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100 P. F. JOHNSON

and Plato, although the doubts raised above are such as to suggest the con-
tinued need for rigorous scrutiny of the assumptions and procedures involved
in all stylometric work. The need for care in the application of statistics to
St Paul’s writings should be apparent. Are we still blind to the modulation
between passages where there is careful choice of words, and others where
there is a torrent of thoughts and jumbled or incomplete sentences pouring
from the mind of this enigmatic man? Indeed, the hypothesis that the last
words of his sentences bear the alleged significance may even be a psycholo-
gical improbability.

P, ¥. JOHNSON

New Test. Stud. 20, pp. 100-104

TOYT’ EZTIN THZ ZAPKOZ AYTOY
(HEB. X. 20): APPOSITION, DEPENDENT
OR EXPLICATIVE?

When C. Holsten! wrote his study on Hebrews x. 20 as long ago as 1875 he
commented that the phrase $1& Tolf karaeTdoparos, ToUT EoTv TijS TOPKOS
otrol ‘ist scit alters Gegenstand unendlicher Erdrterungen gewesen’.® Hol-
sten’s own conclusion — based on the fact that nowhere else in Hebrews is
such a parallel between xaramétaopa and odp§ found - that the phrase is a
gloss,® has done nothing to halt the discussion.

The grammatical problem turns on which preceding word or phrase the
words ToUT #oTv Tfis oopkds ol are to be related to.# The most common
connection is to take Tfs copkds adTol as an appositional phrase to Tol
kocrametdouatos.? On the other hand it can be understood as a genitive of
dependence referring back to 656v,9 that is to read 686v... 7ol Eomv [6805]
rfis oopros adTol.?

1 (., Holsten, Exsgetische Untersushung diber Hebrder 10: 20 (Bern, 1875).

2 [nkersuchung, p. 6.

3 “Wir haben in diesen Worten also cine epexegetische Glosse. Nicht die urspriingliche Gedanken-
bildung des Verfassers, sondern eine fremde Reflexion. ..’ {Unfersushung, p. 15).

4 The hermeneutical difficulties are over whether oégf refers to the incarnation or crucifixion and
whether keramétaoha is to be understood as a hindrance or a means of access.

5 Of the commentators one may name H, Windisch (1913, p. 87), E. Riggenbach (:922%, pp.
315 £), I. Moffatt {1924, p. 143), T\ IL. Robinsen (1933, p. 142), F. F. Bruce (1964, pp. 248 1) and
O. Michel (196612, p. 345).

& This is strongly advanced by B. F. Westeott {19057, pp. 321 ) and finds support in A, Seeberg
{1912, p. 113), A. Nairne (1913, pp. 161, 381 £.), Ol Spicq {1954, 11, 316), J. Héring {1954, p. 98 -
Héring does not, as Hofius says, entertain C. Holsten’s drastic solution) and H. Menscfiore (Hebrews,
1964, pp. 173 L).

7 One can also relate Tfs oaprds wirol as a genitive of dependence to xoranétocua = Tolfy’ EoTw
[rd karamitoous] THs capkds abrell though this hardly commends itself,




ToUT" Eomwv Tfis copkds alTol (HEB. X. 20) Tol

a

A natural usage of ToU+’ #orv is where it introduces a phrase explicative
of the preceding sentence as a whole.! O. Hofius has recently made a detailed
attempt so to interpret Heb. x. 20, referring the phrase under discussion
back to the whole of ». 204, especially to the verb éykouvizw.?

The major objection made against taking ToUr’ €omiv TTis coprds alrol
with 6845 has been that of the word-order.* Westcott was cognizant of this
and attempted to empty the force of the objection by appealing to the
similar use of ToUt’ éomiv in Heb. vii. 5 where ToUt’ oTiv Tous &BeAgous oty
refers not back to the immediate Tov vépov but to the prior Tov Acdv.

More recently a Catholic scholar P. Andriessen® has analysed Hebrews
further in an attempt to establish that itis a habit of the epistle not to unite the
immediately neighbouring substantives by ToUt” fotwv. He refers, as few
others have, to the total usage of ToUt’ fsTiv by the Epistle to the Hebrews,
namely ii. 14, vil. 5, ix. 11, xi. 16, xiii, 15.> He rightly brackets ix. 11 witha
question-mark but maintains that the other four instances support his con-
tention that the writer of Hebrews uses ToUT o7 to refer back to a substan-
tive other than the immediately preceding one.

On examination two of these fail to stand up. In Heb. ii. 14 1oUT EoTiv TOV
BiéPohov refers back to the whole and directly preceding participial clause
ToV TS Kpdrros EyovTta Tol BavdTou. The fact that it is a noun clause rather
than a single substantive that precedes ol éomv hardly makes it an example
of Andriessen’s thesis. Nor can one adduce Heb. xi. 16 as evidence merely
becausc the verb épéyw interposes between xpelrrovos and Tolt Eomiv
¢moupaviou. Here ToUT #oTv conjoins Erroupdvios with the immediately pre-
ceding comparative kpeiTToov.

However Heb. xiii. 15 is an example as Andriessen asserts where the im-
mediate substantive is not the one qualified; thus ToUT foTv xopmdv
yethéeov refers back to Buoiay aivéoews not the immediate S1& ToavTds T 0.
On the basis of Heb. xiii. 15 and vii. 5,% the latter exampled as well by West-
cott, it can be maintained that word-order is not decisive; the question
between 686s and kaToréTooua remaing open at this pomt.?

We return for the moment to Hofius’ article. First, Hofius observes that a
literary brevity (‘Brachylogie’) appertains to the phrase Tfis copros atrol

* E.g Rom. ix, 8, x. 7.

¢ O, Hofius, ‘Inkarnation und Opfertod Jesu nach Hebr 1o, 19 £, in Der Ruf Fesu und die Antwort
der Gemeinde, Festschr, J. Jeremias ed. E. Lohse (Géttingen, 19%0), pp. 132—4!1.

3 Cf ¥, F, Bruce, Hebrews, p. 247.

4 P, Andriessen, ‘ Das gréfere und vollkommenere Zelt (Febr g: 11)°, B.Z. xv (1971), 76-92, and
‘Quelques passages difficiles de PEpitre aux Hébreux®, Biblica, 11 (1971), 207-20.

b ol foriv occurs eighteen times in the New Testament, six times in Hebrews, seven times in Paul
and five timnes elsewhere, a fact against Holsten’s view that Heb. x. 20b is 2 gloss.

% Andriessen’s claim of support from Heb. ix. 2 and vii. 11 is not compelling; nor the claim that
the absence of the article from &56s makes it the worthy object of the epexegetic phrase of x. 20.

? To say that word-order is not decisive does not mean that it is irrelevant. In the case of Heb. vii.
5 and xiii. 15 the substantives qualified by the Tolt fomv phrase are the only ones that could be so

qualified ; whereas with Heb. x. 2o one must bypass the first possibility {keramiraopa) if one wishes to
relate 75 oapkds adrol dependently to 686w,
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and must be completed by the addition of 81&.! Second, he maintains that
along with such examples as Heb. ix. 11 £, I Pet. iil. 204 £, Rom, iv. 25, xi,
28, 1 Cor. xv. 47 there is in Heb. x. 20 an ‘Inkonzinnitit im Prapositions-
gebrauch’. Such a variation in the meaning of 81 is possible, he holds, once
the non-appositional nature of Heb. x. 20 is accepted.? The usage of 81& in-
volves, he says, the two different instances of a local and an instrumental
meaning. ‘ Wihrend das 8i1& vor Tolf karamsrdouaros lokal zu fassen ist, hat
es im ToUt” Eoriv-Satz instrumentale Bedeutung. '

Hofius® third point is that the structure of the verse is *chiastische’ and that
the [81&] before riis coprds ol is related to dvekadvioey and the total state-
ment of v. 204. He demonstrates this as follows:

Evekaviosv fpiv (@)
680v TpdopaTov kol BTay (&)
518 1ol koTameTdonoTos {(5)

TolT EoTv (B1&) TS ooprds avtol  (a)

"This provocative essay has been approved and corrected by the mentor to
whom it was originally offered, that is to say J. Jeremias* Jeremias hails
Hofius’ study as possibly solving this erux interpretum. He approves of Hofius’
examples of inconsistent prepositional usage (not all would) and adds Rom.
ii. 28 £. to the list. He stresses also that once this inconsequence is accepted as
present in Heb. x. 20 “dann besteht keine Notwendigkeit, ja nicht einmal die
Maglichkeit, die Worte ToUt’ £omiv iis oopkds abrol als Apposition zu S
To¥ karameT&opaTes zu fassen, also als Naherbestimmung des Vorhangs’.®
He goes on to endorse Hofius’ contention that the ToUt’ foriv phrase refers to
the whole statement of . 20¢. From here on Jeremias with exegetical acumen
corrects Hofius,

Hofius asserted that the enigmatic phrase Tfis oapkds adtol applies to the
acceptance of the flesh and thus the incarnation; Jeremias counters that it
points to the devotion of the flesh, that is, the crucifixion. This he supports by
clarifying the analogous structure between ». 19 and #. 20, with the difference
that in the former the believers are the subject while in the latter their
TpdBpopos is the subject. Each verse treats successively of (4) the new way,
() its purpose, (¢) its opening through the sacrificial death of Christ. Jeremias
lists the comparison as follows.

v. 19 "Exovtes olv, &Behgoi, Tappnoiay . 20 fiv dvekaivicey fuiv
(@) €is THv sfoodov (a) O8OV mpdopaTov xal 3éoav

1 Cf, C. Spicq, 11, 316, Hofius offers only Justin, Dial. 118. g: 8i& Tifs xMyoecos Tiis xonvdis o odevvioy
BiaBijns, ToUt® Eoiv ToU XpioTol, which is probably a genitive of dependence related to Si1e@fkns.

2 ‘FaBt man die Worte et omiv Tfis capkés adrol nicht von vornherein als Apposition zu &i& 1ol
xaramerdoperros auf, so ist durch nichts gefordert, fiir 814 in beiden Filen die gleiche Bedeutung
anzamehmen’ (Inkarnation, p. 136). 3 Inkarnation, p. 156.

% J. Jeremias, ‘Hebrier 10:20 voliv’ Eotiv s oapsds albrol’, ZN W, 1xu {1971), 131,
5 ZN.W. Lxn (1971), 131,
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(b) T&v &yiwv (0) Bix ToU xaTATETATUATOS
(¢) &v TG odpar ‘Inool (¢) TolUr Eomw Tfis oOapKos aUTOU

The comparison at (¢) gives strong support to Jeremias’ position that it is
the death of Christ to which Heb. x. 206 refers.

The acceptance that o&p€ here is alluding to the Cross, which is the
meaning in the context, does not solve the difficulty of the word or phrase to
which to refer back ». 20b. Montefiore agrees with Jeremias® exposition en-
tirely but can still hold that ToU7" o Tfis capkds adTol is tied to 68év,! not
10 Bvexodviosy and the whole of . 204. And on the other hand, those also who
take ». 20b appositionally usually understand o&p§ as a reference to the
death of Christ.?

We need to examine once again the total usage of Tot’ #omiv in the Epistle
to the Hebrews and establish what varieties or harmonies are apparent in the
writer’s usage. ToUT fomv in Heb. ii. 14 connects the accusative Tov 81&Porov
appositionally to the accusative participial clause Tov TO kpdrros Eyovra ToU
evérou. In Heb. vii. 5 we find another example of an appositional accusa-
tive linked by 7oUT” #oTwv, namely Tov Aadv and Tobs &8ehpols. The genitive
negation o¥ TaTns THs KTioews is connected appositionally by ToliT” ko1 to
the preceding genitive o¥ yeiporroritou in Heb. ix. 11. We have also a geni-
tive of apposition in Heb. xi. 16 and again connected by Tolt’ foTw, that is to
say &moupaviou is in apposition to kpeltToves® Finally Buctay odvegews is
qualified by the appositional accusative kopmdy Yeihéoov which is once more
introduced by ToUt goTw (Heb. xiii. 15). There is therelore a strong pre-
sumption that the sixth and remaining instance of ToUT" EoTwv (Heb. x. 20)
also introduces an appositional phrase.

If Heb. x. 206 was an example of a genitive of dependence attached to
6565 we could expect a repetition of 686s before Tfis coapds as for example in
Rom. x. 8§ (1 pfipk o v 16 otopati oou kai &v i) vopdig gour ToUT
toTwv 10 pRua Tiis TioTews) where TO pfjua is repeated. This is especially so
because of the distance of 686y from 7fig copxds adTol.t But even more
damaging is the fact that Hebrews uses ToUT 0T as a customary habit
(Sprachgebrauch) to introduce an appositional statement. There are therefore
weighty grammatical reasons from within the epistle itself for accepting fis
coprds ofrol as in apposition to kaTamwétaopa. It is of course impossible to
connect oopkds appositionally to 68¢v for the former is a genitive and the
latter an accusative. This also rules out any direct relationship with &yreavizo.

If we accept the appositional relationship between xaramétaoia and g

1 Hebrews, p. 13-

2 The suggestion that capkds is related to &yleov made by O. Glombitza (*Erwigungen zum Kunst-
vollen Aunsatz der Paraenese im Brief an die Hebrier — x 19-25° in NovTest x (196Y), 135} can be
dismissed.

3 *Qpéyws of course takes the genitive,

4 in contrast to the example from Justin previously mentioned.
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caprds adroll are we obliged along with Jeremias and Hofius! to demand that
81& must then be interpreted uniformly? Strictly speaking this would seem
to be the case, for Tfis capreés oyTol has no preposition of its own and if in
apposition to karaméTaoux must be governed by the same 8i& which is before
Tol KUTOTETAOUATOS.

The &i& before Tol karameTdoparros is clearly local and it would, as F.
Gardiner says, ‘on the face of it. . . be grammatically insufferable to change
its meaning from local when it is expressed, to instrumental where it is im-
plied in the same clause’.2

On the other hand, the close relationship between o&p€ (v. 204) and ofua
(2. 19) presses on us to understand the appositional phrase instrumentally;
for oipa is in Hebrews a means of access (cf. ix. 11, 12).

These two elements are irreconcilable if we pedantically maintain gram-
matical niceties, but to one who knew Greek as the writer of this epistle did
the ambiguity of Si& would be close to mind as he added the appositional
phrase. The problem was for the present writer solved as long ago as 1888
when F. Gardiner wrote:

In other words, while by the exact force of the words and the precisely literal
construction both genitives must be taken locally, yet really there was a gliding
of the thought from one position to the other, so that while the 81 To¥ kara-
meTdouaTos is to be taken locally, the following genitive Tfis oapxrds alTol is to be
understood instrumentally, so that the real thought of the writer is precisely that
which it is impossible to allow to the exact grammatical force of his expression.?

The grammatical grounds for taking Tfis capkds adrrol as an appositional
explicative to KaTaméTaoua are coercive, as are also the reasons for the inter-
pretation that the death of Christ is meant by the comparison. Why then dowe
find from time to time that scholars balk at this conclusion? Mainly because
the ‘daring, poetical touch™ is for modern minds often found too daring.

Tt is here in 2. 20 of the pericope, as N. Dahl observes, that ‘the difficulties
are to be found’.> Provided however one is sober in one’s exegesis the ‘poetic
touch’ makes a sublime addition. What was once limited to the high priest
and once restricted to one day in the year is now open to all and for ever,® and
the means is no longer the death of a sacrificial beast but the obedient death

of the Son.?
N. H. YOUNG

¥ Of. H. Montefiore, ap. ¢it. p. 173. L, Sahourin, *Sacrificium ut liturgia in Epistula ad Hebracos’,
V.D. x1vz {1968), 247.

? F. Gardiner, *On Heb. x. 20, 7. Soc. Bib, Lit. Fxeg. {1888), p. 142.

# Ibid. p. 146. This is sontra O. Hofius, Inkarnation, p. 136; J. Jeremias, N W. {1971), p. 131; and
W. Michaelis, T.D.N.T. v, 77.

4 J. Moffatt, Hebrews, p. 143.

& N. A. Dahl, ‘A New and Living Way—The Approach to God According to Hebrews 10: 19—
25’, Inferpretation, v {1951), 403.

® Taking 686v...360av as meaning ‘der immer gangbar ist (=&Bds névovea)’, rather than “der
zum Leben fithrt (= &8s zoofis}’, see O. Michel, Hebrderbrief, p. 345. .

* U. Luck, ‘Himmlisches und Irdisches im Hebrierbrief®, Mow. Test. v (1963), 209: *Das Leiden
und Sterben Jesu ist der Vorhang.’
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