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PREFACE

      This edition of Calvin’s Hebrews
 was planned not long after the
                    publication of my edition of his commentary on Romans in 1981 and was originally
                    intended as a companion volume to that book. When, however, the new Ioannis
                    Calvini Opera Omnia was projected, I agreed that the work should be modified and
                    included in this series. Progress has been slow, with interruptions by other
                    writing commitments and by some extraneous circumstances.

      Now that it is at last completed, it is my pleasant task to record my thanks to
                    those who have helped in various ways : to Professor Helmut Feld for his
                    support, encouragement, and advice ; to Mr. A.J. Brown, who generously put his
                    extensive knowledge of early printed Greek New Testaments at my disposal ; to my
                    son David, for his careful and critical reading of the section in the
                    Introduction on textual criticism ; to Dr. P. De Klerk, who has annually kept me
                    in touch with the latest literature on Calvin and has also supplied me with some
                    out-of-the-way material ; to the Dean and Chapter of Durham Cathedral and to Dr.
                    Roger Norris, for providing photocopies of the 1551 edition of the commentary ;
                    to the staff in the Rare Books Room in Cambridge University Library, who have
                    uncomplainingly produced for me the too-often massive volumes that the Middle
                    Ages and the sixteenth century delighted to write ; and to Mr. G. Gömöri, of the
                    Faculty of Modern and Mediaeval Languages in this university, who was able to
                    assure me that a mysterious Hungarian book title really did indicate a
                    translation of Calvin’s Hebrews
.

      Finally, I must confess that I cannot, like the pavement artists of old, claim
                    that this is’All my own work’. Rather, like all my other books, it is the fruit
                    of a partnership which commenced long ago (but only yesterday !) on March 1,
                    1936.

      

      March 29, 1995

      T.H.L. Parker 
Cambridge

    

  

  


		

    
		

  
    
      INTRODUCTION 

      
        1 CURRENT CIRCUMSTANCES

        The dedication bears the date May 23, 1549. It is plain that the commentary
                        had been completed by then. But we have little or no information about its
                        actual composition, for no obvious references to it appear in the letters of
                        1548 published in CO. It is, indeed, the omission of mention that is
                        somewhat strange. Writing to Bullinger on January 21, 1549, Calvin
                        apologised for not having sent 'commentarios meos in quinque Pauli
                        epistolas’ (for which Bullinger had asked on July 14, 1548) ; but he promised
                        to send those on 2 Corinthians and the Galatians to Colossians group. He
                        added that he had not yet published commentaries on Titus and
                            Thessalonians. Granted that Calvin may not be expected to have
                        undertaken Hebrews
 until the whole of the Pauline letters were
                        completed, we cannot believe that he had not made a start on it by January
                        1549. Possibly he did not care to mention what was still unfinished and
                        might conceivably remain so.

        Nevertheless, it was common knowledge that he was writing the commentary
                        Jean de l’Espine wrote to him : 'Avidissime commentaria in epistolam ad
                        Hebraeos exspectamus. Si apparuerunt, an vero adhuc premas, nos quaeso redde
                            certiores. This letter is undated. CO editors assign it to
                        April, 1549, but only on the grounds that the commentary was then shortly to
                        be published. It could have been written two or three months earlier.

        Permission to print was granted by the City Council on Monday, March 25
                        1549 : 'Touchant ce qui a prié luy permecstre fere imprimer les Epistres
                        S. Pault aux Esbrieux et qui ne veult fere livre qui ne soyt extrayct de la
                        Saincte Escripture et en veult tousiour respondre : Resoluz que sa requeste
                        luy soit oultroyé'. This was confirmed on Wednesday, April 5 : 'Lespistre
                        S. Paul aux Esbrieux. Laquelle est composé par M. Calvin et luy az este
                        permys de le fere imprimer’.

        The Epistle to the Hebrews occupied Calvin at this time in more than one way
                        Colladon records that his Sunday morning sermons were on Hebrews and that
                        these were completed on August 18, 1549 (or, at least, before August 25
                        when he began to preach on Acts). No date is given for the start of the sermons
                        on Hebrews, but by analogy with 2 Corinthians, of similar length to Hebrews,
                        and on which he preached from February 28 to November 7, 1557 (that is,
                        thirty-seven Sundays), we may suppose that he would have begun to preach on
                        Hebrews in December 1548. These sermons were preached just before Raguenier
                        began his work as official stenographer and were therefore not recorded.

        Colladon reports also that Hebrews was the book studied at the Congrégations
                        in 1549. He gives no more precise date ; but from the fact that there
                        was also time in 1549 for the Catholic Epistles, Hebrews would seem to have
                        fallen earlier in the year. Although the relationship between the
                        Congrégations and Calvin’s commentaries is obscure, that there was a
                        relationship is certain. It cannot have been by chance that the dates of
                        commentaries and Congrégations coincide. Perhaps the choice of the book to
                        be studied had the direct aim of helping Calvin in the writing of his
                        commentary – for example, by drawing to his attention the history of the
                        interpretation of passages. However that may be, at the time that Calvin was
                        writing or dictating his commentary on Hebrews he was also preaching on the
                        epistle and studying it in the company of his fellow pastors and theologians
                        in the Congrégations. We may justly claim that this formed the central point
                        of his literary and pastoral work from the autumn of 1548 to the spring of
                        1549.

        These two years saw the publication of no major work by Calvin apart from the
                        commentaries on Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians, and Colossians, and on 1
                        and 2 Timothy in 1548 and Titus and Hebrews in 1549. To these must be added
                        the Admonitio adversus Astrologiam Iudiciariam
 and the
                            Interim adultero-germanum.
 The Institutio
 had
                        last appeared in 1545, but a revision would be published in 1550, and
                        possibly this was already occupying Calvin’s mind.

        For Calvin
                        personally 1549 was an unhappy year. His wife, who had been in poor health
                        for some years, died at the end of March (presumably about the time he was
                        ending the commentary). He himself was, besides his various chronic physical
                        weaknesses, troubled for some time from the end of May with what Colladon
                        describes as’une defluxion sur l’espaule’, which I take to mean some sort
                        of a discharging sore or ulcer on his shoulder.

        The opposition to his reforms in Geneva was now building up to its climax.
                        The Perrinists were growing stronger and bolder ; Berthelier was embarking
                        on his course of defying the Consistoire ; public insults and obstructions
                        on the part of the Councils were continual.

        It is characteristics, however, that none of the personal sorrow or the civic
                        troubles or his own health is reflected in the commentary.

        Although Calvin, 'the only international reformer’, as B.J. Kidd called
                            him, was continuing
                        without abatement his correspondence with France, England, Germany, and
                        elsewhere, our attention must be confined now to Poland, to whose king the
                        commentary was dedicated. It had been suggested to Calvin (no doubt because
                        of the interest he had shown in the English reformation in his letters to
                        the Duke of Somerset and in the dedication of the commentary on Timothy to
                        him) that Hebrews should be dedicated to the Archbishop of Canterbury,
                        Thomas Cranmer. Viret told him in a letter of May 8, 1549 that Renee de
                        Bienassis had suggested that Hebrews
 should be dedicated either
                        to the Archbishop of Canterbury or to the King of Poland.

        Since at least 1545 Calvin had had friendly relations with the reformers in
                        Poland, where his writings had found a ready reponse. Poland is commonly
                        little regarded in general histories of the Reformation, but it presents
                        several individual features as well as some unfortunately all too common in
                        western Europe. In the previous century Hussite opinions had spread from
                        Bohemia into Poland (which then included East Prussia). Apart from this
                        influence, there had also been the usual nationalistic outcries against
                        Papal abuses and financial burdens. Lutheranism, when it emerged, spread
                        into the country by way of first western and then eastern Prussia. King
                        Sigismund I was unsympathetic, but his attempts at suppressing
                        reform were neither forcible nor consistent enough to combat the fresh
                        impetus given by the immigration of banished Bohemians in 1548. It was in
                        this year that Sigismund II succeeded his father and was hailed by reformers
                        as being more sympathetic.

        This was the situation when a Polish nobleman, Florian Susliga, visited
                        Western Europe and made himself acquainted with several leading Reformers,
                        Calvin among them. He told them that he was able to speak on behalf of the
                        foremost political figures, including the king. It may be that the
                        suggestion that the commentary should be dedicated to the king was
                        reinforced by Susliga. The dedication was made. In it Susliga was not only
                        praised ('homo plane generosus, Nobilitatis Polonicae non poenitendum
                            decus’), but also made the instigator of the dedication. Early
                        in March he was still for Calvin’eximie vir et frater mihi in Domino
                        plurimum colende’. By 1551, however, the’mirus impostor’had been
                        unmasked and the laudatory passage was excised from the revised edition.

        The dedicatory letter follows the pattern familiar in Calvin’s letters to
                        those in power. Poland will have solid prosperity and happiness if it adopts
                        Christ as its praeses
 and governor. It is a more than regal
                        servitude 'exalting us to the ranks of the Angels’ when Christ’s throne is
                        established and his heavenly voice becomes 'the unique rule of living and
                        dying for high and low’. The errors of Rome are pointed out and a
                        thorough reform of all abuses urged. Eck’s dedication of his
                            Sacrificium missae
 to Sigismund I is denounced as an
                        impertinence and the book and its author attacked.

        The dedication of the commentary to the Polish King in no way influenced its
                        substance, which would have been just the same had the book been dedicated
                        to Cranmer. On the other hand, the commentary influenced the dedication.
                        Salient parts of the letter will be repeated in the Argumentum
.
                        Hebrews is here described as rich in its teaching on Christ’s eternal
                        Divinity, his pre-eminence as Doctor of the Church, his unique Priesthood,
                        and as showing us the whole of Christ’s power and his office.

      

      
        2 THE REVISIONS 

        
Hebrews
 was included in the collected edition of the Pauline
                        corpus of 1551. Only light revisions were made and our textual notes show
                        that the 1549 edition was altered in some one hundred and thirty-three
                        places. Twenty-seven of these are peculiar to the 1551 edition and therefore
                        represent either slips or amendments of which Calvin thought better in 1556,
                        when it again appeared at the end of the Pauline epistles and before the
                        Catholic. In this edition, apart from the twenty-seven restorations to the
                        first edition, there are four hundred and forty-eight changes from the
                        earlier two. This is the definitive edition of the work, for no alterations
                        were made in Hebrews
 in the 1557/1563 edition.

        We see, therefore, that the first and definitive editions differ
                        comparatively little. By far the greater number of changes are minutiae,
                        such as et
 for -que, istam
 for eam,

                        or the insertion or omission of a conjunction. The new edition introduced
                        Hebrew type for all Hebrew words, which had previously been transliterated.
                        The Latin rendering of the Biblical text was also amended in 1556.

        There are only five additions of any length, and none of these can be
                        compared in importance with those made in Romans

. One of
                        these came already in 1551, to amplify the explanation of
                            introductio

. The other four occur only in 1556. At 2.2 what
                        the earlier editions had said on firmus
 was strengthened. At 6.18 1549
                        and 1551 had spoken of the Gospel as the consilium Dei

                        negatively ; the sentence added in 1556 made it plain that the
                            consilium Dei,
 decreed before the Creation, is revealed in
                        the Gospel.
                        At 7.3 the addition is polemic against the views of Postillus on
                            Melchisedech. And at 10.30 1556 adds the citation of
                        another psalm (125.3) with a brief interpretation.

      

      
        3 THE INTERPRETATION OF HEBREWS 

        The Argumentum
 provides a general and comprehensive
                        interpretation of the epistle. It was left unaltered in the revisions, apart
                        from the use of Hebrew characters for Berith
 and the insertion of one
                        sentence confirming non-Pauline authorship.

        The question of canonicity occupies the first part of the
                            Argumentum
 and is disposed of quite briefly. The apparently
                        'Novatian’ passages, which formed the greatest bar to the acceptance of the
                        epistle in the earliest centuries will be dealt with in the commentary
                        itself and will be shown to afford no support to the heresy. It has been
                        only by 'a device of Satan’ that the apostolicity and authority of the
                        epistle were doubted. For it is supreme among the books of the Bible in
                        teaching the Priesthood of Christ and the implications of it for Old
                        Testament Law. It 'explains more fully than any other books that Christ is
                        the end of the Law’.

        The debate on authorship, dormant in the Church after the time of Origen, was
                        awakened in the sixteenth century, but now as a literary rather than a
                        religious problem. Erasmus thought that 'parum probabile sit ipsam epistolam
                        a Paulo fuisse conscriptam’, and argued from style and form
                        and internal evidence as well as from patristic opinions. That the author
                        was not Paul was accepted also by Luther, by Caietan, and by
                            Bugenhagen and others. Yet both Erasmus and Caietan
                        in their comments on the text will refer to the author as 'Paul’. On the
                        other hand there was still a strong body of opinion in favour of Pauline
                        authorship, notably from Pellicanus and Œcolampadius. Bullinger put forward
                        four arguments against those who denied it.

        Calvin is not particularly concerned about the identity of the author : 'Quis
                        porro eam composuerit, non magnopere curandum est’. He gives the list of those
                        whose names have been proposed – Paul, Luke, Barnabas, and Clement of Rome.
                        He cannot accept Pauline authorship, for the docendi ratio et
                            stylus
 differ from Paul’s ; the author calls himself a disciple
                        of the Apostles in chapter 2 ; and (added in 1551) the catechism in chapter
                        6 would be an anachronism in Paul’s days. (It appears from this, incidentally,
                        that he would give a rather late date to Hebrews.) The argument that the
                        epistle was first written in Hebrew and then translated by Luke or another
                        will not hold water, if only because the word διαθήϰη, so important in the
                        epistle, has the twofold meaning in Greek of 'testament’ and 'covenant’,
                        whereas Berith
 in Hebrew can mean only 'covenant’. (In his
                        comment on 9.16 he says : 'Vel hic unus locus argumento est, epistolam
                        Hebraicae scriptam non fuisse’.) The counter-argument that a book addressed
                        to the Jews would necessarily be written in Hebrew is dismissed out of
                        hand : 'quisque tunc fuit qui avitam linguam intelligeret ?' ; Greek was the
                        common language at that time.

        As always on books of disputed authorship he accepts the literary arguments
                        but treats the substance of the book as definitive : 'Ego vero eam inter
                        Apostolicas sine controversia amplector’. No other book of the Bible
                        teaches the Priesthood of Christ tam luculente,
 praises the
                        power and worth of his unique sacrifice tam magnifice,
 deals
                        with the use and abrogation of ceremonies uberius,
 or explains
                        that Christ is the end of the Law plenius.
 The debate about
                        authorship was a device of Satan to detract authority from the epistle.

        With these preliminaries settled, he turns to the substance : 'Iam venio ad
                            argumentum. The first thing which becomes apparent to us is
                        that he is, following the method already used in the 1540
                            Romans
 and which he had borrowed from Melanchthon, Bucer,
                        and Bullinger, expressing his interpretation in terms of rhetoric. Thus he now begins
                        with the status causae

 ; he sets down the caput

, the chief
                        point ; he singles out the cardo

, that on which all else turns.
                        Although the rhetorical method does not intrude in the rest of the
                            Argumentum
, the two sentences are sufficient to alert us to
                        this underlying method throughout the commentary. There the most common
                        indication is the frequent use of quaestio
 and
                            responsio
 or difficultas
 and
                            solutio
 – unless these are seen as a continuation of the
                        scholastic method which is enshrined in those summae
 which are
                        a continued debate with a final resolution.

        If we analyse the Argumentum
 we find that Calvin has arranged
                        the epistle as follows :

        
          
            	1.-3.6
            	The supremacy of Christ and his Gospel.
          

          
            	3.7-4.13
            	Exhortations and threatenings.
          

          
            	4.14-5.10
            	The Priesthood of Christ.
          

          
            	5.11-6.19
            	Digression : reproofs and exhortations.
          

          
            	7.1-10.35
            	The Priesthood of Christ.
          

          
            	10.36-11
            	The patience of faith.
          

          
            	12-13
            	Various precepts on right living.
          

        

        
          
        

        In the commentary itself Calvin makes his intentions clear by explanations at
                        the stages of his argument, much in the same way as he does in the
                            Institutio.
 Thus he will call 1.1-3.6 the
                            exordium

, so that 2.1-4 is not treated as an exhortatory
                        digression but as part of the general argument. The next section is indeed
                        exhortation, but not a digression, for 'Pergit
 in sua
                        exhortatione, ut Christo loquenti obediant’ ; it is therefore a continuation
                        of the previous section. At 4.14 the new section is made clear :
                            'Hactenus
 disseruit de Christi Apostolatu ;
                            nunc
 ad secundum eius munus transit’. The next part
                        is certainly a digression and acknowledged as such : 'ad digressionem
                        transit’ ; but it still continues the same theme : 'ut tamen hoc argumentum
                        sibi retinet. At 7.1 the argument is picked up again : 'ex
                        digressione illa rediret ad suum institutum
'. The
                        exhortations in 10.32-35 are an addition and not a digression : 'stimulus
                        illis addat’

. The next section therefore begins at 10.36,
                        which inaugurates the passages on patience and faith. On the chapter
                        division at 11.1 Calvin says : 'Quisque hic fecit initium capitis undecimi,
                        perperam contextum abrupit’. Chapters 12 and 13 are linked to 10.36-11
                             as
                        epilogue : 'Haec conclusio est quasi epilogus
 proximi capitis,
                        ubi demonstrat quorsum... '. What is demonstrated is’ut se quisque
                        comparet ad eorum imitationem’.

        In passing we note that this ordering of the epistle is markedly different
                        from that of Bullinger, who in his Commentarius (1532) divided it into three
                        sections : (i) Chapters 1-4 ; (ii) Chapter 5 to the middle of Chapter 10 ;
                        (iii) Chapters 11-12. Chapter 13 he regarded as an appendix. But the
                        threefold division falls into two parts rhetorically ; sections (i) and (ii)
                        comprise the didactic part ; section (iii) belongs to what he calls the
                            genus deliberativum,
 or matter requiring the reader’s
                        serious consideration and therefore consisting of exhortation. Plainly, Bullinger was unable to preserve the unity of
                        Hebrews in the way that Calvin did.

        The general view of the theme of the epistle is conditioned or shown by the
                        opinion of the identity of the original recipients. That they were Jewish
                        Christians was not in doubt, although Bullinger for one seems to have taken
                        the first four chapters as warning to the Jews not to reject Christ. Hence
                        the encouragement of believing Jews was only incidental. This gives added point to Calvin’s
                        statement that the status causae
 is not’ut Iesum filium Mariae
                        Iudaeis esse Christum et Redemptorem illis promissum’. The Jewish
                        Christians to whom the epistle was addressed already believed this
                        fundamental truth. They could hardly otherwise be called Christians : 'caput
                        illud pro confesso sumit’. But at this point Calvin takes a different
                        line from his contemporaries, who said in various ways that the heart of the
                        epistle is its proclamation of Christ. For Calvin, however, the real purpose of the
                        epistle ('in hoc cardine versatur’) is to show the nature of
                        Christ’s office, 'quale sit officium Christi’ and hence that the ceremonies
                        of the Law had been brought to an end by his advent. The Jewish believers to
                        whom it was addressed were possessed by a false interpretation of the Law,
                        taking it as the body and not the shadow
                        which it was, and so had not grasped the end, the power, and the fruit of
                        Christ’s advent. It was, he adds in parenthesis, like the situation in his
                        own day. The Papists confessed, no less than the Reformers, that Christ is
                        the Son of God, the promised Redeemer ; but in the end’eum plusquam dimidia
                        virtutis suae parte nudant’. He therefore switches direct attention away
                        from Christ’s essence to his officium
 the munus
                            Christi.



        Nevertheless, he does not intend to separate the officium
 from
                        the dignitas Christi,
 which forms the Apostle’s starting point
                        ('Orditur autem a Christi dignitate). The dignitas Christi
 is the
                        starting point precisely because the Jewish believers thought it absurd to
                        put the Gospel before the Law. That Calvin speaks now of the Gospel is not a
                            non sequitur,
 for the Gospel is the doctrina

                        which Christ proclaimed, considered in his officium
 of
                            Doctor
 or Apostolus.
 This
                            doctrina
 holds the primacy over the Law in that it is the
                            clausula,
 the end and consummation, of all the
                            prophecies.

        This however still fails to do justice to Christ in the sight of those who
                        revered Moses above all others. Therefore the Apostle 'docet Christum longe
                        omnibus praecellere’. To do this he first makes the Angels inferior
                        to him, and if the Angels then necessarily all men. Moses to Christ is as
                        the servant to his lord.

        The first three chapters, therefore, put Christ and his Word or Gospel 'in
                        summo gradu’ so that 'eo loquente, omnes sileant’. In this way
                        Calvin unobtrusively introduces the subject of the prophetic office of
                        Christ. The opening words of the epistle have demanded this approach :
                        'Deus... loquutus Patribus per Prophetas,... loquutus est nobis per Filium’.
                        Calvin’s comment is : 'Hoc exordium ad commendationem doctrinae Christi
                            pertinet’. Again, when he explains the words 'Quamobrem
                        oportet’ (2.1) he summarises chapter 1 in terms of
                        doctrina :
'Iam declarat quorsum hactenus
                        spectaverit, Christum cum Angelis comparando ; nempe ut eius doctrinae
                        summam authoritatem comparet’. Similarly, on 2.11 ('non erubescit fratres
                        ipsos vocare’), he at once links it to 2.12 ('Nuntiabo nomen tuum’) to bring
                        out the prophetic or apostolic office of Christ : 'Praeterea notandum est,
                        quas sibi partes sumat Christus, hoc est, praedicandi nominis Dei’. When,
                        therefore, he comes at the beginning of chapter 3 to summarise what had gone
                        before, he speaks of the previous chapters as fully declaring the prophetic
                        office : 'Claudit superiorem doctrinam utili exhortatione, ut attente
                        agnoscant Iudaei qualis et quantus sit Christus. Quia enim prius eum
                        Doctorem et Pontificem nominando, breviter contulit cum Mose et Aarone, nunc
                        utrunque membrum complectitur. Duobus enim elogiis ipsum ornat, sicuti
                        duplicem sustinet personam in Ecclesia Dei. Moses Prophetae et Doctoris
                        officio, Aaron sacerdotio functus est. At Christo utrunque munus est
                        impositum. Proinde si volumus eum rite suscipere, considerare oportet qualis
                        sit : sua, inquam, virtute induendus est ne pro ipso inanem eius umbram
                            apprehendamus’.

        In his context Calvin is using the terms propheta, doctor
 and
                        (following Hebr. 3.1) apostolus
 almost interchangeably. The
                        emphasis in apostolus
 is less on Christ’s being sent by the
                        Father than on his office of proclaiming the Gospel : 'de Apostolatu
                        disserit. Nam quum duae sint partes foederis Dei, promulgatio doctrinae, et
                        realis (ut ita loquar) confirmatio’. Later, however, he adds a fourth title,
                        calling Christ the Legislator :
'Quum eadem sit Legis et
                        sacerdotii conditio, Christus non Sacerdos modo, sed Legislator etiam
                        creatur. Ita non tantum ius Aaronis, sed Mosis quoque ad eum
                            transfertur’. He is not referring to Christ in his
                        pre-Incarnational and eternal glory giving the Law, but to’Jesus the son of
                        Mary’. The comparison is with the Moses who delivers the will of God to the
                        people, thus with Moses as prophet and doctor. Hence Christ is the
                        Legislator as Apostle and Doctor, as the proclaimer of the Gospel.

        In chapter 4 the epistle turns to an exposition of Christ’s Priesthood, a
                        true understanding of which will make redundant all the ceremonies of the Law.
                        Calvin concentrates on only two points. First, that Christ’s Priesthood
                        differs from that under the Law. Secondly, that it is superior in many
                        respects – it took the place of the old priesthood, it was pledged by an
                        oath, it is eternal and eternally in force, and he who per formed this
                        office was more honourable than the Levitical priests. Al these qualities
                        are foreshadowed in Melchisedech : 'quorum omnium adumbratum fuisse imaginem
                        in persona Melchisedech’.

        The reproofs and exhortations of 3.7-4.13 and 5.11-6.19, and especially of
                        6.4-8, created the greatest difficulty in the early Church. The
                        impossibility of forgiveness for sins committed after Baptism was regarded
                        as inconsistent with other clear passages in the New Testament. On this
                        Calvin speaks only generally in the Argumentum :
'gravi et
                        severa denun ciatione eos terret. Periculum enim esse ne is ad proficiendum
                        adeo sint segnes, tandem abiiciantur a Domino’. In the Commentary, however
                        after a brief survey of the history of the interpretation (the Novatian
                        controversy, the weakening by 'some’ of 'impossibile’ to 'rarus et arduus’,
                        the restriction by 'many’ of the passage to the baptismal discipline of the
                        early Church) he gives his own view. The nodus quaestionis

                        lies, not in the adverb 'impossibile’ but the verb 'prolapsi sunt’. Once this
                        is grasped, he says, the difficulty is easily dealt with. 'Lapsus will refer
                        either to a particular instance or to a total and absolute falling Every
                        sin’a Christiani hominis statu lapsus est’ ; hence all sins are
                            lapsus.
 This is not the Apostle’s concern here, however. He
                        is speaking of a 'universalem defectionem’ from the Gospel, an entire
                        abdication of grace, which amounts to a total rejection of God. They
                        therefore are excluded from hope of pardon who once embraced the Gospel
                        which now, along with God’s grace, they renounce. The passage is intended as
                        a most grave warning against the first steps in the process of alienation.
                        First come the excused (to self and others) swervings 'a recta via’ ; then
                        the gradual temptations by Satan, unperceived as temptations. 'Ita gradatim
                        delabimur, donec tandem ruimus praecipites’.

        But this
                        raises the 'nova quaestio’ of election and reprobation. The elect are
                        re-formed to the image of God ; they have the earnest of the Spirit that
                        they have eternal life ; therefore 'electi sunt extra exitialis lapsus
                            periculum’. Although God may bestow a taste of his grace on
                        the reprobate, enlighten their minds with some sparks of his light, make
                        them aware of his goodness, and even write his Word on their minds, it is a
                            mere taste, dim sparks,
 an evanescent

                        awareness. Their faith is temporary. The Word has no deep roots in them or
                        it is choked, as in the parable of the sower.

        Calvin returns to the ceremonies performed by the Levitical priesthood. These
                        were instituted to serve’caelesti prototypo’. that is, the priestly work of
                        Christ. They themselves, now that the reality has appeared, must necessarily
                        cease to possess their only reason for existing – that is as the preliminary
                        shadows of the reality : 'Postea de similitudine congruentiaque umbrarum et
                        veritatis in Christi sacrificio abrogatos fuisse ritus omnes a Mose
                        institutos ; quia perpetua sit huius sacrificii efficacia’.

        'Perpetua sit huius sacrificii efficacia’. The uniqueness of Christ’s
                        sacrifice, expressed in the epistle by ἅπαξ or by ἐφάπαξ, leads as a first
                        step to the negative statement that therefore it is unrepeatable. This, of
                        course, frequently figured in attacks by the Reformers on the sacrifice of
                        the Mass. But, as his commentary on Hebrews shows clearly, Calvin takes
                        'once for all’ positively, as declaring the perpetual efficacy of the
                        sacrifice ; more, that the sacrificial death itself is a continuous event,
                        not in its physical sense (for then Christ would be always dying and never
                        have died), but in its spiritual power. Thus, on 13.20 ('in sanguine
                        Testamenti aeterni’) : 'Videtur enim mihi Apostolus hoc velle, Christum ita
                        resurrexisse a mortius, ut mors tamen eius non sit abolita, sed aeternum
                        vigorem retineat ; acsi dixisset, "Deus Filium suum excitavit, sed ita ut
                        sanguis quem semel in morte fodit, ad sanctionem foederis aeterni, post
                        resurrectionem vigeat, fructumque suum proferat, perinde acsi semper
                            flueret"'.

        The
                        purpose of chapter 11 is to show the Jews that a turning from 'Moses’ to
                        Christ is not a secession 'a sanctis Patribus’ but precisely the opposite.
                        The chief power of the Fathers lay in their faith, the root of all their
                        virtues. To follow their faith is to be a true child of Abraham and the
                        Prophets ; to fail to follow it is to de-generate, to secede from the holy
                            race.

        In conclusion, it will have become apparent that in this commentary, as
                        distinct from the Institutio,
 Calvin puts forward a twofold and
                        not threefold office of Christ. Nor is this (as frequently before him) the
                        office of King and Priest but of Prophet and Priest. Certainly, these two
                        are the chief subjects of Hebrews, but in at least one place an opportunity
                        is given to the commentator to take up the theme of kingship. At 7.2
                        Melchisedech is called 'rex iustitiae, deinde etiam Rex Salem, quod est Rex
                        pacis’. Calvin comments that 'rex iustitiae’is a mysterium

                        (here a hidden prophecy) and properly belongs to Christ alone. But then,
                        instead of considering Christ’s Kingship per se, he places it, as
                            imperium
, in this, that Christ 'Dei iustitiam nobis
                        communicat’ and says that it consists in the two parts of free reckoning of
                        righteousness by reconciliation and of renewal by the Holy Spirit – i.e. in
                        justification and sanctification. 'Ergo Rex iustitiae dicitur ab effectu,
                        quia in omnes suos iustitiam diffundit’. The second epithet, 'Salem’
                        or 'pacis’, which Calvin now calls a similitude, is treated similarly. Peace
                        is the fruit of the righteousness already mentioned, and Christ’s is a
                        kingdom of peace ; or better, he adds, to take it of inward peace of
                        conscience by reconciliation with God through Christ. Thus Calvin has in
                        effect ignored the word 'Rex’ and its significance as a part of the
                            munus triplex
 and treated only of its effects, 'iustitia’
                        and 'pax’. Or we may say that on the one hand’Rex’is taken as a part of the
                        prophetic office (when Christ speaks it is as one who bears the 'imperium’
                        and all must be silent and submissive) and on the other hand as a part of
                        the priestly office, in that it is as Priest that Christ makes the
                        reconciliation and purifies his people.

      

      
        4 THE BIBLICAL TEXT 

        It was not the custom in the first half of the sixteenth century to print the
                        Greek text at the head of each section of a commentary. Even Erasmus’ Annotationes
, notes on Greek words and phrases, used a
                        Latin translation for its headings. When writing in Latin, authors either
                        printed an established text (usually the Vulgate or an Erasmus version) or
                        provided their own rendering. For Hebrews Calvin was content to adapt
                        established texts to his own purposes. Yet it is of the first importance to
                        remember that he was not commenting on the Latin translation which he prints
                        but on the Greek original behind it.

        This might seem a fact too obvious to need proof. Unfortunately, however, an
                        editor might all too easily so concentrate on indicating Latin sources of
                        Calvin’s renderings as to obscure the Greek from which they were made. Let
                        us therefore lay it down as an irrefragable principle that his commentaries
                        on the New Testament were interpretations and expositions of the Greek text
                        and not of his own or another’s Latin version. If evidence is needed, it
                        faces us on almost every page of this commentary in his quoting of Greek
                        words and phrases. Take the comments on 1.3. It is ἀπαύγασμα, χαραϰτὴρ
                        ὑοπστάσις, αὐτου and ῥῆμα that he explains, not splendor, character,
                            substantia, suus,
 or verbum.
 Again, such sentences
                        as the following are common : 'Sed quia praepositio ἐπὶ consequentiam
                        significat, ubi uni alterum succedit, ideo vertendum censui, "sed
                            accessit"'. Or : 'Quod transtulerunt alii, "pro sua
                        reverentia", mihi nequaquam placet. Primum, simpliciter εὐλάβειν ponit, non
                        "suam" ; deinde est ἀπό, non ὑπέρ, aut aliquid simile quod causam
                            designet’. It is not as if Calvin were working from a Latin
                        version with occasional or frequent notice of the Greek where the Latin is
                        obscure or interesting. Rather, he is commenting directly on the Greek
                        behind the Latin. If, in editing the latter sentence we have quoted, we were
                        content with tracing the 'alii’ who render the Greek as 'pro sua reverentia’
                        and find that it is the Vulgate reading and that Erasmus has 'pro
                        reverentia’ for his version and that in the Annotationes
 he
                        says, 'id est, "A reverentia". "Sua", additum est explicandi gratia,
                        quanquam magis quadrabat "Sui"', we should have done only a part of our
                        duty, and, in doing this part, have obscured the other and more important
                        part, which is to let Calvin appear in our edition as an expositor of the
                        Greek text of Hebrews.

        Before we
                        embark on a detailed study of the text, first in the Greek and then in the
                        Latin, two further points should be made. First, we will consider only the
                        text of Hebrews. Whether our findings will be true of other New Testament
                        commentaries is irrelevant for us now. Secondly, 'findings’ is perhaps too
                        decisive a word. For reasons which will become clear, many of our
                        conclusions must be regarded as tentative.

        
          The Greek Text 

          Our preliminary task is to attempt to establish the identity of the Greek
                            text or texts used by Calvin in writing this commentary. Of the many
                            Greek New Testaments printed before 1548 only five need be taken into
                            account as supplying reasonably independent texts. These are the third
                            and fourth editions of Erasmus (1522 and 1527), the Complutensian
                            Polyglot (1522), the edition printed at Paris by Simon de Colines
                            (1534), and the first of Stephanus’ three editions (1546). By 1556, when
                            the revised commentary was published, Stephanus’ second and third
                            editions had appeared (1548 and 1550). Thus for the first edition of
                            Hebrews we have the original five, for the third edition the extra two
                            In practice this may be reduced to an original four, taking the two
                            Erasmus editions as one.

          It is, however, at this initial point that we discover that our findings
                            will perforce be tentative. To establish beyond reasonable doubt that
                            our author used one or another of the available texts, those texts must
                            each contain several readings unique to itself and, moreover, these
                            unique readings must be such as will be necessarily reflected in the
                            Latin translation. But there are insufficient numbers of significant
                            differences (let alone unique readings) and even fewer that will
                            materially affect the translation. This will become clear as we set out
                            the main variants and Calvin’s own renderings.

          
            1.2. Eras4
 Col 
                                ἐπ’ ἐσχατων. Steph1
 Compl : ἐπ’ ἐσχατου. The
                                difference is between...
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