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A New Greek Fragment from Ariston of 
Pella’s Dialogue of Jason and Papiscus*

François Bovon            and John M. Duffy
The Divinity School   Department of  the Classics
Harvard University   Harvard University

Dialogue of Jason and Papiscus, to be 
presented below, was made inside another text discovery. In the course of searching 
for manuscripts containing works by Sophronius, the seventh-century patriarch of 
Jerusalem, one of the authors (JD) came across, in the collection of St. Catherine’s 
monastery at Mt. Sinai, a book that consists exclusively of extracts from a variety 
of patristic, chronographic, and heresiological sources. The original purpose of 
this codex was, among other things, to gather evidence for the time and dating of 
important Christian events.1

calculating the date of Easter, and the second is concerned with identifying the 
years and days of the week on which Christ’s birth, baptism, and passion occurred. 
Other extracts are focused on an assortment of different topics ranging from the 
nature of God to the origin and meaning of certain philosophical or theological 
concepts, such as “beginning” (ajrchv) and “eternity” (aijwvn).

It was this last type of interest that led the excerptor to Sophronius of Jerusalem,

of “the Lord’s Day” (kuriakhv), i.e., Sunday, in the Christian religion. For his 
purposes he was able to ferret out relevant matter from two works attributed to 
Sophronius, namely the well attested homily on the Nativity (from which a mere 

* The authors would like to thank Bertrand Bouvier for his helpful comments on this paper, and 
wish to acknowledge the contribution of Luke Drake, MTS student at Harvard Divinity School, 
who worked as research assistant for one of us (FB).

1 The book in question is Sinaiticus graecus 1807, datable to the 16th century. It is described in 
Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum Graecorum qui in 

monasterio Sanctae Catharinae in Monte Sina asservantur (vols. 1, 3.1; 1917; repr., Hildesheim: 
G. Olms, 1965) 3.1: 212–14.
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2 and what for us is a hitherto unknown homily on 
the Feast of the Circumcision, from which the excerptor cites more than a page 
worth of text.

An earlier publication demonstrated beyond any reasonable doubt not only that  
the homily on the Circumcision is a genuine work of Sophronius, but also that it was 
delivered on Sunday, January 1 of the year 635 (i.e., early in his patriarchate, which 
lasted from 634 to 638).3 It was from a full version of that now lost sermon that the 
excerptor of unknown date (or his source) copied out several extensive passages 
in which Sophronius expatiated both on the coincidence of these two feasts 
(Christmas and Circumcision) on a Sunday in 634 and 635, and on the background 
and deep meaning of the Christian term “Day of the Lord” (hJ kuriakhv) in relation 
to its Jewish predecessor “The First of the Sabbaths” (hJ miva tw`n sabbavtwn). In 
the course of his rather scholarly presentation the patriarch informs his Jerusalem 
congregation that, surprising as it might sound, the birth of Christ actually took 
place on a Sunday. At this point Sophronius, seeing the need to support such a 
novel statement, proceeds to adduce a proof from a very old and venerable source, 
none other than the apostle Luke himself. The document cited is known now (as 
it was to Sophronius) as the Dialogue of Jason and Papiscus.

Before proceeding to the Greek text itself it would be best to provide, as a 
minimal background, some basic facts about the Dialogue and its history over time.

C.E.) of 
the Dialogue of Jason and Papiscus (though he seems to have known the work 
as Papiscus and Jason). Not surprisingly, he shows little appreciation for this 
Christian document. More interesting, perhaps, is the fact that Origen, in his 
response to Celsus (249 C.E.), does not defend it with much energy. It can help 
the faith of the simple-minded believers, Origen says, but will be of little interest 
to the intellectual Christian elite.4 According to a passage attributed to Maximus 
Confessor5 (which some recent scholars claim is the work of John of Scythopolis),6

Clement of Alexandria knew the Dialogue and apparently believed that Luke the 
Evangelist was its author. This opinion was expressed in the sixth book of the lost 
Hypotyposeis.

It seems clear that the Dialogue was appreciated in the early centuries of the 
Church. A pseudo-Cyprian treatise preserves, in the form of a letter to a bishop 

2 For an edition of the homily on the Nativity, see Hermann Usener, “Weihnachtspredigt des 
Sophronios,” Rheinisches Museum für Philologie Kleine 
Schriften [4 vols.; Leipzig: Teubner, 1912–1913] 4:162–77).

3 John Duffy, “New Fragments of Sophronius of Jerusalem and Aristo of Pella?” in Bibel, Byzanz 
und Christlicher Orient. Festschrift für Stephen Gerö zum 65. Geburtstag (ed. Dmitrij Bumazhnov 

4 See Origen, Contra Celsum 4.52–53.
5 The Scholia on Dionysius Areopagitus, De mystica theologia 1 (PG 4:421–22).
6 See Paul Rorem and John C. Lamoreaux, John of Scythopolis and the Dionysian Corpus: 

Annotating the Areopagite (Oxford: Clarendon, 1998) 36–39, 57, 244–45.
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Vigilius, an introduction to a Latin translation of the Dialogue. This letter, written 
by a Christian named Celsus, expresses frank admiration for the work.7 But the 
Latin West kept its sympathy for the text longer than the East. Even though he must 
have had some reservations in doing so, Jerome quotes it twice: once in relation to 

8

It is in Maximus Confessor’s Scholia to Dionysius Areopagitus’s De mystica
theologia Dialogue to Ariston of Pella,9 an 
ascription that comes despite the author’s knowledge that Clement considered Luke 
the Evangelist to be the author of the disputation.

Eusebius of Caesarea refers to Ariston of Pella as a source of his information on 
the second Jewish revolt (132–135 C.E.) and Emperor Hadrian’s rescript.  In all his 
works, however, Eusebius never mentions Ariston’s Dialogue, implying that he must 
have had some reservations about it. Nor does Jerome, who quotes the Dialogue
twice, give the author a seat at the table in De Viris Illustribus, implying a similar 
negative view. And though their historical accuracy is at times questioned, the 
Chronicon Paschale C.E.)11 and the Armenian historian 
Moses of Chorene12 refer to Ariston of Pella. Both sources, however, are dependent 
on Eusebius of Caesarea.13

In summary, the Dialogue of Jason and Papiscus
example of polemical literature against the Jews. It was relatively popular in the 
second, third, and fourth centuries. Judging by the majority of Christian writers 
of that period, we presume that it was attributed to Ariston of Pella; Clement of 
Alexandria’s theory of authorship represented a minority opinion, even though it 
is shared by Sophronius in our fragment. In the fourth century, two centuries after 
the Dialogue was written, doctrinal reservations against Ariston must have been 

7 “Illud praeclarum atque memorabile gloriosumque Iasonis Hebraei Christiani et Papisci 
Alexandrini Iudaei disceptationis occurrit” (“Ad Vigilium episcopum de Judaica incredulitate,” 
in Cyprian, Opera omnia
1868–1871] 3:128).

8 Hebraicae quaestiones in libro Geneseos (CCSL 72; S. Hieronymi Presbyteri opera 1.1; Turnhout: 
Brepols, 1959) 3, and Commentarii in Epistulam Pauli ad Galatas (ed. Giacomo Raspanti; CCSL 

9 See above, n. 5. Pella, the place associated with Ariston, is one of the cities of the Decapolis, 
east of the river Jordan.

 Eusebius of Caesarea, Historia ecclesiastica 4.6.3.
11 Chronicon Paschale (ed. Ludwig Dindorf; 2 vols.; CSHB 15–16, 16–17; Bonn: Weber, 1832) 

1:477. 
12 See Robert W. Thomson, Moses Khorenats’i: History of the Armenians (New York: Caravan, 

13 Another potential reference to the Dialogue
Anastasii Sinaitae Viae dux, (ed. Karl-Heinz Uthemann; CCSG 8; Anastasii Sinaitae 

Altercatio Jasonis et 
Papisci, Philo, and Anastasius the Sinaite,” TS 34 (1973) 287–94.
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raised. Was Ariston marked by excessive millenarianism? Did he perhaps use an 
incorrect method of biblical interpretation? It is hard to say. 

In addition to the few quotations of the Dialogue and the rare mentions of the 

portrays disputes between a Christian and a Jew.14 As Ariston’s Dialogue seems 

followed.15 Therefore any of the following works may have preserved traces of 
Ariston’s Dialogue: Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho, the Dialogue of Timothy and 
Aquilas, the Dialogue of Athanasius and Zachaeus, the Dispute between Papiscus 
and Philo,16 the Dispute between Simon and Theophilus, and Tertullian’s Adversus
Iudaeos. Apparently, however, none of these writings shows a literal dependence 
on the newly discovered quotation from Ariston’s Dialogue of Jason and Papiscus.
Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho comes the closest, expressing a variety of similar 
concerns: the eighth day’s relationship to the Sabbath,17 the mystery of Jesus’s 
birth,18 divine gifts,19

In terms of modern scholarship,21 what was previously at the disposal of scholars 
were a few witnesses either to Ariston or to the Dialogue: the Scholia attributed to 
Maximus Confessor was the only document bringing together Ariston of Pella and 
the Dialogue of Jason and Papiscus. The most important research on this whole 
subject was done by Otto, Harnack, and Külzer.22

14 See Patrick Andrist, “Les Testimonia de l’Ad Quirinum
polémique antijudaïque latine postérieure. Proposition de méthode autour de Dt 28,66 et Nm 23,19,” 
in Cristianesimi nell Antichità: Fonti, istituzioni, ideologie a confronto (ed. Alberto D’Anna et al. ; 
Spudasmata 117

15 See Lukyn A. Williams, Adversus Judaeos (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1935) 

16 See Arthur C. McGiffert, Dialogue Between a Christian and a Jew (New York: Christian 
Literature Co., 1889).

17 Justin, Dial
18 Ibid. 43.3.
19 Ibid. 44.1, 4; 53.1.

 Ibid. 65.5.
21 Harry B. Tolley Jr.’s “Ariston of Pella: An Investigation of His Works, Name and Toponym,” 

Ariston and on the Dialogue. However, since no new textual evidence has been available until now, 
recent studies inevitably contain many repetitions.

22 See Johann Karl Theodor von Otto, Corpus Apologetarum Christianorum Saeculi Secundi (9 
vols.; Wiesbaden: Sändig, 1861) 9:349–63; Adolf von Harnack, “Das dem Aristo von Pella beigelegte 
Werk: Jason’s und Papiskus’ Disputation über Christus,” in Die Überlieferung der griechischen 
Apologeten des zweiten Jahrhunderts in der alten Kirche und im Mittelalter (TUGAL 1.1–2; Leipzig: 

Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur bis Eusebius (2 
Disputationes Graecae contra 

Iudaeos. Untersuchungen zur byzantinischen antijüdischen Dialogliteratur und ihrem Judenbild
(Byzantinisches Archiv 18; Stuttgart: Teubner, 1999) 95–97.
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Text
In the text that follows, the actual words from the Dialogue begin at line 7; at the 
beginning and end we have included the introductory and concluding phrases of 
Sophronius. The expressions Kai; meq’ e{tera (1.1) and Kai; met’ ojlivga (1.6) are 
the remarks of the excerptor.

Kai; meq e{tera  <<Loukà~ ou\n hJmà~ oJ fanovtato~ tauvthn mustagwgeì 
th;n lamprofanh̀ kai; ejpevraston ei[dhsin, oujk eujaggelivw/ tẁ/ qeivw/ tauvth~ 
tupwvsa~ th;n mhvnusin oujk ajpostolikaì~ aujth;n ejggrayavmeno~ pravxesin, 
ajll ejn eJtevrw/ aujtoù diamnhmoneuvsa~ suggravmmati, o{per kai; carakth̀ri
dialogikẁ/ tekthnavmeno~ avswno~ ejponomavzei kai; Papivskou Diavlogon.>> 5

Kai; met ojlivga <<ejn touvtw/ goùn, fhsivn, tẁ/ suggravmmati, wJ~ ejk proswvpou 
Papivskou sun|qei;~ (7r) th;n ejrwvthsin, Papivsko~ ei\pen∑ “h[qelon maqeìn 
dia; poivan aijtivan th;n mivan tẁn sabbavtwn timiwtevran e[cete avswn ei\pen
“taùta oJ qeo;~ ejneteivlato dia; toù Mwusevw~ levgwn, <<ijdou; ejgw; poiẁ ta; 
e[scata wJ~ ta; prẁta e[scatovn ejstin to; savbbaton, hJ de; miva tẁn sabbavtwn 10

prwvth ejn aujth̀/ ga;r dia; lovgou qeoù hJ ajrch; toù panto;~ kovsmou givnetai, 
wJ~ kai; hJ grafh; Mwusevw~ mhnuvei, kaqw;~ levgei oJ qeov~ genhqhvtw fẁ~, 
kai; ejgevneto fẁ~.>> oJ de; lovgo~ ejxelqw;n ejk toù qeoù kai; to; fẁ~ poihvsa~ 
h\n oJ Cristov~, oJ uiJo;~ toù qeoù di’ ou| kai; ta; loipa; pavnta ejgevneto.” kai; 
e{tera ajgaqa; fhvsa~ ejpavgei levgwn e[nqen ou\n gnẁqi, a[nqrwpe, o{ti kata; 15

pavnta dikaivw~ timẁmen th;n mivan tẁn sabbavtwn, ajrch;n ou\san th̀~ pavsh~ 
ktivsew~, o{ti ejn aujth̀/ oJ Cristo;~ ejfanerwvqh ejpi; th̀~ gh̀~ kai; o{ti thrẁn ta;~ 
ejntola;~ kai; ta;~ grafa;~ e[paqen, kai; paqw;n ajnevsth ajnevsth pavlin ejn aujth̀/ 
ejk nekrẁn kai; ojfqei;~ toì~ maqhtaì~ aujtoù, toutevstin toì~ ajpostovloi~, eij~ 
oujranou;~ ejporeuvqh kai; o{ti au{th ejsti;n hJ tẁn aijwvnwn hJmevra, eij~ ojgdoavda 20

pivptousa kai; mevllousa ajnatevllein toì~ dikaivoi~ ejn ajfqarsiva/, ejn th̀/ 
basileiva/ toù qeoù, fẁ~ aijwvnion eij~ | (7v) tou;~ aijẁna~, ajmhvn. hJ ga;r hJmevra 
hJ toù sabbavtou pivptei eij~ katavpausin dia; to; ei\nai aujth;n th̀~ eJbdomavdo~. 
dia; tauvthn ou\n aijtivan hJmeì~ th;n mivan tẁn sabbavtwn timẁmen pollh;n hJmìn 
fevrousan ajgaqẁn parousivan.” 25

Kai; taùta me;n Loukà~ oJ qespevsio~ to;n avswno~ kai; Papivskou Diavlogon 
suggravfwn ejdivdaxen, wJ~ kuriakh; hJmevra < . . . >feggh;~ kai; diavshmo~ 
kai; tẁn a[llwn hJmerẁn prwvth tẁ/ crovnw/ kaqevsthken, kai; th̀~ ejnsavrkou 
toù Swth̀ro~ gennhvsew~ hJmevra gnwrivzetai kai; th̀~ aujtoù ejk nekrẁn 
ajnastavsew~, wJsauvtw~ de; kai; th̀~ ajp’ oujranẁn aujtoù deutevra~ ajf ivxew~, 30

h{ti~ kai; ajdiavdocov~ ejstin kai; ajpevranto~, ou[te eij~ tevlo~ pwvpote lhvgousa, 
ou[te eJtevran met’ aujth;n parapevmpousa pavradon, kai; dia; toùto th;n ejx 
hJmẁn timh;n kai; to; sevbasma uJpe;r ta;~ polla;~ hJmevra~ klhrwvsasa, wJ~ mu-
rivwn hJmìn ajgaqẁn parousivan ajparovdeuton tivktousa.>>
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         S = Sinaiticus gr. 1807

1 oJ fanovtato~ tauvthn mustagwgeì nos: oJ fanovtaton taùta mustagwghv
S  ||  3 pravxesin nos: mhvnusin (ut vid. e praeeunte mhvnusin) S  ||   4 ejn   
eJtevrw/ nos: ejnestevrw S  ||  6 touvtw/ nos: toùto S   ||   7 Papivsko~] corr. Bou-
vier: Pavpisko~ S ||  8 e[cete nos: e[cetai S  ||  11 dia; lovgou nos: dialovgou S
||  18 paqw;n nos: paqẁn S  ||   19 ojfqei;~ nos: wjfqei;~ hJ tẁn aijwvnwn
bis scr. S  ||  21 ajnatevllein nos: ajnatevlein S  ||  23 post aujth;n verbum (ex. 
gr. teleutaivan vel sumplhvrwsin) deest  ||   26 to;n Bouvier: toù S   ||   27 
hJmevra < . . . >feggh;~ nos (an perifeggh;~ vel kallifeggh;~?): hJmerifeggeì~ S  
||  29 aujtoù nos: aujth̀~ wJsauvtw~ nos: wJ~ aujtoù S  | ajp’ oujranẁn
nos: ajpo; ajnẁn [sic] (i.e., ajnqrwvpwn), debuit oujnẁn S  ||  31 ou[te nos: oujde; S

Translation

And later on: “The most illuminating Luke, then, reveals this splendid and 
welcome knowledge to us, not by putting down the information in his divine 
Gospel nor by writing it into the Acts of the Apostles, but by recording it in 
a different work of his, one that he composed in dialogue form and to which 
he gave the title Dialogue of Jason and Papiscus.”

And shortly thereafter: “So in this work, putting the question into the mouth 
of Papiscus, he has him say, ‘I would like to know why you (Christians) hold 

.’ And Jason replies, ‘God ordained 
this through Moses, when he said, <<Behold I make the last things as the 

through the Word of God, as we are informed also by the book of Moses, 
when God says, <<“Let light come into being,” and light came into be-

Christ, the son of God through whom all the other things as well came to be.’
And after making other good points he continues: ‘So you should know from 

the beginning of all creation, because on this day Christ was manifested on 
earth, where in obedience to the commands and the Scriptures he suffered, 

day, and having appeared to his disciples, i.e., to the Apostles, he proceeded 

destined to dawn for the just in incorruption, in the kingdom of God, as a 
light eternal for the ages, amen. For the Sabbath falls on a day of rest, since 

And this was the teaching of the inspired Luke when he composed the Dia-
logue of Jason and Papiscus, namely that the Day of the Lord is splendid, 
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the dead, and likewise of his second coming from the heavens; a day that is 
without a successor and without limit, since it neither ever comes to an end 
nor transmits after itself another transient day. That is why it receives from 
us, beyond the many other days, the honor and the reverence, as the day that 
brings forth for us an abiding presence of countless good things.”

Comments
It is surprising that, in his introduction to the quotation from the Dialogue,
Sophronius expresses the same opinion as that aired by Clement of Alexandria: 
namely, that Luke is the author of the Dialogue of Jason and Papiscus. A rapid 
survey of the style and the vocabulary shows that this is impossible. The Dialogue
was written in the middle of the second century, and it is probable that its author 
was Ariston of Pella.

Christian Jason takes an apologetical turn. Jason is asked to explain to Papiscus 

23 to 

however, does not immediately use the historical argument of the date of Jesus’s 
resurrection, but rather a scriptural argument of divine prophecy. He claims that 

Strangely, this divine utterance does not appear as such in the Scriptures, though 
some readers may claim several equivalents as examples in the book of Isaiah 
(Isa 41.4, 44.6, 48.12). It is preserved as an agraphon in the letter of Barnabas.24

This brings the author of the Dialogue to the evident opinio communis: “Sunday,” 
the “Day of the Lord,”25 has eclipsed in importance the Sabbath, the seventh and 

23 See Willy Rordorf, Der Sonntag. Geschichte des Ruhe- und Gottesdiensttages im ältesten 
Christentum (ATANT 43; Zürich: Zwingli, 1962).

24 Barnabas 6.13: Levgei de; kuvrio~ douv, poiw` ta; e[scata wJ~ ta; prw`ta. “And the Lord says, 
The Apostolic Fathers [trans. Bart D. Ehrman; 

Kraft and Prigent comment on this verse as follows: “On retrouve cet agraphon dans la Didascalie
syriaque (VI, 18, 15 sous une forme développée : « Je fais les choses premières comme les dernières, 
et les dernières comme les premières ») dans un contexte qui n’invite guère à supposer un emprunt 
à Barnabé. (Cf. encore Hippolyte, Commentaire sur Daniel 4, 37 : « Car les choses dernières 
seront comme le premières. »). L’origine de l’agraphon reste mystérieuse. A. Resch (Agrapha, 
Aussercanonische Schriftfragmente, TU
d’un logion de Jésus, n’a pas fait école (cf. Helmut Koester, Synoptische Überlieferung bei den 
Apostolischen Vätern, TU 65, p. 127). La solution avancée par H. Windisch (p. 337): dérivation d’Is.

agraphon,
qui annonce une genèse nouvelle et eschatologique, s’adapte particulièrement bien au contexte. 
Barnabé l’a certainment reçu au sein même du midrasch baptismal qu’il utilise ici” (Robert A. Kraft 
and Pierre Prigent, Épître de Barnabe

25 The fragment uses the terms hJ de; miva tw`n sabbavtwn and kuriakh; hJmevra.
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logical. In the divine quotation attributed to Moses’s mediation, the “last things” do 
not refer to the last day of the weekly calendar, namely the Sabbath, but rather to the 
last event of salvation history, namely Jesus’s resurrection. Once this event, being 

week, the author concludes that the priority of the Sabbath has come to an end.
Similarly, Jason’s second argument does not bring Jesus’s resurrection on the 

into being. This light is then declared by Ariston to be equivalent to Christ and 

The author of the Dialogue next offers a multivalent third argument in favor of 
the Lord’s Day. He connects Sunday not only with the resurrection of Jesus Christ, 
but also with various stages of Jesus’s life, beginning with his birth. Redemption 
starts on a Sunday since redemption starts with Jesus’s birth. It is interesting to 

C.E. kerygma on Jesus Christ’s death and resurrection, 
as witnessed by Paul in 1 Corinthians 15, has been enlarged in the second century 
to also include Jesus’s birth and life. A similar tendency is perceptible here: what 

in the second half of the fourth century C.E., more than two centuries after the 
Dialogue was written.26

Besides Jesus’s birth (the text says “Christ was manifested on earth”27), the 
author mentions Jesus’s resurrection without special emphasis; he adds Jesus’s 
appearance to his disciples (does the author think of an appearance on the day of 

1:3]). It is Pentecost that falls on a Sunday (seven weeks after Easter, Acts 2:1).
The author of the Dialogue then expresses with enthusiasm the immense value 

the last eschatological week, achieving the ogdoad.28 It is the eternal day of the Lord, 

26 See Oscar Cullmann, La Nativité et l’arbre de Noël
1993) 43–52.

27 See Heb 1:6: o{tan de; pavlin eijsagavgh/ to;n prwtovtokon eij~ th;n oijkoumevnhn.
28 Attributing different events of the history of salvation to identical periods of time was not a 

Christian invention. Jewish tradition had previously established this precedent. Take, for example, 
the Jewish poem of the Four Nights, wherein the creation, the divine manifestation to Abraham, 
the Exodus, and the eschatological end of the world, all take place at night. See Roger Le Déaut, 

(AnBib 22; Rome: Biblical Institute, 1963).
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the time of the Kingdom of God that will fall29

expected (mevllousa) and will appear (ajnatevllein) as the day of incorruptibility 
for the just and of eternal light. Here the author returns to the argument concerning 

We may assume that the author’s reasoning appeared cumbersome and 

inspire admiration for the doctrinal value of the Dialogue in late antiquity. But this 
lack of internal logic is an argument in favor of the high age of the text, a time in 

time (the second century) and is pleased by his arguments; therefore his reasoning 
can reach the “amen” of a full approval! He is also pleased to offer a summary of 
his position. First, the Sabbath falls on the last day of the week and is considered 
by both Jews and Christians as a day of rest (katavpausi~):  rest at the end of the 

good things” (ajgaqav).31

29 As one still says in French, that an event “tombe” on such-and-such a day.
Katapausis : Die Vorstellung vom endzeitlichen Ruheort im Hebräerbrief 

31 See Matt 7:11: eij ou\n uJmei`~ ponhroi; o[nte~ oi[date dovmata ajgaqa; didovnai toi`~ tevknoi~ uJmw`n, 
povsw/ ma`llon oJ path;r uJmw`n oJ ejn toi`~ oujranoi`~ dwvsei ajgaqa; toi`~ aijtou`sin aujtovn.


