav
Sueféirby, mdhwv dmd TovTwv Ta Adyw Oewpyrid els duvbirovs xai
dmeprypdgpovs poipas dpxerar Siapely olros & Touels. He returns
(in 48) to this analytic function of the Logos in God and man,
and in De mutatione nominum (18) speaks of frovyuévor xai $¢tv
Adyov, paorevev kai dvalyrelv &xaora ixavdy, 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 guod deter. pot. 29, Cherub. 9, etc., 6 Aéyos
is the human faculty of reason. Obviously, our author is using
Philonic language rather than Philonic ideas.

‘Evepyfis (for which B, by another blunder, has &vapyris=
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evidens) is not a LXX term, but denotes in Greek vital activity
(cp. Schol. on Soph. Oed. Tyr. 45, ldoas dvri évepyeorépas).
Neither is ropdrepos a LXX term ; the comparison of & Adyes to
a sword arose through the resemblance between the tongue and
a “dagger,” though pdxawe had by this time come to mean a
sword of any size, whether long (poudala) or short? The com-
parative is followed (cp. Lk 168) by Ymép, as elsewhere by wapd,
and the “cutting” power of é Adyos extends or penetrates to the
innermost recesses of human nature—dyxp. pepiopol Yuxijs xai
nvelpatos,? dppdv Te kai puehdv (the conj. pueAdv=limbs is neat
but superfluous, for pveAhdv was in the text known to Clem.
Alex. guis dives, 41). D K here (as in 11%2) insert re before the
first xaf, but there is no idea of distinguishing the psychical and
the physical spheres ; dppwy . . . pvekav is merely a metaphorical
equivalent for Yuxfis xai mvevparos. Mepiopds (only in LXX in
Jb 11%, 2 Es 618) means here “division,” not “distribution” (24%);
the subtlest relations of human personality, the very border-line
between the Yuyi) and the mvelpa, all this is open to & Aéyos. The
metaphorical use of uveAdv in this sense is as old as Euripides,
who speaks of u mpos dxpov pveddv Yuxis (Hippolytus, 255).

According to Philo (De Cherubim, 8. 9), the flaming sword of Gn 3¥is a
symbol either of the sun, as the swiftest of existences (circling the whole
world in a single day), or of reason, dfvxiwnréraror vip xal 6éppov Néyos xai
pdMora 6 700 alriov. Learn from the fiery sword, o my soul, he adds,
to note the presence and power of this divine Reason, 8s ovdémore Mifye
xivovueros owoudy wdoy wpds alperwy uév Tdy xakdy, puyiy 3¢ T0v dvavriwy.
But there is a still better parallel to the thought in Lucian’s account of the
impression made by the address (6 Adyos) of a philosopher : ob ydp €t driworijs
o0d’ ds Eruxer Hudv & Néyos kabikero, Baldeia 8¢ kal kalpios B ®AnpyY éyévero,
xal udha eboréyws évexleis 6 Aéyos avrihv, el olév e elmelv, Siékoye Thy Yuxhy
(NVigr. 35). Only, Lucian proceeds to compare the soul of a cultured person
to a target at which the words of the wise are aimed. Similarly, in pseudo-
Phocylides, 124 : §mhov ror Néyos dvdpl Toudrepoy éore aidfpov, and Od. Sol.
12%: for the swiftness of the Word is inexpressible, and like its expression is
its swiftness and force, and its course knows no limit.

The pepiopol . . . pueNdr passage is “a mere rhetorical
accumulation of terms to describe the whole mental nature of
man ” (A. B. Davidson); the climax is xapdia, for what underlies
human failure is kapdia movypd dmwiorias (3'2), and the writers
warning all along has been against bardening the heart, i..
obdurate disobedience. Hence the point of kai xpirikds xrA,
Kpuruds is another of his terms which are classical, not religious ;
it is used by Aristotle (Zth. Nik. vi. 10) of 4 oiveos, the in-
telligence of man being xpirucj in the sense that it discerns. If

* The description was familiar to readers of the LXX, e.£. Pr 5¢ fxovyuévor
RaANor payalpas SioTbuov.

2 The subtlety of thought led afterwards to the change of avetuaros into
odparos (2. 38. 257. 547. 1245).
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there is any distinction between &vBupfoewr (vfupuijoens C* D* W
vt Lucifer) and éwoidv, it is between impulses and reflections,
but contemporary usage hardly distinguished them; indeed
&vowa could mean “purpose” as well as ““ conception.” The two
words are another alliterative phrase for ‘thought and con-
ception,” &vowa, unlike évfiunas, being a LXX term.

In v.2® kal odx Eomiv kriows dparis kr)., x7iots means anything
created (as in Ro 8%), and adroi is “God’s.” The negative side
is followed by the positive, wdvra 8¢ yuprd xai Tetpaynheiopéva.
The nearest verbal parallel is in En g8 wdvra évdmidy gov davepa xai
dxdAvrra, where the context points as here to secret sins. The
general idea was familiar ; e.g. (above, p. 55) “nihil deo clusum
est, interest animis nostris et cogitationibus mediis intervenit.”
Moveg yap &eore Geg, Yyuxyv ietv (Philo, de Abrakamo, 21). But
what the writer had in mind was a passage like that in de Clerud.
5, where Philo explains Dt 29% (ra xpvrrd «kvplp 7@ Oef, 7o 8¢
davepd yevéoe yvapiua) by arguing, yernros 8¢ oddeis ikavds yvouns
dpavois karbeiv évOiunpa, udvos 8¢ 6 feds. Hence, he adds, the
injunction (Nu 5'8) = yuxy “évavriov rod feod orijoar” with
head uncovered ; which means, the soul 76 kepdAarov 8éypa yvuvw-
Oeioav kal Ty yroduny ) kéxpyras drepdracdeioar, v’ Gyreot Tals dxpe-
Beardrais émipifeioa Tod adexdarov Beod kT, the closing description
of God being 16 pévg yvpvav Yuxav Bev dwapévg. For yourd
see also M. Aurel. 122 6 feds wdvra 76 yepovicd yupva TéV SAwdy
dyyelwv . . . 6pd. TerpaxmMopéva must mean something similar,
“exposed” or “bared ” (“‘aperta,” vg; mepavepwpéva, Hesych.).

Though rpaxn\ifw does not occur in the LXX, the writer was familiar with
it in Philo, where it suggests a wrestler ‘‘ downing ” his opponent by seizing
his throat. How this metaphorical use of throttling or tormenting could yield
the metaphorical passive sense of ‘‘ exposed,” is not easy to see. The Philc. ic
sense of ‘“‘depressed” or ‘“bent down” would yield here the meaning
‘¢ abashed,” 7., hanging down the head in shame (*‘ conscientia male factorum
in ruborem aguntur caputque mittunt,” Wettstein). But this is hardly on a
level with quuvd. The most probable clue is to be found in the practice of
exposing an offender’s face by pushing his head back, as if the word were an
equivalent for the Latin ‘‘resupinata” in the sense of ‘‘ manifesta,” The
bending back of the neck produced this exposure. Thus when Vitellius was
dragged along the Via Sacra to be murdered, it was ‘“reducto coma capite,

ceu noxii solent, atque etiam mento mucrone gladii subrecto, ut visendam
praeberet faciem” (Suet, Vit Vitell. 17).

In the last five words, wpds 8v Huiv & Néyos, which are impressive
by their bare simplicity, there is a slight play on the term Aéyos
here and in v.12, although in view of the flexible use of the term,
e.g. in g1 and 137, it might be even doubtful if the writer intended
more than a verbal assonance. The general sense of the phrase
is best conveyed by *with whom we have to reckon.” (a) This
rendering, “to whom we have to account (or, to render our ac-
count),” was adopted without question by the Greek fathers from
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Chrysostom (air@ puéAhopev Sotvar ebfivas rév merpayuévo) on-
wards, and the papyri support the origin of the phrase as a com-
mercial metaphor; e.g. OFP. 11880 (A.D. 13) bs mpds ot ToD mwepl
TV ayvon[Oewaw] {n[mparos] iao[p.evov] (54‘ )toyov), and Hibeh
Papyrl 53% (246 B.C.) mepd odv dopodis bs mwpds ¢ Tod Adyou
érouévov. () The alternative rendering, * with whom we have to
do,” has equal support in Gk. usage ; e.¢. in the LXX phrase Ao-yos
poL 1rpo; O’G(I K 2%, 2z K ¢%)and in Jg 177 (naxpdv elow Zdwvivy,
xal Adyov ovx i‘xovow npds dvfpwmov). The former idea is pre-
dominant, however, as the context suggests (cp. Ignat. ad Magn. 3,
70 8¢ Totolrov of wpds adpxa & Adyos, dAN& mpos Bedv Tov Ta rpidha
€iddra), 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, Zestschrift fiir die
neutest. Wissenschaft, 1911, pp. 243-269), where the passage is
quoted from a text like this: &s xai 6 IlavAos Aéyer, {dv 6 Adyos
00 feod xai Topdrepos Ymép macdv pdyatpav diorouov, Stikvoluevov
,ue'xpt ;upwp.oﬁ wvedparos Kkal o'apxés‘, p.e'xpl. dpudy Te Kai p.veNTw,
K(IL KPI.TLKOS €0’T¢V Wav[l-"]O'G(ﬂV Klll EVVOL!DV K(IPSLGS Klll. O'UK E(TTI.V
wa-l.s' admrqs &vdmov abdrod, dAA& wdvra éudavy évdmov av‘rov, or
yvp.vo:. kai 're1-pax17)\w'p.evoc éopdv & 7ots SPplalpcls adrod xaoros
pdv Adyov adrd dmodiddvac. The rendering, * who is our subject,
of whom we are speaking” (mpds = with reference to, and 7utv &
Adyos as in 51), is impossibly flat.

At this point the writer effects a transition to the main theme,
which is to occupy him till 108, Z.¢. Christ as dpyepeds. He begins,
however, by a practical appeal (vv.}41%) which catches up the
ideas of 217-18 31,

M5 we have a great highpriest, then, who has passed through the heavens,
Jesus the Son of God, let us hold fast to our confession ; 1® for ours ss no kigh
priest who is incapable (ui) duv. as in 9°) of sympathizing with our weaknesses,
but one who has been tempted in every respect like ourselves (sc. wpds huds), yet
without sinning. 1'% So let us approack the throme of grace with confidence
(nerd wappyolas, 38), that we may recesve mercy and find grace to kelp us in
the hour of need.

Méyas is a favourite adjective for dpxeepeds in Philo,! but when
the Writer adds, éxovres olv dpxiepéa péyav SreAnivféra Tods
odpavais, he is developing a thought of his own. The greatness
of Jesus as dpxtepeds consists in his 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 ¢%), in
the sacerdotal sense. But it has been already mentioned in 2% 19,
where Jesus the Son of God saves men by his entrance into the
full divine glory. Kpardpev here as in 618 with the genitive

16 uév 8% péyas dpxeepeds (de Somn. i. 38), even of the Logos.
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(6poloyuds, see 31); in Paul it takes the accusative. The writer
now (v.1%) reiterates the truth of 211*; 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. Xupwabfioas is used of Jesus! as in Acta Pauli et Theclae,
17 (bs pévos owerdfnoer mAavopévy xéouyw); see below, on 1084,
Origen (én Matt. xiii. 2) quotes a saying of Jesus: 8t Tovs dofev-
odvras febévowy xal dia rods wewdvras émelvav kai did Tovs Supbvras
&ipov, the first part of which may go back to Mt 817 (adros ras
dofeveias dafev); cp. also Mt 25%L, Philo uses the term even
of the Mosaic law (d¢ spec. leg. 1i. 13, 73 8¢ dmdpuws Exovri ovve
wdfnoe), but here it is more than “to be considerate.” The aid
afforded by Jesus as dpytepevs is far more than official; it is
inspired by fellow-feeling Tais dobeveiars fpdv. * Verius sentiunt
qui simul cum externis aerumnis comprehendunt animi affectus,
quales sunt metus, tristitia, horror mortis, et similes” (Calvin).
These doféveias are the sources of temptation. ‘H odpé daberijs,
as Jesus had said to his disciples, warning them against tempta-
tion. Jesus was tempted xerd wdvra (2171%) xab’ Spoiémra (a
psychological Stoic term ; the phrase occurs in OF. ix. 1202%
and BGU. 10281, in second-century inscriptions) xwpls dpaptias,
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 duaprias
does exclude some temptations. Strictly speaking, xara wdvra is
mod:fied 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 (uévor otk &vrixpus dvadiddorwy, drc & wpds
&\f0eiar dpyiepeds xal uh) Yevddvupos duéroxos duapryudrwv éoriv) that the
ideal highpriest is practically sinless (de Viéctimss, 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.16) mpooepydpeda olv perd wappyoias. Philo (guss rer.
div. haeres, 2) makes wappnoie the reward of a good conscience,
which enables a loyal servant of God to approach him frankly.

1 Of God in 4 Mac §® xard ¢plow Huiv cuumadel vopoberdv 6 Tob krioTys,
but in the weaker sense of consideration. It is curious that 4 Maec., like
Hebrews, uses the word twice, once of God and once of men (cp. 4 Mac 132
ofirws 3% rolyvy xabearnxulas Tiis Ppraderplas cumrabodoys).
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But here (cp. ERE. ii. 786) mappyaia is not freedom of utterance
so much as resolute confidence (cp. on 38). 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 wappyoia 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 (wpocepxdpefa: the verb in the sense of
applying to a court or authority, e.g. in OP. 11198 mpoojAfouer
T kpaviory Bovkyj, BGU. 1022) is 7§ 0pov§ fs ydpivos, for grace
is now enthroned (see 2%¢). For the phrase see Is 168 diopfuwéij-
oerar per’ é\éovs Opdves. 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
oxnyvi} where he was worshipped, an idea which dated from Is
6% and Ps 29 (cp. Mechilta on Ex 15%), though he only alludes
incidentally (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 3%8): &k &orw év 70 xaipd Tovre . . . obde Tdmwos Tob
kaprdoar évdmiov gov kal evpety é\eos. He rather shares Philo’s
feeling (de Exsecrat. 9) that of dvacplomévor can rely upon the
compassionate character of God (évi uév émieelp xal xpnoréryr
7ol wapakalovuévov ovyyvduny mpd Tyuwpias del Tifévros), though
he regards this mercy as conditioned by the sacrifice of Jesus.
The twofold object of the approach is (@) NapBdvewv &\eos, which
is used for the passive of é\ed (which is rare), and (&) xdpww
ebploxew x7), an echo of the LXX phrase (e.g. Gn 6%) evpioxew
Xdptv dvavriov kvpiov (vob feod). In the writer's text (A) of the
LXX, Prov 817 ran oi 8¢ éue {nroivres elprjoovar xdpev! Eis
elkarpor BoWbear recalls rois mepalouévors Bonbdioar in 2'8; it
signifies “for assistance in the hour of need.” Edkaipos means
literally “seasonable,” as in Ps 10427 (Sotvar iy tpodhiy adrois
eUxarpov), ‘‘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 (edkawpor being almost equivalent to év xaipg

! Aristotle argues that xdpes or benevolence must be spontaneous and
disinterested ; also, that its value is enhanced by necessitous circumstances
(8o7w 0% xdpes, 150,0’”")# 6 Ewy Néyera xd‘mv dwovpyety Jeopévy ph dvrl Tuwos,
8’ o T alrg 79 Umoupyolvrs dAN IV éxelvp Ti* peydly 8 & § ogpddpa
Scoudvy, 1} peydhwy xal xakewlv, 4 év xapols rowovrols, §) ubévos § wpdros 4
udhwora, Rhet. ii. 7. 2).
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xpetas, Sir 89).  Philo (de sacrificantibus, 10) shows how God, for all
his greatness, cherishes compassion (A eov xai olcrov AapBdve rdv év
&delars dmopwrdrwv) for needy folk, especially for poor proselytes,
who, in their devotion to him, are rewarded by his help (xapmév
eipdpevol Tijs émi Tov Oedv karaduyis Ty dn adrov Bojfear). But
the best illustration of the phrase is in Aristides, Eis tov Sdpamw
50: o yap &y wds s év mavrl xap@ Bonfov xaker, Sdpam.

How widely even good cursives may be found supgorting a wrong reading
is shown by the evidence for wposepxduefa : 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,
176'), the Attic \eov (E\eos, masc.) is substituted by L and a few minuscules
(Chrys. Theodoret). B om. efipwuer.

He now (511 for the first time begins to explain the qualifi-
cations of the true dpxiepeds.

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

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

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

& Also, it is an office which no one elects to take for himself ; he 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 (3).

§ Similarly Christ was not vassed 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.”
§ Just as elsewhere (év érépy, sc. Tbry) he says,
¢ Thou art a priest for ever, with the vank of Melchizedek.”

He then goes back to (a):

T In the days of his flesh, with bitler cries and tears, he 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
(4¢p Gv=dmd rovrwy &) 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 Righpriest ** with the vank of Melchizedek.”

Nas ydp dpxiepeds (dealing only with Hebrew highpriests,
and only with what is said of them in the LXX) & dvfpdmur
hapBavéperos (Nu 8% AdBe rods Aeveiras éx péoov viaw 'Iopash)
xaflorarar—passive, in the light of 728 (6 vduos yap dvBpdmovs
xafiocrnow dpxiepets Exovras dobéveav) and of the Philonic usage
(e.g. de vit. Mosis, ii. 11, 7§ péAdovre dpxiepet xabioractar). The
middle may indeed be used transitively, as, e.g., in Eurip. Sugpiic.
522 (méAepov 82 Tobrov olx éyd xabiorapar), and is so taken here
by some (eg. Calvin, Kypke). But ra mpds 7ov fedv is an
adverbial accusative as in 217, not the object of xaflorara:c in an
active sense. In Bwpd 7e kol Ouoias, here as in 88 and ¢ the
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writer goes back to the LXX (A) rendering of 1 K 8% (xal 7o
8wpov kai Tas fvoias). The phrase recurs in Ep. Aristeas, 234 (od
Sdpots odde Buaiass), 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 fusias should be
closely connected with dpapnidv (“ ut offerat dona, et sacrificia pro
peccatis,” vg). Instead of writing els 70 mpoopéperv, 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 dpxiepeds is able to deal gently
with the erring People whom he represents, since he shares
their dobéveia, their common infirmity or liability to temptation.
Metpiomadely in v.3 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 (70 8¢ uéoov mwpd Tdv dxpwr éXduevov perpiomaleiy,
De Abrak. 44) ; so Plutarch (Consol ad Apoll. 22) speaks of rijs
xatd ¢uow év rowovrors perpiomafelas. But here it denotes
gentleness and forbearance, the moderation of anger in a person
who is provoked and indignant—as in Plut. de Cokid. ira, 10,
dvaorijoar 8¢ «al ohoar, kai pelcacfar kal xaprepfioar, wpadryrds
éore kal ovyyvdpns xai perpiowafelas. Josephus (Anz. xii. 3. 2)
praises this quality in Vespasian and Titus (uerpiorabyodvrov),
who acted magnanimously and generously towards the unruly
Jews; Dionysius Halicarnassus accuses Marcius (4ns. 8. 529)
of lacking 7o eddidA\Aaxrov kai perpiomalés, émore 8 Spyfis ¢
yévorro. 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 61). The thought of excess here is excessive severity rather
than excessive leniency. The objects of this perpiowadeiv are
Tots dyvooiiaw kal mhavwpévors, f.e., people who sin through yield-
ing to the weaknesses of human nature. For such offenders
alone the piacula of atonement-day (which the writer has in mind)
availed. Those who sinned éxovolus (10%), not drxovoiws, 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 Tois é¢ dyvolas mAavopévois: the People err
through their dyvora. Thus dyvoetv becomes an equivalent for
dpaprdvew (Sir 233 etc.), just as the noun dyvéyua comes to
imply sin (cp. 97 and Jth 5% e uév éorwv dyvinua & 76 Aag Tovre
xal dpaprdvovae els Tov fedv adrdv, with Tebt. Pap. 1244 (118 B.C.)
and g%—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 dvlpes oi Svres &
y dyvwole xai Tff wAdyy Tavry.

(@) Strictly speaking, only such sins could be pardoned (Lv 4% 532,
Nu 1534 Dt 177%) as were unintentional. Wilful sins were not covered by
the ordinary ritual of sacrifice (10%, cp. Nu 12!}).

(6) The term weplkespar only occurs in the LXX in Ep. Jer. 23. 57 and
in 4 Mac 123 (7& decud mepixeluevor), and in both places in its literal sense
(Symm. Is 61%°), as in Ac28”. But Seneca says of the body, * hoc quoque
natura ut quemdam vestem animo circumdedit ¥ (Zpése. 92), and the meta-
phorical sense is as old as Theocritus (23" 14 gelye 8" damd xpds UBpw rds
bpryds wepixeluevos),

The dpyepeds, therefore (v.3), requires to offer sacrifice for
his own sins as well as for those of the People, kafdbs mepi 7ol
Nuol olrw kal wepl €avrol. This twofold sacrifice is recognized
by Philo (de vit. Mosis, ii. 1), who notes that the holder of the
lepwovvy must éri redelos lepois beseech God for blessing
air® Te xai rijs dpxouévors. The regulations for atonement-day
(Lv 16%17) provided that the dpxtepevs sacrificed for himself and
his household as well as for the People (xai mpoodfe *Aapov Tov
pboxov Tov wepl tijs dpaprios adrod kai éfiddoerar wepl alrod xai
o olkov adrod . . . kal wepl mdoys cwaywyis vidy Topai)). 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. Tiv mymjv (in v.4) means position or office, as often, e.g.
érirpomos Aapfdver ravryy Ty Tyujy (f.e. of supervising the house-
hold slaves), Arist. Pol. i. 7, Tipds yop Aéyopev elvas Tas dpxds, 6.
iii. 10, wepl 7@y dpxiepéwy wis T fpfavro kai Tiow eort Tis TS
Tavtys peradapBdvew, Joseph. Anf. xx. 10. 1. AN (sc. Aap-
Bdve) kakodpevos, but takes it when (or, as) he is called. The
terseness of the phrase led to the alteration (C® L) of éAAd into
4\\’ 8 (as in v.5). KaOdowep xal "Aapdv. In Josephus (An2 iii.
8. 1), Moses tells the Israclites, viv & airos 6 feos "Aaplva ris
TpRs ravrys dfiov Expwe xal Todrov Ypyras lepéa,

wepl (before dpapmidv in v.%) has been changed to twep fn C* D* K L etc.
(conforming to 5}). There is no difference in meaning (cp. wepl, Mt 26%=
twep, Mk. and Lk.), for mwepl (see 10% % 18 % 1311} has taken over the sense

of Umep.
Yor xaddowep (k* ABD* 33)inv., w D*K L P ¥ 6. 1288. 1739 read
the more obvious xafdwep (C ? syr"s! Chrys. Cyr. Alex. Procopius : xafds).

In v.5 odx daurdv éBéfacev, while the term 8dfa was specially
applicable to the highpriestly office (cf. 2 Mac 147 30ev depedd-
pevos Ty mpoyovikiy 86éav, Aéyw 83 iy dpxrepwodvyy), the phrase
is quite general, as in the parallel Jn 8. The following yer-
Ofvar is an epexegetic infinitive, which recurs in the Lucan
writings (Lk 184 7, Ac 15'%) and in the earlier Psalter of Solo-
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mon (2%-40 etc.). After 4A\\’ we must supply some words like
adrov éddéacer.

The argument runs thus: We have a great dpxuepeds, Jesus
the Son of God (4%), and it is as he is Son that he carries out
the vocation of dpxiepes. There is something vital, for the
writer’s mind, in the connexion of dpxtepeis 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 r6le of dpxiepeds. This
had been already suggested in 128 where the activities of the
Son include the purification of men from their sins. Here the
second quotation only mentions iepevs, it is true; but the writer
drew no sharp distinction between lepeds and édpyeepeds. In
katd s Tdéw Mehyxioedéx, Tdfis for the writer, as 7% proves
(kara Ty dpodryra Mekxioedéx), 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
Tdéis or succession of Melchizedek priests.

Tdfis in the papyri is often a list or register ; in OP. 1266% (A.D. 98)
év Tdfer means ‘‘in the class” (of people). It had acquired a sacerdotal
nuance, ¢.g. Michel 735" (the regulations of Antiochus 1.), do7is e &»

Vorépw xpbvwe Tdfw NdBy Tavryy, and occasionally denoted a post or office
(e.g. Tebt. P 2975 A.D. 123).

‘0s x7A. Some editors (eg. A. B. Davidson, Liinemann,
Peake, Hollmann) take vv.™10 as a further proof of (4). But
the writer is here casting back to (a), 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. (@) Jesus being xwpis dpaprias did not require to
offer any sacrifices on his own behalf; and (3) the case of
Melchizedek offered no suggestion of suffering as a vital element
in the vocation of an dpytepeis. As for the former point, while
the writer uses wpooevéyxas in speaking of the prayers of Jesus,
this is at most a subconscious echo of wpogdépev in vv.}8 ; there
is no equivalent in Jesus to the sacrifice offered by the OT
dpxuepevs, mepl éavrod . . . wepl dpapridv. The writer starts with
his parallel, for & rols fuépais tijs gapxds adrod corresponds to
mepixeitar doféveay (v.2); but instead of developing the idea of
sympathy in an official (uerptorafeiv Suvduevos k7A.), he passes to
the deeper idea that Jesus qualified himself by a moral discipline

1 As in 2 Mac 9 émsroMy Exovoay Ixernplas rdfww, Ep. Arist. 69,
xpywidos Exovoa Tdfw.
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to be dpxiepeis 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 Sefoes Te xal ixemqplas, a phrase which the writer
may have found in his text (A) of Jb 4023 dejoes kai ixerypias,
but which was classical (e.g. Isokrates, de Pacs, 46, woAhas
ixernplas xai defjoes wowovpevor). ‘Ixernpia had become an equiva-
lent for ixeafa, which is actually the reading here in 1 (Serjoes Te
kel ixagias). The phrase recurs in a Ptolemaic papyrus (Brunet
de Presle et E. Egger's Papyrus Grecs du Musée du Louvre, 27%),
Xaipew oe déd pera Sefoews xai ixerelas, though in a weakened
sense. The addition of perd kpouyiis (here a cry of anguish)
loxupds kai Saxpiwy may be a touch of pathos, due to his own
imagination,! or suggested by the phraseology of the 2z2nd psalm,
which was a messianic prediction for him (cp. above, 212) as for
the early church; the words of v.2in that psalm would hardly
suit (xexkpdfopar Nuépas wpds o0& kai odx eloaxovoy), but phrases
like that of v.8 (mpds o éxéxpafayv kai éodfnoav) and v.2 (& 7o
Kkexpayévas pe mpos atrov émikovoéy 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& © kal ékhavoer” ketrac
&v 7¢ xard Aovkdy ebayyellp év rols ddiopfirois dvriypdoss). 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, ¢.£. in Sohar Exod. fol. §. 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 &nd Tiis edhafeias, the sense of edhaBela in 1228 and of
edAafBeiafas in 117 shows that dwd here means “on account of”
(as is common in Hellenistic Greek), and that dxé ris edAafBelas
must be taken, as the Greek fathers took it, “on account of his
reverent fear of God,” pro sua reverentia (vg), “because he had

1 Like that of Hos 124, where tears are added to the primitive story (Gn
32%) of Jacob’s prayer (évloxvoey perd dyyéhov xal #durdoln® Exhavoay kal
€édexifnody pov). In 2 Mac 11% the Maccabean army uerd é8vpudv xal Saxpbuwr
Ixérevor Tdv xlpiov.



66 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS [v.7,8

God in reverence” (Tyndale; “in honoure,” Coverdale). The
writer is thinking of the moving tradition about Jesus in Geth-
semane, which is now preserved in the synoptic gospels, where
Jesus entreats God to be spared death: *ABBa 6 warip, wivre
duvard oo wapéveyxe T moripiov dar’ éuod rodro (Mk 14%). This
repeated supplication corresponds to the * bitter tears and cries.”
Then Jesus adds, dAN" od 7 éyd 6w, dAA& 7{ ¥. This is his
edAdfea, the godly fear which leaves everything to the will of
God. Such is the discipline which issues in vmaxoy. Compare
Ps. Sol 68 kal xipios elorjkovae mpooeuyy wavros &v PofBy Geob.

(@) The alternative sense of ‘“fear” appears as early as the Old Latin
version {d =exauditus a metu). This meaning of efA\afela (Beza: ‘‘liberatus
ex metu ”’) occurs in Joseph. Anf. xi. 6. 9, eVAaBelas atriy (Esther) dwrordws,
Indeed edhaBela (cp. Anz, 359) and its verb edhaBeirfa are common in this
sense; cp. e.g. 2 Mac 8!8 uh xaramhayfvac Tols deculos undé edhafeiocfar
v . . . mohvmAnlelav: Sir 41% uh ethafol xpiua Savdrov: Wis 178 obroi
xarayéhaorov eVNdfeway évéoour. 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 grayer of Jesus was heard, as that it #eedzd to be heard ” (A. B. Bruce,
p- 186).

(8) Some (e.g. Linden in Siudien und Kritiken, 1860, 753 1., and Blass,
§ 211) take dwd rijs eDhafBelas 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 dnd 7iis edhaSelas
from d¢' & and the necessity of introducing a xal before the latter phrase
point to the artificiality of this construction.

In v.8 kaimep Ov vids (xaimep being used with a participle as
in 7% 12)7) 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 125,
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 vids, which shows that Jesus is Son in a unique
sense ; as applied to Jesus vids means something special. As
divine vids in the sense of 1f, it might have been expected that
he would be exempt from such a discipline. “0s . .. &uaber

. Umwakofv is the main thread of the sentence, but xaiwep &v
vids attaches itself to &uabev xrA. rather than to the preceding
participles wpooevéykas and eloaxovsels (Chrys. Theophyl.).
With a daring stroke the author adds, épafev d¢’ &v Emwabe Ty
dwakoiv. The paronomasia goes back to a common Greek
phrase which is as old as Aeschylus (dgam. 177f.), who de-
scribes Zeus as rov wdfe pdfos Oévra xupluws éxew, 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 ydpis Biaies from the gods.
This moral doctrine, that wdfos brings pdfos, is echoed by
Pindar (Jsthm. i. 40, 6 wovjoats 8& vép kai mpoudfeav Péper) and
other writers, notably by Philo (de wit. Mos. iii. 38, Todrous od
Adyos dAXN’ &pye mabeder maldvres eloovrar T éudv devdes, émei
pabdvres obx éyvwoav: de spec. leg. iii. 6, &' & Tob malbeiv pdby
kt\.: de sommn. ii. 15, § mafov dxpiBis Euabev, omt 700 feov (Gn
50'%) &orw). 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, Drat. 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 dmwaxof) only occurs
once in the LXX, at 2 S 22% (kai trakor] oov émAibwwédv pe, A),
where it translates My. The general idea corresponds to that

of 1059 below, where Jesus 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, érarcivwoer éavrov yevdpevos
Umikoos (s¢. 7§ Oe) péxpe favdiTov, and the conception of the
Ymaxon of Jesus (Ro 518-19) in contrast to the mapaxo} 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 bad 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, Exposilor?, ii. pp. 425, 426). Tekewlels in v.9
recalls and expands the remark of 219, that God *perfected”
Jesus by suffering as rov dpxnydv s cwryplas adrdv, and the
argument of 21718, The writer avoids the technical Stoic terms
mpoxémrew and wpoxom). He prefers redewotv and Tehelwots, 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 4érah. 11) observes that nature, instruction, and practice are the
three things essential xpds TeXeibryra 7ol Biol, ofire yap dibaokakiay Evev
dboews § dokfhoews TeNewwlivar Suvardv olfire piois éxl mépas éorly éNleiv lxar)
8lxa Tol paleiv.

Alrios gwmpias was a common Greek phrase. Thus Philo
speaks of the brazen serpent as airios cwryplas yevdpevos wavrerovs
tois Oeacapévors (de Agric. 22), Aeschines (in Clesiph. 57) has
s pév curnplay T} wéAer Tods feods alriovs yeyeviuevovs, and in
the de Mundo, 3985, the writer declares that it is fitting for God
alriov 7€ yiveolar Tois émi Tis yis cwrnples. Zwmpla alwvios 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 Tols dwaxodousw alrd 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 yiverad), but
proves a source of the acquisition and use of good things for all
who obey him” (wdot Tols vmydos, de Abrak. 45). This refers
to Abraham, but to the incident of Gn 238 not to that of
Melchizedek ; Philo is spiritualizing the idea of the good man as
king, and the dmyxdow are the members of his household under
his authority. The parallel is merely verbal. Here by wdow
Tois (maxodovow adrd the writer means ol moreioarvres (48), but
with a special reference to their loyalty to Christ. Disobedience
to Christ or to God (3!® 4% M) is the practical expression of
disbelief. It is a refusal to take Christ for what he is, as God’s
appointed dpxiepeds. The writer then adds (v.1%) wpooayopeubels
Omd 1ol Ocol dpyxiepeds xatd Ty Tdflw Mehxioedék, in order to
explain how, thus commissioned, he brought the cwrypia 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 mpocayopedn 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 (eg. «
Apion. i. 311). But the Melchizedek type of priesthood is not
discussed till 620 7. The interlude between 51° and 62 is
devoted to a stirring exhortation ; for this interpretation of the
Son as priest is a piece of yvdois 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, 511-14 618 and 6919,

W O this point I (uiv, plural of authorship, as 2%) kave a great deal o say,
which it is hard to make intelligible to you. For (kal ydp=etenim) you have
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grown dull of hearing. W Though by this time yow should be teaching other
people, you still need someone to leack you once more the rudimentary prin.
ciples of the divine revelation. - You ave in need of milk, not of solid food.
'8 ( For anyone whko is fed on milk is unskilled in moral trutk ; ke is a mere
babe. W Whereas solid food ss for the mature, for those who have their
Jaculties trained by exercise to distinguishk 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, * with instruction about ablutions and the laying on of hands,
about the resurrection of the dead and eternal punishment. ® With God's
permission we will take this step,

Mepi of (s.c. on dpxiepels xard myv 7dfw M.) wohds x7A. (v.11).
The entire paragraph (vv.1'14) is full of ideas and terms current
in the ethical and especially the Stoic philosophy of the day.
Thus, to begin with, wolis (sc. ort) 6 Ndyos is a common literary
phrase for “there is much to say”; e.g. Dion. Hal. ad Amm.
1. 3, ToADs yap & wepi avrdv Adyos, and Lysias iz Pancleonem, 11,
daa piv obv adrdle éppijfly, wolds &v e€in por Adyos Senyeiofau.
TIoAvs and duoepurjvevros are separated, as elsewhere adjectives
are (¢.g. 217). For the general sense of Suoeppiiveutos Aéyew, see
Philo, de migrat. Abrak. 18, s 16 pev dAhe pakporépwy %) kard
Tov mapdvra xawpdy delrar Aéywv xai twepferéov, and Dion. Halic.
de Comp. viil, wept &v xai wodds & Adyos xal Babeia % Bewpla.
Avaepmwivevros occurs in an obscure and interpolated passage of
Philo’s de Somniis (i. 32, dAéxrg Tive kai Svoepunreiry Oég), and
Artemidorus (Onesrocr. iil. 67, ol dvepot . . . mowkidot kat woAAois
Svoepmivevrol) uses it of dreams. ‘Ewei «r). (explaining Svoeppi-
vevrod) for the fault lies with you, not with the subject. Nwfpés
only occurs once in the LXX, and not in this sense (Pr 222
dvdpdar vwlpo's, tr. MY/n) ; even in Sir 43 112 it means no more
than slack or backward (as below in 613). It is a common
Greek ethical term for sluggishness, used with the accusative or
the (locative) dative. With dkoyj it denotes dulness. The literal
sense occurs in Heliodorus (v. 10: éyd pév odv yjofouny . . .
rdxa pév wov xal 8 HAwiav vwbpdrepos bv Tiv dxony* véoos yap
Ao Te kal drdv 75 yiipas), and the metaphorical sense of dxoal
is illustrated by Philo’s remark in guss rer. div. haer. 3: & dyixos
dvdpidow, ols dra uiv o, droal & odx dveow.

Why (xai ydp, v.}3), the writer continues, instead of being
teachers you still need a teacher. For xpeia with the article and
infinitive (706 3:3dokew 2 x7A.), cp. the similar use of xpéwv in OP.
1488%. In what follows, rwd, 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 dxphy (Mt 15%) between ydp and éorew : ““he is s/ a mere
babe.” Blass adopts this, for reasons of rhythm.
4 1912 and Origen read (with 462) 8i3doxesbas, and omit Juds.
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is the elementary truths themselves, not what they are, that need
to be taught. Ta oroixeta here means the ABC or elementary
principles (see Burton’s Galatians, pp. 510f.), such as he men-
tions in 62, He defines them further as +fjs dpxfjs Tév Noyiwr
Ocol, where 7o Aoyia feod means not the OT but the divine
revelation in general, so that ra o. 7. dpxfis corresponds to the
Latin phrase “prima elementa.” The words d¢eihorres elvar
3«3doxalo. 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. Enchir. 51,
wotoy odv éri 8ddokadov wpoadokds; . . . ol &re el pepdxiov, dAAG
dvip %0n Téleos. 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 Juds
rabra émoTapévous kai pepelernkdras kai doxobvras Sua Télovs
oldwep éyd, dore xdv d\ovs elxdrws dv dddokore (Cyrop. iii. 3.
35). Similarly we have the remark of Aristophanes in Plato,
Sympos. 189d, éyw olv mwewpdoopar Ipiv eonpyjoacta iy Sivapwy
adrod, dueis 8¢ Tdv dAAwv &iddoxalo. &recfe, and the reply given
by Apollonius of Tyana to a person who asked why he never put
questions to anybody: 3rt pepdxiov by jrmaa, viv 8¢ od xpy
Lyretv dAAG 8i8dokev & efpyxa (Philostratus, Vita Apoll. i. 17).
Seneca tells Lucilius the same truth: * quousque disces P iam et
praecipe (£p. 33%). Thus the phrase here offers no support
whatever to any theories about the readers of Mpés “EBpaiovs
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 yvdots, is trying to shame his friends out of their
imperfect grasp of their religion. That is all. Feyévare xpeiar
éxovres is a rhetorical variant for ypelav éxere, due to the writer’s
fondness for yeyéva. If there is any special meaning in the
larger phrase, it is that detected by Chrysostom, who argues that
the writer chose it deliberately: rovréorw, dueis H0edijoare, Huets
éavrovs €ls TobTo KareoTioare, els Tadryy Tiyv 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

! 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 53 as well as 1 Co 3%, arguing that in
the light of them it must be admitted Huels, 8oy Sowvams, wdvra wpdrrouer
bmép Tob ppovipwy drdpdy yevéolar Tov cUNNOyOr Huldv* Kal Td v uiv pdiora
xald kal feta T6Te ToAuGUEY év Tols wpds TO Kowdy Siakbyois pépewv els uéoor,
87 elwopoduer qurerdv dxpoardr.
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ethical philosophy, as in Epictetus, e.g. ii. 16. 39, o Géres 0
os & wadla dmoyadakmiobijvar kal drreclar Tpodijs aTepewTépas,
and iii. 24. 9, odx dwoyorarriocopuev 0y mwof éavrovs, and parti-
cularly in Philo. A characteristic passage from the latter writer
is the sentence in de agric. 2: éwei 8¢ vymiows pév éore ydAa Tpogj,
re\elois 8¢ 78 éx mwupdv wéupara, xai Yuxis yarakrades pdv 8y
lev 1podal xard TV mwalbuyy Hhuxiay 1o ThHs Eyxkvkdiov povoixijs
wporaidedpara, Téeaas 8¢ kal dvdpdow éumperels al &id ppovijoens
xal cwdpocivys kai dwdoms dperfis vpyyjoes. Our writer adopts
the metaphor, as Paul had done (x Co 3! %), and adds a general
aside (vv.1%-14) in order to enforce his remonstrance, He does
not use the term yvidos, 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, oreped Tpodi. O lp.eréxwv ydhaxros is one
whose only food (peréxev as in 1 Co 107 etc.) is milk; dweipos
is “inexperienced,” and therefore * unskilled,” in Aéyou Bikaro-
odms—an ethical phrase for what moderns would call “ moral
truth,” almost as in Xen. Cyrop. i. 6. 31, dwp Siddokahos rdv
waldwv, 8s édi8aoxey dpa Tols waidas Ty dikatoavvyy kTA., or in M.
Aurelius xi. 10, xii. 1. Thus, while Sikaiootim here is not a
religious term, the phrase means more than (a) “incapable of
talking correctly ¥ (Delitzsch, B. Weiss, von Soden), which is, no
doubt, the mark of a wijmwos, but irrelevant in this connexion ;
or (&) “incapable of understanding normal speech,” such as
grown-up people use (Riggenbach). Tekeiwv 8¢ xrA. (v.14). The
clearest statement of what contemporary ethical teachers meant by
ré\ewos as mature, is (cp. p. 70) in Epict. Enckirid. 51, “how long
(els wolov &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 (8:ddokalov mwpoadoxds), that you may put
off amending yourself till he comes? You are a lad no longer,
you are a full-grown man now (odx &t el pepdaiov, dAAG drip
39y Téheos). . . . Make up your mind, ere it is too late, to live
&s 7éheov kai wpoxdwrovra.” Then he adds, in words that recall
He 12!-: “and when you meet anything stiff or sweet, glorious
or inglorious, remember that »iv 6 dyav xal #dy wdpeor ra
'OAdpmia.” As Pythagoras divided his pupils into wimoe and
ré\etor, 50 our author distinguishes between the immature and
the mature (cp. 1 Co 2% & 7ois releios, 31 vymios). In Bud
&w (vg. “ pro consuetudine ”) he uses &us much as does the writer
of the prologue to Sirach (ixavjy éw mepimomoduevos), for facility
or practice.! It is not an equivalent for mental faculties here,

1 ¢¢Firma quaedam facilitas quae apud Graecos s nominatur” (Quint
Iustit. Oral. 10, 1).
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but for the exercise of our powers. These powers or faculties
are called 7 alofnripua. Awﬂn-n)pcov was a Stoic term for an
organ of the senses, and, like its English equivalent *sense,”
easily acquired an ethical signiﬁcance, as in Jer 41% 7a ala-ﬁnrripm
7ijs kapdlas mov. The phrase yeyvpraopéva alobnyripia may be
illustrated from Galen (de dign. puls. iii. 2, bs p&v -yb.p av n'maem&
Taroy ¢vo-w TE Kac T awenmpzov i’xy yzyu;wa:rp.evov ikavis . . .
obros dv dpioos el -vap,wv Tév évrds vwoxcap.tvwv, and de mmplexu,
il : Ae)\oyw’;uvov pev éorw dvdpos rovs Xoyw'/.l,ovs' obs ch-qka xal
7¢'yvyvao-p.evu v alobnow &v woAAjj T Kkard pépos éumeplp xrd.),
‘ytyvy.vao‘y.eva bemg a perfect participle used predicatively, like
mepurevpér in Lk 138 and yeyvuraopévor 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 éoa Towadra Aoyiouot ovyyeyvpvaouévov wdvv xprile.
Elsewhere (ii. 13) he declares that ignorance of moral distinctions
(dyvoia dyadiv xai kaxdv) is a blindness as serious as any inability
to distinguish black and white. The power of moral discrimina-
tion (wpds Sidxpiaw kakol te kai xaxod) is the mark of maturity,
in contrast to childhood (cp. e.g. Dt 139 7dv madlov véov Soris
oix oldev afjuepov dyaldv %) kaxév). Compare the definition of
76 §6wdy in Sextus Empiricus (Hyp. Pyrrh. iil. 168): Swep dokel
mwepl Ty Sidkpiow TAV Te xaldv kai kaxGv kai ddiadpdpwy KaTa-
yiyvealar.

In spite of Resch’s arguments (7eate u. Untersuchungen, xxx. 3. 1121£),
there is no reason to hear any echo of the well-known saying attributed to

Jesus: ylvecfe 8¢ Séxeuor rpameitrar, Td pév dwodoxipdfovres, 16 §¢ xaldy
KaTéxovres.

Aw—well then (as in 121% 2)—¢mi 73y rededmira Pepdpedn
(6Y). It is a moral duty to grow up, and the duty involves an
effort. The reledrys in question is the mature mental grasp of
the truth about Christ as dpxtepels, a truth which the writer is
disappointed that his friends still find it difficult to understand.
However, dia 7ov xpdvor 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.1¥, 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 reading ¢epduefa. 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 iessons. Come, let us
advance, you and I together.” The underlying thought, which
explains the transition, is revealed in the next paragraph (vv.4f),
where the writer practically tells his readers that they must either
advance or lose their present position of fai:h,! in which latter
case there is no second chance for them. In spite of his un-
qualified censure in 5% he shows, in 6%, that they are really
capable of doing what he summons them to try in 6!, se 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 g% 14, the writer resumes the thought
with which he started in §* ‘““you must make an effort to enter
into this larger appreciation of what Christ means.” “Adevres . ..
$epdpedo is a phrase illustrated by Eurip. Androm. 392-393,
T dpxiyy depels | mpds Ty Tehevry orépav oboav ¢épy: by
ddpévres the writer means “leaving behind,” and by ¢epipefa
“let us advance.,” ‘A¢inyute 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,
dAN’ dpévres, el BovAe, Tov dmoowbyvra ThHs molrelas Adyov éxetvo
axomduev 0 krA., and even independently (cp. Epict. iv. 1. 15, rov
ptv Kaloapa wpos 1 wapov dpdpev, and Theophrastus, procem. depeis
70 wpootpudleadar xal ToAAG mept ToV mwpdyparos Aéyewv). In what
follows, vdv Tijs dpxfis Tob Xpiorol Ndyor is a variant for 7d aroiyeia
iis dpxiis Tdv Aoyiwy rod feod (5'%). Tob Xpiorod is an objective
genitive ; the writer is not thinking of injunctions issued by
Christ (so Harnack, Constitution and Law of the Churck, p. 344).
Blass follows L in reading Aowrdy after Aéyov—needlessly.

The use of the 8epéhiov metaphor after mis dpxfis was natural ;
it occurs in Epictetus (ii. 15. 8, ob §éheis T dpxiv orfioo xkal Tov
fepéhiov) and in Philo (de spec. leg. ii. 13, dpxy Tadrgy BalAd-
pevos Somep fepédy Twa). Indeed the fepériov metaphor is
particularly common in Philo, as, e.g., in the de vita contempl.
476 (éyxpdreay 8¢ domep Tvd Oepédiov mpokaraBadrdpevor Yuxis).
This basis (Gepéhov) of Christian instruction is now described ;
the contents are arranged in three pairs, but, as the middle pair
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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B8BayAv or Bidaxfis. The Oeuéhiov of instruction ccnsists of
peravoias . . . xal wiorews (genitives of quality), while Sdayjr,
which is in apposition to it (“I mean, instruction about”),
controls the other four genitives. Merdvoia and wloris, Bawriopol
and émbéois xewpidv, dvdoracs and xpipe aldmov, are the funda-
mental truths. Merdvoial dnd is like peravoeiv dwd (Ac 8%2), and
wiors éxi Oedv like moredar érl (e.g. Wis 123 lva dralrayérres s
kaxlas moTelowpey éri oé, kipe). These two requirements were
foremost in the programme of the Christian mission. The other
side of repentance is described in 9™ wdog paliov 76 alpe 7od
Xpwrrob . . . kabapiel 1y avvelbnow Hudv dro vexplv pywv els 7o
Aatpeder Oed Ldvri, where the last word indicates that vexpd épya
mean the conduct of those who are outside the real life and
service of God. Practically, therefore, vexpa épya are sins, as the
Greek fathers assumed; the man who wrote 11% (feo? . . .
dpaprias) would hardly have hesitated to call them such. He
has coined this phrase to suggest that such &+ya have no principle
of life in them,? or that they lead to death. The origin of the
phrase has not been explained, though Chrysostom and Qecu-
menius were right in suggesting that the metaphor of ¢4 was
derived from the contamination incurred by touching a corpse
(see Nu 19! 31%). Its exact meaning is less clear. The one
thing that is clear about it is that these &ya 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 21), pagans lay vexpol Tois waparrdpaow kai Tais duaprios.
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 vexpdv, for our author, and
épya vexpd render any Christian wloris or Aarpedew impossible
(cp. Expositor, Jan. 1918, pp. 1-18), because they belong to the
profane, contaminating sphere of the world.

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

1 According to Philo (de Adrak. 2, 3), next to hope, which is the &pxn
perovalas dyaldv, comes % érl duapravouévois perdvoia xal BeAriwows. Only,
he adds (s47d. 4), repentance is second to reheibrys, Howep xal dvboov odparos
0 wpds Uyielav € dolevelas peraBoly . . . 7§ 8" dwd rwos xpévov Behriwas 8oy
dyaddv elpuols Yuxfis éore uh Tols waidirols émiuevolons &AN &dporépois xal
G¥8pds Svrws Ppovhuacy éminrovons ebdior xardoraow [Yuxfs] xal rf gpavrasie
TO¥ KaAGY émTpexovans.

2 Cp. the use of vexpéds in Epict. iii. 23. 28, xal uh» & uh rabra duwor 6
rob Puhoobpov Ndyos, vexpés éori kal adrds xald Mywr. This g;tssgge, indicates

how wexpés could pass from the vivid application to persons ( 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
ddayijs. However, it makes no difference to the sense, which
reading is chosen. Even 8i8axiis depends on feuéhiov as a
qualifying genitive. But the change of 8Wayjv into ddaxis is
much more likely than the reverse process. Audayiv follows
Bawriopdv like xéopos in 1 P 3% (&vddoews iparivv kdopos).
Bawnopol by itself does not mean specifically Christian baptism
either in this epistle (91%) 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 212), 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 718),
but because ancient religions, such as those familiar to the
readers, had all manner of purification rites connected with
water (see on 10%2). 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 () 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 10?2 (Aehovapévor 7 odpa Tdari kafapd). Justin (Apol. i. 62)
regards these lustrations of the cults as devilish caricatures of
real baptism : kai 70 Aovrpdv 83 Tolro dxovoavres ol daluoves . . .
évipynaav xai pavrilev éavrods rods els T lepd adrdv émBalvovras
kai wpoouévar abrols uéAlovras, AoyBis xail kvicas dworelodrras
réheov 8¢ kai Aoveofou émbvras wpiv éNOetv éml 71a lepd, &ba.
dpwvrar, dvepyotor. The émbéos xewpdv which often followed
baptism in primitive days (e.g. Ac 8Vt 19%), 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.
Ixxiv. 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. 4945).

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

The final pair of doctrines is évaordoews vexpiv kal xpipatog
(21418 937) alwviou (as in Ac 24 %), Te is added after dvaa-
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rdoews mechanically (to conform with the preceding e) by 8 A C
K L Lat arm syr"™ Pt just as it is added after Barrwpuav by
harkl. In the rather elliptical style and loose construction of the
whole sentence, * notwithstanding its graceful rhythmical struc-
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.3is not a parenthesis (“I will do this,” f.e. go over
such elementary truths with you, “if God permits,” when I
reach you, 132%); the roiro refers to the advance proposed in v.},
and after woujooper the author adds reverently, ¢ if God permits,”
ddvmep émpémy S Oeds, almost as a contemporary rhetorician
might say in a pious aside : éawv 8¢ o¢ly 70 Sapdviov uds (Dion.
Halicarn. De Admir. Vi dicendi in Dem. 58), or Oebv fuds
dvrarrdvrov dowets T¢ xal 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 (4nz. xx. 11. 2) uses xév 16 Gelov dmirpery.

woujoopev (¢ B K L N 1. 2. 5. 6. 33. 69. 83, 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 rovjowuer by A CD P arm, etc.,
though the latter may have been originally, like gepbuefa in v.}, an ortho-
graphical variant, o and w being frequently confused.

4 For in the case of people who have been once enlightened, who tasted the
keavenly Gift, who participated in the holy Spirit, 8 who tasted the goodness of
God’s word and the powers of the world to come, 8 and then fell away—it is
impossible 1o make them repent afresk, since they crucify the Son of God in
their own persons and hold him up to obloguy. 7 For “‘land” which absorbs
the rain that often falls on it, and bears *‘ plants” that are useful to those for
whom it is tilled, receives a blessing from God ; © whereas, if it (sc. § ¥5) ** pro-
duces thorns and thistles,” it is reprobate and on the verge of being cursed—its
fate is to be burned.

Vv.48 put the reason for reliro worfjooper (v.3), and vv.7 8 give
the reason for éddvator . . . dvaxawilew els perdvorar (vv.tS),
*ABdvarov ydp «7A. (v.%); there are four impossible things in the
epistle : this and the three noted in vv.1® 10* and 11% Tods . ..
aidves (* %) is a long description of people who have been
initiated into Christianity ; then comes the tragic xai meparmeo-
évras.  What makes the latter so fatal is explained in (v.5)
évaoTavpolrras . . . mapadeyparilorras. Logically wdhww dva-
xawilew els perdrvoav ought to come immediately after a3dvator
ydp, 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
(£p. 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
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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 rcaders are in danger of this sin, as indeed he has
hinted already (in 37-4!%), 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
clementary 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.
‘T'his 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 "EBpaiovs.
It was not confined to this writer. That certain persons could
not repent of their sins was, e.5., 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, 1074). ‘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 fn.).”! There
is a partial parallel to this passage in the idea thrown out by
Philo in de agricultura, 28, as he comments upon Gn ¢%:
“Noah began to till the earth.” Evidently, says Philo, this
means that he was merely working at the dpxar of the subject.
"Apxy 8, 6 1év wmaladv Aéyos, fuiov Tod mdvros, bs By Huloe wpos
10 Téhos dearnxvia, oV uy wpooyevouévov xai 16 dpfacbar
moAddkis peydde moddovs éBAayer. His point is that it
is dangerous to stop short in any moral endeavour. But our
author is more rigorous in his outlrok. His warning is modified,
however. (a) It is put in the form of a general statement
1'C. G. Montefiore, in jewish Quarterly Review (1904), p. 225.
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(8) 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.?). 1In the later church
this feature of IIpés ‘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 dwa$
puniodévras, where ¢puricbéras corresponds to Aafev T éwiy-
voow Tis dAnfelas (10%), in the general sense of LXX (eg
Ps 118130 5 Slwots Thy Adywv gov puriel, kai ouveres viyriovs),
f.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. viil. 54, §5). "Awaf is pre-
fixed, in contrast to wd\ew (v.6); once for all men enter Christi-
anity, it is an experience which, like their own death (9%) and
the death of Jesus (9%), can never be repeated. In xaldv yevoa-
pévous Beod pipa (““ 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¢ feds yAuxiv yeboas tov aliva,
dovepds év abrd elpioxerar édv), 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 29% and Jn 29 probably points to the
same meaning (cp., however, Diat 2016-2018), 7.e., practically
as if it were or wrA. (cp. Ps 348 yedoacfe xal idere drv xpnovos
6 xidpros, 1 P 2%), in contrast to the more common construction
with the genitive (v.# 2?). The writer uses genitive and accusa-
tive indifferently, for the sake of literary variety ; and xaAdv here
is the same as xalol in 54 Tlevoapérous krA. recalls the parti-
ality of Philo for this metaphor (e.g. de Abrak. 19; de Somniss,
i. 26), but indeed it is common (cp. e.g. Jos. Ant. iv. 6. 9, draf
10 véov yevoopévov fevkiv opiv dwhjorws alrby évedopeiro)
throughout contemporary Hellenistic Greek as a metaphor for
experiencing.  Probably yevoapévous . . . émoupaviou, perdyous
. . . dylou, and xaldv yeuoapévous aldvos are three rhetorical
expressions for the initial experience described in dwaf dpuwricdéy-
tas. “The heavenly Gift” (rfjs dwpeds mijs drovpaviov) 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 ¢wricBévras is followed by yevoapérous
xtA., as the light-metaphor is followed by the food-metaphor
in Philo’s (de fuga et invent. 25) remarks upon the manna
(Ex 1615 1) : 3 Gela ovvralis alry Ty Sparucyy Yuxiy ¢purile ¢
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xai Opod xai yAvkalver . . . Tobs Swidvras kal wewdvras xalo-
kéyabias épndivovoa. Also, that Surdpers e pé\hovros aldvos! in-
cludes the thrilling experiences mentioned in 2%, The dramatic
turn comes in (v.%) kai wopameodrras. Ilapamimrew is here used
in its most sinister sense ; it corresponds to dwoorijvar (31%), and
indeed both verbs are used in the LXX to translate the same
term Jyp. The usage in Wis 6° (u) wapaméonre) 122 (rods
rapanirroovras) paves the way for this sense of a deliberate
renunciation of the Christian God, which is equivalent to éxovoiws
duaprdvew in 10%. The sin against the holy Spirit, which Jesus
regarded as unpardonable, the mysterious duapria wpds Gdvarov
of 1 Jn 519, 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.

*Abdvator (sc. dori) is now (v.%) taken up in dvaxawilew (for
which Paul prefers the form dvaxawodv), a LXX term (eg. Ps
s11%) which is actually used for the Christian start in life by
Barnabas (6! dvaxawioas Huds é&v 7ff déoe Tdv duapriav), and
naturally of the divine action. NdAw is prefixed for emphasis,
as in Isokr. Areopag. 3, Tiis éfpas Tis wpos rov Baoihéa mdAw
dvaxexawiopéris. .

There have been various, vain efforts to explain the apparent harshness of
the statement. Erasmus took dd¢varov (like d=difficile) as ¢ difficult” ;
Grotius said it was impossible *‘ per legem Mosis’'; others take dvaxawifewr
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 dvaxatwifew, it was probably a Christian &:iddaxalos
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 suggestioq that a second repentance might be produced b&
God when human effort failed. The tenor of passages like 10%®* and 12
tells finally aga‘inst this modification of the language, A similarly ominous
tone is heard in Philo’s comment on Nu 30 in guod deter. pot. insid, 40 :
¢hoouey Sudvowar . . . éxBePAfjofar kal xhpav Oeob, Hris 9 yovds Oelas of
wapedétaro §) wapadefauévn éxovolws abbis éfubhwoe , . . % & dxal dwafevy-
O¢eiva xal ScowxirBeioa ws dowovdos uéxpt Tol wavrds aldvos éxrerbfevrar, els Tov
dpxator olkoy éraveNfeiv ddvraroloa,

The reason why a second repentance is impossible is given
in évaoravpodrras . . . wapadeiypariforras, where dvaoravpotvras
is used instead of oravpoivras, for the sake of assonance (after
dvaxawilewv), but with the same meaning. ’Avaoravpoiv simply
means ‘“to crucify,” as, e.g., in Plato’s Gorgras, 28 (rods atrod émidv

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

NOYZOYPHMAAYN

AMEISTEMEAA

ONTOZAIWNOCKAI,
§.0. Svlduas Te uéd\\Jorros allves,
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maidas re kai ywaika 76 &rxarov dvacravpwby 7 xaramirrwdp);
Thucyd. i 110 (lIvdpws . . . wpodogig Anpbeis dvearavpdby);
Josephus (4. xi. 6. 10, dvacravpioas Tov Mapdoxaiov), etc. The
dva = sursum, not rursum, though the Greek fathers (e.g. Chrys.
71 8¢ dorwv dvaotavpotvras; dvafer wdAw aravpolvras), and several
of the versions (e.g. vg “rursum crucifigentes”), took it in the sense
of re-crucify. ‘Eavrois: it is #kef» 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 (s /ok. xx. 12}, the phrase, ‘‘to be crucified over again”
occurs in a different sense (Zexte u. Unters. xxx. 3, pp. 271-272). Kalé
xbpios adTq elwev* eloépxopas els Ty ‘Pduyy cravpwdijvar. Kal é Hérpos elxer
avrg® Kipie, wdhw oravpoboas; elwey alrg' val, Iérpe, md\w oravpoluac
Origen, quoting this as "Avwfer wéM\w oravpobrfar, holds that such is the
meaning of dvaoravpoiy in He 6°,

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 oravpoiofa: in Gal 614, The
writer adds an equally vivid touch in xai wepadeiyporilorras
(=r7ov vidv feol karamarijoas 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. Napadery-
porilew is used in its Hellenistic sense, which is represented by
rlfévar els mapdderypa in the LXX (Nah 3%). Possibly the term
was already associated with impaling (cp. Nu 25* mapadeypdricor
adrods Kuply),! 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 19).

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, Aoidépnaor Tov
Xpioréy (Mart. Polyk. ix. 3). The language of Mpds 'EPpatovs is echoed in
the saying of Jesus quoted in Apost. Const, vi. 18 : obrol elow mepl dv xal &
KxVpros wikpds kal dworbuws dwephparo Neywy 81t elol Yevdbxpioror xal pevdodie-
ddoxakot, ol Bhacpnuhoavres 7O wvelua 7is xdpiros kai drorrigavres Thy wap
abdrol Swpedr uerd Thy xdpw, ols oix dopebiiverar ofre év 7§ allwi TovTy olire &y
7¢ uéMovri.  In Sir 31% (Bawrifbuevos dwd vexpod xal wdhwv dwrréuevos atrod,
i dpehnoer T¢ Novrpy avrol ;) 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 (¢.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, dmong the Mongols,
pp- 233, 234)-

! In alluding to the gibbeting law of Dt 21%:, Josephus (Bell, Jud, iv.
5. 2) speaks of dvasravpotv.
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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 37 18):
émkardparos 4 yH . . . dxdvBas xal TpyBdrovs dvareler, and also of
the words in Gn 112 xai érjveyxev 5} 7 Bordvyy xdprov, though the
writer uses éxpépewv for dvaré\ew, and prefers rixrew to éxpépewr
(in v.7). Theimage of a plot or field is mentioned by Quintilian
(Instit. Orat, v. 11, 24) as a common instance of the mapaBols:
“ut, si animum dicas excolendum, similitudine utaris terrae quae
neglecta spinas ac dumos, culta fructus creat.” The best Greek
instance is in Euripides (Hecuba, 592 f.: olxoww Sewdy, €l yij pév
xaiy) | Tuxoboa xapod Oedbev €8 ardxvv Ppéper, | xpyory &' duaprotc’
dv xpedv abriy Tuxelv | xaxdv 8{8wot kapmdv kTA.). Muoioa of land,
as, e.g., in Dt 11! yfj . . . é 70D derod Tob olpavol wlerar dwp :
Is 551 etc. As edferos generally takes els with the accusative, it
is possible that rikrousa was meant to go with ékewols. Iewpyeiras,
of land being worked or cultivated, is a common term in the papyri
(e.g. Syll. 429° rd Te xupla e yewpyeiral) as well as in the LXX,

(a) Origen’s homiletical comment ( Phslocalia, xxi. 9) is, & ywbueva dwd Tob
Beot Tepdoria olovel Verds éoriv al 88 wpoaipéoeis al Sidpopor olovel 3 yeyewpyn-
pévn i} éarl Kal §) Auehquévn, wg vy Ppioe bs yi Tvyxdvovsa—an idea similar
to that of Jerome (zractatus de psalmo xcvi., Anecdota Maredsolana, iii. 3. 90 :
“¢ 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, g?), Cp. Marcus Aurelius, v. 7, etxh Abypvalwy: Soov, Soov, & pile
Zeb, xard Tiis dpotpas Tiis 'Adpvalwy xkal réy wedlwy.

MerahapBdve. (= participate in) is not a LXX term, but occurs
in this sense in Wis 18 etc. ; ebhoylas occurs again in 1217 (of Esau
the apostate missing his edAoyia), 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 nirdynoev Kipios (Gn 2727).

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

Commenting on Gn 3! Philo fancifully plays on the derivation of the word
TpiBolos (like ““ trefoil ) : Exaorov §¢ TOY Tadiw TpifbNia elpnkey, éwedh roirrd
dorev, alrd re kal 70 woupTikdy kal 7O ék ToUTwy dworéNecua (leg. alleg. 3®).
He also compares the eradication of evil desires in the soul to a gardener or
farmer burning down weeds (de Agric. 4, wdvr' ékxbyw, ékrend . . . xal ém-
kavow xal Tas plfas abrdv épiis’ dxp. TOV doTdTwy Tis Yis Phoyds purip) ; but
in our epistle, as in Jn 15%, the burning is a final doom, not a process of severe
discipline.
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*ABiepos is used as in 1 Co ¢¥; the moral sense breaks
through, as in the next clause, where the meaning of els xadow
may be illustrated by Dt 2922 and by Philo’s more elaborate
description of the thunderstorm which destroyed Sodom (de Aé7a4.
27); God, he says, showered a blast oy 38aros dAAd mupds upon
the city and its fields, by way of punishment, and everything was
consumed, émel 8¢ 70 &v pavepd kai trép yis Emavra xeTavdlwoey
7 AL, 9Oy xkai Ty Yy abryy &kaue . . . Smép Tob pnd adlbis
moTe xapmov éveykely 7) xAonpopijoar 76 mwapdmwav dovybivar. 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 (=«pinaros alwviov, 62), which he
associates as usual with fire (10%-27 12#), The moral applica-
tion thus impinges on the figurative sketch. The words xardpas
éyyds actually occur in Aristides (Orat. in Rom. 370: 16 ptv
mpoxwpeiy avrols & éBodAovro, durjxavey xai kardpas éyyis).! There
is no thought of mildness in the term éyyds, it being used, as in
818, of imminent doom, which is only a matter of time. Mean-
while there is the éx8oxsj (10%7).

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.”

® Though I say this, beloved, I feel suve you will take the better 3 course
that means salvation. ° God s not unfair ; he will not forget what you have
done, or the love you kave shown for his sake in ministering, as you still do, to
the saints. N It is my hear?s desive that eack of you would prove equally keen
upon realizing your full (whypopoplav, 10%) kope to the very end, 2 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.9) 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.19). The God who blesses a faithful life (v.7) 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: alal, wpds fwap’ Saxpbwy éyyds réde,

2 For some reason the softer linguistic form kpelggova is used here, as at
10™, in preference to xpsiTrova.
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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 dyamqrol 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.4). 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 (Zp 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. z): “I would
rather lack success than lack faith.”

In xai (epexegetic) dxépeva (sc. mpdypara) owrnplas, éxdueva,
thus employed, is a common Greek phrase (cp. eg. Marc.
Aurel. i 6, doa Towadra Tijs ‘EAApvixils dywyijs éxdpeva : Musonius
(ed. Hense), xi., {nreiv waidelas éxdpeva (v./. éxdpevov): Philo, de
Agric. 22, ra 8¢ xapreplas xal cwdpooivys . . . éxdueva) for what
has a bearing upon, or is connected with ; here, for what pertains
to and therefore promotes cwrypia (the opposite of xardpa
and xaiaqs). The reason for this confidence, with which he
seeks to hearten his readers, lies in their good record of practical
service (rob épyov Judv xrA.) which God is far too just to ignore.
After all, they had some fruits as well as roots of Christianity
(v.¥). ’EmMabéocfar is an infinitive of conceived result (Burton’s
Moods and Tenses, 371¢; Blass, § 391. 4), instead of iva c. subj,,
as, ¢.g., in 1 Jn 19, or dore c. infinitive ; cp. Xen. Cyrop. iv. 1. 20,
dikatos el dvrixapifeafarl The text of vob dpyov Spdv xal Tiis
dydwns was soon harmonized with that of 1 Th 1% by the in-
sertion of 7ob xdwov after xal (so D® K L 6g*. 256. 263. 1611*.
2005. 2127 boh Theodoret, etc.). The relative v after dydmns
has been attracted into the genitive §s (as in 9®). One practi-
cal form of this Buakovetv is mentioned in 10% %, Here eis
70 vopa adrod goes closely with Siaxorjoarres x7A., as well ag
with ¢vedeifacle, in the sense of “for his sake.” 1In Pirke Abotk,

? See Dolon’s remark in the Rkesus of Euripides (161, 162): odxolv woveir
puéy xph, wovolvra & 8oy wsOdy Pépecbai.
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218, R, Jose’s saying is quoted, *“Let all thy works be done for
the sake of heaven” (litcrally DY, 7.e. els Svoua, as here and in
Ign. Rom. @3 4 dydmy 70v éxkhnoiby 1dv defapévwv ue els dvopa
"Igoot Xpiorod). Tois dylows, 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 dyamqrol of v.% but again (v.!) in the deep émBupoiper, a
term charged with intense yearning (as Chrysostom says, rarpucijs
¢irooropyias), and in the individualizing éxagvov (cp. 3'2-18). He
is urgent that they should display tiv admv omoudhy with regard
to their Christian é\nis as they display in the sphere of their
Christian dydm. 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 ¢iraderdia
(131), and he is careful to show how it is inspired by the very
devotion to Christ for which he pleads (101%24). M\ypodopta {not
a LXX term) here is less subjective than in 1032, 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.12) a vigorous constancy, without which even
a kindly, unselfish spirit is inadequate. For é8eixvuolar omoudiy
compare Herodian’s remark that the soldiers of Severus in a.D.
193 magav évedelkvuvro mpobupiav kel omwovdiv (ii. 10. 19), Magn.
53% (iii. B.C.), dwddeiéwy mowodpevos Tiis wepl Td péyioTa omovdis,
and Syll. 3424 (i. B.C.) iy peylompy dvdelcvvrar omovdyy els mpv
Ymep Ths marpldos cwryplav. The Greeks used the verb as we use
“display,” in speaking of some inward quality. This ardour
has to be kept up dypr Té\ous (cp. pseudo Musonius, £pp. 1, in
Hercher's Epistolog. Graeci, 401f.: rnpodvras 8¢ fjv éxovor viv
wpdleaw dxp. Télovs Phooodijoar); it is the sustained interest
in essential Christian truth which issues practically in paxpoBupia
(v.13), or in the confident attitude of hope (3% 14),

1 For é\wldos, wiorews is read in W 1867.
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Aristotle, in Rkez. ii. 19. 5, argues that od % dpxh dvvarar yevdobai, xal
70 Téhos: 008y yap ylyveraw 0id &pxerar ylyrvesbai TOv ddwdrwy, 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 ‘l)g begun, it can also be
brought to an end ”’ (Cope).

In v.12 the appeal is rounded off with iva p% vwlpoi yévnobe,
that you may not prove remiss (repeating vwfpol 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),
ppyrai 8¢ «rA.  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 «kai paxpofuulas, a
hendiadys) that characterizes this loyalty. Maxpofupia means
here (as in Ja 57) the tenacity with which faith holds out.
Compare Menander'’s couplet (Kock’s Com. Attic. Fragm. 549),
dvfpumos v pndérore Ty dlvmiav | alrod wapd Oedv, dANL Ty
paxpofvplav, and Test. Jos. 27 péyo ddppaxdy dorw % paxpobuula |
xai moAAd dyafi 8iBwow 4 Smwomor). But this aspect of wiors is
not brought forward till 108, after the discussion of the priest-
hood and sacrifice of Christ. In x\npovopodrrwr Tds émayyellas
the writer implies that hope is invariably sustained by a promise
or promises. He bhas already mentioned 7 érayyedia (41).
KAypovouely ras émayyerlas can hardly mean “get a promise of
something ” ; as the appended 3id wiorews xal paxpobupias sug-
gests, it denotes “ coming into possession of what is promised.”
This is proved by the equivalent éméruxe ijs &mayyekias in v.15,

Taking Abraham as the first or as a typical instance of steadfast
faith in God’s promises, the writer now (vv.13-19) 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.11-13; 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 (511t),

3 For in making a promise to Abrakam God ** swore by kimself” (since he
could swear by none greater), 18 ** I will indeed bless yow and multiply you.”
18 Thus if was (i.c. thanks to the divine Oath) tkat Abrakam by his steadfast-
ness obtained (so 11%%) what he had been promised. 8 For as' men swear by

1 To make the connexion clear, some inferior texts (C D° K L 6. 33. 104.
1610, etc.) add uév,
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a greater than themselves, and as an oath means to them a guaraniee that ends
any dispute, 1 God, in his desire 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 (wapdc\yaiwy, see
on 12°%) 2o seize the kope set before us, ¥ anchoring the soul to it safe and sure,
as it ““enters the snner” Presence ¢ behind the veil”

As usual, he likes to give a biblical proof or illustration
(vv.13 14) 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 Abrakamo (46): **God,
enamoured of this man [#.e, Abraham}, for his faith (wirrev) in him, gives him
in return a pledge (wiorw), guaranteeing by an oath (i & Spkov Sefaiwow)
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 Caini (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 (uaprvpla feol wepl
wpdyuaros dugioBnrovuévov) God giving evidence in a disputed matter ;
whereas e oldéy &dnhov 008¢ dupioSyroduevor, God’s mere word ought to
be enough: & 8¢ Oeds xal Néywv miorés dorw, Gore kal Tods Abyous abrad
BeBabryros Evexa undév Bprxwv Swagépeww. 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 2214 17), adding : ¥ xal 70 Spxg Befaidoar
iy Umboxeswv kal Spky Beowpewei: dpds yap 8r¢ ob xad érépov duvier Beds,
otdév yhp abrob xpeirrov, dAN& kab’ éavrol, 8s éore wdvrwy &pwrres. 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 (&romwov) to speak of God swearing by himself, in order to
bear testimony to himself.! Philo (s57d. 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. I (on Ex 32), it is asked, ** What means 33? 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 thou
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.18) with infin. =é&raro as usual. "Qpuocer. . . .
phv . . . ebhoyfiow.  Both the LXX (Thackeray, pp. 83, 84) and the
papyri (Deissmann, Bible Studies, 205 f.) show that e wiv after
Suvbew in oaths is common as an asseveration; in some cases,
as here, the classical form % p#v, from which e pijy arose by
itacism, is textually possible. The quotation (v.4) is from the
promise made to Abraham after the sacrifice of Isaac (Gn 2218-17);
kot épavrod dpoca . . . € pyy edhoydyv edloyfow o€ xai wAy-

1 This is the point raised in Jn 818



VI. 15-17.] THE OATH OF GOD 8

Givoy TAnBwd 70 oméppa gov. The practical religious value of
God’s promise being thus (v.1%) confirmed is now brought out for
the present generation (vv.l6*—another long sentence). Kard
100 pelfovos, s.e. by God. Which, Philo argues, is irreverent:
doeBets &v vopuoletev ol pdokovres Spvivar kara feov (Leg. Allegor.
iii. 73), since only swearing by the Name of God is permissible (cp.
Dt 61%). 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 52); 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). ‘Arriloylas, dispute or quarrel (the derived
sense in 77 xwpis wdons dvrihoylias, there is no disputing). Els
BeBaiowow only occurs once in the LXX (Lv 25%), but is a
current phrase in the papyri (cp. Deissmann’s Bible Studies,
163 f.) for “ by way of guarantee”; it is opposed to eis dférmow,
and used here as in Wis 61? wpoooyn 8 vépwv Befaiwais ddpbap-
oias, In Philo (see on v.18) it is the oath which is guaranteed ;
here the oath guarantees. The general idea of v.l7 is that of
OGIS. (ii. B.C.), dwws &v els Tov dravra xpdvov dximra xai dperd-
Oera pévme 1d TE TS Tov Oedv Tlua xal Td wpds v "Abjvaiov
¢rdvipoma, Ev ¢ (=388, Theophylact), such being the case.
Nepioodrepor, which goes with &mSBeiéas, is illustrated by what Philo
says in de Abrakamo, 46 (see above): “abundantius quam sine
juramento factum videretur” (Bengel). It is an equivalent
for wepwroorepds, which, indeed, B reads here. ’Emdeifar (cp.
Elephantine-Papyri [1907] 17 (iv. B.c.) érdefdrw 8¢ ‘HpaxAeildys
87 dv dyxalfj Anpnrpiow évavriov dvdplv Tpibv): the verb, which
is only once used of God in the LXX (Is 37% viv 8¢ éxédefa
éepqpioar vy xTA.), means here “to afford proof of.” The
writer uses the general plural, tols kAnpovdpois Tiis émayyeXiag,?
instead of the singular “ Abraham,” since the Promise in its
mystical sense applied to the entire People, who had faith
like that of Abraham. The reference is not specifically to
Isaac and Jacob, although these are called his cuykAnporépor in
11%. In 13 dperd@eror Tiis Bovkfs our author evidently chooses
Bov)ijs for the sake of the assonance with BouNépevos. ‘Aperd-
fetos is a synonym for dxfmros (cp. above on vV 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 BovAijs, it implies final
determination (cp. 3 Mac 35!+ 12); the purpose had a fixed

1 Eusehius once (Dem. iv. 15. 40) omits rfis éwavyyehlas, and once (#6sd.

v. i‘ 21) reads tfjs Pagikelas, either accidentally or with a recollection of
Ja 25,
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character or solidity about it. The verb éuecirevoev (*inter
vened ”) does not occur in the LXX, and is here used intransi-
tively, instead of, as usual (cp. e.g. Dion. Halic. 4nt. ix. 59. 5;
OGIS. 4377 etc.), with some accusative like owbixas. In Jos.
Ant. vii. 8. 5 it is used intransitively, but in the sense of “inter-
ceding” (wegbeis 8 6 'Idafos xai Ty dvdykyv avrod xarowrelpas
éuecirevoe mpds Tov Bacihéa). The oath is almost certainly that
just mentioned. Less probable is the interpretation (Delitzseb,
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, 1104:

dpooev Kipios xai ob perapednficera
SV el iepels els Tov aldva xard Ty Tdfw Melxioédex.

This oath does refer to the priesthood of Jesus, which the writer
is about to re-introduce (in v.2); but it is not a thought which
is brought forward till 7%0- 2. 28 and the second line of the
couplet has been already quoted (5%) without any allusion to the
first,

In v.1® catadedyew and &\wis are connected, but not as in
Wis 14% (Noah =1 é\wis 7ol xéopov émi oxedlas, xaradvyoioa).
Here, as é\nis means what is hoped for, 7e. 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.

(a) Philo (Quaest. in Exod. 22%) ascribes the survival and success of the
Israelites in Egypt & thv éxl rdv cwrfpa Gedv xaragpuvyiv, s & dwépwr xal
dunxdvwy émméupas Tiv edepyériv Stvauww épploaro Tods lkéras. (B) Tév is
inserted in v.18 before Oedv (by x* A C P 33. 1245. 1739. 1827. 2005 Ath.
Chrys. ), probably to harmonize with ¢ eés in v.7 (where 1912 omits 4). But
Oedv (‘‘one who is God ”) is quite apposite.

NapdkAnow goes with kparfioar (aor. == “seize,” rather than
“hold fast to,” like xparév in 41¢), and ol kataduydrres stands by
itself, though there is no need to conjecture ol karé ¢vyny Gvres=
in our flight (so J. J. Reiske, etc.). Is not eternal life, Philo
asks, 5 wpds 10 bv xaradvyq (de fuga, 15)? In vis wpoxeipdins
&\xnidos, mpokeiuévys must have the same sense as in 122; the
colloquial sense of *aforesaid,” which is common in the papyri
(eg. OP. 1275% els mjv mpoxypévy xdpny), would be flat.
*Acdali 7€ xoi BeBaiav 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. nof. 1061¢, xalror wica xardApyns & 76
a0 xai pmjun 70 dopalis Exovoa kai BéBaiov xTA. : Sextus Empir.
ady. log. ii. 374, & 75 Vmordéuevov 3 imworiferar BéBaiov éomi
xal doparés: and Philo, guis rer. div. 62, kardAydis dodalys «ai
BeBala. The dyxvpa 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 :
Bowep yap % &yxvpa éaprnleiva rob wholov, ok dpincer adrd wepipépesba,
k8 pvplae wapacalebwor dvepor, dNN' éfaprnbeiva édpaiov woiel* ofrw xal %
éwis. The anchor of hope was a fairly common metaphor in the later Greek
ethic (¢.g. Heliod. vii. 25, 7doa é\xidos &yxvpa wavrolws dvésracras, and Epict,
Fragm. (30) 89, oire vaiv ét dvds dykuplov oire Blov éx wids éNridos dppioréov),
but our author may have taken the religious application from Philo, who
writes (de Somniis, i. 39),} o0 xph xarewryxévar Tdv éAwidi Oelas cvppaylias
épopuoivra (lies moored to), He does not use it as a metaphor for stability,
however, like most of the Greeks from Euripides (¢.g. Helena, 277, &yxvpa
8 # pov rds TUxas &xer wévn) and Aristophanes (e.g. Knights, 1244, Newri
Tis éAwls dor é¢ s Sxoluefa) onwards, as, e.g., in the most famous use of the
anchor-metaphor,3 that by Pythagoras (Stob. Zclog. 3: whobros dofevis
&yxvpa, 86fa Erv dolfevestépa . . . Tives oby dyxvpar Swvaral; ¢Ppbvyas,
peyalopuxia, dvdpla® Tavtas odfels xeudy oalele).

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 be has described the vital functions of Jesus as
iepevs (6%°1), For at last he has reached what he regards as the
cardinal theme of his homily. The first paragraph (71%), which
is one long sentence in Greek, applies and expands els Tév aldva,
the first note of Melchizedek’s priesthood being that it is per-
petual, thus typifying the priesthood of Jesus. The next is (7419),
that it is prior and superior to the levitical priesthood ; this is

1 The comparison between hope and a voyage in de Aébrakamo, g, is
different : & 3¢ ewifwr, &s adrd Inhol Tolvoua, éNNimrhs, édiéuevos uév del rob
xahoD, uhww & épixéodas rovrov 3eduwnuévos, AN doikws Tols wAéovaww, ol
awetdorres els Mpévas xaralpew Oalarredovawr évopuloacbar ut duvduevor.
This is nearer to the thought of Ro 832,

2 For the anchor as a symbol on tombs, pagan and Christian, see Le
Blant's nscy. Chrét. de Gaule, ii. 158, 312. Contrast with He 6' 19 the
bitter melancholy of the epitaph in the Greek Anthology (ix. 49): éxls kal
av, Toxn, péya xalpere: o9 Neuéd elpor | 008y éuol X' Ouiv- malfere Tovs
per’ éué,

$ A similar mixture of metaphor in Ep. Aristeas, 230 (o¢ uér od Suvaréy
dore xraloac, wao yap xdpiras Eowapxas al SAaordvovewv edvoav, 4 Td uéyioro
Taw §xhwr karwylouwra wephaufdver Thy peyloTyy dogdlewar), and Philo, o'
prasmiss, 2 (ratrys & & wobrae awbpos éorly éhwls, 4 wyyh Tov Slww).
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implied in the former claim, but the writer works it out fancifully
from the allusion to tithes, '

2 There (8wov for the classical dwoi) Jesus entered for us in advance, when
he became highpriest  for cver with the rvank of Melchivedek.” 1 For
¢ Melchizedek, the king of Salem, a priest of the Most High God,” who *‘ met
Abrakam on his return from the slaughter of the kings and blessed him”. -
2who had ‘* a tenth part (Sexdrnw, sc. polpav) of everything ” assigned him by
Abraham—this Melchizedek is (sc. &v) primarily a ** king of righteousnes.”
(that is the meaning of his name); then, besides that, ‘‘ king of Salem”
(which means, king of peace). 3 He has neither father nor mother nor gene-
alogy, neither a beginning to his 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 141%#. In 6¥0-73
the writer starts from the idea that Jesus is dpxiepeds els Tov
aidva kard iy Tdéwv Mehxiredén, and shows how the Melchizedek
priesthood was eis 7ov aldva, 7. explaining Ps 110t from Gn
1415,  Eleq\dev in 6% is explained later, in 91 MpéBpopos
recalls dpxmyds (219), with its suggestion of pioneering. The
term is only used in the LXX of the days &apos, wpddpopot
arapvrijs (Nu 1322), or of early fruit (ds wpédpopos oixoy, Is 284);
the present sense occurs, however, in Wis 128, where wasps or
hornets are called the wpéSpopor 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.” Vv18
in ch. 7 are another of the writer’s long sentences: odtos  Me\-
xtoedéx . . . péver iepeds els T Biyvexés is the central thought,
but the subject is overloaded with quotations and comments,
including a long uév . . . 8¢ clause. The length of the sentence
and the difficulty of applying péver lepeds els 16 Suprexés to
Melchizedek have led some editors to make fesus the subject of
the sentence : olros (Jesus) yap (8 MeAyioedéx . . . 73 vig feod)
péve lepeds els Tov aldve. But the ofiros, as v.¢ shows, is
Melchizedek, and the theory is wrecked upon v.8, for it is quite
impossible to take &et «rA. as “in the upper sanctuary (se. dorwv)
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 8 ouvavricas xtA. The story implies this, but
does not say it. It was the king of Sodom who éfjr0er eis
owdvrow abTd perd 76 Vroarpéfar abrév amd Ths xomis, 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 & evvavmiocas (C* L P). The variant
8s ovvarrioas (k ABC3 D K W 33. 436. 794. 1831. 1837. 1912), which
makes a pointless anacolouthon, was due to the accidental reduplication of C



viL 1, 2.] MELCHIZEDEK o1

(OCCYN for OCYN), though attempts have been made to justify this
reading by assuming an anacolouthon in the sentence, or a parenthesis in
8s . . . "ABpadpu, or carelessness on the part of the writer who began with a
relative and forgot to carry on the proper construction. Some curious
homiletic expansions have crept into the text of vv.1-3. After Baci\éwr two
late minuscules (456, 460) read 8r¢ édlwker Tods dANoghous kal éfelharo Adr
perd wdons alxparweias, and after adrév, D* vt 330. 440. 823 put xal (ABpadnu)
ebhoynobels im avrob. The latter is another (cp. 11%) of the glosses which
were thrown up by the Latin versions.

In v.2 dpépioev is substituted for the &wrev of the LXX (which
reappears in v.4), 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 (Fragments of Philo, ed. J. Rendel Harris, p. 72): t& yap
700 woAéuov dpiorela ddwor TG iepel xal Tas Ths vikys dmapyds.
iepomrpemeardTy 8¢ Kkai dywwrdry waodv drapxdv 7 Sexdtn S TO
mavréleov elvar Tov dpilBudy, 4 ob xal 7ois lepedor xal vewkdpors
al Sexdrar mwpoordfe vopov xapmiv kal Opeppdrov dmodidovrar,
dpéavros rijs dmapxiis "Afpadu, 8s xal Tob yévovs dpxnyérys éoriv.
Or again in de congressu, 17, where he describes the same incident
as Abraham offering God rés 8exdras xapioripia Ths 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, dwjvrnoe 8 adr@ 6 7&v Zodourdv Bagiheds els
réxwov Twvd 8y kalobot Iedlor Bagihikbv: Evba & 7iis Tohvud wéhews drodéyerar
Baoieds alrdy Mehxwedéxns. onuaiver 8¢ Tobro Baoiheds Sixatos® xal #v 8¢
Totolros dpoNoyouuévws, Ws St TavTyy alrdy Thy alrlav xkal lepéa ywéobar Tob
Beod. Thy uévror Souud torepoy ekdherav ‘lepocdhvua. éxophynoe 8¢ odros &
Mehytoedéxns ¢ "ABpduov orpary Eévia xal woA\iy depboviar TGv émirydelwy
wapéoxe, kal waps Thy ebwxlay atrdv T éwawveiv fipfaTo xal Tdv fedv edNoyelv
troxewplovs abry wovfoavre Tods éxbpovs. 'ABpduov 5¢ S3évros kal riw SexdTyy
r5is Aelas adr@, wpoodéxerar Tiv dbow xrh. In the later Judaism, however,
more interest was taken in Melchizedek (cp. M. Friedlinder in Revue des
Etudes [/uz'w:, v. pp. 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‘pposed to have been degraded
because he (Gn 14'%) mentioned the name of Abraham before that of God!
This, as Bacher conjectures, represented a protest against the Christian view
of Melchizedek (4gada der Tannaitess3, i. p. 259). It denotes the influence
of Ipds ‘Efpalovs. Philo, as we might expect, had already made more of the
episode than Josephus, 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. 28, 26
he points out () that Mehxioedéx Bagidéa Te Tis elphyns—Zaripu Tobro ydp
épunveterar—xal lepéa éavrol wemolnker®  Beds (in Gn 14%), and allegorizes the
reference into a panegyric upon the peaceful, persuasive influence of the really
royal mind. He then (4) does the same with the sacerdotal reference. 'ANN

1 The same sort of perfect as recurs in Iipds ‘Epalovs (e.£. 7% and 11%),
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0 pév Mehyioedéx dvrl Bdaros olvoy mpospepérw xal worilérw xal dxpariféruw
yuxds, o kardoyerol yévwrrar Geig uéby vnpalewrépg viyews alris. - lepeis
ydp éari Néyos xAfjpov Exwy Tdv 8vra kal UyYnAds Tepl airot xal vmepbyxws xal
peyahomperis Noyifdpevos” Tobl ydp dylorou éarly lepevs, quoting Gn 14% and
hastening to add, oly 87t éori 7is &N\Nos oly Uyroros. 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 vwv.-2 the only points in the original tale which are
specially noted are (2) that his name means Bagi\eds Sixarooivys ;
(#) that ZaMjp, his capital, means elpfvy ; and () inferentially that
this primitive ideal priest was also a king. Yet none of thesc
is developed. Thus, the writer has no interest in identifying
Saljp.  All that matters is its meaning. He quotes iepeds Tot
Oeob ol Sifiorov, but it is iepeis alone that interests him. The
fact about the tithes (§ xal Sexdmv dmd wdvrwr épépioer "ABpudp)
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.3). Awawoodim 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 elpjvy,
as Philo does, though the traditional association of dikatootvy kai
elpryy with the messianic reign may have been in his mind. In
the alliteration (v.8) of émdrwp, dpfirwp, dyeveakéynros, the third
term is apparently coined by himself; it does not mean “of no
pedigree,” nor ‘“without successors,” but simply (cp. v.8) “de-
void of any genealogy.” Having no beginning (since none is
mentioned), M. has no end. ‘Awdrwp and dpfrwp are boldly
lifted from their pagan associations. 1In 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 110% 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 4! 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 &:& wdays mis vopofeaias,
suggesting that domep % pepvfevpéry SxvAra, kaxov dfdvarov éorw
dppooivy. Again (de Ebriet. 14) elwe ydp wob Tis *“ kal yap dAnfés
3B} pov éotww dx watpds, "adX’ otk dk pyrpés” (Gn 2013)—
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Abraham’s evasive description of Sarah—is most significant ; she
liad no mother, fe. she had no connexion with the material
world of the senses.

'Awdrwp and dufrwp were applied to (a) waifs, whose parents were un-
known ; or {4) to illegitimate children ; or (¢) to people of low origin ; or ()
1o deities who were supposed to have been born, like Athené and Hephaestus,
from only one sex. Lactantius (dZusn. snstit. i. 7) quotes the Delphic oracle,
which described Apollo as dufrwp, and insists that such terms refer only to
God (ébéd. iv, 13). *“As God the Father, the origin and source of things,
is without parentage, he is most accurately called dwdrwp 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 drdrwp
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 1104 among
other passages, but he ignores the deduction from the Melchizedek of Gn 14 ;
indeetf he gives a rival derivation of Jerusalem as if from lepdy Zohopdw.
Theodoret, who (Dsal. ii.) explains that the incarnate Son was dusjrwp, with
respect to his divine nature, and dyeveakéynros in fulfilment of Is 538, faces
the difficulty of Melchizedek with characteristic frankness. Melchizedek, he
explains, is described as dwdrwp, dwirwp, simply because scripture does not
record his parentage or lineage. El dA10ds dwdrwp #iv kal duirewp, obx dv v
elkdw, GAN d\jfeia. 'Emedd 3¢ o0 ptoe Tadr Exer, dANL xard THY THs Belas
I'pagis olxovoulav, delkvvor Tis d\nbelas Tov Témov. In his commentary he
explains that uéves lepels els 78 duqvexés means Ty lepwotvyw od wapémeuyer els
raidas, xabdrep’Aapdy xal "Ehedfap xal Puveés.

‘Apwpowwpévos in v.3 means “resembling,” as, eg., in Ep.
Jerem.™ vexpé ppupéve & oxére dpupolwvrar ol feol atriv, though
it might even be taken as a strict passive, “ made to resemble”
(f.e. in scripture), the Son of God being understood to be eternal.
Eis 70 Suqveés is a classical equivalent for eis vév aidva, 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 * Abraham paid”
Aim **a tenth” of the spoils. ® Those sons of Levi, who receive the priestly
office, are indeed ordered by law to tithe the people (that is, their brothers),
although the latter are descended from Abrakam ; 8 but he who had no
levitical (é abriv=éx TOv viQv Acvel) gencalogy 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 §s mortal men in the
one case who recesve tithes, while in the other it is one of whom the witness is
that ¢ ke lives.” ® In fact, we might almost say that even Levi the recesver
of tithes paid tithes through Abrakam ; ¥° for he was still in the loins of his
Jather when Melchizedek met him.

11n iv. 25 he says that *‘as God was the Father of his spirit without &
mother, so a virgin was the mother of his body without a father.”
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Ocwpeite (v.) is an oratorical imperative as in 4 Mac 141
(Qewpeire 8¢ wis modvmAoxds dorw 1) ris Plorexvias oropyr));
mqhikos is a rare word, often used for #Aixos after vowels, though
not in Zec 28 (rob i8etv mphikor 76 wAdros adrijs éorwv), where alone
it occurs in the LXX, The ofros (om. D* 67** 1739 Blass)
repeats the odros of v.I. We have now a triple proof of the
inferiority of the levitical priesthood to Melchizedek. (@) Mel-
chizedek, though not in levitical orders, took tithes from and
gave a blessing to Abraham himself (vv.47); (&) 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). Ta éxpobivia (v.4), which this alone of NT
writers has occasion to use, explains the wdyra of v.2; it is one
of the classical terms for which he went outside the LXX.
‘0 watpidpxys is thrown to the end of the sentence for emphasis.
In v.® leparelav is chosen instead of lepwovvyv for the sake of
assonance with Aevel. The LXX does not distinguish them
sharply. The general statement about tithing, kard Tdv vépor
(the évrodsj of Nu 1820 21), is intended to throw the spontaneous
action of Abraham into relief; dmodexavoiv of *tithing” persons
occurs in 1 S 8% but usually means “to pay tithes,” like the
more common dexavolv (v.%), the classical form being Sexaredeir.
In v.% the perfect edhoyixe is like the Philonic perfect (see above).
In describing the incident (de Adbrakamo, 40), Philo lays stress
upon the fact that é uéyas lepeds 709 peyiorov Geod offered émwixia
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 Ago/. 28,
for the characteristic perfect in Hebrews, describing what stands written in
Scripture,” holding that *“8coi év Tpolg Terehevrixac: (as is written in the
Athenians’ Bible) is exactly like He 7% 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 (f\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.14, the contrast between the levitical
priests who die off and Melchizedek whose record (pnaprupovpevos
in scripture, cp. 115) is “he lives” (uire {wijs édos . . . péve
els 70 dupexés). Finally (vv.® 19), he ventures (ds &mos elmeiv, 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 8¢ *ABpadp (genitive) to a position of respectful
deference towards the prince-priest of Salem. In v.5 xalmep
d\vbéras & Tiis dodios 'ABpadp (the Semitic expression for
descendants, chosen here in view of what he was going to say in
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v.10 4y 7fi doddi 106 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 !

(4) In v.% ¢ forte legendum, 8 82 ui yeveahoyotpevos aldrdv dedexdrwre Tov
’ABpadp, ipsum Abrahamam” (Bentley). But é adrdv explains itself, and
the stress which aérér would convey is already brought out by the emphatic

sitior of "ASpadu, and by the comment xal 7é» Exorra xkrA.  (8) In v.* kal
1s inser.ed after ¢, in conformity with v.3, by x A C D K L P syr®® arm,
etc. For &wodexatoiy in v.® the termination (cp. Thackeray, 244) dwodexa-
roiv is read by B D (as xarackywolv in Mt 13%). In v.® the more common
(11%) aorist, ebAéymoe, is read by A C P 6. 104. 242. 263. 326. 383. 1288,
1739. 2004. 2143, Chrys. for etAéynxe.

He now (vv.11L) turns to prove his point further, by glancing
at the text from the 11oth 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,

N Further, if the levitical priesthood had been the means of reacking per-
fection (for it was on the basis of that priesthood that the Law was enacted for
the Pesple), why was it still necessary for another sort of priest to emerge
*“with the rank of Melchizedek,” instead of simply with the rank of Aaron
(12 for whem ¢he priesthood @5 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
connexson with that tribe. ® This becomes all the more plain when (el=éxwel)
another priest emerges *‘ resembling Melckivedek,” % one who has become a
priest by the power of an indissoluble (dxaralirov, i.e. by death) Life and
not by the Law of an external command ; 11 for the witness 10 him is,

““ Thowu art priest for ever, with the vank of Melckizedek.”
18 4 previous command is set aside on account of its weakness and uselessness
B (for the Law made nothing perfect), and there is introduced a betier Hope,
by means of whick we can draw near fo God,

El pév obv (without any &8¢ to follow, as in 8%) 7ehelwoig
(* perfection ” in the sense of a perfectly adequate relation to
God ; see v.19) 8ud 1iis Aeverrikfis lepwoldims xrA.  Aevaricis is a
rare word, found in Philo (de fuga, % Aevrucy udvy), but never in
the LXX except in the title of Leviticus ; iepwodyy does occur in
the LXX, and is not distinguishable from ieparela (v.5). In the
parenthetical remark & Nads ydp &' abriis vevopobémrar, airis
was changed into abdriy (6. 242. 330. 378. 383. 440, 462. 467.
489. 491. 999. 1610. 1836 Theophyl.), or airff (K L 326. 1288,
etc. Chrys.) after 8% (where again we have this curious passive),
and vevopoBerfirar altered into the pluperfect é&evopobéryro
(K L, etc.). The less obvious genitive (cp. Ex. 3437 &xl yip
r6v Abywy Tovrwy réfepar ool Subijkyy kai 7@ ‘lopay)) &n’ abris
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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 éxi and mepl have a similar force with this genitive, but the
incorrect dative correctly explains the genitive. The Mosaic
vduos could not be worked for the Xads without a priesthood, to
deal with the offences incurred. The idea of the writer always
is that a vdpos or amom depends for its validity and effective-
ness upon the iepeds 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. As a change
in that involves a change in the »duos (v.12), the meaning of the
parenthesis in v.11 must be that the priesthood was the basis for the
vduos, though, no doubt, the writer has put his points in vv.11.13
somewhat intricately ; this parenthetical remark would have been
better placed after the other in v.13, as indeed van d. Sande
Bakhuyzen proposes. Three times over (cp. v.1?) 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 vdpuos is antiquated for Christians reaches the same end
as Paul does by his dialectic, but by a very different route.
’Artoracfas (=appear onthe scene, as v.1%) and Néyeoba refer to
Ps 110% which is regarded as marking a new departure, with
far-reaching effects, involving (v.1?) an alteration of the répos as
well as of the {epwoidry. In kat of . . . Néyeoba the o negatives
the infinitive as ps usually does; "Aapdy, like Kavd (Jn 213), has
become indeclinable, though Josephus still employs the ordinary
genitive *Aapivos. In v.!? perdBeots, which is not a LXX term,
though it occurs in 2 Mac 11%, is practically equivalent here
{cp. 12%) to dOémms in v.18, A close parallel occurs in de
Mundo, 6, vo,aos pév yap fuiv lookhams & Oeos, oldepiay txidexé-
Jrevos smpomm ) perdfeaw, and a similar phrase is employed by
Josephus to describe the arbltrary transference of the hlghprlest-
hood (Ant xu 97 tmwd Avolov weoleis, perabetvar ™y Tepy o
Tavrys s oikias els Irepov).

We now (vv.lﬂf-) get an account of what was meant by oé
xatd Thy Tdfw ‘Aapdr or érepos (“another,” in the sense of “a
different”) tepeds in v.11; Jesus, this iepeds kard v rdfw Melxioe-
8éx, came from the non- sacerdotal tribe of Judah, not from that
of Levi. ’E¢’ 8v is another instance of the extension of this
metaphorical use of éx{ from the Attic dative to the accusative.
The perfect peréoxmrev may be used in an aoristic sense, like
éoxna, or simply for the sake of assonance with wpoaéo-x-qxcv,
and it means no more than peréoxer in 214; mdeed peréoxev is
resd here by P 489. 623*. 1912 arm, as wpocéoxer is (by A C
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33. 1288) for mpooéoyyxev. The conjecture of Erasmus, mpogéo-
Tyxev, is ingenious, but wpoogéxew in the sense of “attend ” is
quite classical. The rule referred to in els fiv duhiy (¢ s PuAis,
arm ?), Z.e. & PvAis els 7w (as Lk 10%0) «rA. is noted in Josephus,
Ant. xx. 10. 1, métpidy éore pndéva Tod Oeod Ty dpxrepwolvyy
AapBdvew f) Tov ¢ aipatos Tob "Aapdvos. No tribe except Levi
supplied priests. (Mpédyhov in v.14 is not a LXX term, but
occurs in this sense in 2 Mac 37 (8 &v wpddydov &ylvero) and
14%, as well as in Judith 8%.) In Zest. Levs 81 it is predicted
(cp. Introd. p. xlviii} that Bacikels & T0d "lovda dvasriocerar xai
movjoes leparciay véav: but this is a purely verbal parallel, the
Baagiheds is Hyrcanus and the reference is to the Maccabean
priest-kings who succeed the Aaronic priesthood. ’‘Avaré\\ew is
a synonym for dvioracfas (v.18), as in Nu 247, though it is just
possible that dvaréracev is a subtle allusion to the messianic
title of "Avaroly in Zec 61%; in commenting on that verse Philo
observes (de confus. ling. 14): volvov ptv yap wpeoBiraroy vitw &
1ér SAov dvéreke mamjp. (For iepéwy the abstract equivalent
lepwatvys, from v.13, is substituted by D° K L.) The title
& xdpros Apdv is one of the links between the vocabulary of this
epistle and that of the pastorals (x Ti 114, 2 Ti 15). As the
result of all this, what is it that becomes (v.3¥) wepiaaérepor
(for wepuradrepws) xardSylor?! The provisional character of the
levitical priesthood, or the perdfecis véuov?  Probably the
Iatter, though the writer would not have distinguished the one
from the other. In v.1% xard Py Spobryra linguistically has the
same sense as dpwpodpevos (v.5). In v.1® gapkivys (for which
aapxuxiis is substituted by C°D K ¥ 104. 326. 1175, etc.) hints at
the contrast which is to be worked out later (in g!'}*) between
the external and the inward or spiritual, the sacerdotal &wrold
being dismissed as merely capxivy, since it laid down physical
descent as a requisite for office. Hereditary succession is
opposed to the inherent personality of the Son (=g¢4). The dis-
tinction between oaprixés (=fleshly, with the nature and qualities
of adpf) and odpxwos (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 -ixos, and vice versa. In v.17
paprupeitar (Cp. paprvpovpevos, v.8) is altered to the active (101)
paprvpel by C D K L 256. 326. 436. 1175. 1837. 2127 syr'™ vg
arm Chrys.

The perdfeors of v.12 is now explained negatively (40émous)
and positively (éreioayoyd) in vv.12 9, *ABémous (one of his juristic
metaphors, cp. 9%) yiveras (f.e. by the promulgation of Ps 110%)
npoayobans (cp. ZM 4. iii. 247, v wpodyovra Yaiopara : wpodyew is

1 Kard3nhov is the classical intensive form of 3fAor, used here for the sake
of assonance with the following xard.
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not used by the LXX in this sense of *fore-going ") évrolfjs (v.16)
8.6 1 aitis (unemphatic) dobevés xal dvadelés (alliteration).
"Avwdelds is 2 word common in such connexions, e.g. Zp. Arist.
253, Smep dvogelds xal dAyewdy éorw : Polyb. xil. 259 d{pAov xai
dvogerdés. The uselessness of the Law lay in its failure to secure
an adequate forgiveness of sins, without which a real access or
fellowship (¢yyifew 7§ 0ed) was impossible ; olBév Erehelwaey, it led
to no absolute order of communion between men and God, no
rehelwors.  The positive contrast (v.19) is introduced by the strik-
ing compound éresaywys (with yiveras), a term used by Josephus
for the replacing of Vashti by Esther (4## xi. 6. 2, oBévvofa yip
70 wpds T wporijpay BildaTopyor érépas émeTaywyi, kal 70 wpds éxei-
v ebvoww dmoomduevoy kard pikpdv yiyveabar s cvvolors) ; there
is no force here in the ére, as if it meant “ fresh” or *further.”
The new é\nls is xpeivrwv by its effectiveness (6'8) ; it accomplishes
what the vépos and its iepwaivy had failed to realize for men, viz.
a direct and lasting access to God. In what follows the writer
ceases to use the term é\wis, and concentrates upon the dyyifew
7§ 0ed, since the essence of the éAxis lies in the priesthood and
sacrifice of Jesus the Son. With this allusion to the «peirrov éAmis,
he really resumes the thought of 681?; but he has another
word to say upon the superiority of the Melchizedek priest, and
in this connexion he recalls another ocath 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.20-3%), enabling him to do for men what the levitical
priests one after another failed to accomplish (vv.2825),

0 A better Hope, because it was not promised apart from anoath. Previous
priests (ol pév=levitical priests) decame priests apart from any oath, 3 but
he has an oatk from Him who said to kim,

 The Lord has sworn, and ke will not change kis mind,

thou art a priest for ever.,”
B And this makes Jesus surety for a superior covenant. = Also, while they (ol
pév) became priests in large numbers, since death prevents them from continuing
0 serve, ¥ he holds kis 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 living to intercede on their behalf.

The long sentence (vv.29-22) closes with ’Inoods in an emphatic
position. After xai ka8’ 3oov ob xwpls dprapooias, which connect
(sc. Tobro yiverar) with éreicaywyy) kpeirrovos éAmidos, there is a long
explanatory parenthesis oi pév yap . . . eis 1dv aldva, exactly in
the literary style of Philo (e.g. guis rer. div. 17, ¢é¢’ Soov yap olpa
kTA.—vods pév yip . . . alofpois—iéwi Tooobrov «kTA.). In v.
dprwpoaia (oath-taking) is a neuter plural (cp. Sy/l 593%, OGZS.
229%%) which, like drropooia, has become a feminine singular of
the first declension, and eloiv yeyovéres is simply an analytic form
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of the perfect tense, adopted as more sonorous than yeydvase. As
we have already seen (on 618), 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 (8 8¢ Geds xal Aéywy miords éorwv) ; 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 110#
more naively, detecting a profound significance in the line dpooey
xipios kal of perapeknbioerar (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 (V7% Claud. 22), *in co-optandis per collegia
sacerdotibus neminem nisi juratus (fe. that they were suitable)
nominavit.”

The superfluous addition of xard THy Tdfw MehxileBéx was soon made,
after elg 7ov aldva, by #° A D K L P vt Syrpeshbid hoh eth Eus (Dem. iv.
1§. 40), etc.

Napapévary means to remain in office or serve (a common
euphemism in the papyri). The priestly office could last in a
family (cp. Jos. Ant. xi. 8. 2, 7ijs leparucijs Tipfls peyloms obons kal
& v yéve, mapapevoioys), but mortal men (dmoBvijoxovres, v.8) could
not mepauévew as priests, whereas (v.3¢) Jesus remains a perpetual
tepeds, Bid 76 pévew (= wdvrore Liv, v.38) alrév(superfluous as in Lk 24
8id 76 adrdv elvac). "AmapdBarov, a legal adjective for “inviolable,”
is here used in the uncommon sense of non-transferable (boh
Chrys. ol &er 8doxor, Oecumenius, etc. 48udBoxov), as an equiva-
lent for u3) mapaBaivovoay els dAhov, and contrasts Jesus with the
long succession of the levitical priests (wAelovés). The passive
sense of “not to be infringed” (cp. Justin Martyr, dpol. i. 43,
dpoppévy dapty dmapdfaroy ravryy elvai, where the adjective
= ineluctabile) or “unbroken” does not suit the context, for
Jesus had no rivals and the word can bardly refer to the invasion
of death. Like yeyupvaopéva in 54, also after &xew, it has a pre-
dicative force, marked by the absence of the article. Philo (gufs
rer. div. keres, 6) finds a similar significance in the etymology of
xipios as a divine title: xdpios pdv vap mapd 16 xDpos, 8 8) BéBawdy
éoTw, eipyras, kot évavridTyra dfBeBaiov kal dkipov. But our author
does not discover any basis for the perpetuity of & xpios fudv in
the etymology of xipios, and is content (in vv.22%) to stress the
line of the psalm, in order to prove that Jesus guaranteed a superior
Siabhjxn (.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.” Acabhixy is discussed by him later
on; it is a term put in here as often to excite interest and anticipa-
tion. How readily &yyvos could be associated with a term like
oélew (v.9%) may be understood from Sir 291°¢ ;

Xdpras éyydov piy tmldby,
Swxev yap v Yuxiy adrod imép gov.
dyabo. éyylov dvarpéper dpaprolds,
xai dydpiaros & Swavolg éyxaralelfe puoduevor.

Our author might have written peoirys here as well as in 8%; he
prefers &yyvos probably for the sake of assonance with yéyover or
even &yyilopev. As peqiredew means to vouch for the truth of a
promise or statement (cp. 617), so &yvos means one who vouches
for the fulfilment of a promise, and therefore is a synonym for
pecirys here. The conclusion (v.®) is put in simple and
effective language. Els 13 warreNds is to be taken in the temporal
sense of the phrase, as in BM. iii. 16111 (A.D. 213) dwo 7ob
viv els 10 mavrelés, being simply a literary variant for wdvrore.
The alternative rendering “utterly ” suits Lk 13! better than this
passage. This full and final iepwadim of Jesus is the xpelrrwr dwis
(v.19), the rekelwas which the levitical priesthood failed to supply,
a perfect access to God’s Presence. His intercession (évrvyxdvew, -
sc. Geg as in Ro 8% §s xal &yrdyxave twep Hudv) has red blood in
it, unlike Philo’s conception, e.g. in Vit. Mos. iii. 14, dvayxator yap
Fv Tov lepopévoy (the highpriest) @ rod kdopov marpl rapaxhijry
xpiicdos Tedeordry Tiv dperiv vid (f.e. the Logos) wpds Te dpvnoriay
dpapnpdrev xal xopyylav dpboverdrev dyalbiv, and in guis rer. div.
42, where the Logos is ixérns roi Gvyrod xmpalvovros del wpds 7o
dpBaprov wapa 8¢ TG PvvTL wpos ebeAmioTiav Tod pfmore Tov Ihew Oedv
mepudely 7o iiov épyor. 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 1), 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.2%) now rounds off the
argument of 6184725 ;

28 Suck was the highpriest for us, saintly, innocent, unstained, far from
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
séns and then for (the preposition is omitted as in Ac 26'%) those of the People—
ke did that once for all in offering up himself. B For the Law appoints
human beings in their weakness to the priesthood ; but the word of the Oath
{which came after the Law) appoinis a Son who s made perfect for sver,
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The text of this paragraph has only a few variants, none of any import-
ance. After 4piv in v.% xal is added by A B D 1739 syrpesh bkl FEygebjus
(*“ was exactly the one for us”). In v.* it makes no d.flerence to the sense
whether mpocevéykas (k A W 33. 256. 436. 442. 1837. 2004. 2127 arm Cyr.)
or &vevéyxas (B C D K L P etc. Chrys.) is read ; the latter may have been
suggested by &vadéperv, or mposevéyxas may have appealed to later scribes as
the more usual and technical term in the epistle. 'IPhe technical distinction
between &vaddpav (action of people) and wpoopéperr (action of the priest)
had long been blurred ; both verbs mean what we mean by ‘““offer up” or
¢ sacrifice.” 1In v.28 the original lepefs (D* 1 r vg) was soon changed (to con-
form with &pxuepels in v.#") into dpxiepels. The reason why lepeds and
lepeis have been used in %' js that Melchizedek was called lepeds, not
dpxiepets. Once the category is levitical, the interchange of dpyiepeds and
lepets becomes natural.

The words rotobtos ydp Hpiv Empemer (another daring use of
irpezev, cp. 219) &pyxrepeds (v.2) might be bracketed as one of
the author’s parentheses, in which case 3owos xTA. would carry on,
wdrrore fov . . . adrdr. But 3s in Greek often follows roioiros,
and the usual construction is quite satisfactory. Fdp is intensive,
as often. Itis generally misleading to parse a rhapsody, but there
is a certain sequence of thought in dows xrA., where the positive
adjective douos is followed by two negative terms in alliteration
(8xaxos, duiovres), and xexwpiopéros dwd Tdv dpapTwhdv is further
defined by dYymAérepos Tdv obpaviv yevépevos (the same idea as in
44 SiekqAvbora Tods obpavois). He is oo, pious or saintly
(cp. EZRE. vi. 743), in virtue of qualities like his reverence,
obedience, faith, loyalty, and humility, already noted. “Axakos
is innocent (as in Job 8%, Jer 111%), one of the LXX equivalents
for bm or DR, not simply =devoid of evil feeling towards men ;
like &plarros, it denotes a character xwpis duaprias. *Aplavrog is
used of the untainted Isis in OF. 1380 (& Idvry dulavros).
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 21191 for the regulations, and the
details in Josephus, An¢. iii. 12. 2, ui) udyov 3¢ wepl ris iepovpyias
xafapods elvar, omovddlew 8¢ xal wepl Ty abrdw Slaray, bs adriy
dpepmrov elvar kal Sk Tadry Ty alriay, ol Ty lepatuaiy oToliy
dopotvres dpwpor Te elot kol wept wdvra xabopol kai vnddriod), and
had to avoid human contact for seven days before the ceremony
of atonement-day. The next two phrases go together. Kexwpto-
pévos &md Tév dpapTwldy is intelligible in the light of ¢%; Jesus
has dwraf sacrificed himself for the sins of men, and in that sense
his connexion with duaprodel 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 (JymAérepos x7A.) is not one in which,
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as on earth, he had to suffer the contagion or the hostility of
dpaprwlol (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 Tterehewwpéros, and therefore able to do all for them. His
priesthood is, in modern phrase, absolute.  As eternal dpxuepeds
in the supreme sense, and as no longer in daily contact with
sinners, Jesus is far above the routine ministry of the levitical
dpxuepeis. The writer blends loosely in his description (v.37) the
annual sacrifice of the highpriest on atonement-day (to which
he has already referred in 58) and the daily sacrifices offered by
priests. Strictly speaking the dpyiepets did not require to offer
sacrifices xaf fjuépav, and the accurate phrase would have been xar’
énavrdv. 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 8w wdyros. 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: Tds &dehexels Qvaias . . . 7y Te
Pmép davrv ol lepels rpoopépovar Ths oeubdlews xal Ty twrép Tob
vovs Ty Buely duvidv, de spec. leg. iii. 23, 6 dpxrepels . . . elxas
& xai Gvolas Teddv kol éxdorpy fpépav). It is true that this
offering éwép éavrdv was not a sin-offering, only an offering of
cereals ; still it was reckoned a @vola, and in Sir 454 it is counted
as such. Toito ydp &moincer refers then to his sacrifice for sins
(9%), not, of course, including any sins of his own (see on 5%);
it means dwép v dpapmdr Tod Aaod, and the writer could aflord
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 rolito to &werra 7@v Tob Aaod, as if
the writer meant *#4és, not that wpérepor,” It is doubtful if he
had such a sharp distinction in his mind, but when he wrote roiro

1 Thus Philo quotes (de Fug. 12) with enthusiasm what Plato says in the
Theatetus : ofr' dwokéofar 7é, xkaxd Svwarbv—iwevavriov ydp ¢ 7 dyabds del
slvas dvdyky—obre éy Oelows alrd iBplodas
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be was thinking of 7d@v voi Aaoi, and of that alone. An effort
is sometimes made to evade this interpretation by confining
xal’ Hfpépav to 3s odk &e and understanding ¢ yearly” after
of dpxuepets, 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, dvdyxkny is knit to ka6 juépav, and
these words must all be taken along with dowep oi dpxuepets
(&ova).

Compare the common assurance of the votaries of Serapis, ¢.&. BGU.
ii. 385 (i1fili A.D.), Td wpooxtymud cov woid xar éxdorTny Yuépav wapd T xuply
Zapdmie xal Tois ouvvéos feols.

A deep impression is made by the words éavrdv dvevéykas,
“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 dpyiepeds (9'%). As usual, he prepares the way for a
further idea by dropping an enigmatic allusion to it. Meantime
(v.%) a general statement sums up the argument. Ka@lomow is
used as in 1 Mac 10% (xafeordkapév ce orjuepov dpxiepéa Tod
ifvous oov), and dobévear recalls 52 (wepixerrar dofévear), in the
special sense that such weakness involved a sacrifice for one’s
personal sins (Ymép 7dv iwv dpapridv). Whereas Jesus the Son
of God (as opposed to dvfpimrovs dofeveis) was appointed by a
divine order which superseded the Law (uera rév véuoy = vv.11-19),
and appointed as one who was Terehewwpévos (in the sense of 210)
els v aidva. It is implied that he was appointed dpxiepeds,
between which and iepevs there is no difference.

The writer now picks up the thought (722) of the superior
$.a04xy which Jesus as dpxwepeds in the eternal oxnwr or
sanctuary mediates for the People. This forms the transition
between the discussion of the priestbood (5—8) and the sacrifice
of Jesus (9'-101"). The absolute sacrifice offered by Jesus as
the absolute priest (vv.16) ratifies the new &iwafijxy which has
superseded the old (vv.718) 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 throne of Majesty (see 13) in the heavens,
3 and who officiates in the sanctuary or *‘ irue tabernacle set up by the Lord”
and not by man. ° Now, as every highpriest is appointed to offer gifts and
sacrifices, ke too must have something o offer. * Were he on carth, ke
would not be a priest at all, for there ave priests already to offer the gifis
prescribed by Law (5 men who serve a mere outline and shadow ﬁhc
heavenly—as Moses was insiructed when he was about to execute the bustlding
of the tabernacle: * see,” God said, *that (sc. 8wws) you make cverything
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 ke mediates
a superior covenant, enacted with superior promises.

The terseness of the clause fiv {wmfev & xipros, obx &vlpwmwos (v.1) is
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spoiled by the insertion of xaf before odx (AK L P vg boh syr arm eth

osm.). In v.* odv becomes ydp in D¢ K L syr®® arm Chl¥s. Theod., and
a similar grour of authorities add lepéwv after Svraww. v is prefixed
needlessly to »éuov by 8 D K L P Chrys, Dam. to conform to the usage in
7% ¢®; but the sense is really unaflected, for the only legal regulation con-
ceivable is that of the Law. In v.® viv and vuvl (9%) are both attested ;
the former is more common in the papyri. The Hellenistic (from Aristotle
onwards) form rérevxer (x® B D° 5. 226, 467. 623. 920. 927. 1311. 1827. 1836.
1873. 2004. 2143, etc. : or Téruyev, #* A D* K L) has been corrected in P ¥
6. 33- 1908 Orig. to the Attic rervynxev. Before xpelrrovés, xal is omitted
by D* 69. 436. 462 arm Thdt.

Keddhawor (*“the pith,” Coverdale), which is nominative
absolute, is used as in Cic. ad Attic. v. 18: “et multa, immo
omnia, quorum xepdiawy,” etc., Dem. xiii. 36: & &, & dvdpes
*Alyvaior, xepddaoy dmwdvrov Tiv elpyuévor (at the close of a
speech) ; Musonius (ed. Hense, 671.) Biov xai yevéoews mailwy
kowwvioy xepdhatov elvar ydpov, etc. The word in this sense is
common throughout literature and the more colloquial papyri,
here with émi Tols 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
dpxrepeds for us, and such is the dpxiepes we have—One who is
enthroned, & Tots obpavois, next to God himself.” While Philo
spiritualizes the highpriesthood, not unlike Paul (Ro 12'%), by
arguing that devotion to God is the real highpriesthood (ré yap
Oepamrevricdy  yévos dvibmpud éomi Beod, lepdpevov Ty peydAny
dpxepwavvny adrg pdve, de Fug. 1), our author sees its essential
functions transcended by Jesus in the spiritual order.

The phrase in v.2 7dv dyilwv Aetvoupyés, 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 ; * Aetrovpyds sim. socios
habet omnium temporum papyros praeter perpaucas recentiores
quae sacris fere cum libris conspirantes Airovpybs Awrovpyln
scribunt” (Cronert, Memoria Graeca Hercul. 39). Then, the
meaning of rév dylwv. Philo has the phrase, in Leg. Alleg. iii. 46,
Torotros 8¢ & Oepamevtiis kai Aarovpyds Thy dylwy, where rév dyloy
means *sacred things,” as in de Fug. 17, where the Levites are
described as priests ols # 7dv dylwy dvaxelrar Aerovpyle. This
might be the meaning here. But the writer uses 7d dyw else-
where (9% 10 131') of “the sanctuary,” a rendering favoured
by the context. By 7& dyia he means, as often in the LXX, the
sanctuary in general, without any reference to the distinction
(cp. 9%*) between the outer and the inner shrine. The LXX
avoids the pagan term lepdv in this connexion, though 7o dytov
itself was already in use among ethnic writers (e.g. the edict of
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Ptolemy 11, xai xa@iSpioar &v 1dv dylw="in sacrario templi,”
Dittenberger, OGZS. 56%°). It is here defined (xal epexegetic) as
the true or real oxnvi, fiv ! Eméer & xipios (a reminiscence of Nu
24° oregval &s Ernpéev Kipuos, and of Ex 337 xai AaBiv Mavedjs mjv
oy abrod &émpéev). The reality and authenticity of the writer’s
faith come out in a term like dAqdués. What he means by it
he will explain in a moment (v.!). Meanwhile he turns to the
Aevrovpyta of Jesus in this ideal sanctuary. This dpyuepeds of
ours, in his vocation (v.5, cp. 5!), must have (dvayxaloy, sc. éoriv)
some sacrifice to present before God, though what this offering is,
the writer does not definitely say, even later in 9. 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. . Mpooevéyxy is the Hellenistic
aorist subjunctive, where classical Greek would have employed
a future indicative (Radermacher, 138). The writer proceeds
to argue that this hewroupyia 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.%) 7& 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
énl yfis 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 8%, refers to the similar Platonic
view in the sixth book of the Repubdlic). Such priests (olrwes,
the simple relative as in 92 10% 11 125) harpedovor (with dative as
in 131%) dmoBelypat xal ox§ Tév dmouparivwr (cp. 928). “Ywdderyua
here as in ¢% is a mere outline or copy (the only analogous
instance in the LXX being Ezk 421% 5 Ywd8erypa 7od olxov); 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%: Kafbs xexpypdmorar Mouofjs—
xpypari{w,® as often in the LXX and the papyri, of divine

_’ #v is not assimilated, though #s might have been written 3 the practice
;&r‘:ﬁvgcp. e.g. Dt 5 é&v 7§ 4p v éyd Sidwp, and 12! & 7§ vp 7 Kopios
2 Passively in the NT in Ac 10%, but the exact parallel is in Josephus,

Ane. iii. 8. 8, Mwlofis . . . els Tiw oxpiy elowbr éxpnuarifero wepl Gv dSeire
wapd Tob Geol.
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revelations as well as of royal instructions—pé\\ewv émrekely iy
axniv.  The subject of the ¢nor is God, understood from
kexpnpdriorar, and the ydp! introduces the quotation, in which
the writer, following Philo (ZLeg. Alleg. iii. 33), as probably codex
Ambrosianus (F) of the LXX followed him, adds wdvra. He
also substitutes Bew0évra for Sedevyuévov, which Philo keeps
(kaTa 76 TapdSecypa 75 Sedevypévov ool év T35 Sper wdvra moujores), and
retains the LXX 7émov (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 buoaoripiov) as plumue oxyvis dylas Hv
wpoyrolpacas dn' dpxis (9%), where oxywy dyfa 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 Officiss, iil. 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 exyvj 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 (¢. 3000 B.C.) receives in a vision the
plan of the temple which he is commanded to build (cp. A. Jeremias,
Babylonisches m NT, pp. 621.). Itis to this fundamental conception that
the author of ITpds ‘Efpalovs recurs, only to elaborate it in an altogether new
form, which went far beyond Philo Philo’s argument (Leg. Alleg. iii. 33),
on this very verse of Exodus, is that Bezaleel only constructed an imitation
(wephpaTa) of 78 dpxérvma given to Moses ; the latter was called up to the
mountain to receive the direct idea of God, whereas the former worked
simply dwd oxids T@v yevouévwr, In de Plant. 6 he observes that the very
name of Bezaleel (5 5¥3) means ““one who works in shadows” (év oxiais
woudv) ; in De Somniis, i. 35, he defines it as ‘“in the shadow of God,” and
again contrasts Bezaleel with Moses: § uév ola okids vmeypdoero, & & ob oxids,

1 Put before ¢mot, because the point is not that the oracle was given, but
what the oracle contained.
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abrds 88 rds dpxerimovs édnuovpyer ptoas. In Vit. Mos. ifi. 3 he argues that
in building the oxnv% Moses designed to produce kafdwep dn’ dpxervmov
ypapiis xal vonrdy wapaderyudrav alebyrd mpduara . . . 6 uév odw rimos
700 wapadelyuaros éveoppayilero 17 Siavoly Tol wpogrirov . . . 7O & dworé.
Aecpa wpds TOv TOmOY E3nuiovpyeiro.

He then continues (v.% viv 8¢, logical as in 2% 9%, answering
to e pév in v.4) the thought of Christ’s superior Aeiroupyla by
describing him again (cp. 72?) in connexion with the superior
Buabvxy, and using now not &yvos but peoimys. MeoiTys (see on
Gal 31°) commonly means an arbitrator (e.g. Job 9%, Rein. P. 443
[A.D. 104] & kaTaoTabeis xpiris pecirns) or intermediary in some
civil transaction (O 2. 1298%); but this writer’s use of it, always in
connexion with Sia8fxn (91 123%)1 and always as a description
of Jesus (as in 1 Ti 25%), implies that it is practically (see on 7%%)
a synonym for &yyvos. Indeed, linguistically, it is a Hellenistic
equivalent for the Attic peréyyvos, and in Diod. Siculus, iv. 54
(rolirov yap peoirTyy yeyovéra Tiv dpodondv & Kérxows émpyyéddm
Bonbricew atrf mepagmordovuéry), its meaning corresponds to that
of &yyvos. The sense is plain, even before the writer develops
his i1deas about the new 8wabijxy, for, whenever the idea of re-
conciliation emerges, terms like peairys and peciredew are natural,
Meolrys kai dwehdaxmis is Philo’s phrase? for Moses (Vit. Mos.
iii. 19). And as a Swafijxy was a gracious order of religious
tellowship, inaugurated upon some historical occasion by sacrifice,
it was natural to speak of Jesus as the One who mediated this
new dwabjxy of Christianity. He gave it (Theophyl. peoirys xai
3émys) ; he it was who realized it for men and who maintains it
for men. All that the writer has to say meantime about the
Swabijky is that it has been enacted (v.) émi xpeirroow éwayyehias.
This passive use of vopoBereiv is not unexampled : cf. e.g. OGIZS.
493% (ii A.D.) xal Todra pdv dpely Spfds xai kadds . . . vevopo-
Oerjofw. 1t s implied, of course, that God is 6 vopoferdv (as in
LXX Ps 837). What the “ better promises ” are, he now proceeds
to explain, by a contrast between their 8iafsjxn and its predecessor.
The superiority of the new 8iafixy is shown by the fact that God
thereby superseded the wafijxy 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 Siafijry
(vv.™1%), and enumerating its promises ascontained in a new dwa6+xy.

LIn 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. Mosis, 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).

YJosephus (4n¢. xvi. 2. 2) says that Herod 7&v wag "Aypixxra Tioly
éxifnrovpéywy peoitye #v, and that his influence moved wpds Tas edepyecias
ol Bpadivovra rdv'Ayplrwar. el pév yap abrdv SuhAhabev dpyilépevor,
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7 For if that first covenant had been faultless, theve would have been no
occasion for a second. ® Whereas God does find fault with the people of that
covenant, when ke says:

¢ The day is coming, saith the Lord,
when I will conclude a new covenant with the house of Israel and with
the house of Judah.
? It will not be on the lines of the covenant I made with their fathers,
on MZ day when I took them by the kand to lead them out of Egypt's
and;
Jor they would not kold to my covenant,
so0 I left them alome, saith the Lord.
W This is the covenant I will make with the house of Israel when that
(‘“the day ” of v.%) day comes, saith the Lord ;
I will set my laws within their mind,
snscribing them upon their hearls ;
7 ur.n'lt)’l be a God (els Oebv, i.c. all that men can expect a God to be) 7o
them,
and they shall be a People to me ;
N ome citiven will no longer teack his fellow,
one man will no la;;{er teack his brother (rdv ddeNgdv alrol, s.e. one
another, Ex 10%),
saying, ** Know the Lord.”
Jor all shall know me, low and high together.
V87 will be merciful to thetr iniquitses,
and remember thesy sins no more.

13 By saying ““ a new covenant,” he antiquates the first. And whatever is

antiguated and aged is on the verge of vanishing,

The contents of the prediction of a xauwd) 8iabfxn by God,
and the very fact that such was necessary, prove the defectiveness
of the first dwafhjy. The writer is struck by the mention of a
new Swbijxy even in the OT itself, and he now explains the
significance of this. As for ¥ wpdm (sc. Siabijin) dxelm, & . . .
dpepwros (if no fault could have been found with it), olx &»
Seurépas élyteito Témos. Aeutépas is replaced by érépas in B* (so
B. Weiss, Blass) ; but, while &repos could follow mpros (Mt 2180),
Sevrepos is the term chosen in 109 and B* is far too slender
evidence by itself. Zyveiv véwor is one of those idiomatic phrases,
like efpeiv Témov and AaBelv Tdmwov, of which the writer was fond.
The force of the ydp after pepddpevos is: * and there was occasion
for a second &wabijxy, the first was not dpepwros, since,” etc. It
need make little or no difference to the sense whether we read
adrots (% B D° L 6. 38. 88, 104. 256. 436. 467. 999. 1311. 1319.
1739- 1837.1845. 1912. 2004. 2127 Origen) or atrovs (R"* AD* K P
W 33 vg arm), for pepdduevos can take a dative as well as
an accusative (cf. Arist. Rket. i. 6. 24, Kopwbioss & od péuperar 76
"Ihwov: Aesch. Prom. 63, obdeis &dikws péuairo pot) in the sense of
“censuring ” or “finding fault with,” and wepdduevos naturally goes
with adrols or adrovs. The objection to taking adrois with Aéyei!

} pepgpduevos is then ‘“by way of censure,” and some think the writer
rposely avoided adding airdr. Which, in view of what he says in v.13, is
g:ubtful; besides, he has just said that the former 8ia@4xn was not &ueuwres.
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is that the quotation is not addressed directly to the people,
but spoken at large. Thus the parallel from z Mac 27 (peuyd-
pevos abrols elrev) is not decisive, and the vg is probably correct
in rendering “vituperans enim eos dicit.” The context ex-
plains here as in 4% and 113® who are meant by adrods. The
real interest of the writer in this Jeremianic oracle is shown when
he returns to it in 10'%18; 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 Swabijxy and
partly because it contained high promises (vv.191%), higher than
had yet been given to the People. No doubt it also contains a
warning (v.%), like the text from the g5th psalm (37*), but this is
not why he recites it (see p. x!).

The text of Jer 38318 (3181%) a5 he read it in his bible (z.e.
in A) ran thus:

Bov fHuépar pxovray, Aéyer Kipuos,

xal Swabijoopar 1§ olkw lopajh xai 7@ olky Tovda Siabijryy
Kawiy,

of xkara Ty dwbikny fv Siebépny rois warpdow adriv

& Hpépg émdafopévov pov Tijs xepds avrdv éfayayey adrods dx
vis Alyvmrov,

8r. adrol olx évépeway & Tj Sabiixy pov,

xdyd fuéAnoa abrdv, dyoiv Kipios.

dre oty 4 Swabhixy fv Swabijoopar 7§ olke ‘Toparfd

pera Tas fpdpas éxelvas, dyaiv Kipios,

Sidods vipovs pov ds Ty Sudvoway adriv

xal érvypdfw abrods éml Tds kapdias alriv,

xal Syopar adrods

xal éoopar abrois els Oedv.

xai abrol éoovral poi els Aadv.

kal ob pi)l dbdéwaw Ixacroes Tov ddehgiv abrod

xal &aoros Tév wAnaiov atrod Aéyev' yvdbe vov Kipiow,

31 wdvres ijoovow pe

dwd pwpot &os peyddov alriv,

o1 Iews &oropar Tals ddwlaus adriv

xai Tdv dpapridv atrdv od piy pnold Ere

Our author follows as usual the text of A upon the whole (2.5 Aéyer tor
dnoly in v.%, xdgu’: in v.%, the omission of pov after 3af4xy and of Sdow
after didovs in v. %, od uh Siddfwowr for od Siddfovowy in v.® and the omission
of atrdv after uixpol), but substitutes cuvredéow éwl Tdv olkor (bis) for &:a64-
oopac T¢ ok in v.3, reads Néye for ¢noly in v.32 and v.3, alters Sieféunr
into éwolyaa (Q*), and follows B in reading xal éxl x. adrdy before the verb
(v.®), and woNlryw . . ddeApdy in v.%, as well as in omitting ral &y. adrods
(A x) in the former verse; in v.» he reads el¥foovow (x Q) instead of

1 o6 uh 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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i¥hoovaw, the forms of olda and eldov being repeatedly confused {cp. Thackeray,
278). These minor changes may be partly due to the fact that Ec is quoting
from memory. 1ln some cases his own text has been conformed to other
versions of the LXX ; e.g. A D ¥ boh restore uov in v.”, #* K vg Clem.
Chrys. read xapdlav (with & in LXX), though the singular!® is plainly a con«
formation to §lavoiar (* Fir den Plural sprechen ausser AD L noch B,
wo nur das C in € verschrieben und daraus ex¢ xapdia eavrwr geworden ist,
und P, wo der Dat, in den Acc. verwandelt,” B, Weiss in Zzxte u. Unter.
suchungen, xiv. 3. 16, 55) ; B ¥ arm revive the LXX (B) variant ypdyw ; the
LXX (Q) variant wAnaiov is substituted for xoXirpy by P vg syrtX eth 38,
206. 218. 226. 257. 547. 642. 1288, 1311. 1912, etc. Cyril, and the LXX
(B Q &) adrdw restored after uixpol by D® L syr boh eth, etc. On the other
hand, a trait like the reading éroinoa in the LXX text of Q* may be due to the
influence of Hebrews itself. The addition of xal 7dv d&vouidy alrdv after or
before xai @ duapridv abrdv in v.1 is a homiletic gloss from 10!, though
strongly entrenched in #° A C DKL P ¥ 6. 104. 326, etc. vg pesh arm Clem.

Yuvrehéow Suabijxny, a literary LXX variant for moujow Siabrjryy,
recalls the phrase cwredéoa Siabjxny (Jer 418 (34%)), and, as 122
(véas Biabins) shows, the writer draws no distinction between
xawds and véos (v.5). In v.% the genitive absolute (émhaBopévou
jrou) after Apépa, instead of & 7 émwekaBduyy (as Justin correctly
puts it, Dial. x1.), is a Hellenistic innovation, due here to trans-
lation, but paralieled in Bar 2% & fuépa évrethapévov oov adrg);
in 8n (causal only here and in v.19) . . . évépeway, the latter is our
“abide by,” in the sense of obey or practise, exactly as in
Isokrates, xard T@v Soduordv, 20: ols € 7is éml Tév mpdfewy
éupelvecev. Bengel has a crisp comment on abrot . . . kdyd here
and on Zoopas . . . xai adroi (* 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 fué\noa here and the only other use of the
verb in this epistle (28). In v.1% 8i3eds, by the omission of ddow,
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. xeporovnbeis in 2 Co 819). The xaw) Buabfixy 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.10-11),  There is significance in the promise, xal &oopar abrois
... ¢€s Nadv. A dwbhjxn was always between God and his
people, and this had been the object even of the former Suafijry
(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 Swbijky fulfilled in Christianity, has

1 That éxl takes the accusative here is shown by 10'; xapdlas cannot be
the geaitive 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 &wbrjky 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.18) drives home the truth of the contrast between old
and new (see Introd., p. xxxix). ’Ev 1 Aéyew (same construc-
tion as in 2%)—when the word xawhy (sc. 8wbijxyy) was pro-
nounced, it sealed the doom of the old dwfijky. Nolaéw
(wemalalwke) in this transitive sense (““ he hath abrogat,” Tyndale)
is known to the LXX (Job 9% La 3% both times of God in
action); ynpdoxew is practically equivalent to papaiveocfar, and
implies decay (see Wilamowitz on Eur. Herakles, 1223). The
two words dyyds (as in 68) ddanopod, 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
dwathjxy was at hand (p. xxii). The new would soon follow, as it
had done & vid (11). The verb dpavi{ew (-ecfar) is applied to legis-
lation (e.g., Lysias, 868, iy duérepay vopoleoiay ddavifovras) in
the sense of abolition, lapsing or falling into desuetude, Dion.
Hal. 4nt. iii. 178, & (fe. Numa's laws) ddanolivac owéBy ¢
xpdvy, the opposite of dpavilew being ypdpew (ibid. ix. 608,
Kkard Tods vépovs, ols ol vewori Serjoe ypdpew mdhas yop éypddyaay,
xai obdels adrols fpdwfe xpdvos), and the sense of disappearance in
dpaviopuds appears aiready in the LXX (e.g. Jer 2857 xal Zorar
Bafulow els dpavioudy).

But the new 3wafijy is also superior to the old by its sacrifice
(9'), sacrifice being essential to any forgiveness such as has been
promised. The older 8uabijxy had its sanctuary and ritual (vv.1-8),
but even these (vv.%..) indicated a defect.

1 The first covenant had indeed its vegulations for worskip and a material
sanctuary. 3 A tent was set up (xarackevd{w as in 33), the outer tent, con-
taining the lampstand, the table, and the loaves of the Presence; this is
called the Holy place. ® But bekind (perd only here in NT of place) zAe
second vesl was the tent called the Holy of Holies, % containing the goiden
altar of éncense, 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—matters whick (i.e. all in *%) 42 is impossible
Jor me to discuss at present in detail.

1 With 7@v dpapriwy alrdy ob uh prnef& & 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 ipalace 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 xaur) Suabfen of 8718 had been realized by the arrival of
Christ (91'); hence the older Swafixy was superseded, and the
writer speaks of it in the past tense, elxe. As for & wpdry (s
Suafijxn) of which he has been just speaking (81%), the antithesis
of the entire passage is between 4 wpdm Swadfxn (vv.1'1%) and
1) kvl Buabirn (vv.1133), as is explicitly stated in v.}5, The xai
(om. B 38. 206* 216%. 489. 547. 1739. 1827 boh pesh Origen)
before 4 wpdm 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
Swabixny, which does not contemplate any such provision, but
the writer takes a special view of &wafijxy which involves a
celestial counterpart to the ritual provisions of the old order.

The former dwafrjxy, then, embraced Suwemdpara, f.e. regula-
tions, as in Lk 1% and 1 Mac 22! 22 (I\ews uiv xaralelmew vdpov
xal Sikardpara Tov vépov Tob Paciléws ok drxovadpeda, wapedev
v Aarpiav 7udv), rather than rights or privileges (as, eg,
OP. 11191 vy éfapérav Tis Wuerépas warpidos dixarwpdrov),
arrangements for the cultus. Aatpeias grammatically might be
accusative plural (as in v.%), but is probably the genitive, after
ducardpara, which 1t defines. Aarpeia or (as spelt in W) Aarpla
(cp. Thackeray, 87) is the cultus (Ro g#), or any specific part of
it (Ex 12% %), The close connexion between worship and a
sanctuary (already in 8% 8) leads to the addition of 76 e (as in
18 65) dyiov koopuxér. By 13 dyiov the author means the entire
sanctuary (so, e.g., Ex 368 Nu 3%), not the innermost sacred
shrine or dyta dywv. This is clear.  What is not so clear is the
meaning of xoopikér, and the meaning of its position after the
noun without an article, Primarily xoopicds here as in Ti 212
(tds koouucds émbuuias) is an equivalent for éri yijs (83), fe.
mundane or material, as opposed to é&roupdror or ob Tadmys Tis
kricews (v.1!). A fair parallel to this occurs in Zest. Jos. 178,
3id Ty xoopkdy 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 xoopuxds in this sense, e in contrast to synagogues and
mpogevyai, which were.of local importance (Philo, ad Casum.
1019), or simply as a place of public worship (e.g. Jos. Bel.
iv. 5. 2, Tfis xoomils Opnoxelas xardpyovras, mpogruvovuévovs Te
Tols éx Ths olkoupévys wapafBdAlovew els Ty milw).  Neither
would our author have called the sanctuary xoouwds as symbolic
of the «dopos, though Philo (Viz. Mosis, iii. 3—10) and Josephus
(4nt. iii. 6. 4, iii. 7. 7, &aora yip Tobrwv els dmouiunow xai
Swrirwew Tdv SAwv) 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. Vet he might have employed xoouwdv in a
similar sense, if we interpret the obscure phrase pvomijpov koopue-
xov éxxAnoias in Did. 11! (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 pvorijpior kooudv (cp. Eph 5%2) of the spiritual rela-
tion between Christ and his church. This early Christian usage
may have determined the choice of koouwkdr here, the sanctuary
being xoouwdy because it is the material representation or
parabolic outward expression of the true, heavenly sanctuary.
But at best it is a secondary suggestion; unless xoouwdr could
be taken as “ornamented,” the controlling idea is that the
sanctuary and its ritual were external and material (dixardpara
gapkds, xewpomourov, xeporoinra). The very position of xoopukéy
denotes, as often in Greek, a stress such as might be conveyed
in English by “a sanctuary, material indeed.”

The &yiov is now described (v.2!), after Ex 25-26. It con-
sisted of two parts, each called a exqwi. The large outer tent,
the first () wpdm) to be entered, was called "Aywa (neut. plur.,
not fem. sing.). The phrase, fns Méyerar “Ayra! would have
been in a better position immediately after % wpdm, where,
indeed, Chrysostom (followed by Blass) reads it, instead of after
the list of the furniture. The lampstand stood in front (to the
south) of the sacred table on which twelve loaves or cakes of
wheaten flour were piled (§ mpéBeors Tdv dprov=ol dprot s
mpobécews), the Hebrew counterpart of the well-known lectis-
ternia: & rpdwela . . . dprwv is a hendiadys for ‘“the table with
its loaves of the Presence.” Such was the furniture of the outer
aeprp. Then (vv.38) follows a larger catalogue (cp. Joma 24) of
what lay inside the inner shrine (Gywn dyiwv) behind the curtain
(Ex 27%6) which screened this from the outer tent, and which is
called Sedrepor karawéraopa, Sedvepor, because the first was a curtain
hung at the entrance to the larger tent, and xaranéraopa, either
because that is the term used in Ex 26%1f (the particular passage
the writer has in mind here), the term elsewhere being usually
xdAvppa or émiomactpov (Ex 26% etc.), or because Philo had
expressly distinguished the outer curtain as xdAvppa, the inner
as xaraméracpa (de vita Mosis, iii. 9). This inner shrine con-
tained (v.%) xpvooly Bupiaripio, f.e. a wooden box, overlaid with
gold, on which incense (fupiapa) was offered twice daily by the
priests. The LXX calls this fvoiaoripior 1ob Gupidpares (Ex
301'1%), but our writer follows the usage of Philo, which is also,

1 T4 "Avia (B arm) is an attempt to reproduce exactly the LXX phrase.
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on the whole, that of Josephus, in calling it Guumaripov (so
Symm. Theodotion, Ex 30! 318); fuutaripiov, 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 71. The
ordinary view was that this Oupiamipior stood beside the Auxria
and the sacred tpdwele in the outer sanctuary. Both Philo (e.g.
quis rer. div. 46, Tpdv dvrev dv 7ols dylois oxevedv, Avyvias,
Tpamwélys, Quparyplov: de vita Mos. iii. 9 f, in the outer tent, ra
Aourd Tpla okev) . . . péoov ptv 16 Buumarigpuov . . . Ty 8¢ Avyviay
... % 8¢ Tpdmwefa) and Josephus (A4#2 iii. 6. 4 f.; 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 dyta rév dyiwy it would
have been useless. But another tradition, which appears in the
contemporary (Syriac) apocalypse of Baruch (67), placed the
altar of incensel! inside the &ywa dylwv, a view reflected as early
as the Samaritan text of the pentateuch, which put Ex 3o!'1®
(the description of the altar of incense) after 263, where logically
it ought to stand, inserting a mm* 285 in Ex 40%7 (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” (i.e. the dyiwa 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, drévavre
T0 Kkaramerdopatos Tob Orros émi Tis xSwrod TéV paprupdv
(Ex 30%), where dmévarr. may mean “opposite” or “close in
front of” the curtain—but on which side of it? In Ex 37 the
tpdmwela, the Avxvia, and the altar of incense are described
successively after the items in the dyia dylwv ; 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 tfis xifwred. This vagueness is due to the fact that in
the original source the sketch of the oxpvi had no altar of
incense at all; the latter is a later accretion, hence the curious
position of Ex 30!'® 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 dyw 7dv aylwy, irrespective of the veil, as
symbolizing the heavenly sanctuary, and that he therefore thought it must
include the altar of incense as symbholizing the prayers of the saints, But
there is no trace of such u symboli~m elsewhere in the epistle ; it is confined to
the author of the Apocalypse (8%:). The suggestion that he meant &ovra

1 Whether the language means this or a censer is disputed.
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to express only & close or ideal connexion between the inner shrine and the
altar of incense, is popular (e.g. Delitzsch, Zahn, Peake, Seeberg) but quite
unacceptable ; #xovoa as applied to the other items could not mean this,! and
what applies to them applies to the fuuiaripiov. Besides, the point of the
whole passage is to distinguish between the contents of the two compartments.
Still less tenable is the idea that Ovumiardpiov 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 tco minor a utensil to be included in
this inventory ; even the censer afterwards used on atonement-day did not
belong to the &yiz 7dv dylwy, neither was it golden. What the oxy# had
was merely a brazier (wupeior, Lv 16'3), 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
Buuarhpior,? 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 (kal) xpuvoodv fuuarfpiov to v.3, immediately after &prwv (so
Blass).

The second item is v xiBwrdv Tis Buadirys covered with gold
all over (wdvrofev: Philo’s phrase is &8ofev xai ééwbev, de Ebriet.
21), a chest or box about 4 feet long and 23 feet broad and high
(Ex 251), which held three sacred treasures, (2) the golden pot
(ordpvos, Attic feminine) of manna (Ex 16%%2%4) ; (4) Aaron’s rod 4
Bhaoricaca (in the story of Nu 17111, which attested the sacerdotal
monopoly of the clan of Levi); and (¢) ai whdxes Tijs Biodixys
(Ex 2516¢ 3118), j.e. the two stone tablets on which the decalogue
was written (mAdxas Swbijkys, Dt o°; &véBalov tas wAdkas els T
xtBuwrdy, 10°), the decalogue summarizing the terms of the dwaifxy
for the People. In adding xpvoij to orduvos the writer follows the
later tradition of the LXX and of Philo (d¢ 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 16383 Nu
1719). He would gather from 1 K 8° that the ark contained the
tablets of the covenant. He then (v.5) mentions the xepoueiv
(Aramaic form) or xepouBeip. (Hebrew form) 8éfxs, two small
winged figures (Ex 2518%), whose pinions extended over a
rectangular gold slab, called 18 i\aoripeo, laid on the top of the
ark, which it fitted exactly. They are called cherubim Adéys,
which is like Meyalwoivys (18 8') a divine title, applied to Jesus
in Ja 21, but here used as in Ro g% The cherubim on the
ikaoripiov represented the divine Presence as accessible in mercy ;
the mystery of this is suggested by the couplet in Sir 49810 ;

"Telextih, 8s eldev Spacw Adéys
v irédafev abrg &mi dpparos xepovPelu.
! The change from év § to &xovsa is purely stylistic, and &xovoa in both

instances means ‘‘ containing.”
3 xpwrolv Bumaripiov lacks the article, like orduvos xpuos.



116 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS [1X. 5.

Philo’s account of 78 thaowpioy is given in de vita Mosis, iii.
8, % 8 xiBurds . . . xexpvowpéry wolvredds &dolév Te kal éfwley,
s érifepa Goavel whua 70 Aeydpevov v lepals BifMots iNaoripiov

. omep dowxev elvar avpBolov Puoikdrepoy pév Tis thew Tob feod
dwidpews. Lower down, in the same paragraph, he speaks of
10 émifepa 76 wpooayopevdpevov ilacipiov, and Td thaoipiov is
similarly used in De Ckerub. 8 (on the basis of Ex 251%). The
¢nifepa 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 {\aomjpiov (cp. Deissmann in EB7. 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 252 as follows (Quaest, in Exod. 25%): 7a pev
odv mept ™ kifwrdy kard uépos elpyrar Sl 8¢ TuANBAyy dvwley
dvalafBovra Tod yvwpiocar xdpw Tivev rabrd éore ovpBola Siefe)feiv:
Hv 8¢ Tavra aupfolikd’ kiBwrds kal T& v adrfj Bncavpildueva viuiua
kal éml TadTys 7O ilagrTipiov kal T& émi 70 ilagryplov Xaldaiwy
YAdrry Aeybpeva xepovfip, twép 3t rovTuv KeTh 76 péoov dury kel
Adyos xai Twepdvw 6 Aéywv krA. 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 bave allegorized
these items of antiquarian ritual, if or when he had leisure, we
cannottell. The only one he does employ mystically is the xara-
wéraopa (10%0), and his use of it is not particularly happy. He
now breaks off, almost as Philo does (gu7s rer. div. 45, woAdv & dvra
70v wepl ékdoTov Adyov vmepléreov eioatfis) on the same subject.
Katd pépos is the ordinary literary phrase in this connexion (¢.g.
2 Mac 23 ; Polybius, i. 67. 11, wepi dv ody oldv re Si 7ijs ypadijs Tov
Kkaxd pépos dmodoivar Adyov, and Poimandres [ed. Reitzenstein, p. 84]
mepl Gv & xard pépos Adyos éori molvs). Odk &orw as in 1 Co 119,

Worship in a sanctuary like this shows that access to God
was defective (vv.%5), as was inevitable when the sacrifices were
external (vv.819), Having first shown this, the writer gets back to
the main line of his argument (8%), viz. the sacrifice of Jesus
as pre-eminent and final (v.11£),

8 Such were the arrangements for worship., The priests consiantly enter
the first tent (v.%) sn the discharge of their ritual duties, 1 but the second tent
is enteved only once a year by the highpriest alone—and it must not be with-
out blood, which he presents on behalf of (cp. §8) himself and the ervors of
the People. B By this the holy Spirit means that the way into the Holiest
Presence was not yet disclosed so long as the first tent °® (whick foreshadowed
the present age) was still standing, with its offerings of gifts and sacrifices
whick cannot (uh as in 43) posstbly make the conscience of the worshipper
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perfect, ® since they relate (sc. obaai) merely to food and drink and a& varicly
of ablutions—outward regulations for the body, that only kold till the period
of the New Ovder.

In v.% 813 wavtds = continually, as in BM. i. 428 (ii B.C.) of &
oixe wdvres gov Swamavrds uvelav mowopevor. 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.)
émrelobvres (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 dwaf 706 éviavrtod, on the annual day of
atonement (Lv 16% 3, Ex 3019): only once, and he must be
alone (udvos, Lv 1617), this one individual out of all the priests.
Even he dare not enter ywpls alpaves (Lv 1614), fe. without
carrying in blood from the sacrifice offered for his own and the
nation’s dyvonpdrer. In Gn 4312 dyvénua is “an oversight,” but
in Jg 530 Tob 3% 1 Mac 13%, Sir 232 dyvorjpara and “sins”
are bracketed together (see above on §2), and the word occurs
alone in Polyb. xxxviii. 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 x7A.; fora similarly
loose construction cp. 1 Jn 2% (of wepi puerépwy [dpapridv] 8¢
povov, GANG xai mepi GAov Tod kdopov).

Rabbi Ismael b, Elischa, the distinguished exegete of i-ii A.D., classified
sins as follows (Zos. Joma 5% : Transgressions of positive enactments were
atoned for by repentance, involving a purpose of new obedience, according
todler 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% (‘* Then will I visit their transgression with the rod, and
their iniquity with stripes”). But desecration of the divine Name could not
}}e ator:gd for by any of these three methods ; death alone wiped out this sin

er 24%).

The author now (v.8) proceeds to find a spiritual significance
in this ceremonial. An)ofvros is used of a divine meaning as in
12%7, here conveyed by outward facts. In 1 P 1l the verb is
again used of the Spirit, and this is thc idea here; Josephus
(Ant. iii. 7. 7, Snhot 8¢ xai 7ov FAiov kal Ty celjryy Ty capdoviywy
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 (4ns. iil. 6. 4
and 7. 7, 8 Tois iepelow v &Barov, bs odpavds dveiro 7@ Oed . .
8id 76 xai Tov obpavdy dveriBatov elvar dvfpdmois). For 88év with
gen. in sease of “way to,” cp. Gn 3% (miy 63ov 70d &dAov Tis
Lwijs), Jg g4 (els 680 Tob Zwd). Tav dylwr here (like ra dyla in
.12 2 cp. 131) as in 10!® means the very Presence of God, an
archaic liturgical phrase suggested by the context. The word
¢avepoboBar 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 Tfs mpdrqs oxnvis éxobans ordaw (v.9), the
writer has chosen ordow for the sake of assonance with éveoryaéra,
but éewv ordow is a good Greek phrase for “to be in existence.”
The parenthesis fris ! wapaBoly) (here = riros, as Chrysostom saw)
cls 1o katpdy TOv dveorrdéra means that the first ok} was merely
provisional, as it did no more than adumbrate the heavenly
reality, and provisional els (as in Ac 4% els v afpov) 7ov
xaipdy TOv &veaTyxdra, i.e. the period in which the writer and his
readers lived, the period inaugurated by the advent of Jesus with
his new Biaffxn. This had meant the supersession of the older
Siafijxy with its sanctuary and Biwkawdpara, which only lasted
péxpr xapol Bropbdoews. 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), dwodelypara 7dv & Tols
odpavols, mere copies but still copies. This is why he calls the
fore-tent a wapaBolh. For now, as he adds triumphantly, in a
daring, imaginative expression, our dpxuepeds has passed through
his heavenly fore-tent (v.!), and his heavenly sanctuary corre-
sponds to a heavenly (se. 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 buta 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 §7us . . . dveocrnkéra was a parenthesis, it
was natural that ka6’ #v should be changed into ka8’ 3v (D¢ K L P, so Blass).

The failure of animal sacrifices (°*10) lies kard ouveldnow. As
the inner consciousness here is a consciousness of sin, “con-
science ” fairly represents the Greek term owellyais. Now, the
levitical sacrifices were ineffective as regards the conscience of
worshippers; they were merely émi Bpdpaciv kal wépaov xal Siadé-
pois BawTiopots, a striking phrase (cp. 13%) of scorn for the mass of

1 Sc. #v.  The construction was explained by the addition of xaéoryxer
after dvesryréra (so 69. 104. 330. 436. 440. 462. 491. 823. 1319. 1836, 183F.
1808. 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
wépaow? 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
mepi Te Tdv Ppwrhv kai wordv” (128); it was to safeguard us from
pagan defilement that mavréfer Yuds wepiédpater dyvelais xai Sid
Bpwtdv kai wordv (142), énl Tév Bpurdv xal wordv dwapfauévovs
ebféws rore avyxpfiobas xeledee (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 oéBerar Tov xard dAijfeiav Gedy,
since all others are dvfpwmot Bputdv xai wordv kal okémys, 4 yop
wiaa Sudbfeais adrdv émi Tatra katapevye. Tois 88 wap’ Hudv &v odderi
tadra Aeddyiworar (140. 141). Libations of wine accompanied
certain levitical sacrifices (e.g. Nu 516 61517 287%), but no ritual
regulations were laid down for them, and they were never offered
independently (cp. £B7. 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 re kai uolar and their ac-
companiments in the older oxnwd. 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 8ikaidpara oapkés, connected with the
sensuous side of life and therefore provisional, péxp: kaipol Siopfis-
oecws émrelpeva, Here émelpeva is “prescribed,” as in the descrip-
tion of workmen on strike, in 7ed¢. P. 2617 (114 B.C.) éyxaTalelmov-
ras Ty émieepémy doxoliav. Awdpbwais means a “ reconstruction ”
of religion, such as the new 8wafjxy (8!%) involved ; the use of the
term in Polybius, iii. 118. 12 (wpds Tés 7dv mohirevudrov Siopfdoets),
indicates how our author could seize on it for his own purposes.

The comma might be omitted after Bawriopols, and Suxardpara taken
closely with pdvov : “gifts and sacrifices, which (uéver k7. in apposition) are
merely (the subject of) outward regulations for the body,” ér{ 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 éaré
is not natural in this sense here, and érl . . . BawTisuols is not a parenthetical
clause. The insertion of kal before Sucawduara (by 8° B D@ etc. vg hkl Chrys. ),
=¢‘‘even” or ““in particular ” (which is the only natural sense), is pointless,
Awardpasiy (D K L vg hkl) was an easy conformation to the previous datives,
which would logically involve émwetpévos (as the vg implies: *‘et justitiis
carnis usque ad tempus correctionis impositis ’), otherwise érwelueva would be
extremely awkward, after Suvduevas, in apposition to dwpe re xal Gvolas,

Now for the better sanctuary and especially the better sacri
fice of Christ as our dpxtepeds (vv.11-%8) |
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1 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 (ns
part, that is to say, of the present order), M not (008é =nor yet) laking any blova
of goats and calves but his own blood, and entered once {Zr all inlo the Holy
Place. He secured an eternal redemption. ' For if the blood of goats and bulls
and the ashes of & heifer, sprinkled on defiled persons, give them a holiness that
bears on bodily purity, ¥ kow muck more shall (xafapiet, logical future) #ke dlood
of Christ, who in the spivit of the dlernal offered himself as an unblemished
sacrifice to God, cleanse your conscience from dead works 1o sevve a living God.”

This paragraph consists of two long sentences (vv.11-13 18. 14),
The second is an explanation of alwviar NéTpwory edpdpevos 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.%7; but in
vv.18. 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.21t

Xpiotds B¢ wapayerdpevos (v.11). But Christ came on the
scene,! and all was changed. He arrived as dpyxuepeds, 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 &ovres dpxiepén péyar
Suehhubdra Tods odpavods (414). Xewpomwarfjrou, like xerpomoinra (v.24),
means “manufactured,” not “fictitious” (as applied to idols or
idol-temples by the LXX and Philo). Tour &1 ob radmys mis
xrioews reads like the gloss of a scribe, but the writer is fond of
this phrase rovr’ éorw, and, though it adds nothing to ob xepo-
woujroy, it may stand. Kriaus, in this sense of creation or created
order, was familiar to him (e.g. Wis 517 19%). MeAAévrww, before
&yaBGy, was soon altered into yevopévwv (by B D* 1611. 1739,
20035 vt syr Orig. Chrys.), either owing to a scribe being misled
by mapayevpevos or owing to a pious feeling that ueAAdvrwv here
(though not in 10!) was too eschatological. The dyafa were
pé\hovra in a sense even for Christians, but already they had
begun to be realized; e.g. in the Nérpwors. This full range was
still to be disclosed (2% 134), but they were realities of which
Christians had here and now some vital experience (see on 65).

Some editors (e.2. Rendall, Nairne) take rd» yevouévwr dyafdy with what
follows, as if the writer meant to say that *“ Christ appeared as highpriest of
the goed 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 o3¢ as="‘‘not by the blood of goats and calves either,” the
term carrying on wapayevduevos ; and (8) 8id in a double sense. There is no
objection to (8), but (@) is weak ; the bliss and benefit are mediated not
through the sphere but through what Jesus does in the sphere of the eternal
oxqy.  Others (e.g. Westcott, von Soden, Dods, Seeberg) take 34 7#s

1 Mapayevduevos (as Lk 12, Mt 3! suggest) is more active than the wega.
vépwrar of v. %8,
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oxqvis with Xpwrés, ** Christ by means of the . . . sanctuary.” This sense
of &:d is better than that of (a) above, and it keeps 8.4 the same for vv.!
and '3 But the context (mapayeréuevos . . . elafjAfer) points to the local use
of &d in &4 758 . . . okyrds, rather than to the instrumental ; and it is no
objection that the writer immediately uses 8«d in another sense (8¢ afuaros),
for this is one of his literary methods (cp. &4 with gen. and accus. in 21

29. 10 7". 19, 28, 24, ”).

Continuing the description of Christ’s sacrifice, he adds (v.1%)
o0dé 8 alparos 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 idaorijpiov. The later Jewish procedure
is described in the Mishna tractate_Joma, but our author simply
draws upon the LXX text, though (like Aquila and Symmachus)
he uses péoxwy instead of xipapwr. Aud is graphically used in
814 1ol i8lov afpatos, as in B¢ alpartes Tpdywr xai péoxwr, but the
idea is the self-sacrifice, the surrender of his 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¢pdwaf, a stronger form of
dwaé, which is unknown to the LXX, is reserved by our author
for the sacrifice of Jesus, which he now describes as issuing in
a Avrpwois—an archaic religious term which he never uses else-
where ; it is practically the same as dwohdrpwars (v.15), but he
puts into it a much deeper meaning than the LXX or than Luke
(1% 2%8), the only other NT writer who employs the term.
Though he avoids the verb, his meaning is really that of 1 P 118
(Avrpdlbnre Tipin alpare ds duvov dpdpov kai domidov Xpiorod)
or of Ti 21* (8s éwkey éavrdv vmép Hudv, va Avrpworfrar Huds dro
wdoms dvoplas xal kabapiop éavrg Aadv mepiovaiov).

In this compressed phrase, alwviav Adrpwow elpdpevos, (a) alwviav
offers the only instance of alwios being modified in this epistle. (8) Edpd-
uevos, in the sense of Dion. Hal. 4nz. v. 293 (olre SiaNhavyds elparo Tols
dv3pbov xal xdfobov), and Jos. Ant. i. 19, 1 (wdwwov d6kav dperiis ueydhys
evpduevov), is a participle (for its form,? cp. Moulton, i. p. 51), which, though
midule, is not meant to suggest any personal effort like ‘“by himself,” 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, xal abrols cwryplay ebpavro). The aorist has not a past sense; it
either means ‘‘to secure” (like eVpduevot in 4 Mac 3'® and émwkeyduero in

2 Mac 11%), after a verb of motion (cp. Ac 258), or *“securing” (by what
grammarians call ¢ coincident action ”).

The last three words of v.}2 are now (vv.1% 14) explained b
an a fortiori argument. Why was Christ’s redemption eternal?
What gave it this absolute character and final force? In v.18

I The 8i4 here as in &b wveduaros alwvlov suggest the state in which a
certain thing is done, and inferentially the use becomes instrumental, as we
say, ‘‘he came én power.”

* The Attic form elpduevos is preferred by D* 226. 436. 920.
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tpdywv kal tadpwv reverses the order in 104, and radpwy is now
substituted for uéoxwv. The former led to radpwy xai Tpdywy
being read (by the K L P group, Athanasius, Cyril, etc.), but
‘““the blood of goats and bulls” was a biblical generalization
(Ps 5015 Is 111), chosen here as a literary variation, perhaps for
the sake of the alliteration, though some editors see in ravpwv a
subtle, deliberate antithesis to the feminine 3dpalis. According
to the directions of Nu 1¢% a red cow was slaughtered and then
burned ; the ashes (f omédos Tiis SapdAews) 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 ¥8wp
pavrwopod. The rite supplies the metaphors of the argument in
yv 415 it was one of the ablutions (v.19) which restored the
contaminated person (rols xexowwpérous) to the worshipping
community of the Lord. The cow is described as dpwpoy, the
purified person as xafapds ; but our author goes ouside the LXX
for kexowwudvovs, and even pavrifew 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. Amorier,
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, lik= the similar
rite of blood on atonement-day, restored the worshipper to out-
ward communion with God. ‘Ayidfer 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 The Evolution of Religion, pp. 115f.; ERE. iv. 434,
x. 456, 483, 485, 501), in a world where physical contact with the dead was
a placue. Philo’s exposition (de spec. legibus, i. wepl Bvbvrwy, 11.) of the rite
is that the primary concern is for the purity of the soul; the attention
needed for securing that the victim is &uwuor, or, as he says, warrends
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poduwy duéroxor, is a figurative expression for moral sensitiveness on the part
of the worshipper ; it is a regulation really intended for rational beings. 0¢
Ty Ouvouévwy ¢povris orwv . . . dAN& TOY Ovbvrwr, Wva wepl undéy wdbos
xypaivwoi, 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 : dvaykaior Tods uéhhovras goirdsr els 79 lepdv éml
perovolg Ouolas 76 Te clpa paidpivesbac kal Tiv Yuxhy wpd Tob oduares. Our
author does not share this favourable view (cp. Seeberg’s Der Zod Christi,
pp- ?3 f.; O. Schmitz’s Die Opferanschavung des spiteren Judentums, pp.
2811.). He would not have denied that the levitical culius aimed at spiritual
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, T%e Theology 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, Tke Evolution of Religion, p. 121). But
in Tpds ‘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,
Xuwpis alparexyvoias ov yiveras ddpeais.  He does not argue, he takes
for granted, that access to God involves sacrifice, 7.e. blood shed.
(6) 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 willL” Vet our writer
insists that even this inward defilement requires a sacrifice, the
sacrifice of Christ’s blood. This is now (v.14) urged in the phrase
éautdv mpootiveyxey, where we at last see what was intended by
wpocdépew 7¢ in 85, 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 Chrict 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 (a) the term &dpwopor, which is in apposition to
éavrév ; and (&) by 8d mredpatos aiwviov, which goes with wpoosd-
veyxev. (a) Paul calls Christians, or calls them to be, &uwpor;
but our writer, like the author of 1 P (119), calls Christ duwuos
as a victim. It is a poetic synonym for duduyroes, 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 (4) the pregnant phrase
3 mvedparos alwvlov, which qualifies davrdv mpoorjveyxer, means
that this sacrifice was offered in the realm or order of the inward
spirit, not of the outward and material; it was no Swaiwpa
capkds, but carried out 8w mveluaros, fe. in, or in virtue of, his
spiritual nature. What the author had called {wj dxardAvros
(7'%) he now calls wveipa aildvior. The sacrificial blood had a
mystical efficacy; it resulted in an eternal Arpwors because it
operated in an eternal order of spirit, the sacrifice of Jesus
purifying the inner personality (mv owveldnaw) 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 épdma¢, 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 (g1°~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 mwreipa aldwov in a contrast
with the animal sacrifices of the levitical cultus as it is irrele-
vant to drag in ‘the dogma of the trinity. Alwvlou closely
describes mvedpares (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 Suaffixy,
like the Adrpwots or owrypla which be 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 parallel 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 (nye nwa).
But now I will redeem you by myself, who live and remain for ever ; where-
fore your redemption will be eternal redemption (o5 nbws, cp. Is 4517).”

gne or two minor textual items may be noted in v.}4,

wvebparos] J. J. Reiske’s conjecture dyveduaros (purity) is singularly
prosaic. Alwyviov (#* A B D° K L syr ™ arm Ath) is altered into the con-
ventional dyfov by x® D* P 35. 88. 206, 326. 547, etc. lat boh Chrys. Cyril.
Liturgical usage altered Upov into 4udv (A D* P 5. 38. 218. 241, 256. 263.
378. 506. 1319. 1831. 1836%. 1912. 2004. 2127 vt syr'¢ boh Cyr.), and, to
§wwre, kal dAnlivg (a gloss from 1 Th 1%} is added in A P 104 boh Chrys. ete.

In the closing words of v.} xaBopiet is a form which is rare
(Mt 313, Ja 48?) in the NT, so rare that xafapioes is read here
by 206. 221. 1831 Did. Ath. It is a Hellenistic verb, used in
the inscriptions (with d=d) exactly in the ceremonial sense under-
lying the metaphor of this passage (Deissmann, Brdle Studies,
216f.). The cleansing of the conscience (cp. v.?) is &wd vexpiv
épywy, from far more serious flaws and stains than ceremonial
pollution by contact with a corpse (see above, and in 61). As
Dods puts it, “a pause might be made before épywv, from dead—
(not bodies but) works.” The object is eis T8 hatpedew 0ed Lavr.
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, s.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 Swijxy (812),
our author now proceeds (vv.1%%) to show how Christ’s sacrifice
was necessary and efficacious under that Suwaiky. A sacrifice,
involving death, is essential to any &wafhjxn: this principle,
which applies to the new Biaffkn (v.15), is illustrated first
generally (vv.16-17) and then specifically, with reference to the
former SuaBfxn (vv.18-22),

¥ He mediates a new ¢ t for this reasom, that those who Rave been
called may obtain the eternal inheritances they have been promised, now that a
death has occurred whick 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. Y A will only holds in cases of death, it is never valid so long
as the testator is alive. ' Hence even the first (% wpdry, sc. Siadhxy as in g')
covenant of God’'s will was not inaugurated apart from blood; * for after
Moses had anmosunced every command in the Law lo all the people, ke took the
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blood of calves and goats, together with waker, scarlet wool and kyssop, sprinkl.
ing the book and all the people, and saying, ® *“ This is the blood of that
covenant whick is God's command for you.” M He cven (kal . . . 3, only
here in Heb.) sprinkled with blood the tent and all the utensils of worship in
the same way. ® In fact, one might almost say that by Law everything is
cleansed with blood. No blood shed no remission of sins !

The writer thus weaves together the idea of the new 5iaffxy
(91 echoes 8%) and the idea of sacrifice which he has just been
developing. In v.16 8.4 Todro carries a forward reference (*now
this is why Christ mediates a new Si.affxn, dwws x7A.”), as, e.g.,
in Xen. Cyrop. ii. 1. 21, ol odppaxor obde & & dAlo rpédovras 4
dmws paxodvrar Imép rév Tpedpdvrwv. As the climax of the pro-
mises in the new duafijxy is pardon (812), so here its purpose is
described as &wohdrpwois, which obviously is equivalent to full
forgiveness (Eph 17 mjv dmolirpwow 8id Tod alparos atrod, mpy
dpeaw Tov maperTopdrev). "AwoNéTpwow TdY . . . wapaBdoewy is
like kafapiopov rév duaprmdv 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 kAnpovouia, assured by Christ. Note that the
&wl ir. émi 17 wpdty Babixy is not exactly temporal = “ under,”
z.e. during the period of (cp. ém ouvrekeiq Tdv alwvdv in v.26), but
causal. The transgressions, which had arisen “in connexion
with ” the first Swabijxy, 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 8iafjxy 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 13% %,
where Paul tells some Jews that through Jesus Christ Suiv dgeos
dpapridy kerayyé\heray, xal dwd wdvrov v obx Hovvibyre &v vouw
Motaéws Sikarwfijvar, év Tovry wias 6 moredwv Sikarotrar.  For the
sake of emphasis, Ty émayyehior is thrown forward, away from
xAnpovopias, like OdvaTor in the next verse.

’Arol{Tpwats, which in 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. Da 4% ; Philo, guod omnis probus, 17), leaving * liberation ”
at some cost as the predominant idea (so in Clem. Alex. Strom vii. §6).
Here it is a synonym for Aérpwotis (v.1?), or as Theophylact put it, for
deliverance. DBut its reference is not eschatological ; the retrospective refer-
ence is uppermost.

For the first and only time he employs ol xexhqpévor to
describe those whom he had already hailed as «\joews émrovpaviou
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péroxor (31). To be “called” was indispensable to receiving
God’s boon (118), so that xexAyuévor here is an appropriate term
for those who are no longer hampered by any obstacles of an
inadequate pardon. The kexAnuévo. 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 xexAnuévot
were simply those under the old dwafijxy, 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 32f; but
it may be implied in 1140 122 (see below), where the * perfecting”
of the older helievers is connected with the atonement. How-
ever, the special point here of avdrou . . . wapaBdoewr is that the
death which inaugurates the new duaf1xy deals effectively with the
hindrances left by the former Siafijxyn. 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. 4%); but the xA\npovopia, 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 (@) his death
avails even for those who in the past hoped for it, yet could not
obtain it, and also () deals with the wapdBaces set up by the
older 8iafrjxkn among men.

But how was a death necessary to a 8wafjkn? The answer
is given in v.1. through a characteristic play on the term. In
dwou yap (sc. éor) Buabixn kTA. he uses Swabrjky as equivalent to
“will” or testamentary disposition, playing effectively upon the
double sense of the term, as Paul had already done in Gal 315,
The point of his illustration (vv.16-17) depends upon this; Bepala
and toxde. are purposely used in a juristic sense, applicable to
wills as well as to laws, and & 8taépevos 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 Buaffkn in words which the writer has in mind (v.%); indeed,
according to one tradition he had spoken of himself figuratively
as assigning rights to his disciples (xdyd Siarifepar Spiv, 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 Swfijxy, the common idea of
both meanings being that benefits are * disponed,” and that the
Sty 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 3wy 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 8iabfxy in vv.1: 1 jg equivalent to *‘ testamentary disposition,” is
essential to the argument. No natural interpretation of vv.!-% js possible,
when dadixn 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 kA\qpovouta (v.18) paved the way for the juristic sense which v, demands.
The linguistic materials are collected, with a variety of interpretations, by
Norton in 4 Lexicographical and Historical Study of AiaBhxn (Chicago,
1908), Behm (Der Begriff Ava0hxn ém Neuen Testament, Naumburg, 1912),
Lohmeyer (AcaB%kn: ein Beitrag sir Evklirung des Neutestamentlichen
Begriffs, Leipzig, 1913), and G. Vos in Princeton Theological Review
(1915, pp. §87f.; 1916, pp. 1-61).

In v.16 $épecbar is ““announced,” almost in the sense of
“proved” (as often in Greek); in v.17 pfj wore (cp. on ofrw in 28)
is not equivalent to pfme (nondum, vg) bat simply means
“never ” (non unquam), as, ¢.g., in Eurip. Aipp. 823, bore pfpmore
&mveioat wdlw, i here following the causal particle émel, like
dre in Jn 318; it had begun to displace od in later Greek.
Moulton quotes BGU. 530 (i A.D.), uéuderal ae én(e)i uy dvré-
ypayas abry, and Radermacher (171) suggests that the change
was sometimes due to a desire of avoiding the hiatus. ‘loxie
has the same force as in Gal 5% cp. Zebz. P. 2867 (ii A.D.) vouy)
ddwcos [ot]8¢v eloxder. 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 7%
pijmore 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 psjmore could not be used in a statement like this.
(8) Isidore of Pelusium (Ep. iv. 113) declares that wére is a
corruption of rére (N from T, a stroke being added by accident),
and that he found rdére “é& mahaiwls dvriypdpois.” Two old
MSS (x* D*) do happen to preserve this reading, which is in
reality a corruption of mwére.

Why, it may be asked, finally, does not the writer refer
outright to the new 8wfixy 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, wdoxa . . .
vy ovar mavdyuei alrdv Eaoros Tods lepels adrov odk dvapévovres,
iepwoty ol vépov xapiaapévov 7@ ver mavri xatd plav Huépay
xr).). 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 3iabijky, the
writer (vv.18¢) recalls how the Swafijkn at Sinai was inaugurated
with blood. “Ofer—since Siabhjxy and Odvaros are correlative—
o08¢ § mpdm (sc. Swabijxy) xwpls olparos dvkekaimorar (the verb
here and in 10% being used in its ordinary LXX sense, e.g., 1 K
1114 dyxawlowper éxeél Ty Sagihelay, 1 Mac 4% dvafBéuer xafapioar
T& dyia xal dvkawioad). This fresh illustration of death or blood
being required in order to inaugurate a 8tafhjxy, is taken from the
story in Ex 24%, but he treats it with characteristic freedom.
Five points may be noted. (i) He inserts! 78 alpa . . . rdv
Tpdywv, a slip which was conscientiously corrected by a number
of MSS which omitted kal Tdv Tpdywr (8° K L ¥ 5. 181. 203.
242. 487. 489. 506. 623. 794. 917. I3II. 1319. 1739. 1827, 1836.
1845. 1898. 2143) as well as by syr Origen and Chrysostom.
Moses merely had pooxdpia slaughtered ; our author adds goats,
perbaps because the full phrase had become common for OT
sacrifices (see on v.1¥). (ii) He inserts perd 03arvos xai éplou
xokkivov kal dogdmou, as these were associated in his mind with
the general ritual of sprinkling; water, hyssop, and scarlet
thread (xéxxwov), 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 (xexhwopévor xérxwor) to
form a sprinkler in the rite of cleansing a leper (Lv 14%), or for
sprinkling blood (Ex 122%). But of this wisp or bunch there is
not a word in Ex 24%. (iii) Nor is it said in the OT that
Moses sprinkled 2 adtd 76 Bifhiov. He simply splashed half of
the blood mpds 74 Guoraciplor, kai Aafoy 16 BBAiov (f.e. the scroll
containing the primitive code) fis Siafixys, read it aloud to the
people, who promised obedience ; whereupon AaBav 8¢ Movoijs
75 alpa kareoxédacer Tod Aaob kal elmev xkTA. An ingenious but
impracticable attempt to correct this error is to take adté e 73
BBAlov with NaBdv, but the Te goes with the next xol wdvra Tdv
Aadv. The BiBAiov 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.2,
and abté te 73 BifAlov might be rendered “the book itself.”
This intensive use of adrds occurs just below in adrd T4 émoupdnta,
But adrds may be, according to the usage of Hellenistic Greek,

1 In wdoys évrorfis xard 7dv (om. ¥* K P) véuov (‘‘lecto omni mandato
legis,” vg) the kard means ‘ throughout ” rather than ““by.”
3 For xareoxédaoer he substitutes éppdvriger, from parrifw, which is com-
ratively rare in the LXX (Lv 6%, 2 K 9%, Ps 517, Aquila and Symm. in
s 63°, Aquila and Theodotion in Is 52'°).
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unemphatic, as, eg., in 11! «kai adry Sdppa, Jn 23 adrds 8 &
‘Ingovs. (iv) In quoting the LXX i8o¥ 70 alua 7fis dwbijxys s
8édero Kipios mpos duds (=9uiv), he changes i8o? into roiro
(possibly a reminiscence of the synoptic tradition in Mk 14%),
diuélfero into é&verelhato (after &rolfs in w.1%; but the phrase
occurs elsewhere, though with the dative, e.g. Jos 23!%), and
kipros wpos Ypds into wpds Apds & Oebs. This is a minor altera-
tion. It is more significant that, (v) following a later Jewish
tradition, which reappears in Josephus (4#s iii. 8. 6 [Moses
cleansed Aaron and his sons] mjv Te ok xal T8 wept admiy
axedy ol re mpobvpiwpévy xabis elrov, kai 7¢ alpar 16y ravpwv
xai kpedv odayévtov kTA.), he makes Moses use blood to sprinkle
the oxnwvg and all 1 oxedn Tfis Aevrovpyias (a phrase from 1 Ch ¢%8).
The account of Ex 40 1 mentions oil only; Josephus adds
blood, because the tradition he followed fused the oil-dedication
of the oxprj in Ex 40* 10 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 owwyvy with the consecration of the
priests (vit. Mos. iii. 17); but he, too, is careful to confine any
blood-sprinkling to the altar. Our 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 alpa
and Odvaros were correlative terms for the writer. The vital
necessity of alua in this connexion is reiterated in the summary
of v.22,  Zxeddv, he begins—for there were exceptions to the rule
that atonement for sins needed an animal sacrifice (¢.g. Lv §1-13,
where a poverty-stricken offender could get remission by present-
ing a handful of flour, and Nu 31%%, where certain articles, spoils
of war, are purified by fire or water). But the general rule was
that wdvra, fe. everything connected with the ritual and every
worshipper, priest, or layman, had to be ceremonially purified by
means of blood (xafapiferar as the result of éppdvrioer). The
Greek readers of the epistle would be familiar with the similar
rite of alpdoaew Tods Bupols (Theokr. Epigr, i. 5, etc.). Finally,
he sums up the position under the first Suufsjxy by coining a term
aipatexyuaia (from éxvouws aluaros, 1 K 18% etc.) for the shedding
of an animal victim’s blood in sacrifice; ywpls alparexyuolas od
yiverar ddeois, 7. even the limited pardon, in the shape of
“cleansing,” which was possible under the old order. "Adeos
here as in Mk 3% has no genitive following, but the sense is
indubitable, in view of 10'® dwou 8¢ ddeors Tolrwr (fe. of sins).
The latter passage voices a feeling which seems te contradict the
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possibility of any forgiveness prior to the sacrifice of Christ (cp.
g!% 104), but the writer knew from his bible that there had
been an dgeois under the old régime as the result of animal
sacrifice ; xal ééihdaerar mept (or mepl rijs dpaprios) adrod & lepevs
. xal dpefijoerar adré was the formula (cp. Lv 5101618 gtc,),
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 : 4 vap Yuxy
wdons gapds alpa atrod éoriy, kai éyd 8édwka adrd Juiv éri Tod
Bvoraaryplov éihdokeadar wepi Tav Yuxdv Sudv' 7 yip alpa adrod
dvri ris yuxis ééhdoerar.  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
alpa of Christ superseded all previous arrangements for securing
ardon.
P After the swift aside of v.3, the writer now pictures the
appearance of Christ in the perfect sanctuary of heaven with the
perfect sacrifice (vv.26%) which, being perfect or absolute, needs
no repetition.

B Now, while the copies of the keavenly things had (dvdyky, sc. #» or
éorly) to be cleansed with sacrifices like these, the heavenly things themselves
required nobler sacrifices. 8 For Christ has not entered a holy place whick
human hands have made (a mere type of the reality 1} ; ke has entered heaven
stself, now to appear in the presence of God on our bekalf. 3 Nor was it (sc.
eioiiNOev) to offer himself repeatedly, like the highpriest eniering the holy place
every year witk blood that was not his own: * for in that case ke would have
had to suffer repeatedly ever since the world was founded. Nay, once for all,
at the end of the world, ke has appeared with his self-sacrifice to abolish sin.
N And just as it is appointed for men to die once and after that to be judged,
350 Cl;]ri:t, after besng once sacrificed to bear the sins of many, will arpear
again, not to deal with sin, but for the saving of those who look out for him.

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

! For dvdykn . . . xabaplfecos an early veriant was dvdyxp . . . xafapl-
teras (D* 424"* Origen), which Blass adopts. But our author prefers the
nominative (v.19) to lﬁe dative, and xafaplferas is no more than a conforma-
tion to the xafapiferas of v.%,  The re, which some cursives (33. 1245. 2005)
substitute for 3¢ between adrd and rd éwovpdria, 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 12 ; but the idea here is really unique,
as though the constant work of forgiving sinners in the upper
oy rendered even that in some sense defiled. The slight
touch of disparagement in rtodrois (=tois dAdyors, Theodoret)
may be conveyed by “like these” or *such,” and Bvoiacs 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.il1?) by vriruma Tdv dA\nbwdv he means a counterpart
(dvrirvwov in reverse sense in 1 P 32) of reality (cp. 82), avrirvma
being a synonym here for dwolelypara, literally =*‘answering to
the r¥ros” which was shown to Moses (cp. z Clem. 142 otdeis olv
16 dvrirvrov pbelpas 76 adfevricdv peralfferar). Christ has
entered the heavenly sphere viv (emphatic, “now at last ”=12)
éndaviodijvae x7A.  In dpdarobivar 7§ mwpoodww Tol Oeod (cp. Ps
423 dpbijoopas T¢ wpoodmy Tob feod) we have éudavifew used in
its Johannine sense (14%!-%2), though passively as in Wis 12
(éupaviferar Tols pi) morevovow adrd). But the appearance is
before God on behalf of men, and the meaning is brought out in
7% 1o1%., Chnst’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. 0488 tva
woANdxis wpoodépn éaurér] What is meant precisely by mpoordéperv
éavrév here (as in v.}4) is shown by maleiv in v.2,  “There is
no difference between entering in and offering. The act of
entering in and offering is one highpriestly act” (A. B. Davidson),
and mpoogépew éavrdy is inseparably connected with the suffering
of death upon the cross. The contrast between his self-sacrifice
and the highpriest entering with aipari &A\Notpiw (as opposed to
18iw, v.12) is thrown in, as a reminiscence of vv.7:, but the writer
does not dwell on this; it is the dwaf (cp. v.12and 1 P 318 Xpiords
dmraf mepi dpapriby dméfavev) which engrosses his mind in v.2, éwei
(*“ahoquin,” vg) &e (the dv being omitted as, eg., in 1 Co 510
drel dpeihere . . . éferfeiv) k. 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. Nuvi 8¢ (logical, as in 8%, not temporal) éxi
ouvreheiq (for which Blass arbitrarily reads 7é\e) 1dv aldvar (=ér'
éoxdrov Tv fpepdv rovrwy, 12) kTN, Xuvréhewa is employed in its
ordinary Hellenistic sense of * conclusion ” (e.g. Zesz. Beny. xi. 3,
&us owrekelas Tob aldvos: Zest. Levi X, 2, éml 1)) ovwrelelp Tov
aldvwv); in Matthew's gospel, where alone in the NT it
occurs, the genitive is Tod aldvos. Tedavépuwras, as in the
primitive hymn or confession of faith (1 Ti 31® épavepufy &
oapx(); but the closest parallel is in 1 P 12 Xpiorod mpoey-
voouévov udv mpd xarafBolils xéopov, davepwhévros 8¢ én’ éoydrov
7dv xpdvwv. 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 &waé
also suggests that men have to die déwaf as well. Hence the
parenthesis of vv.3% 2, for 10! carries on the argument from g2,
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 for the
sins of men, will reappear to complete the salvation of his own.”
*Awéecrar (cp. Longinus, de sublim. g7 6AN Juiv pév Svodaipovod-
ow dwdkearar Apay kaxdv 6 Bdvaros, and 4 Mac 811 oddev duiv
drabijoacw wAyy Tol perd orpeBAdv dmofavely dwoxeirar) Tois
Svlpdmors dmaf dwobaveiv. The dmaf 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!4) sees that death is not the last thing to be faced by
men; perd 8¢ 7olito kpios. 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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Aeschylus, for example, makes Apollo declare (Zumenides, 647,
648): '
dvdpds & émadiv oly’ dvaowday xdvis
dmaf Oavdvros, ovris &or’ dvdoraais.

Even in the sense of a return to life, there is no dvdoracis
(Burip. Heracles, 297 ; Alcestis, 1076 ; Supplices, 775). Kplors in
En 17 (kai xpioes éorac xard wdvrwy), as the context shows, is
the eschatological catastrophe which spares the elect on earth,
just as in En 58 which parallels He g%, sinners are threatened
thus: wdow Juiv Tols duaprwdots ody dmdpfer cwrpla dANG dxi
wdvras duds xardAvos, kardpa. In 10% below kpiois means the
doom of the rebellious, but that is due to the context ; here it is
judgment in general, to which all &8pwmos alike are liable (1228
kpurf Bed wdvrwy). 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 2%%) an echo of Is 532 (kai adrds duaprias ToAAdv
dvijveyker) in els 78 woM\dv (cp. above on 21%) dveveykeiv dpaprias.
NpooevexBeis 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 é¢pBfgerar. In
1 P 5¢ ¢pavepoiiofas is used of the second appearance as well as
of the first, but our author prefers a variety (see on v.3) of
expression. The striking phrase xwpls dpaprins rests on the idea
that the one atonement had been final (eis 46érnow Tijs dpaprias),
and that Christ was now kexwpiopévos dmd tév dpaprwldv (7%).
He is not coming back to die, and without death sin could not
be dealt with. The homiletic (from 2z Ti 31%) addition of 8.4
(775, 1611. 2008) wlorews, either after dwexBexopévors (by 38. 68.
218. 256. 263. 330. 436. 440. 462. 823. 1837 arm, etc.) or after
owmplav (by A P 1245. 1898 syr"™), is connected with the mis-
taken idea that eis corypiav goes with dmrexdexopévors (cp. Phil 3%0)
instead of with 3¢0joerar. There is a very different kind of
&xBox (10%7) for some dvBpwmor, even for some who once belonged
to the People!

He now resumes the idea of ¢%- %, 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.5-19). The latter are in-
adequate, as is seen from the fact of their annual repetition ; and
they are annual because they are animal sacrifices.

! For as the Law has a mere shadow of the bliss that is to be, instead of
representing the reality of that bliss, st never can perfect those who draw near
with the same annual sacrifices that are perpetually offered, ® Otherwise,

they would have surely ceased to be offered ; for the worskippers, once cleansed,
would no longer be conscious of sins! 8 As it §s, they are an annual reminder
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of sins S (for the dlood of bulls and goats cannot possibly remove 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 (wepl dupaprias as 13M) thou
lakest no delight.
180 (rére) 7 said, * Here I come—in the roll of the book this
is written of me—
I come to do thy will, O God.”

8 He begins by saying, ** Thow 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); ® he then (tére) adds, * Heve I come to do
thy will” He does away with the first in order to establisk 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 . . . ol elkdva Tév wpaypdrwv (v.1) the
writer uses a Platonic phrase (Cratylus, 306 E, el«dvas rév mpay-
pdrov); eikdv (=dMjfeaa, Chrysostom) is contrasted with oxud
as the real expression or representation of substance is opposed
to the faint shadow. The addition of ré&v wpaypdrev (=7dv
pélovroy dyefiv) emphasizes this sense; what represents solid
realities is itself real, as compared to a mere oxed. The pé\\ovra
&yadd (9l) are the boons and blessings still to be realized in
their fulness for Christians, being thought of from the stand-
point of the new Swabijxy, 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
(711) 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 8iabijxy, f.e. the inadequate and the adequate
forms of relationship to God. Once the former was superseded,
the Law collapsed, and under the new 8wy there is no new
Law. Even while the Law lasted, it was shadowy and ineffective,
f.e. 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 8dvaras
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(DH KLV¥2. 5. 35. 88, 181. 206, 226, 241. 242. 255. 326. 383. 429. 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 dtvarrac, ¢
vbuos is a hanging nominative, and an awkward anacolouthon results. Hort
suggests that the original form of the text was: xad’ #v xar’ dviavrdr Tds adras
Buaias wpoopépovaiy, al els Td Supvexds obdémore ddvavrar Tods wpooepxouévous
reheboat,  As in g, xad #v (dropped out by a scribe accidentally, owing to
the resemblance between kaAGHN and Ka8€N) would connect with a previous
noun (here exidr), a1 similarly fell out before €t (€1C), and ac was changed
into atc in the three consecutive words after éwavrdr, This still leaves &
»buos without a verb, however, and is no impxovement upon the sense gained
either (@) by treating  vépos as a nominative absolute, and 3dravra: as an
irregular plural depending on al understood?! from fuoiass ; or (8) by simply
reading Svvaras (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 adTdv after Bualais (k P), or the substitution of abrdv for adrais
(69. 1319), or the omission of avrals altogether (2. 177. 206. 642. 920. 1518,
1872), as well as the omission of ds (A 33. 1611. 2005) or als altogether, like
the Syriac and Armenian versions, and the change of TeAadoas (TeNedoat,
Blass) into xafapicac (D vt).

Npoodépouoty is an idiomatic use of the plural (Mt 2% rebwi-
xaow, Lk 12% alrofow), ¢ 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 on, German man” (Moulton, i.
58). The allusion is to the yearly sactifice on atonement-day,
for mpoadpépovaw goes with kat éviavtdy, the latter phrase being
thrown forward for the sake of emphasis, and also in order to
avoid bringing els 10 Supvenés too near it. Els 7o Supvexés also
goes with mpoocdépovow, not (as in v.14) with redeolv. O88émore
here as in v.1! before 8dva({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 §17-18 (* 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.3, where éwel (as in g =alioquin) is followed by odx, which
implies a question. “Would they not, otherwise, have ceased
to be offered?” When this was not seen, either ofx was omitted
(H* vg? syr 206. 1245. 1518 Primasius, etc.), leaving dv 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 syrtX! arm, If the relative

pronoun were assimilated, d.e. if als (D* H L 5. 88. 257. 547, etc.) were read
for s, the accidental omission of al would be more intelligible,
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when the Christian sacrifice took place. In olx &v &wadoarvre
npoopepSpevar (for construction see Gn 11® éradoavro olxodo-
potvres) the dv is retained (see on 928). KexaBapiopévous has
been altered into xexafdppevovs (L), but xafapilw, not the Attic
xabalpw, is the general NT form. If our author spelt like his
LXX codex, however, xexafepiopévovs would be original (cp.
Thackeray, 74). Zureldnows is again used (g?) in connexion with
“the worshipper(s),” but the writer adds dpapmdv (i.e. sins still
needing to be pardoned). For the genitive, compare Philo’s
fine remark in gwod det. pol. 40, ikerebwpev olv Tov fedv ol
owadjoe tav olxeloy dducpudrov Eheyxdpevor, kodoar iAoy
Wuas 7 mapevar. In v.3 dvdprnog means that public notice had
to be taken of such sins (‘‘ commemoratio,” vg).

There is possibly an echo here of a age like Nu 518 (Qusla wynuosivov
dvauprhoxovoa duapriav), quoted by Philo in de Plant. 25 to illustrate his
statement that the sacrifices of the wicked simply serve to recall their misdeeds
(Uxopupvfoxovoas Tas éxdarwy dyvolas re kal Swapaprias). In vita Mosis, iii.
10, he repeats this ; if the sacrificer was ignorant and wicked, the sacrifices
were no sacrifices (. . . 00 Now duaprnudrov, dAN' dwéurnow dpydlovrac).
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, eOnbes ydp Tds Buolas trépynow
dpaprypdrov dNA ph Nifqv atrdy karackevdfev—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. ZRE. iii. 770%), against
ritual and external sacrifice as a means of moral purification
(see above on g!%). ‘Adapely, a LXX verb in this connexion
(e.g. Num 1438 darpiv dvoplas xai ddixlas xal dpaprias), becomes
ddperév in L (so Blass), the aoristic and commoner form ; the
verb is never used elsewhere in the NT, though Paul once
quotes Is 279 Srav dpéhwpa duaprias (Ro 11%7).  All this inherent
defectiveness of animal sacrifices necessitated a new sacrifice
altogether (v.b 8id), the self-sacrifice of Jesus. So the writer
quotes Ps 4079, which in A runs as follows:

Gvoilay xal wpoodopiv odx jbéAnoas,
odua 8¢ karypriow por’
Shoxavrdpara xai wepl duaprias obx élpricas.
rére elwov: 1dod o,
(& xepard BiBAiov yéypamrar mepi épod)
roi wotfjoar 10 Qé\qud oov, 6 feds pov, HBovAifyy.
Our author reads eddéxnoas for éfyrijoas,’ shifts d Geds (omitting uov) to

! Which is replaced in the text of Hebrews by ¥ (éx{yrioeis) 623*. 1836.
The augment spelling nt86xyoas reappears here as occasionally at v.8 in a
small group (A C D* W, etc.), and the singular Ovelar k. wpoogopdr is kept
atv.8by  D°K LW, etc,
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a position after wotfjoas, in order to emphasize 78 8é\nud oov, and by omitting
¢Boukffny (replaced b¥ W in v.7), connects 7ol woifjcas closely with #xw.
A recollection of Ps 518 el 0é\qoas Qualar . . . SNokavrduara obx ebdoxhoes
may have suggested ebdéxnaas, which takes the accusative as often in LXX,
Kegalls is the roll or scroll, literally the knob or tip of the stick round which
the papyrus sheet was rolled (cp. Ezek 2% xegpalis SiSAlov).

This is taken as an avowal of Christ on entering the world,
and the LXX mistranslation in edpa is the pivot of the argu-
ment. The more correct translation would be drla 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 God,
instead of relying upon sacrifices. Whether dria was corrupted
into odpa, or whether the latter was an independent translation,
is of no moment; the evidence of the LXX text is indecisive.
Our author found ¢dpa in his LXX text and seized upon it;
Jesus came with his body to do God’s will, f.e. to die for the
sins of men. The parenthetical phrase & xedakide BiBAlov
yéyparrar wepi &pol, 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.8.), 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 o1
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), In v.8 dvérepor is “above” or
“higher up” in the quotation (v.6). The interpretation of the
oracle which follows is plain; there are no textual variants worth
notice,} and the language is clear. Thus elpnker in v.% is the
perfect of a completed action, =the saying stands on record, and
dvaipet has its common juristic sense of “ abrogate,” the opposite
of lorqu. 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 8 febs is sometimes repeated after rofjoar by #° L 104
1288, 1739 vg syrhkiand pesh ete, | or after cov (¢.g. 1. 5311 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 odua 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 mwpoodopd of Christ; what the Law could not do
(v.1) has been achieved by the single self-sacrifice of Christ; it
is by what he suffered in his body, not by any animal sacrifices,
that we are dyiaopévor (v.19). 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, The Death of Christ, p. 234).

In conclusion (11-18) the wri'er interprets (11:14) a phrase which
he has not yet noticed expressly, namely, that Christ saz down
at the right kand of God (1%13); this proves afresh that his
sacrifice was final. Then, having quoted from the pentateuch
and the psalter, he reverts to the prophets (1518), citing again
the oracle about the new 8wafrjxy with its prediction, now fulfilled,
of a final pardon, y

B Again, while every priest stands dasly at his service, offering the same
sacrifices vepeatedly, sacrifices which never can take sins away—'3 He offered
a single sacrifice for sins and then *‘seated himself” for all time *“at the
right hand of God,” ® 1o wast *“ until his enemies are made a footstool for his
feet.” M For by a single offering he has made the sanctified perfect for ail
time. I Besides, we have the testimony of the holy Spirit ; for after saying,

W ¢« This is the covenant I will make with them when that day comes,

saith the Lovd,

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

ke adds,

11 ¢ dnd their sins and breaches of the law I will vemember mo move.”
18 Now where these are remitted (Apeas, as 9%2), an offering for sin exists (sc.
&ari) no longer.

One or two textual difficulties emerge in this passage. In v.!? l¢pels was
altered (after 5! 8%) into dpytepets (A C P 5. 69. 88. 206. 241. 256. 263. 4%6.
462. 467. 489. 623. 642. 794. 917. 920. 927. 999. 1836, 1837. 1898 syrbk!
sah arm eth Cyr. Cosm.). In v.33 adrés (KL 104. 326 boh Theod. Oec.
Theophyl.) is no improvement upon obros. A curious variant (boh Ephr.)
in the following words is éavrdv ulay Imép duapridv wpooevéykas Guolav.
In v.1¥ boh (‘‘ for one offering will complete them, who will be sanctified,
for ever”) appears to have read jud ydp wpoogopd (so Bgl.) Tehewwoer kT,
In v.} 7Gv 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 7%7), but the adjective wds. Nepreheiv is a literary synonym
for édarpetv (v.%); there is no special emphasis in the verb here
any more than, e.g., in 2 Co 318, for the (Zeph 3!® mepieihe xvptos
T& dducjpard oov) metaphorical idea of stripping no longer
attached to the term, and the wepl 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.}3 where els ™ Bugvexés goes more
effectively with éxdbuoev than with wpooevéyxas 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 :

elrev & xipios 7§ xvply pov Kdbov &k Sefidv mov
&os dv 06 Tods éxbpods aov Dmomddiov Tdv wodlv cou.

Kdfov—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 (59), they
are perfected “finally,” f.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 éxdfioey and &rmxev (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 11oth psalm. If he inter-
preted the prediction as Paul did in 1 Co 15%%, we might think
of the devil (2!%) and such supernatural powers of evil; but this
is not an idea which is worked out in Npds ‘EBpaiovs. 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 ¢« 8e£t@v and dv Sefi§ is reproduced
in IIpés ‘EBpalovs : the author prefers the latter, when he is not definitely
quoting from the LXX as in 18, Ag this is a reminiscence rather thana
citation, év defiq is the true reading, though éx de£ilv is introduced by A 104
Athanasius. The theological significance of the idea is discussed in Dr. A.
J. Tait’s monograph on Zhe Heavenly Session of our Lord (1912), in which
he points out the misleading influence of the Vulgate’s mistranslation of 10'3
(‘ hic autem unam pro peccatis offerens hostiam in sempiternum sedit ) upon
the notion that Christ pleads his passion in heaven.

1In Clem. Rom. 36" they are ol gaido kal drriragabueros 7§ Gerdfpars
adrob,
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After reiterating the single sacrifice in v.14 (where Tods dywafo-
pévous is “the sanctified,” precisely as in 211), he adds (v.1%) an
additional proof from scripture. Maprupet 8¢ Hpiv kol 70 wredpa
7d dyuoy, 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 2 common Philonic term in this connexion,
e.g. Leg. Alleg. iii. 2, paprvpel 8¢ kal é&v érépois Aéywy xr). (intro-
ducing Dt 4% and Ex 17%); similarly in Xen. Mem. i. 2. 20,
paprupel 8¢ kai Thv wouyrdv 6 Aéywv. The quotation, which is
obviously from memory, is part of the oracle already quoted
upon the new 8wafyixny (8%12); the salient sentence is the closing
promise of pardon in v.1%, but he leads up to it by citing some
of the introductory lines. The opening, perd ydp T elpnxévas,
implies that some verb follows or was meant to follow, but the
only one in the extant text is Aéyew képros (v.19). Hence, before
v.l7 we must understand something like uaprupel or Aéyer or
wpocédnkev kol ¢mow (Oecumenius) or tére elpyker, although the
evidence for any such phrase, e.g. for Jorepov Aéye (31. 37. 55.
67. 71. 73. 80. 161) is highly precarious. In v.17 pwmoffcopar
has been corrected into pyyefd by 8° D¢ K L P, etc,, since pyqofd
was the LXX reading and also better grammar, the future after
o w4 being rare (cp. Diat. 2255, and above on 8!1). 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 (10'°-122%) 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.19-2%) passes into warning (26-1),

19 Brothers (45ehgol, not since 3V 13), since we have confidence to enter the
holy Presence in virtue of the blood of Jesus, ® by the fresk, living way whick
ke has inaugurated for us through the veil (that is, through his flesk), 2 and
since we have ** a great Priest over the house of God,” 2 let us draw near with
a true heart, in absolute assurance of faitk, 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) ;
M gnd let us consider how to stiv one another up to love and good deeds—® not
ceasing lo meet together, as &5 the habit of some, but admonishing one another
(sc. éavrovs, as 312), all the more so, as you see the Day coming near.

The writer (éxorres olv) presses the weighty arguments of
6201018, but he returns with them to reinforce the appeal of
31-416; after 101991 the conception of Jesus as the lepeds falls
more into the background. The passage is one long sentence,
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Ixovres . . . wpooepydpela . . . xatéxwper . . . kal karavoRper
. . . "Exovres olv (as in 4M) since the way is now open- (gf)
through the sacrifice of Jesus, whose atoning blood is for us the
means of entering God's presence; mappnoiar, “a fre sure
intraunce ” (Coverdale), echoing 41°. But the writer fills out
the appeal of 41418 with the idea of the sanctuary and the
sacrifice which he had broken off, in g!f, to develop. Though
the appeal still is wpooepxdpeda (2* = 41%), the special motives are
twofold : (@) wappnaia for access in virtue of the sacrifice of Jesus
(vv.1®- 20) and (4) the possession of Jesus as the supreme iepeds
(v.21). (@) The religious sense of mappyoia emerges in the early
gloss inserted after Sir 18%:

kpeloowy mappyoia & Seomdry pdve
% vexpd kapdia vexpdv dvréxeafar

Here mappyoia means confident trust, the unhesitating adherence
of a human soul to God as its only Master, but our author
specially defines it as wappnoia els (cp. 2 P 111 ) eloodos els T
aldviov Bacikelav) eioodov (with gen. as 88dv in 9 but not a
synonym for 636v), 7.e. for access to (rdv dyiwv) the holy Presence,
év 19 alpare ‘ool (qualifying eioodov).! This resumes the
thought of %26 101012 (& aluare as in %), 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 v dylwv & 16 alpar Inood is
further described in v.20; we enter by (3, with 88ov . . . {Goav
in apposition) a way which Jesus has inaugurated by his sacrifice
(98- 24 %), This way is called recent or fresh and also living.
In wpéodavos, as in the case of other compounds (e.g. kelawveiis),
the literal sense of the second element had been long forgotten
(cp. Holden’s note on Plutarch’s ZThkemistocles, 24); mpéaparos
simply means “fresh,” without any sacrificial allusion (*freshly-
killed”). Galen (de Hipp. et Plat. plac. iv. 7) quotes the well-
known saying that Avmy éori 86fa mpdoaros kaxed wapovoias,
and the word (f.e. 70 dpriws yevduevov, véov, veapdv, Hesychius), as
is plain from other passages like Arist. Magna Moralia, 12035
(6 é tHs mpoopdrov davracias drpatis xtA.), and Eccles 19 (oix
éorwv wav mpdogarov Ywd Tov fAwov), had no longer any of the
specific sacrificial sense suggested etymologically by its second
part. . It is the thought of éxfés in 138, though the writer means

! Hence the idea is not put in quite the same way as in Eph 3 (¢v ¢
Exopev Thy wappnolay kal T wpovaywydv). In Sir 25% undé (8gs) yvvaci
wovypg éfovaiav, & A read mappnolaw for B’s ¢fovolar, which proves how deeply
the idea of liberty was rooted in wappyoia.
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particularly (as in 11-? g811) to suggest that a long period had
elapsed before the perfect fellowship was inaugurated finally ; it
is wpdodaros, not dpxalos. Zdoav means, in the light of 73 (cp.
Jn 14%), 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 {@cav were equivalent to pévovaay
(Chrysostom, Cosm. 4154), as with the dead victims of the
OT cultus or “the lifeless pavement trodden by the highpriest”
(Delitzsch). He entered God’s presence thus 8i& 7ol katawe-
rdopatos (619 %), Tolt &oriv 100 capkds adroi—a ritual expression
for the idea of 6. Awd is local, and, whether a verb like
eloa\@dr is supplied or not, 8:d . k. goes with évexalmoer, the idea
being that Jesus had to die, in order to bring us into a living
felowship with God ; the shedding of his blood meant that he
had a body (10%1%) to offer in sacrifice (cp. 9¥). 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 g%. 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%), 7.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 & rais fpépars Tis
capxds adrol, or that he ceased to be truly human when he
sacrificed himself.

The idea already suggested in ldoar is now (4) developed
(in v.%) by (¥xovres) xal iepéa péyar &mi 1dv olxov Tol 8eol, another
echo of the earlier passage (cp. 31" 4!%), iepeds péyas being a
sonorous LXX equivalent for dpxwepels. Then comes the triple
appeal, wpocepxdpeda . . . xoréxwper . . . Kai KkaTavodpev .
The metaphor of mpooepxdpeba xth. (v.2), breaks down upon the
fact that the Israelites never entered the innermost shrine, except
as represented by their highpriest who entered once a year ¢
afpare d\orply (9™ 35), which he took with him in order to atone
for the sins that interrupted the communion of God and the
people. In Npds ‘EPpalovs 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.81); through his self-sacrifice in death the presence of
God has been thrown open to us (vv.1* ), 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.? & 1§ alpar ’Inooi with
0%). 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. MMpooepxdpeda 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 dAnfwiis xapdias,!
without any hesitation or doubt, & wAnpodopig (61) wiorews.?
This thought of wioris 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, peparriopévor . . . kabapd. 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 gepavriopévor (f.e. sprinkled and
so purified from—a frequent use of the verb) &md ouveBfoens
mompés (= ovvedijoews dpapritv, 10%) in their hearts (rds xapdias
—no external cleansing). Then the writer adds, xal Aehouapévor
™ obpa JBar xadapd, suggesting that baptism corresponded to
the bathing of priests (e.g. in Lev 16%). Once and for all, at
baptism (cp. 1 P 3%), 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
Bammopds from all similar ablutions (6% ¢1%) 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 1 alpa

1 The phrase év d\nfwp xapdlg occurs in Zest, Dan s (.. xafapg) and in
Is 388 (év. «. 4.).

2 There is a verbal parallel in the account of Isis-worship given by
Apuleius (Metamorph. xi. 28 : ** ergo igitur cunctis adfatim praeparatis . . .
principalis dei nocturnis orgiis inlustratus, plena sam jfducia germanae
religionis obsequium diuinum frequentabam ”).

More specifically, by the alua parricuod of 12%,
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7iis Suabixns (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 xapdla and the odua 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 29%0f, Lv 82 145 etc. (cp.

Joma 3).

Three sgecimens of the anxious care for bodily purity in ancient religious
ritual may be given. First (i) the ritual directions for worship in Syll, 567
(ii A.D.): wplrov pév xal O uéyiorov, xetpas xal yvduny xabapods xal dyiels
Uwdpxovras xal undéy alrols Sewdv guverdbras. Second (ii) the stress laid on
it by a writer like Philo, who (quod deus sit smmutabilis, 2), after pleading
that we should honour God by purifying ourselves from evil deeds and
washing off the stains of life, adds : xal yip ednfes els uév 78 lepd uh éieivar
Badifewv, 8s By uy wpérepov Novoduevos paidplvnrar Td odua, elxeodar d¢ xal
Ovewv émuxeipely Ere xy\iduwpévy xal wepupuévy Savolg. His argument is that
if the body requires ablutions (wepippavryploss xal xabapolois dyvevrikois)
before touching an external shrine, how can anyone who is morally impure
draw near (wpoceNdelv 7¢ Oeg) the most pure God, unless he means to
repent? 'O uév vip mpds ¢ undév émetepydoacar xaxdy kal Td Talaid ékvipao-
Bar Sicacdoas yeyndos wpocirw [cp. He 10 3], § & dvev rodrwy dusxdfapros
dv dprordofw® Mjoeras ydp obdémore Tdv T év puxois riis Siavolas épdvra [cp.
He 4] xal 7ois ddUrois adriis éumepwarolvra. Or again in de Plant. 39 :
odpara kal Yuxds kafnpduevor, 78 uév Novrpols, vd 8¢ véuwr xal waidelas Spffs
peduace. In de Cherub. 28 he denounces the ostentatious religion of the
worldly, who in addition to their other faults, & uév sduara Aovrpois xal
xafapolows droppimrovrar, o 8¢ Yuxiis éxvipacar wddy, ols karappuralverar &
Blos, ofire BotAovras olire émerndelovot, 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 ydp éxelvor (z.e. the gods) ¢ioer xafapol
xal dxdparoc, éd doov Fryylragw alrols ol &vfpwiror kard Tdv Aéyov, érl Tooobror
xal Tod xabapob xal Tob kabaplov eloly dvfexrixol.

For the exceptional peparricuévor (k% A C D*), a° D® etc. have substituted
éppavriopévor (so Theodoret). The Aehovouévo. of # B D P is the more
common ko) form of the Attic Aehovuéroi (A C D° ete.).

The next appeal (v.28), xaréxwper mv Spoloyiar tis é\widos
(to which 8* vg pesh eth add the gloss of judv), echoes 41

1Y alua s Stabhxns év § Hyidaly, as 1 Co 611 dA\& dweloboasle, dANE
iryidobnre.

3 Cp. Eugen Fehrle’s Die Kultische Keuschheit im Altertum (1910), pp.
261, 131 1. ; Sir J. G. Frazer's Adonis, Attis, Osirés (1907), pp. 407 f.

% According to a recently discovered (first century) inscription on a
Palestinian synagogue (cp. Revue Bibligue, 1921, %1: 247 f.), the synagogue
was furnished with 7dv £evGva (for hospitality, cp. below, 133) xal 7d xpyorH-
oa 7oy ¥8drwy (baths for ritual ablutions).
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(xpardpev Ths Opoloylas) and 3% (éwv v mwoppyoiav xal To
xadxnpa Tis éwidos . . . xardoywuer). This hope for the future
was first confessed at baptism, and rests upon God’s promise?
(as already explained in 61718), It is to be held &k, 2 term
applied by Philo to the word of a good man (& y&p ro¥ arovdaiov,
¢mol, Aéyos Spxos Eorw, BéBatos, dxhunls, dipevdéoraros, dpmpaopévos
dAnlelq, de Spec. Leg. ii. 1); in Irenaeus it recurs in a similar
connexion (i. 88, ed. Harvey: 6 7ov xaviva mijs dAnfelos duhiv
& éavrd katéxwv, Bv 8wx 7ob PBamrioparos eilnge). The old
Wrycliffite version translates finely: * hold we the confessioun of
oure hope bowynge to no side.” The close connexion between
pepavriopéror ktA. and Nehouopévor xTA. makes it inadvisable to
begin the second appeal with xal Aehovopéror 18 odpa JBar 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 nlorews, making xareydpev carry
pepavnopévor . . . kaBopd. 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 xarexouer
is impressive, and if it is objected that the xarexbpev 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, &xovres xT\
(1%-3) introduce katex@pev as well as mpocepydpeda.

The third appeal (3+ ) 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 is only possible when common worship
and fellowship are maintained, the writer warns them against
following the bad example of abandoning such gatherings; xai
xaTavodper &AA\fjhous, for, if we -are to keravoeiv Christ (3!), we
are also bound to keep an eye on one another els mapofuopdv
dyanfis xal xahdv &ywv (fe. an active, attractive moral life,
inspired by Christian love). This good sense of mapofuopés 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 wapofiver had already acquired a good sense
(¢ in Josephus, dns. xvi. 125, mapofivar Ty evowar: in Pr 68
o6 p) éxhvopevos, mapsfuve 82 kal Tov Pidov gov 8y dveyviow: and
in Xen. Cyrop. vi. 2. 5, xai rodrovs &rawdv re rapdfvve). Pliny’s
words at the close of his letter to Caninius Rufus (iti. 7) illus-
trate what is meant by wapofvouds in this sense: *Scio te
stimulis non egere; me tamen tui caritas evocat ut currentem

1 An instance of this is quoted in 111,



X. 24.) CHURCH FELLOWSHIP 147

quoque instigem, sicut tu soles me. ‘Ayafh & s, cum invicem
se mutuis exhortationibus amici ad amorem immortalitatis
exacuunt.” How the mapofvouds is to be carried out, the writer
does not say. By setting a good example? By definite exhorta-
tions (wapaxahodvres, v.%, like 131)?  M#) éyxatakeimovres—do not
do to one another what God never does to you (13%), do not
leave your fellow-members in the lurch (the force of éyxaraleimew,
especially in the xowsf)—rhv émouvayoyly éavrdr (reflexive pro-
noun in the genitive = yudv). ’Emouvaywyy in the xows (cp. Deiss-
mann’s Light from the East, 102 .) means a collection (of money),
but had already in Jewish Greek (e.g. 2 Mac 27 &ws & owdyy 6
feds Emauvaywyny Tob Aaol) begun to acquire the present sense
of a popular “gathering.” Ka8bs &os (sc. éorw) elv. But who
are these? What does this abandonment of common fellowship
mean? (a) Perbaps 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 108%,and it is better than to suppose () 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, e.g.
Isokrates, ad Demon. 13, Tiud 76 Savpudviov del pév, pdhiora 8¢ perd
rijs wé\ews, 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 Aboth 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 17% as
ol dyamivres cuvaywyds doiwy, and a similar thought occurs also
(if ““his” and not “my” is the correct reading) in Od. Sol 3%:
“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 congrega-
tion for another, in a spirit of lawless pique, or to gratify their
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own tastes selfi-hly ; but éavrdv 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
p) xaf’ éavrovs évBivovres povdiere ds 70y Sedicarwpévor, dAN émi
70 adrd ovvepxduevor quv{yreire wepl Tod kowf ouppépovros) and
Ign. Eph. 5° (6 olv p) épxdpevos émi 70 adrd odros 0y Umepndavel
xal éavrdv Suékpwev). But in our epistle (2) 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.
Mysterienreligionen, 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 BAémere (how, he does not say)
éyyilovoar (as in Ro 13'%) mhv Hpépar (here, as in 1 Co 318
without éxelvy or 7o «uplov). This eschatological setting
distinguishes the next warning (vv.20-31) from the earlier
in 646,

B For if we sin delibevalely after recetving the knowledge of the Truth,
there is no longer any sa rifice Jor sins left, 7 nothing but an a'uy'ul outlook of
doom, that ** burning Wrath” which will *‘ consume the foes” (see v.B3) of
God. 3 Anyone who has rejected the law of Moses ** dies” without mercy,
““on the evidence of two or of three witnesses.” % How much heavier, do you
suppose, will be the punishment assigned (i.e. by God) to kim who has spurned
the Son of God, who has profaned *“ the covenant-blood” (9®) with whick he
was sanctified (10'), who has insulted the Spirit of grace? ¥ We know who
said, ** Vengeance is mine, I will exact a requital” : and again (wd\w, as in
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2W8), ¢* The Lord will pass sentence on his people.” % It is an awful thing to
fall 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 (éxovolws)
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" Theology, ii. 88). There
is an equivalent to this, under the new 8.abfxy, 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 éxouciws dpaprérrwv fpdv (28),
éxovaiws is put first for the sake of emphasis, and dpaprévrov
means the sin of dwoorijvar dmo feod {@dvros (31%) or of wapa-
wirrew (68), the present tense implying that such people persist
in this attitude. ‘Exovciws is the keynote to the warning. Its
force may be felt in a passage like Thuc. iv. g8, where the
Athenians remind the Boeotians that God pardons what is done
under the stress of war and peril, xal yadp 7dv droveivy duapry-
pdrov karadvyyw elvar Tods Bupols, 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 ¥’ dyvolas dAX’ od ka8’ éxovoriov

ouyv. The adverb occurs in 2 Mac 143 (Alkpos . . . éovolws

¢ pepolvopévos). 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 ¢uhaxfeis oddév dorw %) vipos
& pn pvdaxbels xai vipos xai Sjuios.

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 how God can take them veryseriously
either. “We know ” better, says the author of IIpés “EBpalous !
Christianity is described (in v.26) as 76 AaBelv Ty érlyvwow
ijs dAnbelas, a semi-technical phrase of the day, which recurs in
the Pastoral Epistles (though with é\feiv eis instead of AefBeiv), It
is not one of our author’s favourite expressions,! but the phrase

 Here it is an equivalent for the phrases used in 6%%; there is no dis-
tinction between érxlyvwois and yvdois (9eof) any more than in the LXX, and
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is partly used by Epictetus in its most general sense (AaBdv mis
rapd This Pricews pérpa kal kavivas els drlyvoaw Tis dAnbelas xTA.,
il. 20. 21), when upbraiding the wretched academic philosophers
(oi draaimwpor ’ Axadypaixol) for discrediting the senses as organs
of knowledge, instead of using and improving them. All that
renegades can expect (v.27) is ¢oBepd g (=quidam, deepening
the idea with its touch of vagueness) éxBoxf (a sense coined by
the writer for this term, after his use of é&&éxeafar in 101%) kpivews,
for they have thrown over the only sacrifice that saves men from
xpioes (9%7). This is expanded in a loose! reminiscence of Is
2611 ({pAos Ajpferar Aadv dmaldevrov, xal viv wip Tovs Vrevavriovs
&erar), though the phrase mupds Ifilos recalls Zeph 1 (38) &
wupl {jAov adrod katavadwbioeral mioa 1) yij. The contemporary
Jewish Apocalypse of Baruch (48%- %) 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 (&8erioas) of the Mosaic
law 2 was severe (Dt 17217), but not more severe than the penalty
to be inflicted on renegades from Christianity (vv.2881), The
former penalty was merciless, xopis olxreppdv (to which, at an
early period, xai dakpiwv was added by D, most old Latin texts,
and syr®™). It is described in a reminiscence of Dt 179 émi Svoiv
pdpTvaw 3 émi Tpualy pdprvow dmofuveirar & dmobwjoxwy (f.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 7%%, 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 wéoy Boxeite kA, (v.9), Soxeire
is intercalated as in Aristoph. dckarn. 12 (wés robr &oacé pov
Soxels v kapdlav ;), and Herm. Sim. ix. 28. 8 (el & &y 7ois
Sovdovs adrév koAdlovaw, édv Tis dpvionrar Tov kipiov davrod, Ti
Soxeire movjoer & xipos Spiv;). Iéoe (cp. o) introduces an

d\ffeca had been already stamped by Philo (e.g. de Justitia, 6, where the
proselyte is said umeravagrds els d\#feiav) as a term for the true religion,
which moulds the life of those who become members of the People. Compare
the study gf the phrase by M. Dibelius in N7 Studien filr G. Heinrici (1914),
. 176-189,
PP 1 lzrnl)ably it was the awkwardness of {fi\os, coming after rupds, which led
to its omission in W. Sah reads simgly ‘“ the flame of the fire.”
2 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
HilleF's seven rules for exegesis, and which is similarly used by
Philo in de Fuga, 16, where, after quoting Ex 214 he adds that
Moses here practically denies that there is any pardon for those
who blaspheme God (el ydp of Tols fyyrols kaxyyopijoavres yovels
drdyovras Ty éml favdry, tivos dflovs xpn vopilav Tiypwplas Tols
rév Shwv marépa kai woupryv Blaodmueiv vmouévovras;). There
is also a passage in de Spec. Legibus (ii. 254, 255) where Philo
asks, “If a man uy) mpooykdvrws Suvis is guilty, méoys dfios
ripwplas & ov Svrws dvra Bedv dpvodpevos ; ”

Tpwple originally meant vengeance. Awagéper 32 Tipwpla xal xbhaois® 9
v yap xbhagis Tob wdoxovros Eveka éorwv, 4 8¢ Tiuwpla Tol woroivros, Wwa
drorAnpwly (Arist. Rkhetoric, 1. 10. 11; see Cope’s Iniroduction, 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: 8 tov vidv 7ol Oeod xarawaricas, another ex-
pression for the thought of 6% which recalls Zec 128 (Aifov
karamarovpevoy waow Tots Eveocw* wis & karawardv abriy dumwaifwy
¢umaiferar). Karararev Spxia was the phrase for breaking oaths
(Zliad, 41%7); 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 kowdv ! 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, kai Td mvedpa Tis xdpios (not Tov vouov Mavoéws)
tviBproas, suggests that the writer had in mind the language of
Zec 1210 (ékxed . . . mvelpa xdpiros kai oixTippov), but mrebpa
xdperos (contrasted here, as in Jn 1%, with the véuos Mwvoéus)
is a periphrasis for nvepa dytov (64), xdpis being chosen (410 121%)
to bring out the personal, gracious nature of the power so wan-
tonly insulted.? ’EvuBpilew 1s not a LXX term, and it generally
takes the dative. (Ev & #yidobn after fynodpevos is omitted by
A and some MSS of Chrysostom.)

The sombre close (vv.8%8) of the warning is a reminder
that the living God punishes renegades. ®oBepdy (v.8!) re-echoes
the ¢ofepd of v.%7, and the awful nature of the doom is brought
out by two quotations adapted from the OT. ‘Epol #3ixqous,

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

2In Zest. Jud. 18% the wvedua 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 ta
the Spirit itself but to God.
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éyb dvramoddow, is the same form of Dt 32% as is quoted in Ro
121%; it reproduces the Hebrew original more closely than the
LXX (& wpépg éducjoews dvrawoldow), perhaps from some
current Greek version, unless the author of Hebrews borrowed
it from Paul! Some of the same authorities as in 8!2 indeed
add, from Ro 1219 Néyer xipios (N° A D° K L arm Theodoret,
Damasus, etc.). Kpwel Képios Tdv hadv adrof 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. T dumecelv els xelpas Oeod is a phrase
used in a very different sense in 2z S 24, 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 78, ob uy Siagpdyps ras xelpas Tod feod. As
in 312, Lavros is added to Oeoi to suggest that he is quick and
alive to inflict retribution. The writer is impressively reticent
on the nature of God’s mpwpia, even more reticent than Plato, in
one of the gravest warnings in Greek literature, the famous
passage in the Leges (go4, 9og) about the divine 8iky: Tadrys
s 8ikns odre oV py wore odre € dAhos druyis yevduevos dreiéyrac
mwepryevéofar Gedv' vy maodv ducdy Siapepdrrus Eraldy Te of rdfavres
Xxpedv Te éfevhaBeicfar 76 mapdwav. obd yip dueAnbioy moré Ix'
abrijs® ol olrw opikpds by Sday kard o Tis yis Bdbos, ot SyYmhds
yevdpevos eis Tov otpavdv dvarrijay, Teloeas 8¢ alrdv Ty mpoorikovoay
Tipwplay €lr’ &vdde pévov elre xal & Aldov Sdwwropevfels. Plato
altered the Homeric term 8ixn fev 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 69 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.53-89;

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. Our author
uses the text to clinch a warning that God will punish (kpiwvef = punibit,” not
¢‘judicabit ) his people for defying and desertin%‘him.

2 So the martyr Eleazar protests in 2 Mac 6%, as he refuses to save his
life by unworthy compromise : el ydp xal éwrl Tol wapbvros éfehoduar Thy é
dvfpdmwy Tipwplav, AAN& Tds ol wavrokpdropos xeipas olire {Gv ofire dwobaviy
éxpetfopas.
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B Recall the former days when, after you were enlightened (pwriofévres,
as 6%), you endured a hard struggle of suffering,  partly by being held uy
yourselves to obloguy and anguish, partly by making common cause with those
who fared in this way ; 8 for you did sympathize with the prisoners, and you
ook the confiscation of your own belongings tﬁu%ul/y, conscious that elsewhere
you had higher, you had lasting possessions. Now do not drop that con-
[idence of yours; st (s, as in 28) carries with it a rich hope of reward,
8 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 arvive without delay.

® Meantime my just man shall live on by his faith;
if he shrinks b/ack, my soul takes no delight in him.”
® Ve are not the men o skrink 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. ‘Avappmioxecfe B¢ rds wpérepor
Apuépas (v.33): 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% 8) two equally creditable experiences (roiro pév . . .
Tobro 8¢, 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 wabnpdrwy, the
writer means, that the wafqjuara made the &0Anois which tested
their powers (219). "AfGAnois—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.33) Gearpildpevor,
which is used in a purely figurative sense (so 6éarpov in 1 Co 49),
like éxfearpile in Polybius (¢.g. iii. 91. 10, &émep Eueddov . . .
éfBearpiely 8¢ Tods woleuiovs ¢uyopaxotvras). 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 utv ydp 7is dvedilnrac xab éavrov,
Avmypdy pdv, moAAG 8¢ mAéov, Grav émi wdvrwy (Chrysostom). They
had been exposed to dveibiopois 1€ xui falYeor, 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, 7@v oftws (f.¢. in the wafijuara)
dvaorpedopévwy (1318). They exhibited the virtue of practical
sympathy, urged in 133, at any risk or cost to themselves (kowwvol
.+ . yernBévtes with the genitive, as in LXX of Pr 28, Is 1%).
The ideas of v.% are now (v.%) taken up in the reverse order
(as in 5!7). Kal ydp Tois Becplos ouvemabiioare, imprisonment
being for some a form of their mafjuara. Christians in prison
had to be visited and fed by their fellow-members. For ouprafety
(cp. 4'%) as between man and man, see Zest, Sym. 38 xal Aourov
aqupmaldel 76 plovovuévy i Test. Benf. 4% 7§ dolevodvre ovpmdoye: :
Ign. Rom. 6* ovpmrafeirw poc: and the saying which is quoted
in Meineke’s Frag. Comic. Graec. iv. 52, é Tob wabetv ylyvwoke
xai 70 ovpmafelv’ kol ol yap dAhos ovumabijoerar wabiév. They
had also borne their own losses with more than equanimity,}!
with actual gladness (perd xapds, the same thought as in Ro 58,
though differently worked out), ywdokovres (with accus. and
infinitive) &ew éavrods ( =Uuds, which is actually read here by
Cosmas Indicopleustes, 348a; €avrovs is not emphatic any more
than éavrdv in v.28) kpelogova (a favourite term of the author)
Oraptw (Ac 2%) kal pévoucav (1314, the thought of Mt 620). Tiy
dpmwayhy Tdv dwapyévtwv dpdv (cp. Polybius, iv. 17. 4, dpmayds
vmapyxovrwv) implies that their own property had been either
confiscated by the authorities or plundered in some mob-riot.
Note the paronomasia of fmapydvrev and Jmrapéw, and the place
of this loss in the list of human evils as described in the Zac/es,
195 E (eire 16 Gdvaros eire véoos eire dmofoly) xpypdrov iorac).

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, sas, e.g.,
Maximus of Tyre did in the next century (Dssser?, 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 43! (uh ¢oBol, xaciov, 871
¢wrwyetoauer: vwdpyer ool woAAG, by @ofnbps Tov Géov xkTA.), 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 (Z2. 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 Ilpds 'ESpalovs means. As
Epictetus put it, there are more losses than the loss of property (ii. 10. 14,

1 This is not conveyed in mporedétacfe, which here, as in 11%, simply
means *‘ accepted,” not * welcomed.”
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AN 3¢t oe xéppa droNdoar, Tra {nuwbis, dNhov <8’ > odderds drdhea {nutol
7dv dvfpwror ;). A similar view pervades the fine homiletic misinterpretation
of Dt 6° in Berachoth ¢® *“Man is bound to bless [God] for evil as for
good, for it is said, Zhou shalt love Jakwek thy God with all thy heart and
with all thy soul and witk all thy strength. Witk all thy heart means, with
both yetzers, the good and the bad alike : witk all thy soul means, even if he
deprive thee of thy soul: with all thy stremgtk 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 : rév & ds dA0ds wemovférwv Pidot
kal ovyyevels, tt pdvov 7ais TOV mpoonkdvTewy ouppdpais cunfA-
ynoav, dwiyovro, duacriyoivro, érpoxifovro, xal perd wdoas Tis
alxilas, doas édlvato xwplicar T& odpara adrols, 9 Televraia xal
ipedpos mpwpla oravpds v (in Flaccum, 7: n. b. neither here
nor in 118 does the author of Ipds ‘Efpalovs mention the cross
as a punishment for sufferers). Philo (#id. g) continues: wevia
XaAewdv udv, kal pdAiol drav xaraoxkevd{yrar wpds éxOpiv, E\arTov
32 rijs els T& odpara IPpews, xdv § Bpaxvrdry. He repeats this
(x0), telling how Flaccus maltreated Jews who had been already
stripped of their property, lva of pdv dmopevboe Sirras oupdopds,
weviav opot kal Ty & rols ocdpaow VBpw, xal ol piv Spavres,
damep &v Tols Gearpixots pipots kabumepkpivovro Tobs wdoyovras.

Three items of textual corruption occur in v.%4. (a) 8earplows (p* A D* H
33. 104. 241. 424%*, 635. 1245. 1288. 1739. 1908, 1912. 2005 r vg syrikl
boh arm Chrys.) was eventually corrupted into Jecpuols (uov) in & D® ¥ 256,
1288% etc. vt eth Clem. Orig.), a misspelling (.. deopois) which, with uov
added to make sense, contributed to the impression that Paul had written
the epistle (Ph 17+ 1%, Col 418). Compare the text implied in the (Pelagian ?)

rologue to Paul’s epp. in vg: ‘‘nam et vinctis compassi estis, et rapinam
norum vestrorum cum lgxa.udio suscepistis.”

() davrods (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 éavrols (1. 467. 480. 642. 920. 937. 1867. 1873), the dative
being an attempt to bring out the idea that they had in their own religious
gersonalities a possession beyond the reach of harm and loss, an idea pushed

y some editors even into éavrovs, but too subtle for the context.

(¢) Smwapfv was eventually defined by the addition of dv (Tols) obpavois
(from Ph 3%7) in 8 Do H** ¥ 6. 203. 326. 506. 1288. 1739 syr arm Chrys.
etc.

The reminder of vv.83-¢ is now (%5-%9) pressed home. My
dwoBdAnte ody Thy wappnoiar dpdv, as evinced in perd xapds . . .
ywiowovres kT\. The phrase occurs in Dio Chrys. Oraf, 343
(8édoika pi) Tedéws dmrofdryre Ty wappyaiav) and elsewhere in the
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sense of losing courage, but wappyeia retains its special force
(3% here, and dmofdAAewv is the opposite of xaréxew (‘‘molite
itaque amittere,” vg). The mappyoia is to be maintained, fms
éxer peydhny piofamodooiar (as 11%), 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 Aboth 219).

Egictetus 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»?’ abrod
wepiror])) ; otherwise, you imperil the results of all your past conscientiousness
(8ca viv mwpooéxes geavry, péhheis éxxelv &ravra Tadra xal dvarpémew). And
it takes so little to do this; a mere swerve from reasonable principle (uikpds
dwoorpogfis ol Aéyov), a slight drowsiness, and all is lost (dxfAfer wdyra Td
uéxpe viv ouveeyuéva). 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 (dyafd wemwouvhxer aird &y 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 dpéhois
Tevd E\wlda TGV péNhovrwy dyaliv, bpaiphoes xal Twd alpesw TOY Tapbrrwy
xaxdv, Diss. xxxiii).

To retain the Christian wappyoia means still dwopévew, 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.28). ‘Ymoporijs ydp éxere xpeiar (512) tva
75 0é\npa Tol Beod wovfoavres (suggested by 1078) koplomade Ty
émayyehiov (6'% 10%8). “Though the purpose of Imomorif is
contained in the clause v . . . érayyekiav, 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 dmoporyj
is thé necessary condition” (Burton, V7" Moods and Tenses,
p. 93). “Ymopori and Jwouévew echo through this passage and
1217, the idea of tenacity being expressed in 10%8-114 by wlors.
“Yropori) here as in the LXX (cp. Diat. 3548a—c) implies the
conviction of “hope that the evil endured will be either remedied
or proved to be no evil.” Kopionofe does not mean to get back
or recover, nor to gather in, but simply as in the xow4 to receive,
to get what has been promised (thv émayyeNlav) rather than to
get it as our due (which is the idea of ugbamwodociav), 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- %), “Erc ydp (om. p®) pwuxpdv (so. Zorv) Soov Soor.
In de mulat. nomin. 44, Philo comments upon the aptness and
significance of the word va{ in the promise of Gn 19® (ri ydp
ebmpeméarepoy 1) Tdyabh émvedew Oed kai Tayéws dpuoloyeiv;). Our
author has a similar idea in mind, though he is eschatological, as
Philo is not. "Ovov ooy is a variant in D (on Lk 58) for éAiyov.
The phrase occurs in Aristoph. Wasps, 213 (v{ obx drexotpnrjoay
Saov doov aridyy), and elsewhere, but here it is a reminiscence of
the LXX of Is 262 (uwpdv Soov doov). Hence, although puxpdv
doov is also used, as by Philo, the omission of the second éoov 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 dmoporis (v.%6),
from Hab 2% ¢ éwv Jorepioy, Imdpewov adrdv, o1 épxduevos Hfe
xal o u3) xpovioy" éav ImooTeilyras, ol ebboxel 5 Yux1} pov év aird
6 82 8ixatos éx wioreds pov {joerar, especially as the LXX makes
the object of patient hope not the fulfilment of the vision, ..
the speedy downfall of the foreign power, but either messiah
or God. (@) The author of Hebrews further adds & to &pyxépevos,
applying the words to Christ; () changes ob ud) xporioq into oé
xpovei : 1 (¢) reverses the order of the last two clauses, and (4)
shifts pou in front of &k miorews, 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 117, Gal 3!!), while the original LXX text, with
pov after wiorews, is preserved in D* d syr*™ etc. This text,
or at any rate its Hebrew original, meant that the just man (z.e.
the Israelite) lived by God being faithful to his covenant with
the nation. In Npds ‘EBpalous 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 &wd\eia (v.22), while the
{w promised by God as the reward of human loyalty is the
outcome of wloris (ék wiorews). But our author is interested in
wioris rather than in {w. 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 =lors,
which he proceeds to develop at length. The note struck in é
8¢ Bwads pou also echoes on and or. through the following
passage (11* "ABeN . . . épapruphfn elvar Bikaos, 117 Nae . . .

1 This second future, or xpovicer, p'® ¥* D¥, is read by some editors (e.g.
Tregelles, W-H, B, Weiss).
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Tijs katd wiorw Sukatoriims, 1138 fpydoarto Sikatoadimy, 121! kapmdy
dmodBuwov dixaroadims, 12% wvedpact Sikalwy Terehewwpévwy). - The
aim of (¢) was to make it clear, as it is not clear in the LXX,
that the subject of émoorelAnrar was § Bixaios, and also to make
the warning against apostasy the climax. Kai &&v dmoorei\nras—
not simply in fear (as, e.g., Dem. ady. Pant. 630, undtv émooreA-
Adpevov und aloxvvopevor), but in the fear which makes men (cp.
Gal 2'?) withdraw from their duty or abandon their convictions—
otix edBoxet 1 Puxit pov év adrd. It is a 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. ‘Huels 5¢ oix &opév dmooTolds
(predicate genitive, as in 1211, unless dvdpes or é is supplied) eis
dmwdhetar, AANN& mioTews els wepiwoinaw Yuxis (=lhoeras, v.38),
Nepumoinows occurs three times in the LXX (2 Ch 14, Hag 29,
Mal 3'7) and several times in the NT, but never with uyss,
though the exact phrase was known to classical Greek as an
equivalent for saving one’s own life. ‘“YwoordAy, its antithesis,
which in Jos. B.J. ii. 277 means dissimulation, has this new
sense stamped on it, after dwooreihyTac.

The exhortation is renewed in 12'f, but only after a long
paean on wioms, with historical illustrations, to prove that wiores
has always meant hope and patience for loyal members of the
People (1114%). The historical résumé (11%-4), by which the
writer seeks to kindle the imagination and conscience of his
readers, is prefaced by a brief introduction (1118):

1 Now faith means we are confident of what we hope for, convinced of what
we do not see. 3 It was for this that the men ;f 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 10%8: fuopowj is justified
and sustained by mioris, and we have now a Adyos mapaxdijoews
on myuyral Tév Sid wilorTews kal paxpobfupias xAnpovopotvrwy Tas
émayyelins (6'%). 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 wloris; now a long list of heroes and heroines of wiore
is put forward, from Abel to the Maccabean martyrs. But first
(vv.I'8) a general word on faith. "Eorw 8¢ wloms sxrA. (v1). It
is needless to put a comma after wiors, s.e., “there is such a
thing as faith, faith really exists.” Eiui at the beginning of a
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sentence does not necessarily carry this meaning; cp. eg. Wis
7t el pév kdyd Ovirés, Lk 8! o 8¢ adry 7 mapaBoldif (Jn 21%
and 1 Jn 57 etc.). "Eorwv here is simply the copula, mlotis being
the subject, and émlopévwv Swéoragis the predicate. This turn
of phrase is common in Philo, who puts & first in descriptions
or definitions (e.g. Zeg. Allegor. iii. 75, ore 8¢ arevayuds opodpd
xal émrerapévny Nomv: quod deus immut. 19, for 8¢ ebyy piv
almois dyaBéyv mapd Oeod xrM.). Needless difficulties have been
raised about what follows. ‘Ywdoraots 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
$mooréAy. In the parallel clause, wpdypatwr E\eyxos ob Phemo-
pévoy (which in Attic Greek would have been &v dv s uy 6pg),
grammatically mpdypatrwv might go with é\mlopévwy instead of
with BAewopdvwv, for the sake of emphasis (so Chrysostom,
Oecumenius, von Soden, etc.); the sense would be unaffected,
but the balance of the rhythm would be upset. “Eheyxos 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 mpaypdrwv dopdrwv wAnpo-
¢opla (so syr arm eth). The writer could find no Grrek term
for the idea, and therefore struck out a fresh application for
é\eyxos. As for embopérwy . . . ob Bhemopérwr (8 yap BAéred Tis,
7{ e\wiler; €l 8& & ob BAéwoper EAmifopey 8 Smopovijs dmexdexdpeba,
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, 1@ of Bhemdpera (e.g. vv.3- - & %) are not precisely
the same as r& éAmfdueva. 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 ta &v éAwld dvumdorara elvar Sokel, 7 wioTis Surd-
oracw adrols xapilerar pddov 8¢ ob xapllerar AN adrd dorw
obola abrdv). 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



160 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS [X1. 1.

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 wlors, 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.%); 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 prominent 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 otP documents bearing on the ownership of a person’s roperty . . .
deposited in the archives, and forming the evidence of ownership”) vwéo-
Taows means occasionally the entire collection of title-deeds by which a man
establishes his right to some property (cp. Moulton in Manckester Theolsgical
Essays, i. 174; Expositor, Dec. 1903, pp. 438f.); but while this might
suggest the metaphor, the metaphor means * confident assurance.” ’Ighc
original sense of substance or reality, as in the de Mundo, 4 (cvAN}B8yy 8¢ TQv
& dép pavTacudrwy T4 pév dore kar’ Eugasw T4 8¢ xab’ iméoraswy), survives
in Dante’s interpretation (Paradiso, xxiv. 611.). 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 imparts a real existence to its object is read into the text.
Faith as méoracts is * realization” of the unseen, but ‘‘ realization ” only in
our popular, psychological sense of the term. The legal or logical sense of
é\eyyxos, as proof (in classical Greek and elsewhere, c.g. Jos. B/. iv. §. 4,
#v & obr’ Eeyxos Tis TGV Kxarwyopouuévwy, obre Texpdpiov) 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 év wiore, But
the writer assumes that, and declares that wis7is lives and moves in the
steady light of the unseen realities. The sense of  test,” as in Epictetus,
iii. 10. 11 (év0d5 6 E\eyxos Tol wpdyuaros, ) dokiuacla Tof Phogopoivros),
is as impossible here as that of ‘‘rebuke”; the force of wloris in 1139
rests on its subjective sense as an inner conviction, which forms a motive for
human life, and this determines the meaning of {wéorasis and Eeyyos as
applied to it in the introductory description.

This connexion of faith with the future is emphasized by
Philo in de Migratione Abrakami, 9, commenting on Gn 12! v
oot Seléw. It is Seffw, not Selkvvur, he points out—eis paprvplay
nlorews v émlorevoey 1) Yuyy Oed, olx ék Tiv dmorelerpdrwy
émbewkvupéry T edxdpirrov, dAN ék mpoodoxias TGV ueAAdvrov
. . . voploaga W0 wopetvar 78 pi) mapévra Sk TV Tob Imooxo-
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pévov Befadryra wiorw [cp. He 10%], dyabfov rélewov, &6Aov
edpyrar.  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\nis (psycho-
logically the two being often indistinguishable). Nor is this wloris
a novelty in our religion (v.2), he adds, é& Tadry ydp épaprupifnoar
(78) ot wpeoBitepor. ’Ev=81d (radms) as in 4% 6% 9?2 1010; &
fis fpapruphifn (v.4), poprupnbévres 818 s wiorews (v.89). of
wpeoBiTepor (=ol mwdrépes, 1!) never bears this exact sense else-
where in the NT, the nearest! parallel being Mt 152=Mk 438
(rpy mapdloow 7dv mpesPBurépwyv). Philo (de Abrakamo 46),
indeed, noting that Abraham the man of faith is the first man
called wpecBirepos in scripture (Gn 241), reflects that this is
significant ; & yap dAnfelg wpeoBrrepos odx év pjxer xpdvwv AN év
drawerd xai Tekelyp Blp Oewpeitar.  Aged worldly people can only
be called longlived children, rov 8¢ $povijgews xai oodlas xai s
wpos Gedv wioTews dpacfévra Aéyor Tis &v &vdikws elvas mpeaBirepor.
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, mpeaBirepov . . . ToV yépws xal Tyijs dfwov
dvoudle). For épaprupifnoar in this sense of getting a good
report, cp. B. Latyschev's Jnscript. Antiguae Orae Septent. i.
2120 duaprupiifln Tovs Ymép ¢ulas xwdivovs . . . mapaSolevod-
pevos: Syll. 366% (i A.D.) dpxirécrovas paprvpnbévras twd Tis
oeuvordrys [BovAijs), and the instances quoted in Deissmann’s
Bible Studies (265).

Before describing the scriptural record of the mpeoBdrepor,
however, the writer pauses to point out the supreme proof of
wiomis as mwpaypdrov é\eyxos ob Phemopévwv. 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.3), and
this conviction itself is an act of faith. Miorer vooiper (cp.
Ro 1% “ypociv is in Hellenistic Greek the current woid for the
apprehension of the divine in nature,” A. T. Goodrick on Wis
13%) xampriofas (of creation, Ps 73! &b xarpprice Fhiov kai
geljrmy) Tods alivas (1%) pripare Oeoi (the divine fiat here), eis
(with consecutive infinitive) & pY) & $arvopévar 13 Blemdpevor
yeyovévas (perfect of permanence). The pi goes with ¢awouévor,
but is thrown before the preposition as, e.g., in Ac 15 ob pera
woAAds ravras Muépas (according to a familiar classical con-
struction, Blass, § 433. 3).2 Faith always answers to revelation,

1V, Brandt (Judische Resnheitsichre und ikrve Beschreibung in den
Evanyelien, 1910, pp. 2, 3) thinks that this expression might apply to the
more recent teachers as well as to the ancient authorities,
" 2 Inbz Mac 7% olx é& Svrwy éwovioey abrd & Oebs (A), the ok goes with
e verb,
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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. e.g. the description of God in
the Mechilta, 335, on Ex 14% etc. as “ He who spoke and the
world was,” D'Sipn mm o3, 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 10'7 about the world !
being created é§ dudpdov UAyns, or the statement in the de
aeternitate mundi, 2, where Philo declares éx Tob uy dvros oddiv
yéverai, quoting Empedocles to this effect, though elsewhere Philo
does agree that the world was made out of nothing, as, e.g., in the
de Somnits, 1. 13 (6 Oeds Ta mwdvra yawmjoas ob pdvov els rodudaris
iryayer dAMG kai & wpdrepov olx v éwolnoev, o Snuiovpyds pdvov
dAN& kal krioTys adrds &v, cp. also Apoc, Bar. 214: “O Thon

. that hast called from the beginning of the world that which
did not yet exist,” and Slav. En. 24%: “I will tell thee now what
things I created from the non-existent, and what visible things
from the invisible”). What the p3) ¢awdépera 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 opificio Munds, 16, de confus. ling. 34) of the
pawvdpevos obros xéopos being modelled on the dodparos xai
voyrds or archetypal ideas, for the language of 8% is insufficient
to bear the weight of this inference.

To take els ™ . . . yeyovévar as final, is a forced construction. The
phrase does not describe the motive of xarqpriocfa:, 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 kmow to be
supplied.

The roll-call of the wpeaBirepor (vv.4:) opens with Abel and
Enoch, two men who showed their w{oris before the deluge
(vv.#%). One was murdered, the other, as the story went, never
died ; and the writer uses both tales to illustrate his point about
WLOTLS.

1LXX of Gn 1% 9 8¢ v# v ddparos xal dxarackedacros.

2 At an early period 76 PAewduevor was altered into & Bhewduera
(DK LY 6. 104. 218. 326. 1288. r vg syr arm), to conform with the previous
plurals S\exouévwy and dawouévwr.
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4 1t was by faith (rlore,, the rhetorical anaphora repeated throughout the
section) that Abel offered God a richer sacvifice than Cain did, and thus (8¢
fis, sc. wlorews) won from God the record of being ** just,” on the score of
what ke gave ; he died, but By kis faith ke is speaking to us still. ° It was
by faith that Enoch was taken lo heaven, so that he never died (‘° he was not
overtaken by death, for God had taken him away™).  For before he was taken to
heaven, his record was that ** he had satisfied God”; ® and apart from faith it
is smpossible (48bvarov, sc. Eati) ** to satisfy kim,” for the man who draws near
20 God must believe that ke exists, and that he does reward those who seek him.

The faith of Abel and of Enoch is not wioms éAmlopévar,
which is not introduced till v.”. In 4 Mac 162 the illustrations
of steadfast faith are (a) 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 (a) Abel, (3) Isaac,
(¢) Joseph in prison, (d) 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,
Samue), 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 4%8, &rder & feds émi”ABer
xal &mi Tois ddpots adrod. But why God disregarded Cain’s sacri-
ficeand preferred Abel’s, our author does not explain. Josephus
(Ant. i. 54) thought that an offering of milk and animals was
more acceptable to God as being natural (rois edropdrows kai kard
¢dow yeyovdar) than Cain’s cereal offering, which was wrung out
of the ground by a covetous man; our author simply argues
that the mhefuv Gvofa of Abel at the very dawn of history was
prompted by faith. He does not enter into the nature of this
nhelova (in sense of Mt 6% or Mk 129 % xijpa adry ¥ mrexy
whélov wdvrav BéBAyker) Buolav wapd (as in 14) 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
Sixatos (10%8). Josephus held that Abel Sicaiootvys éryuerelro,
the blood of YABeA 7ol dixalov is noted in Mt 23%, and the
Genesis-words &rdev 6 feds are here expanded by our author
into épaprupify elvar dikatos. Note the practical equivalence of
d@pa and Ouoia, as already in 5! etc. There is nothing in Hpds
‘EfBpalovs like Philo’s effort (Quaest. in Gen. 4%) to distinguish
between 3dpo and buolas as follows: & uéy Obwv émduupel, 70 pdv
alpa ¢ Bopd mpoxéwy, 1o 8¢ xpéa olkade rxopilwy' & 8¢ dwpoiuevos
S\ov &oike mapaxwpeiv @ AapfBdvovre & udv olv Ppilavros davoueds

olos & Kdiv, 6 8¢ pehdfeos ddpnrar olov 6 "ABe,
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MAefova : of the conjectural emendations, IIIONA and HATONA (Cobet,
Vollgraff), the latter is favoured by Justin’s reference in Dial. 29 (etééxnoe
y&p xal els 7& E0vy, xal Tds Ovalas %8y wap Nuiv ) wag dudv AauBdves Tis
ofy &rc pol wepiroudis Abyos, Umd Tob feoll paprupnbérre;), and is admitted into
the text by Baljon and Blass (so Maynard in Exp.'f vii. 164f., who infers
from paprvpnfévre that Justin knew IIpds ‘Efpalous, the original text of the
latter being adr@ Toi feod). In Demosth. Prooem. 23, #8iov has been cor-
rupted into wAelor.

In what follows, (a) the original text (paprupoirros . . . alrd
106 Oeob) is preserved in p!® Clem. (om. 1§ 0ed). (5) adrg then
became adrot under the influence of the LXX, and 7§ fed was
inserted after mpooijveyxe to complete the sense (N° D° K L P
r vg syr boh arm Orig. Chrys. etc.). Finally, (¢) 0% feod became
assimilated to the preceding r¢ feg, and paprvpotvros . . . adrod
¢ 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 wpoovjveyxe the Greek originally ran: 8¢ #s
&uapTupfify elvar dikaios, papTupodvros éml Tois Sdpors alrd Tobl Beoil.
Then another application of the LXX wasadded. The phrase in
Gn 419 (pwvy alparos ol ddepod oov Bod mpds pe) had already
suggested to Philo that Abel was in a sense still living (guod det.
potiori insid. soleat, 14: & ABe), 15 mapadoférarov, dvppyral Te Kai
& dviiprac pdv & Tis Tob ddpovos diavolas, {ff St Ty & e fwip
ebdaipova: paprupioe 8¢ 7o xonobiv Aéywov, & ¢ ““ puvii” xpduevos
kal “Bodv” (Gen 41%) & mémovbev Swé Kaxod cwdérov TAavyds
edploxerar wis yap 6 pnxér’ by Bakéyeofar Suvards;). Our author
takes a similar line here: kal 8’ adtijs (7.e. wlorews) dmobaviw I
Aakei. Even after death, Abel’s cry is represented as reaching
God, so Philo puts it (#6/d. 20), {fj pdv ydp, ds xal wpérepov Py, &
Telvdvar Soxdv, el ye xai ixérns &y Oeod xal pwvij xpduevos ebploxerar.
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 AaAetv is never used of speaking to God,
what the writer means to suggest (as in 3!%) is that Abel’s
faith still speaks to us (AeAei, 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 6!%). “Em Aalet 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 loguitur?”) and Chry-
sostom (tobro xal 7o {fjv onuelov dori, xal Tod wapd wdvrov
d3eobas, favpdleobar kai parepilecfor & yip wapawdv Tols &ANots
ducalos elvar Aakel) put this well. The witness is that #floris may
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have to face the last extreme of death (12%), and that it is not
abandoned by God; dwo@avdv is never the last word upon a
Sixatos. 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)ef led to the tame correction Aakeirac in D K L d eth,
etc. Aalelracas ive ( =Aéyerac) 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 xal s #dei one may do even more
good to men than he did in life, like Socrates (iv. 1. 169, xal ¥0v Zwkpdrovs
dxobavévros olfév frTov ) Kal Theiov OPéheuds éory dvbpdmors %) pvihun dv ¥
$or Expater 4 elxev).

The wioms *Evdy (vv.>9) is conveyed in an interpretation
of the LXX of Gn 5* xal edbypéomoev ‘Eviy 7@ Oeg' xal ody
niplaxero, Suére perébnxev atrdv 6 Geds. The writer takes the two
clauses in reverse order. Enoch pererédn 7oé (with infinitive of
result) pdy i8elv Odvaror (Lk 2%) xal (“indeed,” introducing the
quotation) odx wdpioxero (on this Attic augmented form, which
became rare in the xown, see Thackeray, zo0) 8uér peréfnrer
abrdv & Oeds, wpd ydp (resuming wiore pereréfn) Tis perabéoews
pepapripnras (in the scripture record ; hence the perfect, which
here is practically aoristic) ednpeorqrévas 14 Oeod (ebapeoreiv in its
ordinary Hellenistic sense of a servant giving satisfaction to his
master). For edplokecfar=die (be overtaken or surprised by
death),! cp. Epict. iii 5. 5f, ofix oldas dr. xai véoos xai Odvaros
xatalafBev fHuds dpeiovaiv i more mowobvras; . . . éuol uiv yap
xaraAnpBijvar yévorro pndevds dAov émpelovpévy 7 Ths mpoarpéoens
s éuijs . . . Tadra émrndelwy Gédw elpefivar: iv. 10, 12, dyabos
by drofavy), yevvalay wpifw bmirediv. émel yop dei wdvrus dmobavely,
dvdyxy 7 wore mowobyra elpefivar . . . T{ odv Oédets moldv edpedivar
twd rob Oavdrov; Here elpebijvar (with or without 7od favdrov)
is a synonym for xaraAndbivar or dmobaveiv, as in Ph 3% (edpefi
& aird),

Both Clem. Rom. (9%) and Origen, like Tertullian, appear to have read
o elpéfn adrol 8dvaros in Gn 5*; and Blass therefore reads here odx
niploxer(o) adrob Odvaros, especially as it suits his scheme of rhythm, This
is linguistically possible, as elplokesfac=be (cp. Fr. se trouver), e.g. in Lk
17'%, Ph 2%, Merébnxev was turned into the pluperfect uererédnxer by n*
De L 5. 203. 256. 257. 326. 337. 378. 383. 491. 506. 623. 1611, etc.

Traditions varied upon Enoch (£B:. 1295a), and even Alex-
andrian Judaism did not always canonize him in this way. (a)

! In Sifre Deut. 304, the angel of death sought Moses, but found him not
(wye #2).
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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 {Ov perafd duaproddv pererédn) in order to prevent him from
sharing the sin of his age (jpmrdyn, py) xaxia dAAd{y odverw adrod,
% 8dhos dmwarjop Yuxyv avrod); he departed young, but his
removal was a boon mercifully granted by God to his youthful
piety. (#) Philo views him in de Aérakamo, 3 (cp. de praem.
3-4), as a type of perdvoia. Quoting Gn 5% he points out that
perdfeois means a change for the better, and that ody nipioxero
is therefore appropriate, r@ Tov dpxaiov kai émiAynmrrov draiyiidba
Blov xai Hpavichar xai pneéd edploxeobar, xaldmep €& pndé Ty
dpxnv éyévero. The Greek version of Sir 441% echoes the same
tradition ("Evey edmpéomoer Kuply xal pereréfy, imdderyua
peravoias Tals yeveais), viz. that peréfycev 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 wiomis in v...
To say that a man has satisfied God is to pronounce the highest
possible eulogy upon him, says Philo! (de dbrakamo, 6, “13 e
elmpéoryaer ” ob 1 yévorr by év 7} Yo xpeirTov ; Tis kalokdyablas
dvapyéorepos @eyxos;), though he is referring to Noah, not to
Enoch. Our author explains that to satisfy God necessarily
implies wéoris (v.%) in the sense of 10%. Mwreloar ydp Set Tdv
npooepxdpevor 1§ Oed (418 etc.) 3v. domv (so Epict. iii. 26. 13,
o7t xal éori kal kalds Siowel T4 GAa) xal Tols éxlnrolioww alrév
pofamoddrs (cf. v.2 10%) yiverar. As for the first element of
belief, in the existence of God (3m &orw), the early commentators,
from Chrysostom (8¢ &7 ob 76 7{ éorwv: 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

! Philo fancifully allegorizes the phrase in the de mutat, nomin. 4:
POelperar odv elxbrws 18 yeddes xkal xaralberar, Srav Sos 8 Hwy & vobs
elapeorely mwpoéhyrar feg* omdviov 3¢ xal T vyévos xal ubhis edpioxbuevov,
w\iy olk ddvvaror yevéslai® Snhol 8¢ TO xpnobév éml 1ol "Brdyx Nyiov Tée
elmpéoryae 3¢ Evdyx 19 Oep xal olx edpioxero’ wol yip <dv> okeyduevés Tis
elpou Tayaddv roliro; . . . oix edploxero & ebapnorhoa stpbmos TQ Oep, bs
& dfwov drapxrds udv Gv, dwoxpurréuevos 3¢ xal rhy els Talrd cirvodor YuQy
éwodiSpdaxwr, éwedl xal ueraredivar Néyeras.
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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: mpdtov pév kai Sfe dparol elow' Emera
pévrou o8 Ty Yruxiy Ty éuavrod édpaka kai Suws Tpd* ovrws odv
xal Tovs Qeods, ¢ v 7is Swvdpews adrdv éxdorore mwepdpar, éx
rovrey 8r 76 elol karadapfdve kal aldodmar (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,
xal . . . pofamodéms yivera. When the Stoics spoke about
belief in the divine existence, they generally associated it with
belief in providence; both Seneca (Zp. xcv. 5o, “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 dihdoodor Sru pabeiv 8t mpdrov Tobro, STt
éori Oeds xai wpovoel ThV SAwv i Enchir. xxxi. 1, s mwepl Tods feods
edoeBelas lofw 37 70 kupdraroy keivd éorwv Eplias moljes mept
adrdy éxew bs Svrov xal Siotkotvrey Ta SAa kaAds xai Sixaiws) are
contemporary witnesses to this connexion of ideas, which, indeed,
is as old as Plato (Zeges, gosd, ori p&v yap Oeol 7° eloiv xal
avfpdmov bryuedodyvrar).

Tols éxtfirolow adrér (for which p!8 P read the simple {yrotow)
denotes, not philosophic enquiry, but the practical religious quest,
as in the OT (eg. Ac 15, Ro 311). This is not Philo’s view,
eg., in the Leg. Alleg. 318 &l 8¢ {yrolca elpijoeas fedv ddnlov,
woldois ydp odx épavépwaey éavrdv, AAN dre\ii mjv omwovdiy dxpt
wavrds &oyor' dfaprel pévror mwpds perovoiay dyabiv xal Yiddv 7o
{yréiv povov, de yip al &ri 18 kahd Sppal kév Tob Téhovs druxdot
Tods xpwpévovs mpoevppaivovorv. 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
113, 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 wloms as the E\eyyos mpdyparwy
ot BAemopévwy 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 Sikaiog. Like Philo, our author passes from Enoch tc
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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, elxdros 18 peravevonxdre rdrre kard 6 éijs Tov Beopidi
xai PtAdperov); here both are grouped as examples of wioms.
Sirach (44!™) also passes at once from Enoch to Noah the Sixacos.

7 It was by faith (wilore) that Noak, after being told by God (xpnuatis@els,
8%, sc. wapd Tob feol) of what was still unseen (rév undéww Pherouévwy, i.e.
the deluge), reverently (ebhafnlels, cp. §7) constructed (kareaxetaser, as 1 P

3%) an ark lo save his houschold ; thus ke condemmed the world and decame
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 el\dPndels xareoxedaoer,
and wepl 7. p. Bhemopérwr goes with xpypartiofeis (as Jos. Ant. iv.
102, éxprparilero mepl Gy édeiro), not with ebhafnbels, which is not
a synonym for ¢ofnfeis—the writer is at pains always to exclude
fear or dread from faith (cp. vv.2 ). Els owmpiav is to be
taken as = ‘““to save alive” (Ac 272 wdoa éAwis Tod odleofar Huds,
2734 7olTo ydp mpds s dperépas cumnplas Imdpyer). AV fs (se 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) xarékpwe tov xéopov, where xaréxpivev corresponds to
what is probably the meaning of Wis 416 xaraxpwel 8¢ dlkatos
kopwv Tovs {Gvras doeBels, though xoudv (=6avdv) 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 4ns i 75, puts it less
pointedly : & 8¢ feds Tobrov pudv ijs dixatoovvs fydmyoe, xaredlkale
& éxelvous); xéopos here (as in v.%) means sinful humanity,
almost in the sense so common in the Johannine vocabulary,
the xdopos doeBav 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°) Bixacos; but our author, who has already called
Abel and Noah &ikawos, does not use this fact; he contents
bimself with saying that rfis xard wioTw Sicaioodims éyévero khnpé-
ropos, Z.e. he became entitled to, came into possession of, the
8ikaroovy which is the outcome or property (kard «rA., as in
Hellenistic Greek, cp. Eph 135, a periphrasis for the possessive
genitive) of such faith as he showed. Awatoovvy here is the
state of one who is God’s &ixatos (6 Bikatos pov, 10%8). 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 (% 9-10- 17-19) - the faith of his wife Sara is attached to
his (1-2), and a general statement about his immediate descend.
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ants is interpolated (1%-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 5%).

8 It was by fasth that Abrakam obeyed his call to go forth to a place
whick he would recesve as an inkeritance ; he went forth, although ke did not
know whers ke was lo 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 ; ° ke 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 121, The writer does not
dwell, like Philo (de Abrakamo, 14), on the wrench of tearing
oneself from one’s home. But, as Philo says that Abraham
started dpa 7¢ xedevolijvar, our author begins with xalodpevos.
When the call came, he obeyed it—Jimfixovaer éeNdeiv (epexegetic
infinitive), a reminiscence of Gn 12* xal elwer xdpios T
*ABpip, "Efedbe . . . xal éropevlfy 'ABpip xabdwep INdAnoer adre
xiptos. He went out from Mesopotamia, p} émordpevos wob
épyerar, his faith being tested by this uncertainty. So Philo (de
Migr. Abrak. 9) notes the point of the future Selfw in Gn 12!;
it is ds paprvplay wlorews fv iniorevoev 1) Yuxy bed.

The insertion of ¢ before xahovuevos (A D.33. 256. 467. 1739. 2127 sah
Loh 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, es (=&, Mk 1318, Ac 8%) ... &\orplar.
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! Mapgknoer is the opposite of xargknaer (as in Gn 371),
and with a fine touch of paradox the writer therefore goes on to
describe Abraham as é&v oxnrais xatowfoas, contented patiently
to lead a wandering, unsettled life. Such was all the ‘ residence ”
he ever had! What sustained him was his wlons (v.19), his eager
outlook for the City, §s rexvitns xal dnpiovpyds é 8eés. Compare
the scholion on Lucian’s Jov. Z7rag. 38 : &v o3 Ocov xai Syuiovpydv
6 doefiys dvevpnxis loywopds Idopov kai Texvityy Tob mavrds
wpoevrpémwev. 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, 7%) it became more common.
Anpovpyés is equally unique as a NT term for God, but it occurs
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in 2 Mac 41, and was used in classical literature frequently for a
subordinate deity (cp. Schermann, Zexte w. Untersuchingen,
xxxiv. 28, 23). In Apoc. Esdrae (ed. Tisch. 32) the phrase
occurs, & wdays 1ijs xricews Squiovpyds. Our author simply writes
rexvitns xal dnpiovpyds 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,
o Texvirns . . . ika Tov xéopov npiolpye: de mut, nom. 4,
fnxe 1 wdvra § yeioas kal Texvireloas marfp, dore 7O “dyd et
feos ads” loov éori 7@ *“ éyd elps woryrys kal Syuiovpyds”).

In % the writer adds a new touch (as if to suggest that
Abraham propagated his wioris) in perd “loadx kal "lakdp !-—who
shared the same outlook—rdv ouyxhypovépwr (a xowsj, though
not a LXX, term for co-heir) fis émayyehias tijs adrijs. Their
individual faith is noted later (vv.20-21), In sketching his fine
mystical interpretation of Abraham’s hope, the author ignores
the fact that Jacob, according to Gn 33! (émoipoev air@ éxel
olxias), 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 (Zeg. Alleg. 3%7)
declares that the land promised by God to Abraham is a woAis
dyaly kai modAy kal odddpa ebdaipwy, 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 pnrpémwolis or
immortality. The historical Abraham never dreamed of a wé\s,
but our author imaginatively allegorizes the promised land once
more (cp. 43¢), 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 1592 (Apoc. Bar. 4%), or to Jacob at
Bethel (Beresh. rabba on Gn 28'7). ’EfeSéyero ydp—and this
showed the steady patience( 10%) and inward expectation (11?) of
his faith—my rods Bepellous (rovs, because it was such foundations
that the tents lacked) &xouvoar méAiv. 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!%15) suggests a passing word
upon the faith of Sara (vv.11-12),

1 According to Jubilees 191%: Abraham lived to see Jacob’s manhood.
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N It was by faith that even (kal) Sara got strength to conceive, bearing a
son when she was past the age for ir—because she considered she cotld rely on
Him wko gave the promise. * Thus a single man, though (kal Tadra) ke was
physically impotent, had issuc 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 a married woman. Paul (Ro 41%%) 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 (xal adrh Zdppa), she believed
God when he ?romised her a child. The allusion is to the tale
of Gn 19¥-217, 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 xal alryj, 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 (oveipa, % oTeipa, 7
ordpa obon) was soon inserted by D* P, nearly all the versions,
and Origen. This is superfluous, however, and probably arose
from dittography (ZAPPAZTEIPA). The general idea is plain,
though there is a difficulty in 3évapw @aer (fe. from God)
els xatafoM)y owéppatos=eis 70 karaBdAlecbaur oméppa, fe 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 xarafoly) omépparos
means the act of the male; eis tmodoxyv amwépuares would have
been the correct words. This has been overcome (2) by omit-
ting xal adrh Idppa as a gloss, or (&) by reading aérj Edppe.
(a) certainly clears up the verse, leaving Abraham as the subject
of both verses (so Field in Notes on Transi. of N7, 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 adr) Sdppa is made explicit in wapd xapdr
#\wcias. What rendered such faith hard for her was her physical
condition. Philo (de 4brak. 22) applies this to both parents
(70n yap dmepihixes yeyovdres Sia paxpdv yhpas éwéyvoTav wacdds
oropdv), and a woman in the period of life described in Gn 181112
is cglle()i by Josephus yivaiov Ty HAixiav 48y mpoBeBAnxds (Ant.
vii. 8. 4).
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Eis 78 rexvioa: (D* P 69. 436. 462. 1245, 1288. 2005 syrt¥) after Mafer
is a harmless gloss, The addition of &rexey (#* K L P lat arm) after Hhixias
was made when the force of xal (=even) before wapd xaipby was missed.

Niordr Ayfdoare Tov émayyaldpevor (10%) is an assertion which
shows that the author ignores her sceptical laughter in Gn 181%;
he does not hesitate (cp. v.%7) to deal freely with the ancient
story in order to make his point, and indeed ignores the equally
sceptical attitude of Abraham himself (Gn 1717). To be moTés
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.7). The fulfilment is described in v.1%, where,
after 80 kai &¢° dwds (i.e. Abraham),! dyevifnoar (p® 8 L ¥
1739, etc.) is read by some authorities for lycvﬁ&wycmv (ADKP
etc.), though the latter suits the éwdé in d¢ dvés rather better.
In either case something like réxva must be understood. ‘A¢’
&ds is resumed in xai tadra (2 ©.Z in 1 Co 6% for the less
common «xei rodro) vevexpwpévou (in the sense of Ro 41).
Gen. r. on Gn z5! applies Job 147% to Abraham, but the plain
sense is given in Augustine’s comment (Crvs?. Dei, 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
jam 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 251], quia
uividam 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 r1ll- 1%, In what follows,
the author is quoting from the divine promise in Gn 2217, a
passage much used in later Jewish literature,? though this is the
only full allusion to it in the NT (cf. Ro ¢%).

Before passing to the third phase of Abraham’s faith, the
writer adds (vv.18-16) a general reflection on the faith of the
patriarchs, an application of vv.% 10, There were promises which

11s 512 éufhéyare els ABpadu Tdv warépa dudv . . . Ore els B,

2 The comparison of a vast number to stars and sands is common in Greek
and Latin literature ; cp. ¢.g. Pindar’s Olymp. 2%, and Catullus, 61%%,
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could not be fulfilled in the present life, and this aspect of faith
is now presented.

B (These all died in faith without oblaining the promises; they only
saw them far away and hailed them, owning they were ‘' strangers and
exiles ” upon earth. 1 Now people who speak in this way plainly show they
are in search of a fatherliand. ° If they thought of the land they have left
behind, they would have time to go back, '8 but they really aspire to the betier
land in keaven. That is why God €s not askamed to be called thesr God; he
Aas prepared a City for them.)

Odro. wdvres (those first mentioned in %13, particularly the
three patriarchs) died as well as lived xard wiomw, which is
substituted here for wiore. either as a literary variety of ex-
pression, or in order to suggest wioris as the sphere and standard
of their characters. The writer argues that the patriarchs
already possessed a wloms in eternal life beyond the grave;
their very language proves that. M3 xomsodperor explains the
wlonis in which they died ; this is the force of us. All they had
was a far-off vision of what had been promised them, but a
vision which produced in them a glad belief—{34vres xal domwaod-
pevor, 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, e.g., in Musonius (ed. Hense), vi. : 3w 8¢ {uip &s
@y dyaldy péyiorov doraldpeda, or Philo (dydmyoov olv dperis kai
domagat Yuxy Tf) oeavrod, guis rer. div. heres, 8). ‘Two interesting
classical parallels may be cited, from Euripides (Jon, 585-587 :

ob rabrdv eldos dalverar Tdv wpaypdrwy

wpbowler dvrwv Eyyifev & Spupévor.

&d 8 7y pdv cvudopayv domdlopar)
and Vergil (den. 3** “Italiam laeto socii clamore salutant”),
Chrysostom prettily but needlessly urges that the whole metaphor
is nautical (rév wAedvrov xai woppwler Spdvrwv Tas wéles ris
mobovpdvas, ds wpiv 4 eloedfelv els adrds T wpoopioe AaBdvres
adras olkewobvrac).

Komoduevos (p'* &* P W 33, etc.) is more likely to be original than a con-.
formation to 10% 11%; the sense is unaffected if we read the more common
AaBdrres (®* DK L ¥ 6. 104. 1739, Orig.). The reading of A arm {wpoodetd-
pevor) makes no sense.

Kal Spoloyficartes, for to reside abroad carried with it a
certain stigma, according to ancient opinion (cp. e.g. Zp.
Apyisteae, 249, xalov & Blg xal v xkai Tekevrdv. 4 8¢ fevia rois
piv wémar xaradpdvnow épydleras, Tols 8¢ whovoiots dvedos, s
8 xaxlav &xmerrwxdow : Sir 292228 etc.). The admission, §n
§évor kal mwopemidnpol elow émi yijs, is a generalization from the
Oriental deprecation of Jacob in Gn 47° (lrev *Taxd8 76 Papad,
ai Huépas Tov érwv Tis {uwifjs pov ds mapokd xrA.), and the similar
confession of Abraham in Gn 23* to the sons of Heth, mdpokos
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xal waperldypos &yd eps pef® Sudv. The dxt vis is a homiletic
touch, as in Ps 1191? (wdpoixds elue & 15 yj). In both cases this
dporoyla tis e\wiBos (10%) is made before outsiders, and the
words érl ijs yfs start the inference (vv.141%) that the true home
of these confessors was in heaven. Such a mystical significance
of £évo. xal wapemwidnpoi, 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 3%, where 76 woAirevua
corresponds to warpis here). In Eph 2131 indeed, Christians are
no longer £évou xai wdpoikor, 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 mapemdnpo (11) and mapoixo kal wapemiuor (211). The term
£évouis used here as a synonym for wdpoixot, which (cp. Eph 212 19)
would be specially intelligible to Gentile Christians. Iapemi-
dnuos only occurs in the LXX in Gn 23% Ps 39'%; in the
Egyptian papyri maperidnuolvres (consistentes) denotes foreigners
who settled and acquired a domicile in townships or cities like
Alexandria (GCP. i. g0, 55; cp. A. Peyron’s Papyrs graed R,
Laur. Musei Aegyptii, 818 rav rapemypolvrov xai [kalrowodvray
dv] [rladras] évuv), 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, eg.
Marcus Aurelius, ii. 17 (6 8¢ Bios moAepos xal févov Emdyula). A
similar symbolism recurs in the argument of Epictetus (ii. 23, 36 f.)
against the prevalent idea that logic, style, and eloquence are the
end of philosophy: olov €l 1is dmav els ™y marplda Ty éavrod
xal Siodedwy wavBokelov kadov dpéoavros alrd Tob mavSoxelov xara-
pévor &v 18 wavdoxely. dvOpume, érehdfov oov Tijs wpolféaews® odx s
rodro Bdeves, dALG S Todrov . .. 7O O wpoxelpuevoy éxeivo’ els TV
rarplda émaveAdetv. In a more specifically religious sense, it is
~xpressed in the saying of Anaxagoras quoted by Diogenes
Laertius (ii. 3. 7, wpds 70v eirdvra, “oddév oor uéhew Tijs marpidos,”
“ebpriner” épy, “ ol yap xal opddpa péle s marpidos,” delfas
rov ovpavdv). 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, 8 Tobro ol kard Mwvaiy copol wdvres elodyovrar * rapor-
kovvres” al yap Tovrwv Yuxal oréAhovrar udv drowiav oddérore Ty
é¢ obpavod, eldbaor 8¢ éveka rol Pihobedpovos kal Gihopalovs
els Ty weplycov pvow dmodnuely . . . émavépxovrar éxeloce wdAw,
S0ev bpunbmoay 16 wphirov, marpida piv TOv olpdviov xdpov & ¢
mohurevovrar, £émy 8¢ Tov meplyeov &v § mapykyaay vouilovoar kTA.
In Cherub. 33, 34, commenting on wapowot in Lv 2538, 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,” Catil. 2).

Such a confession proves (v.14) that the men in question are
not satisfied with the present outward order of things; éudavi-
tovow (Esth 222 xai adry éveddvioer 76 Bagidel To Tijs émBovAss:
Ac 238, OGIS. (iii A.D.) 42%, Syll. 2268 mijy e wapovoiav éugari-
cdvrwy Tob Pacilews), they thus avow or affirm, dn warpida
dmlnrobow (Valckenaer’s conjecture, &re {yrolay, is ingenious but
needless, cp. 131). For wdrpes in a mystical sense, compare Philo,
de Agric. 14, commenting on Gn 47%): 7¢ yép dvri wioa Yuxy
codoi warpida pev odpavdy, Eévmy B¢ yiv élaxe, kal vouilew Tov
ptv goplas olxov Wioy, Tov 8¢ oduaros 0veiov, ¢ xal wapemdyuely
olerax. 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 peév (as in 84) éum~
pbrevoy (referring to the continuous past) xrA. The piypovevovow
of X* D* was due to the influence of the preceding presents,
just as éuvnudvevoav (33. 104. 216 Cosm.) to the influence of
éééBnoav, which in turn was smoothed out into the usual NT
term é&gAdoy (R°DK L ¥ 436. 919. 1288. 1739). Mimpdvevew
here has the sense of *“giving a thought to,” as in Jos. Anz. vi.
37, olre Tpodijs éuvnudvevoev odd’ Ywvov, and below in v.22, Time
(as Ac 24%), as elsewhere in Hebrews, rather than opportunity
(r Mac 153 Jjuels 8¢ rawpdv Exovres dvrexduefa Tijs kAnpovouias
Npév kai v marépwy judv), is the idea of elyor &v kacpdy, kaipds
taking an infinitive dvaxdpdar (so Codex A in Jg 11 xai dvexd-
pyev wpds Tov warépa adrijs, for the dméorpeapev of B), as in Eurip.
Rhesus, 10 (xaipds yap dxodoat).

Philo remarks of Abraham : 7is & ofx &r uerarpambuevos makiwdpbunoey

olkade, Ppaxéa uév ppovricas Tdv ueovsdr éxwidwy, Thy 8¢ wapoloay dwoplay
axetdwr 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.”
" " (THoMAs HARDY, Tke Two Men.)

On the contrary (v.18), so far from that, they held on, the writer

1Cp. Test. Job xxxiii. (otrw xdyd Wrynoduny 74 éud, dvr’ oddévos mwpds
éxelvny v w6 wepl fis NeAdNykéy poc 6 Eyyelos).
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adds ; viv 8¢ (logical, as in 85 not temporal) kpeirrovos dpéyorras,
rob7 ot dmoupaviou (so God is described in 2 Mac 3% as § mp
xatowkiay érovpdviov éxwv). Aid obk émaroylverar (compare 211)
abrols & Oeds “ Oeds” émraketofar (epexegetic infinitive) © adridw,”
referring to Ex 38 "Eyd el . . . feos "ABpadp xai feds Toadn xai
Oeds "TaxdyB, which the writer * interprets (cp. Mk 12%-%7) as an
assurance of immortality. Their hope of a marpis or heavenly
home was no illusion; it was because God had such a #é\is
(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 (roluacev, cp. Mt 2334).

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),

1 Jt was by f ith (wiored), “when Abrakam was put to the test, that he
sacrificed /saac® ; ke was ready to sacrifice ** his only son,” although he had
recesved the promises, ® and had been told (wpds 8v, as §) that (87¢ recitative)
4t is through Isaac (not Ishmael) that your offspring shall be reckoned”—
1 for ke considered God was able even to raise men jiom the dead.  Hence
(80ev, causal) ke did get him back, by what was a parable of the resurrection.
2 [t was by faith that Isaac blessed Jacob and Esaw in connection with the
future, It was by faith that, when Jacob was dying (dmwobvicxwy), he
blessed each of the sons of Josepk, ‘‘ bending in prayer over the head of his
staff.,” B It was by faith that Joseph at kis end (reNevrdv only here) thought
about the exodus of the sons of [srael, and gave orders about his own bones.

The supreme test of Abraham’s wioms is found in the story
of Gn 22118 which Jewish tradition always reckoned as the last
and sorest of his ten trials (Pirke Aboth g%). It is cited in
4 Mac 161820 a5 a classical example of dmopov (Spefhere wdvra
mwovov Imouévew 8 Tov Oedv, 8’ v kal & maryp Apdv "ABpadm
éomevdev TOV éOvomdropa vidv opayidoar "Ioadk ktA.). In v.17 the
perfect tense wpooerfvoxer 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). Nepaléperos echoes Gn 22! (5
feds émeipalev Tov 'APpadp). Kai (epexegetic) Tdv povoyevij (a
Lucan use of the term in the NT)? mpooédeper (conative imper-
fect of interrupted action, like ékdhow in Lk 1%%) & ras dwayye-
Nas dvadefdpevos, Ze. the promises of a son, of a numerous line
of descendants (v.12), and of a blessing thus coming to all nations.

1 Origen (fok. ii. 17): ueydA\n ydp Swped Tols warpidpyass T6 Tdv Bedv durl
SvbpaTos mposdyar Ty éxelvwy dvopaclay T >Beds< 13lg atrol wpocyyopia.

2 The LXX of Gn 22?% reads 7dv dyawyrév, but perhaps the writer of ITpds
‘Efpalovs read a text like that underlying Aquila (rév wovoyerd), Josephus
(rov povoyevj, Ant. i. 3. 1), and Symmachus (7dv uérvor)., Movoyerss and

dyaryrds, as applied to a son, tended to shade into one another. Philo reads
dyarnrds kal uoves (quod deus immut. 4, etce.).
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This is made explicit in v.18, with its quotation from Gn 218,
For dvadéxopar in the sense of “‘secure,” see the line from
Sophocles’ “ Ichneutae,” in Oxyrk. Pagyri, vil. 25 (8v ®oifos tutv
elre [ d]vedéaro).

In v.9 \oyiodperos (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
37u kal éx vexpdv dyelpewr (weakened into éyeipar by A P, etc.)
Surards (Dan 317 &s dore Suvards éfedéobar fpds kTA., and Ro 4%)
sc. é&orw & Oebs. Abraham, says Philo (de Abrakamo, 22), wdvra
10e Oeg Suvata axeddv & éru omapydvey Tovri 16 8dyua mpopaboica.
Later (32) he speaks of this sacrifice as the most outstanding
action in Abraham’s life—dAiyov yap 8éw ¢dvar mdgas doar
Beopiheis SmepBdAder. 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 108 gopla . . . émi Téxvov omhdyxvois loxvpdv épvlafer). As
Chrysostom put it, this was the special trial, Ta y&p 700 feod
&d0xer Tots Tod feov pdyecai, xal wiors épdxero wiorTel, xai wpdo-
raypa érayyedis. Hence (80ev, in return for this superb faith)
&xopioare, he did recover him (xonileafar, as in Gn 382 etc., of
getting back what belongs to you),! in a way that prefigured the
resurrection (xpelrrovos dvacrdoews, v.%). Such is the meaning
of &v wapaPolfi (cp. o). Isaac’s restoration was to Abraham a
sort? of resurrection (v.3% ¢ quaedam resurrectionis fuit species,
quod subito liberatus fuit ex media morte,” Calvin). ’Ev wapa-
Boljj has been taken sometimes in two other ways. (2)=mapa-
Boliss, #e. beyond all expectation, almost wapadééws, map’
éAxida(s), or in a desperate peril, as Polybius says of Hannibal
(i. 23. 7, dvekwiorws xai mapaBoAws adrds & 1) axddy Siédpuye).
This is at any rate less far-fetched than—(&) “whence he had
originally got him, figuratively-speaking,” as if the allusion was
to vevexpwpévov (in v.12)!  Against (@) is the fact that wapaBolsj
never occurs in this sense.

Angustine’s comment is (Cswiz, Des, 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 11'7-1%] , | | cuius 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 thomns.  According to the later Jewish tradition (Psirge
R. Elieser, 31), Isaac's soul, which had left his body as his father’s sword

1 Josephus (Ane. i. 13. 4) describes the father and son as wap é\widas
éavrols xexomouévor. Philo (de_fosepho, 35, 70 xouloacfar Tov ddeAgdy) has
the same usage.

3 Aelian (Var, Hist. iii. 33) ipeaks of Satyrus the flautist, rpérov 7evd
Ty Téxyny éxpavhifwy wapafory T wpds dihosopliar.
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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 niomis as $wéoracis EAmifopévov,
the hope being one to be realized in the destiny of the race
(vv.2022),

The solitary instance of wloms in Isaac (v.20) is that men-
tioned in Gn 272 29. 3. 40 3 faith which (11?) anticipated a future
for his two sons. EdAéynoev, of one man blessing another, as in
71 In xol wepl peANévrov (s mpoyudrwv), where péAew refers
to a future in this world, the xal simplyl emphasizes wepi peA-
Aévrov elNéynoev, and the whole phrase goes with efAéypoey,
not with wiore. The very fact that he blessed his two sons
proved that he belicved 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 478! kai wpooexdvyaey Topayh émi 76 depov Tijs pdBSov
adro, where the LXX by mistake has read memnn (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 staffi 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.22 the argument draws upon Gn 5022 (Ex
131, Jos 2432), 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. Teheurdv (Gn 5028 kai érehedmyoer ‘Tworjd) mepl s
¢£¢Bou (only here in this sense in NT) dv vidw lopay\ eprmpérevoe
(called to mind, as v.1%) xal wepi Tdv doréwv (uncontracted form
as in LXX and Mt 23%, Lk 243%°; cp. Cronert, Mem. Graeca
Hercul, 166*) adrob dverelharo. Joseph’s faith also was shown in
nis 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 (3ir 4918 kai 7& 8o1d abrod éreaxémyoar).

The ninth example of wioms 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/t was by faith that Moses was ‘° hidden for three months” (rpluyvor,
sc. xpbvov) after birth by his parents, because ‘they saw” the child was

! To suggest that it means “even” is flat for a blessing, ex Aypothest,
referred to the future. Its omission (by ¥ K L P, the eustern versions, etc.)
is more easily explained than its insertion.

21 K 1% mposexivnoey ¢ Baoiheds éwl Thv xolryw, éml has the same local
sense,
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““beautiful” (Ac 1), and had no fear of the royal decvee. ™ 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
Pleasuves of sin, ® considering obloguy with the messiak to be richer wealth
than all Egypt's treasures—jor he had an eye 1o the Reward. T It was by
Jaith that he left Egypi, not from any fear of the kings wrath ; like one
who saw the King Invisible, he never flinched. 8 It was by faith that he
celebrated *“ the passover’ and performed the sprinkling by blood, so that *‘ the
destroying angel” (cf. 1 Co 10Y) might not touckh Israel’s firsthorn., * It was
by faith that they crossed the Red Sea (Ac 7%) like dry land—and when the
Egyptians attempted i1, they were drowned.,

Moses (v.3) owed the preservation of his life as an infant to
the courageous wiomis of his parents (marépwv =yoveis, parentes,
like patres in Ovid's Metam. 49, and Plato’s Leges, vi. 772 E,
dyafv warépwy ¢ivr). The writer quotes from Ex 2% 3, adding
that, as the result of their faith, they had no fear of the royal
edict (Sudraypa as in Jos. Ant. xvi. 16. 5; Wis 117 etc.). This is
the main point of their xioris. On doreiov see Philo’s ét. Mos.
i 3: yovyleis odv 6 wals €fds SYw dvédawev doreorépav 7 xar
Budryy, bs kal Tév rTod TUpdivov KnpYyudrev, i’ doov oldv Te v,
Tovs yovels éhoyioar). 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 (A4#f. ii. g. 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

uum posthabito mortis suae metu Mosen deberent educare, eum exponunt.

atet 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 (dojuwy, dvartuwr).

Another (7%) gloss has been inserted here, after v.®, by D* 1827 and
nearly all the MSS of the Latin versions, viz. wlorer péyas yevbuevos Mwuofis
dreihey TO¥ Alylrriov katovody Thv rawelvwow TOY ddeNpdv alrof, a homi-
letical application of Ex 21* 13 (used in Ac 7%t-),

The second item of faith (v.2¢) is the first individual proof by
Moses himself. Josephus (4#z ii. 9. 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 21, where
Moses péyas yevépevos (from Ex 21!; fe., 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) #fprjoare (with
infinitive as in Wis 12%7 1616 1719) Aéyeofar vids Buyatpds dapad.
His religious motive in declining the title and position of son to
an Egyptian princess (Jub 47°%) is now given (v.28); péNhor
é\dpevos (for the construction and idea, cp. OGZS. 6691® parlov
™y Tdv Tporépwy Erdpxev aldviov owifeay duidoowr H<e> Ty
wpbokatpdy Twos Adikiav peyunaduevos) ouykaxouxelobor (a new
compound, unknown to the LXX) 16 Aa§ 1ol Oeod § wpdoxaipor (a
non-LXX term ! which first occurs in 4 Mac 1528 25 and passed
into the early Christian vocabulary as an antithesis to aidvios)
éxew dpaprias &méhavow. The dpapria 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. 13%).

For &mélavors see Antipater of Tarsus (Stob. Florileg. 1xvii. 25): vév &
fi0eoy < Blov >, ékovalav Si8bvra wpds drohaclar xal mouihwy Hdovdy drblavow
dyevvdy xal pucpoxapiv, leéfeov vouliovor, and 4 Mac 58, where the tyrant
taunts the conscientious Jews, xal yap dvénrov robiro 79 uh) dwohadew Wy xwpls
dveldous MOéwv, Philo (#sf. Mos. i, 6: ~yevbuevbs re Siagepbvrws doxnris
Sheyodeetas xal Tov dfpodlacrov Blov s obdels Erepos xhevdoas—yuxy ~ydp
émwbfer ubvy {fv, ob owuar) 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 (éwed) ydp
v Alybwrov karéhimrev dyepoviay, Ovyarpidols 7ol rére Bacihebovros &w),
because he disapproved of the local injustice, God rewarded him with
authority over a greater nation.

In v.26 the reason for this renunciation of the world is
explained. Met{ova whoitor fynodpevos (cp. v.1! and Aoyirduevos
in v.1%) tdv Alydmrov Onoavpdy Tov Svediopdv Tob XpioToi (as
involved in ovykaxovxelofar 7¢ Aag Tod 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 1312), but the
point here in 7dv dveBiopdr Tol Xpiorod is that, by identifying
himself with God’s people in Egypt, Moses encountered the
same dvediopuds as their very messiah afterwards was to endure.
He thus faced what the writer, from his own standpoint, does
not hesitate to call 7ov dveidioudr Tod Xpiorod. Whether he had
in mind anything further, e.g. the idea that 6 Xpwrrds here
. !Itrecurs 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 ¥ Co 10* underlay the words, is uncertain and
rather unlikely, though the idea that Cbrist was suffering in the
person of the Israelites, or that they represented him, might be
regarded as justified by the language, g of Ps 8¢5t (rov dver-
Siopod Tdv Sovhwy oov . . . of dveidioray 76 dvrdAdaypa Tod Xpiorod
oov). The experiences of ingratitude and insulting treatment
which Moses suﬁ"ered at the hands of Israel illustrate Chry-
sostom s definition of 'rov ovaSw‘p.ov Tod Xpw"roﬁ: 70 péxpt Télovs
xal éoxdrns &vmrvov]s' wau-xuv kaxds . . . ToVTO éoTY Svadiouds
708 Xpiarod, Srav 7is wap’ bv ebepyerel dvedifyras (citing Mt 27“’)
The basis of this estimate of life is now given : dwéBhewer yap eis
v pobamwoBoolar, as the writer desired his readers to do (10%
11%). ’AwmofAérew els is a common phrase for keeping one’s eye -
upon, having regard to, e.g. Theophrastus, ii. 10, xai els éxeivoy
dwofAérav : Josephus, Bell. Jud. ii. 15. 1, 6 p&v . . . els pdvov 10
Avoiredds 0 éx Tév dpraydy dwofAérwy, mapikovaev. Mr. Starkie,
in his note on Arist. Ackarn. 32, suggests that dmwofAérew, 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,” fe 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 21%t=Ac 7%). In p3) $ofnbels 7ov Oupdv
700 Paciléws the author 1gnores the statement of the QT that
Moses did fly from Egypt, in terror of being pumshed by the
king for having murdered the Egyptian (Spyyv dpeldicrov Baoiréws
dmodibpdoxwy, Philo, de wit. Mos. i. 9). Josephus in his own
way also (A4nt. 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, rdv Y&P ddpator (sc. Bao':)»ea) ds Splv éxapré-
pnoer (cp. Sir 2% eSbuvoy v kapdiav oov kai kaprépnaov). “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 sustained only by the clearest
spiritual vision ” (Peake). The language and thought are illus-
trated by Epict. ii. 16. 45—46 : éx s Siavolas &Bake . . . Admyy,
¢oBov, émbuulav, Pphévov, émxaipexaxiav, prapyvpiav, palaxiav,
dxpacioy. Tadra & odx foTw dAlws éxBakely, €l p3) wpos pévov Tov
Getfw dwoBAémovra, éxelvy puivy 1rpoa'1r¢1rov067a, Tois éxelvov wpoor-
dypaoe xabocwpévor. The phrase ds opiv means the mward
vision where, as Marcus Aurelius observes (x. 26), spdper, odyi
Tols dpfadpols, AN’ ovx drrov &vapyds. In the de Mundo, 399a,
God is descnbed as doparos & dAAy wAiyv Aoywopd. Philo had
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already singled out this trait in Moses, e.g. de mulat. nomin. 3:
Moveijs & vijs dedobs Pvcews Oearys xai fedwrys—els yip Tov
yvégov ¢aciv adrdv ol Oelor xpnopol eloceddev (Ex zo), mpy
ddpartov kat dodparov obolay abwrropevor. In wit. Mos. i. 15 he
declares that the Pharaoh had no notion of any invisible God
(pndéva 6 mapdmav voyrdy Oedv Ew Tov Spardv voullwv), and later
on, commenting on Ex 20%! (i. 28), he adds that Moses entered
the darkness, Tovréorwv els Ty dedi) xai ddparov kai doduarov Tdv
dvrwv rapadeyparicyy odalav, Ta d0éara dioe Gvyry xaTavolv.

On py poPnbeis Tov Oupdy Toi Pacihéws, 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, Zp. xiv. 7). Various attempts have been
made to explain away the contradiction between this statement
and that of Ex 2, (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), s.e. 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
is rather artificial, however, though maintained by some good
critics like Liinemann. (4) Or, the fuuds 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 21415 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.2) is his obedience to the divine
orders of Ex 12!348 (cp. Wis 18%%), which proved that he be-
lieved, in spite of appearances, that God had protection and a
future for the People. Memoinxev is another aoristic perfect ; wpéo-
xvous is not a LXX term, and nyyavw (6typ) only occurs in LXX
in Ex 19'8 (=Heb 12%). As fiyyaro may take a genitive (1220)
as well as an accusative, éAofpedwr might go with mpwréroka (f.e.
of the Egyptians) and 6lyy with advdv (the Israelites). Note the
alliteration in wlore. wem. wdoxa . . . wpdoxuoww The va pi
clause explains v wpdoyxuvow Toi alparos.

By one Old Latin, orat any rate a non-Vulgate, text of this passage, in Codex
Harleianus (ed. E. S. Buchanan, Sacred Latin Texts, i., 1912), a gloss is
inserted at this point: ‘‘fide praedaverunt Aegyptios exeuntes” (Ex 1235 %),
which was evidently known to Sedulius Scotus (Migne, ciii. 268 C), who
quotes it as ‘‘fide pracdaverunt 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 14%F).  Strictly speaking, this is an act of faith on the part
of the Israelites; the 3uéBnoar depends on, for its subject, the
adtdv of v.28 But those who crossed were of éfeAfévres &
Alyitrrov 816 Moilicéws (3'6), and the action is the direct sequel
to that of v.%, though Moses is now included in the People. 8ia
npés yis is from Ex 14%; SuaBalvew 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 wloris. But there
are some things which are possible only to faith. “Hs (i.e. épvfpa
0dAaoon) weipar NaBévres of Alydmrior xatemdbnoav (from Ex 15t
xarerdfnoay év dpudpd Bardaoy, B), i.e. the Egyptians tried it and
were swallowed up in the sea. Here meélpav Aepfdvew is a
classical phrase for (¢) making an attempt, almost in the sense of
testing or risking. They * ventured on” (cp. Dt 28% 3 rpudeps,
Ws odxt weipay aBev § wods adrijs Balvew dml Ths vis), or tried
it (cp. Jos. Ant. 8. 6. 5, coplas Poviopéy Aafeiv meipav,
etc.). The other meaning is that (4) of getting experience (so
in v.%), which is often the sad result of (a); so, .., Demosth.
in Aristocratem, 131, haBov &y Tijs éxelvov ¢i\las meipav. The
writer ignores the legendary embroidery of Philo (zi2. Mos. iii.
34, s éml Enpds drpamod xal MifdBovs éddpovs—éxpavpilly yap %
Ydppos xal §) owopds adrijs oboia ocvudioa Hrdb).

Two more instances of faith are specially cited, both in con-
nexion with the fall of Jericho (vv.3* %1). During the interval
between the Exodus and the entrance into Canaan the writer, we
are not surprised to find (31%¢), notes not a single example of
wlors, but it is remarkable that neither here nor below (v.32) is
there any allusion to Joshua.

® [t was by faith that the walls of Jevicho collapsed, after being surrounded
Jor only seven days. ! It was by faith that Rahab 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.%9). 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 6%, Judas Maccabaeus and his
men also appealed, in besieging a town, to rov uéyav Tod xdouov
Swdoryy, Tov drep xpidv xal pnxavdv Spyavikidv xaraxpyuvicavra
v "Lepixd kard rovs Inaot xpdvovs (2 Mac 121%), and one Egyptian
fanatic (for whom Paul was once mistaken, Acts 21%8) 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 213! 625, For # wépwm (“ Ratio haec cur R.
solita sit peregrinos excipere,” Bengel) see below on 13% A
tendency to whitewash her character appears in the addition of
émMeyopéry (R syrhk! Ephr.), which is also inserted by some
codices in the text of Clem. Rom. 12!, Her practical faith
(Ja 2%; Clem. Rom. 112 8ia miorv xal ¢pidofeviav éawby), shown
by her friendly (per’ eipfvns) welcome to the spies, which sprang
from her conviction that the God of Israel was to be feared, saved
(vuvamd)ero, cp. Sir 8!%) her from the fate of her fellow-citizens
(rols dwerdfjoao) 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 (38). 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 18).

For lack of space and time the writer now passes to a mere
summary of subsequent examples of faith (vv.52t). Roughly
speaking, we may say that vv.%. 3 describe what the folk of old
did by faith, vv.8 what they did for faith.

8 And what more shall I say? Time would fail me to tell of Gideon, of
Barak and Samson and Jephthah, of David and Samuel and the prophets—
B men who by faith (814 wlorews) conquered kingdoms, administered justice,
obtained promises, shut the mouth of lions, Y gquenched the power of fire,
escaped the edge of the sword, from weakness won to sivength, proved valiant
in warfare, and routed hosts of foreigners.

Kol 7¢ én (om. D¥*) Méyw (deliberative conjunctive) does not
necessarily imply that IIpos ‘EBpalovs was originally a sermon or
address ; it was a literary as well as an oratorical phrase, Thus
Josephus uses a similar phrase in 4n# xx. 11. 1 (xai i 8¢ rAelw
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. ‘Emeiyer ydp pe Bupyolpevor & xpévos is one
form of a common rhetorical phrase, though % fuépa is generally
used instead of & xpévos. Three instances may be cited : Dion.
Hal. De Compositione Verb. 4 (after running over the names of a
number of authors) xai dAAovs pvplovs, &v dmdrrev 78 dvépara e
Bovdoiuny Aéyew, émlelfec pe 6 Tijs Huépas xpdvos: Demosth. e
Corona, 324, émheljer pue Aéyovd 3 uépa Td Tév mpoddrwy dvduara,
and (out of several instances) Philo, de Sacrif. Abelis et Caini, 5,
émheifer pé 3 fuépa Aéyovra T Tdv Kar' elos dperdv évdpara,
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Aupyolpevoy . . . wepi, as, eg., in Plato’s Euth. 6 C, wolla
wept Tdv Oelwv dupyroopar, and Philo’s de Adrak. 44, dv SMiye
npdrepov &via SieffAfor (=*gone over”). For pe ydp (% A D*
33 547), ydp pe is rightly read by p!* De 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 8311). 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 52, Valkut
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 (¢.g. Sotah 93, 10a). 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. vii.
xlix.), points out that the “spirit” came both on Jephthah (Jg
119 8) 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 121 it is Gideon,
Barak, Jephthah, and Samson, followed by Samuel. David here
(Aaveid 1e) belongs to the foregoing group, the only one of
Israel’s kings mentioned in the list. In Jewish tradition (e.g.
Josephus, Ant. 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 32%). "AN\wv (+7av?) is
superfluously inserted before wpodmrdv by syrbH! pesh arm eth sah
boh 69. 1288 Theod. Dam. In ot 8id wlorews (v.98) the of covers
vv.38 8, but 3id wlorews includes vv.95-8 a5 well, and is reiterated
in v.%,  The following nine terse clauses, devoid of a single xaf,
begin by noting military and civil achievements. In xarqywri-
aavro Baoihelas, karaywrvifopar (not a LXX term) is the verb
applied by Josephus to David’s conquests (in 4t vii. 2. 2, adrg
cdorar karaywonoanévg Iladaorwods 8édwxey & Beds); its later
metaphorical use may be illustrated from Mart. Pol. 192 (8a
Tijs Umopovis Karaywviodpevos Tov ddikov dpxovra). 'Hpydoavro
Bukacoodimy in the sense of 2 S 818 (kai éBuciievoer Aaveid émi
TopanA' xal fv wobv xpipa xal Sikawoolvyy émi wdvra TéV Aady
abrod) etc., the writer applying to this specific activity, for which
wioTis 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. 6!%) is
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the force of &méruxor &wayyehidv. Furthermore, éppafar ordpara
Aedrrov, as in the case of Daniel (Dn 618 28 § feds pov évédpaler
18 ordpara tév Aedvruv, Theod.), &oBesav Sdvapw mupds, as in the
case of Daniel’s three friends (Dn 31%%, 1 Mac 2%, 3 Mac 69).
In puyor ordpara paxaipys, the unusual plural of oréua (cp.
Lk 21% wregolvrat orépare paxaipys) may be due to the preced.ng
orépara 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%.81t)  In &Buvapddnoar (pl8 8% A D* 1831 ; the 2./ dedvva-
pwbnoav was probably due to the influence of Ro 4%) déwd
dofevelas, the reference is quite general; Hezekiah’s recovery
from illness is too narrow an instance.! The last three clauses
are best illustrated by the story of the Maccabean struggle,
where dAAdérpioe is the term used for the persecutors (1 Mac 27
etc.), and wapepBold] for their hosts (1 Mac 316 etc.). In wapep-
Bohds &\wav d\Notpiwy, mapeuBoly, a word which Phrynichus
calls Sewvids Maxedovikdy, means a host in array (so often in 1 Mac
and Polybius) ; xAive (cp. Jos. Anz. xiv. 15. 4, xAiverar 10 . . .
xépas tijs pdAayyos) is never used in this sense in the LXX.

What the heroes and heroines of wiomis had to endure is now
summarized (vv.55-%8) : the passive rather than the active aspect
of faith is emphasized.

88 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
obtain a better resurvection; ™ others, again, had to experience scoffs and
scourging, aye, chains and smprisonment—"% they were stoned . . . sawn in
two, and cut 1o pieces ; they had to roam about in sheepskins and goatskins,
forlorn, oppressed, ill-treated ® (men of whom the world was not worthy),
wanderers in the desert and among hills, in caves and gullies.

"EhaBov Yum’ines’ x7A. (%) recalls such stories as r K 1y
and 2 K 4387 (kal %) yory) . . . OaBev 7dv vidv alrijs xal ¢fA0er) ;
it was a real dvdoraais, though not the real one, for some
other male beings became literally and finally vexpol, relying by
faith on a xpelogwy dvdotacis. "AN\ow 8¢ (like Sokrates in Athens:
cp. Epict. iv. 1. 164-165, Zuxpdrys & aloxpds ob o@lerar . . .
Tovrov obx ori ghoar aloxpds, dAN dmobvioxey oglerar) 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 om NT Research, 1701.), though
there is a verbal parallel in the case of Samson (Jg 16! dxdoryoe: dx’ éuof 4
loxss pov kail dodevihow).

3 The odd #./. ywaixds (p'® k* 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”
(AapBdvew 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. ‘ErupwavioOnoar (Blass prefers
the more classical form in D* drervuravicOyoar), a punishment
probably corresponding to the mediaeval penalty of being broken
on the wheel. “ This dreadful punishment counsists,” says Scott
in a note to the thirtieth chapter of The 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 grdce, because it removes the sufferer
from his agony.” The victim was first stretched on a frame or
block, the rdumavor! {so schol. on Aristoph. Plut. 476, riumrava
& &P’ ols &rvpmdvilov: éxpdvro yap Tadry 1§ mpwply), and
beaten to death, for which the verb was dmorvumavileotar (e.g.
Josephus, ¢. Apionem, i. 148, quoting Berossus, AaBopocodpxodos

. tmd 16v plAwy dmervumavioln: Arist. Rhet. ii. 5. 14, domwep of
dmorvpmran{dpevor, etc.). So Eleazar was put to death, because
he refused to save his life by eating swine’s flesh (2 Mac 619
5 8 rov per ebrhelas Odvarov paddov % Tov perd piocovs Bilov
dvadeldpevos albaipéros éwl 16 Topmavov wpoofyer). 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 (wMjoaeral, &déperar, loxupls timrerar) and Suidas
(¢0Ag mAjoaera, ixdéperar, kal kpéparar) recognize in their defini-
tion of rvumavilera.. The hope of the resurrection, which
sustained such martyrs ol wpooBefduevor (cp. 10%) Ty &woNiTpuoy,
is illustrated by the tales of Maccabean martyrs, e.g. of Eleazar
the scribe (2 Mac 6%1%), urged to eat some pork va todro mpdfas
dwolvffj Tob favdrov, and declining in a fine stubbornness; but
specially of the heroic mother and her seven sons (iddd. yIt),
who perished confessing alperdv peralddooovras drd dvfpdray
r&s twd 100 Oeod mpoadoxgy éAwidas wdAw dvacricecfar Pn atrod

. . ol pév yip viv fuérepor ddeddol Bpaxdv émevéyxavres wivov
devdov {wijs Tmd Suabijxny Beod werTdikaaw.

In v.28 &repou 8¢ (after ol pév . . . dAdo. 8¢ in Matt 16M4)
weipar f\aBor (see on v.2) dpwaiypdv (cp. Sir 272 durarypds xal
dvediopds) xal paoriywv—a hendiadys; the writer has in mind
shameful tortures like those inflicted on the seven Maccabean
brothers, as described in 2 Mac ! (udorifwv kai vevpais alxifo-

1 Another word for the frame was 7poxés, as in 4 Mac 9%, where the
eldest 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 (Toudalor wasreyosuevor, xpeuduevor, Tpoxiiéueror,
KkaTaiKifouero).
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pévovs . . . T fyov &rl Tov éumaryudy), although in this case the
heating is not at once fatal, as the next words prove (ér &
Seapiv xal ¢pvlaxis). The passage would be more clear and
consecutive, however, if #repo. 8¢ preceded mepiihlov (in v.57),
introducing the case of those who had not to suffer the martyrs’
death. This would leave &pmwawypdv «7A. as a reiteration or
expansion of érvuraviclyoav. Before Seopdv xai $ulaxis, &re 8¢
probably (cp. Lk 142) heightens the tone—not merely passing
blows, but long durance vile: though the sense might be simply,
“and further.” In v.%” &0dobnoar (as in the case of Zechariah,
2 Ch 24%-2 Mt 23%) was the traditional punishment which
ended Jeremiah’s life in Egypt (Tertull. Scorp. 8) ; possibly the
writer also bad in mind the fate of Stephen (Acts 7%).
*Enplobnoar (Am 18 &mpufov mploow aidnpois xrl.) 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 s'W (Justin’s Dial. cxx.; Tertull. de
Patientia, xiv. etc.); cp. R. H. Charles, Z%e Ascension of Isaiak
(1900), pp. xlv—xlix.

After éMbdodnoav there is a primitive corruption in the text. Four
readings are to be noted.

érepdalnoar, éxplodnear: ® L P 33. 326 syrb,

éxplonaar, éxepdobdnoar : p* A D ¥ 6. 104. 1611, 1739 lat boh arm,

éxreipdabnoar ¢ fuld, Clem. Thdt.

érplofnoav 1 2. 327 syr® Eus. etc.

Origen apparently did not read érewpdobnoar, if we were to judge from
Hom. [erem. xv. 2 (&\\ov é\BoBéAnoav, &Xkov Empioav, &N\Nov dméxrewar
uerafd Tol vaod xal rol Gusiaoryplov), but shortly before (xiv. 12) he quotes
the passage verbally as follows : é\fdolnoar, émpicOnoar, éxepdodnoay, év
povp paxalpas dmédavor, though érewpdofnoav is omitted here by H. In
¢. Cels. vii. 7 it is doubtful whether éreipdfnoar or éreipdofnoay was the
original reading. Eusebius omits the word in Prep. Evang. xii. 10 (5834),
reading é\bactnoav, éxplofnoar, év Pbvy xTA., and sah reads ¢‘they were
sawn, they were stoned, they died under the sword.” It is evident that
éxeipdobfnoar (written in some MSS as éxip.) as ¢‘ were tempted * is impossible
here ; the word either was due to dittography with érpio6nar or represents a
corruption of some term for torture. Various suggestions have been made,
e.g. éxnpdbnoay (mutilated) by Tanaquil Faber, érpdfnoar (sold for slaves)
by D. Heinsius, éoweipdofnoar (strangled) by J. Alberti, or érépbnoar
(impaled) by Knatchbull. But some word like éwupd(do)dnoar (Beza, F.
Junius, etc.) or érpjodyoar (Gataker) ! is more likely, since one of the seven
Maccabean brothers was fried to death (2 Mac 74), and burning was a
punishment otherwise for the Maccabeans (2 Mac 61), It is at any rate
probable that the writer put three aorists ending in -sfnoaw together.

Death & édve paxaipns (a LXX phrase) was not an un-
common fate for unpopular prophets (1 K 1919, Jer 26%); but
the writer now passes, in wepiiA@or «7A. (37> 38), to the sufferings

1 Or évemphofnoar, which is used by Philo in describing the woes of the
Alexandrian Jews (in Flaccum, 20, {Gvres ol uév évemphobqoar),
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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 2% &pvyov . . . els Ta Jpy), or
Judas Maccabaeus and his men, who had to take to the hills
(2 Mac 5% & ois Bpecw Oyplwv Tpémov 8uéln adv Tols per’ adrod,
xal Ty xoprddy Tpodyy ciroduevor Sierédoww), or others during the
persecution (2 Mac 61 é&repor 8 wAnoiov owwdpaudvres eis 7
omjiata). When the storm blew over, the Maccabeans recol-
lected &s iy v orvdv éopmy &v Tols Speaw kal &v Tols amyAalos
Onplov Tpémov foav vepdpevor (2 Mac 10%). They roamed, the
writer adds, dressed &v py\wrals (the rough garb of prophets, like
Elijah, 1 K 19!% 1), & alyeioig Séppacwv (still rougher pelts).
According to the Ascensio Isaiae (2™) the pious Jews who
adhered to Isaiah 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 (17!) extends the refer-
ence too widely: oitwes & 8éppacw alyelois xai pyplwrals wepe-
wdroay xmpiocovres Tiv éevowy 1ot XpioTod* Aéyoper 8¢ "HAelav
kai ‘EMoaé, & 8 xai "lelexufh, Tobs mpogujras: mwpos Tobrots «al
ToVs pepapTUpTUEVOVS.

A vivid modern description of people clad in goatskins occurs in Balzac’s
Les Chouans (ch. i.): *° Ayant pour tout vétement une grande peau de chévre
qui les couvrait depuis le col jusqu'aux genoux. . . . Les meches 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, A la premitre
vue, les malheureux avec ces animaux dont les dépouilles leur servaient de
vétement. Mais 3 travers les cheveux P'on 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, Sorepoi=
pevor, BhBépevor (2 Co 4%), xaxouxodperor (cp. 13% and Plut.
Consol. ad Apoll. 26, dare mpiv drdoacar T wévly kaxovxovpévovs
re\evrijoar Tov Biov). Kaxovxew only occurs twice in the LXX
(1 K 2% 11% A), but is common in the papyri (e.g. Zebt. Pap.
1042, B.C. 92). This ill-treatment at the hands of men, as if
they were not considered fit to live (cp. Ac 22%), elicits a
splendid aside—dv ofk fiv &fios & xdopos. Compare Mechilta,
sa (on Ex 12%: “Israel possessed four commandments, of
which the whole world was not worthy,” and the story of the
bath qol in Sanhedr. 11. 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.” Kdopuos as in v.7; Philo’s list
of the various meanings of xdopos (in de aztern. munds, 2) does
not include this semi-religious sense. Of the righteous, Wis 3¢
remarks : § Oeds dreipacer adrods kal edper adrots 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, reprog:ce, 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 »8le 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 Philosophy and Psychology, 1912, p. 133).

In % jt was the not infrequent (cf. Mk 1%) confusion of
€N and €TTI in ancient texts which probably accounted for &
being replaced by éni (é¢") in p1® N A P 33. 88, etc.; &ri does
not suit omghafots . . . éwals, and the writer would have avoided
the hiatus in émi épyplass.  Still, "havdpevor suits only épyulacs xai
dpeaw, and éri may have been the original word, used loosely
like wAavdpevor with omplalors xrA. In Ps.-Sol 171® the pious
drhavévro &v Epjuois, cwbfjvar Juxds adrdv dmd kakod, For dmals,
cp. Ob 3 & rais émats Tdv werpdy. 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 thig w{ors and its heroic representa-
tives (vv.340)| 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 (paprvpnbévres=éuaprupfifnoar in v.%) for
faith, but the Promise they did not obtain, * God had something betier in
/:;ars Jor us (dudv emphatic); Ae would not have them perfected apart

oOMm S,

Some of these heroes and heroines of faith had had God’s
special promises fulfilled even in this life (e.g. vv.11-%8), but ke
Promise, in the sense of the messianic bliss with its eternal life
(10%-87) ¢f, 617t), 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 ; ofto. wdvres (again as in
v.13, but this time summing up the whole list, vv.4%8) odx
dxopioavro (in the sense of v.18 u3) xomoduevor; 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 dwayyeNiarv (in v.18 #2e Promise was
loosely called oi é&rayyeliar, and the plural rés émrayyelias is
therefore read here by A W 436. 1611). The reason for this is
now given (v.0) in a genitive absolute clause, Tod Oeod mepl Hudv
kpeirrév 7 wpoBhedapévou (the middle for the active). Mpofiérew
only occurs once in the LXX (Ps 3718 § 8¢ xdpios . . . wpoBAéra
oru tes §) fjpépa adrod), and only here in the NT, where the re-
ligious idea makes it practically a Greek equivalent for grovidere.
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Kpeirrdv o is explained by tva pd) xwpls jpdr rehewddow, which
does not mean that “our experience was necessary to complete
their reward,” but that God in his good providence reserved the
messianic relelwos of Jesus Christ until we could share it. This
rehelwas is now theirs (918 12%), 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%%, God
deferred the coming of Christ, in order to let us share it (cp. 1 P
10-2), his plan being to make room for us as well. The
relelwots has been realized in Jesus; till he reappears (g2 1012 87)
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 xpeirrév 7 by our immediate experi-
ence of Christ (10!*), 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 xpelrrdv 7 is our inclusion in this
People of God for whom the relelwos of Christ was destined,
the privilege of the xpelrrwv dialixy. The writer does not go
the length of saying that Christ suffered in the persons of these
saints and heroes (as, ¢.g., Paulinus of Nola, Epfsz. 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.%, The con-
clusion of the whole matter rather is (vv.5- 40) that the reward of
their faith had to be deferred till Christ arrived in our day. The
reAelwots 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 earlier 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 (Anz.
i. 13. 3, dxelvoy, ie. Tob Beod, Ty Juxiw Tiw oIy mposdexoudvou
xal wap airg xabéfovros' éoer Te poi els xndepdva xal ynpoxéuor

. 1ov Bedv dvri cavrob mapeaynuévos). 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¢rom. iv. 16) on this passage, he
quotes 103 (reading OSeouols mov: édavrols: xpoviel: Sikawbs mov), then
hurries on to 11%-12% (reading é\ifdalnoar, émeapdobnaar, év Ppévy u. dxé-
Bavor : év dpnulais : THy émayyeNlav Tod feod), and adds: dwolelrerac voelv 79
xkaTd wapaciwmnow elpnuévov pévor. émipéper yoiv' wepl Nudy kpetrréy TL
wpoeidopévov 10D feol (dyafos vap #v), va pun xwpls Hudv Tehewbddoi. The
collocation of T éwayyeAiay with 700 feol is a mistake.

From the fpév . . . Apév of the epilogue the writer now
passes into a moving appeal to his readers (12!f:).

V Therefore (Tovyapoiv, as in 1 Th 48), with all this host of witnesses
encircling us, we (kal fuels, emphatic) must strip off sin with tts clinging
folds, to run our appointed course steadsly (8¢ wopovils), 3 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 (Vméuewev) the cross, thinking
gtging of its shame, and &s now ** seated at the right hand” of the throne of

od.

The writer now returns to the duty of Jwopovii as the im-
mediate exercise of wioris (10%"), the supreme inspiration being
the example of Jesus (12!-) as the great Believer, who shows us
what true wioTis means, from beginning to end, in its heroic
course (Tov mpokeipevov fHuitv dydva).

The general phraseology and idea of life as a strenuous dydw, in the
§Ie611fenic sense (see on 5'), may be seen in many passages, ¢.g. Eurip. Orest.
46 1. :

wpds & 'Apyelov olxerac hedw,
Yuxdis dydva Tov mpoxeluevov mwéps
ddowr, év @ {fv §) Bavely duds xpedr,

Herod. viii. 102 (roX\ods woANdxis dy@vas Spauéorrar ol "ENAyres) and ix, 60
(&yQvos peyloTov wpokecuévov éNevbépny elvar ) Sedovhwuévny iy 'EXAdda), and
especially in 4 Mac 14°% wdyres (the seven martyrs), dowep éx’ davacias 8oy
Tpéxovres, éwl Tov & TOv Basdvwy Odvorov Egwevdav, and Philo’s de migrat.
Abrah. 24, xal ydp ‘ABpadp moredoas ‘ éyylfew e ” (Gn 188, cp. He 116)
Aéyerac. éav uévrou wopevbuevos utfre xduy (cp. He 12%) wire pabuudop, bs
wap éxdrepa éxrpambuevos (cp. He 121%) mhavisbar 7is uéons xal etBurevois
duapaprdv 6dob, wpunoduevos 8¢ Tods dyalols Spouels 1 orddiov dwralorws
dviap 1o Blov, oregpdvwy xal &0Nwy émaflwy Teverac wpds 7O TéNos éNGuow,
The figure is elaborately worked out in 4 Mac 17114 (dA\9fds yép Hv dydw
Getos & 8¢ abrQv yeyevnuévos. HONobérec ydp rére dperdy 8 Umopoviis Soxiud-
fovoa" 78 vixos év depfapaia év fwy wokvxporly. Eleafdp 8¢ wponywrifero H 8¢
prnp 7OV émrd waldwy érhOhec: ol 8¢ ddehpol fywvifovTo 6 rhpavvos dvTyywritero
6 8¢ xdouos xal & 7Qv dvfpdmrwr Blos éfedipe), where the Maccabean martyrs are

athletes of the true Law; but the imagery is more rhetorical and detailed
than in IIpds ‘Efpalous, where the author, with a passing touch of metaphor,
suggests more simply and suggestively the same idea.

"Exovres . . . dmobéuevor . . . Adoplvres, three participles
with the verb after the second, as in Jude 20- 21 ; but here the first,
not the second, denotes the motive. Toooliror! (thrown forward,
for emphasis) éovres wepikeipevor Hpuiv védos papripwr. Mapripes
here, in the light of 11% %5 3% denotes those who have borne

! Tyhixodror, x* W.
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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 wvedpoara Sikalwy Teredecwpévov speak
to us (114) still; we are, or ought to be, conscious of their record,
which is an encouragement to us (xai 7ueis) én’ éoxdrov TéV
Hpepdv rovTwv (12). It is what we see in them, not what they
see in us, that is the writer’s main point; mepiceipevor 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. Mdprus is already, as in Rev 218
etc., beginning to shade off into the red sense of *martyr” (cp.
Kattenbusch in Zestsch. fiir neutest. Wissensckaft, 1903, pp. 111 1. ;
G. Kriiger, i#4d., 1916, pp. 264 f. ; Reitzenstein in Hermes, 1917,
pp- 442 L., and H. Delehaye in 4nalecta Bollandiana, 1921, pp.
201f.), 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 udprvs (as does the
author of the Johannine apocalypse).

The meaning of ‘* witnesses of our ordeal ” (7.e. spectators) is supported by
passages like Epict. iv. 4. 31, otdels dyaw? dlxa BopiBSov vylvera:* moAlods def
wpoyvuraotas elvar, wolkods [Tods] émkpavydfovras, woAhods émiordras, moNods
Oeards, and particularly Longinus, de sudlim. xiv. 2, who, in arguing that many
people catch their inspiration from others, notes: r¢ vydp Svri wéya 70
dydwnapa, Towobroy Umorifecfac Tdv l8lwy Noywy Sikactipioy ral Béatpov, kal
év Tyhixolrois Hpwor kpirals Te kal pdpruaw Uwéxew TdY ypagoubvwy edbbivas
wewalxbas. 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%%-34].
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
mo?r’e’ anxious to live worthily of the inheritance which has come down to
us

Négos (never in this sense in LXX) has its usual Greek mean-
ing of “host” (Latin nimbus or nubes), as, e.g., in Herod. viii.
109, vépos Togovro dvbpdrwrv. In dyxor dwobépevor wdvta Kal THy
edmeploTaTor dpapriav, Sykov 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. 1-3, oxéar, dv wpoéfov dpxbucvos, Tlvwr uév ékpdryoas, rivwy &
of . .. ob ydp dwokvnréoy TdV dydva Tov wéyioTov dywvilouévois, GANL kai
wAnyds Mgxréov: ob yidp Umép wdhns xal wasykparlov 8 dydw wpékerar . . . GAN
trép alrijs ebruylas kal eddapovias,



194 THE EPRISTLE TO THE HEBREWS [xII. 1, 2.

ture Skvov (P. Junius) is relevant, but superfluous; sloth is a
hindrance, but the general sense of dyxos 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, viz. Contempl. 3) to have their
souls lightened from 7ol Tév aloGjoewr kal alobyrdv dyxov.
"Oyxos 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 dyxes 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 wioms 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 T edweploraror dpapriay, the article
does not imply any specific sin like that of apostasy (v.%); it is
dpapria in general, any sin that might lead to apostasy (e.g. v.16).
The sense of elmepioraros 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 dmwoféuevor, the intro-
ductory «al linking myv . . . dpopriav with Syxov, elmepioraros
probably denotes something like “circumstans nos” (vg), from
wepliordvar (= cingere). The e is in any case intensive. The-
ophylact suggested “endangering” (8 v edxdAws Tis els mepi-
ordoes dumimre obdy yap obrw kuwduwddes bs duapria), as though
it were formed from mepioracis (distress or misery). Taken
passively, it might mean (&) *“popular,” or (8) * easily avoided,”
or (¢) “easily contracted.” (@) weploraros may mean what
people gather round (wepioraréw) to admire, as, e.g., in Isokrates,
de Permut. 135 E, Oavparowodars rals . . . Uwo 7év dvorfrov
wepiordrols yevopdvais, and edmepioraroy would then = “right
popular” This is at any rate more relevant and pointed than
(&), from mepiorapar, which Chrysostom once suggested (rip
eixélws mepuorapdrny Yuds f) ™y ebxdlws weploracw Suvapémy
wafetv: pdAdov 8¢ Toiro, fgdiov yap edv Géhwper mepiyevéobar s
duaprias), though wepioraros does mean “admired,” and dwepl-
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oravos is sometimes, by way of contrast, * unsupported.” On the
other hand, dwepioraros may mean *‘unencumbered,” as in the
contrast drawn by Maximus of Tyre (Diss. xx.) between the
simple life (dwhodv Biov xai dweplorator kal é\evbepias émijSolov)
and a life 7§ ody dwA$ GAN' dvaykaly xai mepiordoewy yéwovre,
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, elmepioraros might mean *“which sorely
hinders ” (f.e. active), a sense not very different from (vg) *cir-
cumstans nos,” or “which at all times is prepared for us” (syr).
(¢) is suggested by Theodoret, who rightly takes # dpapria as
generic, and defines elmepioraror as edxéAws ouviwoTapévyy Te kai
ywopérmy.  xai yap S¢pfaluds Seledlerar, droy xarafélyerai, dehy)
vapyapilerar, kai yAdooa paora dohirbaive, kal & Aoyiopds wepl
70 xetpov 8¢ippomos. But “easily caught ” is hardly tense enough
for the context. Wetstein, harking back to weploraros and mepi-
araaus, 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, edmepioralror would be the best,
Cp. the schol. on Jliad, ii. 183 (dmd 8¢ xAalvav Bdhe), x\aive
rerpdywvos xhapds % els 8&V Mjyovoa: dwéfake 8¢ adriy dib 1o
ebwepioradtov. Hence Bentley’s note: *“Lego ryv dmép ixavov
drapriav . . . immo potius ebreplorarrov dwapriav.” In Soph.
Ajax, 821, the hero says of the sword on which he is about to
fall, “I have fixed it in the ground, e mepirreilas, right care-
fully.” The verbal adjective would therefore mean, in this
connexion, * close-clinging,” while dwapriav (=burden) would be
practically a synonym for dyxov.

Tpéxwpev . . . ddopivres, 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 éec . . o & Te Tov feov dwofAémwv kai Tobds
xaAwods dvréxav Tdv Irmwv' mdody e THy 686V frve Tpéxwy Eumalw
éavrob dpoplv Te eis 76 wpialev Tod Beod), as the writer has
already shown (111%). Tov wpoxelpevor #puiv dydva is built on the
regular (p. 193) phrase for a course being set or assigned; eg.
Lucian in de Mercede Conduct. 11, ool 8¢ 6 Smép tjs. Yuxijs dyow
xoi imép dmavros Tob Blov tére wpoxdafar Soxel: Plato’s Lachkes,
182a, ol yip dydvos d0Aqral éope kal & ols Huv & dydv
wpoxaras xtA., and Josephus, Anf. viii. 12, 3, of wpokepévov atrols
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dOAwy, érdv wepl T omovddowaw, od Stekelrovar repl rovr' dvepyodyres.
For épopisvres els (v.2), see Epictetus, ii. 19, where the philosopher
says he wishes to make his disciples free and happy, eis Tov feov
ddopdvras &v wavti kai pixp@ xkai peyddw. An almost exact parallel
occurs in the epitaph proposed by the author of 4 Mac (1719)
for the Maccabean martyrs, ot xai éfedixnoav 70 &vos els Gedv
dpopdvres kai péypt Gavdrov tas Bacdvovs tropelvavres. “Adopdv
implies the same concentrated! attention as dmofAérewv (see on
11%): “with no eyes for any one or anything except Jesus.”
’Inooliv comes at the end of the phrase, as in 28, and especially
3!'; the terms tdv Tis mwiorews dpxnydv xal Tehewrhy describe
him as the perfect exemplar of wloms in his earthly life (cp. 218),
as the supreme pioneer (dpxnyés as in 219, though here as the
pioneer of personal faith, not as the author of our faith) and the
perfect embodiment of faith (rehewwmis, a term apparently coined
oy the writer). He has realized faith to the full, from start to
finish. Tehewwrds does not refer to redewfiow in 1149; it does
not imply that Jesus “perfects” our faith by fulfilling the divine
promises.

In 8s dvri vijs mpoketpéims 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. Self-sacrificing 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, 7%e Nature of the Atone-
ment, p. 23). As Epictetus bluntly put it, v uy & 76 adré §
70 edoefes xal ouupépov, ob Svvarar cwbivu 76 edoeBis & Twi
(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 T 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 évri (as in v.18 dvri Bpdoews: cp. Plato’s Menex. 237 A,
dvlpas dyalfovs érawoivres, ol . . . TIY Tedevryy dvri Tis TV Ldv-
Twv owryplas fANIfavro) means, “to secure.” The sense of

1 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 éxeivor dpoplv Emparrev & Emparrer).”
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mpokepévys (cp. v.I) tells against the rendering of dvrt . . . xapds
as ‘““‘instead of the joy which had been set before hxm, as though
the idea were that of 11%-%, either the renunciation of his pre-
incarnate bliss (so Wetstein, von Soden, Windisch, Goodspeed,
etc., recently), or the renunciation of joy in the incarnate life (so
Chrysostom, Calvin), i.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 6-rr£p.ewe (+rév, p!® D¥) oravpdy—
as we might say in Enghsh ‘“a cross.” Aristotle (Vik. Erh. ix.
1, 2) declares that courage is pralseworthy ]ust because it involves
pain, xakerdrepoy yép Té Avmnpd dmopévew % Ta 178ewv dwéxeolae :
no doubt the end in view is pleasant (5 xard Ty avb‘puav Télos
%8%, cp. He 121%), but the end is not always visible. In aloxdms
xatadporjoas it is not the horrible torture of the crucifixion, but
its stinging indignity (cp. Gal 3!3 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.
1188),  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, T%e Nature of the Atonemmt
pp. 329, 230). Musonius (ed. Hense, x.) defined $8pts or aloyivy
as olov Aowdopybijvar §) wAyyfvar § éurrvabijvay, dv To xalerdraroy
whyyal. But the special aloxdm 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 xata-
éporijoas 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 xaragpoveiv is
used in a good sense (true and false shame are noted in
Sir 4”' 2 1r¢p¢ s l[/vxm oov ;4.11 aw'xvve'gs éotwv yap aloyxivy émd-
yovoa dpapriav, kai éorw aloxivy 8fa ai xdpis). The climax is
put in one of the writer’s favourite quotations from the psalter;
only this time he uses xexdfucev (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.%4 which round off the first
movement of the appeal in 12 ;—
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3 Compare him who steadily endured (Ywopspevnxéra) all that Rostility
Jrom sinful men, so as to keep your own hearts from fainting and failing,
8 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.4).
The metaphor of the race-course dies away into the general
military metaphor of v.%, where dpapria is half-personified as
in 313, ’Avaloyloacbe ! (the ydp is corroborative: *yes, dvaho-
yicagbe ” xr.) is more than xavavofoare (31): * consider him and
compare his treatment at the hands of these sinners (dpapruldv
as in Mk 144) with what you are called to suffer.” Towadmy echoes
araupdr and aloxiims, and is explained by péxpis alpatos in the next
verse, while dropepernréra is another aoristic perfect like xexdGexer.

*Avridoyiav 1s used here of active opposition, as in Ps 17#
(pvoal pe ¢ dvrihoyidv Aaod), where 8°* R read dvridoyias, and
in the papyri (e.g. Zeot. P. 138 [ii B.C.] dvriloyuds pdyxm).
Like the verb (cp. Jn 1912 Ro 10%), the noun covers more than
verbal opposition, as in Nu 2018 and Jude 1! = dvridoyiq Tov Kopé,
The words els adrdv (or éavrév, 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./, éavrols finds early support in ®* D* (abrovs, p!® #° 33. 256. 1288.
1319*, 1739. 2127 Lat syr'8 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) drylagay 7& wupela TOr duaprwhdy Tolrwy év (i.e. at the cost of) rais
Yuxals adrdv, or Pr8% ol 8¢ els éué auaprdvovres docBolaw els Tés éavrdy Yuyds.
The notion that an evil-doer really injured himself was a commonplace (e.g.
M. Aurel. g* 8 duaprdvwy éavrg duaprdver & d8ikdv éavrdv ddikei, the remark
of Chrysippus quoted by Plutarch in de Stoie. repugn. xvi., ddixelofar O¢f
éavrod rdv adixobvra Kxal alrdy &ikelv, Srav &Nhov &duch, Aristotle in Magn.
Moral. 1196a, & 8pa rabra uh wpdrrww ddixet adrdv, and Xen., Hellen, i. 7. 19,
Ymaprykéras T4 uéywra els Oeols Te xal Suds alrovs); Philo works it out in
guod deter, 15, 16, But there is no point in suggesting here, as this reading
does, that the duaprwlol 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
éavrods with dvaloyloarfe=*‘think to yourselves.” Which is not natural,
though the Ethiopic version follows this interpretation. In some early
versions {¢.g. sah arm) neither els davréy nor els éavrods seems to be implied,

1’ Avahoyl{ouatr, though not a LXX term, begins to be used in Hellenistic
Judaism (e.g. Ps.-Sol 87 dvehoywduny 7& xpluara 790 Geoid) in a religious sense,
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In Wwa . . . dhudpevor, ekdvdpevor (éxhelvpévor p1* D¥) might
go with rais Yuxals Spdv (cp. Polybius, xx. 4. 7, od uévov ols
odpaow e\ibyoav, GAAL kai Tals Yuxals), as readily as xdunre
(cp. Job 10! xduvw 8¢ v Yuxfi 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: émi rols
xaparipow (at the goal of the race, not till then) éxmvéovor xai
&\ bovrar: wpoopivres yap T mépas ob xduvovor mwpdrepov (Rhet.
fii. 9. 2). In v.* obww (ydp is superfluously added by D L 440.
491. 823 arm sah boh) xrA. 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 (10%2%), 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 (1220), 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 uéxpts alparos is to resist
to the death; cp. the cry of Judas Maccabaeus to his troops
(2 Mac 13%%), éyoviocacOa: péxpe Bavdrov. Méxpis aiparos has the
same meaning of a mortal combat, e¢g in Heliod. vii. 8, ris
péxpis alparos ordoews.

Note another case of rhetorical alliteration in alfu. dvrix. . . . duapr.
drraywrifbpevor (cp. Clem. Hom. iv. 5, wpds Tosairyy Stvauw dyvraywy!-
eaofas), and the use of dvraywriféobfa: 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.

s ,And have you forgotien the word of appeal that reasoms with you as
S098S §=—

My son, never make light of the Lovd's discipline,
never faint (éxhbov) under his reproofs ;

8 for the Lord disciplines the man he loves,
and scourges every son he recesves.”

VIt is for discipline that you have to endure. God is treating you as sons ;
Jor where is the son who is not disciplined by his father? ® Discipline is the
portion (uéroxor yeybvao, as 31%) of all; if you get no discipline, then you are
not soms, but bastards. ® WAy, we had faikers of our flesh 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? 10 For while their discipline was only for a time, and
snflicted at theiy pleasure, ke disciplines us for our good, that we may share sn
kis own holiness. ! 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
n the peace of an upright life.

With the interrogative xal &Aé\noBe xrA. (v.5) the writer
opens his next argument and appeal. All such dwopom} means
a divine wadela or moral training, which we have the honour of
receiving from God. Instead of adducing the example of Jesus,
however (see on 5%8), he quotes from the book of Proverbs
(vv.5:6), and then applies the general idea (vv.™-11). ’ExAavfd-
verfor (not a LXX term) in v.8 is slightly stronger than the more
common émAavfdvesfar, though it may be rhetorically chosen
for the sake of assonance after éAvdpevor. The wapdxAnois is
personified rhetorically ; "Hws (2%) dpiv (for the scripture applies
to all believers) ds viols Sialéyerar. It is the mapdxAnois of
God, who speaks as a father to his son (vi€ pov), though in the
original “son” is merely the pupil of the sage (personifying
the divine wisdom). TIapdxAnois 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 vit.
Contempl., p. z01). The quotation is from Pr 3!1-13 (A):

vié, piy SAydper wadeias Kupiov,
pnde éxddov 97 adrod Eleyxduévos'

8v yap dyard Kipios maideder (éAéyye, B)
paoreyol 8¢ wdvra vidy Bv mapadéyera.

After vié, 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 (o¥rws dpa ¥ émimAnfis xai
vovfeoia kaldv vevdpiorar, dore 8 atris ) wpds Oedv Suoloyia
auyyéven yiverat, 7iyap olxeibrepov vip warpos §) viod marpl;). The
LXX contains a double mistranslation. (a) 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.% originally ran, “he
afflicts the man in whom he delights,” or * and delights in him as
a father in his son.” Our 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 d\iywpeiv madelas
Kupiou. It ignores any divine meaning in the rough experience.
Other natures collapse weakly (é\iew); 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 providence.
'Eheyxdpervos . . . waibeder is used, as in Rev 3! (Soous &
PAd Eéyxw xal madetw), of pointing out and correcting faults;
paorvyol, as in Judith 8% (els vovBérpow paotiyol Kipios Tobs
éyyilovras adrd) and often elsewhere ; wapabéxerar, in the sense
of Lk 153 In fact, the temper inculcated in this passage
resembles that of Ps.-Sol 1611, where the writer prays:

yoyyvoudv xai SAvyoyuxiav & OAiper pdxpuvov én' éuod,
ey dpapmion &v 76 ge madedew els émworpodiy . . .

& 7§ Déyxeshar Yoy & xepi oamplas adriis . . .

& 1§ dmopeivar Sikatov &v Tovrois ENenbijoerar Imd xvplov.

In els waBelav Smwopévere (v.7), with which the writer begins his
application of the text, the vigour is lost by the change of eis
into ¢ (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 Jmwouévere is
indicative, not imperative.! To endure rightly, one must endure
intelligently ; there is a reason for it in God’s relations with us
(ds viols Opiv wpoodéperar). Mpoodéperar (cp. Syl 37118, i A.D.)
is a non-biblical Greek term for “treating” or * handling”
(“tractare, agere cum ”); cp. Syl 37118, i A.D., and Latyschev’s
Inscript. Antig. Orae Septentrionalis, 1. 222 tots pév flkidras
mpoodepdpevos ds ddeddpds . . . rols 8¢ maiolv ds mamip); Tis goes
with vids, as in Mt 7° (v{s éorwv & pudv dvfpuwmos) etc., and éorw
after vids is rightly omitted by 8* AP 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 (H7s¢. 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 62 the author bids his readers re-

1D takes els waidelay with the foregoing wapadéyerac, as Hofmann does
with paoriyel. This leaves iwouévere (Umouclvare D) in quite an effective
opening position for the next sentence ; but it is not the writer’s habit to end
& quotation with some outside phrase.
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member rds Tipwplas p3 mpos OAebpov, AL wpds mwadloy Tod
yévous fpdv elvar.  According to Sanhedr. ro1a (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. potiori 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¢ xal xpeirrouvs 7iv dvemrpomeirwy véwv ol
pdhiora piv dmworacias xal dpxijs déwlbérres Puauis, fiv ol yorri
ogavres émi Tévols Kexhijpwvral . . . ixerelwpey Tov fedv ol
oweadioe Tav olkelwvy &dumudrov eyxduevor, xoddoar Huds
pdAov %) wapeivar, Similarly, in de sacrificantibus, 11, he writes
of parental care, human and divine, apropos of Deut 14 (vio
éore xvpip 7§ Oed Spdv) dnhovére wpovolas xal xndepovias dfuwby-
adpevor Tiis ws &k marpds' % 8¢ émpélea Tooolrov dlce Tis dr'
dvBpdmroy Soovrep, olpat, xai & dripelovpevos Sapépe. Compare
M. Aur. i. 17, 70 dpxovre xal warpl Smoraxbijvas, bs EueAde wdvra
Tov Topov ddapioery pov (cp. v. 31). When the king asks, in
the Epist. Arist. 248, what is the supreme instance of neglect
(dpéhewa), the Jew answers, el réxvoy dppovris 7is ely, xal py xard
ndvra Tpémwov dyayely omevdor . . . 10 8¢ imdelcfu walelay
codpoaivys peraoxeiv, feod Suvdue Tolro yiveras,

Jerome writes in his letter (Episz. 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
Ixviii. 1 he prefixes it with the remark, ‘ magna ira est, quando peccantibus
non irascitur deus.” The modem parallel would be Browning’s hero in
Christmas-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 apart,
With ghastly smooth life.

In v.® wdvres (sc. viol ymjowor) recalls wdvra vidy (v.9). NéBou
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. Néflos (not a LXX term) seems to mean
born of mixed marriages, in Wis 43 (cp. Aristoph. Birds, 1650~
1652, vdfos yap el xob yyifotos . . . Oy ye Eéms yuvawds). So Philo
compares polytheists and lovers of material pleasure to v
wépvyys dwoxvn@érrey (de Confus. ling. 28), as distinguished from
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the sons of God. The double &ore (not jre) makes the sentence
more vivid ; the writer supposes an actual case, In vv.% 10 the
writer simply develops this idea of wadela, comparing the
human and the divine methods. Hence elra cannot mean here
“further” (deinde); it is “besides,” in the sense that it brings
out another element in the conception.

Etra might be taken interrogatively (=itane or siccine), to introduce
an animated question (as often in Plato, e.g. Leges, 9645, Theat. 207d,
Sopkist, 2225), though we should expect a 8¢ in the second clause here or a
xaf before ob woAdv p@Nlov. Kypke suggests that elra=el 8¢ (quodsi) as,
e.g.,in Jos, B.J. iii. 8 5, Ir &y v dgaviey ru dvfpdrov wapuraradixyy,
9 SudOnrac kaxds,

Natdevris only occurs once in the LXX, and there as a de-
scription of God (Hos 52 éyd 8¢ madevris dudv); in 4 Mac g8
(6 madevrjs yépwv) it is applied to a man, as in Ro 2%. Kal
dverpendpeda (“ reverebamur,” vg), we submitted respectfully to
them (the object of the verb being warépas), as in Mt 2157, not,
we amended our ways (as in LXX, eg. 2z Ch 7 and Philo’s
guaest. in Gen, 4% o py dpaprdvew pydév 70 wopapéyiorov dyaliv:
& épaprdvovra dyrpamijvar cvyyéves dkelvov). In od mwoNd paNov,
the more common woA\® is read by D° K L, and after woAs a
few authorities (p!® 8° D¥ 1739 Origen) supply the 8¢ which is
strictly required after the preceding pév. The description of
God as 7@ wapl Tdv mvevpdtwy is unexpected. In the vocabulary
of Hellenistic Judaism God is called é r&v mvevpdrov xai wdays
éfovoias Swdarys (2 Mac 3%), and “ Lord of spirits ” is a favourite
Enochic title; but “spirits” here cannot mean angels (cp. Nu
16%). The contrast between rods Tis oapxds warépas and 74
worpL OV wreupdrwy 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 {foopev (cp. 10%8 joerar)? * Monemur hoc verbo
nihil esse nobis magis exitiale quam si nos in Dei obsequium
tradere recusemus” (Calvin). In v.}0 the assumption that the
readers were mature men (elyopev, v.%) is made explicit by mwpds
S\iyas fpépos (till we became men). TMpéds here, as in Wis 169
(els vovfeoiav 8¢ mpds SAlyov érapdxfyaar) etc., means duration ;
it is not final, as if the parental discipline were with a view to
the short, earthly life alone. Kard 1 Boxody adrois (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 patria potestas of the Romans, as in
Terence’s Heawton Timor (100: “‘vi et via pervolgata patrum”;
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204-207 : ‘‘parentum iniuriae unius modi sunt ferme . . . atque haec sunt
tamen ad virtutern 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—xhadpase uév ye xal warépes vlois
owppostyny pnpxavrdvrat. This is wholesome correction. But it was not
always so. “‘Qur postremo filio suscenseam, patres ut faciunt ceteri?” old
Demaenetus asks, in the Asinaria (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 (Egp. ix. 12): ‘‘haec tibi
admonitus immodicae seueritatis exemplo pro amore mutuo scripsi, ne

uando 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 fatber 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 (¢py uemalnxévar @péperr dpyiw warépwr
xal ph dyavaxrety).  Sons, says Dio Chrysostom (xv. 240 M), 7pépovrat
wdvres Imd &y warépwy kal walovrar TéA\Naxis Un’ adrlr. The general point
of view is put by Epictetas (Enchiridion, 30, mwarhp éorw® Umaryopederas
émipehelofae, mapaywpelv dwdvrwy, dvéxeofar howdopolvros, walovros), and the
connexion of life’ with wradela in Pr 41® émhaBob éufjs waideias, uy dpis,
dANS pUNafor alry ceaury els {wiv dov: Pr 6% Nixvos évrohd véuov xal pds,
xal 60ds {wihis xal Eneyxos kal wadela, and Sir 417,

Now for the contrast. ‘0 3& (God; sc. wadeder uds) &mi 19
oupdépor (cp. 1 Co 127; Ep.-Arist. 125, ovuBovAevdvroy mpds
76 cupdépor Tdv lhwy), which is explained in els 78 pevalaBely
(cp. 67) s dyiémros adrof. ‘Ayibms is a rare term, which
begins to appear late in Hellenistic Judaism (e.g. 2 Mac 152 709
wdvra épopivros ped dyloryros: Test. Levi 3* imepdvo wdoms
dyiéryros), and, except as a o./. in 2z Co 113, occurs nowhere else
in the NT. Here it denotes the divine life, to share in which is
the outcome of & dyiaopds of xwpis oddels dferar (fe. have a
direct experience of) Tov képiov (v.14). The writer, in this contrast,
is simply arguing tbat the divine education, which involves some
suffering, as all madela does, is more worthy of obedience from
mature people than even the parental discipline to which, for all
its faults ot temper, they submitted during childhood. The say-
ings of Isokrates, that while the roots of wadela 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 waidela 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: ¢uholow ¢ wov kal waidas warépes xal
Sddokakoe pabyrds: xal 7L &v eln dvwapbrepov 9 waidl warhp xal pabyry didda-
«alos; so Philo argues in de Migrat, Abrah. 20, cwppoviardr ds Eowke Todré
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éort 10 Eos, waidaywyiv, Sidagkdwr, yovéwy, wpeoBurépwy, dpxbyrwy, véuwy*
dveidlfovres yap, o & Swov xal koAd{ovTes ExacTol TobTwy duelvous Tés Yuxas
dmwepydforTar TOv walevouévwr. kal éxOpds uév oldels oldevl, gplhor 8¢ mwadot
mdvres. In de parent. col. 4, he explains, 8ud Tobr" E&eori Tols watpdor xal
KkaTyyopeiy wpds rods waidas xal éuBpibéorepor vovberely xal, el uh Tals 3¢ drody
dmeais Urelkovor, TVmTew kal wporyhakifew kal xaradeiv.

In v.1! the writer sums up what he has been saying since v.5.
Discipline or raibeia mpds T wapdy (a classical Greek phrase = for
the moment, e.g. Thuc. ii. 22, 6pév adrovs wpds 70 wapdv xalemwai-
vovras) ob (wds . . . ob=absolute negative, not any) Bokel (to
human feelings and judgment) yapds elvar dAA& Admys (to be a
matter of, elvar with gen. as in 10%).

Maga pév (x* P 33. 93) and waoa 8¢ (p'® x* A De H K L W 6. 326. 929.
1288, 1836 vg syr boh Chrys. etc.) practically mean the same thing, for the
uév is concessive ( *‘ of course” ) and 3¢ is metabatic. But probably it was the
awkwardness of the double uév that led to the alteration of this one. The other
readings, wdoa ydp (Cosm. (221 C) Jer. Aug.) and wdoa (D* 104. 460. 917 arm
eth Onig, Cosm. (376 D)) are obviously inferior attempts to clear up the passage.

“Yorepor 8¢ (cp. Pr 58 4 (of the harlot) 4 mpds xaupov Araive
oov pdpvyya: Torepov wévror mikpdrepov XoMfis ebpijoes), but later
on discipline yields fruit; it is not a stone flung down arbitrarily
on human life, but a seed. By kapmwdv elpyrixdv Suatooivys the
writer means fruit (xapmds as often=result or outcome), which
consists in (genit. of apposition) dixawootim (as in 117 a generic
term for the good life as a religious relationship to God). But
why elpnricév?  Possibly in contrast to the restiveness and pain
(Admys) of the period of discipline, when people are being trained
(yeyupraopévors); 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
3118 (see above on v.%) as a saying of Solomon t%e peaceful
(elpmvixds) ; 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
1est, since periaow fpepaior 8¢ xai fouxdlovra xai arafepov &r 8¢
xai eloquixdv Biov of xahoxdyablov teriypmidres (Abrak. 5). To
take eippvicdy in some such sense (salutaris) would yield a good
interpretation ; and this is confirmed by the similar use of elpijvy
in v.i and of the adjective in 3 Mac 6%, where the Jews, in the
ecstasy of their relief, xopods cwicravro ebpooivys elpyprixis
oquetov. Those who stand their training reap a safe, sound life
at last. In its social aspect, elpmrixdv 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
even 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 elppricdy in Ja 318, but it is
out of keeping with the present context.

A close parallel to v.1! is the saying of Aristotle (see above, for the similar
remark of Isokrates), quoted by Diog. Laertius (v. 1. 18): s waidelas &y
vds pév plfas elvar wikpds, yhuxels 8¢ rods xapmovs. In Epist, Arist. 232,
rods ydp da’ abrijs (f.e. dixatooirys) dhvmiay karacxevdfew, though the divria
here is freedom from misfortune. Clem. Alex. (Strom. vii. I0. §6), after
speaking of the time when we are delivered from the chastisements and
punishments s éx r&v duaproudrwv els zadelay tmopévouer owripiov [He
127}, adds : pe@’ Ay dmokdrpwow 1o vépas xal al Tiual reNeiwbelow dwodldovras

. kal feol Ty wpoonyoplay xéxAnyrar ol otvlpovor Tdv EN\wy Oedv, TOv twd
T¢ cwrfpt Tpdrwy Terdyuevwr, yernoduevor.

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,

13 So (6¢6 as in 6Y) ““ up with your listless hands!| Strengthen your weak
knees 1”18 And * make straight patks for your feet” to walk in.  You 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 ; 1® see
0 it that no one misses the grace of God, ‘‘ that no root of bitterness grows up
10 be a troudle” by contaminating all the rest of you ; 18 that no ome turns o
sexual vice or lo a profane life as Esau did—Esawu who for a single meal
S parted with his birthright” Y You know how later on, when he wanted to
obtain his inkeritance of blessing, ke was set aside ; he got no chance to repent,
though ke tried for it with tears.

For the first time, since the hints in 312 41 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 (1Y) widens his appeal; bis 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 §wopor 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- 13 j5
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.2? by using scriptural language borrowed freely
from Is 358 (loxvoare, xeipes dvepévat kal yévara wapolelvuéva),
but in a form already current in Sir 2532 (xelpes rapepévar xai
yévara wapalelvuéva), and also from Pr 42 (Splas Tpoxids mwole
rots mooiv). This metaphorical language for collapsing in listless
despair is common, e.g., in Sir 212 where xeipes mapapévar is
bracketed with “cowardly hearts,” in Philo’s description of the
Israelltes who longed to return to Egvpt o¢ piv 'yap wpoxap.ov-res
dvémreoov, ﬁapw dvrimralov mo'aptvoc T0v movov, kal Tas Xeipas U
dofevelas domep drepyndres dO\yrai xabijxav (de Congressu Erud.
29, cp. He 11%), and especially in the description of moral
encouragement in ]ob 4%* el yap ob dvovdérpoas ro)&)\ovg, xal
xecpas dofevovs mapexdAeaas, dofevovvrds Te éfavéoTyoas pripaow,
vyévaoly Te ddvvarotow Odpaos mepiéinras. In DL 325 waparelv-
pévous is parallel to wapeuévous, and in Zeph 316 the appeal
15 fdpoe . . . p) wapeloBwoav al xelpés oov.l AvopBdoare
(literally = straighten, renew) goes with yérara better than with
xeipas, but the sense is plain. In v.18, if woufjoare is read in the
first clause, kai Tpoxids dpfds worfjoate Tois moolv Spidv is a hexa-
meter (p. lvii). By 18 xwh\dv the writer means “those who are
lame,” these crippled souls in your company.

Probably the wowire of #* P 33. 917. 1831 (Orig. ) has been conformed, in
wovjoare (#° A D H K L, etc., Chrys.), to the preceding dvopfdoare (so, e.¢.,
B. Weiss, in Zexte u, Uﬂter.md: 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 wovjoare as the original text and
woteire as having been conformed to LXX (cp. Mt 3%).

As {abf) 8¢ pd\hor shows, éxfpourﬁ here has its medxcal sense
(¢.g. Hippol. de offic. med. 14, bs pire dvaxAdtor pajre éxrpé-
myrad), not the common sense of being “turned aside” (as, e.g.,
in Philo, Quaest. in Exod. 2320 ol ddvdrTws 680L1ropo1'5v-res
Smp.a,p'ravova'w TS opam xai Xequopou o rohhaxts els dvodlas xai
Sva',Barovs xal rpaxeLas drpamods dxrpéwecfar 76 wapamhijody éory
dre xac. al q[rvxa:. Tév vedy mardelas dpopotow, and in M. Aurel. i. 7,
kal 10 piy ékrpamivar els {fHov gogiorikév). In Od. Sol 614f 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.”
) Clom. Hom, xii. 18, al xeipes iwd Syyudray wapelfyoar.
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But here it is the members as a whole who are addressed, and
Tpoy. épfas . 1. woolv Gpdv means * keep straight ” (woody, 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% 8 is interestin‘g, as it suggests the train of
thought here between vv.12: and 16%;

dyabivare Tas xapdias Uudy évdmov Kuplov
xai ebfvvare tas 68ods Vudv évdmov Tév dvpdmwy

A ¥ e 7/ 4 y /7 IJ Y ’
xai &oeafe edploxovres xdpw &vdmiov Kuplov xal dvfpdmwr.
¢vrdfacfe odv dmd Tijs wopveias,
oTe 7 wopvela pijrip éori TdV Kaxbv,

7 3 by ~ - \ ~ ~ z

xwpilovoa dmd Tot feob xai wpoceyyfodoa 7§ Bellop.

The author of Npés ‘EBpaious 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.1%. But while there is nothing
so infectious as cowardice or despair, he rapidly passes on,
in vv.15 (xal xtA.), to warn his readers against some specific
temptations in the moral life. He continues, in a third impera-
tive (v.14), elphvqr Budrere (an OT phrase, 1 P 311) perd wdvrov.
Here perd goes with dudrere in the sense of “along with” (as in
11° 13%, for our author avoids ovy), and wdvrev means “all the
(other) &ywoe ” (as in 1324). The call is to make common cause
with all the rest of the Christians in the quest for God’s elpypvy,
i.e. (see above on v.11) the bliss and security of a life under God’s
control. It is elmjvn 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 17 193 the Christian
salvation ; only this comprehensive sense does justice to the
term here and in 13%, Hence the following xaf is almost=
“even.”

EtlpWvy in a similar sense occurs rePeatedly in the context of the passage
already quoted from Proverbs: e.g. 3™ 7 vié, éudw vouluwr uh éxrdhavédvov,
18 8¢ puara pov Trpelrw ol kapdla® ufkos yip Blov xal Ery {wis xal elphvmr
wpocbioovoly oo . . . 3° dwdpxov abrg dwd cdv xapwlv Sicawoalvys . . .
31817 ¢k 10D oréparos adriis éxmopederar dikatogtvy xal wdvres ol TpiBo airis
év elpdvy . . . 3% Wva wopely wemolfvs év_elphvy wdoas Tas ddods cov,  After
Pr 4% (as quoted above) there follows the promise, adrds 8¢ rds épfas rorfoes
ras Tpoxlas ocov, ras 8¢ wopelas oov év elpyyy wpodte.

The conventional interpretation takes elpfynv with perd wévrer (i.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 elpiry (7.6, mutual harmony) in such cases is the spirit of harsh-
ness in dealing with faults, censoriousness, or aloofness, just as what makes
for elpfyn is a concern for purity and goodness inspired by forbearance and
patience. But all this is reas into the text. There is no hint of such dangers
elsewhere in IIpds ‘EBpalovs as there is in 1 P 3%. and Ro 12'%.. Our author
is characteristically putting a new edge on an old phrase like dubxere elpvys.

What elpijpy specially involved is shown in xal Tdv dyraopdr
xtA. Here dywaopds is not to be identified with ewdpooiry in the
special sense of 13%4; it is the larger “consecration” to God
which all &yio. must maintain. In fact, 8uéxkere Tév dyraopdv xrA.
is simply another description of the experience called *sharing
in God’s &ywéms ” (v.19). Xwpis generally precedes, here it follows,
the word it governs (ol), either for the sake of the rhythm or to
avoid a hiatus (o§ 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 Philo’s Contyibution to Religion,
pp- 192f). Kdpios is God in vv.band 9; here, in view of ¢, it
might be Jesus (as 2%), 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 dysaopds (v.15) ; ¢maxomoivres, one form and function of
wapaxaobvres (10%), introduces three clauses, beginning each with
mh Tis, though it is not clear whether the third (v.16) is intended
as an example of pav@dow or as a further definition of the
second pf) mis (il x7A.). The first clause, pf Tis dorepdv (sc. 3)
4nd tiis xdpiros 7o Oeol, shows Oorepeiv (41) with dwé as in
Eccles 62 vorepdv . . . dwd wdvros of émbupioe (Sir 734 uy Sorépe
dwd kAawbvrov has a different sense). In writing émd s xdpiros
Tov feod the writer may have had already in mind the words of
Dt 298 (ui) 7és dorw & Spiv . . . Tives 7 Sidvota éfécAwev dard
xvpiov rob feod Hudv), which he is about to quote in the next clause.

The rhetorical tone comes out in the two iambic trimeters o ywpls ovdels
Syeras Tdv xtpior and éxioxomodvres ush ris Vorepdv drb.

The next clause, pf| mis pila mrpias dvw ¢lovon évox\j, is a
reminiscence of the warning against idolatry and apostasy in Dt
2918, which A (as well as F*) preserves in this form, u +is éorw
& tpiv pife mikplas dvw dvovoa &voxAf (so B*: & yorf B) kai
wixply (B*: xai mixpla B). The form is ungrammatical, for éorw
is superfluous, as is kol wkpig. On the other hand, the text of B
yields no good sense, for a root can hardly be said to grow up &
XoMi, and xai mikpia is left stranded; the alteration of wiplg
in B* does not help matters, for it is not preceded by év xoAgp,
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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 xai mixpin.
The confusion between -oxAn and xoly is intelligible, as GxAos
and xdlos are confused elsewhere (Blass reads & xoAj here,
which requires § or éorw to be supplied). 'Evox\fj is the present
subjunctive of &voxhety, which is used in 1 Es 21 (évoxholoa)
and 2 (&oxAijoar) 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, e.g., Polystr. Epicur. (ed.
C. Wilke) 85. 4, o8 o¢’ évds rovrav dvoxApaapévovs fuds, the
edict of M. Sempronius Liberalis (Aug. 29, 154 A.D.): & 7§
olxelg T yew[pyliz mwpooxaprepovor py dvoxheiv (BGU. 1i. 372),
and Aristoph. Frogs, 709f., ob moAdv old 6 wilfnxos ofros 6 viv
évoxAdv. As for file (of a person, as, e.g., in 1 Mac 19 «al
Efrley & adrdv pifa duaprodds Avrioxos 'Emdaris) muxplas
(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 in life ; they value their spiritual
position as sons (vv.5%) so little, that they let it go in order to
relapse on some material relief at the moment. Such a nature
is essentially BéByhes, 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
(84 Tadms, XD K L ¥ 326, etc,, as in 133: 8id adrijs, A HP 33.
424 syrbkl boh Clem. etc., as in 114 1211), all the rest (of woA\ot,
after one has been mentioned, as in Ro 5% etc.) may be tainted
(prarBidor), and so (cp. on 10%) rendered incapable of dyeafar Tdv
Kiprov.

The third clause (v.19) is pf s (s ) wépros § BéPyhos (for
the collocation see Philo, de Sacerdot. 8, mépvy xai BeBiry obpa
xal Yuxapv, and for this transferred sense of 8. (=Lat. profanus)
see Jebb-Pearson’s Fragments of Sopk. ii. 208); BéBnros is
only once applied to a person in the LXX, viz. in Ezk 21% o¥
BéBnre dvoue (=5§§l), then to people like Antiochus (3 Mac

2% 1%) or (3 Mac 715 rods Befjlovs xepwadpevor) recreant Jews.
In adding &s *Hoad x7A. the writer chooses the story of Esau, in
Gn 25%8-3¢ 24188 to illustrate the disastrous results of yielding
to the dpapria of which he had spoken in v... There can be no
dwopory, he implies, without a resolute determination to resist
the immediate pleasures and passions of the hour. As Cicero
puts it in the De Findbus, i. 14, * plerique, quod tenere atque
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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 #keir deeds (Sifre 133 on
Nu 27%). The rabbinic tradition! that Esau was sensual, is
voiced as early as Philo, in the de Nobilitate, 4 (6 8¢ pelfwv
dmebys éx Tdv yaoTpds kal T8y perd yaorépa Doviv dxparis Exwy,
¢ dv dvemeloln xai mpeoBelwy éficraclar T¢ per adrod xai
peravoetv ebObs i’ ols éféomy Kal oviv xard Tob d3eApod xai pydiv
&repov §) 80 &v Mmjoe Tods yovels mpaypareveota), where Philo
interprets the perdvowa of Esau as simply regret for a bad bargain,
Our author may have considered Esau a wépros 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 BéByAos, as is clear from the phrase dvri Bpdoens
pds (cp. Gn 2528 % fipa alrod Bpdows adrg). 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 uds is emphatic: “id culpam auget, non
misericordiam meretur” (Bengel).

In the quotation from Gn 25 (dxédoro 8¢ 'Hoad 7& wpwroroxeia ¢
"TaxB), dwédero (A C 623), as if from a form &wo8{Bw (cp. Helbing, 105), is
preferred by Lachmann, B. Weiss, WH.

The warning is now (v.17) driven home. “lo7e, indicative here
(a literary Atticism, though Blass .insists that it is chosen for the

1Jub 25 % (Esau tempting Jacob to take one of his own two sensual
wives).

% Ilopreia has this sense, and so has the verb (e.g. Ps 737 éfwhéfpevoas
wdvra TO¥ Topretorra dwd oof).
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sake of the rhythm, to assimilate lote ydp 37 xai pe(rémesa) to
the closing words of the preceding sentence), recalls to the
readers the scripture story with which they were so familiar.
"lote 87 kal (another item in his story) perémeira 0é8\wv xhnpove-
pioar (1 P 3% T ebloylar (=mpwrordxia as in 1 Ch 5:%)
dmeSoxipdady (Jer 6% dmedoxipacer adrovs Kipios: Ign. Kom. 88
éav dmodokipacdb). Amodoxipdlesdar 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 (65). The writer has again the
sombre, serious outlook which characterizes a passage like 642,
The very metaphor of plant-growth occurs here as there, and
dmedoxepdaly recalls ddxipos. Merdvoia 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 rémov obx edpe (edpioxw= obtain, with é{yrev as
often in LXX, eg. Dt 4%), xaiwep perd Saxpiwv (emphatic by
position) ékinthoas adriv (r.c. peravoiav. * Meravolas Téwos is, in
fact, perdvora. . . . When per. vémov is taken up again, the mere
secondary 7dwos disappears, and it is admjv, not adrdy, 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#s. i. 18. 7, wévfos fyev éxi 1 Sopaprip.
Kai adrod Tois ddxpvow dxfopevos 6 mamijp «TA.).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). Alrjr refers to peravoias, not to
edhoylas (which would require peravoins . . . elpev to be taken
as a parenthesis, a construction which is wrecked on the anti-
thesis between eSpev and &fnmioas). The perdvora is not a
change in the mind of Isaac, which would require some additional
words like 106 warpds. 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 uerdvow ; this is the
writer’s meaning. 'A&Vvarov wdAw dvakawilew els perdvoway is the
law of God for such wilful offenders, and to try for a second
perdvowe 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 daxplovoa és otddr

Spehos.
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This inexorable view agrees with Philo’s idea (Leg. Alleg. iii. 75, woAhais
ydp yYuxais peravolg xpiobar BovAnbeloais odx émérpeyev & Oeés) that some,
like Cain! (guod deter. gat. 26, T¢ 8¢ uh Sexouévy perdvowar Kaly 8¢
UmepBory &yovs), are too bad to repent, though Philo illustrates it here not
from Esau, but from Lot’s wife. In de Spec. Leg. ii. § he declares that
luxurious spendthrifts are durxdfaproc xal dvolaro, ds undé fe T Thy Plow
ey avyyrduys dEodbobar.  In Jub 35 Isaac tells Rebekah that ‘¢ neither Esau
nor his seed is to be saved.” But the idea of Ilpods ‘ESpalovs is made still more
clear by the use of peravolas réwov as an expression for opportunity or
chance to repent. This is a contemporary Jewish phrase ; cp. Apoc. Bar
8513 (*‘ 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 912 (“*while a place of repentance was still open to them, they paid
no heed ”), which goes back to Wis 121? xplvwy 3¢ xard Bpaxd édldovs réwoy
weravolas (of God punishing the Canaanites). It is linguistically a Latinism,?
which recurs in Clem. Rom. 7% (év ~yeveg xal yeveq ueravolas Téwov Edwxey
o Seaxbrns Tois Bovhouévois émwoTpadivac éx’ avréy) and Tatian (Orat. ad
Graecos, 15, 8uu Tofiro ~yoby H TOv Saubvwy UxéoTacis ook ¥xer peravolus
Téwov)., But a special significance attaches to it in 4 Esdras, for example,
where the writer (¢.g. in 719%) 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, Zhe Esra-
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 Ilpds ‘Efpalovs shared this
belief (cp. 9*) ; 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 uerdrowr being
beyong their reach.

The connexion (ydp) between the finale (vv.18%9) and what
precedes lies in the thought that the higher the privilege, the
higher the responsibility. In ZLeg. Aleg. iii. 1, Philo quotes Gn
25%7 to prove that virtue’s divine city is not meant for human
passions ; ob ydp wépukev % Tév wabdv Onpevricy kaxle Ty dperdjs
méA\w, 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.}417 recall the first warning
of 6%8, so he now proceeds to reiterate the second warning of
10%-81, reminding his readers that they stand in a critical position,

1 Philo read uelfwr % alria pov Tod dopebijvas in Gn 48,
* Livy, xliv. 10, ‘‘ poenitentiae relinquens locum ” (cp. xxiv. 26, *‘locus
nitendis ’) ; cp. Pliny’s Egp. x. 97, ‘‘ ex quo facile est opinari, quae turba
ominum 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.#-® 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.

8 You have not come (wpooehq\ibare) fo what you can touch, to ** flames
of fire,” to “mist” and ‘“ gloom™ and *‘ stormy blasts, ® to the blare of a
trumpet and to @ Voice” whose words made those who heard it refuse to hear
another syllable ® (for they could not bear the command, ‘‘ If even a beast
touches the mountain, it must be stoned ”)—3 indeed, so awful was the sight
that Moses said, ** I am tervified and aghast.” % You have come (wpogeAnAi-
Oate) fo mount Sion, the city of the living God, the heavenly Jerusalem, to
myriads of angels in festal gathering, ® 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% 9°) the new covenant, and to the sprinkled
blood whose message ss nobler than Abels.

The passage moves through two phases (vv.18:3! and 32-%)
contrasting the revelation at mount Sinai (22 10%) with the new
diafijxy, 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 1o%%
ynhadyrdy odros . . . éyévero ardros yvéos fiueAda) and the
theophany at Sinai (Dt 4! wpoowjAfere xai &rrnre Smo 76 Spos’
kal 76 8pos éxalero mvpl &ws Tob odpavol, gxdros, yvidos, Gledla,
pavy peyddy, and Ex 1913 mpoaéxere davrots Tov dvafSivar es 78
3pos kai Gryelv T adrod: wis 6 ddpevos Tob dpovs favdry rehevmice
.+ . & Aifois Mbofornbhioerar 4 BoAld. xararofevbricerar ddv Te
xrivos &dv Te dvBpumos, ob (foerar . . . xai éylvovro guwval xal
dorparal kal vepély yvopddys én’ Spovs Zewd, pur) his adhmiyyos
fixee péya” kai énronjfly wis 6 Xads & &v T mapepSBorp). In v.18
the text is difficult and perhaps corrupt. Wnlajwpéve 3pe
would be equivalent to ymladnrg dper, a tangible, material
mountain ; but as dpe is a gloss (added, from v.3%, by DK L
255 syr'™ arm Athan. Cosm. etc., either before or after ym).),
though a correct gloss, . may be taken (a) either with wupi,
(6) 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”
(mvpd in an ablative sense). (i) is a daring expression, and the
implied contrast (with v.?) is too remote. The objection to (ii)
is that mwupl here, as in the OT, goes with the following datives,
It is on the whole preferable (4) to take ypladwpéve by itself
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(sc. Ton). The mountain could not be touched indeed (v.20), but
it was a tangible object which appealed to the senses. This is
the point of contrast between it and the Xwv 3pos, the present
participle being equivalent to the verbal adjective ymAagyrds.
Kypke connects . with wvwpl in the sense of ‘“touched by
lightning” (‘““igne tactum et adustum”), comparing the Latin
phrase *fulmine tactum.” But the Greek term is féyyavew, and
in any case this interpretation really requires dpei, the mountain
“sundering ” under the lightning touch of God (Ps 144" etc.).

Two conjectures have been proposed, e vevepwuéve 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 enveluped in a dense cloud” ; and wegeyalw-
pévw (8pec) by E. C. Selwyn ( Journal of Theological Studies, ix. 133, 134)=
“ calcined ” (a calcined volcano). Others (e.g. P. Junius) less aptly insert
ol or p before ynhagwuéry, to harmonize the phrase with v.%,

In the rest of the description, {é¢w is a poetical word (cp.
de Mundo, 400a, heaven mwavros {édov kal drdxTov KiyrjpaTos xexw-
pwoupévov), which the writer prefers to oxéros. Kai Oué\\y—
0veAry, a hurricane, is defined by Hesychius as dvépov avorpody
kal pu), 1) xaravyis (cp. Hom. Od. 5. 317), and in de Mundo, 395a,
as mvedpa Plawov kel dpvo mpogadddpevor. In v.1? fixe (qxy
*Arrcoi” fixos "EAAnves, Moeris) is a synonym for the LXX ¢uvi,
which the writer intends to use immediately. Philo had alieady
used fixos in de Decalogo, 11 : wdvra & bs elkds Ta wepl Tov TémwOV
éavparovpyeiro, krimois PBpovrév peldvov 3 dore xwpelv dxods,
dorpamdy Adpyeow adyoadeotdrals, dopdrov adAmiyyes Gxf wpos
pikioTov dmrorewoday . . . wupds obpaviov popd kamvd Babel Ta év
xvkhg ovokidfovros. In de Spec. Leg. ii. 22 he explains that the
¢wry) odAmyyos announced to all the world the significance of
the event. Finally, kal ¢wrij pypdrer (the decalogue in Dt 412),
fis (7.e. the guwi) ot éxoboavres wapyrioarro p (pleonastic nega-
tive as in Gal 57; hence omitted by 8* P 467) wmpcorefijvar (the
active mpoofeivar, in A, is less apt) adrols (7.e. the hearers) Aéyov
(accus. and infinitive construction after w7, cp. Blass, § 429).
The reference in v.20 is to the scene described in Dt 52%, where it
is the leaders of the nation who appeal in terror to Moses to take
God'’s messages and orders for them : kai viw py drofdvopey, 31t
avardoe Nuds 70 whp TO péya TobTo, éav mpoolhouefa Tpuels,
dxodaar Ty ¢puwviy Kuplov 7od Geod Hudv &ri, xai drobavoiueba.
But in Ex 201? it is the people, as here, who appeal to Moses,
) Aadelro mpos fuds 6 Oeds, py dmobdvoper. T BiaoTeNAdpevor
(in Ex 198, see above) is passive. AwaoréAhopar is said by Anz
(Subsidia, 326f.) not to occur earlier than Plato; here, as in
Jth 1112 (Soa Sieoreldato adrols & feds), of a divine injunction,
In v.2! pavraléperor is not a LXX term (for the sense, cp. Zec 10!



216 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS [XII. 21-28

kUpios émolpoev pavracias, of natural phenomena like rain); it is
used here for the sake of alliteration (¢oB. ¢arr.). To prove
that even Moses was affected by the terrors of Sinai, the writer
quotes from Dt 91° &xdofds eipe, adding rhetorically xal @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, cp. 1 Mac 133 &irpopos xai éxdofos
(v.l. &upoPos). The phrase érpopos yevduevos is applied by
Luke to the terror of Moses at the ¢wvyy Kupiov out of the burning
bush (Ac 7%2).

Assonance led to &rpopos (® D*) or &ugoSos (M 241. 255. 489. §47.
1739 Thdt.). "Ewrrpopos was read by Clem. Alex. ( Protrept. ix. 2).

The true position of Christians is now sketched (vv.222:),
*ANN& mpogeAnhiBate Zibv per xal wéher (1110 16) Beod {Brros,
the author adding ‘lepougalyp émwovpariy (11'%) in apposition to
méha, and using thus the archaic metaphors of Is 187, Am 13,
Mic 4!t etc., in his picture of the true fellowship. Paul had
contrasted mount Sinai (=the present Jerusalem) with % dve
‘Iepovaaliju. Our author’s contrast is between mount Sion
(="Tepovoalip érovpdrios) and mount Sinai, though he does not
name the latter. From the mé\is he now passes to the molirac.

In Chagiga, 124, i. 33, Resh Lakish deduces from 1 K 8 and Is 631
that zebul, the fourth of the seven heavens, contains ¢‘ the heavenly Jerusalem

and the temple,” Z.e. as the residence of deity ; while Ma’on, the fifth heaven,
holds the *‘ companies of ministering angels.”

The second object of wpooeknhdBare is xal pupidow (so
En 40!': “I saw thousands of thousands and ten thousand times
ten thousand before the Lord of spirits”) &yyéhwv, with which
warybpe. must be taken, leaving the following xai to introduce
the third object (v.28). The conception of the angels as pvpiddes
goes back to traditions like those voiced in Ps 6817 (1o dppa Tod
feot pvpromhdaiov, xihiddes ebfypvovrTwy® & Kkipios év abdrots év Suvd)
and Dan 710 (udpiar pvpiddes). ITawfyvpts was a term charged
with Greek religious associations (cp. R. van der Loeff, De Ludis
Eleusiniis, pp. 85 1.), but it had already been adopted by Greek
Jews like the translators of the LXX and Josephus for religious
festivals. Mavpydper 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
marjyvpis éxet xapd, as Theophylact observes (ilapds edfuuios,
fv wavfyvpis émlyrel, Philo, iz Flace. 14); but the joy of
Lk 15 is not specially mentioned. Chrysostom’s suggestion is
that the writer évradfa 19y xapow Selkvvor kai Ty eldppootvyy dvri
ToD ywidov kal rol akérovs rai 7fjs Ouvé\dys. 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 wamydpes goes with dyyéhwy, but that he knew a text
with some word like mavyyvpildvrwy (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, a¥ry yap % mpwrdrorkos éxkAnoia 7 éx moAAdv dyabiv
ovykepuéry madlov' Tadr oTi 78 mpordroka T4 dvamoyeypapuéva
&v odpavois kai Tooavrais pvpidow dyyéhwy cvpmravyyvpilovra.

The human woliTar are next (v.28) described as éxxAnoiq
wpwrotérwy dmoyeypappévav &v obpavois. (For the collocation of
angels and men, see En 39° “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 & Aads (Tod feot), but in two archaic expressions,
chosen to emphasize what Paul would have called their election,
They are mpwréroxot (as Israel had been mpwréroxos, Ex 4% etc.),
with a title to God’s blessing (v.18 mpwroréxia). The choice of
the plural instead. of the collective singular was due to the
previous plural in pvpdow dyyédev. In dmoyeypoppévor &
olpayois 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 & odpavois would be
meaningless.

This interpretation, which groups raryytpe. 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 uvpidow as further defined
by dyyéhwy mavnylper xal éxkhyoig wpwrorbkwy dwoyeypapuévwy év obpavois.
This introduces and leaves pupidow rather abruptly, and implies that angels
alone are referred to (so recently Dods, von Soden, Peake, Seeberg), called
wpwrordror as created before men. But, while a later writer like Hermas
{ Vis. iil. 4) could speak of angels as ol wpdrot kTiocOévTes, dmoyeypappévoy
cannot naturally be applied to them. Hermas himself ( Vés. i. 3) applies that
term to men (éyypagnjoorras els Tas BiBNovs Tis Swijs perd Tdy dylwy),

A fresh sweep of thought now begins (?%°%). 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.2%%). In xai xpirfj 0e6 wdvrov it Is
not possible, in view of 9% (uera 8¢ Tobro xpiois) and of the
punitive sense of xpive in 10%0, to understand xpimjs as defender

Y Clem. Hom. ix. 22, Ta évbuara év olpavg ds del {dvrwv draypaphvar.
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or vindicator (so, ¢.g., Hofmann, Delitzsch, Riggenbach). The
words mean “to the God of all (angels and men, the living and
the dead, Ac 10%?), 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,
nvedpata ducalwv means the departed who have in this life been
8ikatot in the sense of 1038 ; rerehetwpévwr is added, not in the
mere sense of “departed” (relevrdv =rerewoiobar, Teheodr), but
to suggest the work of Christ which includes the dikawt, who
had to await the sacrifice of Christ before they were * perfected”
(x19). 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 214, which may have lain in the
background of the writer’s thought. At any rate the * perfect-
ing” of these &ixato, their teetwars, was due to Jesus; hence
(v.24) the writer adds, xal Bwadfkns véas peolry ’Inool (again at
the end, for emphasis), where véas is simply a synonym for kawijs
(8% etc.). The classical distinction between the two terms was
being dropped in the xowy. Tis véas ‘Tepovoalsju occurs in Test,
Dan 5%, and the two words are synonymous, e.g., in Zest. Levi
84 (émwAnbiioerar adrg Svopa xalvov, 3t Bacilevs . . . woujoe
{epareiay véuv). Indeed Blass thinks that the unexampled 8iafvxns
veds was due to a sense of rhythm; the author felt a desire to
reproduce the — . — — . — of the preceding wv rerelewpévor.

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,
* Arvakan! Arakan!’ ‘the saint! the just one!’ (Pili aratam="the
saint,’ ‘one who has attained final sanctification’).” Bleek is so perplexed
by xal wveuu. dik. Teh. coming between feg and 'Incof that he wonders
whether the author did not originally write the phrase on the margin, intending it
to go with wavyydpe. or éxxhyolg. The curious misreading of D d, refeueiw-
pévwv, underlies Hilary’s quotation (¢ract, é Fs. 124: ‘‘ecclesia angelorum
multitudinis frequentium—ecclesia primitivorum, ecclesia spirituum in domino
fundatorum” ).~ Another odd error, wvedpar: for wveduaot, appears in D
(boh ?2)9 d and some Latin fathers (¢.g. Primasius)—a trinitarian emendation
{ = 10%),

In Swabfxns 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 and explain the
allusion in kai alpare pavmioped (919%) wpeirrov (adverbial as in
1 Co 7%8) haloivr. mapd (as in 14 etc.) 7dv "ABek (=751 10D "ASe,
cp. Jn 5%). Reconciliation, not exclusion, is the note of the véa
3wafijcy. The blood of the murdered Abel (114) called out to

! 73"ABeX (genitive) was actually read by L and is still preferred by Blass.



XII. 24, 25.] A WARNING 219

God in En 22%: (where the seer has a vision of Abel’s spirit
appealing to God) for the extinction of Cain and his descendants.
The xpeirrov 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 (Aaloiwri) and the Voice of the
decalogue (v.2%), 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 628 1721t ; 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, ¢.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.}83 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.35-%),

85 See (SNéwere as 33) that you do not refuse to listen lo kis voice. For 3f
they failed to escape, who refused to listen to their instructor ugtm 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 (89\oi, as in Q%) the 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 (Aalofwre)
suggests the start of the next appeal and warning. From the
celestial order, just sketched, the divine revelation (mdv Aaloivra
. . . Tdv & 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.%) 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.%6), this catastrophe will only bring
out the unchanging realm in which God and we stand together
(v.¥"). The abruptness of the asyndeton in (v.35) BAémere p# «rA,
adds to its force. Napatrfonofe . . . waparmodpevor are only a
verbal echo of wapymioavre xTA. in v.1%; 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 thisis unlikely. By wapairodperor 1ov xpnpatiforra
he means any obstinate rejection of what Moses laid down for
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them as the will of God. El ... ol (as was the fact) ¢épuyor
(referring to the doom mentioned in 22 3™ 10%). As in 2° (s
nuels éxdpevédpeda), dxdedyw is used absolutely ; the weaker épvyor
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) ém
yiis mapairnodperor Tov xpypatifovra (X* A C D M d boh Cyr.),
émi yis being as often thrown to the front for the sake of
emphasis. But the hyperbaton seemed awkward. Hence (5)
Tov émil yijs mepuryodueror x. (8¢ K L P Chrys, Thdt. etc.)
and (¢) meparnoduevor 1ov éwi yis x. (69. 256, 263. 436. 462.
467. 1837. 2005 vg) are attempts to make it clear that émi yfis
goes with Tdv xpnparilorra, not with mapavmodpevor. 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 éx°
ovpavdv to us. The allusion in 7ov xpyumarifovral is to Moses,
as Chrysostom was the first to see. To refuse to listen to him is
what has been already called dfereiv vépov Muwicéos (10%). As
the Sinai-revelation is carefully described in 22 as 6 & dyyéhwv
AaAnfeis Adyos, so here Moses is & xpyparilwy, or, as Luke puts
it, 8s &8éfaro Adyia ldvra Sotvar (Ac 7%8); he was the divine
instructor of the Aads on earth, It is repeatedly said (Ex 20%,
Dt 4%6) that God spoke to the people at Sinai é To¥ odpavod, so
that to take 7ov xpnpartifovrra here as God, would be out of
keeping with émi 7fs yfjs. 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 (rods Adyovs
ols guvérafd oou alrols xpnuariocar), etc. He deliberately writes
7ov xpyparilovra of Moses, keeping 7ov Aalobvra as usual for
God. Then, he concludes, wokd (altered, as in v.%, to woAA@ by
D¢ K L M P ¥ 226, or to wdog, as in 914, by 255) uéXhov (sc. odx
éxpeviopeba) fpels ol v (sc. xpyparifovra) &n’ odpaviv dmoorpedd-
pevor (with accus. as 3 Mac 32 dmeorpéyavro v driuyrov
molrelay, and 2 Ti 18 dreorpddnody pe mdvres).

It is surprising that odpavod (K M 216. 424**. 489. 2=5'47. 623. 642. 920,
1518. 1872 Chrys.) has not wider support, though, as 9%- % shows, there is
no difference in sense.

In v.20 of 4 durl) ™ yhv dodheuae 1é7e is another (cp. vv.15 1)
unintentional rhythm, this time a pentameter. Tére, fe at
Sinai. But in the LXX of Ex 19, 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 &y ¢deiro wapd

roil feob,
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(éoaredfn i vi), Ps 68%¢ 7718, when these were associated with
the special theophany at Sinai. Niv 8¢ &mjyyehrar (passive in
middle sense, as Ro 4%1) Méywy, introducing a loose reminiscence
and adaptation of Hag 2% (érc dmaf éyo aelow vov odpavv kal v
viv ktA.), where the prediction of a speedy convulsion of nature
and the nations has been altered! in the LXX, by the intro-
duction of &, into a mere prediction of some ultimate crisis,
with reference to some preceding oelos, 7.e. for our writer the
Sinai-revelation. The second and final oetows is to be at the
return of Jesus (g%).

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 * (321).

In v.27 the Haggai prediction is made to mean the removal
(nerdfearv, stronger sense than even in 71%) 1dv oalkevopévur (by
the oetors). There is a divine purpose in the cosmic catastrophe,
however; it is Iva pelm 78 pf} calevdpeva, f.e. the Bacilela
dodheutos of the Christian order. For doé\evros, compare Philo,
de vit. Mosis, ii. 3, T& 8¢ Tovrov pdvov BéBaia, dodrevra, dxpdSavra
. . . péve maylos 4@’ s Guépas éypddny péxp viv xal wpos Tov
émera wdvra Sapevely EAmris atrd alova domep d0dvara. Xeiw and
oakedw are cognate terms (cp. e.g. Sir 161819 § odpavos . . . xal 7
calevBrioovrar . . . dua Ta 8py kal Td Bepédia s yijs cvooelovrar).
Here oelow is changed into oelw by D K L P d arm and some
cursives, probably to conform with the form of the promise in:
Hag 22! (& oelw 1év odp. xai Tiv y7v). The hint is more
reticent, and therefore more impressive than the elaborate pre-
diction of the Jewish apocalyptist in Apoc. Bar 59%%: “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
60l, 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.e. the two covenants,
* which are also called earthquakes on account of their arresting character”
(8:4 70 7ol wpdyuaros wepiSénTov) ; 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 (rhy évrelfev éml 7o
éxeloe perdoragiy, T4 unxére kwvodueva, undé calevéueva).?

1 4.e. while Haggai predicts ‘it will be very soon,” the LXX says *‘once
in ?

3 i’robably 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, kefdwep & karampyvipeva 7§ oeleaba
pdAdov édpdlerar, pdvivodar Soxotaa 8 Tdv xwdivaw (Vit. Num.
8). But the writer’s point in v.?7 is that there is an dod\euros
Baowhkela ! already present, in the fellowship of the new diafijxy,
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 11912, where
skies and earth vanish, though they are God’s own &ya. So
here, the writer puts in, by way of parenthesis, &s wemouqpévar.
Kypke took wemoinpévav, “pro wemoumuévyy, sc. perdfeow,” com-
paring Mt 51 where he regarded &\axiorwv as similarly equiva-
lent to éAayioryv. The word would then be a genitive absolute,
connecting with what follows : *all this being done so that,” etc,
Even when wemoumuévov is taken in its ordinary sense, it is
sometimes connected with tva xTA. (0, .., 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) werovijuevwy (labouring
with decay) is needless, though ingenious. In vv.2. 2 the final
word upon this prospect and its responsibilities is said. A (as
in v.12), in view of this outlook (in v.%), Bacikelav dodAeuror
(metaphorical, as, e.g., Diod. Sic. xii. 29, owovdai dodAevrar)
wapahapBdvorres (cp. 2 Mac 10!l and Epist. Arist. 36, «al fjueis
8¢ maparaBivres Ty Bacidelav «rA., for this common phrase)
Ixwper xdpww (86 with pres. subjunctive as in 6!). The unique
and sudden reference to the primitive idea of Bacikela (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 2%, by the further assertion, xai
xaraaTpéfw Opdvovs Padidéwv, xal éfolefpeiow Stvapw Paoiléwv
73v édviv. Possibly our author regarded the prediction in Dn 718
(xkal wapadifpovrar Tiv Boaokelay dyion Tiorov kal xaBéfovow
adryv &ws aldvos Tdv aldvov) as fulfilled already in the Christian
church, though he does not mean by Bacilelay mwapalauBdvovres
that Christians enter on their reign.

Why thankfulness (for this common phrase, see Epict. i. 2. 23,
ixw xdpw, 6tv pov ¢eidy, and OP. 1381™ (2nd century) S
Ovaiiv 1¢ cdoavr dredidouer xdpiras) should be the standing
order for them, the writer explains in 8 ds «7A. ; it is the one
acceptable Natpedew (91%), or, as he puts it afterwards (135), the
real sacrifice of Christians. A §s hatpevdper (subj. cohortative
in relative clause, like orijre in 1 P 5'2) edapeords (not in LXX;

1 Cp. Wis 5'5 16 dixaior 8¢ els vov aldva {Dow . . . Muygorras 7o Baci-
Newor Tijs ebmpemelas . . . éx xepds Kuplov, 87¢ () Sefid axerdaes adrobs,
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an adverb from the verb in the sense of 11%6) 7§ 8ed. The 2./
éxopev (X K P Lat syr™™ eth etc.) is the usual (see Ro s!)
phonetic blunder, though Aarpevopev (N M P syr™ arm) would
yield as fair a sense as Aarpedoper (A C D L 33. 104 Lat sah
etc.). In perd .. . 8éous he puts in a characteristic warning
against presumption. There are three readings. (a) ebAafBelas
xai 8éovs, ¥* A C D 256. 263. 436. 1912 sah boh syr™® arm.
(8) edraBelas xal aldods, ¥* M P ¥ 6. 104. 326. 1739 lat Orig.
(¢) aldovs xal edAaBelas, K L 462 syr™ Chrys. Thdt. The acci-
dental doubling of ac (from xaf) led to (&), especially as aidoiis
and edAafBela were often bracketed together, and as deds was a
rare word (first popularized in Hellenistic Judaism by 2 Macca-
bees). EéAaPela here as in 57 (cp. 117) of reverent awe. Kal
yip & Beds Apdv wip xaravakiokov (v.29). Not “for our God too
is a #dp &v.,” for the writer believed that the same God was God
of the old 8wabsjxy and of the new ; besides, this rendering would
require xal ydp #piév & Oeds. The phrase is from Dt 43 (Moses
at Sinai to the Israelites) dre Kvpios § feds aov wip rxaravarloxov
éorly, Beds {mhwmis (cp. 9°), referring to his intense resentment of
anything like idolatry, which meant a neglect of the Swafrry.
There is no allusion to fire as purifying ; the author of Wisdom
(161%) describes the Egyptians as mupi xaravalioképevor, and it is
this punitive aspect of God which is emphasized here, the divine
{iros (see p. xxxvi).

This is one of Tertullian’s points (ado. Mare. 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 prohibuit admitti . . . malo
parcere Deum indignius sit quam animadvertere. . . . Plane nec pater tuus
est, in quem competat et amor propter pietatem, et timor propter potestatem ?
nec legivmus dominus, ut diligas propter humanitatem et timeas propter
disciplinam.” In IIpds ‘Epalovs there is no softening of the conception, asin
Philo’s argument (de Sacrificantibus, 8) that God’s requirement is simply
Gyamwdv aliTdv bs ebepyéryy, el 5é ud, ¢pofeiobas yoly ws &pxovra kal xipioy, xal
818 waclv lvar TOv els dpéoxeav 00y kal Narpedew alre uh mapépyws dAha
N\ T Yuxd wemhnpupéey yrduns gihoféov xal Tdv dvrohioy alroel mepiéyeabar
xal & 8lkawa reudv. In de Decalogo, 11, he spiritualizes the fire at Sinai thus:
700 wupds 7O wév gurifeww rd 8¢ xalew wépuxev (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 Alxy, 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"
Oowep 8¢ %) PNOE wdoay Thy wapafhnfeioay S\yv dvalicke, olfirws, Srav éw:-
ooy el\ikpivys Tol Oeod Evwoia 77 Yuxi wdvras Tods érepoditovs doeBelas
Noywpods Suapbelper, kabooiodoa Thy S\yv dudvowav). The closest llel to
our passage lies in Ps.—Sol 15% where the author declares that praise to God
is the one security for man. Waludv xal alvov uer’ ¢8%s év edppoaivy xapdids,
Kapxdy xahéwr . . . dwapxhy xehéwy dxd xapdlas éolas xal dixalas, & Toidy
ralra of calev®ioerai eols v allva dxd (i.e. Uwd) xakol, PAE wupds kal
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8pyh d8lkwy ol &yerar atrod, Srav éEéN8p éxl duaprwlods dwd wpoodimov
xuplov, ’

With this impressive sentence Mpds ‘EPpaious 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 bandful of moral counsels (vv7) is followed by a
longer paragraph (vv.36), and the closing personal messages are
interrupted by a farewell benediction (v.%2),

Y Let your brotherly love continue. 3 Never forget to be hospitable, for by
hospitality (8id Tadrys, as 12'8) some have entertained angels unawares. 3 Re-
member prisoners as if you were in prison yourselves ; vemember those who are
being ili-treated (11%7), since you too are in the body.

Neither $hadeAdla nor ¢ilobevia is a LXX term, though
the broader sense of the former begins in 4 Mac 13% 36 14,
Mevéro (cp. 610 102 82%), though its demands might be severe at
times (cp. Ro 121, 1 P 122; Clem. Ro 12; Herm. Mand. 819); the
duty is laid as usual on members of the church, not specially on
officials. Inv.3 a particular expression of this pthaderdia is called
for. <¢uhofevia was practically an article of religion in the ancient
world, The primary reference here in mwves is to Abraham and
Sara (Gn 18!t), possibly to Manoah (Jg 13%“), and even to Tobit
(Tob 12%%) ; 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.z.
Hom. Odyss. xvil. 485 f. (kai Te feol Leivorrwy éoxdres dANodamoloe

| wavroiow Tehéfoyres, émaTpuddor widnas, cp. Plat. Sopk. 216 B) ;
S#l. Ital. vii. 173f (‘“laetus nec senserat hospes | advenisse
deum”), and the story of Philemon and Baucis (Ovid, Mez.
viii. 626 f.) alluded to in Ac 14'. In the Hellenic world the
worship of Zeus Xenios (e.g. Musonius Rufus, xv. a, & wepi {évovs
ddikos els Tov Eénov dpaprdves Ada) fortified this kindly custom.
According to Resh Lakish (Sota, 104), Abraham planted the tree
at Beersheba (Gn 21%) for the refreshment of wayfarers, and
$hotevia was always honoured in Jewish tradition (e.g. Sabbath,
127. 1, “there are six things, the fruit of which a man eats in
this world and by which his horn is raised in the world to come:
they are, hospitality to strangers, the visiting of the sick,” etc.).
But there were pressing local reasons for this kindly virtue in the
primitive church. Christians travelling abroad on business might
be too poor to afford a local inn. Extortionate charges were
frequent ; indeed the bad repute which innkeepers enjoyed in
the Greek world (cp. Plato’s Laws, 918 D) was due partly to this
and partly also to a ‘“general feeling against taking money for
hospitality” (cp. Jebb’s Theophrastus, p. 94). But, in addition,
the moral repute of inns stood low (Theophrastus, Chkar. 6%
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Sewds 3¢ mavdoxedoar xai mopvoBookijoar «xr).); there is significance
in the Jewish tradition preserved by Josephus (A4ns v. 1. 1)
that Rahab % wdépvy (11%!) kept an inn. For a Christian
to frequent such inns might be to endanger his character,
and this consideration favoured the practice of hospitality on
the part of the local church, apart altogether from the discomforts
of aninn. (“In the better parts of the empire and in the larger
places of resort there were houses corresponding in some
measure to the old coaching inns of the eighteenth century; in
the East there were the well-known caravanserais ; but for the most
part the ancient hostelries must have afforded but undesirable
quarters. They were neither select nor clean,” T. G. Tucker,
Life in the Roman World, p. 20.) Some of these travellers
would be itinerant evangelists (cp. 3 Jn %$).

According to Philo the three wayfarers seen by Abraham did
not at first appear divine (ol 8t Getorépas dvres dpioens Eelriferar),
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 (8€iypa cadéoraroy)
of Abraham's larger virtue, f.e. of his piety. Josephus also
(Ant. i. 11. 2) makes Abraham suppose the three visitors
were human strangers, until at last they revealed themselves
as divine angels (feagdpevos Tpets dyyéhovs kai vouloas elvau
Eévovs Yoracard v dvaoras xal wap’ abrd xaraxfévras mapexdle
feviov peradaBeiv). It was ignorance of the classical idiom (cp.
Herod. i. 44, tmodefdpevos Tov Eeivov Ppovéa Tob maidds eAdvlave
Bioxwv) in @abov Eevicarres, which led to the corruptions of
Oabov in some Latin versions into ‘latuerunt,” ‘didicerunt,”
and “placuerunt.” Note the paronomasia éwlarBdveofe . . .
@ oabor, and the emphatic position of dyyéhovs. “ You never know
whom you may be entertaining,” the writer means. “Some
humble visitor may turn out to be for you a very &yyelos Geot”
(cp. Gal 414).

Mpriokeode (bear in mind, and act on your thought of) rav ’
Beopiwv. 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, #.e. 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 119), 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 418 and 4%). All this formed a prominent feature
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of early Christian social ethics. The literature is full of tales
about the general practice: e.g. Aristid. 4pol. 15; Tertull. ad
Mart. 1£. and 4pol. 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 j5).
Our author urges, “remember the imprisoned” ds ouvdedepévor.
If @5 is taken in the same sense as the following &s, the meaning
is: (a) ““as prisoners yourselves,” 7. 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, Xpioravol
xaréxovraw bs &v Pppovpd T¢ kéome. A third alternative sense is
suggested by LXX of 1 S 18! (3 yuxy "Twvdfav ovvedéln rj Yuxii
Aavid), but the absence of a dative after gvwdedepévor and the
parallel phrase &s év odpam rule it out. Probably &s is no more
than an equivalent for oael. Christians are to regard themselves
as one with their imprisoned fellows, in the sense of 1 Co 122
eire wdoxee & pélos, ovprdoye wdvra v pé\y. This interpreta-
tion tallies with 10% above (cp. Neh 13-4). It does not, however,
imply that & odpam, in the next clause, means *“in the Body (of
which you and your suffering fellows are alike members”); for
& adpar refers to the physical condition of liability to similar
ill-usage. See Orig. ¢. Cels. ii. 23, Tév 7ois &v oduace (Bouhéreau
conj. oapart) ovpSawdvrey, and especially Philo’s words describ-
ing some spectators of the cruelties inflicted by a revenue officer
on his victims, as suffering acute pain, ds & 7ois érépwv odpacwy
adroi xaxovpevor (de Spec. Leg.iii. 30). So in de Confus. Ling. 33,
xai T¢ avpdopdy dvpitev Tév kaxouxopévwv (i.e. by exile, famine,
and plague ; cp. He 11%7) odx &rdefeicar xwply, odpare,

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. 4rist. 241, 242, when the king asks what is the
use of kinship, the Jew replies, édv 7ols ovuBalvovot voulfwuey druxoboe uév
\arrobobfac kal xaxoradduey ds avrol, palverar 78 cvyyevés Ssov loxiidy éor.
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”).

4 Let marriage be held in honour by all, and keep the marviage-bed un.
stained. God will punish the vicious and adullerous.

8 Keep your life free from the love of money ; be content with what you
have, for He (atrés) has said,

 Never will I fasl you, never will I forsake yos.”
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$ So that we can say confidently,

“The Lord is my helper (Bonbés, cp. 218 418), 7 will not be afraid.
What can men do to me?”

As vv.1:3 echo 10%-8%.88 v ¢ drives home the wdpvos of 1218,
and vv.5 ¢ echo the reminder of 10%., Evidently (v.%), as among
the Macedonian Christians (x Th 4%9), ¢haderdpia could be
taken for granted more readily than sexual purity. Tipwos (sc.
{rro as in v.5, Ro 129, the asyndeton being forcible) & ydpos &
waow, fe. primarily 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 ; &plavros is used of incest, specially in Zest. Reub.
i. 6, éulava xoirqv Tod warpés pov: Plutarch, de Fluviis, 18, pj
féhov piaivew v xolryy Tob yenjoavros, etc.; but here in a
general sense, as, ¢.g., in Wisdom :

p.axapfa 7'] o-re'ipa 7 dplavros,
s otk eva xolrqy & mwapamrdpari,
3&; Kapwov w imtrxmm Juxérv (319),
and offre Biovs otre yduovs xaGapovs & puldooovow,
Irepos & Erepov % hoxbv dvaipd % vobedwy 6dwvd (14%).

In népvous yop xai porxods xrA., the writer distinguishes between
pouyoi, f.e. married persons who have illicit relations with other
married persons, and wdpvor of the sexually vicious in general,
i.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 mopveda in marriage is admitted in Tob 87 (od &
wopvelay &yd AeuPBdve Ty d8ehdijy pov Tairyy), fe. 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 wopma. In the threat xpwet (as in
10%) & Geds, the emphasis is on & eés. “Longe plurima pars
scortatorum et adulterorum est sine dubio, quae effugit notitiam
judicum mortalium . . . magna pars, etiamsi innotescat, tamen
poenam civilem et disciplinam ecclesiasticam vel eﬂ'ugit vel
leuissime persentiscit” (Bengel).

This is another social duty (cp. Philo, de .Decalogo, 24). In view of the
Epicurean rejection of marriage (e.g. Epict, iii. 7. 19), which is finely

1 uh é» wdba éwibvplas, as Paul would say (1 Th 4°).
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answered by Antipater of Tarsus (Stob. Florileg. Ixvii. 25: 8 ebyeris xal
ethipuxos wéos . . . Oewpdy Sibre Téhews olkos xal Blos ook &NAws Sdvaras
wyevéoBar, 9 perd. yuvaxds xal Téxvwy «TA.), as well as of current ascetic
tendencies (¢.¢., 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 év wdoi (om. 38. 460. 623. 1836. 1912*
Didymus, Cyril Jerus., Eus., Athan., Epiphanius, Thdt.). The sense is
hardly affected, whether ydp (kK AD* M P lat sah boh) or 3¢ (CD° W 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. iii. 7. 21, ool kel ywaika ¢aivecfar pndeulav § mpy
aijv, kalov waida undéva, kalév dpylpwna unbév, ypiocwua unbév:
Test. Jud. 18, purdéacle dmd s mopveias Kal Tijs dphapyvplas . . .
S radra . . . otk dipler dvdpa élefioar TOV mAnolov abrot, and
Philo’s (de Post. Caini, 34) remark, that all the worst quarrels,
public and private, are due to greedy craving for # eduopplas
ywvaxds ) xpyudrov xtA. In de Abrak. 26, he attributes the
sensuality of Sodom to its material prosperity. Lucian notes the
same connexion in Nigrin. 16 (owewoépxerar yip pouxela Kai
pthapyvpia k)., the love of money having been already set as
the source of such vices). In 1 Co 51 Paul brackets ol wdpvot
with of wAeovécras, and wheovello (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 Sublim. 44),
he begins by distinguishing it from mere love of pleasure;
dhapyvpla pév véonpa pukpowoidy, Pidndovia & dyevvéararov.
Then he proceeds to analyse the working of ¢udapyupia in life,
its issue in 3Bpts, mapavopln, and dvasoxvrria.

Ad\dpyupos (the rebel Appianus tells Marcus Aurelius, in
OP. xxxiil. 10, 11, that his father 7o uév mpdrov v pA\éoodos, Td
Sedrepor dihdpyvpos, 10 Tpitov Pildyalos) & tpémos (in sense of
“mores,” as often, eg.,, M. Aurelius, i. 16, kai 7ds & Totodros
Tpémos). Apxobpevol is the plur. ptc. after a noun (as in 2z Co 17,
Ro 129, and with tols mwapolow reproduces a common Greek
phrase for contentment, e.g. Teles, vii. 7, dAN ueis ob Suwwdueba
dpxeiafar Tols mapodaw, drav kal Tpudy ol 88Gumer, and xxviii. 31,
kol pi) Exov obx émmobioes GAAa Buboy dproduevos Tols wapodaw.
The feature here is the religious motive adduced in adrds ydp
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elpykev (of God as usual, e.g., 118), a phrase which (cp. Ac 20%
abros elrev) recalls the Pythagorean adrds épa (“thus said the
Master ”). The quotation od p# o€ dvd 089" od p# oe dykarahinw is
a popular paraphrase of Jos 15 or Gn 281 (cp. Dt 318 1 Ch 28%)
which the writer owes to Philo (de Confus. Ling. 32), who quotes
it exactly in this form as a Adywov 708 I\ew feoll peorov fuepdrros,
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 od p# and the reduplication of the
negative (for od8’ od pi, cp. Mt 243!) amount to a strong
asseveration. Note that the writer does not appeal, as Josephus
does, to the merits of the fathers (An#g. xi. 5. 7, Tov pdv Gedv
lore pvjuy rov warépwv 'ABpdpov kol ‘Igdxov kal ‘laxdBov
mapapévovra xal 8 Tijs kelvov dikatooivys odk dykaralelmovra T
Ymwép Nubv wpdvorav) in assuring his readers that they will not be
left forlorn by God. ’

’Eyxaralelzw (so all the uncials except D) may be simply an ortho-
graphical variant of the true reading éyxaralixw (aorist subj.). In Dt 318
the A text runs o¥ u%h ce dvf) 008" ob ge dyxaralelmp, in Jos 1% odk éyxaralelrw
o¢ obdé {mrepbyyopat oe, and in Gn 28 ob w1 ge éykarakelrw. The promise
originally was of a martial character. But, as Keble puts it (Christian 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.”

“Qore (v.5) Oappoivras (on the evidence for this form, which
Plutarch prefers to the Ionic variant fapoetv, cp. Cronert’s
Memoria Graeca Herculanensis, 1332) fpés (om. M, accidentally)
Aéyeww. What God says to us moves us to say something to
ourselves, This quotation from Ps 118 is exact, except that
the writer, for the sake of terseness, omits the kal (=s0) before
ol $oBnbioopar, which is reinserted by x° A D K L' M syr™ etc.
For the phrase fappoivras Aéyew, see Pr 13! (Wisdom) éri 8
wvAais wérews fappoioa Adyer: and for Bonbés and Bappeiv in con-
junction, see Xen. Cyr. v. i. 25, 26, érady & & Ilepodv Lonbos
Hpiy Gpuibns . . . viv & ad obrus éxouer ds odv pdv ool Spws xai
& 7§ mohepin 8vres Gappoiper. Epictetus tells a man who is
tempted (ii. 18. 29), rob beod péuryoo, éxetvov émualod Lonbov xal
mapaordryv. 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 xpv bappely 4 pi Bappeiv, 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 xail 3dv ebfbs mapaxeledoual T adrotv fappety,
xal E\eyov drv obx dmwolelfw atrd. In the touching prayer pre-
served in the Acta Pauli (xlii.), Thekla cries, 5 Geds pov xai Tof
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oixov Tovrov, Xpioré Incod & vids 160 feod, 6 énol Bonlios & duvraxy,
Bonbos émi fyeudvoy, Boybos é&v wupl, Boybis & Oyplois. :

According to Pliny (Zgp. 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 : ot 8é\ecs ueherdy dprelofai vy
Sedouévy ; (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 12l4f)
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 (121f),

T Remember your leaders, the men who spoke the word of God to you; look
back upon the close of their career, and copy their faith.

Mymporedere Tdv fiyoupévwr Sudv oirwes (since they were the
men who) é\dAnoav Gptv T6v Nyor Tod Oeol. The special function
of these primitive apostles and prophets was to preach the
gospel (cp. 1 Co 117) 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 (& «7A.) blood. ‘Hyovuevos, like dpxwy, was a substantival
formation which had a wide range of meaning; here it is
equivalent to “ president” or “leader” (cp. Epp. Apolion. ii. 69,
dvBpas Tods yyovpévovs Judv =your leading citizens, or prominent
men, and Ac 152).1 It was they who had founded the church
by their authoritative preaching; édAyoav duiv 7ov Adyov 7od
Oeob recalls the allusion to the cwrgpla which dmwd 1dv dkovodvrwy
(f.e. Jesus) eis wuds éBeBawdbn (28). The phrase denotes, in
primitive Christianity (eg. Did. 4! where the church-member is
bidden remember with honour 7o? Aaloivros coc Tov Adyov Tod
Ocol), the central function of the apostolic ministry as the
declaration and interpretation of the divine Adyos. These men
had died for their faith ; &paows here, as in Wis 217 (ra & éxBdoa
avrad), 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

VIn 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 xard wlorw (1118),
without giving up their faith.

In Egypt, during the Roman period, “‘a liturgical college of wpesBirepar
or Jryotuevoc was at the head of each temple” (GCA. i. 127), the latter term

being probably taken from its military sense of ‘‘ officers” (e.g. Wyeubves rov
&w rdfewv).

*AvaBewpoilrres is ‘‘scanning closely, looking back (dva-)
on”; and dvaotpodd is used in this sense even prior to Polybius ;
e.g. Magn, 468 # (iii B.c.) and Magn. 165° (i A.D.) 8id Tiv 70D
Hovs kéopiov dvaorpodrjv.  As for pupeiobe, the verb never occurs
in the LXX except as a v... (B¥) for éulonoas in Ps 315 and
there in a bad sense. The good sense begins in Wis 43
(mapodody Te pupotvras admiv), so far as Hellenistic Judaism goes,
and in 4 Mac ¢ (uyijoacfe pe) 13° (ppunodueda rovs Tpeis Tovs
&rl s Svplas veavioxows) 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 &8¢
doxfoes 76 xkaAdv dM py Sidaoxallp sxTdpevos) attends od Tois
Aeyopévors dAAG Tols Aéyovor, pupodpevos Tov dkelvay Biov & rals
xatd pépos dvemdijmros wpdfece. 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 wapdSeypa 7ois
é0érovos pupeiorfar.  This stimulus of heroic memories belonging
to one’s own group is noted by Quintilian (/ns#st. Orat. 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 maioraque quam in nostrae
civitatis monumentis reperientur. . . . Quantum enim Graeci
praeceptis valent, tantum Romani, quod est maius, exemplis.”
Marcus Aurelius recoliects the same counsel: é rois 7dv "Em-
kovpelwv ypdupac: wapdyyelpa ékerro ovvexds Smopyvijokeafar Tov
maladv Tvos Tdv dperj xpyoapédvov (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 doctrsnes ; for the right
thing is to have one's heart strengthened by grace, not by the eating of food—
that has never been any use to those who have had recourse to it. ¥ Our
(txouev as 4'%) altar is one of whick the worshippers have no right to eat.
1 For the bodies of the animals whose ** blood is taken into the lw,ly Place” by
the highpriest as a “.n’n-c?en‘ng, are burned outside the camp” ; W and so
Jesus also suffered outside the gate, sn ovder to sanctify the people (cp. 10*) by
&is own blood (9'%). 3 Let wus 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). 1 And By him “‘let us” constantly ‘‘offer praise to God” as owr
“sacrifice,” that is, ** the fruit of lips” that celebrate his Name. ® Do not
Jorget (u) émharOdvesle, as in v.2) beneficence and charily either ; these are
the kind of sacrifices that are acceptable to God.,

V.8 connects with what precedes and introduces what follows.
"ExOes ! refers to his life on earth (2% 57) and includes the service
of the original #yodpevor; it does not necessarily imply a long
retrospect. EHpepor as in 315, and & adrds as in 113, 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. ABaxais (6%) wokihass (2% in good sense) kai
févacs pi) mapadépecbe. Ilapagépeatar (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 &évais in the sense of
“foreign to” (the apostolic faith) is furnished by the author of
the epistle to Diognetus (11), who protests, od féva SuAd . . .
dA\& droaTéAwy yevdpevos pabnrys yivouar 8iddoralos évav. Such
notions he curtly pronounces useless, év ols olx dpeNfifnoar of
wepiwarolvres, where & ols goes with wepurarolvres; they have
never been of any use in mediating fellowship with God for
thuse who have had recourse to them. It is exactly the tone of
Jesus in Mk 718

Hapagépese was altered (under the influence of Eph 4%) into wepipépeate
(K L ¥ 2. 5. 88, 330. 378. 440. 491. 547. 642. 919, 620, 1867. 1872. 1908.
arm sah). Hepmardoarres (k°C D° K L M P syr™® arm Orig. Chrys. etc.)
and wepirarolvres (% A D* 1912 lat) are variants which are substantially the
same in meaning, repirareiv év being used in its common sense=living in the
sphere of (Eph 2! etc.), having recourse to.

The positive position is affirmed in kaAdv k7. (kaXd, as in
1 Co 74, Ro 14% etc.). *Kalds . .. denotes that kind of good-
ness which is at once seen to be good” (Hort on 1 P 232), /e,
by those who have a right instinct. The really right and good
course is xdpirt PeBacolodar Tr xapdiav, 7. either to have one's
heart strengthened, or to he strengthened in heart (kap8iav, accus.
of reference). Bread sustains our physical life (dpros xapdlav
dvlpdmov orypiler, Ps 10418), but xapdla here means more than
vitality ; it is the inner life of the human soul, which God's xdps
alone can sustain, and God’s xdpss in Jesus Christ is everything
(2%etc.). But what does this contrast mean? The explanation
is suggested in the next passage (vv.1¢-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 Bpdpara. So much is clear. The
difficulty is to infer what the Bpduara were. There is a touch of
scorn for such a motley, unheard of, set of 8:8axal. 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 Bpdpara. There is no reference to the
ancient regulations of the Hebrew ritual mentioned in 99; 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 described as wowidar xai
féva. We must look in other directions for the meaning of this
enigmatic reference. (a) The new &wlaxe/ may have included
ascetic regulations about diet as aids to the higher life, like the
dvrd\para kai Sdagkallow Tdv dvBpdmwy which disturbed the
Christians at Colossé. Partly owing to Gnostic syncretism,
prohibitions of certain foods (dwéxeofar Bpwudrwv, 1 Ti 4%) 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. 278£), “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 ele ments which represented the
deity. Participation in these festvals 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 «i8wAdfvra,
we cannot tell ; but some such reference is more suitable to the
context than (@), 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 Geschichte u. Litteratur des U/clzrutenfums,

pp. 325f) and O. Hol zwann (in Zeitschrift fir die neutest.
H issenschaft, x. pp. 251-260). Spitta goes wrong by misinterpret.
ing v.19 as though the odpa of Christ implied a sacrificial meal



234 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS [XIII. 9, 10.

from which Jewish priests were excluded. Holtzmann rightly
sees that the contrast between xdpis and Bpdpara implies, for
the latter, the only Bpéua 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 76 odua 7ob Xpiorol.
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.I!). So, he
argues, the odpa Xpuwrrod 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 8udaxail. 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.20% jg
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.19. 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 unworlgli-
ness (vv.18- 4),  Finally, in reply to the question, “Then have
Christians no sacrifices to offer at ali?” he mentions the two
standing sacrifices of thanksgiving and charity (vv.18-18), 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 xdpts is experienced.

The clue to v.19 lies in the obvious fact that the Suoiacripior
and the oxnvfi belong to the same figurative order. In our
spiritual or heavenly oy, the real ooy of the soul, there is
indeed a Ouoraoripiov & od (partitive ; cp. 7& eis Tob iepod éoiov
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o'w, 1 Co 913) ¢ay¢w (emphatic by position) odx &ouawr ¢fovaiav !
(1 Co g*) ot 7 oxnvy} Natpedovres (Aatpederv with dative as in 89),
It makes no difference to the sense whether of . . . Aarpedovres
means worshippers (9° 10%) or priests (8%), and the writer does not
allegorize vaao-mpwv as Philo does (e.¢. in de Leg Alleg i1 5, s
xaeapas xai a,u.d.av'rov Pvcews Tis dvagbepova‘r]s T dpope 7§ Oeg,
atry 8¢ dore 70 Gvawaoripov).  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.1) cites the ritual
regulation in Lv 16% for the disposal of the carcases of the two
animals sacrificed wepl Tijs dpaprias (v 70 alpa eloméxdn é&hdo-
aota dv 7§ dylp éfoloovat adra Ew Tijs mapeuBolijs kai kaTaxavoov-
aw adra dvarvpl). For a moment the writer recalls his main argument
in chs, 7-10; in v.19 Christ is regarded as the victim or sacrifice
(cp. mpooevexfeis in ¢%8), but here the necessities of the case
involve the activity of the Victim. A3 xai ‘Ipools xrA. (v.12),
The paralltel breaks down at one point, of course; his body was
not burned up.? But the real comparison lies in &w s wikns
(sc. Tijs wapepBoris, as Ex 32%-27), The Peshitto and 436 make
the reference explicit by reading méhews, which seems to have
been known to Tertullian (edv. fud. 14, “extra civitatem”). The
fact that Jesus was crucified outside Jerusalem influenced the
synoptic transcripts of the parable in Mk 128 =Mt 218 =Lk 2015,
Mark’s version, dréxreway airov xal ¢ééBalov alrov éfw Tob dumels
&vos, was altered into (8£éBalov) éxBaldvres atrov éfw Tob dumeridvos
(xal) dméxravav. 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 meetl Jesus outside
all this, not inside it. In highly figurative language (v.18), 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.

Toivur (beginning a sentence as in Lk 20% rolywv dwddore k).,
instead of commg second in its classical position), let us join
Jesus & s mapepBolils, for he is living. The thought of the

1 The omission of éfovatay by D* M and the Old Latin does not affect the
sense ; &xew then has the same meaning as in 622,

? 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

secognises 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 uy owoxnuarifeofe 7¢
aidve Touty (Ro 12%), and the words Tdv dveidiopdv alrol Ppéporres
recall the warnings against false shame (11% r127%), just as the
following (v.14) reason, ol ydp éxoper &3¢ (in the present outward
order of things) pévoucar! wéhw &ANA Ty pé\hougar éminTolper
recalls the 1deas of 11101416, The appeal echoes that of 4
orovddowuer obv eloelbeiv els ¢kelyny ™y kardravow. 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 &w rfjs mapeuBoris figuratively (“ Egrediamur
et nos a commercio mundi huius,” Erasmus). Philo had already
done so (cp. specially guod. det. pot. 44), in a mystical sense:
yaxp«‘w Swuafza TV cuparikod oTpatomédov, udvws &v olrws Ewicas
ixérns xal fepamevrijs Eoebas réheos Geot.  Similarly in de Ebrietate,
25, commenting on Ex 337, he explains that by iv-rqu o-rparoﬂ&g
(=& 7 mapeufBor) Moses meant allegorically & 7§ uerd odparos
Biw, 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 v1ew It is the
thought in 2 Clem. 51 (86ev, aSt)quoc, Ka.raheu[/avrtg ™y wapotx[av
rm; KkéopHov TovTOU wouno'mpev T 0:)&1"4.0. Tob kaléoavros Huds, xal
1) Ppofnbduey éfehbeiv €k Tod kdomov Tovrov) and 6% (od Suwmd-
pela iy 8vo Ppiloe elvar 8l 8¢ Huds Tovry dmorafapédvovs dkelve
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.18 (dva¢£pmp.w) catches up &epxs-
peba, as By adrod carries on mpds adrdv.  For once applying sacri-
ficial language to the Christian life, he reminds his readers again
of the sacrifice of thanksgiving. The phrase xapmdv xethéwr ex-
plains (voér’ &Tw) the sense in which Ousia alvéoews is to be
taken; it is from the LXX mistranslation (xapwoy xehéov) of
Hos 14® where the true text has 0™2 (bullocks) instead of ™B

(fruit). In dpoloyedvrer 7§ dvépar uﬁfou, duoloyelv is used in
the sense of éfopoloyeirfar by an unusual? turn of expression.
The dvopa means, as usual, the revealed personality. Probably
there is an unconscious recollecuon of Ps 548 (éfonoropioopar 16
ovipari oov); Guoia alvéoews® is also from the psalter (e
5014 %), Avapépew elsewhere in the NT is only used of spmtual
sacrifices in the parallel passage 1 P 28 dvevéyxar mvevparwds
Ovalas ebrpoodéxrovs Geg 8ia "Ingod Xpiorot, We have no sacri-

1In the sense of Aeneas (Verg. Aen. iii. 85, 86, ‘‘da moenia fessis | et genus
et mansuram urbem *). Note the assonance uévovoar . . . ué\hovoar,

* But duohoyeiv Tire occurs in 3 Es 4% 5% (A).

3 In the LXX éfouorbynous is generally preferred to alvests as an equiva.
lent for 7,
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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 & adrod,
which &° A C D* M vg syrt¥ boh arm eth Orig. Chrys. etc. re-
tain, is omitted by 8* D* P ¥ vt syr'8; but &* 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 ebxaporoivres 7@
Oe@ marpi 8 adrod); the phrase is a counterpart of Sid 7ol
dpxiepéus in v.11,  This thank-offering is to be made 8ia mavros
(sc. xpdvov), instead of at stated times, for, whatever befalls us, we
owe God thanks and praise (cp. 1 Th 516). 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 $nix ppayin DML BYTH 00 R B oY . . . wixn).

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 : udvrewy 8¢ waidés

w xal rois Qeols 7Hdlovs elvar Guodv Tas xapiworipiovs # Tds medixiovs.
Philo had taught (de Plant. 30) that edxapioria is exceptionally sacred, and
that towards God it must be an inward sacrifice : fe 8¢ ovx Eveart yryoiws
ebxaporiioas 3¢ v voulfovaw ol moNNol karaskevdy drabnudrwy Buoilv—obde
yap cvumas & kdouos lepdy déibxpewr By yévorro wpds THY TobTOV TLuv—dANG ¢
éwalvwy xal Ouvwy, olx ols 7 yeywvds doerac pwrh), dANL ods 6 dewdhs xai
kafapdraros vols émnxhoe. xal dvauénye. He proceeds (ibid, 33) 1o dwell
on the meaning of the name Judah, 3s épunvederar xupiyp éfoporéynois.  Judah
was the last (Gn 29%) son of Leah, for nothing could be added to praise of
God, nothing excels é efXoydv rdv fedv wols. This tallies with the well-known
rabbinic saying, quoted in Tanchuma, §5. 2: ‘‘in the time of messiah all
sagrifices 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 (2.g. 2 Mac 107).

In v.18 the writer notes the second Christian sacrifice of
charity. Eéwoula, though not a LXX term, is common in
Hellenistic Greek, especially in Epictetus, eg. Fragm. 15 (ed.
Schenk), éri xpnorérym kel elwoiig; Fragm. 45, ovdev kpelogov

ebmoilas (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 pi) émAavOdveode.
Contributions, e.g., for the support of #yovuevo, who were not
priests, were unknown in the ancient world, and had to be
explicitly urged as a duty (cp. 1 Co g%¥). Similarly the needs
of the poor had to be met by voluntary sacrifices, by which
alone, in a spiritual religion, God could be satisfied—roiairais
(perhaps including the sacrifice of praise as well as edwoila and
xowuwvia) Quolas ebapeareitar (cp. 1150 12%8) & Beds. This counsel
agrees with some rabbinic opinions (e.g. T. B. Sukkah, 595: “he
who offers alms is greater than all sacrifices ”). The special duty
of supporting the priesthood is urged in Sir %%, 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 3! éleppooivy yip mwatpds olx émlyobicerar, xal dvri
dpapridy wpoogavowkodounbhjoeral goi). 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
Zakkai, 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 (p7%) won
forgiveness for pagans as the sin-offering did for Israel. In the
Ep. Barnabas (2™) the writer quotes Jer 7398 (Zec 8Y) as a
warning to Christians against Jewish sacrifices (alo@dveofar odv
dpelhopev Ty yvdpny tis dyabwavrms Tod warpds Jubv I Huiv
Aéye, Owv Hpds pi) Spolws mAaveuévovs Exelvois {prelv, whs
mpoadywpev atrg), but he quotes Ps 5119 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 16% ;

8pn ~yap éx OepeNlwy gy Bdacir calevbiceras,
wérpar & dwd wpesdmov gov ds xpds TaxfoorTas®
&ri 8¢ Tols poBovuévos ge o) eliharetes alrois”
O puxpdy wige Guoia els dopuhy edwdias,

kai é\dxwrov wiv gréap els dhoxaiTwud gou
6 8¢ pofoluevos TO¥ Kipiov péyas Sih wavrés

Also in a number of statements from various sources, of which that in Ep.
Arist, 234 (i uéywordy ot 86kns ; & 8¢ elwe’ T8 Tiudy TOv Bebr Tobro 8 doTly
ot Sdpois ovdé Quolass, dANG YuxTis xabapbryre xal Swalfews dolas) may be
cited as a fair specimen. The congruous idea of bloodless sacrifices was
common in subsequent Christianity. Thus the martyr Apollonius (4cfa
Apollonii, 44 ; Conybeare’s Monuments of Early Christiansty, pp. 47-48)
tells the magistrate, ‘‘I expected . . . that thy heart would 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 gloodless sacrifice and holy unto God.” go Jerome’s comment runs
on Ps 154 od uh cwaydyw 7ds cwvaywyds abrdv é aludrov. Zuvdywy,
Pnoly, suvaywyds éx Ty é0vdy, ob 8 aludrwy Tavras cwdfw® Tobr EoTw, ob
wapaokevdow S THs voukis ot mposépyeofac hatpelas, 8t alvégews 5¢ palhov
xal Tfis dvapdxrov Quolas (Anecdota Maredsolana, iii. 3. 123). Both in the
Didache (14! xAdoare dprov xal edxaporhoare mpogetouohoynoduevor T4
wapawrduara Judv, dwws kabapd 4 Buola Sudv §) and in Justin Martyr (Dial.
117, wdvras odv ol 8:d Tob dvéuaros rovrov fuslas, &s mwapédwxev "Inools &
Xpiards yiveahas, Tovréoriv éml T ebxapiorig Tob &prov xal Tob woryplov, Tas év
warrl Témp riis vis ywouévas vxd Tov Xpioriavdy, wpohaBwy 6 feds uaprupel
ebapéarous Imdpxew avry), the very prayers at the eucharist are called fvofac,
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.) 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 ¥yodpevor of the community
(v.1%), including himself (vv.15 19),

Y Obey your leaders, submit to them ; for they (abrol) are altve to the
interests of your souls, as men who will have to account for thesr trust. Let
their work be a joy to them and not a grief—which would be a loss to yourselves.

18 Pray for me, for I am sure I kave a clean conscience ; my desire is in
cvery way lo lead an honest life. Y I urge you to this (s.e. to prayer) all the
more, that I may get back 10 you the sooner,

The connexion of vv.I™: is not only with v.7, but with vv.818,
It would be indeed a grief to your true leaders if you gave way to
these wouwidat kai Eévar doctrines, instead of following men who
are really (this is the force of airoi) concerned for your highest
interests. Meifecde (cp. Epict. Fragm. 27, 7ov wpogopihotvra
. . . dwagkomod . . . € uiv duelvova, dxovew xpy xal melfecfar
adr@) xal dmelkere (Smeixw is not a LXX term); strong words but
justified, for the Adyos Tof feod which Christian leaders preached
meant authoritative standards of life for the community (cp. 1 Co
417 31 1497 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 Todre wi) refépevos Spéte Sikmy ds
els Tov fedv alrov doeBdv. Rather, he singles out the highminded
devotion of these leaders as an inducement to the rank and file
to be submissive. Adrol ydp dypumvoloy dmép Tdv Yuyor Spdv.
almost as Epictetus says of the true Cynic who zealously con-
cerns himself with the moral welfare of men, dwepnypimmrer Smip
&vlpdmrwv (iii. 22. 95 ; he uses the verb once in its literal sense
of & soldier having to keep watch through the night, iii. 24. 32).
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The force of the phrase is flattened by the transference of mép
Tav Yuxav Sudv to a position after ds Aéyor dwoBdoorres (as A vg).
The latter expression, s (conscious that) Adyov dwoddaovres (s
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 T0v oixelwy TARuuekgudrov ebbivas Sméxovres
Ppirropey, s ob Suvyadpevor 16 wip dxpuyetv ketvo, T xpi) weloeafas
mpoadoxdy Tov Umép ToooUrwy dwoloyelabar wéAdovra;), but in
IIpos ‘EBpaiovs the writer assumes that the fyoduevo. 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
dmodiddvas is more common in the NT than the equivalent Adyor
S:8évar, which recurs often in Greek literature, e.g. in Plato’s
Sympos. 1895, wpboexe Tov voiv xai ovrws Adye &s dwowv Adyov,
or in the complaint of the Fayyum peasants (A.D. zo%), who
petition the local centurion that the disturbers of their work may
be called to account: dfwobvres, ddv gou 86y, xeheloar adrovs
dxBijvor &rl oe Adyov dmoddoovras wepl Tovrov (GCA. 1. 354%- %),
In Clem. Alex. Quis div. salv. 42, John says to the captain of
the robbers, éyd Xpwrd Adyov 8dow vrép oo, ’
The iva clause (Tva perd xapds ToiTo Tordaw kal pdy orevdlovres)
goes back to weiflecfe . . . Ymelxere. The members have it in
their power to thwart and disappoint their fyoduevo.. Todro m.
refers to dypvmrvodow, and the best comment on xai 3 orevd{ovres
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, d\uoirehés ydp Juiv Tolito, form a rhe-
torical litotes, as when Pindar (Olymp. 1. 53) remarks, dxépdeia
Aéhoyxev Gapwi. xaxaydpos. It would be a ““sore loss” to them
if their lives failed to answer the hopes and efforts of their
#yoduevor, hopes like those implied in 6° and 10%%. ’Alvoirerés
(**no profit”) is probably used after Adyov dmoddoovres with its
sense of “reckoning.” Compare the use of the adverb in
Theophrastus, viil. 11 (o yap pudévov Yeddorrar A& kai dAvoirerids
draAAdrrovor), and the dry remark of Philo (én 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 ds ob Avoiredés €y mdrpa xevelv !
The term lent itself to such effective under-statements, as in
Philo’s aphorism (Fragments of Philo, ed. J. Rendel Harris,

p. 70) 1o émopkeiv dvéoiov xal dlvairedéoraTor.



XIIT. 18, 19.] PRAYERS 241

The next word (v.18) is about himself. Npooedyecde (continue
praying) wept (cp. 2 Mac 1% «kai viv (3¢ éoper mpooeuyduevor wepi
dudwv) fpdv (plural of authorship), re.0ép.efa (a modest confidence :
“whatever some of you may think, I believe”) y&p 3nv kel
oureilyow dxopev. He is conscious of a keen desire (Gédovres as
in 1217) 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 xaMjv (cp. on v.9)
instead of dyaijv as his adjective for oweldnow, probably for the
sake of assonance with the following xel&s, perhaps also to avoid
the hiatus after ér.. When he adds, é& waow (here neuter)
xaXds Oéhovres dvaorpépesbar (a phrase which occurs in the
Pergamos inscript. 459° xal@s xai &vdéfws dvacrpagijrat, in the
15t centary B.C. inscription (Priene, 115%) dvaorpepdpevos év wriow
¢\ [avfporus), and in Epict. iv. 4. 46, éopriy dyeww Sdvacac kot
npuépar, 67v kaAds dveoTpddys év 138e T épyw, etc.), the language
recalls that of 2 Co 111 12 where Paul ajpeals for the help of his
readers’ prayers and pleads his honesty of conscience (to paprd-
plov Tijs owedijoews Hudv, o1 . . . dveoTpddmuer k7A.). 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 1'). This may be the
feeling which prompts the protest here and the assurances in
v.i1%8  «T am still deeply interested in you; my absence is
involuntary ; believe that.”

Kal is inserted before mepl by D vt Chrys. (possibly as a reminiscence of
1 Th §%), 7., pray as well as obey (“ et orate pro nobis,” d); this would
emphasize the fact that the writer belonged to the #ryovuevo.. But the plural
in v.1 is not used to show that the writer is one of the #yovueror mentioned
in v, for whom the prayers of the community are asked. He was one of
them ; #udv here is the literary plural already used in 5% 6* 1, There
are apt parallels in Cicero’s de Officizs, ii. 24 (** Quem nos . . . e Graeco in
Latinum convertimus. Sed toto hoc de genere, de quaerenda, de collocanda
pecunia vellens etiam de utenda”), and OF. x. 1296 (the letter of a bov
to hig father), xetd . . . phowovobuer kal dvayvxduer. Ilebéuefa (melfopas
256. 1319. 2127) has been changed into wewolfapev by ¢ C° D ¥ W 6. 104.
263. 326 (Blass), probably because the latter (** we are confident ) is stronger
than weifoueda, which (cp. Ac 26%) only amounts to *‘ we believe” (though
implying *‘ we are sure”). Retaining weiféueda, A. Bischoff (Zests, fiir a e
newt. Wiss, ix, 171 f.) evades the difficulty by altering the order of the words :
wposety. wepl Hudv: Koy yap oww. Exouev, 81t welfopecba év waow k. 6.
dvacrpépestai, s.e. taking 87 as *‘ because.”

As in Philem %, 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, Iva rdxtov dwrokaraoradd duiv (cp.
OP. 1% (A.D. 49-50) dmoxaresrdfiy pou & vids). Tdyior may
mean *‘the sooner” (f.e. than if you did not pray) or simply
“soon” (as in v.38, where, as in Hellenistic Greek, it has lost
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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 (¢ 1 Th 5%, 1 P 5!!), now
follows. Having asked his readers to pray for him, he now prays
for them.

2 May the God of peace ** who brought up” from the dead our Lord (7%)
Jesus (see p. Ixiil), ““the” great *“ Shepherd of the sheep, with the blood of
the eternal covenant,” 3\ furnish you with everything that is good for the doing
of his will, creating in your lives by Jesus Christ what is acceptable in his
own sight! To him (i.e. God) be (sc. etn) glory for ever and ever. Amen.

‘0 8eds Tiis elpfirns means the God of saving bliss (see on 121%),
elppvy 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. 21* 72). There is no special allusion here, as in
Paul’s use of the phrase (Ro 15%, 2 Co r3l! etc.), to friction in
the community ; the conflict is one in which God secures elpyjvy
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 63 #od 6
dvafifBdaas ék Tis yis TOv wopéva rdv mpofdrwy, which the writer
applies to Jesus—his only reference to the resurrection (cp. on
vv.1112) But there is no need (with Blass) to follow Chrysostom
in reading s ¥7s here for vexpdv. With &vayeiv in this sense,
éx vexpidv (so Ro 107) or some equivalent (¢ ¢dov, Ps 30% Wis
1613 Joseph. Ant. vi. 14. 2) is much more natural. In Tdv
wovpéva T@v wpoBdruv Tdv péyav, & péyas is applied to him as in
4% 102, The figure of the woiudv, which never occurs in Paul,
plays no rdle in our author’s argument as it does in 1 Peter (22
5%); he prefers iepeds or dpxmyds, and even here he at once
passes to the more congenial idea of the &wfijky. 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 afpor Suabikys alwvlov, a LXX phrase from
Zech g (& alpari Swabijxns oov éfaméoradas Seaulovs oov),
Is 55% (3iafroopar Juiy Suabijxny aldviov), etc. "Ev alpare Siabiuys
alwviov goes with dvayaydy, not with rov moyuéva, 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
Swbjin (9ll- #-). To the resurrection (cp. on v.1%) is thus
ascribed what elsewhere in the epistle is ascribed to the eloceAGeiv
«s 7@ dyw. But as the stress falls on alwviov, then more is
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implied than that apart from the alpxa no 8wéijxy could have
been instituted. In reality the thought resembles that of gl4
(8s did mvedparos alwviov éavrév wpooijveykev . . . xabapiel THv
oweldpow fudv . . . els 70 Aarpedar O [Bvri), where eis 70
Aarpedev Oeg corresponds to eis T8 mwofjoar T8 0é\ypa adroi
below ; & «rA. 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 fililum 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
katapriocar (the aor. optative)! «rA., there is a parallel to the
thought of Ph 213, Eis 6 womjoar 70 féhqua adrod recalls the
language of 103, and 8td ’Inoel Xpuorol goes with woudv: the
power of God in our lives as for our lives (v.2%) works through
the person of Jesus Christ. To take 8ia 'I. X. with 18 eddpeorov
dvdmov adtol yields an unobjectionable sense, corresponding to
the thought of v.35, But 76 . . . airob stands quite well by
itself (cf. 1 Jn 322).

The writer makes no such use of the shepherd and flock metaphor as, e.¢.,
Philo had done. The Jewish thinker (Vi Mos. i. 11) argues that the
calling of a shepherd is the best preparation for anyone who is to rule over
men ; hence ‘“ kings are called skepherds 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, mwpokomfis 6¢ mwpdBarov, ws kal abrd dnhoi
rofvoua, obuBorov), 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, Cyropacdia,
viii, 2. 14), that a good shepherd resembled a good king, 7dv 7e ~vip vouéa
xpivas Epn eddalpova T& xTiyn wowolvra Xpficbac alrols, # &Y mwpoBdTwy eddar-
povla, Tév Te BaciNée boavTws ebdaluovas wékeis xal dvfpwmwovs woiodvra
Xpiiofas adrols.

Navr{ was soon furnished with the homiletic addition of épye (CK M P
syr sah arm eth Chrys. Thdt. etc.), or even &y xal Aéyy (A, from 2 Th 217),
Ilot@» has either adre (#* A C* 33" 1288 boh) or éavr¢ (Greg. Nyss.) or
abrés (d 1912) prefixed. Hort, admitting that ‘it is impossible to make
sense of alrg” (B. Weiss, Blass=¢éavrg), maintains that adrés is original.
It is a homiletic insertion, out of which airg arose by corruption. ‘Hpiv

(® D M ¥ 33. 104. 181. 326. 917. 927. 1288, 1730. 1912, etc. syr'8 sah boh
arm) is merely an error for dpiv, due to the preceding Huds.

A personal postscript (vv.?22) is now added, as 1 P 5121
after g10. 11,

R [ appeal o you, brothers (3112 10%), 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# 7yevolro, it only occurs once in a
writer like Epictetus (iii, § 11).



244 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS [XIII. 22,

B You must understand that our brother Timotheus is now free. If ke
comes soon, he and I will see you together. R

% Salute all your leaders and all the saints. The ltalians salute you.

2 Grace be with you all. Amen.

The Timotheus referred to (in v.28) 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.22-3 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% 35 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.18 2 presuppose different situations; neither reason
is valid. The style and contents are equally unfavourable to
Perdelwitz’s theory, that vv.22-25 were added brevi manu by some
one who wrote out a copy of the original Adyos mapaxAjoews and
forwarded it to an Italian church.

In v.22 dvéxeabe, for which dvréyeofe (J. Pricaeus apud Tit 1°)
is a needless conjecture, takes a genitive (as in 2 Ti 48 7is
dytawoedons Sidackarins odx dvéfovrar, and in Philo, guod omnis
probus, 6, kal mhs warpds udv 7 pnrpds émraypdrav Tatdes dvéxovrar,
yvapuuor 8¢ &y dv tdnyyral Sakeedwvrar). It has been flattened
into dvéyeofar (infinitive as in 1 P 2) by D* ¥ vg arm 181. 436.
1288. 1311. 1873, etc. (Blass). A written homily may be like a
speech (Ac 13%5), a Aéyos Tijs wapaxhjoews (cp. on 12%); mwapd-
kAqows echoes wapakaléw He is not the only early Christian
writer who mildly suggested that he had not written at undue
length (cp. e.g. 1 P 51280 SAiywv &yparpa, mapaxaddv xtA.; Barn 15 %)
Kai ydp (““etenim” as 42) 3id Bpaxéwy (sc. Adywy) éméorela!l
(epistolary aorist) éptv. Awd Bpaxéwy was a common phrase in this
connexion ; e.g. Lucian’s Zoxaris, 56 (weoréor xai Tabrd oo
vopoBerotvre kat Sid Bpaxéwy Aexréov, un xai xduys Hutv ) drof
ovpmepwoordv). IIpss ‘EfBpalovs may be read aloud easily in one
hour. The writer has had a good deal to say (woAds, 51), and
he has now said it. Not I hope, he adds pleasantly, at too great
length |  As for the Svoepuijvevros 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

! For éméoreha (here as in Ac 152 21%; Theophr. 24 émioré\wr uh
yodgeww xTA.=‘“write,” ‘“send a letter”’), see Laqueur’s Quaest. Epigraph.
et Papyr, Selectae, 16f. (émaré\ew = * 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. 20).
The author of Ipos ‘EBpalovs might have taken this line, for he
has done justice to the good qualities of his friends (e.g. 6% 10%9
131%), 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 (Zp. 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
(e.g. Soris B¢ wavraxod Selrar dmwodeifews xal Swov oady T mpdypard
éorw, § Sid moAAY dmoelvvafar BovAerar atrd Ta & SAlywv
Svvdpera, mavrdmacw drowos kai Svopabis, ed. Hense, pp. 1, 2).
The literary critic Demetrius considered that the length of a
letter should be carefully regulated (76 8¢ péyefos ovveorirfo Tis
émarodijs, De Elocul. 228); letters that were too long and stilted
in expression became mere treatises, ovyypdupara, as in the case of
many of Plato’s, whereas the true émaroAy, according to Demetrius
(#61d. 231), should be ¢thoppdvnos in a brief compass (ovwropos).
Which would apply to Ipés ‘Efpaiovs. Erasmus comments:
“Scripsi paucis, ut ipse vos brevi visurus.” He may have, but
he does not say so.

In v.2 ywidoxrere is imperative ; he is conveying a piece of
information. See, e.g., Tebt. P. 37% (73 B.C.) yivwoxe Kegaldy
<+ . wpogehyAvlévar Aqunrply ¢ ébid. 12% (118 B.C.) 362 565. The
construction with the participle is common (e.g. Lk 8%); you
must understand Tdv 48ehpdv Hpdv (omitted by X D> K P W6
Chrys. etc.) TuuéBeor dwohehupévoy, fe. ““is (set) free,” not
necessarily from prison. The general sense, ranging from *is
free” to “ has started,” may be illustrated, e.¢., from the applica-
tion of a woman to leave Alexandria via Pharos (OP. 127148,
ili A.D.: déid ypdipar oe 7¢ émrpdre 1is Pdpov dmodiocw pe xard
76 &os), or from BGU. i. 2721 (xab Huépav rpoaStxéyl;e]Ha
Sypioawpiav dore dws onjpepov pndévay droredvolar Tiv perd oitov),
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where d. = “has set out;” as in Ac 282 (dweldovro). The inter-
pretation of the next words pefd’ ol éav Tdyior Epxnrar dfopos 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 dyopac=
visit, see 3 Jn 4 &nilw ¢ elféws iBetv oe, etc. ’Eav rdxwov
épxyrar may mean either, “as soon as he comes,” or “if he
comes soon.” The latter suits the situation implied in v.19
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 mapaxhijoews with personal intercourse,
like Seneca in Zp. 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.4). ’Aowdoacfe «TA. is
an unusual turn, however; the homily was evidently sent to the
community, who are told to greet all their fyoduevor. 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 wdrras 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 wdvras Tods dylous being more
intelligible, in the light of a passage like Ph 4% dowdoacfe wdvra
dywv). To his personal greetings he now adds greetings from some
Italians. In ol 4md 7fis ‘ltaklas, dmd may have its usual sense of
‘““ domiciled at ” (practically = &), as, e.g., In OF. 1. 81 (A.D. 49-50),
where 7dv dn 'Ofvpiyxwv means ‘“the inhabitants of Oxy-
rhynchus,” or in HAsve . . . dwo ®pad, i.e. at Phmau (ostracon of
A.D. 192, quoted in Deissmann's Light from the East, p. 186).
If it thus means residents in Italy, the writer is in Italy
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himself. But of dx6 77s ‘Iralins, on the analogy of Ac 21?7
(ol dwd Tijs 'Acias 'Tovdalor), 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 of dxd rfjs 'Iradlas 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
mdvres of dmd tis ‘lralius, considering the size of Italy and the
scattered Christian communities there at this period.

The final benediction, § xdpis (s¢ orw or €in) perd wdvrov
opov (Tit 315, 2 Ti 4%2) has a liturgical éprr, 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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(LXX)#,

* drapdBaros, 7%,
dwdry, 38,

* dwdrwp, 78

* dravyaoua, 15,
dwelfeca, 45 1t [Paul),
drebéw, 3“’ 18,

* &repos, 513,
dwexdéxopat, 9%.
dmioria, 9“ 18,

3!

dwé, 3 4. o gn8
1oa 1s. % gl 4. 2

[113-16.84, 151628 ;304
droBdA\w, 10%,
* dwofNérw, 11%,
1 dwoypdow, 12%.
dmodexariw, 75 (?).
drodidwpe, 12119, 1317,
drodokipdfw, 1217,
dwobfviokw, 78, 9%, 10%, 11418 2157,
droxadloTyme, 13%,
dwdreuar, 977,
dréhavois, 11% [T),
drolelrw (dmorelmerar), 4% 9, 10%,
T dré\vue, 1Y,
dwoNiTpwats, 95, 1196,
droldw, 135,
dmwooTéNw, 14,
dwborohos, 3! {Christ).
drosTpépew, 12%,
dworifnus, 12%
drdhewa, 109,
dpa, 4%, 125,
dpkéw, xig
* dppbs, 474
dpvéouai, 1%,
dpmays, 10%,
&pros, 9.
dpx, 19 (kar dpxds, LXX), 28,
3", 5% 6%, 7%
1 dpxmybs, 2", 12%
d.prepevs 217
6%, 7%

61 7
Io’2

1 M 15 L5
{8 8 gl ll.gi’ ol
(s 7/ L), 1311
1 dodhevros, 12%,
dobévewa, 415, 5%, 7%, 1134,
dobevis, 778,
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domwd{ouat, IX“ 13%,
t1 dorelos, 112,
T dorpor, 1 13,
dogalys, 619,
adrd, 219 9%,

aﬁfﬁ’ 46’ 61, 711‘ 18’
12117,

o, 11% 11,
atrés (abrd, airols, adrod, alry,
abrG), 14678 112 (LXX)
2% (LXX) ™ (LXX) 1, 3% & 1
(LXX), 458, 55 7, 889 (LXX)]O
% 101 115 6 1. 18, 19 g8
(LXX)‘° 7381807,
abrés, 15 (LXX) 12 214 18 40 51
1013 13%8; a.v‘ral I“(LXX)
3‘°(LXX) 8. (LXX lo(LXX),
S 17 . qiréy,
(LXX), 3*3, )
4. 26,28 715, 8. 19 1318. abrots,
12 (LXX), 21, 45 8 (LXX)
0 (1.XX), 10 (LXX) 1136 ;
adrd, 9%@: adrds, 101, I1':
adr), II“, adrhy, 45 5“, 10,
12'7:  adriis, 67, 7“, 9" 1% "
121':  adrof, 13 8. (LXX) 8
(LXX), 3> (LXX)"' 87 (LXX)
B(LXX), 4™ (LXX)10- 18, 610,
7%, 108 (LXX), 1145, 12 (L)xX)
1o y318. 18,91 g2rgy (210, 48.6. 2
111628, 85 LXX= 89 w m 1z
1016 17 alTQ 5 (LXX)
(LXX), zs 10. ls(LXx 411’ 59
7%, 10%(LXX), 12%: airols, 615,
88 10(LXX), 11'6, 121019 qpry,
71 abrals, 1018; avré, 9‘9.
doaipéw, 104,
* dpavhs, 418,
* dpavioués, 818,
dpeats, 923, 1018,
aplnue, 28, 6%,
dgiNdpyvpos, 13° [T).
deploru, 32
* dpopotbw, 75
depopdw, 122 [Paull,
dxpe, 413, 61, 313 (&xpis ob).
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Bawriouds, 62, g0,

* Bapdx, 11%3,
Baoihela, 18 (LXX), 118, 128,
Baoikels, 71 3(LXX), 11582,
BéBaos, 23, 3514, 619, g,
BeBaibw, 23, 135,
BeBalwais, 6'8 [Paul].
BéBnhos, 12 [T].

t B BXiov, 919, 107 (LXX).
Bhasrdvw, 94
BAémw, 27, 31219, ;OB 1yl BT, 1235,
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I Borbera, 429,
Bonbéw, 218,
*+ Bondss, 138.
*+ Bolis (s.0.1.), 129,
* Bordwy, 67.
Bovni, 617,
Bovhouas, 617,
Bpaxds, 2" (LXX)', 137,
Boedua, 9%, 13%
Bpdas, 1218,

ydha, 5% 18,
yduos, 134
ydp (90 times),
*Dededw, 1193,
'1' vyeved, 31°.
* veveahoyéw, 75,

'yevvdw, l" (LXX), 5% (LXX),
12| 3,
yebw, 2%, 645,
* 'yewp‘yéw, 67,
v, 1¢(LXX), 6, 8%9(LXX),

1% 1829, 38 1526 98 ([ X X),
ynpdokew, 819,
yivopas (30 times),
ywdokw, 310 (LXX), 81 (LXX),
108, 135,
*+ yvégpos, 1218,
t ybv, 12“.
typdgw, 107,
yuuvdiw, ;", 121,
yupvds, 41
yuvh, 113,

ddxpy, 57, 1217,
* dduales, 913,
Aaveld, 47, 11%,
8¢ (67 times).
Sénas, 57
8¢t 21, 9%, 118,
+ Sewkviw, 8°.
* exdry, 73 &89,
* dexarbw, 7% 9,
dekids (éx Oebdw), 18 (LXX), (év
detiq), 13, 8, 1012 122,
* ddos (s.2.2.), 125,
* dépua, 115,
déoutos, 10%, 133,
Seaubs, 11%,
devrepos, 87, o> 738, 109,
déxopar, 1151,
dnAéw, 68, 12”’7 (of the Spirit [P]).
* Snueovpyds, 1110
* §%mrov, 218,
dud, with accusative (17 times).
with genitive (38 times).
dwaBalvw, 1130
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dudBoos, 2M,
Babiiin, 772, 8% 80 (1 XX), gh 18- 16.
.20 (LXX), 10129, 12%, 139,
Siakovéw, 619,
dwakovla, 194,
Sudkpioes, 514 [Paul],
ScaNéyopat, 125,
Siapapripopar, 25,
1 dapévw, 111,
T dudvora, 819, 1016,
dioréMw, 12%,
* dudrayua, 117,
} darifpu, 80 (LXX), 9% 1, 108
(LXX).
didepopos, 14, 8%, 91 [Paul].
8cddakalos, 5’2
dbdorw, 513, 8“(LXX)
didax, 6"’, 13°,
&6(»//.:, 213 (LXX), 74 8¢ (LXX),
1016(LXX).
Siépyopar, 4%,
depyéouar, 11%2,
* Supvexigs, 73, 101012 M4,
* diixvéouar, 412
8lxaios, 10%8 (LXX), 114, 12%.
&Ka.wo'wn, 1?(LXX), 5"’ 7% 1173,
121

&Kaawpwxra. gl 10,
54, ii7 10 6‘ 105 111216, 112, 9%

ol Ezépewms, 910,
dubre, 1153
dlorouos, 413,
dudbkw, 1214,
dokéw, 41, 10%, 1210-11,
*t dokeuacta, 30,
GéEa, 18, 2+ (LXX)% 1, 38 of

5ofdg'w, 5
Sovhela, 215 {Paul].
6'5”“/-"‘“) 218, 31, 4%, 5% 7, 7%, ¢f,
ol 1,
dbvaus, 13, 24, 60, 716, 111134,
duvapdw, 11% [Paull.
Suvards, 1118,
dvo, 618, 10%,
* dugepprvevros, §i,
Swped, 6%,
ddpov (8&pa), 51, 8% 4, o°, 114,

édy, 3% 7 (LXX)® (LXX), 47
(LXX) 1038(LXX) 13%,

* édvmep, 314, 6%

davrob, 319, g 45 6613 4
9 1, B 1% 84 12016,

€Bdouos, 4%

éyyliw, 7%, 10%,
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* yyvos, 738,
éyyvs, 68, 813,
éyelpw, 11V,
* éykawifw, 918, 107,
éykaraleirw, 10%, 135 (LXX).
-|-§Zd,’ 1, 2‘;‘,m, 55, 1%, 1276,
os, 107,
el, 2%, 31(LXX), 4*%(LXX)5,
6“(L9XX), gL T5 847 18 15,
€l xal, 69,

el ph, 318
tel ,uﬁv 6“
¢l o0, 125,

elaov, 3?(LXX), 115 1823,
elxdv, 10%,
elut, 1221 (LXX).
€T, 1512, g8,
éoriv (18 times).
dopév, 38, 4%, 1108,
daré, 128,
eloty, 1% (LXX) ¥,
11's,
elvau, §13, 114, 1214,
elrov, 15, 3B(LXX), %%
(LXX)%0, 127,
elpyrev, 113, 45-4, 10* 15, 139,
elpivn, 7%, 113‘ lz“ 1320
elpyyixés, 12!
els (715 tlmes)
efs, 211, 1012 M, 1113, 126,
ela'd'yw,
eloakobw, §.
I eloeut, o8
eloépyopar, 3 (LXX)18. 19 413
(LXX) 5% (LXX)6 6. 11 ~gl9. 20
912 2425 1P,
elgodos, 10%,
elopépw, 131
elra, 12°%
éx (22 times).
&xaoros, 313, 61, 811 (LXX), 112,
* ékBalvew, 1175,
&pBacis, 137 [Paul).
éxdéxouar, 1018, 1119,
+ éxdixnos, 109,
* éxdoxh, 107,
éxet, 78.
éxelvos, 42 11 67, 8710 (LXX), 10,
1118, 12%,
éxinréw, 118, 1217,
edpola, 212 (LXX), 123,
* éxhavfdvow, 12°,
T édelrw, 112,
éx\dw, 128, 125 (LXX).
éxovatws, 10 [ P].
ékrpémw, 1212 [T},
éxgpépw, 6°,

720. 23’

107
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ékpetyw, 28, 12%,

T &poBos, 12%1

+ Eacor, 19,
é\doowr, 77,

T éNéyxw, 12°

+ éharrdw, 270,

* Eeyxos, 118

T éyxw, 125,

\eNuwr, 27,
é\eos, 418,

t éNloow, 112 (s.2.0),
\mifw, 11
éhrris, 3%, 61118, 419, 1%,

téupéva, 82
éuol, 10%, 138,

* éumatyubs, 11%,
éumirrw, 10%,
éupavifw, g2, 1114,
év (65 times).
dvdelkvyut, 61 1 [Paul].
&vdikos, 22 [Paul].
évepyis, 41
évfbunos, 412,
évavrés, 9" B, 101 3,
évioryume, 9 [Paull.
&vowa, 4'% [P].

1 dvoxNéw, 1215,
gvoyos, 215,

&rTéMw, 9% (LXX), 11%,
évroNs, 75 1618 gib,
vrpémw, 12°,

1% &vrpouos, 12%,
dvrvyxdvw, 75,

* évuBpifw, 107,
évdmiov, 4%, 137,
"Bvdy, 11°,

T éidyew, 89,
é&épxopat, 316) 7% Ilaa 1313'

* €, 54
&fodos, 11%,

éfovoia, 13"
Q133

Ew, 13
émapyeNin, 4', 6121617 26, 86 15
10 ’II‘)H] 3339
érayyéAw, 613, 10%, 11! 122,
érawryvvouat, 211, 115,
émel, 5211 61, 917 B, 10t
é’7rfz olw, 2M 48,
eretaa‘yw'yn 71
érera, 745,
émi: accus.

12k @z,
dat. 2P(LXX), 8"6,
7.3 1o%(LXX), 114 5,
genit. 12 67 7” 8 “’(LX}x
11,

| S RN

27 (LXX), 3% 6!, 7%,
8% 10(LXX), 10" (LXX) !,

N
Qlt 15,
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érlyvwais, 10%,

+ émeypdpw, 89, 10%,
émideixvum, 617,
éminréw, 114, 131,
érifeots, 62
émifuuéw, 611,
émiadéw, 1118,
émiketuas, 90,
érdaufdrw, 26, 82 (LXX).
émavfdvouar, 619, 13218,

* érkelrw, 1192

T émaxémrouar, 25,

* émrroméw, 129 [P?).
émloTauar, 118,

1 émoréNhw, 13%2,
érwvvaywyy, 10% [Paull.
émirenéw, 8%, 9B,
émirpémw, 65,
émrvyxdvw, 615, 113,

*&ros, 7%
éroupdwos, 3L, 64,

1222,
érrd, 1%,
ép'ya’.g‘o,u.m, 11%,
Epyov, 6'° (132): &pya, 1Y (LXX),

85, 9%, 11,

27 (LXX), 3° (LXX), 4*+
(LXX), 6!, g4
épnuba, 11%,
T &pnuos, 3% (LXX) 1.
&piov, 91,
épunvedw, 72
1 épubpbs, 112,
&xouar, 67, 115, 13 (8%, 10%

LXX).
éoblw, 107, 13,
‘r!ao,ucu 15, 213 810 12 [31z]
&yaros, 12,
T éodrepos (10 éodrepov), 619,
Erepos, g8, 711515 136,
gﬂ" 710.“ 15 g2 (I XX) 95 10% 1%
37(LXX), 1% 3286 1528 (1 XX)
7 (LXX).
érowpdfw, 116,
t &ros, 112, 31017,
ebayyeNifeofar, 4% 5.
* edapeoréw, 11% (LXX)S, 13,
eldpearos, 13°! [Paul).
elapéoTws, 1278,
T ebdoxéw, 10% %38,
1 etferes, 67,
*+ edurys, 18
evkaipos, 4'%.
* ebAdBeta, 57, 12%,
T edhaBéopar, 117,
ethoyéw, 61 (LXX), 71- 6.7 112021,
eiAoyla, 67, 1217,
* edweploraros, 121,
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* elwota, 1318,
evp[exw, 48, 9" (edpdpevos), 11°
(LXX), 12",
ipdrat, 721 912 109,
éxbés, 135
+éx0p6,s 1'3, 10%8,
&xw (38 tlmes)
+ &ws, 18, 811, 1013,

t ¢Hros, 1077,
i, 218, 313, g1, o4
10%- 8. B(LXX), 12% 2’
iyréw, 8T,
T gégos, 128,

(’é)ov, 1 3“.

4, 28 (LXX), 10%, 119, 1216,

Yyéopat, 109, p1ll 28 13717 4,
fixw, 107957,
1)\uda., 1,
K/
k//

14. 17
’

pets (31 times).
#Pa, 1, 3 (LXX)“ 4% (LXX)
4 78 %, 888 10 (L XX),
xo“ 18 (LXX) 5.8, 119 1210,
fv (hoaw), 25, 72011, 8.7, "as 122,
"Hoad, 11%, 1216 [Paul].
1+ #ixos, 121%

8d\asoa, 1115 1& XX)%®,
fdvaros, 2% 1 18 5T 93 18,18 115,
Oappéw, 13° [Paul]

* Gearplfw, 10%,
0é)\17p.a., 10™ (LXX)? (LXX) 0%

'06)\ fm 24,
00\«:,’ "ro (LXX)®(LXX),

12",

0!/,4.0\40!, 61, e,
t Qeperibw, 1V
febs (66 times)
*f Bepdruwy, ?5.
Oewpéw, 7%
T Onplov, !2”
Onoavpés, 11%,
fueyydrw, u“ lz”(LXX) [Paul].
O\Bw, 11%
ONius, 10%,
fpbvos, !’(LXX) 416, 81, 123,
Ovydrnp, 114,
*+ GuéAa, 1218,
*+ Buuarhpiov, 94,

Buubs, n"’
uole, 51, 7%, 83, g 3.3 ol
(LXX) 8 (LXX) 1 13- " 114,

Owuw-rﬁpwv, 718, 1319,
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Taxd8, 11920,

idopar, 121,

toos, 41, 7%, '3, 1313,

T tdov, 213, 88, 107-9,
Ilepa-rela., 75,

Teperyeh, 1120,

lepeds, 5¢(LXX), 7% %1 M. 117
(LXX)%- 212384 o8, 1ol 31

‘Iepovoariiu, 1222

* lepwatyy, 7111324,
*’Ie¢0de, 11%,

*Inaols, 29, 31, 4Y, 6%, 72, mlo
(Iwou Xpw-rou), o“ lz’ U 1;
("Ingods Xpirrés), 1312 2.2
("Inoof Xpiorod), =Joshua, 48,

* lkerqpla, 57,
3 Mdokopar, 217,
l)\a.ar-r)ptov, 9® [Paul].
+ Dews, 813,
'Hmi'nov ey,
Wva, 21 17 418 5! 618 g% 1o 36
186 1227 1712 17.19

tva i, 38, 415, 612, 1(%: 40, 12833,

*Tovdas, 7“, [ (LXX).

"Toadk, 11% 17 18 (LXX) 9,

Yornum, 10% 11,

loxvpés, %’, 68, 11%,

loxbw, oY,

1’Irala, 13%4,

"Twofhe, 11358

+ kdyd, 8%
xabdmep, 43
xafaplfw, gl¢ 32 B 103,
xabapwspds, 13,
xafapés, 1022,

* kabapbrys, 918,

+ kdOnuar, 13,

T xabifw, 13, 8, 102, 123,
kaﬂio'-rnm, 27 (LXX ?), 5% 7%, 8.
xabds, 37, 457, 5% 6, 8% 10%, 1113,
xaou’m'rep, 54
xal (54 times),

Kdiv, 114,

kawbs, (Siabixy), 8" (LXX)13 g5,
xalmrep, 58, 7% 1217

xaupds, G- 1o il 18

1 xalroy, 435,

t xalw, 1218,
xdxeivos, 43,
kaxés, 514,

* xexovyxéw, 119, 139,
’“"M“” 24, 38, 54, o,

(LXX
xads, 5“ 6’, 104, 13% 18,
xalds, 1318,
xdurw, 129,

15818
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+ xdy, 129,
xapdla, 3% (LXX) 10 (LXX) 13.18
4™ (LXX)13, 819(LXX), 10’
(LXX)%3, 1 3”
kapwbs, 12“, 13" (LXX).
* xaprepéw, 1177,
kard: genit. 6% 18; accus, 110
(LXX) 2417 33.8. (] XX )18 418,
; (LXX) 10, GW(LXX 75 TS
6. 1. ([ XX) 202027 g ’-(LXX)'
(LXX) gb- 9. 19. 2. 2. 7, pol-8. 811
117 18 1210,
xaraBd\\w, 61,
xkaraBoly, 4%, 9%, 111,
* karaywvifopar, 119,
* karddnhes, 715
+ karakaiw, 131,
xataxplvw, 117,
xaralelrw, 41, 117,
*+ karavaklokw, 122,
karavoéw, 31, 10%,
xarawaréw, 10,
1.-_: Ka‘rd.‘;rauﬂs, 311. 18’ 1. 8. 610. 11
T karawadw, 4% (LXX)8 10,
xaraméracua, 6'%, 98 10%,
xarawivw, 112,
rardpa, 6°,
xaTapyéw, 214,
xaraprifw, 10° (LXX), 113, 139,
raTackevdfw, 93' 4, 928 117,
* karackidiw, 9
* kardoxomos, 119,
} karagetyw, 618,
xaragpporéw, 123,
xaréyw, 3514, 10%,
xaTowkéw, 119,
* kabous, 68,
xavynua, 38[Paul].
1 kepdhacor, 81,
*+ xegpais, 107,
xiBwrds, 94, 117,
x\gpovopéw, 1414, 613, 1217,
kAnpovouia, 9%, 118,
kAypovéuos, 12 (of Christ), 6!, 117,
xAFjas, 3L
KAvw, 115,
kowds, 10%,
xowéw, 93,
xowrwréw (gen.), 214,
xowrwvla, 136,
xowvwyés, 10%,
xolry, 134
kbxxwos, 919,
xoulfw, 10°, 1118 18 39,
*1 komwdh, 71,
xoouukds, o' [T].
xbopos, 43, 9%, 105, 117- %8,
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kpatéw, 414, 6B,
xpdros, 2“.
K U,U‘Y'I?,
xzsl'r‘rwv, 14, 65, 77-19. 22 g6 B,
ToM, 116 Bs. 40 12%,
xplpa, 63,
kplvw, 10% (LXX), 134
xplais, 9%, 107,
kpirgs (God), 1238,
* kpirikds, 413,
t kpowrew, 118,
xriois, 418, o,
kUkAbw, 11%0,
xopeos, 10 (LXX), 218, 74- 3(LXX),
828 (LXX) % (LXX) " (LXX) 1
(LXX), 101630(1LXX), 12%6
(LXX)“ 13% (LXX) %,
*+ xdhov, 317,
Kwkuw, 7”

Nahéw, 113, 2225 38 48 £5 69
714, 919 “4.13 muzﬁ 137
Aapufdrw, 2%8, 419, 51 4,
gis- 18 [o% 118 1. W85, 36,
Aavfdrw, 13 ’
Aads, 217, 49 Ss 5010 77 10(T XX ),
9719, 10% (LXX), n”, 1312
)\a‘rpslu. gl- 6
Narpedw, 85, 9’ U 103, 12%, 3“’
Aeyw, 187, 2% u 7. 13, 7 L1
614 7. 5. 01 , 81 s (LXX)’ (LXX)
10, (L}\X)n (LXX)?8, 92.8 5. 20
105618, ‘114 2483 1726 "y 38,
Aetrovp'yéw, 1011,
Aewrovpyla, 89, 9%,
* Necrovpyixds, 14,
)\en'oup‘yés, 17 (LXX), 82 [Paul].
Aevt, 7%
* Aeurrmés, 71,
Nwp, 119,
Mbdfew, 1177,
¥ NifoBoréw, 1220,
Noylfouar, 1118,
Aéyov (plur. ), ;
Nyos, 2%, 41278 GILI8 Gy
129, 1 7. 17, 22
Noimbs (o )\onr(w), 1018,
Aovw, 10%,
Nomy, 121,
I Norpwas, 913,
vyvia, 93,

7l- 8, l”

pakpofvuéw, 615,
naxpofuulia, 613,

Moy, gH, 10%, 129183
pavbdvw, §8,

pdrva, 9%
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;w.p'rvpéw 7817 [Ql8, 1y 4 6 80,
papripuor, 3%
pdprus, I o” (LXX) 121,

T paoriybw, 12
udoriE, 11%
udxaipa, 4“ Il“' ",
ueyahwoivy, 138, 8L,
p.é'ya.s 44, 81 (LXX) 1038, 112,

,,E[g-w,, 61818 gl 17%,
#éNw, 1H, 2D 6° 85, 9!, ol 7,
11% D, 134,
"Me)\ng‘eBéx 56 10, 620, 511011 18,17,
IL‘I‘¢°/4°”- §8 [Paul

udv, 17, 2.5.8.16. 0.9, g6 3,
wu.u 1S, 129 10,11,
p obw, 71 8‘
"éém, 73-72‘, 10“‘ 12'-" 13-4,
pepliw, 7%
[.L€p¢0'}L6S, , 413,
épos, .

* pegiredw, 637,

p,eo'l'rm, 8‘ 91, 12% [Paull
t péoos, 2

perd ¢ genit. 4%%, 57, 7%, 9%, 10923,
1198,

1214 17,28
13’“ 23,35,
accus. 4"' 7%, 810 (LXX),
8. 91 1ols. 16, 26,

* uerdPeais, 713, 115, 129,
peralapBdrw, 67, 121,
fuera,ué)\o,ua.c, 7’1
perdvowa, 68, 1217,
p.e‘mrlﬁﬂm, 71’ 115,
* peréweira, 1277,
werdyw, 214, Sm 18,
i T uéroyos, 1° (LXX) 3" M, 64, 128,
* perpomadéw, 52
uéxpt, 30. 14 910 12%
i (28 tlmes)
1 undé, 1215,
undels, 10%
"';mae‘ww, 117,
* uyhwrdh, 1177,
+* wip, 6%
whwore, 21, 313, 41, oW,
phrw, 9 [Paul]

whre, 7
;ualvw, 12,
1 mxpds, 81, 107,
mpéopat, 137
Jpnrhs, 612 [Paul).
Bpr oKW, 2 (LXX) 813 (LXX),
107 (LXX), 13%
1';ua'éw, 1%

* wobarodosia, 23, 10%, 11%,
* wiafamwodérys, 118,
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wynuovedw, 1118 23, 137,
poryds, 134
t povoyerihs, 114,

wovov, 910, 12% (LXX),

pbvos, 9.

wbaxos, 912. 1,

* uveNés, 412,

pupeds, 123,

Muuofs, 3% %518, 71485, gIv, 10%,
11% 2% 12m,

vexpds, 61+ 3, gl 17 (1% 85 1320,

vcxpdw, 112 [Paul].

véos, 12%,

* végos, 121

vhmeos, §2.

voéw, 118,

* yéfos, 125

vo,u.o&e-réw, 71, 88,

Vjuos, 75 12.16.10.28 8410 ([ XX),
oM 22 1ot 8. 18 (LXX)"

v, 28, 8" - 24, 1116, 1298,
vuvl, 8" (.r.‘u L), 9”
Noe,

* vwﬁpés, 5u 612,

tevltw, 133,
Eévos, 1113, 139,
Enpbs, 115,

6 (9, 1-6) ( 170 times),
* 8yxos, 1
0d6s, 3“’ (LXX), 98, 10%,
60ev 211 31, 7%, 83, o8, 119,
olxos, 3% (LXX)® €& (1XX)8, 8
(LXX)W(LXX) 108, 117,
olxovuévy, 18, 25,
oikTippbs, 108 [Paul].
S\byos, 1219,
*t eywpéo, 125
*+ hobpedw, 11%,
+ 6)\oxa.u7'wy,u., 108-8,
8os, 3°.
dl.wzﬁw, 31 (LXX)18, 43(LXX), 6%
18 73 (LXX).
* duobrys, 418, 718,
duotbw, 217,
opolws, g%,
ouoroyéw, 11'%, 1315,
omoroyla, 31, 4“ 103,
ovediopbs, 10%, 11%, 1318 [Paul].
Svopa, l‘ 212 (LXX) 610, 1318,
&, 1138
Smov, 620 9“ 108,
was 29, g5,
6pdw, z' 8° (LXX), 0%, 117, 1214,
13%,
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T dpvd, 3%, 42
dpéyw, 1118 [T],
1 8p6és, 12“
dplw, 47.
8pxos, 61617,
* oprwpoaia, 720 2. 38,
8pos, 8° (LXX), 11%, 12%- (LXX) 2.
ds (75 tlmes)
doios, 7%,
Boos, 14, 218, 38 7B, 88, g%, 0¥ ¥
(LXX).
éaréoy, 1173,
Boris, 28,856, g9, 1ol 1138, 108, 537,
dogpis, 7510
drav, 18,
Sre, 710, g17,
¥re, 28 (LXX), 39, %17 g0
(LXX)10- 11,13 18 'y 16 18. 14 18,18,
,217 138,
T od,
ol’: (oux) (61 times).
+ ot i, 811-13 1017, 1338,
ovdé, 89, 9"" 18. ” 10% (LXX), 13°
(LXX)
obdels, 28, 618, 7181419, 1514,
otdéwore, 1O 11,
odkére, 1018 26,
oy, 2, 416 0.1L14.16 11 g4
ol-3, 101985 1318 (),
olww, 28, 124,
ovpavds, 1'% (LXX), 4%, 7%, 8,
9% u’ 1 (LXX), 128 2.2
(LXX
olros (43 times).
oﬂ-rw(s), 44, 55, 6% 15, o828 1o

ouxt I“ %
dpelhw, 217, g2
dpBakuds, 41

wddnua, 2% 19, 10%,
wadela, 12% (LXX)™ 81,
* wadevrdhs, 12° [Paul).
radetw, 128 (LXX)% 10,
radlov, 218 (LXX) M, 112,
wdAas, 1%
1 malabw, 11 (LXX), 818,
wdhiw, 159, 4% 718 12 616 oM,
* waviyvpes, 12%.
1 wavrends, 7%,
wdvrofer, G4
wdvrore, 7.
w'apd accus. 1“(LXX) 27 (LXX)
9 38, g%, 114112 2%
wapdfaags, 2%, 91 [Paul]
wapaSo\r, 99, 11
wapaylvopas, 9l
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* wapaderyparifw, 68.
1 wapadéyopar, 128,
waparéopat, 1219 %,
wapakoléw, 313, mm 13182,
mapd.uhnas, 65, 128, 138,
wapaxoy, 23 [Paul],
mapalaufdrw, 122,
+t rapaibo, 12%,
rapauévw, 7
*+ raparicpolvw, 38,
’1‘ rapamikpaouds, 38 18,
1ra.pa7rl1r7'w, 68,
* waparhyoiws, 214,
* rapapéw, 21,
rapagépw, 13°
wdpeyus: 7O wapby, 12'11: 14 wa
pérra, 135
wapeuBoNf, 1134, 131 13,
+ wapemwidnuos, 1138 [P].
11 wapique, 123
I wapokéw, 118,
I wopotvoubs, 104,
wapprola, 35, 416, 1019 ¥,
n&s (48 times).
wdoxa, 1158,
wdoyw, 28, 58, o%, 1312,
warhp, 18 (LXX) 3 (LXX), 5
(LXX), 7%, 8"(LXX), 113, 1279,
1 marpidpxns, 7%
1ru.-rpls-, 114,
wadouas, 103,
rel&w, 218 (LXX) 6%, 13118
* reipa, 1123
wepdfw, 28, 3 (LXX), 41, 1117,
1 mewpaoubs, 38,
mépas, 616,
wepl s genit, 29, 445, g8 1L 60 14
95, 10% (LXX) 7 (LXX)B LXX)
1828 77 20, 22.82. 40 131118
weptazpéw, 101,
t wepiBoracor, 1'3 [Paul],
wepiépyopat, 1157,
wepikariTTW, 9,
wepikeuac, 52, 124,
wepiraTéw, 130,
wepurolyas, 10%,
wepigabdrepor, 617, 715,
1repLa'a'a1’épws', 21, 13" {Paul],
* mhyvvue, 82,
myAikos, 74 [Paul].
T muepla, 121 N
wivw, 67,
1rl1r'rw, 3” 4%, 11%,
miorebw, 48, 115,

Jrlorﬂs, 43, 6113, 10%% 38 (] XX )8,
1l s ‘5&73911“]7”2‘”.

3. 24, 27. 28. 29, B0, 31. 33, 89, lz’, 137.
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mords, 217, 3% 5, 10%, 111,
mAavdw, 31 (LXX), 5% 11%,
mAdE, g¢ [Paul).
mhelwy, 35, 7B, 114
wAfjfos, 1113,
T rAnfdrw, 64,
mAnpogopla, 611, 107 [Paull.
7r)\ou'ros, 11
wrvebua, 17 (LXX)“ 24, 37, 413 64,
g8 14 it B 128 55,
rodw, 12-37 (LXX) 33, 6%, 7%,
85 (LXX)’(LXX) 10" (LX‘()9
(LXX) %, 11% 12! (LXX) %7
13% (LXX) 1 w1
rowcbhos, 24, 130,
wouudy (of Christ), 13%,
wéhepos, 113,
wohis, 111016, 1223 p3ld,
1 wolirys, 811,
moAhdkis, 67, g% 26 1011,
* wohvuepds, 1%,
mokds, 210, g1, g 182 128, 16. 35
* wohvrpbruws, 11,
wbpa, 9° [Paul],
mwovnpés, 313, 109,
wépvy, 1131,
wopvos, 1216, 134
I wéppwler, 1175,
wboos, 94, 10%,
woré, 1518,
wob, 118,
wou, 2%, 4%
t wovs, 118, 28, 1018, 1213,
wpiyua, 615, 10, 11
mpéww, 219, 7%,
rpeaﬁﬁ-repos, 112 {plur.).
mplfw, 115
wpb, 115,
wpodyw, 718,
wpbBarov, 13,
wpofhémw, 11,
wpbdnlos, 714 [T).
* wpbdpopos, 6%.
wpoepd, 47,
wpbbeos, 93,
wpbxepac, 618 1213,
1rp6s accus, 178 13 21T, 418, cl.s.
214 GHL 21 13.20 (LXX) 1018
(LXX), lls 124 .01 315
* wpocayopetiw, 5‘0
mpoodéxopar, 103, 11%,
‘”PWépxolua‘l 4", 7%, 10" B, 114,
121822

*

*

wpocetxopa, 138,
wpogéxw, 21, 713,
mpdokaipos, 11%,
wpookwvéw, 18 (LXX), 112,

17
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*+ wpogoxBitw, 317,

wpoartaml.z, 1219,

* wpboparos, 107,

wpoorpépw, §L-5 7, 74 84 g7.0. 14,
2,28 1ol % & 1 12 g 17 127,

7rpoa¢opd 10% (LXX) 8 (LXX) 10.

rpéaxva'u', 11%,

mpbowmoy, 9%,

mwpbrepos, 45, 7%, 10%2,

1rpo¢7§-r17s, 1, 11%2

1rpw7'ou, 72,

1rpw'ros, 8718, gl 2.6.8.15.18 1gp

* wpwrorbria, 1216,

wpwrbroxos, 15, 118, 12%,

woAy, 138,

wmip, 17 (LXX), 10%, 113, 1218 2
(LXX).

wis, 28,

‘Padf, 1158,
pdBdos, 18 (LXX), 9‘ 11’1 (LXX).
pavriiw, gl 19,21
pavriouds, 12% [P]
phipa, 13, 6%, 115, 1219,
t plia, 1215,

* gaBBatiouds, 4°,
galedw, 12%6- 27

*t Zakiu, 742,

T odAriyé, 1299,
+ Zapovi, 11%2,
* Zapydy, 1198,
adpkivos, 716 [Paul].
odpf, 2", 57, 9115, 1o%, 129,
Zdppa, 111
aBévvuur, 115,
t oelw, 125,
onueiov, 23,
ahpepor, 1° (LLXX), 3% (LXX) 18- 15
(LXX), 47 (LXX), 5 (LXX), 13"
Eu.’w, 12%,
axedos, 9%
axnwi, 88, g2 8.6.8. 1191 110y
oxd, 85 10 ‘
t'dx)\npww 8. 13, B 7
omépua, 215, 11} s (L‘{X)
aniiaior, 1 135
omodés, 913,
omovdd{w, 411,
smwoudn, 611,
* grduvos, 94
ordas, 98
aravpbs, 122,
orevdfw, 13Y.
orepebs, §'% 14,
torepavéw, 272 (T,
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arouxelor, 518,
srdua, uﬂg 3,
t ¥, 168100018

P19 88 1T pp18)r38,
* svykaxouxéw, 115,
agvykepdvyvut, 42 [Paull.
gvyrAnporduos, 11°.
* guprabéw, 4%, 10M,
quugépw, 1210,
1 cwortdw, 71410
* guvamrd\vue, 1151,
* guvdéw, 133
awveldnots, 9% 14, 10* 23 1318,
* guveruaprupéw, 2%,
covrérewa, 9B,
T ouwvreréw, 88,
"‘axe&év 93,
dws w, 57, 78,
sOua, 10> (LXX)W B g3e 1,
cwrgpla, 114, 2510, 8 69 9%, 117,

+rds, g8 10 620, 117,
rabpos, 9'3, 10%.
rdxov, 1319- %,
7é, 18, 2% 11, 1x :

3 91 2. 9. 19 1
'retxos, 1%,
7éheros, 54, ot
7eNedTys, 61 [Paul].
reheibw, 210, 59, 71938 oo

1%, 123,

1 rehelwos, 7.

* rekewrss, 122
rekevrdw, 118,
réhos, 3514, 6811 23,
7épas, 298,

+ recoapdrovra, 3% 17,
rexvirys, 113° (God).
TyAkobiros, 28
Tinue, 121 (LXX), 108 (LXX).
Tikrw, 67,
rip, 2™ (LXX)?%, 3, 5"

Tiuios, 134,
Tiuéfeos, 135,

* ripwpla, 10

ls, 16 13 58 (LXX) 16, 17,18 12
7" n” 127, 138 (LX

s, 267 (LXX)” 3412 13
U ed 1288 1.9 % “w,
16 132,

Toryapody, 12! [Paul].

Tolvuw, 131,

Totobros, 7%, 81, 1114, 128, 1316,

* rourepos, 412
rémos, 87, 118, 1217,

Tosobros, 1%, 47, 7%, 10%, 121,
7ére, 10" (LXX)?Y, 12%,

1. 714 6245 19
,u” 122,

27 12, 55.6’ 614’

1. 14
101 14,

.67
1215
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706 : infin. 2“ 512, 10" (LXX)?
(LXX), 1
* rpdryos, 912 i 1 yof,
rpdrefa, 9%
* rpaxnhiiw, 418,
¥ rpeis, 10%,
Tpéxw, 12%
TpiBoNos, 68,
* rplunvos, 11%8,
Tpéros, 1 ;;
Tpogh, 514,
*+ rpox:d, 1218,
rvyxdvw, 88, 11%,
* rupmavifw, 1185,
t rimwos, 85,

#dwp, 9%, 10%,
I verés, 67,
vlés : (Christ), 126 (LXX)8, 35,
4%, & (LXX)S, 65, 7% %, 029
(men), 26 (LXX)IO 78, 2l 22 ey
12% & (LXX)7 8,
duets ( 34 tlmes)
T duvéw, 213
waxoﬁ, 8,
trakovw, 5’, 118
1 Draptis, 10%,
imdpxw, 1
* dmelkw, 13",
+ urevawrlos, 10% (Paul].
Umép : genit. 28, gi, 6%, 7¥.9 g
% 1012, 1317 accus. 4”
wrepde, 9“.
bmb: genit. 28, 3%, 5¢19, 77, gW,
118, 1288 (LXX)
wbﬁevyp,a, 41, 8%, 9%,
T drokdrw, 2
Urouévw, 10%, 1228.7
Urouovy, 10%6, 121,
t dmwomédiov, 1'%, 105,
iwéoTass, 1%, 34, 117 [Paul].
T drooTé\\w, 1
* Ymoorons, 10%.
T dmoaTpépw, 7TV
imordoow, 2% 8 (LXX), 12
Yaowros, 9P,
Vorepéw, 41, 11%, 1215,
orepos (Uorepov), 1214,
Bymhds, 18, 796,
t Syuoros, 7L

paivw (paivéuera), 118
pavepbw, g8 B,

* pavrdfw, 122,
Bapads, 1134,
Pépw, 1%, 6%, g%, 12%, 1312,
petyw, 1154,
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onul, 85,
daderpla, 13L
¢L)\ofevla, 13% [Paull.
T pndk, 17
poféopac, 41, 113 77 138 (LXX),
* ofiepbs, 107 31 12%,
pbBos, 215,
pbvos, 11%7,
¢pdoow, 11% [Paul].
pvhaxs, 11%6,
Ui, 718 14,
1 pbw, 1215,
gwrf, 3" (LXX) 1 (LXX),
(LXX), 121 %,
purliw, 6%, 1072,

4

xapd, 10%, 12% 11 1337,

* xapaxrip, 12,

xdpis, 2° (s.0.0.), 45, 10%, 1215 %8
13,

xetros, 1112, 131 (LXX).

xetp, 110 (LXX) 27 (LXX), 6%
89 (LXX), 103, 1213 (LXX).

xetpomolnros, gil- 3,

xelpwy, 10%,

* xepovBely, 9°,
xpela, 513, 71, 10%,
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xpnparifw, 8%, 117, 125,
Xpiords, 351, §5 6L gil M. %38
10%; 11%, 13831,
+ xplw, 19,
1 xpoviiw, 107,
Xpbvos, 47, 513, 119,
xpbaeos, g4,
xpvolov, 98,
XwAbs, 12;:.
wplfw f
)’szli ’ 425, 770 gl 183 B 1o
11040 12814,

yevdouar, 618,

Ynhagdw, 1218,

'P"x?; 4, 6%, 10 (LXX)®, 123,
13%.

‘58 78 134,
&s, 18- (LXX) 2 (LXX), 3%5 68
(LXX) I (LXX) (LXX). 4

(L)2§X) 6_’"’1‘ ZI’ xsx“ 12 (LXX)
]

T doet, Xléz ) 13
amep, 4.0, 77, 9.
bore, 135

dpeNéw, 43, 13,

II. SUBJECTS AND AUTHORS.

Aaron, 63 f.

Abbott, E. A., 67.

Abel, xlii, 163 f., 218 f.

Ablunons, 75, x44f

Abraham, xv, 37, 85 f. , 1681., 224.

Access to God, xliif., 125, 1431,
219,

Adjectives, Ix.

Aeschylus, 29, 66, 134.

Age, old, 72.

Agriculture, metaphors from, 81.

Alexandrian Church, its attitude to-
wards ‘‘ Hebrews,”

Alford, 212,

Alliteration, lx, §7, 101, 199, 216,
etc.

Altar of incense, 114 f.

Anastasius Abbas, 26.

Anchor, metaphor of, 88 f.

Angels, 9f., 16, 18, 21 f., 100, 216 1.

Anthology, the Greek, xix, 89.

Aorist participle, use of, 31, 121.

xviii f,

Apocalypse of John, the, xlvii, 114,
164, 193.

Apollinarius, xix.

AP%S?SY, 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.

Amcle, 47, 88.

Assonance, Ix, 87, 96, 100, etc.

Atheism, 167.

Atonement, Day of, xxxvii, 63, 117.

Augustme, 43, 103, 172, 177,185, 216.

Aurelius, Marcus, 10, 72, 81, 167,
174, 181, 228,

Awe, xxxvi, Ixiii, 2181., 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, xxviii, 52,
79, 148, 178, etc.

Baruch, Apocalypse of, 12, 106, 114,
162, 213, 221, etc.

Beneficence, 237 f.

Bengel, 87, 110, 139, 184, 194, 211,
227.

Bennett, G. N., 215.

Bentley, 33, 39, 95, 195.

Beza, 37, 66, 188.

Bezaleel, 106.

Bischoﬁ, 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 1.

Calvin, xxxiv f., 4, 8, 19, 37, 59, 87,
158, 177, 179, 243.

Campbell, Macleod, 26, 40, 196, 197.

Canon, ‘“ Hebrews A9 in the NT, xix f.,
Ixx.

Carlyle, xxxvi,

Carlyle, A. ., xii, xiv.

Castellio, 37.

Censer, the golden, 115,

Chrysostom, Ixxiii, 2, 7, 31, 48, 70,
153, 159, 179, 194, 216, 220, 240,

242.

“Chrlst’ Ixiii, 14.

Church, the, 4, 33, 39, 48.

Cicero, 27, 106, 178, 210, etc.

City of God, 170, 216.

Clement of Alexandna, xv, 46, 47.
125, 192, 206, 216, 217.

Clement of Rome, xii1, 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,
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, 212.

Death, 35f., 133.

Delitzsch, 143.

Demetrius, 245.

Denney, James, lii, 6, 124, 139.

Devil, the, 11, 34 f.

Didache, the, 75, 113, 239.

Diognetus, Epistle to, xxii, xhx, 232

Discipline, 64, 66, 67, 201 f.

Dods, Marcus, 25, 125.

Dryden, xlvi.

6, 15, 231,

Education, 199 f.

Endurance, 85, 199f., 210.

Enoch, 165 f.

Ephraem yrus, lxxi, 58.

Epictetus, 35f, 71, 156, 193, 196,
etc,

Erasmus, xix, 79, 97, 236, 245.

Esau, 81, 210f,

Eschatology, xxxiii, 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, §3, 213.

Faith, xiiiif., 50, 85, 157f, 160f.;
of Jesus, xliv, 33, 192 f, 196.

Fatherhood of God xxxv, 30, 201 f,

Fear, 35, 168, 179, 181.

Field, Dr., 46, 171.

Fire, metaphor of, 84, 150, 223.

F'itch, Sir Jo:hua, 93.

Iourth 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, 185.

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 1.

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, Ixiii, 18.
Hermas, xiv, xviii, 217, etc.
Herwerden, §I.

Hickie, W. J., 19.

Hicks, 22.

Holtzmann, O., 233.
Holzmeister, 3.

Hope, 33, 44, 85, 98.

Hort, 136, 232, 243.
Hospitality, 224 1.
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, see 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, 189,

Isidore, 128,

Isokrates, 1vi, lvii, 194, 204.

Italy, xxi, 2461,
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Jacob, 178.

Jebb, R. C., 224.

Jephthah, 185.

Jeremiah, xI, 107f£., 139f., 188.

Jerome, 26, 81, 166, 202, 239.

Jesus, birth of, lii ; death of, xxxiv f.,
xxxix, 27 f. ; human characteristics
of, xxxvi, xliii f., 65, 101, 192f. ;
names of, Ixiii; prayers of, 66;
priesthood of, xxvf., 98f.; teach-
mg of, 19; as Son, xxiiif., xIf.,
11, 66f., 164, etc.

Joseph, 178.

Josephus, xxii, 130, 163, etc.

Joshua, 43, 52, 183.

Joy, 154 ; of Jesus, 14, 196.

Jubilees, Book of, 91, 136, 170.

Judaism, xxvif.

Judith, 186.

Junius, P., 17, 194, 215.

Juristic terms, 87, 97, 111, 127f,
138,

Justin Martyr, xiv, xlix, 11, 33, 41,
75, 99, 164, 239.

Justinian, 5.

Keble, 229.

Kennedy, H. A. A,, x|, 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, 9I, 1§5, 171,
182, 225,

Law, the, g6f.

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, 152,
186 1., 189, 192, 196.
Maccabees, Fourth book of, 59, 176,
192,
Mackintosh, H. R., 1.
MacNeill, H., xliv.
Marett, R. R., 123.
Marriage, 226.1,

183f.,
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Martial metaphors, 15, 140, 198,
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