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NOTE BY TRANSLATOR.

W§ ELITZSCH'S Commentary on the Epistle to the
M S| | flebrews, one of the largest and most valuable of
U Yl his exegetical works, was published eleven years
ago (in 1857). Though it has now been long out
of print, the author has been hitherto prevented by other
engagements from putting forth a second edition, in which he
purposed to have excluded or abridged many references to
the writings and the controversy alluded to in his preface,—
references by which, with their consequent digressions, the
course of the exposition is often seriously encumbered. Under
these circumstances, it was at first the translator’s intention
to have prepared an abridged version of the original work,
excluding much of the controversial matter, with the approba-
tion and under the superintendence of Dr. Delitzsch himself.
This design has also of necessity been abandoned ; but some
traces of it remain in the following translation, in which many
sentences, and a few paragraphs, have been transferred from
the text to the notes, without detriment, it is hoped, to the
original work, and certainly to the convenience of the English
reader.

The translator’s thanks and acknowledgments are specially
due to Mr. Sinclair Manson, who, before the abandonment of
the original design of a recasting of the whole work, furnished
him with a rough literal version of a large part of the Com-
mentary as it stands. Of this considerable use has been made
in parts of the present volume.

The translator has added a few notes and elucidatory sen-
tences, where such seemed necessary, included in brackets or
signed “ TR.” There are also, in the early part of the volume,
a few bracketed paragraphs, procceding from Delitzsch’s own
pen, which, according to the plan subsequently pursued, should
have been thrown into the Notes. All references to the Codex
Sinaiticus are of course made by the translator, as that im-
portant 8. had not been discovered till after the publication of
the original work.




PREFACE.

A HEN so much has been done recently, and so well
done, for the interpretation of the Epistle to the
Hebrews, I feel that in venturing to add a new
commentary to those already in existence, I am
bound to say a few words on the aims and motives of the pre-
sent undertaking.

There is then, in the first place, one department—the theo-
logical—in the interpretation of this epistle, in which not a little
still remains to be accomplished, as even those who have done
the most in this line themselves (such as Bleek and Tholuck)
would hardly be disposed to question. Nor would, I think,
even Liinemann wish to do so, since his own performances in
this respect might have been far more considerable, had he not
so entirely left out of view the valuable contributions to theo-
logical exegesis furnished by Prof. v. Hofmann in his Schrift-
beweis.! T have also thought that a good deal more might still
be done for the interpretation of our epistle in other aspects—

1 [ Der Schriftbeweis, ein theologischer Versuch. The first section of the
second half of this important publication, which treats of the person and
work of Christ, and is more particularly referred to in the latter part of
Prof. Delitzsch’s Preface, was published in 1853. It excited, on its
appearance, great attention in German theological circles. Dr. Weber, in
bis book on ¢ The Wrath of God™ (Vom Zorne Gottes), published at
Erlangen in 1862, with Prolegomena by Delitzsch, enumerates some five-
and-thirty books and essays to which this * Hofmannian Controversy con-
cerning the Atonement ™ had then already given rise.—TR.]
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grammatical, critical, and archseological —and that my own
previous course of study has rendered me not incapable of
attempting something in each of these departments likewise,
especially as since 1846 (in which year I delivered at Rostock
my first course of lectures on the Epistle to the Hebrews) I
have several times had to go thoroughly over the same ground
again. To each of these departments, therefore, I have con-
scientiously endeavoured to give a like attention. (1.) In
questions of grammatical form and syntax I have consulted
the best and latest works, down to those of Mullach and Alex.
Buttmann. For parallels or illustrations in classical literature,
and yet more for those in the writings of Philo, I have pre-
ferred mainly to depend on the sources opened by my own
reading. (2.) All questions relating to textual criticism I have
carefully examined, so far as my apparatus criticus—consisting,
however, almost entirely of printed works—enabled me; and
even these limited researches have conducted to a few textual
emendations. (3.) The Talmudic literature, of such primary
importance in an archaological point of view, I have every-
where consulted in its original sources. And, finally, in regard
to those numerous questions concerning [rites, or documents,
or customs of] the Old Testament, which the interpreter of this
epistle is called on to answer, I have in many instances been
able to fall back on slowly won results of previous investiga-
tion. I may therefore humbly trust that my labours with
regard to this epistle were neither undertaken by me without
legitimate vocation, nor are now brought to a close without
some measure of success.

This work is likewise the first attempt to present, in a com-
mentary on some considerable and integral portion of the New
Testament, the whole mass of exegetical materials in living
flow and combination. Herein it has been my endeavour to
imitate the admirable method of v. Hofmann (in both his
biblico-theological treatises), and that already so happily
attempted by Luthardt (in his work on the Gospel of St.



PREFACE, xi

John),—a method which, in the preface to my Genesis, I
have called the reproductive, in contradistinction to the glos-
satorial. From its commencement to the end (where the
epistle itself closes with a few abrupt parting communications),
this commentary will be found to move on without break or
lacuna ; my endeavour having been to interweave all my exe-
getical, critical, and theological materials into one compact and
continuous whole. . . ‘

I was led to select this particular book for the subject of
such a commentary by the force of circumstances, and not by
my own independent choice or will. The second part of Dr.
v. Hofmann's Schriftbeweis has given rise to an energetic con-
troversy on the doctrine of the atonement; and many witnesses
have already risen up against his teaching, as opposed not only
to our peculiar Lutheran Confession, but also to the faith and
conscientious convictions of the whole Christian church. To
be silent and inactive for my own part in the midst of such a
controversy, wherein the very heart and centre of Christianity
itself was touched, neither my outward circumstances nor my
internal sense of right permitted me. And how could I other-
wise‘more fitly take my part therein, than in following out my
immediate vocation as a professional interpreter of holy Scrip-
ture; and that the more so, as appeal was being made on either
side, in a way eminently befitting evangelical theologians, to the
ultimate decision of the word of God? My course, therefore,
has been the following : First I sought to make myself com-
pletely familiar with the ritual and objects of Old Testament
sacrifice ; and then I betook myself to the exposition of the
epistle, with especial regard to biblico-archaological investiga-
tions, pursued in a spirit similar to that of Ieil and Ebrard.
And it is my conviction now, as it was formerly, that my dear
friend and colleague [von Hofmann]'s views on these essential
points are not less opposed to the clear sense of the apostolic
word, when impartially interpreted, than to the faith and
teaching of the church, and that the latter must receive quite
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another development, if such doctrine is to be found compatible
with it.  Would that my labours might be to him of any ser-
vice in the reconsideration and reconstruction of the second
part of his Schriftbeweis, with which he is now engaged, or
contribute in any way to rendering the present conflict a benefit
to the church by a final victory gained for truth, to the com-
batants themselves by its peaceful termination.

In saying this much concerning my purposes and motives
in undertaking the following Commentary, I would only justify
the attempt on my part to grapple with such a theme. Before
any voice as yet can reach me, whether of public or of private
criticism, I feel with deepest inward shame myself how far I
fall behind my own ideal of what such a Commentary ought to
be. How far, indeed, does every human exposition fall short
of the fulness of the unsearchable word! O that He, whose
word it is, would, with His own Self-witness in the heart of
every reader, supply the deficiencies, or with His own voice
drown and bring to silence the feeble utterances, of my inter-
pretation !

F. DELITZSCH.

ERLANGEN, 30th Sept. 1857,
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TO TIE

EXPOSITION OF THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS.

Candori studendum, resque majore aut minore contentione tradendz,
prout rationum momentis parcius aut plenius sunt probate.
Baco DE VERULAMIS.

VOL. I. A



INTRODUCTION.

¥ HE ErisTLE TO THE HEBREWS has not its like
among the epistles of the New Testament, resem-
bling in this uniqueness of position, as well as in
tone and spirit, the great prophetic exhortation of
Isa. xl.~xvi,, which in like manner stands alone among the
prophetic writings of the Old Testament. The tone of thought
in both these portions of Scripture has the same transcendental
character; each has a threefold division of its contents; the
same majestic march and flight of language characterizes each,
the same Easter-morning breath from another world, and the
same tantalizing veil suspended before the eyes of the vexed
inquirer, now half revealing now concealing the origin and
authorship of either composition. No other book of the New
Testament is distinguished by such brilliant eloquence and
euphonious rhythm as our epistle ; and this rhetorical form is
not superinduced on the subject, but is its true expression, as
setting forth the special glories of the new covenant and of a
new and Christ-transfigured world. Old and New Testaments
are set the one over against the other, the moonlight of the
Old Testament paling once and again before the sunrise of the
New, and the heavenly prospect thus illumined. The language
is more oratorical than dialectic, not so excited and lively as in
the Epistle to the Galatians, not pressing forward with such
quick triumphant step as in the Epistle to the Romans, not so
unrestrained and superabundant as in that to the Ephesians,
but characterized throughout by conscious repose, dignified
solemuity, and majestic quietude.

We seem at first to have a treatise before us, but the special
hortatory references interwoven with the most discursive and
dogmatic portions of the work soon show us that it is really a
3
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kind of sermon addressed to some particular and well-known
auditory ; while at the close the homiletic form (the Paraclesis)
changes into that of an epistle (ch. xiii. 22). The epistle has
no apostolic name attached to it, while it produces throughout
the impression of the presence of the original and creative force
of the apostolic spirit. And if written by an apostle, who could
liave been its author but St. Paul? True, till towards the end
it does not make the impression upon us of being of his author-
ship; its form is not Pauline, and the thoughts, though never
un-Pauline, yet often go beyond the Pauline type of doctrine
as made known to us in the other epistles, and even where this
is not the case they seem to be peculiarly placed and applied;
but towards the close, when the epistle takes the epistolary
. form, we seem to hear St. Paul himself, and no one else.

The same veil which overlies the author overlies also the
recipients of this epistle. It is addressed to a Jewish Christian
chureh, or churches, of peculiar form and history ; but where
are such to be sought? Inquiries have been made after these
Hebrew Christians from Palestine upwards towards Syria and
Asia Minor, and downwards towards Egypt, but without results
of indubitable certainty or full satisfaction. No reliable con-
clusion has yet been reached respecting either readers or author
of the epistle: one point alone stands fixed—it cannot in its
present form be an immediate production of St. Paul. And
even that is still disputed by some inquirers of reputation.
May we not say that this epistle resembles in these respects the
great Melchizedek of sacred story, of which its central portion
treats? Like him it marches forth in lonely royal and sacer-
dotal dignity, and like him is dysvedhoynros; we know not
whence it cometh nor whither it goeth.!

Eusebius remarks (H. L. iii. 37), that “in the epistle which
Clement addressed in the name of the Roman church -to that
of the Corinthians he adopts many thoughts from the Epistle
to the Hebrews, and makes even some verbal citations from it,
most clearly showing that it cannot be a composition of later
date.” ¢ And therefore,” he adds, ¢ it was thought reasonable
that it should be incorporated with the other writings of the
apostle” (St. Paul). The Epistle of Clement here referred to

1 From an essay of mine on Author and Readers of the Ep. to the
Hebr, Luth. Zeitschrift, 1849, 2.
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(see 1 Ep. Clem. Rom. cc. 40, 41) can hardly have been
written before the destruction of Jerusalem, and was probably
written long after,” perhaps in the time of Domitian (a.p.
87-96)." The use it makes of the Epistle to the Hebrews,
therefore, could only prove, what we should not doubt (on
other grounds), that our epistle was already in existence when
St. Clement wrote. _And, moreover, its own manifest Pauline
character gives us better proof of its derivation from St. Paul
(in a wider sense) than any use which Clement makes of it.
That Marcion in his Apostolicon excluded from the canon
both the Pastoral Epistles and this to the Hebrews, and that
Basilides, too, rejected the latter,? are facts of no account; for
these heretics gave little heed to external testimony in favour
of writings whose contents did not please them. But not much
later we are met by the far more important depreciatory opinion
of the Western Church. Inthe Fragmentum de¢ Canone Sacra-
rum Seripturarum, composed probably towards the end of the
second century, which Muratori gives us from a codex of. the
Ambrosian Library, the Epistle to the Hebrews is never men-
tioned. For when it is there said, Fertur enim ad Laudecenses,
alia ad Alexandrinos Pauli nomine ficte ad haresem Marcionts,
et alia plura® que in Catholicam Ecclesiam recipt mon possunt :
fel enim cum melle misceri non congruit,—the epistle to the
Alexandrians referred to cannot be this of ours to the Hebrews,
for this, if for no other reason, that it is anonymous, and so
could not be said to be Pauli nomine ficta; not to mention, that
if it had been addressed to Alexandrian Jewish Christians, the
remembrance of that fact would surely have been preserved in
the church of Alexandria rather than in that of Rome.! The
Epistle to the Hebrews, therefore, is here entirely ignored. Nor

1 Hilgenfeld, Apost. Viter, pp. 83-85.

2 Vid. Hieronym. : proem. in Ep. ad Titum; Opp. (Vallarsi), t. vii.

3 Jan van Gilse (Disp. de Antiquissimo U. N. Fad. Catalogo Amstel.
1852, 4to) interpunctuates: . . . fictee : ad (= apud) heres. Marcion. et alia
plura. ..

4 On Wieseler's conjecture, that the author of our epistle had the
temple of Onias in view, see my essay referred to above (pp. 279-281).
The same conjecture was made by Frankel (Monatschrift fiir Geschichte u.
Wissensch. des Judenthums, 1856, p. 390) in reference to ** the Book of the
Jubilees ;" but none of the arguments alleged make this in either case
probable. See Jost (Gesch. des Judenth, u. seiner Secten, i. pp. 116-120).
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is it mentioned in those writings of Novatian which have come
down to us. Cyprian and Victorinus Petabionensis know only
of epistles of St. Paul ad septem ecclesias. Hippolytus (about
A.D. 200) directly denied its composition by St. Paul; and
Irenzus (0b. about A.p. 202) did the same indirectly, inasmuch
as he makes hardly any allusion to our epistle! And in
Eusebius (7. E. vi. 20) we read : ¢ There has also come to us
a dialogue by Caius, a very eloquent man, delivered at Rome
under Zephyrinus, against Proclus, a partisan of the Cata-
phrygian (Montanist) sect, in which he reproaches his op-
ponents with their rashness and effrontery in composing new
writings, and at the same time mentions only thirteen epistles
of the holy apostle, not classing that to the Hebrews with the
rest, as even yet some of the Romans do not allow it to be a
work of the apostle.” In Jerome, who (de viris clustr. c. 59)
reproduces this testimony in Latin,? the concluding words read
thus : sed et apud Romanos usque hodie quasi Pauli Ap. mon
habetur; and the date is thus given: Sub Zephyrino Romane
urbis episcopo, id est sub Antonino Severt filio (i.e. Caracalla,
A.D. 211-217). To the very same time belongs the testimony
of Tertullian (de pudicitia, c. xx., according to Oehler’s text) :

1 Tn Photius, bibl. cod. 232 (p. 291, ed. Bekker), among excerpts from
a work of the tritheist Stephanus (surnamed ¢ T¢Bapoc) we read: ** Hip-
polytus and Ireneus say that the Epistle to the Hebrews was not by
that Paul; but Clement and Eusebius, and a great choir of other godly
fathers, reckon it among the other epistles, and say that the Clement
spoken of translated it from the Hebrew.” The word (‘‘ spoken of™)
eipnuévoy is probably a thoughtless addition by Photius himself. The first
Clement here meant must be Clemens Alex., the second Clem. Romanus.
As to Hippolytus, Photius himself confirms the statement by reference to
a passage in his work ‘‘ against 32 Heresies,” Bibl. cod. 121 (p. 94, ed.
Bekker): Aéye . .. 671 9 wpos EBp. émiorons) odx Eore 1o A, Ilabrov.
And Irenzus likewise, if he had held the epistle to be equally Pauline with
the rest, would hardly have conformed to the views of the Western Church
in scarcely citing it at all. Except the verbo virtutis suz of ¢. Her. ii.
30, 9, we find in his extant writings no other certain allusion. That he
mentioned the epistle in his (now lost) B«Baloy Jixnédewy dia@ipuy, we know
from Eus. H. E, v. 26, but even then by no means as a Pauline epistle,
Only in the second Pfaffian fragment (Iren. ed. Stieren, i. p. 854) is a
passage quoted from ch. xiii. 15, and apparently as an exhortation of St.
Paul's ; but the genuineness of this fragment is disputed on good grounds.
(See Hofling, Lekre der dltest. Kirche vom Opfer, pp. 98-107.)

2 Photius bad not seen this dialogue of Caius. Bibl. cod. 48.
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Disciplina igitur Apostolorum proprie quidem instruit ac deter-
nitnat principaliter sanctitatis omnis erga templum Det antistitem
ad ubique de ecclesia eradicandum omne sacrilegium pudicitie
sine ulla restitutionis mentione. Volo tamen ex redundantia
alicujus etiam comitis Apostolorum testimonium superducere,
idoneum confirmandi de proximo jure disciplinam magistrorum.
Exztat enim et Barnabe titulus ad Hebreeos, a Deo satis auctorati
virt, ut quem Paulus juzxta se constituerit in abstinentiee tenore
[1 Cor. ix. 6]: Aut ego solus et Barnabas non habemus operandi
potestatem 2 Et utique receptior apud ecclesias epistola Barnabe
tllo apocrypho Pastore mechorum. Monens itaque discipulos
omissts omnibus initis ad perfectionem magis tendere, Impossibile
est emim, inquit, eos qui semel inluminati sunt. ... Hoc qui ab
apostolis didicit et cum apostolis docuit, nunquam mecho et for-
nicatort secundam paenitentiam promissam ab apostolis norat.
Towards the commencement of this polemical treatise of Ter-
tullian’s it is said : Pontifex scilicet Mazimus quod est episcopus
episcoporum, edicit: Lgo machie et fornicationis delicta peeni-
tentia functis dimitto. This bishop of bishops is Zephyrinus.!
The two last mentioned testimonies, therefore, of the Western
Church regarding the Epistle to the Hebrews, the anti-Mon-
tanist testimony of Caius, and the Montanist of Tertullian,
belong to one and the same time, viz. that Detween A.p. 200
and A.p. 218. Observe, however, that while Caius denies the
Pauline authorship of the Epistle to the Hebrews, Tertullian
only does not venture to maintain it. Hence it is clear as day
that the epistle was not traditionally handed down as Pauline
in the Western Church, and that the opponents of Montanism,
in rejecting our epistle, appealed to a tradition which was quite
independent of the Montanistic controversy.

We find it quite otherwise in the Oriental Church. The
first witness we meet with there is Clement of Alexandria
(0b. 220), who in his S7pwpareis often, and without hesitation,
quotes the Epistle to the Hebrews as an epistle of St. Paul’s.
This work being still extant, we are not on this point dependent
on the reference to it in Eus. /. E. vi. 13. But Clement else-
where expressed himself at length regarding this epistle in a
passage, the preservation of which we owe to Eusebius, who,

! Vid. Gams, Art. Zephyrinus, in Wetzer and Welte’s (Rom.) Cath
Kirchenlezicon,
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II. E. vi. 14, gives us the following information : “In the
Hypotyposes, to speak briefly, he (Clemens Alexandrinus) has
given a compressed account of the whole testamentary Scrip-
ture, not omitting even the disputed books; I mean the Epistle
of Jude and the other catholic epistles, as well as that of
Barnabas and the so-called Apocalypse of Peter. As to the
Epistle to the Hebrews, he says that it is indeed Paul’s, but
written to Hebrews in the Hebrew language ; and that Luke
having translated it carefully, published it for the Greeks.
Whence there is the same colouring in respect to language
and expression in this epistle as in the Acts of the Apostles.
But for a good reason it is not prefaced by the expression,
¢ Paul the apostle” ¢ For,” says he, ¢ addressing his epistle to
Hebrews who had taken a prejudice against him and mistrusted
him, he did wisely and well in not repelling them at the very
outset by placing his name at the beginning’ To this he
afterwards adds further: ¢ Now since, as the blessed pres-
byter’ [probably Pantwnus'] ¢ said, our Lord, being Himself
the Apostle of the Almighty, was sent to the Hebrews, Paul
out of modesty, and as having his own special mission to the
Gentiles, does not here write himself down as an apostle of the
Hebrews, and that both through reverence for our Lord, and
because, being already a preacher and apostle of the Gentiles,
he is undertaking a superfluous task in addressing a letter to
the Hebrews.”

The next and equally important testimony is that of Origen
(0b. 254), preserved for us also by Eusebius (A, E. vi. 25) among
extracts which he gives from some of his works concerning
the canon of Scripture: ¢ Further, he (Origen) thus expresses
himself concerning the Epistle to the Hebrews in his Homilies
upon it : ¢ The character of the diction of the epistle inscribed
to the Hebrews has not the peculiar roughness (70 iSiwTixov)
which marks the style of the apostle, who himself acknowledged
that he was rude in speech ({8uwrs), t.e. in style, but this
epistle is in the composition of words more purely Greek;
and every one able to distinguish differences of style would
freely acknowledge it. DBut again, on the other hand, that the
thoughts of the epistle are wonderful, and not inferior to the

1 Pantznus taught (ace. to Jerome, de vir. illustr. c. 26) in the time
of the Emperors Septimius Severus (193-211) and Caracalla (211-217).
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acknowledged writings of the apostle, this also every one whe
reads the apostolic scriptures with due attention would acknow-
ledge to be true’' To this he adds further on: ¢If I were
to give my judgment, I should say that, while the thoughts
belong to the apostle, the diction and composition of words
belong to some one writing after him, as a scribe writing out
notes of what has been said by the teacher. If, then, any
church holds this epistle to be Paul’s, let it be well thought of
even on that account. For not without good reason have the
ancients handed it down as Paul's. But as to who (actually)?
wrote the epistle, God (only) knows the truth. The informa-
tion which has reached us is, that by some it is said that
Clement who was bishop of the Romans wrote the epistle, and
by some, that Luke (was the writer) who wrote the Gospel
and the Acts.” The reader will observe that, according to
Origen’s statement, the Epistle to the Ilebrews had been
handed down from antiquity as Pauline: od nap elxsj of
dpyaior &vlpes @s ITavhov adriy mapadeSidkaci. Tradition
spoke simply of St. Paul in connection with it, and therefore
Origen will not have that church blamed which should regard
it as directly and immediately Pauline. His position is exactly
the same as that of Clemens, They both justify the witness
of tradition, though the diction and anonymousness of the
epistle seem to contradict it, by the assumption that the
apostle wrote through the medium of another. DBeside the
passage preserved by Eusebius, there are only two other places
in which, so far as we know, Origen takes cursory notice of
the doubts in circulation respecting the Epistle to the Hebrews,
viz. Ep. ad Africanum, c. 9, and In Matt. X XIII. 27, 8. Other-
wise he regularly cites it as Pauline. Eusebius takes the same
view. After speaking of the dependence of Clemens Romanus’

3 All up to this point is extract from Origenes. Credner is mistaken
in attributing the sentences &ax’ torww . . . and xal Tod7o . . . . to
Eusebius (Einl. p. 497).

2 It would throw everything into confusion if we insisted on under-
standing ¢ ypzJac here as implying full original authorship. Origen
plainly attributes a certain authorship to St. Paul; ¢ ypalx¢ therefore
must denote the writer to whom it owes its present form. This is not
widely different from the scnse in which ¢ ypaibas (70 Loayyer. rai rag
Ypakers) is used of St. Luke immediately afterwards. In writing both
Gospel and Acts, St. Luke ¢ worked up " materials which lay before him,.
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epistle on that to the Hebrews, he proceeds (F. E. iii. 37):
“ Paul having thus held written intercourse with the Hebrews
in the ancestral language, some say that Luke the evangelist,
others that this very Clement, translated his writing; which
latter is the more probable from the resemblance of the Epistle
of Clement and the Epistle to the Hebrews in the character of
their phraseology, and the kindred tone of thought in both
writings.”  But, nevertheless, so certain does Eusebius feel of
the apostolicity of the epistle, that he makes no special mention
of it when (at H. E. iii. 25) recounting the ouoloyolpeva and
avrideyépeva of the New Testament, but only of “the epistles
of Paul” in general, evidently including this epistle among
them, and therefore reckoning it among the cuohoyodueva.
The supposition, that he places it (at M. . iii. 13) among the
dvrikeyopeva,! Tests on a misinterpretation of his words. The
view he takes of the epistle is quite the Alexandrine, or, as
we may call it, the Oriental one. For not only Dionysius of
Alexandria (0b. A.D. 264-5) and the bishops who succeeded
him, but all the ecclesiastical writers of Egypt, Syria, and the
whole East, cite passages from the Epistle to the Hebrews
without hesitation as words of St. Paul. Even Arius and
the older Arians thus acknowledged it. If i. 3 gave them
trouble, they could cite on the other hand the 7¢ woujocavre
atrov of iii. 2 in their own favour. It was only the later
Arians, and probably not all of these, who, to evade some con-
troversial difficulties, declined its Pauline authorship.?

In the course of the fourth century the judgment of the
West became gradually more favourable to the Epistle to the

1 As Bleek, Credner, and Liinemann suppose.

2 See Epiphanius, Heres. 69, H. 87, and Theodoret in the beginning of
his Preface to his Commentary on the Epistle: * It is no wonder that
those who are infected with the Arian malady should rage against the
apostolic writings, separating the Epistle to the Hebrews from the rest and
calling it spurious.” It was probably only the later Arians who did this,
and not all of them. Such (among others) are chiefly referred to in the
iambics attributed to Amphilochiug (0d. after 392) and addressed ad
Seleucum:

Tivés 8 Caoi 4y wpos "Efpaiovs vifoy
O0x €0 MéyovTes” yynaie ydp 9 xdpis.

In both palimpsests of the Bibl. Ambrosiana, containing Ulfila’s version of
the Pauline Epistles, the Epistle to the Hebrews is wanting.
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Hebrews. Several ecclesiastical writers indeed, as Pheebadius (0d.
after 392), Zeno Veronensis (¢ir. 360), and Optatus (cir. 370),
appear still to have refrainéd from using it; others, as Hilarius
Pictaviensis (0b. 368), Lucifer Calaritanus (0b. 371), and Victo-
rinus Afer (contemporaneous with both), make use of it rarely,
yet when they do so, cite it as Pauline ; while St. Ambrose (0b.
397) appears to have been the first, and indeed the only one
of his time, who places it in every respect in the same rank
with the other epistles of St. Paul. It was no longer entirely
excluded as formerly from public reading in the church,
though it was to be still a long time before it came to equal
honour with the other libri ecclesiastici in general estimation.
The abuse made by Arians and Novatians of several passages
had prejudiced the West against the epistle, and that still more
from the circumstance that no ancient Western tradition spoke
in its favour. But these prejudices gradually gave way as a
better exegesis showed the groundlessness of the heretical mis-
interpretations, and as the ever-increasing intercourse between
the churches of East and West, which the Arian controversies
induced, made the consensus of the Oriental churches in favour
of the apostolic authorship better known to their Western
brethren. This gradual change reflects itself in the following
citation from c. 89 of Philaster or Philastrius’ (6b. cir. 390)
Liber de Hearesibus (Oehler, Corporis haresiologici, tom. i.
1856) : Sunt alii quoque qui Epistolam Puuli ad Hebreos non
adserunt esse tpsius, sed dicunt aut Barnabe esse apostoli aut
Clementis de urbe Roma episcopt, alii autem Luc@ evangeliste.
Atunt epistolam etiam ad Laodicenses scriptam! Et quia
addiderunt in ea (the Laodicean Epistle) guawdam non bene
sentientes, inde non legitur in ecclesia, et si legitur a quibusdam,
non tamen tn ecclesia legitur populo, nist tredecim epistol® ipsius,
et ad Hebraos interdum. Et in ea (the Epistle to the Hebrews)
quia rhetorice scripsit, sermone plausibili inde non putant esse
ejusdem apostoli ; et quia et factum Christum dicit in ea (iii. 2)
inde non legitur ; de penitentia autem propter Novatianos eque.
Cum ergo “ factum” dicit Christum corpore non dwinitate dicit
“ factum” cum docect tbidem quod divine sit et paterne substan-

! So with Oehler we must read and interpunctuate, to avoid the con-

fusions which some have made between what Philastrius here says of the
Two epistles—ad Laodicenses and ad Hebrzos,
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tie filius; (i. ) “ Qui est splendor gloriee,” inquit, “ et imago
substantice ejus.” Penitudinem etiam non excludit docendo sed
diversum gradum dignitatis ostendit inter hunc qui integrum?
custodivit et illum qui peccavit. Dignitaiis est igitur detrimen-
tum in eo qui peccavit non dammum salutis. Nam st fortiter
quis pugnawerit per martyrium recipiet pristinam dignitatem,
aut si condigne in hoc seculo vizerit impetrat quod desiderat
adipisci. Nam in ipsa epistola rebaptizatores excludit® non
baptismum panitentie abnegat conferendum, quod interdum in
multis fructuosum inveniatur penitentibus, quod postea fide, vita
bono opere et in hoc sawculo @ Domino collandati sunt persever-
antes jam in rebus bonis et operibus fructuosis quod Dominus
dizerat per prophetam [Ezek. xxxiii. 16]: “ Non ero memor
malorum ejus sed bonorum potius, si jam in bonis permanserit
operibus.”

St. Jerome contributed not a little to the change of feeling
in the West towards the Epistle to the Hebrews, by making
known the testimonies borne to it by the Oriental churches
and Greek ecclesiastical literature. The two chief passages in
his works on this subject are found in the de viris tllustribus,
c. § (t. ii. col. 838, ed. Vallarsi), and in Ep. 129 ad Dardanum
(t. i. col. 971). The first runs thus: Epistola autem que fertur
ad Hebreos non ejus creditur propter styli sermonisque dissonan-
tiam (distantiam), sed vel Barnabe, juxta Tertullianum, vel
Luce evangeliste juzta quosdam, vel Clementis Romane postea
ecclesie Episcopi quem aiunt [ipsi adjunctum] sententias Pauli
proprio ordinasse et ornasse sermone.’ Vel certe quia Paulus
scribebat ad Hebreeos et propter invidiam sui apud eos nomi-
nis, titulum in principio salutationis amputaverit. Scripserat
ut Hebraus [ Hebreeis) Hebraice, id est suo eloquis disertissime,
ut ea qua eloquenter scripta fuerant in Hebreeo, eloguentius
verterentur in Grecam et hanc causam esse, quod a ceeteris
Pauli epistolis discrepare videatur. In the second passage

1 i.e. id quod integrum est, probably an allusion to Ps. xxxvii. 37, where
the Vulgate reading is custodi innocentiam.

2 See our note on zod¢ dwaf Quribivrag, Heb. vi. 4, which was com-
monly interpreted — semel baptizatos. St. Jerome's way of escaping the
difficulty is different (adv. Jovinian, L. ii. t. ii. col. 325).

3 Euthalius (cir. 460) makes the distinction: ds gév wiwves, émd Acuxd,
G5 3¢ of wornel, O7m6 Kaguesrog,
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Jerome says: Illud nostris dicendum est, hanc epistolam que
inseribitur ad Hebraos non solum ab ecelesiis Orientis sed ab
omnibus retro ecclesiasticis Graci sermonis scriptoribus quasi
Pauli Apostoli suspici licet plerique eam vel Barnabe vel Cle-
mentis arbitrentur et nikil interesse cujus sit quum ecclesiastic
viri sit et quotidie ecclesiarum lectionum celebretur. Quod si
eam Latinorum consuetudo non recipit inter scripturas canonicas,
nec Gracorum quidem ecclesie Apocalypsin Joannis eadem liber-
tate suscipiunt, et tamen nos utrumque suscipimus, nequagquam
hujus temporis consuetudinem, sed veterum scriptorum auctori-
tatem sequentes, qui plerumque utriusque abutuniur testimoniis,
non ut interdum de apocryphis facere solent (quippe qui et gen-
tilium literarum raro utantur exemplis) sed quasi canonicis et
ecclesiasticis,

These two summaries of ancient testimonies concerning our
epistle leave something to be desired on the score of accuracy.
For (1) it is not correct to say that in the same way as Tertul-
lian regarded it as a work of Barnabas, so others looked on it
as a work of St. Luke. Both Luke and Clement are only
named by Greek writers as translators or editors of a Hebrew
original. (2) Neither is it correct to say that the epistle was
regarded as a work of St. Paul ab omnibus retro ecclesiasticts
Grect sermonis seriptoribus ; for Hippolytus and Irenzus were
at least exceptions, (3) The expression licet plerique eam vel
Barnabe vel Clementis arbitrentur might lead us to imagine
that Tertullian was only one of many who thought it a work
of Barnabas, whereas he is the sole authority for that opinion.
Evidently Jerome is here too gencral and positive in his asser-
tions—perhaps in order thereby to overcome the rooted preju-
dices of the West. It is certainly much to his credit that he
was so ready to accept the actual witnesses to the epistle outside
that portion of the church to which he himself belonged, and
no less praiseworthy is it in him that he did not oppose with
violence and anathema the prejudices which he found himself
compelled to combat. His moderation, no doubt, helped to form
the bridge by which the epistle was to pass into general recog-
nition. His manner of using it as commentator (on other parts
of Scripture) is quite different from the confident asscrtions of
Oriental theologians: he hardly ever refers to it without some
restriction ;—e.g. Ep. liii. ad Paulin. (8. i. col. 280) : Paulus Ap.
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ad septem ecclesias, octava enim ad Hebreos a plerisque extra
numerum ponitur ;—in Jes. 1. iil. ¢. 6 (L. iv. col. 91): Unde et
Paulus Ap.in Ep. ad Hebr. quam Latina consuetudo non recipit,
“nonne omnes,” inquit, “ministri sunt spiritus?”—and again
(col. 97) : Pauli quoque idcirco ad Hebr. epistole contradicitur,
quod ad Hebraeos scribens utatur testimonits, que in Hebraois
voluminibus non habentur ;—in Jes. 1. iii. c. viii. (t. iv. col. 125) :
Ceterum beatas Ap. in epistola que ad Hebreos scribitur docet
(licet eam Latina consuetudo inter canonicas scripturas non
recipiat) . . .—in Jerem. 1. vi. c. xxxi. (t. iv. col. 1072): Hoc
testimonio Ap. Paulus sive quis alius scripsit epistolam wsus est
ad Hebraos ;—in Ezech. 1. ix. c. xxix. (t. v. col. 335): Et
Paulus Ap. loquitur si quis tamen ad Hebr. ep™ suscipit ;—in
Amos, c. viil. (t. vi. 339): Quod quicungue est ille qui ad Hebr.
scripsit ep™ disserens ait. . . .—in Zach. c. viii. (t. vi. 838):
De hoc monte et de hac civitate et Ap. Paulus (st tamen in sus-
cipienda epistola Gracorum .auctoritatem Latina lingua non
respuit), sacrata oratione disputans ait. ...—in Matth. c. xxvi.
(t. vii. 212) : nam et Paulus in ep. sua que scribitur ad Hebr.
licet de ea multi Latint dubitent . . .—in Eph. c. iii. (t. vii. 583) :
Nescio quid tale et in alia ep. (st quis tamen eam recipit) pru-
dentibus quibusque lectoridbus Paulus subindicat dicens: Hi omnes
testimonium accipientes fidei . . .—in Ep. ad Titum, c. ii (t. vil.
714) : Relege ad Hebr. ep™ Pault Ap. stve cujusquam alterius
eam esse putas, quia jam inter ecclesiasticas est recepta. Iven the
Origenist Ruffinus, though convinced himself of the Pauline
authorship, yet adds to a quotation which he makes from the
epistle in his Tnvectiva in Hieronym. the qualifying clause: s¢
quis tamen eam receperit.

Neither does St. Augustine (0b. 430), although he regards
the epistle as St. Paul’s, venture to place it in the same line
with the rest; nay, abstains on principle from so doing. In
his work de doctrina Christiana (ii. 8) he says of the Scripture
student : Tenebit—hunc modum in scripturis canonicis ut eas
que ab omnidbus accipiuntur ecclestis catholicis praponat eis quas
quidam non acciptunt; in eis vero que non accipiuntur ab om-
nibus praponat eas quas plures gravioresque acciptunt, eis quas
pauciores minorisque auctoritatis ecclesie tenent. Si autem alias
tnvenerit a pluribus, alias a gravioribus haberi, quamquam hoc
factle inveniri non possit, equalis tamen auctoritatis eas habendas
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puto. Hereupon he proceeds to reckon fourteen epistles of
St. Paul. He reckons the Epistle to the Hebrews among
them, because the arguments against its canonicity do not
appear to him convincing, and influenced by the auctoritas
ecclesiarum orientalium (as we see from his work de peccat.
meritis et remiss. i. 27) 3 but he does not place it in the same
rank with the undisputed epistles, and commonly cites it with-
out naming the author. His personal conviction, then, was in
favour of the Pauline authorship, and has been no doubt of
great influence in the church, but was not pressed as authori-
tative by Augustine himself. The language of the Councils
of Hippo Regius (393) and Carthage (397) is still Pauli Ap.
epistole tredecim ejusdem ad Hebreeos una; while that of the
Council of Carthage of 419 is: Epistolarum Pauli Ap. numero
quatuordecim. So also that of Innocent 1. in his Ep. ad Ez-
superium (403), and of Gelasius (494). Isidore of Hispalis
(ob. 636), on the other hand, still says: Ad Hebraos epistola
plerisque Latinis ejus (Pault) esse incerta est propter dissonantiam
sermonts, but he can hardly be thinking of his contemporaries.
He recognises himself the epistle as St. Paul’s, and yet, so strong
is the influence still of the Latina consuetudo with him, that he
speaks of St. Paul as having written to only seven churches.!
We need not pursue further the history of our epistle.
The question of its authorship ceased to be stirred in the East
in the fourth century. The pillars of the church in that age—
Athanasius® (0. 373), Cyril of Jerusalem (0b. 386), Gregory
Nazianzen (0b. 389-90), Epiphanius (0b. 403)—the canon of
the Council of Laodicea (364), and the 85th of the Apostolic
Canons, reckon without hesitation fourteen epistles of St. Paul.
All that we find about our epistle in Greek, Latin, or Syriac®

1 In Cod. Erlang. 245 (of 13th cent.), containing Isidori Etymologiz
and de mappa mundi, I find in an appended dissertation concerning
Dionys. Areopagita the following: Nam exceptis iv libris quos scripsit ad
Tymotheum . . . exstat hodieque ipsius Dionisii Epistola, in qua Ep™ ad
Ilebr. Pauli Ap. esse evidentissime confirmat. Is that the ninth epistle in
which (with allusion to Heb. v. 12 et seq.) the Psendo-Dionysius says: ¢
beséTaTos Tlabhos ix Tiis ooQiag eiin@ds i Svrag orepeds Tpo@iis perediduwo ?

2 ¢.g. in the eleventh of the Paschal Epistles lately discovered in a
Syriac version.

3 g.g. the Syriac proem. in Ep. ad Hebr. (Beclen), and Clementis Rom.
Lpp. binz de virginitate, Lovanii 1850, p. 811.
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writers after the fourth century are mere repetitions of what
was said by Clemens Alex. and Origen, with additional stdte-
ments as to the place of composition and the bearer, resting
on no real traditional authority, and therefore often simply
misleading.

The Epistle to the Hebrews has had variouns places assigned
to it among the canonical epistles of the New Testament, corre-
sponding to different degrees of certainty as to its authorship.
Epiphanius knew of nss. in which it stood as the fourteenth
epistle of St. Paul after that to Philemon; and this was cer-
tainly its most ancient position, and assigned to it as being an
appendix to the collection of which the immediate Pauline
authorship was universally recognised : he knew, however, also
of Mss. in which it preceded the Pastoral Epistles, and there-
fore occupied the tenth place in the Pauline collection.! This
place was assigned it when no more doubts existed as to its full
authenticity, It follows Philemon in Syriac and Arabic ss.?
and elsewhere; it precedes the Pastoral Epistles in A. B C.
H. and several cursives. In the Grzco-Latin Codex Bezz
(D.) it occupies the fourteenth place, and the Latin version is
there singularly negligent. It is altogether wanting in Cod. G.
(Boernerianus), which is also a Greaeco-Latin ms.; and in Cod.
F. (Augiensis) it is found in Latin, but not in Greek. From
these facts Bleek concludes with reason (i. 242), that even
after our epistle had gained general recognition in the West,
it was still not so often multiplied in ms. copies as the other
epistles. Nor, in the West, has it ever been placed between any
others of the epistles of St. Paul. In the Vulgate it keeps
the fourteenth place, after Philemon.? Luther, falling back on
the ancient scruples of the Latin Church, placed it after the
Epistles of Peter and John, and only honoured it so far as to
give it the precedence of those of James and Jude.

The long persistent refusal of the West to receive our

1 Opp. ed. Colon. p. 878.

2 So in the old Arabic version brought by Tischendorf from the East
(in 1853).

3 In Cod. Erlang. 588 the order is Rom., etc., Hebr., Actus, Epp. cathol.,
Apocalyps. (as by Nie. Lyranus, and elsewhere). In Cod. Erlang. 610,
611, Roma., Hebr., Laod., Actus, Epp. cathol., Apoc.
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epistle Is still an unsolved enigma. Taking into account that
the Muratorian Fragmentum de Canone rejects it along with
the first Peter and the Epistle of James, the conjecture seems
natural that the Gentile Church of the YWest may have re-
jected these three Jewish Christian epistles as not concerning
her., It has been recently said on this point:' « The Epistle
to the Hebrews remained in the East, whither it had been
addressed, and was there well known and honoured ; the
Western Church did not receive it because addressed to a
Jewish Christendom.” DBut the Epistle of St. James was also
in the East an Antilegomenon, and Irenwus, Tertullian, and
Cyprlan used the first Peter as a canonical and apostolic writ-
ing, notwithstanding its Jewish Christian address and character.
These did not therefore prevent its reception ; and indeed it is
incredible that the vuiversal authority of any apostolic writing,
to whomsoever addressed, should not have been recognised.
Much less could this have been the case with such an epistle
as that to the Hebrews! The Western Church could never
have thought meanly of it if they had had any tradition of its
apostolic origin. We must therefore assume, that whatever
may have been the private knowledge of Clemens Romanus,
the epistle could not have become generally known in the West
till much later, and at a time when the claims to apostolicity
that were made on its behalf no longer received credit.

Tertullian’s hypothesis that Barnabas was the author had
no basis in tradition. His anxiety to bring the epistle into
esteem led him to confound it with the Epistle of St. Barnabas,
which perhaps he had heard of, but not seen. The Western
Church, had they really believed the epistle to be even the
composition of Barnabas, would not so easily have set it aside.
The Oriental tradition, on the other hand, persistently declared
it to be Pauline, and the private opinions which made a Luke
or a Clement to have had a hand in its production rested at
any rate on grounds of reason and criticism. St. Clement’s
connection with it was made to rest on the grandis stimilitudo
between it and the style of his Epistle to the Corinthians. But
this grandis stmilitudo is after all illusory—the result of direct
plagiarisms from our epistle. The difference is immeasurable

! See essay by Hofmann, entitled Deuterokanonisch? in Zeitschr. fir
Protestant. und Kirche, 1857, pp. 897-400.

VOL. I. B
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between the originality, profundity, and nervous strength of
the Lpistle to the Hebrews and the simply reproductive, dif-
fuse, and sermonizing character of the Epistle to the Corin-
thians. The other conjecture therefore remains, that the
Epistle to the Hebrews is a work of St. Paul which owes
its present form to the intervention of St. Luke. And this
happens to be the first view of its origin which is presented to
us in Christian antiquity. We cannot indeed assert positively
that Clemens Alexandrinus, who gives this view in his Hypoty-
poses (see above), himself derived it from those before him. But
one thing is noteworthy—he first states as a fact that St. Luke
translated and published the epistle for the Greeks, and then
by this fact explains the similarity between its diction and
that of the Acts of the Apostles. He does not, as would be
natural in the case of a mere conjecture, derive the fact from
the observed similarity, but (as we have said) accounts for
the similarity after stating the fact. His testimony therefore
remains the only one well-founded statement which Christian
antiquity has handed down to us concerning the origin of the
epistle.

This important testimony of Clemens, therefore, we shall
have chiefly to keep in view in the following exposition. For
Luther’s conjecture that Apollos wrote the epistle, there is no
ecclesiastical tradition, and no possible means of testing its
truth. At the same time, no one can deny that Apollos’ (or
Apollodorus’) character, as drawn by St. Luke (Acts xviii. 24,
etc.), very strikingly corresponds to the character of our epistle.
The party names in the Church of Corinth and St. Paul's
statements in 1 Cor. concerning his relations to Apollos are
not directly favourable to this hypothesis; nor yet, if we take
into account the continued friendly relations of the two great
teachers (Tit. iii. 13), can we say that they are directly opposed
toit. DBut it must be confessed that any strong argument in
favour of Apollos’ authorship has not been produced. The
recognised epistles of St. Paul as well as this to the Hebrews
stand in close relation to the Jewish Alekandrinism as it
appears in the writings of Philo. Philo not only calls the
Logos apytepevs with the predicates Taidpyns Tis ¢pioews and
apaprnudtov duéroyos, but he speaks also of Him as doavel
cwpatos fwpévov keparsj (1, 640, 20), just as St. Paul does
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in the Epistles to the Colossians and Ephesians, Philo under-
standing by c@ua the universe, St. Paul the church. Similar
relations of thought may be found not only in the writings of St.
Paul, but in those of St. John as well, and in other parts of the
New Testament. From which it follows that the dogmatic de-
velopments of the literature of the xwan,! after the cessation of
prophecy, had a real place in the divine purposes and the work-
ing out the plan of redemption. Not only was the version of
the Septuagint a herald to the Gentile world of that salvation
which was to come forth from Israel, but Alexandrinism itself
also was a real precursor of the great transformation of the
religion of the Old Testament into a world-wide religion under
the New. Alexandrinism was the product of an endeavour to
separate the nucleus of revealed truth from iis literal, national,
historical, and individual encasement, and to prove that this
nucleus comprised the unity of all truth among all nations,
being itself the universal and objective truth and the highest
form of philosophy. In this attempt to establish the world-
wide character of the revealed religion this Jewish Alexan-
drinism became itself worldly, and too receptive in its relations
to the Pythagorso-Platonic philosophy of the Greeks. Nor
was it possible anyhow that it should succeed in this endeavour.
The true liberation of the revealed religion of the Old Tes-
tament from the bonds of a single nationality into which it had
entered, could not be effected by a merely speculative develop-
ment of doctrine, but only by a fresh and mighty fact of reve-
lation breaking those bonds; and this was pre-announced in
the word that salvation should go forth from Israel, and so also
that He who should hereafter be the incarnate Author and
Maintainer of this salvation was already, in Ilis pre-historic
and super-historical existence, a Person of absolute significance
in His relations not to Israel only, but to all mankind. DBut
although it was thus impossible for the religious philosophy of
Alexandria to attain its goal, it was yet vouchsafed:to it to
create beforehand, in part at least, the forms of thought and
language of which Christianity could make use in proclaiming

1 The Chaldaic form of fm=n, the “ Wisdom " or divine philosophy of
the Book of Proverbs, afterwards developed in the Sapiential books of the
Apocrypha and other Jewish writings subsequently to the Macedonian con-
quests.—Tr.
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the gospel of the incarnation and of universal salvation thus
provided for mankind, and in basing such proclamation on the
utterances of Old Testament Scripture.'

This being the case, and the whole New Testament, more
especially the writings of St. Paul and St. John, standing in
such close relations to Alexandrinism, the fact of the Epistle
to the Hebrews having so strong an Alexandrian colouring
does not of necessity lead us to fix on the Alexandrian Apollos
as its author. Moreover, were it so, we should have expected
some tradition to that effect in the Church of Alexandria,
whereas all the great teachers there speak only of Paul and
Luke, or Paul and Clement.

Whatever the epistle may say itself in respect to its author,
or even the church to which it is addressed, belongs not to the
Introduction, in which it is too commonly treated of (against
all sound method), but to the exposition of the epistle itself,
which begins in a certain way when we inquire the meaning
of the inscription mpos ‘EfBpaiovs. That, so far as ever we can
go back in our inquiries, is the proper title of our epistle. So
it is entitled in all Mmss., except perhaps in the Codez Arabicus
of Tischendorf, where the title is 01 el AL, ie. émiaToNy
T@v ‘Efpaiwy.

The name ‘Efpator designates in the first instance their
national origin without respect to place of birth or residence.
In this sense St. Paul, though born in Cilicia, is called a
¢« Hebrew of Hebrews;” and Eusebius (H. E. iii. 4) says that
Peter wrote his epistle “to those of the Hebrews who were in
the dispersion of Pontus,” etc.; “EBpaloc here being used as a
general antithesis of “EX\pres = &fvy. (Comp. Euseb. H. E.
iv. 16.) DBut when, in the second place, it is the antithesis of
‘EXMuioTai, as at Acts vi. 1 and ix. 29, "EBpator designates
those who adhered on principle to the Hebrew language in
public worship, and to the national customs of the Hebrew
fatherland ;* and such would naturally be natives and inhabi-
tants of Palestine. I know at least of no instance of this

1 The above concerning Alexandrinism is from the Essay already re-
ferred to, Note 1, p. 4.

2 The usage is itself Hellenistic. In Talmud and Midrash the word p™ay
or PNy (* Hebrews™) is used ouly as an ethnographical name, and
almost confined to references to the pre-Mosaic history. Neither does the
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antithesis between ‘EBpaios and "EM\quicrai out of Palestine.
We should naturally conclude, therefore, that an epistle which
bears the title wpos ‘EBpalovs was addressed to Palestinians.
To which we may add, that no traces are found of the exist-
ence of any such purely Jewish churches in the Diaspora
as the recipients of this epistle must have been, while the
Church of Jerusalem actually bore the title % rdv “EBpaiwy
éxxinaia (Clementis Ep. ad Jacob. hom. xi. 35) as consisting
entirely of ¢ Hebrews”—¢£ "EBpaiwy morav (Euseb. I, E.
iv. 5). And further, the whole epistle gives the impression
that its readers must have lived in the neighbourhood of the
temple, the antithesis throughout not being that of cvvaywyyj
and church, but of temple and émisvraywyy of Christians.
These reasons are not impaired, as we shall see, by what we
read in the epistle of the history and present condition of the
Hebrews, and are confirmed by the circumstance that the in-
scription mwpos ‘EfBpaiovs has always from the time of Clemens
Alex., and the mpesBirepor before him, been traditionally
interpreted as referring to Jewish Christians in Palestine. We
agree, therefore, with Tholuck, that while the inscription in
itself points only probably to such an interpretation, the other
circumstances make out that interpretation to be certainly true.

I now proceed to give a synopsis of the literature of the
exposition of our epistle, referring my readers for that of in-
vestigations concerning its anthor and recipients to the various
“Einleitungen” to the New Testament, especially Credner’s,
and the very learned and satisfactory labours of Bleek and
Tholuck, being content for my own part to rest in the tradi-
tional view as stated above.

The literature of the interpretation is here presented in a
fuller form than elsewhere, but is far from being complete.
I have for various reasons abstained from naming books which
I have not had myself in hand, and so endeavoured to avoid
the many errors which from this cause are wont to be propa-

idiom of the Talmud, though abounding in Greek words, make use of the
word 'Exanviorai, though it does of éArnsier/ in the form pnou&s. The
regulation which allowed some to recite even the She:nd (** Hear, O Israel,”
Deut. vi. 4 et seq.) of the morning and evening prayers in Greek, applied
of course to the 1lellenista,
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‘gated in similar synopses. I am fully aware that many of the

works whose titles are here given are of inferior value and
importance to some of which (unwillingly or unwittingly) I
have remained ignorant: the literary field is immense, and
without some self-restraint one may easily lose one’s way
therein. My chief object has been to give my readers brief
bibliographical accounts of all the works which are more or
less made use of in the following Commentary. Only with
regard to patristic literature I have allowed myself to make a
few cxceptions to my rule, in order to render the synopsis in
this respect as complete as possible.

I. ANCIENT INTERPRETERS OF THE EASTERN CHURCH.

Erarzy Strus (0b. cir. 378). His commentaries to the
Pauline epistles, written in Syriac, are (with exception of the
Epistle to Philemon) preserved in an Armenian translation.
Opp. ed. Aucher, t. iii. Venet. 1836, 8. These I have been
unable to make use of.

Jonan~Nes CHRYsosTOMUS (ob. 407). Among his works
is found a complete exposition of the Epistle to the Hebrews
in thirty-four homilies, published after his death dwo onuelwy
(from short-hand notes) by Constantine, presbyter of Antioch;
abbreviated in no very satisfactory manner by Johannes Da-
mascenus in his "Exhoyai (Opp. t. ii.) ; translated into Latin
at the instance of Cassiodorus by Mutianus Scholasticus ; and
published with this translation at Cologne 1487, 1530, and
since frequently. (Concerning this Mutian see de Viviers,
Vie de Cassiodore, 1695, p. 271.) Cassiodorus’ own words are
(de instit. divinarum litterarum, c. viii.,, Op., ed. Garet, ii. 543):
“ Ad Hebraos vero epistolam, quam sanctus Joannes Constanti-
nopolitanus triginta quatuor homiliis Attico sermone tractavit,
Mutianum virum disertissimum transferre fecimus in Latinum,
ne epistolarum ordo continuus indecoro termino subito rum-
peretur.”  The homilies of St. Chrysostom are without doubt
the best exposition of the cpistle which has come down to us
from the primitive church, being thoroughly independent, and
abounding in intelligent exegesis. It deserves to be con-
stantly consulted, and has been much read and borrowed from
by subsequent expositors.
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TaEODORE OF MOPSUESTIA (0b. 427-8) in Theodori Episc.
Mopsuest. in N. T. commentariorum que reperiri potuerunt.
Collegit, disposuit, emendavit Otto Fridol. Fritzsche, Turici
1847-8. Though there be somewhat of affectation in Theo-
dore’s striving after independence of thought, and something
perverse in his method of exposition, yet is the loss of his sugges-
tive commentary to be regretted as leaving a serious lacuna in
the historical development of the interpretation of this epistle.

CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA (ob. 444). A mosaic of fragments
(chiefly of polemical passages against Arianism) in Nova
Patrum Biblioth. t. iii., Rome 1845 (small folio); other
similar fragments in Angeli Maii Collectis Nova, t. viii. 2,
p- 147. Grandiloquent, with some dogmatico-historical, but
little exegetical value.

THEODORET (0b. 457). Complete Commentary in Opp.,
ed Nisselt, t. iii. pp. 541-637, Hale 1771-8. DBrief, plain,
clear, but meagre and unedifying.

Evursavius (fifth century). His tables of contents and
divisions into chapters of the Acts and the Epistles : first pub-
lished by Laur. Alex. Zacagni in his Collectanea Monumentorum
veterum Ecclesie Grece et Lating, que hactenus in Vaticana
Dibliotheca delituerunt, Roma 1698 (small folio); also in Gal-
landii Biblioth. t. x.

(EcuMEeNIUS (tenth century). Complete Commentary in
Opp., ed. Morell, p. ii. Paris 1631, fol. A copious work, in
which is gathered the whole mass of Greek exposition down to
Photius.

THEOPAYLACT (since 1078 Archb. of Achris in Bulgaria).
Complete Commentary in Opp., ed. de Rubeis et Bonif. Fanetti,
t. ii. Venet. 1755, fol. A catena in which lcumenius is
already made use of.!

(AnonyMI). Scholia (Greca) in Lp. ad Hebr. in D. Pauli
Epp. ad Hebr. et Colossenses Grace et Lat. varias lectiones

. adjecit Christ. Friedr. Matthexi, Rige 1784-8. Much

rubbish, but some pearls.

1 A continuous commentary formed from extracts from Chrysost.,
Ecum., and Theophyl. is found in Jo. Gregorii (nuper Archidiac. Gloces-
triensis) N. T. una cum Scholits Gracis e Gracis scriptoribus tam ecclesi-
asticis quam exteris mazxima ex parte desumptes (publisbed after the author's
death by Jo. Ernst Grabe), Oxonii 1703, fol
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II. ANCIENT INTERPRETERS OF THE WESTERN CHURCH.

AMBROSIASTER. The commentary assigned to the great
name of St. Ambrose (Opp. t. iil. ed. Paris 1634, fol., col. 611-
656), but certainly the work of another author, extends only
to the end of ch.x. A work of moderate ability, as much
inferior to the speculative acuteness of Hilarius Pictaviensis
as to the mystic depth of the real Ambrose. Not contained
in the oldest editions of St. Ambrose by Amerbach and Eras-
mus, regarded commonly as a later compilation completing
the Ambrosiastrian commentary on St. Paul's Epistles, and
perhaps the work of Rhabanus Maurus. Omitted for these
reasons by the Benedictines and Migne (Ambrosii Opera,
Paris 1845, 4to, 4 tom.).

Priyasius (Bishop of Adrumetum, sixth century). The
commentary attributed to him, and first published as such by
Jo. Gagney, Colonie 1538, 8, circulated also under the names
of Haymo and Remigius.! The commentary is valuable. It
is the Western counterpart to that of Theodoret, plain and
clear like that, but deeper and more vigorous.

ALCGUIN (0b. 804). In Opp., ed. Frobenii, Ratisbonz 1777,
fol. (only cc. i—x.). The commentary is chiefly from Chry-
sostom.

Sepurius Scortus (ninth century). Collectanea in Epp.
S. Pauli : first published by Sichard, Basil 1528, fol.; also in
t. vi. of Bibl. Mazim. Lugdunensis.

LaNFraNcUS CANTUARIENSIS (0b. 1089). Glosse in Ep.
ad Iebr., Opp., ed. Giles, Oxon 1848, 8, t. ii. pp. 129-146.
Meagre, unsatisfactory, and for us obsolete observations.

ANSELMUS CANTUARIENSIS : in Enarrationes in omnes S.
Pauli. Epp., attributed at any rate to the Archbishop, ed.
princ. by Renatus Castaneus, and more correctly by Godofr.
Hittorp, Colonie 1633, fol. Whether this commentary be

1 The Magna Biblioth. Patr. Coloniensis contains this commentary in
t. vi. p. ii. pp. 112~150, as Primasit, and t. v. p. iii. pp. 994-1037, as Remigii
Ep. Rhemensis Comm. For the designation Rhemensis (of Rheims) must
now be substituted (since the edition of Vilalpandus) that of Altesiodorensis
(of Auxerre). Under the name of Haymo this commentary is contained
in Cod. Erlang. 161. On this confusion about the author see Schriick’s
Kirchengeschichte, vol. xxiii. pp. 282-284. '
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rightly assigned to Anselm or not (some attribute it to one of
his disciples, Anselmus Laudunensis, 0b. 1117), it must rank
for clearness and depth among the best exegetical works of
the Scholastic period. I regret having too late become ac-
quainted with it.

PeETRUS LOMBARDUS (0b. 1164), in his in omnes D. Pauli
Ap. Epp., Collectanea ex DD. Augustino, Ambrosio, Hieronymo,
alitsque nonnullis S. Ser. primariis interpretibus. Composed
1140 ; first printed, Paris 1535, fol. Dry and jejune.

Hvuco pE S. VICTORE (0b. 1141). Questiones super Ep.
ad Hebr., in Opp., ed. Rothomagl, t. i. pp. 459469, 1648, fol.
Unworthy of the otherwise deep-thinking and warm-hearted
man.

TrOMAS AQUINAS. Exzpositio super Ep. 8. Pauli Ap. ad
Hebr., in Opp., ed. Cosmes Morelles, t. xvi. Antwerp 1612, fol.
An ocean of thought, but full of sandbanks and perilous whirl-
pools.

III. MODERN INTERPRETERS (SINCE THE REFORMATION).

Jac. FaBeEr StarurLexsis (Doctor of the Sorbonue, ob.
1537). Epp. S. Pauli cum Commentariis, Paris 1512, 17, fol.

Desiperius Erasmus (Roterod). In Ep. Pauli Ap. ad
Hebr. Paraphrasis extrema, Basil 1521, 8: often published
since with his other commentaries on the N. T. and with all of
them together (. ii. of his Works); to which should be added
his Adnotationes in N. T., Basil 1516, fol. (Opp. t. vi.). Not
decp and yet well-conceived beginnings of the grammatical and
historical exposition.

Jo. BuGeExHAGIUS POMERANUS. Annotationes in Epp.
Pauli ad Galat.—Philem., Hebr., ab ipso autore nuper recogn.
Nurembergz 1525, 8.

HEINR. BULLINGERUS. In piam et eruditam Pauli ad
Hebr. Ep. Commentarius, Tiguri 1532, 8.

Jo. (Ecorampapius. In Ep. ad Hebr. Explanationes
(published after his death from notes taken of his Basle
Lectures). Argentorati (Strassburg) 1534, 8.

Jo. Cavvizus. In Ep. ad Hebr. Comm. (A.p. 1549),
recently reprinted in Johannis Calvini in omnes Pauli Ap.
Epp. atque etiam in Ep. ad Hebr. Comm. ad ed. R. Steph,
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accuratissime exscripti, Halis 1831, voll. ii. 8vo: the most dis-
tinguished (and still instructive) commentary of the sixteenth
century, as learned as it is practical; the fruit of a thorough
knowledge and appreciation of the original text, though the
latter is somewhat limited by that dominance of the reflective
understanding which is characteristic of Calvin.

JoacH. CAMERARIUS. Notationes figurarum sermonis in
scriptis apostolicis, Lips. 1556, 8vo and fr.

Jo. Brentrius F. (filius). In Ep. quam Paulus Ap. ad
Hebr. scripsit de persona et officio Domini nostri J. Chr. Comm.
Tubingz 1571, 8vo.

BeNepicTUs ARETIUS (in Bern). Commentarii in Ep. ad
Hebr. Morgiis 1581, 8vo and fr.

TEEOD. BEZA, in dessen Novum Testamentum (2d ed. with
Greek text; 3d ed. with Vulg,, a translation of his own, and
niotes), Geneva 1582, fol.: continuing and completing Calvin’s
critical and philological services.

GERrH. ANpREAS HYPERIUS (in Marburg). Commentar.
in Ep. ad Hebr. nunc primum opera Jo. Mylii edit. Tiguri
1584, fol.

Eciprus Hunnius (in Marburg). Ezegesis Ep. ad Hebr.
seripta et recognita, Francof. a. M. 1586, 8vo.

Jo. Jac. GryNnzEvUs (in Heidelburg, and afterwards at
Basle). Ezplanatio Ep. S. Pauli Ap. ad Hebr. Basilee 1586,
8vo.

Franc. pE RiBERA (Jesuit). Comm. in Ep. ad Hebr.
Salamanc. 1598, and fr.

Frip. BaLpuinus. XV Disputationes de Ep. ad Hebr., in
his Comm. in omnes Epp. Pauli, Witeberge 1608, 4to and fr.

BeNEDICTUS JUSTINIANUS (Jesuit, 0b. 1622). In omnes
Epp. Pauli explanat. t. ii. Lugduin (Lyons) 1612-13, fol.

Guir. Estius (Prof. in Loven, ob. 1613). Jn omnes
App. Epp. Commentar. Duaci (Douai) 1614, Paris 1623, fol.
and fr.

CorNeLIUS A LAPIDE (Jesuit, ob. 1637). Comm. in omnes
D. Pauli Epp. Antwerp 1614, and fr.—the most celebrated,
but not the best Roman Cath. expositor of his time.

Dav. Pareos (Prof. in Heidelberg, 0b. 1615). Commentar.
in varios S. Script. ll., 2 vols. Francof. 1628, fol., and fre-
quently in Frankf. and Geneva.
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Jo. GEraarbus. Comm. sup. Ep. ad Hebr. Jenz 1641,
4to; published four years after his father's death by Jo. Ernst
Gerhard, disfigured by the all-mutilating scholasticism of its
arrangement, and evidently not left ripe for publication.

MicHAEL WALTHER. Der guldene Schiissel des Alten
und der sisse Kern des N.T., etc. (The Golden Key of the Old
Testament and the Sweet Kernel of the New, etc.), Nuremberg
1646, fol. One hundred sermons preached at Aurich in East
Friesland.

Conr. HorxErus (in Helmstddt). In Ep. S. Ap. Pauli
ad Hebr. Ezpositio literalis, Brunsvige 1655, 4to.

AxonyMI.  Prelectiones in Ep. ad Hebr. 1654-5, in C.d.
Erlangen 907. On a level with the best Lutheran commen-
taries of the seventeenth century.

JoNas ScnLicATINGIUS A Burowiec. In t. ii. of Jo.
Crellit Franci Opp. omnia exegetica, Eleutheropoli 1656, fol., is
found a commentary on this epistle, the preface to which is by
Schlichting. He speaks of the commentary as largely Crell’s
as well as his own: Est vero Comm. hic vivente adhuc Jo.
Crellio doctissimo litterarumque monumentis clarissimo viro,
collega meo desideratissimo, @ me confectus elucubratusque, ita
ut in eruendis epistole istius sensibus omnis num Crellio sociata
Sfuerit opera, atque tta ut et primas hic partes merito deferre
debeam. Apart from the effects of Socinian prejudices this is
an admirable work, marked by thorough attention to the text,
delicacy of appreciation, and excellence of method.

Erasyus ScHMID (0b. 1637 at Wittenberg). Versio N. T.
nova . . . et note et antmadversoines. . » Norimb. 1658, fol.
An advance in philological criticism.

Crrtict Sacrr, Londini 1660; Amstel. 1698; Francof.
1695; fol. The commentaries to this epistle are arranged
chapterwise, being the interpretations of Laur. Valla, with notes
by Jac. Revius; Erasmus Roterod; Franc. Vatablus ; Sebast.
Castalio; Isodorus Clarius; Nic. Zegerus; Jos. Scaliger; Is.
Casaubonus; Jo. Drusius; Jo. Camero; Jac. Cappellus; Lud.
Cappellus; and Hugo Grotins. (In Pole’s Synopsis Criti-
corum this apparatus is increased by extracts from Cajetan,
Dan. Heinsius, Piscator, Lud. de Tena, and many others.)
Among these I ought to have paid more attention to Cameron

(0b. 1625) and the brothers Cappellus (0b. 1624 and 1658),
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all the three Coryphei of Protestant theology in Saumur and
Sedan.

Anran. Cavov (ob. 1686). Bibl. N. T. illustrati, tomi
iv. Francofurti a. M. 1672-76, fol. (in German Wrttenb. 1681
82).

SEBASTIAN ScEMIDT (Strassburg). Jn Ep. D. Pauli ad
Iebr. Comment. Argentorati 1680, 4to, pp. (1482). The most
copious, enlightened, and sensible Lutheran commentary of the
seventeenth century.

Sax. SzartmMar NeMETHUS. Ep. S. Pauli ad Hebr. ex-
plicata, Francquerse 1695, 4to: the result of lectures held at
Clausen in Transylvania. Excellent method, and well-con-
sidered striking judgments.

THEODOR. AKERSLOOT. The Epistle of the Apostle Paul
to the Hebrews (from the Dutch of 1693), translated into
German by Plesken, Bremen 1714, 4to.

Jo. Braoxius (in Groningen and Omland). Comment. in
Fp. ad Hebr. Amstelod. 1705, 4to. Anti-Socinian and anti-
Remonstrant. Pays special attention to archzology.

Hexr. BENED. STARKIUS. Note Select. Crit. Philolog.
Ezegetice in Ep. S. Pauli ad Ebreeos, Lipsie 1710, 4to.
Learned, sound, and pithy.

Jon. »’ OuTREIN. [The Ep. of Paul to the Hebrews dis-
sected, ete. (tr. into German from the Dutch of 1711), 2 vols.
Frankf. 1713-18, 4to.

PrarL. A LiMporcH (Arminian, 0b. 1712). Comm. in Acta
Ap. et Epp. ad Rom. et ad Hebr. Roterod 1711, fol.

Jon. CHR. WoLr. Cure plilolog. et crit. in X posterior.
Pauli epp. Hamb. 1734, 4to, 2d ed. 1738.

Jo. ALB. BENGEL, in his classical, inexhaustibly rich, and
never obsolete Gnomon N. T., first published at Tiibingen 1742,
4to.

Jo. BenepicT Carrzov (in Helmstiadt). Sacre Ezercita-
tiones in S. Pauli Ep. ad Hebr. ex Philone Alexandrio, Helm-
stadii 1750, 8vo.

Jo. AxDR. CRAMER (0b. 1788 as Prof. at Kiel). Erkli-
rung des Br. Pauli an die Lbr. (Exposition of St. Paul's Ep.
to the Hebr.), 2 vols., Copenhagen and Leipsic 1757, 4to.

Friepr. CnristorH. STEINHOFER. Tdgliche Nahrung des
Glaubens aus der Erkenntniss Jesu nach den wichtigen Zeug-
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nissen der Ep. an die Ebr. (Daily nourishment for faith drawn
from the testimonies of the Ep. to the Hebrews), 2 vols,
Tiibingen 1761, 8vo. Written in Bengel’s spirit.

SIEGMUND JAKOB BAUMGARTEN. Erklir. des Br. St. Pauli
an die Hebr. mit Andr. Gotilieb Maschens Anm. und Paraphrasi
und Joh. Sal. Semler's Beitrdagen 2u genauerer Einsicht dieses
Briefes, Halle 1763, 4to. (Exposition of St. Paul’'s Epistle to
the Hebrews, with observations and paraphrase by Masch, and
appendices by Semler.) Careful in showing the connection
of thought, but disficured by excessive analysis and minute
tabulation.

JouanNy Ruporpu Kiessring (in Erlangen). Richtige
Verbindung Mosaischen Alterthiimer mit der Auslequng des
Sendschretbens des h. Ap. Paulus an die Hebr., Erster Theil,
Erlangen u. Leipzig 1765, 4to. (Connection of the Mosaic
Antiquities with the Exposition of the Epistle of St. Paul to
the Hebrews.) An arch®ological commentary on the whole
epistle—loquacious, superficial, unproductive.

Carist. Frip. Scomip (in Wittenberg).  Observ. super
Ep. ad Hebr. historice, critice, theologice, c¢. pref. Chr. A.
Crusii, Lips. 1766, §vo.

JoH. Davip MicoaELis. Erklar. des Br. an die Hebr.,
zwei Theile, Frankfurt u. Leipzig (Exposition of the Ep. to the
Hebrews, 2 vols.), first published 1762-4, and subsequently in
much improved form, 1780-86, 4to. It is still worth reading
on account of its learning and critical acuteness.

Sam. Fr. Naruax Morus (in Leipzig). Der DBr. an die
Ilebr. dibers. (mit Anm.) [The Ep. to the Hebr. translated,
with observations], sccond ed. Leipsic 1781, 8vo. Insigni-
ficant and obsolete.

Jomn. CHrisTIAN Brascme. Systematischer Kommentar
uber den Brief an die Hebr., zwei Theile (Systematic Commen-
tary on the Ep. to the Hebr., 2 vols.), Leipsic 1782-86, 8vo.
Conceited and loquacious—perverse interpretations.

Lup. Casr. VALCKENAER (at Franeker, and afterwards at
Leyden, ob. 1785). Selecta e Schol. in Ep. ad Hebr. in the
Selecta ¢ Schol. Valckenarit in ll. quosdam Novi Testamenti ed.
discipulo Lv. Wassenbergh, tom. ii., Amstelodami 1817, 8vo.
Much alien matter, but also much that is instructive from the
mouth of the great philologer.
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Perr. AnrescH. Paraphrasis et Adnotationum tn Ep. ad
Hebr. IIT spectmina (ch. i-vi.), Leyden 1786-87-90, 8vo.
Continued by Heringa (beginning with ch. vii.) in A.p. 1817.

GorrLoB CHRIST. STORR (0b. Oberhofprediger—Court
chaplain—in Stuttgart, 1805). Pauli Br. an die Hebr. erliu-
tert (St. Paul's Ep. to the Hebr. explained), Tiibingen 1789 (and
1809), 8vo. A meritorious work, which the learned, orthodox,
and faithful author opposed as a rampart to the invasion of
Rationalism. The treatise on the purpose of our Lord’s death
occupies as much space as the commentary itself.

Jo. Ave. ErNest. Pralectiones Academice in Ep. ad
Hebr. ab ipso revisee, published with copious additional notes of
his own by Gottlieb Imman. Dindorf, Lipsiz 1795, 8vo. The
interpretation runs frequently into dogmatic excursuses, and
the dogmatic but esegetically insignificant interpolations of
the editor are often disturbing.

Carv HeivricH RIiEGER (formerly Consistorial-Rath and
Stiftsprediger in Stuttgart). Betrachtungen tuber das N. T.,
Th. iv. Aufl. 3, Stuttgart 1847, 8vo. (Contemplations on
the New Testament.) A work so full of spiritual life and
interpenetrated by the spirit of prayer, that it is secured from
becoming obsolete, and has an abiding blessing.

Dav. Scuurz. Der Br.an die Hebr., Einleitung, Uebers. und
Anmerk., Breslau 1818, 8vo. (The Lp. to the Hebr., Introduc-
tion, Translat., and Notes.) A work full of most extraordinary
assertions, e.g. that the writer of this epistle, from his own
Christian point of view, meant to leave the sacrificial and
priestly institutions of Judaism intact, and appears not to have
regarded Christianity as having any independent existence as
an institution upon earth.

ArcHIBALD M‘LEAN (Baptist Minister). A Paraphrase
and Commentary on the Ep. to the Hebrews, 2 vols., London
1820, 8vo. A sensible, unpretending book.

G. MExkeN. Erkl. des elft. Cap. des Br. an die Hebr.
(Exposition of the 11th chapter), Bremen 1821, 8vo.

G. MENKEN. Homilien taber das 9te und 10te Cap. des
Briefes an die Hebr.nebst einem Anhange etlicher Homilien viber
Stellen des 12ten Cap., Bremen 1831, 8vo. (Homilies on the
9th and 10th chapters, with appendix of Homilies on some
parts of the 12th chapter.) Chiefly resting on Bengel, and
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therefore of only subordinate exegetical, but of the highest
homiletical value.

Jo. Heixr. Hewricns, (Paullt) Ep. ad Hebr. grece,
perpetua adnotatione illustrata, Gottinge 1792; ed. ii. 1823,
8vo. Forms the 8th vol. of KXoppe’s N. Test.

Curist. Frip. BGAME. Ep. ad Hebr. latine vers. atque
comm. instr. perpetuo, Lips. 1825, 8vo. A work of sound
scholarship, though written in a painfully affected style—acute,
independent, not theologically profound, but richly suggestive

Crurist. THEOPH. KUINOEL. Comm. in Ep. ad Hebr.,
Lips. 1831, 8vo. Far inferior in originality to Bdhme, but
. superior to his commentary in the classic simplicity of its style.

Heinr. KLee (Cath. Prof. of Theology at Bonn). Ausl.
des Br. an die Hebr., Mainz. 1833, 8vo. (Expos. of the Ep.
to the Hebr.,, Mayence.) Deserves praise at any rate for its
avowed endeavour to attain to what he calls * objective ” exe-
gesis, which is to be at once grammatical, historical, rational,
and mystic,

Friev. BLEER. Der Br. an die Hebr. erliutert durch
Einl. Uebers. und fortlaufenden Comm., Abth. 1. (Einl.), Berlin
1828 ; Abth. ii. (Capp.i-iv.13), 1836; Abth. iii. (Capp. iv.
14-xiii.), 1840, 8vo.  (The Ep. to the Hebrews illustrated by
an Introduction, Translation, and continuous Commentary,
published in three divisions, in the years 1828, 1836, and
1840.) Every competent scholar will confirm the judgment
of de Wette, that it is a work occupying one of the first places,
if not the very first place, among the exegetical productions of
our time, and as much distinguished by a clear love of truth
and genuine theological spirit as by extensive learning and the
proofs of most unwearied industry.

A. Taovuck. Komm. zum Br. an die Hebr., Ausg. 1,
Hamburg 1836 (Commentary on the Ep. to the Hebr., 1st ed.
1836); 2d ed. 1840; 3d ed. 1850, 8vo; with two appendices,
on “The Old Testament in the New,” and ¢ The Citations of
the O. T. in the N. T., on Sacrifice and Priesthood in Old and
New Testament,” 3d ed. 1849, 8vo. A commentary which
has greatly improved and matured in its progress—supplements
theological deficiencies in Bleck, full of rare pieces of know-
ledge, aims at striking the right mean between an idealistic
and realistic interpretation,
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KarnL WiLH. STEIN. Der Br. an die Hebr. theoretisch-
practisch erkldrt, u. s. w., Leipz. 1838, 8vo. Laudable on
account of the attempt to combine the theoretical with the
practical interpretation, and to show the connection between
the parts.

Cur. F. Fritzscug. Krit. Beitrage zur Erkl. des Briefes
an die Hebr. mit Rucks. auf den Komm. von Tholuck, Leipz.
1840, 8vo. '

Rup. ST1ER. Der Br. an die Hebr. in 36 Betrachtungen
ausgelegt (The Ep. to the Hebr. expounded in 36 medita-
tions), 2 vols,, 1842, 8vo. Thoughtful, and only too full of
thought.

KAarL R. KoESTLIN. Der Lehrbegriff des Ev. und der Br.
des Johannes und die verwandten neutest. Lehrbegriffe, Berlin
1843, 8vo. (Doctrinal System of the Gospel and the Epistles
of St. John, and similar Doctrinal Systems in the New Testa-
ment.) This work contains, pp. 387-472, an account of the
doctrinal system of the Epistle to the Hebrews, and succeeds
in showing that it occupies the mid space between that of St.
Paul’s later epistles (Eph. and Col.) and that of the Gospel of
St. John.

De WETTE. Kurze Erkl. des Br. an Tit. Tim. u. d. Hebr.
Ausg. 1, 1844 ; Ausgab. 2, 1847, 8vo. (Short Exposit. of the
Epistles to Titus, Timothy, and the Hebrews, 1st ed. 1844,
2d ed. 1847.) De Wette’s merits as an interpreter, his critical
tact, accuracy, clearness, and solidity, are universally recog-
nised ; but so also his undeniable prejudices, and his unfair,
irreverent, and schoolmaster-like way of pretending to set right
prophets and apostles.

Ot10 VON GERLACH. Das Neue Test., etc., Bd. 2, Berlin
1837, 8vo, and frequently since. This popular commentary is
not without a scientific basis, and exhibits the exercise of an
independent judgment.

L. SteNGEL (Catholic Professor of Theology at Freiburg).
Erkl. des Br. an die Hebr., nach dessen Nachlass von Jos. Beck.
Karlsruhe 1849, 8vo. (Expos. of Ep. to Hebr., published from
his literary remains by Jos. Beck.) DBoth editor and author
attach themselves to the principles of historico-critical inter-
pretation ; both refer frequently to Hirscher; the doctrine of
vicarious satisfaction is combated ; and the views of the sacred
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writer as to ¢ the pre-existence of Jesus” are supposed to have
been “ undefined.”

Jon. HEiNR. AvuG. EBrRARD. Der Br. an die Hebr.
erklart, Konigsberg 1850, 8vo. (Part of the fifth vol. of
Olshausen’s Commentary.) Bold and combative, striving after
a kind of mathematical certainty : sometimes striking out true
interpretations, but not seldom self-destructive.

Ave. Bisping (Cathol. Profess. of Exegesis at Miinster).
Evkl. des Br. an die Hebr., Miinster 1854, 8vo. Among
(Roman) Catholic commentaries the most connected and
pleasing.

J. Cur. K. von HorMANN. Der Schriftbeweis: First
half, Nordlingen 1852 (2d ed. 1857); second half, sec. 1,
1853 ; sect. 2, 1855. The same author’s Abdhandl. 2, zur
Enstehungs-geschichte der h. Schrift—Der Br. des Jacobus und
der DBr. an die Hebr. (Treatise on the History of the Composi-
tion of Holy Scripture—the Ep. of James and the Ep. to the
Hebr.), Zeitschrift fir Protestantismus und Kirche, 1856, pp.
329-350. Although this author is not seldom withdrawn from
the plain sense of Scripture by his peculiar views respecting
the Logos and the doctrines of sacrifice and atonement, yet
nevertheless these contributions to the interpretation of our
epistle, especially in the Schriftbewels (ch. 1.~x.), are very com-
plete and comprehensive. Taken all together, they furnish the
most valuable hints which have yet been given as to the pur-
pose, plan, and connection of thought in the epistle, and will be
recognised as doing so by every one who is more than a super-
ficial inquirer. '

GoTTLIEB LUENEMANN. Kritisch. exvegetisches Handbuck
aber den Hebrderbrief (Critical and Exegetical Manual on the
Lp. to the Hebr.), Gottingen 1855, 8vo. Worthy to form a
part of Meyer’s complete commentary on the New Testament.
It is founded for the most part on Bleck, though with real
independence. See the review of it in the Allgem. Kirchen-
zeitung, L. B, 1857, No. 29, by Willibald Grimm.

Jo. H. R. BIESENTHAL. FEpistola Pault ad Hebr. cum rab-
binico commentario, Berlin (Leipzig bei Dorflling und Franke),
1857, 8vo. The praise bestowed even by Jewish scholars on
the same author’s rabbinical commentary on the Ep. to the
Romans (vid. Jost, Gesch. des Judenthums u. seiner Secten, Abth.

VOL. I. C
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i. p. 416 seq. 1857) belongs also to this. It is the first Judzo-
Christian interpretation of this Judwo-Christian epistle. The
illustrations from Jewish sources testify to a very extensive
range of reading, far overstepping the ground occupied by
Schittgen’s Horee (1733). It abounds also in thoughtful and
delicate observations. The text on which it is founded is the
Hebrew version of the New Testament published under the
auspices of the London Jews’ Society, which in the Ep. to the
Hebrews is also not much better than the Hebrew version of
Frid. Alb. Christiani, Lipse 1676, 4to. (This translation has
been much improved in the edition of the Hebrew New Tes-
tament published by the London Society in 1866, and subse-
quently to Delitzsch’s writing the above in 1859.—TR.)

Delitzsch proceeds to enumerate three English works which
had come into his hands after the conclusion of his commen-
tary in 1859 :

1. GeorGE VISCOUNT MANDEVILLE., Hore Hebraice :
An attempt to discover how the argument of the Epistle to the
Hebrews must have been understood by those therein addressed ;
with Appendices on Messial’s Kingdom, etc.; London 1835, large
8vo. From this work of the late Duke of Manchester Delitzsch
translates a paragraph, enumerating the English works of
Deering, Owen,' Lawson, Jones, Vaughan, Stewart, Maclean,
Macknight. These Delitzsch confesses not to have seen.? On
the other hand, he has made occasional use of H. HaymonDp
(0b. 1660) in Latin by Jo. Clericus; DaN. WHITBY (0b. 1726);
Trou. PYLE (1725), transl. into German by E. G. Kiister;
J. PEircE (0b. 1726) in Latin by J. D. Michaelis; A. A.
SYKES (0b. 1756) in German by Semler; and S. T. BLoom-
FIELD ([Recensio Synoptica Annotationis Sacree, being a Critical
Digest, etc., 8 vols.,, London 1826-7, 8vo). He regrets espe-
cially having been unable to use the Commentary of M. Stuart
(first published at Andover, U.S., in 1827-8, in 2 vols.), which
he characterizes as a work rivalling the scientific method of
German ezegesis.

1 His Ezercitations on the Ep. to the Hebrews, London 1668-74, fill four
folios.

2 Delitzsch says this apparently overlooking that he had included
Maclean's commentary in his synopsis, with a brief criticism. See above.
—Tr.
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2. The Epistle to the Hebrews, with Notes, London 1851,
8vo. “The writer’s object is to prove that the whole epistle
shows the acceptance of Christianity to be no loss, but in every
respect a real gain for the Jews, and as such dedicates his
book to Jewish readers.”

3. WiLriaym Tarr. Meditationes Hebraice, or a Doctrinal
and Practical Exposition of the Lp. of St. Paul to the Hebrews,
in a series of Lecturesy, New and enlarged edition, London
1855. The writer avows his agreement with such commenta-
tors as Barnes in America and Ebrard in Germany, and has
adopted improvements of the authorized English version sug-
gested by the use of ¢“the English Hezapla, the Commentary
of M. Stuart, the Horee Hebraice of the late Duke of Man-
chester, and the excellent translation by the Rev. Henry Craik
of Bristol.”
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When Moses put on the veil, the people looked at him ; but when he
‘took it off, they turned away their faces from him; and not understanding
what they read, invented one thing after another for themselves.

ATHANASIUS, 19 Pasck. Ep. (Syriac).



FIRST PART OF THE EPISTLE.

Coar. 1. 1—CHaP. v. 10.

THE SUPREME EXALTATION OF THE MEDIATOR OF THE NEW
TESTAMENT ABOVE THE ANGELS, ABOVE MOSES AND
JOSHUA, AND FINALLY ABOVE AARON.

CHAP. 1.—The mantfold revelations of Hzmself made by God
through the prophets have been followed up in this last time
by a revelation through the Son as accomphsher of the work
of redemption ; who both, a priori, as God of God and
upholder of the Universe created by God through ITim, and
now, a posteriori, as the glorified One and Ileir of all
things, is ezalted above the angels.

pPAERS. 1-3 are the proemium to the whole epistle as
i well as to this its first part, to which ver. 4 follow-
ing this procemium forms the transition: God has
made a final revelation of Himself in the Son as
fulfiller of the work of atonement; who being from all eternity
above all things, by virtue of the essential dignity of His
divine person is now exalted above all in the nature which He
assumed in time.

The epistle begins, like the first Epistle of St. John, with a
grandly solemn but more rhythmically rounded period, in which
we find all the main thoughts of the whole treatise, and are
prepared for their subsequent development. The supra-pro-
phetical, super-angelical, and supra-levitical dignity of Christ
is here briefly indicated, and at the same time regarded from
that unearthly transcendental point of view which is maintained
throughout the epistle.
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Ver. 1. God having spoken in the past at many times and in
manifold ways unto the fathers through the prophets, hath spoken
at the end of these days unto us through the Son.

We have here at the outset the same high-sounding and
significant rhythm, the same striking and beautlful collocation
of words, which characterizes the whole epistle. The author
begins, as Valckenaer delicately observes, with two pwones
quarti (v -) connected by xai—molvuepds kal molvTpdTws
—and thus with “ winged words™ sets forth in their contrast
to each other the revelations of the Old and New Testament.
The aorist Aajoas has here (as is frequently the case with the
aorist in participial and other subordinate clauses) a pluperfect
signification. The first of these divine revelations is that which
was given wdlac (i.e. not antiquitus, “of old,” as contrasted
with what is modern or new, but rather ante hac, ¢ formerly,”
“1in the past,” as contrasted with the existing present); while
the second is that which has now superseded it, ér’ éoydrov
TOV Huepdy TovTwy (ie. in the terminal period which these days
constitute, but not, “on the last of these days” [Winer, § 51,
9 (?)], which would require the reading én’ éoydrns). 'En’
éoydrov is the right reading here as well as at 1 Pet. i. 20
(comp. Num. xxiv. 14, LXX.), instead of that of the tertus
receptus, ém éoydrwov, whlch was substituted for it as the easier,
more intelligible form of expression, and likewise as that more
wsual in the LXX.—e.g. Gen. xlix. 1.

"Eaxatov 7év #uepdy corresponds to the Hebrew term
DY\ nMNY, and expresses the notion never merely of a simple
future which is to follow the present in the course of ordinary
Listorical development, but always that of the end or final
period which is to conclude all history and forms the utmost
boundary of the speaker’s circle of vision. It is then for our
author here, as for St. Peter (1 Ep. i. 20), that ¢last time”
which to his apprehension, looking back upon the past, is
already begun and in process of unfolding itself before his
eyes; and so by the word Todrwy (which logically belongs to
the whole term) he indicates to his readers that the present, in
which they are all now living, is indeed this very "Ecya7Tov in
contrast to that ITdAac.

He proceeds to lay down what is common and what is dis-
tinctive in both revelations. (A.) What is common: in both
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periods it is ¢ Oeds, the One only and Most High God, who
reveals Himself, and this revelation is characterized in both as
a Aaleiy, a speaking of God to men (Aa\eiv corresponding to
937 as Aéyew to WR). The very form of expression Aahjoas—
& dAnoev indicates that there is an historical continuity of both
periods, that the revelation in both is substantially one and the
same. But the stress is here laid not on what is common, but
on (B.) what is distinctive. And therefore we have, on the one
hand, the distinctive characteristics of the Old Testament placed
at the beginning and end of the protasis—molvuepds kal morv-
TpoTWS . . . . év Tois mpodrnTass, and, on the other, set in con-
trast with them at the end of the apodosis, the one grand
characteristic of the New Testament—év vi@.

The revelation of the Old Testament is characterized (a.) as
given molvuepds rai molvTpbrws, t.e. quantitativé in succes-
sive portions, and qualitativé in various forms. A scholiast
has expounded moAvuepds as referring to the o Siddopor Tév
katpdy, and mwolvtpomws to the 1o mowihoy Tdv Beiwy ém-
Tacudv; but it would be more strictly correct to say, that
mohvuepds refers to the truth of revelation as given to the
fathers in many distinct portions, not all at once, but piece-
meal or ¢ memberwise,” and that woAvrpomws refers to the
modes of revelation, according to which it came to them in
manifold shapes, 7.e. not immediately, but now in one form of
mediation, now in another. The next characteristic of the Old
Testament revelation is, (3.) that it was made év Tois mpodrirais
—that is, through a multitude of middle-persons chosen and
selected by God for this instrumentality. The word mpodiirac
is here used in its most comprehensive sense so as to include
on the one hand Moses, who was a prophet and more, and on
the other David and Daniel, who officially were not ¢prophets”
at all.  All who were the ministering organs of divine revela-
tion to ancient Israel are here called prophets—all, that is,
through whom, as the sacred writer himself expresses it, God
had once spoken to the fathers. [“Through whom,” but not, as
v. Gerlach renders it, “in whom.” ’Ev rois mpodsjrars has
here the same sense as at 1 Sam. xxviii. 6, LXX. da\etv év
is “to speak by,” like ‘2 927, 2 Sam. xxiii. 2, and elsewhere
frequently; év answering to the Hebr. Beth instrumenti (a
usage found in classical Greek in reference to things, but
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not to persons: Iliihner, § 600, 3). Its use here corre-
sponds to that of &id, ch. ii. 3 of this epistle, Luke i. 70, and
Acts iii, 21.] It is then characteristic of the Old Testament to
be a complex of manifold parts, modes, and instruments of
revelation, held together by the unity of a cemmon goal, the
éayatov TGV fuepdv, but at the same time bearing witness by
its very multiplicity that this goal is not yet attained.

On this fragmentary and multiform speaking of God to
the fathers follows now His speaking unto us év vi@. One
revelation is contrasted with the many, the instrumentality of
the prophets with that of the Son. To render év vig, with
Bleek, by ¢ through a Son,” i.e. “ through one who is a Son,”
would hardly be consistent with the author’s meaning. ?ios
is here, as at vii. 28, so applied to the Mediator of the New
Testament as almost to be regarded as a proper name, and
therefore used without the article, like Bdothevs and wéyas
Baauhebs when applied to the Persian king. In the same way
72 occurs Ps. ii. 12 without the article. This absolute use
of vios like a proper name is just what we should expect in
the Epistle to the Hebrews as one of the last of the Pauline
writings.! Moreover, the great fundamental difference between
the two revelations is clearly indicated in the simple antithesis
of év Tols mpodrjtars and év vig; the term mpodijrar making
a relation purely accidental and official in its character, vids
one that is essential and necessary, being grounded in the
nature of the person by whom it is occupied. The author
now proceeds by means of relative clauses to develop the
main characteristics of that supreme exaltation by which
the Son, as Mediator of this the final revclation, excels the
prophets.

Ver. 2. Whom ke appointed to be heir of all things, through
whom he also made the worlds. ,
’Ev vig is naturally followed in the first place by the clause

! For this use of logically defined substantives without the (definite)
article, see Rost, § 98, 6, and the syntactic part of the collection of
examples, p. 45 and foll. (second ed.). The best parallel to the New
Testament use of viés for ¢ vid; is perhaps the classical use of £vbpamo;, e.g.
in Xenoph. Memor. i. 4, 11 (a passage not cited by Rost) : feoi wévor 7oy
Léav Zvdpamov dpliv dvéaTnaar.
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bv ¥Onuev® wrnpovépov mwdvrwv, the notion of “son” readily
suggesting that of “heir;” vids and xK\npovouos constitute in
the Pauline system an inseparable pair of notions (Gal. iv. 7).
Even because the Mediator of this final revelation is wvios
must He also be the Lord over all that pertains to His Father,
and that, indeed, jure hereditatis. In Him the promise made
to the seed of Abraham, 16 ~K\npovouov atrov elvar Tod xéopov
(Rom. iv. 13 ; Gal. iii. 16), attains its complete fulfilment.
The next clause, & od xal émolnoev Tovs aildvas, is exhi-
bited by means of the xai (which is here more than a mere
expletive) in its intimate connection of thought with the pre-
ceding. God hath appointed the Son to be heir of all things,
even as He also made the worlds through Him. O: aidves is
not equivalent here to the Old Testament owhyn, which (from
By, to veil) signifies inscrutable periods or successions of time,
but to the rabbinical post-biblical owSwR or nmby (the el-dla-
min of the Koran), ¢.e. the infinite multitude of worlds which
have their existence in those unlimited periods of time. It
expresses in the plural form the same notion as xdopos in the
singular, .e. not the systems or economies of the history of the
universe, but the cosmical systems of actual creation. The
word is used in the same sense, xi. 3; it is used in both these
so closely connected meanings, 1 Tim. i. 17; and Zere expresses
the same thing as the wdvra of the preceding clause. Creator
of this universe of worlds is God (6 ©eds) : Mediator of that
creation is the Son (vids). And here we have no ground what-
ever for assuming that our author takes the name vids, as it
were, out of its proper soteriological connection, and applies it
by way of anticipation only to the Mediator in His creative
capacity. The transcendent dignity, indeed, marked by this
use of the word vids, of that essential relation in which the

1T have followed Lachmann and Tischendorf's custom of putting
» {@erx. even before words beginning with a consonant, therein following
the custom of the Cod. Alexandr. (retained also by Grabe) and that of most
uncials. Though I do not believe that the writers of the New Testament
themselves made a rule of this irregularity, it is yet more than probable
that this mode of spelling may have been as common in their autographs
a3 in the older or nearly contemporary written documents which have come
down to us; e.g. the perhaps Ptolemaic Psephisma Parium, the Turin and
Vienna Papyrus edited by Peyron, the . rolls of Herculaneum, ete. Sce
Thiersch, de Pentateuch. Vers. Alezandr. ii. §§ 10, 11.
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so-Named stands to God, is set in the clearest light by that
relation thus being shown not to have had its commencement
in the midst of time, but to have existed before all times and
all worlds, and so also to have exercised a mediatorial agency
in their production. The exalted rank attained by the Son in
His historical manifestation through God’s appointing Him
Leir of all things, is only the correlative of that which He
possessed already before all times, when God created the
universe through Him. DBetween this n'wx1 (commencement)
and that nmnx (consequence) there exists a real connection, to
which the xal points. (The antiquus verborum ordo, as even
in his time Bengel called it—&:" o kal émoincev Tods aldvas—
rightly now preferred by Lachmann and Tischendorf, is more
in accordance with this correlative character of the two clauses
than that of the tezt. rec.—8:" o0 xai Tovs aldvas émoinoer; and
moreover, such a strictly logical and rhythmical arrangement
down to the smallest details in the collocation of words, is one
peculiarly characteristic of the whole epistle : the Son is made
the heir of All, that All too owes its origin to Him.)

We have here assumed against Baumgarten and Bleek, that
the clause 6v €nrev exclusively refers to that dignity which
the Son has attained to in His historical manifestation ; so that
in the second verse we have a retrogression from what has been
a matter of historical development to that which preceded it,
and formed the commencement of all history. It must be
allowed that 6v é0nxev might also refer to an eternal predesti-
nating decree on God’s part; but there is nothing to indicate
such a reference here, which therefore can hardly have been
present to the mind of the writer. Moreover, the ¢ chiastic”
(or cross-wise) relation in which the clauses of the following
verse stand to these is against such a reference of 6v &nxev.
For there we have—{irst, in the clauses dependent upon @v and
dépov (taking up the 8. ol émolnaev Tols aldvas), some of the
eternal attributes of the Son, and then, in the following clauses,
His redeeming work in time, and His return thereby to God,
from whom He came, and with whom henceforth, as x\npovs-
pos mdavrwy, He for ever sits enthroned.

Ver. 3. Who, being the effulgence of his glory and express
image of his substance, and upholding all things by the word of
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lis power, after having by himself accomplished the purification
of our sins, sat down on the right hand of Majesty in highest
places.!

The consequences of this session on the right hand of God
are expressed in the following verse (ver. 4). From this alone
it is evident that the participial clauses which precede éxd-
Gioev must describe the antecedents of that exaltation. No one
denies that the clause wopaduevos describes the work which
has had that exaltation for its consequence ; and the uniform
impression made from the very first on all readers sharing the
mind of the church on these subjects, by the preceding clauses
dv and pépww, .was, that they describe the internal, timeless,
and essential ground of the Son’s personality. Nevertheless
Hofmann (Schriftbew. i. 140-142) refuses to allow that dv
and @épwv bear this sense, inasmuch as he insists on inter-
preting all the utterances of Scripture in the New Testament
concerning the eternal person which has manifested itself in
Jesus, solely in reference to that manifestation, thus assigning
them merely an historical and dispensational significance, and
throwing an impenetrable veil over the whole doctrine of the
Trinity apart from those relations of inequality in which the
Godhead has manifested itself in the economy of redemption.
These clauses, therefore, v and ¢épw, tell us nothing, in his
view, concerning our Lord apart from His historical manifes-
tation ; they merely express what He now is, and is able to
do since, after accomplishing the purification of sin, Ile is set
down at the right hand of God;—an interpretation which is
not only opposed to the natural impression made by the
words themselves, to the order of thought, and to the general
construction of the sentence, but which likewise fails to find
adequate support in the reasons alleged by Hofmann for main-

1 The parallel passage to this and some of the following in the first
Epistle of Clemens Romanus, ¢. 36, runs thus: “O; &y dmavyaspa rig
eyaraotyng wbril Tosobry pellwy totiv dywirwy fog ScxQopiTepoy Svop
rexhnpovdpnxey. yéypamras yip obrwg” 'O weay Tods dyyéhovs alrod
Fyedpeera, xud Tobg AeTovpyoVs abTol wupds PAdya.” éml §é 1¢ vig abrod
(for this é#! c. dat., see note to Viii. 1) edrws elwev ¢ deomdrng, * Yids peos el
ob, byd onuipoy yeybvynnd oe aitnons wap ipob xel ddow cor Evn THr xAnpo-
vopeiay oov ral Tov xataoxeoly cov 7@ wépara Tig yic.” Kal marw Alyer
wpos abroy ¢ Kafov éx dedidy pov fws &v 0a Todg éxdpovs oov Smomidioy Tar
xodiiv gov.”
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taining it. For surely, to say that the clause amadyacpa s
Sokns kal yapartip Ths vmosTdoews adTod, if meant to refer
to our Lord apart from the 1ncarnat10n, must have commenced
with 8 éorev instead of &, is to make an unwarrantable de-
mand on the sacred writer, whose purpose evidently is, by the
use of participial constructions here, to exhibit the eternal
character and accomplished work of the mow exalted Saviour
as the glorious background of His exaltation. Neither does
it prove anything for that position to say, that the omnipotent
rule over the universe of created things expressed by ¢épwr-
forms the most complete antithesis to the humiliation of our
Lord’s earthly life; for Hofmann himself assumes (2, 1, 24),
that even in that humiliation He could not cease to take His
part in the divine government of the world, or, as we have
expressed it elsewhere (Psychologie, 286), “the work of re-
demption forms the very centre of that divine energy of the
Triune Godhead by which the universe is governed and pre-
served, and which, so far from suffering interruption when
God the Son, falling back on the essential ground of His
divine being, exchanged the form of God for the form of a
servant, was only the more mtense]y manifested by that very
act of self-renunciation. The ‘upholdlng all things,’ there-
fore, ¢ by the word of His power’ maintained all through our
Lord’s humiliation its abiding truth, though under the veil of
a mystery which the very angels could not penctrate, just as
the human spirit maintains, without a moment’s interruption,
its vital energising power over the human body as much during
the captivity of sleep as when in the full activity of its waking
condition.”

We continue, accordingly, to maintain that the clauses &v
and ¢épwv do express the absolute essence and operation of
the Son, which remains through all the historical developments
to which by the incarnation He has committed Himself as
the unchangeable and hidden basis for them all. But we do
not (with de Wette for example) regard év and ¢épov as
expressing the cause of His exaltation. Neither rendering,
utpote qui sit—ferat, nor quum esset—ferret, would be the right
one here. The absolute divine being of the Son does not
stand in the relation of cause and effect to His exaltation.
What He is in Himself belongs to the category of metaphysical
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necessity; what, as the result of historical developments, He
has become, belongs to that of ethical freedom ; and these are
quite distinet categories. The ground of His exaltation must
be songht in the fact, that He undertook and accomplished a
certain work—the purification of our sins; and the participial
clauses &v and ¢épwv tell us what in Himself He was who did
this work, that is, they describe the eternal, unchangeable, and
absolute background of the whole of His historical action,
setting it forth in the light of its true significance. The parti-
ciples might therefore be thus resolved : who while He (from
eternity) is . . . and (evermore) upholdeth . . . did after accom-
plishing (or, in consequence of His having accomplished) the
cleansing . . . sit down on the right hand ... (Béhme, von
Gerlach, and others). This interpretation makes evident why
dv is so expressively put forward at the head of the sentence ;
namely, because it is the timeless being of the Son to which it
refers, and which gives its infinite dignity to His historical
existence. "f2v is here used as supra-temporally, and so to speak
omni-temporally, as at John 1. 18, iii. 13 (comp. viil. 58 and
xvil. 24). Just the same is the case with éordy, Col. i. 15, as is
clear from the adrés éore (not Jv) mpd wdvrewv of ver. 17; for
titere likewise Christ is called elxav Tod @eod Tob dopdrov not,
as Hofman would have it, as the glorified, but as the eternal One.
For there first going back to His eternal derivation from the
supra-mundane Father, and expressing by & éorw elxav, k.7,
the relation in which He stood to the world at its first creation,
the apostle proceeds, after calling Him the Head of the church
(ver. 18), to designate Him (in the next clause, &s éariw dpy,
TPWTOTOKOS €K TV vekpdY) as an dpx, or fresh beginning, in His
relation to the same world newly redeemed. In both relations
He is the mediating principle: in the first, by virtue of His
divine birth antecedently to all creation (wpwrdroros, not mpw-
TokTioTos) 3 in the second, by virtue of His birth from the
dead, in which the new creation took its beginning : in the first,
as the eternal Son; in the second, as the glorified God-man.
In tarning our attention, then, to the clause &v arairyacua
7fis Sobns xal yapaktip Tis Umoordoews abmod, we both may
and must assume that these words express the eternal and
divine relation in which our Reconciler stands to God, a rela-
tion on which Holy Scripture does not otherwise leave us
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wainformed, bocawse without sweh information the avening
wark of Christ could melther be appreciated nar wnderstood.
Even ware the question regantad movely from am historteo-
htorary paint of view, it would seem iwmprobable that such
pradicates as elkew (drvioweema) Gl dreiyacsa, and
xopacrip (edpay) should de familiarty applied to the Loges
by the Jewish Alexandrinian, and not have a like application
to the eternal person wanifestad i Christ when employad by
writers of the New Testament; and least of all in the case of
this episthy which, as K. R, Kosthin (Johancisvhar Lekrbogriy,
1343) has comvincingly demonstratad, forms a link between
the later Paunline epistles and the writings of St Johw, and
excels all otber books of the New Testament in the abundance
of what canmet be merely accilental resemblances to Alexan-
drime modes of thorghs and expression. To ws, indeed, it soems
adispatable that the Jewish theokogy off the last fow conturtes
before Chiidt ia Palestine, amd more especially in Alexaminia,
G mianifest varvoms foregleams of thae fuller light which was
throwa cm divize things in geweral and or the tiune natwre
of the Godkead in partiownlar, by the great evamgelical facks of
redompdion ; mor can the admisiom that so & way prove a
stamblinzbixck to any bt those who think that the kowg chain
of divime preparations for the coming of Chnst, em whick the
whele entward and inwand histary of Israel is strumg, mwst have
becr abruptly brekom of with the lag book of the OR! Tes-
tamaat canom.  Is it thom possible that the Book of Wisdom
(. 26) showkd speak of the Sophia as dxrwemeps dwres
aweor, Philo (W Chernd.) of God as daysrewes avyy. and now
cnr anther of Him who was manifosted in Josus a3 drmeneesa
s Salgs awrar, withomt thawe several torms haviag any intermal
higecical commection ¥

"dravneswa is ciber regilvetod brightwess as from am lwmi-
waded sorface (of waeer, for example, or 3 mimrer), or ke
brighimess giovn porik by a shimimg chjeet froms ieelf. The
&s&mswﬂyts pessible as the sevond, and
Pt ctherwise admisible s the Som, as reflecting the divime
ghrr(°00t xr.G),nlghheaMWhhn the
socond mg m rodly sasgasts sl aad is wmore in
avcerdance with the gemeral we of the werd: the Som &
avempeua 33 Wm en-i-nn of that ghey. Se



CHAP. L 3, 49

Phils employs the word when he speaks of the human spirit as
79 parapley Kl 1’p¢d;mxapﬁu Mam &wa&/m;m, and that
it must have the saie meaning in Wisdom vii. 26, is evidemt
from all the other predicates there smociated with it (espe-
cially the dwifpom i 100 wavroxpiropes 2ibm ehixpvin).
All the fathers understand the word in the sune way,  So, for
example, Origen, when he ways, vbn dipal Tova 76 wav Lvasfa
xwpiaac 1ig Saps 3ilns 10 Bests drabaspa, i Tiv viov abrod,
awl Tertullian : illy tunguam sol, lie quari radive a sole por-
rectus ; and s understood, it callal forth the charel’s wateh-
word, dim ix ¢urin, and ity eomsequences rightly drawn—
(1.) that the Son must be commbetontinl with the Father,
inavinuch as what emanates from light must itelf have the
nature of Jight; and (2.) that the divine generation of the
Son must be at once a free and a IeCEMATY T within the
Godbead, inasmuch as % alr o rata wpoaipezy 100 dures
xhipmes, nata & 1o 17 vbrlas cvpPefnris dympuatov. 11 this
sense be attached to dralraspa, the relation betwen God the
Som and God the Father is similar to that between sunlight
and the sun; and so Hesychiuy (Glossar. Al in N. T. vy
voce dntly) interprets dmatjaopa by Moy ¢épmt The
unfolding by God of His own glory is the forthshining of the
.Slm, whe therchy obtains an existence which, thrm;h derived,
is yet self-subsistent and divine, The divine gory here spoken
of is no mere nimbus or luminous veil like the 723 of the
Old Testament theophanics in which God was pleased to
cxhibit Himself 10 human sense, bat the supersensnoas Jight
and firc of His own mature thrown out for the purpose of
sclf-manifestation to Himself ; aud the Son is ealled the drade
qaspa of this glory, because it is in Him that all its powers
of inward light are collected and appear as in a glorious
sun shining forth in the cternal firmament of the divine
nature. It is in the deepest sense the eame thing when Philo

} Iny a kindred same, Christ i called by Clemens Romaous (e 16) O
omtatretched sceptre of Divine Mujesty (14 a1577p09 Ti5 pvy 2. 090905 700 Ge43),
The Midrash of the Synagome recogniss ala 2o an 8 name of Memsiah,
Lereshith Fabba v Gen. xxxviii. 18, Compare forther the beaotifal inter-
pretation of dxxlyaapx given by von Gerlack, which ennclnds with thes
words: * As we cannot sz the sun witkhout the brightness which isoues from
him, 0 we canwit see the Father without the Only-begotten Sm.”

VOL. 1. D
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defines this divine glory to be the unfolding of the fulness of
the divine duvduess, and calls the Logos #fvioyos Tév Svvdpewr;
t.e. the generation of the Son is a process carried on within the
Godhead, and implies an operation which, if proceeding from
God, must equally react again upon Himself.

Further, the Son is styled yapaxrip Tiis dmoordoews adrod.
The proper signification of yapaxtip is undoubtedly that which
makes a mark or impression, as {warvp, that which girdles;
but Hofmann’s assertion (1, 142), that . never signifies the
impression itself, or the thing which bears the impressed image
of another thing, is against the usage of the langunage. Indeed,
this interchange of significations is a very natural one, inas-
much as that which makes an impression must itself bear the
image which it makes, to which the similar interchange of
meanings, type and antitype, in elx@dv and its synonyms may
be compared. When Philo calls the human logos yaparripa
feilas Suvduews, he means that it is a substance on which
the divine Logos has impressed its image (imo Belov Aoyov
xapaxfév) ; and when he speaks of the divine Logos (which he
does not, as is well known, properly distinguish from the ideal
Cosmos), and calls it yapaxtijpa odpayibos Ocod, his meaning
is, that the divine Logos is the stamp or die by which the seal
or impress of God is set upon the soul of man. Hofmann
admits for yaparrip the significations “trait” or “ outline,”
but these are inadequate; rather, it signifies an image or
model which in all its features corresponds with the original,
or with the die from which it is struck : so Eunapius expresses
by Biov yapaxtip a complete biographical representation of
the whole course of a man’s life. It is this bye notion of
complete similarity which distinguishes yapaxt7p from its syno-
nyms plunpa, elkdv, drewwoviapa, and the like, bringing it
nearest in sense to TUmos and éxpayelov. This notion of abso-
lute similarity is the chief point here. A mere efluent bright-
ness might be a pepicov dmadyaopa, but that which shines
forth and takes shape in the Son of God is a yapakTip, having
an absolute congruity with its divine original, and being not
merely yapaxtip atrod, but y. Tis ImosTdoews alTod.

‘Yméoraces, according to its fundamental signification, that
which stands or is placed under, signifies here the essence or
essential ground underlying the phenomenon ; in which sense
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Philo, for example, says of light : 4 adyy «af éavriw Imdoracw
obx &yet, because in his opinion fire is the substantial basis of
all light. Elsewhere also he uses Umogracis as a synonym of
obaia. The usus loquendi by which dmégracts (=1 & ololas
wepuypadi) came to express the single persons of the Trinity
was a later one which has no place here.! The Vulgate renders
correctly, figura substantie ejus, and Origen more accurately
still, figura expressa substantiex Patris (de Princip. iv. 2, 8), with
the remark that this perfect similarity of the Son implies the
“ naturce et substantice Patris unitatem.’?

The participial clause dv is now followed by a second,
attached to it by the enclitic T¢, and having a like reference
to the immutable, inward, and divine aspect of the Redeemer’s
personality : ¢pépwv Te Ta wdvTa TG priuare Tis Suvduews avTod.
The particle 7¢, which, except in the writings of St. Paul,
and still more in those of St. Luke, is rarely found in the
New Testament, being abbreviated from the demonstrative 7e
or 77}, is merely an attenuated enclitic— so,” “also,” “like-
wise” (Nigelsbach, Anm. zur 1lias, 1850, p. 277). Winer
makes a distinction between 7e as adjunctive and «ai as con-
junctive ; a distinction borne out by usage, for even the cor-
relative Te—re is rather appositive than conjunctive, while used

1 Lexical information concerning dwéerasic may be found in Jurirs
PoLLux, hist. sacre, p. 376, and SoCRATES, hist. eccles. iii. 7, p. 144 D.
We learn therefrom that IRENAIOS the grammarian (in his ¢ Alphabetical
Atticist,” 78 zard ororgeios 'Avrixiory) called dwdorwois a Aéfis BapBapos,
that is, a non-Attic word, yet cited a passage from the Pleniz of So-
PIOCLES in which ¢wderaar had the signification of 4¢dpx, and another
from MENANDER in which dwosrdoess are = xapyxsipara, highly flavoured
dishes (pieces de resistance?). In both cases dwiorasiy is that which can
be held by, or taken as a basis, unless perhaps the meaning which it has in
Menander may havd reference to the sediment in the dishes in question.
So the explanations given by JuLius PoLLUX, SocraTES, and the Onomas-
ticon of POLLUX the elder : jusculum densum admizto amylo densatum (comp.
Meineke, Fragm. Comicorum iv.206). Among the many definitions of the
word in its higher signification which are accumulated by Zonaras and
Suidas in their Lexicons of the twelfth century, the following scems the
best: dwiaracic tart wpaypa @eoric ve xeel obaiwdes, by § 0 dlpoiopees Taw
aupfeluxdrav ds tv évi dmonsipive wpaypears xel tvepyein vPioTyxey.

2 The Hebrew translation of the London Jews-Missionary Society has
fnanven nawny, but that would mean ‘‘likencss of His existence ;" Biesen-

thal has substituted for this the correct term imph, * His being.”
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singly puts together side by side things which, if no absolutely
correlative, have yet some internal connection. This single e,
which is of comparatively rare occurrence in classical prose, is
here employed to combine the assertion of the Son’s eternally
divine co-equal majesty in His relation to God.with the asser-
tion of the same in His relation to the world. Even as He is
the effluent brightness and image of God, so is He also the
ground of existence to the world : He upholds all things ; i.e.
God, who is (as so often called in the dogmatic utterances of
the Synagogue, e.g. Lz. Rabba, c. 36) *the Sustainer of the
worlds” (mwbw Sa10), upholds all things by Him: not only was
the world originally created, but its government is still carried
on through His mediation. Philo, moreover, sometimes speaks
of God, as the Son is spoken of here, as o §vra (wdvra) ¢épwr.
Hermas says, in allusion to our text: Audi, nomen filii Dei
magnum et immensum est, et totus ab eo sustentatur orbis.
This all-sustaining activity is exercised by the Son by the
word of His power. In 7@ piuare ths OSuvduews adrobd,
whether we write atmov or avrov,® the pronoun must be re-
ferred to the Son, not (as Cyrillus Alexandrinus thought) to
the Father. It may, however, seem strange that that whereby
the Son is thus said to sustain all things should be called 7o
pipa s Svvdpews alrov, that is, the utterance of His power,—
a word proceeding from and filled with His divine omnipotence;

1[Simil. ix. 14. The Greek text as now recovered reads, £xove, @nos
T0 Gvopeer ToD viov ToU ol méyer tori xal dydpnrov xal Tdv xéopov Ghov
Baorefer.—HILGENFELD, Hermz Pastor. Grazce. e Codd. Sinait. et Lips.,
etc., restit. 1866).—Tr. 1867.]

2 In this case xi7ot would classically be as admissible as zdroi (Butt-
mann, § 127, 3, Anm. 3), and so it would be in a hundred other cases. The
latest critical editors of the New Testament write throughout adrod, adrs,
abréy; and indeed it would appear that the aspirated reflexive is as foreign
to the idiom of the New Testament as to that of the LXX. (THIERSCH, loc. cit.
p- 98). The matter is, however, not yet fully cleared up (WINER, p. 157).
It cannot be maintained, at any rate, that the total or nearly total absence
of wired, wirg, and adrdy from biblical Greek is due solely to the influence
of Hebrew. For exvrov, exvra, and eavrov, is certainly not less in use than
the unaspirated zvrov, 2vra, avrov, referring to the subject, and the writers
of uss. of the New Testament were not under the influence of Hebraism,
but of the popular idiom of their time. In this, however, the reflexive pro-
noun, except in cases of special empbasis, was gradually softened down from
£avtod, through aizov and ziTo¥, to the enclitic vov of modern Greek.
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seeing that the Son Himself is, in accordance with a view with
which the writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews must have
been familiar, called The Word, Logos, or Memra (Adyos, 8o,
¥727), and further, that His state of humiliation, which is here
referred to, would seem to have excluded the possibility of such
omnipotent working in the universe. The first difficulty may
be solved by the observation, that as the personal (masculine)
Adyos is understood to denote an absolute divine being, so the
impersonal (neuter) pfiua may be taken to signify the par-
ticular divine will or purpose in reference to the world, and a
medium of working common at once to the Father and the
Son ; a distinetion which we find even in Philo, when he says:
1¢ TepupavectdTe Kai TNNavyeoTdTe Eavtod Noyw priuati o
Ocos mwdvra mouel, 1.e. God makes all things by His Logos, and
through the instrumentality of the Rhéma (Leg. Alleg. lib. 1.).
The other difficulty is removed by the consideration, that the
all-sustaining power of the Son of God, exercised through His
Rhéma, suffered indeed a change in the form of its activity
during His humiliation, but was by no means annulled thereby,
nay, concentrated itself with intenser energy in the span of
time in which the work of our redemption was accomplished.
The sacred writer, having thus described the enduring back-
ground of the Redeemer’s work, as formed by the ever-equal
and unchangeable glory of the Son, proceeds to that action
which formed the prelude to His exaltation in time: &8/ éavrod
xabapiopov momaduevos TdY dupapTidy fudv. So reads the
Tewtus receptus. But fjudv is without sufficient ns. authority,
and should be removed ; nor is it, as Bleek rightly observes,
required by the sense, the whole description of the divine Son
dealing in generals (compare x. 4 and xi. 9, 26). 4. éavrod is
also of uncertain authority. Lachmann and Tischendorf have
excluded it! Tt is wanting in A. B. al,? in several ancient
versions, as the Vulgate (but not the It.) and Armenian, and
in the citations of the Greck and Latin fathers. (D. reads
8/ avrov as at ver. 3, which, according to Theodoret, should be
read 6/ atvrod). Further, instead of wxafapiouov monoduevos
1@y apaptidy (nudv), we have in A. B. D. E,, and citations
both Greek and Latin, the arrangement of words preferred by

1 Tischendorf readmitted it in his seventh ed.—TR.
3 Also in the Codex Sinaiticus.—TRr.
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Bengel and Lachmann, kafapiopov 1év dpuapridy momadpuevos.!
The participial sentence thus constructed appears to me to
form a lighter and more airy transition to the éxdfioev of the
next clause. But I lesitate to give up 8 éavrod. I would
rather believe that the Uffenbachian Uncial-Fragments have
preserved the original reading: ¢épwv 1e¢ 7a mwdvra TS pripare
Tijs Suvdpews &t éavrod kabapiopdy Tdv auapTidy woinoduevos.?
The middle voice is finely chosen here for the participle moinoa-
wevos, It indicates what is further expressed in the &/ éavrod
and something besides. The first reflexive meaning of the middle
voice is not indeed admissible here, but 7roceicfas (a favourite
word Loth with St. Paul and St. Luke) is used in a similar
sense to that which it bears in the phrases Sejjgeis moieiafac
(Luke v. 33; Phil. i. 4; 1 Tim. ii. 1), xowerov moceiofar (Acts
viil. 2), dvaBoyw undepiav moretofar (Acts xxv. 17), in which,
with the general notion of the performance of an action, is
combined that of an earnest, vigorous, energetic activity on the
part of the acting subject (See Kiihner, § 398, 5). Here,
then, the middle voice in momadpuevos designates the act of
cleansing as one specially and properly belonging to the Son,
a notion further expressed by &’ éavrod. The act was done
by Him, not through the instrumentality of any outward
means, but by interposition and within the sphere of His own
personality.

There is a reference in xaflapiouor mwomoduevos to the
Levitical priests of the Old Testament. The idea is further
developed in the latter part of the epistle, but is already present
here, and seems to have led to the choice of the word. For
xabapiferv (Heb. D), to cleanse or pronounce clean from im-
purity, is a priestly act. Kafapioivar dmwo wacdv mév apap-
Tidv is the fruit resulting from the priest-offered sacrifices of
the day of atonement (Lev. xvi. 30). The notions of "M
and 782 are so nearly related that the Septuagint sometimes
renders D'™PB3 by xafapioucs. The genitive Tdv duapridr is
somewhat peculiar, kafapifev being generally elsewhere con-
strued with dmé and ée. The author follows, in the construc-
tion xafl. 7. auapr., the Septuagint at Ex. xxx. 10 (comp. 2 Pet.
i. 9), and even the whole phrase moweiy kabapiouor Tijs auap-

1 So the Codex Sinaiticus.—Tr.
3 Tischendorf, 4necd. Sacra et profana, p. 177,
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rias (Sept. at Job vii. 21, W nxt w2 [comp. 2 Sam. xii. 13
and xxiv. 10] =“to make sin pass away ” or “disappear”) he
found ready to his hand. T&v auapridv is in any case a
genitivus objecti; and although the phrase xafapifovras apapria
is not found, yet we find in Homer xafaipew followed by the
accusative of the impurity to be removed : we read at Matt.
viii. 3 éxabapicln aimob 7 Némpa, and kabdpials Tiwos is a
classical phrase similar to é\evfepia Twos (Ditfurt, Attische
Synt. § 109). Finally, the term here used so indefinitely and
absolutely indicates the absoluteness of that divine cleansing
from sin of which the epistle afterwards treats.

The SoN, then (so and not otherwise has our author hither-
to called Him), having performed this priestly act of absolute
validity here below, has now entered yonder into His kingly
glory—éxdbiocer év 8ekid Tis peyahwoivps év rmhois. To
which word and notion does é Trqhois' more properly belong ?
—to éudbfioev, or to Tijs peyarwaivys? Logically, no doubt, it
belongs to both (comp. viii. 1 and Eph. i. 20). Grammatically
it belongs not to 7. ueyawo. (Bleek) but to exaf., for # upeya-
Awovvy is here (as at viii. 1) equivalent to ﬂ?j;t‘, the peyaro-
mpems 86ka of 2 Pet. i. 17, and the Sdvapuus of Matt. xxvi. 64,
that is, it is a simple periphrasis for “God.” So in post-biblical
Hebrew it is not usual to say DO@3a 7M1, but simply FMn:
for example, DUYPY ANWNA DY, “out of the mouth of God have
we heard them” (Buxtorf's Lexie. Chald. c. 385).

To sit down (considere) on the right hand of Majesty is the
same as sitting “on the right hand of God:" év 8e£id is the
expression here, and is common to the Epistle to the Hebrews
with Rom. viii. 34, Eph. i. 20, Col. iii. 1. The Acts of the
Apostles, on the other hand (as ought to be noticed?), uses for
é&v 8ekud, i Sebig (115), or ée Sekidv (o). The question,
whether the sessio ad dexteram was a note of fellowship in
honour, or of fellowship in actual dominion, need not have been
put in that dilemmatic form, for the being entitled Lord and
actual ruling are in the divine glory, the world of truth and
reality, quite inseparable—as the one potentia, the other actus.

1 &y Somnois answers to the pyina of Ps. xciil. 4; compare v syoroiz
== D03 of Job xvi. 19.

? Namely, as being a note, so far as it goes, against the supposed
authorship of the epistle by St. Luke, which Delitzsch favours,—Tr.
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Of real significance, on the other hand, is another question :
whether the writer of this epistle conceived of this sitting at
the right hand of God as a local or as an illocal session.
Luthern dogmatic theology insists on the two propositions :
dextera Dei omnipotens ejus virtus and dextera Dei ubique est;
while for that of the Reformed Church?® (to use the words of
Schneckenburger, Zur Kirchlichen Christologie, p. 107) the
ascension of Christ was not a flight beyond the bounds of the
sensible universe, but a real loci mutatio, a change of actual
locality.  JIdeo, says Zach. Ursinus, Deus nos scire voluit locum
in quem Christus ascenderit ut constaret Christum esse verum
hominem, neque ipsum evannisse, sed mansisse. Ebrard, too,
although he regards the xafilew év Sc£id as a figurative expres-
sion for the participation of the glorified Jesus in the divine
majesty and dominion, without any reference to locality or
illocality, yet says elsewhere (p. 267), “ Heaven is that sphere
of creation in which the will of God is perfectly done, and where
no sin is found to hinder Him in a full and adequate revelation
of Ilimself. . . . Into that sphere, that locality of the created
universe, Christ ascended as the first-fruits of redeemed humanity,
in order to draw us thither after Him.” This localizing concep-
tion necessitates, as is well known, some evil consequences, but
the exclusively illocal one, on the other hand, cannot be acquitted
of the charge of onesidedness. The right combination of both
views appears to be the following: The ifryhd (heavenly heights)
into which our Reconciler has entered, and the defid 775 peya-
Awaivns, where He is set down, are simply illocal so far as the
divine being itself is concerned, but not simply ¢llocal in refer-
ence to the divine self-manifestation vouchsafed to the creature.
1st, In reference to the divine nature itself, those inyrd are
the sphere of that pre- super- extra-mundane glory of Geod
which is His own infinitely rich and glorious reflection of
Himself, His own eternal, uncreated, and self - constituted
heaven; and the 8e¢fid Ocol is God’s absolutely omnipotent,
omnipresent, and throughout creation ever-working and all-

1 The reference is to the once vehement Ubiguitarian controversy, con»
cerning the presence of the human nature of Christ, between the Lutheran
theologians on the one hand, and the ¢ Reformed” (chiefly Swiss and
French) on the other. Utrsinus, referred to below, and one of the authors
of the Heidelberg Catechism, took an active part in it.”—TR.
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ruling power. Into these unimaginable heights, and to the
side of this right hand, .. into the divine recesses of that
inner life of God which, lying beyond and behind all crea-
turely existence, and all conditions of space and time, is its
own illocal place (Ezek. iii. 12), thither is the incarnate
Son as God-man, after accomplishing our reconciliation,
Himself returned. But 2dly, Ever since the created universe
has come into actual existence, there is beside and along with
that omnipresence of God in the world, which is the necessary
consequence of the absoluteness of His being, a special revealed
presence confined (so to speak) to certain places and certain
times, and taking either a judicial or a gracious character,
according to the condition of the creature itself. And so there
is (we say) within the created universe itself a real heaven of
glory, the place where God vouchsafes to manifest Himself in
love to the blessed among His creatures, called ¢ leaven,”
because exalted so far above the earth, and because the mani-
festation of divine love makes it so heavenly. That such there
must be, is a necessary consequence of the antithesis in which
all creaturely existence must ever stand to the uncreaturely
and supra-mundane being of God. In this created heaven the
glorified Jesus presents Himself wvisibly to those blessed ones
who are deemed worthy of the sight, as He does invisibly to
the eternal Father in the uncreated heaven; He is contem-
plated as sitting, or as St. Stephen beheld Him standing (Acts
vii. 56), at God’s right hand. Moreover, we should err if we
assumed that the author of our epistle was thinking here of
either of these heavens to the exclusion of the other, whether
it be the supernal heaven of the Divine Nature (as the elder
Frizsche maintained, diss. de Jesu Christo ad Dei dexteram
sedente, 1843), or the lower heaven of manifested Love. Further
on we shall meet with various expressions, in which one or
the other of these heavenly places seem specially referred to;
here they are combined, as it were, in one dioramatic view.
The author now advances to the discussion which is to form
the main subject of the epistle. This with exquisite art he
connects with his proemium by means of an apposition, which
in our so much less elastic language it is quite impossible ade-
quately to render. Deginning here from the present exalta-
tion of the manifested Son above the angels, his purpose is
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gradually to descend to a comparison with the human person-
alities who have proved most eminent in the development of
the plan of salvation.

Ver. 4. Having by so much become greater than the angels,
by how much a more excellent name he hath inherited than they.

The construction of this sentence is not at all Pauline: for
not only is the correlative Tocofro—Goor (familiar to our aunthor
as to Philo") nowhere found in the writings of St. Paul, but
also wapd ¢. accusat., for the gen. comparationis, which is a
favourite construction in this epistle, is almost unknown to St.
Paul (excepting perhaps at Rom. xiv. 8), but not so to St.
Luke, being found in his Gospel (iii. 13). The comparative
SiapopwTepos (from Siddopos, which elsewhere, when it signifies
superiority of rank, is construed with the genitive, and when
mere opposition, with the dative) is, so far as the New Testa-
ment is concerned, an dmaf Aeyopevor. It has been produced
hitherto from no other profane author but Sixtus Empiricus.
Further, xpeirtov, although not an unpauline word, is yet a
special favourite with the writer of this epistle, generally used
by him in the sense of superiority in goodness, but here in that
of superiority in power. Clemens Romanus (loc. ¢it.) employs
for it pellwv? Having assured ourselves of the abidingly
present signification of the participle &v in ver. 3, we cannot
overlook the antithetical relation to it of yevéuevos here (7o-
aoUTe KpelTTwy yevouevos TéY dyyélwv). What the Son was
in Himself before all time, and what He was and always has
been and is to the world as such, His true personal being and
personal manifestation, which had been for a time clouded and
concealed in His self-humiliation: all this is now contrasted
with that which, after the accomplishment of His atoning work,
He has become, being seated at the right hand of God, and

Le.g. ¢9' ooy 3¢ xpelrTwy 6 woiwy iwi Togobro xal 70 yeyopevos dueivo.
Ed. Mangey, i. p. 83; De Mundi Opif. H. 49.

2 Which notion the fundamental signification of this comparative seems
well fitted to express, as indeed it does elsewhere in our epistle. For
xpatis, the positive, is * strong,” ** vigorous,” ** powerful ;" and xpeirray is
=xpa-n$—repo; (vid. Etymol. Magnum, p. 537,17 ; Etym. Gud. p. 344, 23; and
the Scholia ad Plat. p. 219, collected by RUHNKEN, concerning the other-

wise inexplicable Oxymoron, which this derivation of xpeivray makes clear:
70 xripoy xpeivToy ToU deivovos).
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exalted above the angels, with one of whom (Michael the Meta-
tron, probably = “Mediator”) Jewish theology was certainly not
indisposed to identify Him. In the correlative member of the
sentence, doo Siapopdrepor wap’ adTovs Kexk\npovounrev dvoua,
we find the assertion that the sublime exclusiveness of His
super-angelic exaltation finds its correlative in the sublime
exclusiveness of a super-angelic name, which He has obtained,
and continues to hold for ever. (This last thought may be
found in the choice of the perfect xexAnpovéunxev, instead of
the aorist.) We might also find a further meaning in xexAn-
povounkey ; but in the word k\ypovoueiv the notion of inherit-
ance often falls into the background, and the meaning becomes
simply that of possessing, possidere, possidendum accipere, with
following accusative, or in the older language, genitive. Com-
pare & and 5m.

The question remains, What “ name” is here meant by
the Siapopwrepor dvopa? Most commentators (and even Bleek,
though making it the ground of a charge of ignorance against
the writer) reply, “ The name viés.” For inasmuch as the
angels, and even men, are not unfrequently called in the
Old Testament “sons of God,” Bleek supposes that the
writer must have been unacquainted with the original lan-
guage of Scripture, and that he was not only misled by the
usual Septuagint rendering (in the recension represented by
the Cod. Alex.) of pwibsn 23 by dyyeror Oeod, but also must
have overlooked such passages as Ps. xxix. 1 and Ps. Ixxxix. 7,
where wvioi o0 ©eod is the reading in all Mss. DBut assuming
the correctness of the answer, that vids 15 the vopa here spoken
of, it would by no means be necessary to find for the sacred
writer so miserable a justification. The fact is, that nowhere
in the Old Testament is any single man or angel called ¢ Son
of God,” or *the Son of God,” or simply ¢ the Son.” The
children of Israel are, as the elect people begotten of God,
sometimes called Jehovah’s first-born and Jehovah’s children ;
so also the angels as a class among creaturely existences,. and
magistrates or rulers, as bearing the divine image, in their
official or corporate capacity as God’s representatives and
servants here below, are called sons of (owbwn »3) Elohim
or Elim (ob%, Ps. xxix. 1), or even themselves Elohim
(n‘nsN); but in no place whatever of the Old Testament does
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any one single angel or man receive the name or call himself
Son of Jehovah or Son of God (mnbwna). It is therefore
true that this name 93 or vios does appertain to the exalted
Jesus as a personal name, in a way that it does not to any
other being from among angels or men. But does it appertain
to Him as the exalted One? Is it not rather (if we have rightly
understood vers. 1-3) the name which has accompanied our
Redeemer in all His manifestations, from eternity itself and
the commencement of creation, through His work for us here
below, and up again to the throne of God? Bleek himself has
felt the difficulty, and accordingly explains the meaning of the
writer thus: © The dignity which He now possesses above the
angels is in accordance with the name which from the beginning
belonged to Him as His special prerogative above them.” DBut it
is only necessary to bear Phil. ii. 9 in mind, in order to see the
inadmissibility of this way of evading the difficulty. Nor is it
wanted. For although the name vids did certainly appertain
to the now incarnate One even before His incarnation, yet is
it also true, that at His exaltation the divine and human
elements of His personality were for the first time so visibly
and gloriously united, that the name vids may be said to have
been then in all its fulness of meaning first imparted to Him.
But nevertheless 1 cannot think that &ropa here is simply
equivalent to vids, any more than that at Phil. ii. 9 the dvoua 76
Umép mav vopa means simply the name Kipios. Still less at
the same time should we be right in evaporating the concrete
notion of the word Svoua into that of mere dignitas. WWhat is
here meant is that heavenly name of the glorified One, the Ském
hammephérésh, nomen explicitum, which on this side eternity no
human ear has heard, no human heart conceived, no human
tongue expressed—the name which no one knoweth but Himself
(Rev. xix. 12). In the following quotations from Old Testa-
ment scriptures He is accordingly called not merely T:ss, but
also @eos and Kdpios. These appellations belong to the dvoua
of the glorified Jesus, as rays of light to the body of the sun.
They are parts from which we infer what the whole must
be. That super-angelic name which He, mounting up (be it
noticed) through an earthly and historical development to the
throne of God, has made eternally Ilis own, lies above and
beyond the notional fragmentariness of human speech. The
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following words of Scripture are but indices, which hint to us and
help us to imagine how infinitely glorious that name must be.

The author now proceeds to enter on the discussion of the
proper subject of his epistle, to which the transition has been
made from the prowmium by ver. 4. He begins it in his
rhetorical way by a question addressed to his readers, as men
well acquainted with the scriptures to which he refers:

Ver. 5. For to which of the angels hath he ever said, My
son art thou, to-day have I begotten thee? And again, I will
be to lim a Father, and he shall be to me a son ?

The 7ive wore is not equivalent to cui tandem, but, as at ver.
13, to cut unquam. The question asked is therefore, Whether
in the course of history God have ever so declared Himself
concerning an angel? The subject (unexpressed) of elme is
0 Octs (Clemens Romanus, Seamors), which the author, full
of the conviction that God is the first and last originator of
all Secripture (compare the usnal formula of citation in the
Talmud, s oy, the Merciful One saith), is wont to omit.
The note of interrogation is to be repeated at the end of the
second clause, the whole verse being a twofold question, of
which the last clause forms the second half. Of the two quo-
tations from Scripture, the former is from Ps. ii. 7, repeated
at chap. v. 5. (The same verse of the same Psalm is cited by
St. Paul at Acts xiil. 13, the second and third verses at Acts
iv. 24-26, and the ninth verse alluded to at Rev. xii. 5 and xix.
15, comp. ii. 27.) The second quotation from Scripture is 2 Sam.
vil. 14 (1 Chron. xvii. 13). The former text has the latter for
its historical basis. e begin, therefore, with the latter.

Jehovah is there (2 Sam. vii. 14) responding to David's
high-hearted determination to build Him a house,—a deter-
mination founded on the still unfulfilled word of revelation,
that the Lord should have a scttled dwelling and sanctuary
in the midst of Israel (Ex. xv. 17 and Deut. xii. 5), and
favoured by the circumstances of the time, especially the then
prevailing peace. Jehovah replies to it, through the prophet
Nathan, with the promise that He will Himself build David
a house; that David’s seed shall hereafter possess by inheritance
his royal throne, and that for ever; and finally, that this seed
(not David himself), standing to Jehovah in the relation of
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son to father, shall build the Lord a house. This promise
gave a new turn to the Messianic hopes and announcement.
Prophecy had hitherto spoken of a King to rise out of the
tribe of Judah (Num. xxiv. 17; 1 Sam. ii. 10, 35),! but left it
undetermined whether David’s family or some other should
give birth to this King. That question is now solved. Hence-
forth all hopes and desires of the faithful are concentrated in
David’'s seed, 91 1. DBut this seed of David is, in the first
instance, not a definite individual, .. not exclusively so. The
prophecy has respect to a boundless future, and has been in
some measure fulfilled in all of David’s race who have occu-
pied his throne: in Solomon, therefore, who was not born at
the time of its delivery, as well as in Jesus the Son of David.
But the fulfilment was not exhausted in Solomon. The temple
built by him was destroyed, his kingdom divided, his line ulti-
mately deprived of the throne. It became therefore clear, as
the history developed itself, that the prophecy, which could not
remain unfulfilled, could only be accomplished in a descendant
of David, who should at once be Son of God, build Jehovah
an indestructible temple, and possess for ever an unshaken
throne, no longer exposed to such vicissitudes. This descendant
of David, in whom not only 2 Sam. vii. 13, etc., but also Isa.
iv. 2 (Jer. xxiil. 5, xxxiii. 15) and Ps. ex., should be fulfilled,
was foretold again by Zechariah (vi. 12, etc.), and appeared in
Jesus, whose birth was announced by the angel with the words:
daaer atred Kipios 6 Oeds Tov Opbvov Aavid Tod mwatpods adrod.
Kai Bacineboer éml Tov oivoy TaxdfB els Tods aldvas, kal Tis
Baainelas alrod odx EaTar Téhos (Luke i. 32, 33).

Our author is therefore justified in making for his special
purpose this citation from 2 Sam. vii.: first, because the pro-
mise, éyw éropar adr els watépa, rxai alros éorar pou els vio,
speaks of a reciprocal relation between Jehovah and the seed
of David, in which the Lord has never placed Himself with
any angelic being ; and secondly, because when the prophecy
is contemplated in the light thrown upon it by fulfilment, it
becomes manifest that no other than Jesus Christ was the
ultimate object of those words,—that without Him, as Heng-
stenberg has strikingly observed, the whole Davidic dynasty

1 Delitzsch has omitted Gen. xliz. 10, which seems necessary to his argu-
ment.—TR.
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would be a headless trunk,—that in Him all the promises made
to David’s line attain their true accomplishment. It is easy
to imagine how profound an influence the promise recorded
in 2 Sam. vii. must have had on the Messianic element
in the poetry of the Psalter, as it was indeed the one soul of
all future Messianic announcements in the prophets. It is the
proper theme of Pss. Ixxxix. and exxxii.: it is presupposed by,
and forms the basis of, the second Psalm.

The main thought of that Psalm is the following: The
obstinate rebellion of allied (Gentile) nations and their rulers
against Jehovah and His Anointed will be broken in pieces by
the unshaken, world-subduing power of the kingdom assigned
by Jehovah to His King enthroned on the hill of Zion. It is
evident that this idea of an all-conquering King, begotten of
Jehovah, and named by Him His Son, rests on 2 Sam. vii. 14.
The prophecy is individualized in the Psalm. It is unques-
tionably a member of David’s family of whom the Psalm speaks.
The Psalm is anonymous ; and thisis a presumption against the
Davidic authorship not outweighed by Acts iv. 25, which adopts
the ordinary formula of citation for all Psalms as ¢ Psalins of
David”  The psalmist, moreover, does not represent himself
as the Lord’s Anointed, but introduces IHim as one of the
speakers in the dramatic composition. DBut if David be not
the author of the Psalm, there remain no necessary grounds
for maintaining its merely typical and denying its direct pro-
phetical character. It is, as it were, a lyrico-dramatic echo of
that prophetic cycle of Isaiah, ch. vii—xii, which, following
Christian August Crusius, we would call the Book of Immanuel.
The psalmist, living in the terrible Assyrian time, or one
similar to that, and having therefore for /Ais present an histo-
rical condition very fitted to prefigure the times of the end, is
transported év wveluari into the midst of those times, and
contemplates the final conflict between the power of the world
and Jehovah with His Christ, upborne by the conviction that
all the kingdoms of the world will be theirs in the end (Rev.
xi. 15, xii. 10). The Lord’s Anointed, of whom the psalmist
speaks, is the same as He whom Isaiah exhibits, under the name
of Immanuel, as an image of terror to the enemies of David’s
house and people but one of unspeakable comfort to God’s
faithful ones. The Anointed begins at ver. 7 Himself to speak,



64 EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS.

and tells of a decree (pn from ppn, to engrave), an original and
immutable ordinance which can never be disputed or set aside.
In fearless self-conscious strength He holds forth against those
who are now disputing His sovereignty a divine immutable
decision. Jehovah spake to me, My Son art Thou; Myself this
day have I begotten Thee.

The translation, viés pov €l o¥* éyd arjuepov yeyévimud oe,
is ezact. 7% is found elsewhere in the sense of begetting (not
giving birth to), though rarely, e.g. Gen. iv. 18. It is not there-
fore necessary to translate, with Hupfeld, T7is day have I borne
Thee ; nay, inasmuch as the relation predicated is one in virtue
of which He who enters it can say (Ps. Ixxxix. 27) fnx "y,
such translation would be inadmissible. Buat what kind of
begetting is it that is here meant? Not surely a begetting into
natural existence : the child in embryo is not the proper subject-
of such an address. It must be, then, a begetting before and
after which the man who is the object of it stands over against
God his Father as a fully self-conscious person, able to per-
ceive and know what is done to him. The matter here in hand
being institution into royalty, the begetting spoken of must be
a begetting into royal existence, which is the inward reality
symbolized by the anointing! This sense of TN, derived
from a consideration of the context in the P’salm, is that also
assigned to it by the sacred writer in his application of it here.
He does not refer it to the eternal ante-mundane generation of
the Son (see note to ch. v. 5), nor to the miraculous conception
by the Holy Ghost in the womb of Mary which imaged forth
that archetypal generation, but to the Lord’s entrance into the
royal estate of divine and super-mundane glory (see von Ger-
lach). The moment at which this entrance commenced was
the resurrection. St. Paul therefore, in full accordance with
our epistle, refers the yeyévunrd oe of the Psalm to the resurrec-
tion of Jesus (Acts xiii. 13, comp. Rom. i. 4). That resurrec-
tion was a begetting into a new and heavenly life, over which
death could have no more power. Jesus, before and for us all,
became the first-born or first-begotten from the dead (Col. i. 18;
Rev. i. 5).2 The thought is fundamentally the same when, in

1 The ancient synagogue interpreted the =\n3 (first-born) of Ps. Ixxxix.

28 (27) in this royal sense, and regarded it as Messianic.
2 Yvaorioas ot Acts xiil. 32 might be interpreted, with appeal to the
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the twelfth chapter of the Apocalypse, the historical manifesta-
tion of Christ (in the almightiness predicted by Ps. ii. 9, with
the iron sceptre of world-conquering power) is viewed under the
image of a birth from the midst of the church in whose bosom
He has vouchsafed to dwell. The same sense of yeyévvnad oe
is here presupposed, only another point is fixed for the a7juepov,
the final consummation in the general judgment. This, from
the elasticity of the notion ¢ to-day,” is quite admissible. Com-
pare arjuepov, ch. iv. 6-9, with o1 in Ps. xev. 7. The apostles
did not originate this interpretation of Ps. ii., in which they all
substantially agree. The Psalm was in their time universally
regarded as a prophetic one. The two names for Messiah,
0 Xpuords and o vios Tod Oeod, in the mouth of Israelites (John
i. 50 ; Matt. xxvi. 63), involved a reference to it. The apostles
did nothing more than testify that JESUS was the all-conquering
Christ and Son of Jehovah of whom the Psalm had spoken.
Having appeared on earth in the person of Jesus, He was now
in the same Jesus enthroned in heaven. And so our author
teaches here. The Atonement-maker, the exalted One of whom
he speaks, bears at Ps. ii. 7 and 2 Sam. vii. 14 a name which
no angel bears, and which, in that absolute sense, no other man
could bear but He.

The words which follow (ver. 6), introducing a third quota-
tion from Scripture, are difficult. On a superficial view, it
would seem natural to regard md\iv as having the same mean-
ing as at ver. 5, i.e. as simply introducing the fresh quotation,
and to assume that elodyew els Tv olkovuévmy, like eloépyeafas
eis Tov koapov (X. 5), refers to the Son’s first entrance into the
created universe by the incarnation. (So the Peshito, Eras-
mus, Luther since 1528, Calvin, Beza, Schlichting, Bengel,
and many others.) DBut this interpretation proves, on closer
inquiry, to be grammatically and exegetically untenable. It is

dvaorqors of Actsvil. 37, thus: inasmuch as He raised up Jesus as a pro-
phet. But that it really should refer to the resurrection is, after Acts ii.
24, 32, just as possible, and the arrangement of the whole speech favours
the assumnption that it doesso; for vers. 23-25 speak of the first appearanco
of Jesus, vers. 26-29 of His death and burial, vers. 30, 81 of His resurrec-
tion : on which last it is natural to suppose the apostle lingering at ver. 32,
Nor is the relation of ver. 34 to ver. 83 against this: ver. 33 treats of the
resurrection as such, ver. 34 of the eternal life on which the risen One has
entered, and both in words borrowed from Old Testament Scripture.
VOL. I. E
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so grammatically; (1.) because &rav (= ore av) with follow-
ing aorist conjunctive cannot possibly be rendered by cum in-
troduzit (Bleek). The aorist conjunctive here corresponds to
the Latin futurum ezactum (Srav (8w = cum videro, whereas
6rav 6pd = cum video), and must therefore be rendered cum
introduzerit, *“ when he shall have brought in.” This holds
good whenever a future (verb) stands in the apodosis (comp.
Acts xxiii. 35), or an ¢mperative (Luke xvii. 10), or even a
present involving a future signification, or for which a future
mlght be substituted (eg Matt. v. 11). [Compare Odxi. 218,
ayn 8lxn éoti Bpotav bre xév Te Gavwow, te. Such’ is (wzll
be) the fate of mortals when they are dead” (shall have died),
which might indeed be rendered *when they die,” but with
neglect of the exact significance of the Greek expression.] The
same meaning (that of the futurum ezactum) must be assigned
to érav el7n in the one doubtful passage, 1 Cor. xv. 27, whlch
expresses in the very briefest form this thought: « \Vllen it
shall be said, ¢ All things are put under Him’ (i.e. when the
promise in Ps. viii. 7 shall have been finally accomplished),
then, as is clear, He will be still an exception who shall have
thus subjected all things to Him.” (2.) ITd\w, to have the
meaning assigned to it above, would have to be explained by
assuming a trajection (= wdhw 8¢, Srav, x.7.\.); but when
thus introducing a new citation, rahw always stands elsewhere
in the Ipistle to the Hebrews (as in the rest of the New
Testament and in Philo) at the beginning of the sentence :
comp. ii. 13, iv. 5, x. 30. Moreover, on other grounds, the
rendering “again when He bringeth in” is untenable. For (1)
the sacred writer, having already applied (in ver. 5) two pas-
sages of Secripture to the historical manifestation of the Son,
would hardly with a simple 8¢ go on to apply a third to His first
(invisible) entrance into the world; and, moreover, (2) a glance
at ch. ii. shows that he regarded the Son as in His historical
manifestation for a time subjected below the angels (7ap’
dryyénovs), while their subjection to Him is always connected
in the New Testament (Phil. ii. 9, etc.; Eph. i. 20-22; 1 Pet.
iii. 21, etc.) with the status ezaltationis, ~We must therefore
translate :

Ver. 6. And when he shall have again brought in the first-
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begotten into the world, he saithy And worship him let all the
angels of God.

The former clause (protasis) thus rendered cannot be re-
ferred either to the incarnation (as, for instance, among the
ancients’ by Remigius Primasius, and among moderns by
Ebrard), or to any transaction supposed to have taken place be-
fore the incarnation, but not elsewhere mentioned in Scripture
(as by Bleek), or even to the resurrection (as by Brentius junior),
but only to the second advent, the visible re-introduction of the
risen One who is now hid in God. So, among moderns, Bohme,
Tholuck, De Wette, Liinemann, Biesenthal, and Hofmann
(Schrifth.i.151). With the last (Hlofmann) we here so far agree;
without, however, being able to endorse his assertion (Schriftd.
i. 113), that the antithesis in which ver. 6 stands to ver. 5
makes it certain that it is the first introduction of the Son of
God into the world which is there referred to, and therefore
neither the resurrection nor any other event in the Lord’s life
subsequent to the incarnation itself. Dut surely there is no
real injury done to the antithesis which is here unquestionably
made between the first and the second advent, if ver. 5 be
referred (as by us) to the royal fulfilment of the filial relation
of the man Christ Jesus to the heavenly Father which resulted
from His resurrection, and marked the close of His first advent.
The true meaning of Tn7> at Ps. ii. 7, so convincingly estab-
lished by Hofmann himself (Weiss. 1. 160; Schriftd. ii. 1, 66),
is, when applied to Jesus, as unfavourable as possible to the
reference of ver. 5 to the commencement of our Lord’s earthly
life, instead of to that anointing and entrance on the kingly
state which in the New Testament are always regarded as
subsequent to it. But if, on the other hand, we take ver. 5
as referring to our Lord’s resurrection and exaltation, how
genuinely Pauline is the expression chosen to describe His second
coming! The returning Saviour is here called mpwrdToxes (a
term nowhere else employed so absolutely, and marking our
epistle as one of the last of the Pauline epistles) ; and He is so
called, as Hofmann himself says, chiefly becanse He is regarded
as the first-born among many brethren, and therefore in the

1 Patristic exegesis shows here (as elsewhere) how soon the church
began to lose sight of the second advent, if not as an object of faith, yet
a3 one of hope and expectation.
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sense of Rom. viii. 29. That title, “first-born among many
brethren,” belongs to Him as the risen One, One who has been
born of God into the new life of the Spirit and glorification,—
the first new man who has experienced a birth out of the womb
of the grave, and the founder of a new humanity, enjoying a
primacy both of time and rank above His fellows. This new
primacy corresponds to the dignity of the original filial relation
enjoyed from eternity, and within the developments of time it
impresses on Him above all creatures the divine seal (Col. i. 15).
As strikingly remarked by Stier, “the Only-begotten becomes,
in His glorified humanity as the Son with many brethren, the
first-born among them.” As such a first-born or first-begotten,
He appeared only now and then to Iis disciples during the
forty days. DBut as such, and not (as before) as a man merely
of our Adam kind, will the Father one day bring Him back
into the olxovuévn, which He has determined to judge by Him
(Acts xvii. 31). Oirovpérn is not to be taken here in definite
universality, to express the complex of created things (Bleek),
but in the same indefinite universality in which we use the word
world. It is assumed thereby that the risen Jesus has gone
back into a state of supra-mundane being with God, out of

. which He will one day come forth. The Father will then
acknowledge Him, and make, by His almighty word, not only
men but angels to bow down before Him.

The subject of Aéyes is 0 Oeos, not 7 ypdedn, as before ver. 5
and in all following citations from Scripture (compare v. 5 etc.,
viil. 5, 8). Aéyes itself is a logical future (¢ He will say—will
command the angels to worship Him”), expressed as a present,
because the future divine word of command is already signified
in Scripture (Liinemann), or rather present to the writer’s mind
as standing fixed in the prophetic word. The quotation is here
made from the additional clause added by the LXX. to Deut.
xxxil. 43, from whence it is also quoted by Justin Martyr
in the Dial. ¢. Tryphone. The one verse-line wop om oo,
Rejoice ye nations with His people, is there expanded fourfold,
thus :

edppdvOnTe odpavol dua alry,
xai wpocrkwynodTosay avTe wdvtes dyyehor Ocod.
L. €bppavlnre €0vn pera Tod Aaod alrov,
\, xal énoyvodrweay abr@ wdvtes vioi Ocol.
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These four lines, the third of which, corresponding to the
Hebrew text, is cited by St. Paul, Rom. xv. 10, are found in all
codices of the LXX.: they appear as we have given them in
the Codex Vaticanus, and in_the collection of Old Testament
Canticles appended to the Psalter in the Codex Alexandrinus,
while in the text of that Codex the second line reads,

-~ A ~
Kkal TpookurmodTwoay abTg wdvres viol Ocdy,
and the fourth line,
A2 ’ ) A} 4 o » ~
kai énoxvoaTwoay abTovs TdyTes AyyeNor avTod.

The reading atrols is certainly a false one; the very sin-
gularity of the expression évioyvodrwgay proves that in this
angelological expansion of the original text the LXX. must
have followed some Hebrew authority (compare ver. 8, kara
apibuov dyyérwy Ocod). The whole is a mosaic from Isa.
xliv. 23, Ps. zcvil. 7, and Ps. xxix. 1, with the 131, Give ye
strength (unto the Lord), of the latter Psalm changed into
wwmm; for énoyvedrwoar adrd is correctly interpreted by
Epiphanius (Her. Ixix.) as == duoloyeltwaay Ty ioydv adrob.
These additions and changes were probably due to the liturgical
use of Moses’ song, and the endeavour to give it a more hymn-
like close. The sacred writer is here apparently quoting a not
properly canonical portion of the Scriptures of the Old Testa-
ment. Some have sought to justify him, by assuming that he
is not really quoting the passage from Deuteronomy, but from
the Psalm (xcvii. 7), or at least makes his citation of it with
its canonical position there in his mind. The fact however is,
that the interpolater (whoever he was) of Deut. xxxii. 43 took
the second line of his passage from the Psalm, and that our
author now adopts it from him, with retention even of the xal
with which he had introduced it. If, therefore, he require
justification, such must be sought in a different way from that
proposed above. The evasion that no citation is made at all,
but that our author clothes a truth made kuown to him in some
other way in words borrowed from the LLXX., is based on self-
deception. It is a real bona fide citation. At the same time,
it cannot be maintained that he attributes anything like an
equal authority to the LXX. version with that of the original
text, though (it may be) a derived one; for it is certain that
the writers of the New Testament (while holding the Alexan-
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drine translation in due honour as an epoch-making provi-
dential phenomenon in the religious history of Israel) did by
no means regard it in the same superstitious light as the Alex-
andrine Jews and the later Gregk fathers. This is evident
from their critical treatment of the quotations which they make
from it, not unfrequently improving them, or even giving an
independent version of their own. We would therefore rather
say, that our author was justified in citing from the Septuagint
version of Deut. xxxii. 43 the words «ai wpogrvmedrwcay alrd
mdvres dyyehor Ocot, by the fact of their agreeing with what the
Scripture elsewhere says of the final advent of Jehovah, and of
their meaning being set in the clearest light by the connection in
which they there appear at the close of the great Mosaic song.

Deut. xxxii. is a grand prophetic utterance which laid the
foundation for all subsequent prophecies: it sums up in a
pleasing poetic form, easily retained in memory, the contents
of Moses’ third sermon, ch. xxvii.—xxx., and bears a similar
relation to those chapters as the third of Habakkuk to ch. i
and ii. It takes its stand in the distant future, in which
its warning testimonies against Israel will be accomplished.
Calling heaven and earth to witness, the great lawgiver trans-
ports himself into the time in which Israel will repay his God
for the rich abundance of His mercies with apostasy to other
elohim. At that time this song shall proclaim in his ears the
word of Jehovah. Jehovah Himself is introduced speaking at
ver. 20, "M bearing through Moses’ words His own witness.
In four clearly defined and richly coloured pictures, the whole
of Israel’s history to the end of days is set before them: first,
Israel’s creation and redemption; then Israel's ingratitude
and apostasy ; then God’s primitive judgments; and finally,
Israel’s ultimate salvation through the judgment-fire. These
are no mere abstract commonplaces, but real concrete history-
developing ideas, the actual cycles through which the history
of Israel, as of the whole church of God, must run, till, after
passing through the last and most decisive of them all, the
reconciled but sifted people of God, the church gathered for
His praise out of Jews and Gentiles, will see no other crisis or
change before it but the final passing out of time into eternity.
In the view of this final self-revelation of Jehovah in judg-
ment and in mercy, the conclusion of the song, as given by
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the XX, calls on the heavens to rejoice and the elohim to
worship. This call stands in the closest relation to ver. 17,
évaay Saipovios kal ob Oed, Oeols ols odk Hideigav, and to the
strange variation from the original text at ver. 8 (to be under-
stood by a reference to iv. 19), éotnoev 8pia éOvdv xara
apibuov dyyérwy Oeod. The elokim who are called upon to
worship Jehovah are the supra-mundane cosmic powers which
had been deified among the Gentiles, and by Israel in its apos
tasy to Gentile heathenism. And that is the exact meaning
of the parallel in Ps. xcvii., the third strophe of which Psalm
reads as follows:

Ver. 7. Ashamed be all the image-worshippers
Who boast themselves of idol-gods ;
Adore Him, all ye elohim !
8. This Zion hearing doth rejoice,
And Judal’s daughters shout for joy,
Because of these Thy judgments, O Jehovah !

The Septuagint translation here, mpooxuwmjcare, is quite correct,
for wnnwn is imperative, not preterite ; and St. Augustine gives
the sense in the fine observation: “ Adorate eum ;” cessat igitur
adoratio angelorum qui non adorantur sed adorant : mali angeli
volunt adorari, boni adorant mec se adorari permittunt, ut vel
saltem eorum exemplo idololatrice cessent.

The next question is, YWith what right or with what reason
does the author refer to Christ a passage which apparently
simply speaks of Jehovah? The answer is a miserable one :
that, being entirely unacquainted with the Hebrew text, he
was misled by the Kdpios of the LXX.; and incredible is also
the assertion (of Vaihinger for instance, Ps. ii. p. 125), that
he may have regarded all Old Testament passages in which
Jehovah (the Lorp) is spoken of as requiring or admitting of
immediate application to Christ. The explanation sometimes
offered of the application in regard to this particular passage—
namely, that the sacred writer was led to it by the correlative
antithesis of Israel as the mwpwréroros of whose future the
prophecy (Deut. xxxii.) speaks, and of Christ as the wpwréroxos
in whom the promises will be actually accomplished—is too far-
fetched a method of evading the difficulty. The principle on
which the writer proceeds is a general one, namely this: that
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wherever the Old Testament speaks of a final and decisive
advent and manifestation of Jehovah in the powertiand glory
of the final judgment and salvation ; wherever it speaks of a
revelation of Jehovah which shall be the antitype and fulfilment
of that typical one in the Mosaic time, of a self-presentation
of Jehovah as manifested King over His own kingdom, there
Jehovah = Jesus Christ; for Christ is “Jehovah manifested
in the flesh,”—Jehovah Himself entering into fellowship with
humankind, and taking part in our historical developments,—
Jehovah rising as the Sun of righteousness, and shining on His
own people. This principle is irrefragably true; it constitutes
the innermost bond between the two Testaments.. All writers
of the New Testament are fully conscious of it. This con-
sciousness finds an utterance on the very thresheld of the
evangelical history ; for, as Malachi foretells that Elias is to be
sent “ before the day of Jehovah” (m ), so the angel and
Zacharias m St. Luke speak of John the Daptist as going
“before the Lord” (évémiov Kvpiov); compare Mal. iv. 5 (Heb.
ili. 23) with Luke i. 17, 76. On the same principle, all psalms
in which the realization of the world-subduing kingdom of
Jehovah is celebrated are strictly Messianic, and are regarded
as such by our author. The final glory of the theocracy is in
God’s plan of redemption no other than a Christocracy ; the
kingdom of Jehovah and the kingdom of Christ are one.

Having now (ver. 6) antithetically opposed (with &) the
angels to the Son, the sacred writer proceeds (with another &¢
preceded by uév) to oppose in a similar manner the Son to the
angels (ver. 7 and foll.) :

Ver. 7. And while in reference to the angels he saith, Who
maketh his angels into winds, and his ministers a flame of fire,
saith he in reference to the Son.

Bengel observes, ad angelos indirecto sermone, ad filium
directo, but not correctly; for the preposition wpds, which
expresses the direction of an utterance to some particular
object, whether that object be actually addressed or merely
referred to, is to be understood both times here in the. latter
sense (so iv. 13, xi. 18; Luke xx. 19, xii. 41 (according to
Bengel, also xix. 9); Rom. x. 21 (Winer, § 49, £)). The
citation is from Ps. civ. 4. The Septuagint rendering is,
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according to the Codex Vaticanus, ¢ wodv Tols dyyéhovs
alTod Tmvebpata, xai Tovs Newtovpyols avTol mwip PpAéyor, for
which the Cod. Alexandr. reads mupos ¢préya, but that secunda
manu (a fact which commentators have omitted to notice), and
therefore apparently by a mere correction derived from the text
of our epistle here, 7upos ¢pAoya. The Psalm celebrates the
glory of Jehovah as Creator and Lord of the existing universe,
with retrospective glance at the creative beginnings as recorded
Gen. i. The arrangement of the Psalm is, however, not a
definite one in accordance with the history in Genesis. The
psalmist passes insensibly from one day’s work to another, his
own point of view being the now complicated and interwoven
whole of the finished creative works. At the same time, it is
evident that ver. 2a corresponds in a lyric way to the work of
the first day, vers. 26-4 to that of the second (firmament, upper
waters, winds, and fire, i.e. lightnings, being the phenomena
which he celebrates). This parallelism would forbid our
understanding ver. 4 as referring to the creation of the angels.
Yet the now prevalent view, that the rendering of the LXX.
is a mistake, and that ver. 4 ought to be translated, “who
maketh winds His messengers, and flaming fire His ministers,”
is not so certainly true as expositors imagine, of whom no one
has of late opposed it except von Gerlach, and no one carefully
examined and tested it except Hofmann (Schrifth. i. 282), by
whom it is rejected. And that with full right. For against
this view may be observed, 1st, That it necessitates the com-
bination of an object in the singular with a predicate in the
plural number—He maketh a flame of fire Iis ministers—
instead of saying, ¢ He maketh lightning-flashes His ministers.”
This remark was already anticipated by DPiscator, J. H.
Michaelis, and others. Then, 2dly, Ny with double accusative
signifies (according to Hofmann) not the making a thing into
something else, but the setting up or presenting as something.
He renders accordingly : creating His messengers like winds,
and Ilis ministers as a flame of fire. DBut this necds some
correction. Undoubtedly, indeed, np with double accusative
may mean to make or exhibit as something, so that we might
render the sentence either way, making winds Ilis messengers,
or making His messengers winds, without doing violence to the
language. But this is all that can be said. The idiom of the
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language would rather require jny or ot» with double accusa-
tive to express this sense; or if n’y be employed, then that a
5 should be placed before the predicate! nty with double
accusative does not mean fo make into something, but to make
out of something, so that we should have to render the clause,
either making winds of His messengers, or, making His messengers
of winds. The latter rendering, if we must choose between
the two, is undoubtedly the right one. That which is logically
the second accusative after nitp, denoting the materia ex qua,
may be either placed first, as at Ex. xxv. 39, xxx. 25, or second,
as here; compare Ex. xxxvii. 23, xxxviii. 3, and especially |
Gen. ii. 7. But God’s making “His messengers out of winds,”
“His ministers out of flaming fire,” may be understood in two
ways: lst, as mere personification, as when the storm-wind is
said to be “doing His word ” (Ps. cxlviii. 8, 1137 7lY); or 2dly,
as referring to real persons, the angels, who (Ps. ciii. 20) are
likewise spoken of as 1737 '¥¥. The meaning would then be (as
Gussetius already correctly observed), that God makes His
angels out of winds, His ministers out of flaming fire, vestiendo
eos substantia venti, elc., ut cum salomo “wvalras ligneas aurum”
(2 Chron. iv. 18-22) fecisse dicitur, quando eas substantia auri
vestivit, Which of these thoughts the psalmist himself com-
bined with his words cannot be positively determined ; but the
conception that God gives His angels, when employing them
to carry out His purposes in the sensible universe, elemental
bodies, as it were, of wind and fire, as media of manifestation,
is certainly the deeper of the two, and not unsuited to such a
lyrical echo as the Psalm is meant to be of the great creative
beginning. In this sense, also, the rendering of the Targum
must be understood when read in the light of the Midrash [on
which it is based]: “ Who maketh His messengers speedy as the
wind, His ministers strong as a flaming fire” (compare the
passages in Schittgen and Wetstein). That our author here
understood the text in the Psalm in this sense cannot be

1 Tt is instructive to observe that Abraham Cohen of Zante, in his bean-
tiful paraphrase of the Psalms (Venice 1719), following the interpretation
which, since Rashi, Abenezra, Kimchi, has been among Jews the usual one
of Ps. civ. 4, thus renders it:

wym Woxbn N M Ky
nandw bnd R P b
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doubted. He may, indeed, on that very account (as Béhme
sugaests) have altered the mwip ¢Aéyor of the Septuagint into
wupos ¢Adya, and perhaps have had the appearance of the
angel at Ex. iii. 2, év proyl wupos éc Tob Bd7oy, in his mind,
as an instance of what the psalmist was speaking of.

He now proceeds (ver. 8 and foll.) to exhibit from another
passage in the Psalter how far exalted above the angels is the
Son. The angels are subject to change according to the will
of God, whose servants they are, while He is the unchangeable,
ever-reigning King. The chief point of the antithesis is the
dependent and changing service, in contrast to the divine and
immutable sovereignty.

Ver. 8. (He saith) in reference to the Son: Thy throne, O
God, is for the ages; a sceptre of rectitude is the sceptre of thy
kingdom. Thou lovest righteousness, and hatest wrong ; there-
fore, O God, hath thy God anointed thee with oil of gladness
above thy fellows.

ITpés has here again (as frequently 5 and 5% in Hebrew)
merely the sense of relation or reference to (Hof. Weiss. ii. 32);
for God is not Himself addressing the Son in this passage of the
forty-fifth Psalm, but (as our author understands it) speaking
of Him, inasmuch as he regards the whole contents of Scripture
as being the word and utterance of God Himself. The verses
of the Psalm which he cites are vers. 7, 8. In the words eis
Tov aidva Tod aldvos he agrees with that recension of the text
which is represented by the Codex Alex. (the Vaticanus read-
ing els aldva aidvos), but in éulonoas avoulay he agrees with
the Codexr Vaticanus (the Alexandrinus only, along with some
cursive Mss., reading ddwcias).' There would be a departing
from both recensions, if, instead of pdB8os ebfiTnTos, we read
with Lachmann, following A. B. 532 (the above-mentioned
Uffenbachian Uncial-Fragments), xai % pdB8os Tiis edfiryros
paBdos Tijs Pacihelas gov. But this aimless defining of the
predicate (by means of the article) no one would probably
defend. Lachmann himself did afterwards strike out the
article before the predicate, without placing it before the sub-
ject. On the other hand, Bleek, Liinemann, and Hofmann

1 The Cod. Sinait. also reads #dixizs at Heb. i, 9.—Tr.
3 So also the Cod. Sinait.—Tr,
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adopt the xal (which is also represented in the Itala Cod.
Claromont. and the Vulgate Cod. Amiatin.), regarding it as
introducing the second half of the passage as a fresh quotation.
Hofmann finds a special reason for this xai. His words are
(Schriftbeweis, 1. 148) : ¢ This division of the passage tn the
Psalm has its motive in the form it takes in the Greek translation,
which the author of the epistle was compelled, as I imagine, for
his readers’ sake, to make use of. In that translation the first
part of the passage is so rendered as necessarily to be understood
as addressed to God Himself, Jehovah, while in the original text
it is the King of whose throne (as being Jehoval's throne) 1t is
affirmed that it will stand for ever. The author, cutting off from
this the remaining part of his quotation, which is unambiguously
[in the Greek as well as the Hebrew] an address to the King
(6 Ocds 6 Oeds aov being evidently opposed as subject to Him
whose péroyor are mentioned), leaves his reader at liberty to
regard o Opoves gov ¢ Ocos either as addressed to Jehovah
Himself, or, with a correct understanding of the connection of
pndN DY, as addressed to Hlis anointed King” But even
assuming that this xal is genuine, and that its real purpose is
to divide the one well-connected passage into two citations,! it
cannot possibly have the object which Ilofmann assigns to it.
The very point of the argument for the superiority of the
Son above the angels, drawn from Ps. xlv. 7 and foll., lies
surely in the fact that He is here twice, or at least once,
addressed in the vocative as o @eds. This at least is the im-
pression which the quotation would naturally make on every
dogmatically or apologetically unprejudiced mind. It is quite
impossible that it should have been the author’s deliberate
intention by means of that xai to take the whole point out of
his argument. His meaning is, in the first place, to be gathered
from his own words, and not to be measured by our views of
theological or typological development, which we rather ought
to compare with and correct by his.

To me, then, it appears quite undeniable that the author in
the first place regards the forty-fifth Psalm as a not merely

1 This xa/ has the authority of A. B. D.* E.* and some cursives and
versions. If meant to divide the citation of Ps. xlv. into two halves, we
should rather expect to find it placed (after the analogy x=i wa2w of ii. 13)
before %y xwroag than before fex2d0g,
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typico-Messianic, but as a directly prophetico-Messianic Psalm ;
and secondly, that he finds there that now exalted Messiah who
has appeared in Jesus addressed as 6 @eds, God! as in Ps. ii.
He is called vios, the Son. And indeed it really is a Messianic
Psalm; for even were it not directly and prophetically Messianic
in the first intention, it soon became so. In its first intention
it appears to have been an epithalamium, and therefore entitled
mT 1w, “a song of lovely things,” or (if 6tk be here equiva-
lent to the abstract termination 4th) “a song of love,” 7. a
bridal song. Whoever the king may have been who was thus
honoured on his wedding-day, whether Solomon on his espousals
with Pharaoh’s daughter (as Hofmann assumes), or Joram (as
I think) on his marriage with Athaliah)' a princess of Tyrian
descent on the mother’s side, in either case the Psalm is so far
Messianic that it embodies the psalmist’s desire to see the idea
of the theocratic kingdom, and so the promise of the coming
Messiah, fulfilled and realized in the then present king; a
desire this which was not fulfilled, the whole line of kings from
David down to Zedekiah falling miserably short of that idea
and of that promise. Nevertheless the Psalm itself became a
standing portion of the Psalter and (as the title myb indicates)
of the temple liturgy. Separated from its first historical refer-
ence and occasion, and so removed from its lower and original
literal sense, it became a Messianic hymn of the church of
Israel, and of directly prophetical character. It underwent a
spiritual metamorphosis by this practical allegorizing in the use
thus made of it. For by this change the queen of the Psalm
becomes the congregation of Israel espoused to the Messias;
her “ companions” represent henceforth the converted Gentile
nations ; the “children” are a spiritual offspring; and the royal
marriage is the highest point of the future union of Christ
with Israel and the “nations” when finally gathered into one
church. This revolution in the interpretation of the Psalm is
of very high antiquity, and similar to that undergone by the
Song of Songs and the locusts of Joel. Its justification will
be found in the sublime ideal manner in which the psalmist
treats his historical materials regarding the passing events of
his time—not as common history, but from a thoroughly
Messianic point of view. His own heart’s desire is, that the
1 See Delitzsch’s Comm. on the Psalter in loc.—TR.
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king whom he celebrates may indeed prove to be the long
promised Messias of Israel, even as throughout the O. T. we
find similar Messianic hopes and longings attaching themselves
to such kings as David and Solomon, Jehoshaphat and Heze-
kiah, etc. etc.,—hopes and desires which, failing all in their
primary objects, are finally concentrated in the person of the
second David, and become yea and amen in Jesus Christ. And
so the original reference of this forty-fifth Psalm to the person
of a king who failed to realize it, is, after that failure, laid aside
and forgotten, but the Psalm itself remains standing as a pro-
phecy which still awaits fulfilment. As such a prophecy it
was already accounted by the prophets who wrote after the
times of Jehoshaphat. So Isaiah (ch. Ixi. 1-3) transfers certain
of its words to the servant of Jehovah, the anointed One, who
gives the pvty ¥ (oil of gladness) “for mourning,” and at
ch. ix. 5 combines the M) of Ps. xlv. 4 (E.V. ver. 3) and the
aon of ver, 7 (E.V. ver. 6) in the composite Messianic name
of M5 (Deus fortis); compare also x. 21, “ The remnant
shall return . . . to the "3 5¢.” In a similar spirit Zechariah,
at xii. 8, prophesies that in the latter day the house of David
shall be “as God” (obx) and “as the angel of Jehovah”
(7 g8513) “before,” or at the head of, Iis people. Whatever,
therefore, here and there the original meaning of the Psalm
may have been, the author of our epistle must be recognised
as having an old prophetic basis for his interpretation of it.
And however that might be, it could not be denied that he
understands the vocative ¢ Oeos in o fpdvos gov, o Oeds, els Tov
al@va Tod aldvos, as addressed to the Messiah. The Hebrew
text here admits certainly of various renderings.  1st, nbs
(as vocative) may be taken as addressed to God Himself,
whose “throne is from generation to generation” (Lam. v. 19),
and of whose divine holiness a “love of righteousness” and
“hatred of iniquity” (ver. 8, E.V. ver. 7) are elsewhere
spoken of as characteristics (comp. Ps. v. 5 and Isa. Ixi. 8);
or, 2dly, in order to uphold the interpretation that the whole
clause is addressed to a human king, we might adopt Ewald’s
rendering, Thy throne is a throne of Elohim for ever and ever;
or, 3dly, regarding it as an example of that idiom in the syntazis
ornata (of which we have instances at 2 Sam. xxii. 23 and
Ezek. xvi. 27), we might render it, 7%y divine (or glorious)
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throne is for ever and ever; while the author of our epistle,
with at least equal right, has rendered it (in accordance with the
first interpretation), Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever.

But the question remains: Can we, thus regarding o'bx
as the vocative, yet maintain the reference to the king of whom
the Psalm speaks? We can, if not in its original,! yet at least
in its prophetic sense and interpretation. We find, indeed,
undeniable traces in the Old Testament of a prophetic presenti-
ment that the great Messias of the future, who was destined to
accomplish what had been vainly looked for in David and
Solomon, etc., should also present in His own person an unex-
ampled union of the human and divine. The mystery of the
incarnation is still veiled under the Old Testament, and yet the
two great lines of prophecy running through it—one leading
on to a final manifestation of Jehovah, the other to the advent
of a son of Davidl—do so meet and coalesce at certain focal
points, as by the light thus generated to burst through the veil.
This is clear as day in the one passage, Isa. ix. 5, where the
Messias is plainly called ™22 5% (the Mighty God), an ancient
traditional appellation for the Most High (Deut. x. 17 ; comp.
Jer. xxxii. 18, Neh. ix. 32, Ps. xxiv. 8). And so (Jer. xxiil. 6)
He is entitled “Jehovah our righteousness,” following which,
as Biesenthal has shown (p. 7), the ancient synagogue recog-
nised Jehovah (M) as one of the names of the Messiah. It
was already part of the faith under the Old Testament, that the
mighty God, the captain of Israel, the just God and the justi-
fier, would hereafter manifest Himself in bodily form in the
person of Messias; and it is therefore mere narrow-minded-
ness to accuse the author here of error in his interpretation of
the forty-fifth Psalm. It remains a question, however, which
cannot be decided, whether in the next verse (ver. 9) he under-
stands the first 6 Oeos as a vocative, or whether he takes it as
a nominative to which the following is in apposition. Against

1 Tt must be allowed, we think, that the psalmist could not have meant
to address a merely human king, if the original subject of his song, as
o' ; for, 1st, though the ruling power as such is so entitled (Ex. xxi. 6,
xxii. 8, ete.; Pa. Ixxxii.), yet never a single representative of it (Ex. vii. 1
not being a case in point) ; and 2d, though the theocratic king is said to
occupy Jehoval's throne (1 Chron. xxix. 23), all that is meant is that he is
but the human instrument of Jehovah, the sole Ruler and King.
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the vocative is the wusus loquendi of the Elohim Psalms, ac-
cording to which “ Elohim thy Elohim” (God thy God) would
be equivalent to “Jehovah thy Elohim” (the Lord thy God).
But the thought itself (if “ Elohim” be taken as a vocative, and
we render the clause, Therefore, O God, hath thy God anointed
thee) is not alien to the Old Testament. Isa.ix. 5 and xi. 2 come
to the same thing. The King in whom all the hopes of Israel
centre has already for Old Testament prophecy both a divine
and a human side and character. And so He has, according
to our author, in this forty-fifth Psalm. The divine side
is expressed in the term ©eds, the human in His being God's
Anointed. As such He is distinguished from all His uéroyou.
Some (Liinemann, Peirce, Bleek, Olshausen) think that by
these péroyor are meant the angels. But the angels are not
anointed ones, and therefore the uéroyo: here must rather be
all other earthly magistrates and kings, above whom this divine
King is thus immeasurably raised. God, for His love of right-
eousness and hatred of iniquity, has anointed Him with “oil of
gladness” beyond (wapd c. ace. as at ii. 7, and frequently after
a comparative) them all, His being the most blissful and most
glorious of all kingdoms. The Psalm describes that kingdom
in various aspects. DBut the point with our author is, that its
holy and righteous Sovereign is here called Oeos, and stands in
the relation of kindred Godhead to God Himself. And therein
we have the summit of His exaltation above the angels, those
messengers of God in forms of wind and fire.

The sacred writer-proceeds to unfold, in words borrowed
from the Old Testament, the super-angelic name of the glorified
One, by an additional citation (from Ps, cii.), introduced by xal,
and occupying vers. 10-12. After xa/ a colon should be placed,
or at any rate understood. This citation from Ps. cii. 26-28
bears the same relation to the preceding one from Ps. xlv. 7, 8,
as the latter clause of ver. 2, 8’ ol xai émolnaev Tovs aldvas, to
the former, dv &nrev xKAnpovopoy wdvrwy. The writer follows
here also the Septuagint, but not without allowing himself some
small liberties.

Ver. 10. And thou in the beginning, Lord, didst found the
earth, and works of thy hands are the heavens.
The order of words in the Codex Vaticanus of the Septuagint
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is, kat’ dpyas Ty yiv ob, Kipie, é0eperiwoas; but in the Codex
Alexandrinus, kat’ dpyas v, Kipie, Ty oy é0eperiwaas. Our
author here, to mark the antithesis (of Son and angels) which /e
has in mind, but which did not exist for the composer of the
Psalm, brings the 3¢ into prominence, by placing it at the head
of the sentence. The invocation Kdpie (Jehovah!) is wanting
in the Hebrew text; but the whole Psalm is in accordance with
its title : “ A prayer of an afflicted one when he is fainting, and
poureth out his complaint before Jehoval.” Kat' dpyds is here
used (as at Ps. cxix. 152) for backward-stretching time, in
accordance with classical and even Attic usage (Kiihner, §
607,1). The plural épya (Tdv yetp. oov) represents a singular
in the Hebrew text, nwym (ver. 26, Heb.). The adro/ (M21)
which follows refers to heaven and earth taken together.

Vers. 11, 12, They shall perish, but thou abidest; and all
shall waz old as a garment (doth) ; and as a robe shalt thou fold
them, and they shall be changed : but thou art (still) the same,
and thy years shall not fail.

It is quite unnecessary, with Bleek and others (D. E.* **,
Uffenb., It., Vulg., permanelis), to accentuate Siaueveis; for
Sapévers, permanes, expresses the Hebrew future equally well.
The original text may be thus rendered :

They perish, while Thow standest sure.

They all shall like a robe waz old,

And like a vesture changed by Thee, be changed.
But Thou the same art : Thy years have no end.

In accordance herewith, it cannot be doubted that the
original reading in the Septuagint was, kal doel mepiBorator
dA\Ndafets adTovs, kal dM\ayijoorrar. So indeed reads the Latin
version (Vulgate), both in the Psalter and in this epistle. But
in the Greek text of our epistle all Mss. (except D.* 43) have
the reading éxifes, which is also the reading of Cod. Alex. in
the Psalter. - Bleek and others have already observed that this
é\ifews involves a reminiscence of Isa. xxxiv. 4, é\wyjoerar o
olpavos o5 ByBAiov ; but it scems not to have occurred to any
one to remark, that this combination of the two passages in the
translator's mind was a very natural one, inasmuch as the
character of the whole Psalm (cii.) is deutero-Esaianic. The

YOL. I F
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more we read it, the more strongly are we reminded of its
prophetic archetype, especially in the two last strophes from
ver. 24 (Heb.) and onwards. The prayer, not to be taken away
in the midst of his days, is grounded by the psalmist on the
eternity of the divine existence. God being Himself without
beginning and without end, is therefore also omnipotent, able
to assign to the life of His creatures what duration He will,
It is in this sense that the psalmist grounds his petition for a
lengthening of life on God’s own eternity (ver. 25). In ver.26
he celebrates this eternity, looking first backwards : earth and
heaven, made in primeval times, are witnesses thereof. The
expression is similar to Isa. xlviii. 13 (compare Isa. xliv. 24).
In the 27th verse he looks forward to the future: the present
condition of the universe will yield place hereafter to another
(Isa. xxxiv. 4, li. 6, 16, 1xv. 17, Ixvi. 22); but Jehovah stands,
abides (Y, perstare, like Isa. Ixvi, 22), in the midst of all
this change (Isa. li. 6; comp. 1. 9), which is His work, who
remains for ever the same. w1 any (comp. Isa. xli. 4, xliii.
10, etc.), ¢ Thou art He,” the One who is ever like Himself,
but incomparable with all others. The Psalm closes with a
thought (ver. 29) which does not concern us here, namely, that
God’s people have in His eternity a pledge of their own con-
tinuance (Isa. Ixv. 9, Ixvi. 22). What we have to inquire is,
What right has our author here to regard the words addressed
by the psalmist to Jehovah, as the self-existent One, before
and above the world, as words directly applicable to Christ ?
Some say even still, ¢ He was misled to make this application,
chiefly by the Secptuagint interpolation Kvpie, that being the
common appellation of Christ in the apostolic age.” It would
be sad indeed were this the case. DBut viii. 8 and foll,, xii. 6
and foll.,, are enough to show that our author by no means
always understands Kdpios in the Old Testament to signify
Christ. Such a perverse conception, founded on ignorance, is
not for a moment to be attributed to one who has looked so
deeply into the innermost character of the Old Testament. At
the same time, I cannot persuade myself that the opposite is the
case, and that our author does not regard the Kijpe of the Psalm
as in any way addressed to Christ. Hofmann indeed says:
“ That passage in the Psalm is not cited by the author of the
epistle to prove from Scripture what Scripture says of Jesus;
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but it only serves, like those which precede it, to express in
Scripture language, what independently, and on other grounds,
is the author's own faith concerning the Lord Jesus, and
assumed by him as existing in the minds of his readers. If
Christ, according to His own testimony concerning Himself,
was before the world with God, then must everything said in
Scripture of the eternity and supremacy of G'od be applicable
also to Him. Jehovah indeed is not Christ, nor Christ Jehoval,
directly as such; but the manifestation of Christ in the world
has taught us to distinguish in the Divine Being (who in the
Old Testament is without distinction called Jehovah) that
which is God (6 ©eds), and that which is God (Oeds) with God
(mpos Tov Oeov). All, therefore, which is said in the Old Tes-
tament of Jehovah is true not only of Him who is ¢ ©eds, but
also of Him who is Ocos mpos Tov Oedv” (Schrifth. i. 150).
If this be correct, the sacred writer might with equal right
have applied to Jesus the passage Ps. xc. 1 and foll., or any
other passage in the Old Testament in which the eternity of
God as such is spoken of.! But against this is the fact that
his other citations from Ps. ii. 7 and Ps. xlv. 7 and foll. are
unquestionably Christological : both those Psalms were univer-
sally recognised in the ancient synagogue as speaking of « the
King Messiah” (8mop 83%0). The same was also the case with
the conclusion of the great song (Deut. xxxii.), which likewise
had received in the synagogue a Messianic interpretation :
e.g. Targum ii. thus renders ver. 39 of that song: « When the
word of Jehoval (the Logos) (M 8mw). shall be manifested
Jor the redemption of His people, then will e say to all nations,
See now, I am Ile who is, and who was, and who shall be; and
there is no other god beside me. I in My Word (My Logos,
o03) kill, and I make alive : I have wounded the house of Israel,
and I will heal them at the latter day : neither is there any (else)
which can deliver them out of the hands of Gog and lis com-
panies when they shall come against them in battle array.” More-
over, Matt. xxii. 41 and foll. shows that the Jews of that time
regarded Ps. cx., from which our author presently (ver. 13)
will make a citation, as a pre-eminently Messianic Psalm. Can

1 8o Theodore of Mopsuestia, for instance (p. 162, ed. Fritzsche), jus-

tifies the citation, by remarking that wherever the Old Testament speaks
of God, the Father is meant, but not without the Son.
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we then maintain that he referred to all these passages as
merely fitly expressing his own belief concerning Jesus in
scriptural language, without regard to their original signifi-
cance and application? No. He unquestionably makes use
of them as having a real reference to the Messiah, the Christ
of Israel's future,—a reference on which tradition had already
set its seal, while he in his turn now confirms and seals the
tradition. Nor can it have Dbeen otherwise with his reference
to Ps. cii. Our author interprets the Psalm as speaking of
Christ, because he is fully assured that the advent (wapovsia)
of Jehovah, for which the psalmist, as one of those servants of
Jehovah who carried in their hearts the burden of the afflic-
tions of Jerusalem and her exiled people, is there praying, is
an advent already vouchsafed in the first coming of the Lord
Jesus, though its glorious completion is still waited for. The
psalmist’s prayer is for the redemption of his people, the build-
ing again of Zion, the self-manifestation and glorification of
Jehovah, and the conversion of all kingdoms and peoples to Him.

Ver. 13 (12). But Thou, Jehovah, art for ever throned !
Thy memory shall through every age endure.
14. Avrise wilt Thou, and mercy show to Zion :
The time for favouring her, the fized, is come.
15. Thy servants think with kindness of her stones,
And take compassion on her dust.

16. Then shall the nations fear Jehoval's name,
And all the kings of earth Thy majesty,

17. Wien Jehovah buildeth Zion,
And in His majesty appears.

18. Turns to the prayer of the impoverished ones,
And spurneth not their prayer.

19. This shall be written for posterity,

A people not yet made shall praise Jehovah.
20. Because He looketh from His sacred height,

Jehoval from the heaven to earth looks down,
21. To hear the groaning of the captive,

And loose the doomed to death ;

22. That they in Zion may tell Jehoval's name,
And at Jerusalem His praise,
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23. When nations gather them together,
And kingdoms, for the service of the LORD.

What the psalmist is here hoping and praying for, our
author sees fulfilled in the incarnation of the Son of God, or
still in the course of fulfilment. He interprets what Ps. cii.
26-28 says of the coming Jehovah as a divine word concern-
ing the Son, in whom the promised advent of Jehovah has
been accomplished.

The two former pairs of antitheses, vers. 5, 6, and vers. 7-12,
in which the greatness of the Son and His name was exhibited
in contrast with the angels, are now followed by a third. The
whole movement is crosswise (chiastic). First (vers. 5, 6), the
angels were contrasted with the Son ; then (vers. 7-12) the
Son with the angels; now, again, the angels with the Son.

Ver. 13. But in reference to which of the angels hath he
ever said, Sit on my right hand, until I make thine enemies the
Jootstool of thy feet?

4é is here a particle of transition occupying the third
instead of the second place in the sentence, as at Luke xv. 17,
Acts xiv. 17, Gal. iii. 23 (Winer, § 61, 5). It might be ren-
dered, further in reference to, etc. Instead of elme (ver. 5),
denoting what had been once spoken in the past, or Aéyer
(ver. 6), denoting a continuous utterance for all time, we have
here elpnre, that which is fixed in Scripture as having been
once spoken, but in effect continuing. ITpos 7iva might here
be equivalent in meaning to the 7ive of ver. 5, but it seems better
to translate it as at vers. 7, 8 (so also Hofmann, Weiss. ii. 195).
The citation is from Ps. ex. 1.  No Psalm is so often referred
to in the New Testament as this, being quoted ten times:
Matt. xxii. 41-46; Mark xii. 35-37; Luke xx. 41-44 (our
Lord’s enigmatical question put to the Pharisees); Acts ii. 34;
1 Cor. xv. 25; Heb. i. 13 and x. 13 (all quotations of ver. 1 of
the Psalm) ; and further, Heb. v. 6 and vii. 17, 21 (quotations
from ver. 4). Moreover, all those passages in the New Tes.
tament which speak of onr Lord’s session on the right hand of
God have an intimate relation to, and connection with this
Psalm, which first gave this its scriptural expression to that
great divine fact of the new dispensation. It was also regarded
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in the times of our Lord and His apostles as a chief Messianic
Psalm. But in the ancient Midrash which lies before us it has
been already expelled from that position. It is there referred
by doctors of the synagogue partly to David himself (compare
the Targum), partly (along with Isa. xli. ii. etc.) to Abraham.
(So also by Rashi.) But the Messianic interpretation which it
was thus endeavoured to conceal peeps out nevertheless in other
passages: as, for example, in the Midrash ¢ Shocher Tob” to
Ps. ii. 7, where, for the purport of the divine decree (ph)
addressed to the Lord’s Anointed, reference is made to Ex. iv.
22 in the Thorah (My son, my first-born, is Israel), to Isa. lii.
13 compared with xlii. 1 in the prophets (Behold, my servant
shall deal prudently, he shall be exalted and be extolled; and,
Behold my servant whom I uphold), and to this Ps. cx. 1 in
the hagiographa (Thus spake Jehovah to-my Lord), which is
then compared with the undoubted Messianic passage, Dan.
vil. 13 (Behold, one like the Son of man came with the clouds of
heaven). Further, in the same Midrash (to Ps. xviii. 36),
Rabbi Judan says in the name (on the aathority of) Rabbi
Chama: “ In the future the Holy One, blessed be Ie, will
bid King Messiah sit on His right hand, according to Ps. cx. 1,
and Abraham on his left,” etc. This Messianic interpretation
of the Psalm must in our Lord’s time have been the prevalent
one, as He argues from it with the Pharisees (Matt. xxii. 41,
etc.) ¢ concessis. And it rested, moreover, not merely on a
tradition in the synagogue; it could claim the authoritative
witness of Old Testament prophecy. For as Dan, vii. 13, etc.
is the key to Ps. cx. 1-3, so is Zech. vi. 12 the key to Ps.
cx. 4. When in that passage the prophet says, Thus speaketh
Jehovah the Lord, Belold a man, Zémach (Branch) by name:
he shall spring (or branch forth) out of his place, and shall
butld the temple of Jehovah; yea, HE shall build the temple of
Jehovah, and obtain majesty, and sit and rule wpon his throne,
and be a priest upon lis throne; and a counsel of peace shall
be between them both (i.e. between the king and the priest
united in his person),—he is evidently weaving the three pas-
sages together, Jer. xxiii. 5, 2 Sam. vii. 12, etc., and Ps. cx. 4,
and impressing on them at the same time the stamp of Messianic
interpretation. Ve may from this conclude further, that the
Psalm is older than the prophet Zechariah, and not, therefore,
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as Hitzig, v. Lengerke, and Olshausen have maintained, a
Maccabean psalm.

The question, however, remains : Is the Messianic reference
in this Psalm (cx.) like that in Ps. xlv. or not? d.e. did it
acquire its direct Messianic significance in the course of time,
and when its original occasion and meaning had fallen into the
background ; or had it for its original reference at its first
composition the King Messiah, to the entire exclusion of the
historical David? In answer to which question, it cannot be
denied that the Psalm may be interpreted up to a certain point
with reference to the times in which it was written, and that
even if it be regarded as directly Messianic, it was not without
some historical motive or occasion. As in ver. 5, ete., there is
a reference to the Syro-Ammonitish war, so in vers. 1-4 to the
consequent return of the ark to Mount Zion; and the con-
jecture seems a natural one, that this Psalm is to be regarded,
like Pss. xx. and xxi., as a song put by David in the mouth of
his people, in which he taught them to regard the triumphant
conclusion of that great war in the light of the high honour
and dignity therefrom accruing to their royal master after his
return with the ark of the covenant to Zion. (David, in this
way, might be called M in the Psalm, as elsewhere; eg.
1 Sam. xxii. 12, 1 Kings i. 17; compare “my lord the king,”
1 Kings i. 13, 31.) Moreover, David certainly took such a
part in the national service of God as neither Saul nor any of
the judges had taken before him; when, for instance, he con-
ducted with triumphant joy the sanctuary of his God to Zion,
being himself clad in a linen priestly ephod. It was there
then, on Mount Zion, that Jehovah, who had made the ark
and its mercy-seat the place and token of His presence, now
vouchsafed to take His seat by David's side; or rather, from
the higher and spiritual point of view, it was David who hence-
forth was permitted to sit and dwell there by the side of
Jehovah. And when we add the reflection that Jerusalem, in
name and locality, would remind every one of the old Salem of
that Melchizedek who had been at once both priest and king,
it does seem a very easy transition of thought to compare with
that ancient sacerdotal sovereign this present David, whose
throne in this new Salem is now placed in such close proximity
to the throne of Jehovah, and who is found himself among

~



88 EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS.

priests engrossed in priestly cares for Jehoval's sanctuary.
This comparison of David with Melchizedek was connected
with a reference to the prophecy of Nathan or Gad, as is
evident from the mn* by, Thus spake (as by an oracle) Jehovak
to my Lord. It announced to the king that that same God
who in the case of Uzzah had punished an irreverent approach
with death, was now admitting Aim, in gracious familiarity, to
a place of honour at His own right hand, and would from
thence lay all his enemies at his feet, as indeed He had in a
glorious manner shown by the conquest of Rabbath Ammon.
The “ for ever” (o9b) in ver. 4 would have thus to be inter-
preted in the same way as the “for ever” elsewhere applied to
David as king (2 Sam. vii., compare 1 Sam. xiii. 13) ; both, that
is, to be realized in his children. But just as this relative ever-
lastingness of David’s kingdom was destined to merge in the
absolute everlastingness of the kingdom of his son, who should
be at the same time in personal subsistence the Son of God, so
too was the everlasting priesthood of David destined to find its
true meaning and accomplishment in that only One to whom,
as the true David and true Solomon, the true priest-king and
founder of God’s temple, the prophecy of Zechariah pointed
(Zech. vi. 12, etc.). In substantially the same way as here
developed, Hofmann in both his works endeavours to establish
the typical Messianic interpretation of the Psalm. I recognise
elements of truth in such an interpretation. At the same time,
I cannot persuade myself that our Lord’s argument at Matt.
xxil. 41, etc., proceeded from any other assumption than that
of the direct Messianic character of the Psalm; and we should
therefore, in any case, have to take for granted that He was
interpreting the Psalm not in its original but in its prophetical
sense, the sense assigned to it in later prophecy, and which it
had acquired in the consciousness of the post-Davidic time.
To this, however, there remains the great objection, that, ac-
cording to our Lord’s interpretation, it is David (not the people)
who speaks of the future Christ, who was to be his son, in the
spirit of prophecy as “my Lord” (Kipiov). This excludes the
assumption that David, writing for the people, had so called
himself ; a difficulty which could only be removed by assuming
that our Lord was making, for the purpose of His argument,
the derived prophetical into the original historical sense. There
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is, however, no necessity for a position so dubious and extreme.
Important grounds may be discovered within the Psalm itself
for discarding the merely typical interpretation.

(1.) And first : If we assume the people to be the speaker
in the Psalm, then would the divine oracle referred to be some
well-known prophecy already uttered, as in Ps. exxxii. 11, etc.
the congregation of Israel refer to an oath of promise that
had been previously vouchsafed to David. But here (a) history
knows nothing of any prophetic oracle corresponding to Ps.
cx. 1, and still less of an eternal priesthood promised by oath
from Jehovah to David; and further, (J) God is here intro-
duced by ' DNy, as speaking in the then present: the Psalm
is a product of direct prophetic inspiration, and by that very
circumstance the notion of the people as speaker is excluded.
(2.) Again: Though David certainly combined something of a
priestly with his royal character, and so might be regarded as
in some degree an antitype of Melchizedek, yet (a) the Old
Testament nowhere uses the word 173 to express this sort of
princely episcopate; mnor (b) did Melchizedek unite royalty
with priesthood merely in this way. Rather he did (according
to Canaanitish custom) combine both as offices in his single
person. He was a real sacrificing priest. Such another priest-
king is nowhere else spoken of in the Old Testament, and his
actual existence would have been incompatible with its institu-
tions' (comp. 2 Chron. xxvi. 16). (3.) Thirdly : David’s throne
being so near the ark of the covenant, he did in a certain way
sit by Jehovah; but that expression is nowhere used of him.
Of the king of Israel it is commonly said, not that he sits
beside, but on, the throne of Jehovah, as visible representative
of the invisible God.* (4.) Fourthly: Although vers. 5-7 un-

1 When Hofmann maintains that Ps. cx. 4 assigns to David not the
combination of an ordinary priesthood with ordinary kingship, but such
a priesthood as is involved in the very idea of genuine royalty (TVeissa-
gung, i. 79), or that, when the DRl n;fgpp (of Ex. xix. 6) had been
summed up in the person of an actual king, he possessed as such a priest-
hood independent of, and yet compatible with, that of Aaron (Schriftbeweis,
ii. 1, 355), he is uttering thoughts which seecm quite foreign to the Old Testa-
ment.

% Compare Hofmann (Schriftbew. ii. 1, 355) : ** The throne of the king
of Israel is, properly speaking, God’s throne on earth, for Jchovah Himself
is the real King of Israel. The sublime dignity of the Anointed Onc con-
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doubtedly refer to the war with the Ammonites—that greatest,
longest, and most glorious of David’s wars, into which the ark
of the covenant had been carried—they yet combine the future
with the past; that future being, as in Ps. Ixviii., the prospect
of a final victory over, and judgment upon, the hostile world-
power, which, drinking from the wayside brook, would raise its
head again, refreshed and ready for fresh conflicts. For if we
refer ver. 7 to the king to whom the promises are made, the
transition is somewhat hard from the direct address to the
speaking of him in the third person; and the thought obtained
thereby, that the conqueror, refreshed by a draught of water
from the stream, will be enabled to go on to fresh conquests,
can be scarcely said to form a suitable conclusion. The most
obvious interpretation is, to make the subject of ke shall drink”
the same as he who in the previous clause is termed “ I{ead
over Rabbah-land” (for Sy v, compare Ex. xviii. 25; and for
Rabbah-land = Ammon, comp. Num. xxxii. 1 and Josh. x. 41).
In this case the king of Ammon may be taken to represent the
whole world-power, as opposed to the God of Israel and to His
Anointed. So David here, the conqueror of Ammon, is con-
templating in the mirror of that victory the final triumnph of
Jehovah over the kingdom of this world. The conqueror of
that kingdom is the great King of the future, who will be at
once his son and his Lord. Jehovah, at whose right hand He
sits and rules, has already smitten the allied kings of Syria and
Ammon, has already “wounded the head over Rabbah,” and
so will through him hereafter give its death-wound to that
head when again uplifted.

An explanation may also be found for the complete separa-
tion made by David here of the victory won over Ammon and
Syria from his own person as the conqueror; for that war
synchronized with David’s adulterous connection with DBath-
sheba, and the course of sin into which it led him. He there-
fore here steps down, as it were, from his own throne, and
from his pinnacle of power, and yields his place to the great

gists in this, that he, sitting on his throne, is at the right hand of the King
Jehovah.” But this, too, is not in accordance with the Old Testament
view of the matter, which speaks of Jehovah as enthroned only in heaven,
or above the cherubim on earth. A co-session of the king of Israel with
Jehovah on Iiis throne is never thought of in the O. T. except at Ps. cx. 4.
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Anointed One of the future, all-mighty in His royalty, all-holy
in His priesthood, looking up to Him as from a lowly subject
station, and calling Him “ Lord” ("W). From the ashes, as it
were, of David’s typical greatness, springs the prophetic promise
of Messiah. The type itself, in self-conscious humiliation, lays
down its crown at the feet of the Antitype. These thoughts
are suggested by the significant structure of the Psalm itself,
corresponding with its mysterious purport. I have endeavoured
to represent this in the following translation :

Thus spake Jehovah to my Lord :
Be seated Thou on my right hand,
Until I make Thine enemies

A footstool for Thy feet.

The sceptre of Thy might
Jehovah shall send forth from Zion :
Be ruler Thou among Tline enemies !

Thy people come forth willing to Thy muster,

In sacred festal dress,

More numerous than the drops from morning's womb :
Like dew springs forth Thy youth.

Jehovah sware, and will not rue i,
A priest art Thou for evermore,
According to the rite of Malchi-zédek.

The Lord on Thy right hand

Hath smitten on His wrath-day kings.
Judge shall He be among the heathen,
And fill the dattle-field with slain.

He smote the head o’er Rabbah-land,
Who from the wayside rill shall drink,
And so again uplift his head.

The structure of the Psalm is this: a verse of four lines
is thrice followed by one of three lines; God is thrice called
by the name Jehovah, and when mentioned the fourth time,
Adonai (ver. 5). The Psalm turns (so to speak) on two great
promises (vers. 1-4) not mentioned elsewhere in the Old
Testament : the inviolability and mysteriousness of these is
symbolized in the threefold heptad into which the Psalm is
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distributed, and the whole consecrated by the thrice-repeated
name Jehovah. The application, therefore, made by the
author of our epistle of ver. 1 rests on a solid basis. He rightly
regards the Psalm as a prophetic one, in which David con-
sciously and objectively prophesies of the Messiah. He stands
here, without being himself typical, upon a typical ground.
The address, xdfov éx 8cEiav pov Ews dv 0d Tods éxbpovs oov
YmromdSiov TV woddv cov, is made to one who is both David’s
son and the Son of God; and in that lies the solution of the
enigma put by the Lord Jesus to the Pharisees. Instead of
xafiew év 8ekig (ver. 3), we have here xafficfar éx Sekiiow,
to express the communion of height and majesty which the
Lord has with the Father (8efidv from 7a 8efid, that which
is on the right hand). The &ws dv 0%, donec posuero = till
I shall have put, sets indeed no goal to mark an ultimate ces-
sation of this royal session, and yet certainly does note the
complete subjugation of the enemies as an expected crisis after
which something else is to commence (vid. Heb. x. 13 and
1 Cor. xv. 28). So must ™, éws (dv), be generally under-
stood when used inclusively, that is, as not excluding the con-
tinuance of what is predicated beyond the assigned term.
Comp. Gen. xlix. 10; Ps. exii. 8; St. Matt. xii. 20; 1 Tim,
iv. 13.

He who is thus exalted to the throne of God is taken up
and away from His enemies. He at whose right hand He is
seated will not rest till He has made them the Jmomddiov (St.
Luke xx. 43, for which, at St. Matt. xxii. 41, dmoxdrw is to be
read), that is, the footstool on which He may place His feet.
Comp. Josh. x. 24 and 1 Kings v. 17. How exalted is thus
the Son above the angels !

Ver. 14. Are they not all ministering spirits, sent forth for
service on behalf of those who are to inherit salvation ?

The author closes the series of thoughts which commenced
with ver. 4 by a summary statement of the subordinate relation
in which the angels stand to the Redeemer, and mediately also
to His redeemed, and that wrdvres, all of them without excep-
tion, whatever differences of rank may exist among them.
They are all AesTovpyicd mrevpara, spiritual beings engaged in
God’s holy service. Aecrovpyeiv (see note to viii. 2) is the Sep-



CHAP. 1L 1-4. 93

tuagint word for N, used especially for the service of the
sanctuary. The angels are consequently called in post-biblical
Hebrew nwin *;g'::p (not NWI; comp. Num. iv. 12, nwn s,
LXX. 74 oxevy Td Aewtovpyind) = angels of service. We
must not, however, assume here a reference to the heavenly
sanctuary, the allusion evidently being to the Tols hewrovpyors
of ver. 7. The present participle dwogTeAhopeva, chosen with
reference to T8 — dméarohes, proceeds to note for what service
God is continually employing them. The Siarovia here is not
to be primarily referred to help or assistance rendered to the
heirs of salvation (in which case it would be Tois péAlovo:,
like Acts xi. 29,1 Cor. xv. 16), but to service rendered to God
who sends them. The service, however, which they discharge
towards Grod, has the heirs of salvation for its object : it is done
for the sake of those for whom is destined the inheritance of
salvation. Jwrnpla, when signifying, as here, complete and
absolute deliverance, needs no article (in the passages cited by
Winer, p. 109, it would be otherwise inadmissible, viz. Rom.
x. 10 and 2 Tim. iii. 15): it takes the article only where, as at
John iv. 22, Acts iv. 12, it denotes the salvation of the new
covenant in its historical manifestation and definiteness. Here,
however, also cwtnpia is, as matter of fact, the salvation of
which Christ is Mediator. The angels serve in reference to
that cwrnpla which the Son, thus exalted above them, has pro-
cured for man. They stand before God as Aewroupyo! awaiting
His commands, but the Son sits at God’s right hand : they
minister to God and man, but the Son rules; and everything,
even against its will, must bow to His dominion.

CHaP. 11. 1-4. Ezhortation to obedience to such a revelation as
this—which, as given through the Son, so far excels that
given through angels—in order not to incur a so much
severer punishment.

This first liortatory portion of the epistle, like those which
follow, is of such form as not only to make a personal applica-
tion of the doctrine previously laid down, but also at the same
time to extend and develop it. The gospel would demand the
obedience of faith even if it came through one of lower stand-
ing. But now, having come through Him who is divinely
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exalted above the angels, the moral obligation of according it
attention is so much the more incumbent.

Ver. 1. On this account is it needful that we the more
earnestly give heed to the things heard, lest anyhow we lose them.

IIpooéyew Twe in the sense of mpooéyew Tov vodv T
(without its being exactly necessary to supply 7ov voiv) = to
give attention, to keep in view, as (Acts xvi. 14) it is said of
Liydia that God opened her heart mpocéyew Tols Aarovpévors.
To this mpocéyetw, and not to 3ei, belongs the adverb mepigao-
Tépws, whether with the receptus we read 8¢t mepioaorépws fjuas
mpocéyew, or with Lachmann and Tischendorf, 8¢t mrepioa.
mpogey. nuds. The form mepioaorépws, which is interchangeably
used (in our epistle and the other Pauline epistles) with mrepio-
aéTepov, and is not foreign to extra-biblical literature,' thongh
nowhere occurring in the LXX.?is a more forcible paaho.
The stress of the comparative lies in this, that the degree of
attention to be paid to things heard is to be measured by the
dignity of Him from whom they come. These things, ra
dxovaBévra (in Heb. MY, the hearing), are the N. T. message
of salvation, which is nowhere called in our epistle edayyercon,
as St. Luke likewise in his writings (except Acts xv. 7 and
xx. 20) prefers to express the notion of edayyéliov by various
periphrases.  This New Testament message, in view of the
divine and super-angelic exaltation of the Son,demands increased
attention from us, urmwore Tapappudpuer,® lest we heedlessly pass
it by, or slip by and lose it. Ilapappvduev here is the sub-
Jjunctive, not of the present active, but of the familiar 2d aorist
passive (rapeppiny like dmeppinw, Eurip. apud Stobzum, Flor.
92, 3), which signifies to get or find one’s self in a state of flow-
ing or passing by; t.e. in reference to an object which requires
close attention, to pass it by without giving due heed to it, or to
lose possession of anything through failing to lay hold. In the
former sense, that of not paying due heed, we find the word
used by the LXX. at Prov. iil. 21, vi¢ uy wapappvis (Al

! Against the assertion of Bleek and others (comp. Diod. xiii. 108,
Athen. v. p. 192, F).

2 mepigudrepog only is found at Dan. iv. 33.

8 Lachm. and Tisch. read wapapvauer without the reduplication, which
in Homer, and sometimes in the Attic poets, is omitted for metrical reasona.
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mwapapuis); and so Symmachus says of the words of Wisdom
(Prov. iv. 21), py wapagpvnodarwoar, let them not escape (thine
eyes). But here it would involve a tautology to take un
mwapappvijvas in precisely the same sense and reference as mpo-
aéyew above, that of giving heed to the message of salvation.
Ipogéyew refers to the Td dwovafévra as the words spoken,
and prjmore wapappvduer to the salvation of which they speak.
In this sensus pregnans we may supply after psjmore wapapp. the
genitive 7@ axovaOévrov (as Clem. Alex. speaks of mwapappuvivar
s aé\nbfelas)! The Son of God being thus exalted, we owe
to the message of His mercy in the New Testament more and
more of earnest heed, lest by any means we come to lose those
good things which it announces and offers to us.

The necessity of this wepiaaorépws mpocéyew, already
deduced from the preceding argument, is further confirmed by
the following considerations :—

Vers. 2, 3. For if the word spoken by angels became stedfast,
and every transgression and disobedience received a fitting dis-
pensation of reward, how shall we escape after neglecting so great
a salvation ?

That 6 & ayyérwv AaAnbeis Aoyos means the Sinaitic law,
is clear from Acts vii. 53 (comp. ver. 38), where Stephen says,
éxdBete Tov vopov els Suatayas dyyéwv (ye received the law
upon ordinances of angels®), and Gal. iii. 19, where the apostle,
exhibiting the differences between the law and the promise,

1 Theodore of Mopsuestia’s exposition is accordingly quite correct—
pATOTE TapaTpomhy Tives dwe Tav xpeivrvwy Ocfomefa; and so that of
Hesychius égonsofapes, and that of Suidas, rapeméisaper. Luther’s ¢ dass
wir nicht dahin faren” (and earlier, ‘* dass wir nicht verderben miissen”) =
that we be not lost or perish, has the same meaning. The * dahin faren”
is explained by him by the striking gloss, ‘‘like a ship which, instead of
coming into port, slips off and is lost.” The Itala and Vulgate are here
very inferior to Luther. The Vulgate has pereffluamus or pratereffluamus.
In the text to the commentary attributed to Remigius and Primasius the
reading is pratereffluamus (Remig.) and pereffluamus (Primas.), and in
that of the identical commentary attributed to Haymo, supereffluamus.
The exposition of all three is, ne forte pereamus et a salute excidamus.

2 It might also be rendered, *‘ Ye received the law as commandments of
angels” (Hofmann, Weiss. i. 136). But I prefer the rendering in the text
as better grammar and sense. See Winer, sec. 49, Masson’s transl., p. 415.
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says that the law was afterwards added ¢ because of transgres-
sions” (t.e. to illustrate their true nature in the light of God’s
revealed will), and ¢ ordained through angels” (Siarayeis &
dyyéhwv), év yepl peaitov. Josephus likewise makes Herod say,
when addressing the army he had raised against Aretas (Ant.
xv. 5, 3), fudy T4 KaAhiocTa TdY SoyudTwv, Kai TA ocwwTaTa
T&V év Tols vopois &' dyyérwy mapd Tod Ocod pabovrwy.

Thus it was the view of the synagogue that the law of
Moses was the word of angels, that is, the word of God medi-
ated by angels. This view, perceptible in Targum, Talmud,
Midrash, and Pijut,! is traced back to Deut. xxxiii. 2 (not to
Deut., xxxiii. 3 also, as Ebrard thinks); comp. Ps. Ixviii. 18,
Heb., in which it is stated that Jehovah appeared on the
mount on which the law was given, surrounded by myriads of
holy angels. In Ex. xix. et seq., however, we read nothing
of angels, but of thunder, lightning, the sound of a trumpet
accompanying the very voice of Elohim speaking. This seems
contradictory to the statement that the law was not only given
in the presence of angels, but was spoken by angels. Mean-
while our author himself distinguishes (xii. 19) the divine ¢wry
pnpedtwv from the phenomena of nature amid which the law
was given forth. The unity of these statements consists in
this, that it was indeed Jehovah who spoke on Sinai, but that
His speaking was mediated through angels (including also the
Angel of the Lord «at’ éfoyiv, Acts vii. 38, comp. 30). Thus
He spoke only mediately, not as in the New Testament, imme-
diately, for the man Jesus is personally no other than the eter-
nal Son ; but the angels whose agency Jehovah made use of
were personally other than Jehovah Himself. It is the same
fundamental thought which (Gal. iii. 20) St. Paul grounds
upon the general proposition, that a mediator, as such, is not of
one (évos), but stands between two parties, but that God is one;
and hence only when God reveals Himself in His oneness and

1 ¢ These words, I am the Lord thy God, thou shalt have no other gods
before me” (i.e. the Decalogue),—* these words alone have we received im-
mediately from the mouth of the Almighty, but all the rest (of the law) by
the mediation of an angel” ("bm v by 8).—Maccotn ; vid. Rashbam on
Ex. xix. 11, and Biesenthal's quotations from the Pijut in his rabbinical
commentary on this verse. [The Pijut are liturgical hymns, some of very
ancient date, used in the services of the synagogue.—TR.]
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sloneness, have we a revelation radio directo without refraction.
Such a revelation is the promise coming to fulfilment in the
gospel, and which has for substance God’s deed to mankind,
and for motive God’s grace; whereas the law has, in signifi-
cance, character, and contents, as strongly marked a human as
divine side, and accordingly its manner of revelation also was
different, since it came through angels. Hence it came not
immediately from God, but mediately to Moses, and through
him to Israel, assuming an individual stamp, adapting itself to
the character of Israel, and entering into the conditionalities of
the people whose rule of life it was appointed to be. There is
no deeper conception of the distinction between the law and
the gospel than this Pauline one, here summarized in the
designation ¢ & dyyéAwy Aaknfeis Noyos. The law, as to the
way it was revealed, which corresponds to its nature and
contents, stands far behind the revelation given in the New
Testament; yet the law, the word spoken through angels, was
nevertheless stedfast, éryéve'ro BéBatos (corresponding to the
Aramaic D) TW); that is, after its promulgation it stood
inviolable, and evinced itself as such in the course of hlstory,
the punishments threatened against violation of it being in-
exorably inflicted (x. 28). Misfamoboaia (dispensation of
reward), a compound peculiar to our epistle, is formed on the
analogy of the classical wiooboaia, pay, wages. The classical
évdikos occurs only here and Rom. iii. 8 (comp. 8z, Acts
xxv. 15, and especially xxviii. 4, where, in the mouths of
heathen, it is the name of the goddess of avenging justice,
called by the poets émioémovs Aikn, she who tracks the foot-
steps of the evil deed). The ideas mwapdBacis and waparon
form a descending climax. Every actual transgression of the
law, nay, every non-observance of or inattention to its demands,
received its appropriate and righteous reward. If then, asks
the author, even the law was upheld inviolate, how shall we (we
who live in the time of perfection) escape, écpevEduefa (absol.
as in xii. 25, 1 Thess. v. 3, and the future in respect to the
final judgment), if we shall have neglected or despised so great a
salvation? The talis tantaque salus is the contents of the New
Testament word, which offers itself (comp. Acts xiii. 26, 6 Adyos
Tijs cwTnplas Tadrns,—a phrase, moreover, similar to that above,
70 éoyaTov TGv fuep@dv TovTwy) in contradistinction to the im-
VOL. I. G



98 EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS.

perative contents of the Old Testament word spoken by angels.
The following relative clause, with #ris, quippe que, utpote que,
as viil. 5, 6, x. 11, 35 (see Wahl, Clavis), proves the greatness
of this salvation in one aspect—the aspect in question in the
context—the loftiness of its Mediator.

Ver. 3b. Which having begun to be spoken by the Lord, was
handed on to us tn a settled shape by those who had heard it.

The phrase dpynv AapBdvew (Lat. initium, primordium,
exordium capere, sumore) does not occur elsewhere in the New
Testament nor in the Septuagint, but is found in Philo, etc.,
and before him in Plato. ’Apynv AaBoloa Aakelabar is short
for dpyny Tob Nahelobar AaBoiaa év 7d Nalelobar, i.e. it took
its beginning of being spoken by its being spoken of the Lord
Himself.

The emphasis lies on &ia 700 Kuplov as antithesis to 8¢
ayyéhwy, ver. 2. When, in reference to Ebrard’s interpretation
here, that the coTypia was revealed at first-hand by our Lord,
and the law only at second-hand by angels, Liinemann objects,
« The author employs the preposition did both times, thus indicat-
ing that God is the first originator as well of the Mosaic law as
of the gospel, consequently both are made known to men only
at second-hand,” he destroys the antithesis, and thereby gives
a wrong interpretation of the sacred author’s meaning, who
certainly distinguishes between law and gospel, as the one a
mediate, the other an immediate, revelation of God (comp. on
xii. 25). The greatness of the salvation consists in this, that
He by whom it was first of all made known is the Lord, not
ministering angels; o Kdpios in the absolute sense, in which it
was used ch. i. for M, corresponding to the 87 of Mal. jii. 1;
comp. Rom. x. 13 with ver. 9. Nevertheless the author allows
himself to say &ia Tod Kupiov, having shown (ch. i) that He
who was the mediate cause, as of the creation of the world, so
also of our salvation, is, as Son, of a super-angelic and divine
nature. The later course of this salvation corresponds to the
dignity of its source. It has been confirmed to us by them
who heard the Lord Himself make known the salvation (of
dkovoavtes, as Luke i. 2, of &m’ dpyfs adrémrar). The phrase
els fuas éBeBaiwdbn is quite in St. Paul’'s style; two of his
modes of expression are combined in it: (1) eis, of them to
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whom the preaching of the gospel was addressed, and to whom
it came (1 Thess. 1. 5; comp. 2 Cor. viii. 6, Col. i. 25, 1 Pet.
i. 25); (2) BePasoiv, of the preaching of the gospel in demon-
stration of the Spirit and of power (1 Cor. i. 6, comp. Phil. i. 7)

But notwithstanding the Pauline turn of the phrase, St. Paul
himself could not have so written, as Luther and Calvin already
recognised. Hofmann is of a different opinion; for he main-
tains that, in reality, the only thing which is evident from
these words is, that the author was not one of those who could
testify that with their own ears they had leard the Lord while
on earth proclaiming the salvation which now they preached
(Schriftbewets, ii. 2, 352). But it were improbable that St. Paul,
who elsewhere lays so great stress on his having received his
gospel not less immediately than the other apostles from Jesus—
namely, the glorified Jesus—should here distinguish himself as
not droveas from them the drodoavres. Had he wished to keep
his own apostleship in the background, he would have been
obliged, in order not to contradict himself, to write eis Juas.
For as the words run, they are the words of a disciple of the
apostles to a church founded by apostles. Now, an apostle
cannot include himself with them to whom the gospel came by
the preaching of the apostles. Texts like Eph. ii. 20, iii. 5,
where Paul speaks objectively of the apostles, do not prove the
possibility of the construction here assumed, including him with
the readers, in order to favour his immediate authorship.
Moreover, it is the authority of the witnesses which the author
has primarily in view in éBeBatwfn. In addition to this war-
rant, which the cwrypia proclaimed by the apostles has in itself,
there is further given a divine corroboration, which the author
states in a participial clause which reminds us of Mark xvi. 20.

Ver. 4. God also bearing them witness, both with signs and
wonders, and with divers powers and distributions of the Holy
Ghost, according to his own will.

Our author delights in compound verbs: cuvemipaprypeiv
(occurring in like manner in Philo and Clemens Romanus) is
formed like owvemirifecfai, Acts xxiv. 9 (since Griesbach).
As our Lord Himself makes a distinction (John v. 31 sqq.)
between His own testimony to Himself and the testimony
which the Father gave to Him in the works He had appointed
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Him to do, so our author distinguishes here between the testi-
mony of the apostles themselves in word, and the accompany-
ing (ovv) additional (emrt) testimony of God in miracle. Snpueia
7€ kal Tépara correspond in meaning to the Hebrew o'noimy nink
(e-g- Ex. vii. 3). In the New Testament répara occurs always
in this connection (in Acts sometimes in the inverse order,
Tépara kal onuela). Zquelov = nix (from M, to make an in-
cision, to notch), is any thing, act, or occurrence fitted to direct
attention to and guarantee the truthfulness of a person or
saying ; Tépas = N2 (perhaps from MY, to glisten), an abso-
lutely supernatural (maps ¢dow, as the Greeks explain), as-
tounding, and powerfully imposing fact or appearance, especially
in the heavens (Acts ii. 19). Along with these (as Acts ii. 22,
comp. 2 Thess. ii. 9) are mowiNar Svvauers, manifold commu-
nications and demonstratioris of preter-human agency, powers
higher than ordinary, and giving outward proof of their pre-
sence. The Suvduers, as a species of the charismata (1 Cor.
xii. 10), lead on to mwveduaros dylov pepiopoi, by which must
be understood such charismata as, like the gift of prophecy,
tongues, etc., raise the human spirit above its usual limitations.
From the order of the words, there can be no doubt that 7ved-
uatos arylov is meant to be taken as gen. olyj., and that xara T
avrob Géanow refers to Tob Oecod. Mepiopos does not here
signify division, as iv. 12, but impartation. ©é\ncis is an un-
classical word, but usual in Hellenistic literature, as the LXX,
and the Apocrypha show; BodAnois, which rather signifies
inclination and endeavour than purpose and resolution (see on
vi. 17), was not suitable for the author. Moreover, the more
exact definition, kata v avTob féNnaw, does not belong to the
whole participial clause, to which it is not appropriate, but only
to pepiopois. God has left nothing undone which might, in
comparison with the revelation in the law, confirm with con-
vineing power the substantial greatness of the salvation now
made manifest.! To the apostolic word of witness, in itself
trustworthy, He has added His own corroborative witness by

1 ¢ There” (i.e. under the law), says Theodore of Mopsuestia, ‘‘miracles
were wrought in cases of necessity only, but under the gospel many heathens
have been healed by us from all manner of diseases: we possess such a
fulness of miraculous power, that even the dead are raised ; and ofttimes,
when it must be 50, we bring individuals to a sense of their wrong-doing
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imparted gifts from the fulness of His Spirit, vouchsafed ac-
cording to His wise disposal, to some more, to others less, in
differing ways, in various measures.

VERS. 5-18. The setting forth of the divine exaltation of the
Lord Jesus 1s continued with abandonment of the homiletic
parenests.  Not angels, but the incarnate Son, is Lord of
the world to come, who for a little while was made lower
than the angels, that by death He might overcome death,
and being made perfect through sufferings, might be for
us, His brethren and with Him children of one heavenly
Father, a sympathizing high priest.

Great is the salvation which has come to us under the New
Testament; first, through the preaching of the incarnate Lord,
and then through men commissioned by Him with miraculous
corroborating testimonies from God Himself. This greatness
the sacred writer proceeds to unfold thus:

Vers. 5. For not to angels hath he subjected the world to
come, concerning which we speak.

Were it necessary to regard this argumentative clause as
referring either to the words Tn\ikaiTys cwtnplas or to the
relative clause which follows them, fris dpyav, £.7.\., the latter
reference (to #ires) would be the preferable one (so Bleek).
It is not the “ greatness” of the salvation in itself, so much as
the grandeur of its origin and mode of dissemination, which the
author is striving to establish.)! The main point in the anti-
thesis is this, that while the Old Testament law is but a word
of angels, and therefore only mediately the word of God, the
gospel under the New Testament is, in its origin, a word of
the Lord (i.e. spoken by Christ Himself ), and therefore imme-
diately the word of God. This, however, is but one aspect of
by striking them with blindness through a mere threat, or inflict sudden
decath on the malevolent.” What an intensity of Christian consciousness
at so late a period (the boundary line of the fourth and fifth centuries),
and in the mouth of a Theodore !

1 See essay of Hofmann's, Zur Entstehungsgeschichte der k. Schrift. der
Brief der Jacobus und der Brief au die Hebr., in Zeitschrift fir Protes-

tantismus und Kirche, 1856, p. 337. [The passage is quoted by Delitzsch in
the text. We have ventured to omit it.—Tr.]
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the gospel proclamation as presented in ver. 3, from which the
greatness of its salvation may be estimated. Amnother aspect
comes into view as the writer proceeds to survey the progress
of the gospel through the world. 'That progress is due to men
who, as the Lord’s disciples, bear their testimony to His salva-
tion, while God Himself bears witness with them in gifts and
miracles. As the gospel was first preached by a Lord of super-
angelic dignity, who is both God and man in His own person,
so has it been brought to us the church of the present by men
who received it from His mouth, and were endowed with super -
natural gifts and powers for its propagation. For not to angels
hath God subjected the world to come. The antithesis to be
understood is now clear: “ Not to angels but to men, and to
men becanse of that One Man who is Kopios, the Lord and
Captain of the salvation which He and Ilis messengers pro-
claim. % T'he world to come” (7 olrovuévny 7% pé\hovoa, Heb.
x37 ohwn, Aramaic NNT 8Y) is, according to Bleek, the new
order of things which began with the first advent of Christ.
But Hofmann is quite right in demanding -a more concrete
intelligible form of the idea (Weiss. ii. 23). This world of the
future is the new world of life and redemption, as contrasted
with the old world of creation of the present, which in conse-
quence of sin has become subject to decay and death. This
new world is called future {(uéxrovea), “a world yet to come,”
from the N. T. point of view as well as from that of the Old
Testament. True, its “powers” (the Suvduers wé\hovros
ai@vos)—among which the apostolic signs and wonders above
referred to must be reckoned—are already felt, and project
themselves into the present (ch. vi. 5); but the new world itself
to which they belong is still, even for the church of the New
Testament, an object of longing, a ué\\ovsa méres still (ch.
xiii. 14). The old world, indeed, lost all its right to existence
and continuance when Christ first came, but continues never-
theless to exist still as the outward shell of that hidden world
of the future which is not yet fully formed within it, but will
one day burst from its encasement as a new heaven and a new
earth at Christ's second coming (comp. Isa. lxv. 17, Ixvi. 22;
2 Pet. iii. 13; Rev. xxi. 1). According to its hidden principle
and spirit, this world is already present; according to its glori-
fied manifestation and body, it is yet future,
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This new world the writer designates as being that mepi 55
NaloDuev, speaking of himself in the plural (as at v. 11, vi. 9,
xi. 13, 18), and looking back to what he has been saying (i. 6),
and forward to what he is going to say, as the main subject
and cardo of the whole exposition (compare xi. 10-13, v. 11,
ix. 5, xi. 32). Not to angels, but to men, is this world made
subject. The question arises, Does he then mean that the old
world of creation was subject to the angels? Hardly so.
[Calovius’ observation is quite correct: Utut angelos certa ratione
praesse provinciis terre admitti possit, non tamen haec est sub-

jectio. Yet is this counter-observation unnecessary, as also

that of Dc Wette and Liinemann, who go too far when they
say that the sacred writer, if he had had that meaning, must
have said, od yap v péNhovoav, k.7 N.] The Old Testament,
to which he appeals throughout, says expressly that the old world
of creation was subjected to man. So, for instance, in the
eighth Psalm, which he proceeds to quote and turn into a proof
of the subjection to man of the new world also. His citation
is made from Ps. viii. 4-6, and he takes the words in the first
instance in the literal and obvious sense.

Vers. 6-8a. Nay, but one somewhere hath borne the following
testimony : What is a man, that thou art mindful of him; or a
son of man, that thou regardest him 2  Thou hast lowered him a
little beneath the angels ; with glory and honour hast thou crowned
him, and placed lim over the works of thy hands: all things hast
thou put in subjection under his feet.

On the & in the introductory clause, Hofmann remarks
(Weissagung und Erfullung, ii. 24; comp. Schriftbeweis, i. 97)
that it not only meets the previous negation with the cor-
responding antithetical affirmative, but proceeds further to
intensify the antithesis by a kind of climax. He compares, as
examples, iv. 15, ix. 12, Eph. iv. 15; and a better parallel
perhaps could hardly be found than Thucyd. iv. 86 : odx émi
xax@, ém’ énevlépwaer 8¢ Tdv EXNjrwv maperiivba. But could
the author of the epistle really mean to say, that God has
accorded so distinguished a position in the universe not merely
to man as he was in the beginning, but also to him weak and
feeble as he is now? This 8¢ after a negation frequently
signifies, without any conscious intermediate thought, nothing



104 EFISTLE TO THE HEBREWS,

more than “nay but,” “on the other hand,” or “rather”
(Winer, § 53, 7). So here: Not to angels hath God put in
subjection, etc.; nay but (immo) (on the other hand), one hath
somewhere borne this witness (Siapaptipecfar, of specially fre-
quent occurrence in St. Luke, eg. Acts xx. 23, xxiil. 11),
saying, etc. The citation is thus introduced with a special
solemnity, the author naming neither the place whence he
takes it nor the original speaker, but making use (as Philo
frequently) of the vague term ot 7, so that the important
testimony itself becomes only the more conspicuous, like a
grand pictured figure in the plainest, narrowest frame. He
cites accurately in accordance with the Septuagint, but (pro-
bably) with omission of the clause (not needed for his present
purpose), kal «utéotnoas abrov éml Ta Epya TAV yepdy cov.
(This clause, found in the text. recept., is not indeed without
weighty authorities® in its favour, but its omission in B. D.***
L. K., and elsewhere in Mss. and versions, is decisive against it.)

The eighth Psalm is also cited elsewhere in the New Testa-
ment as Christological. Our Lord Himself referred to its
second verse in answer to the priests and scribes who were
offended at the Hosanna-cry of the children in the temple; and
His doing so proves indirectly that praise of Jesus is in fact
praise of the manifested Jehovah. St. Paul appeals (1 Cor.
xv. 27) to ver. 65 as to the place where it is said that God hath
put all things under the feet of Christ. And yet this Psalm
has less of a Messianic appearance than almost any ; nor has it,
so far as we know, ever been recognised as a Messianic Psalm
in the synagogue.? Composed by night in contemplation of
the starry heavens, it is, in the first place, a lyric echo of the
history of creation as given in the Thorah (Gen.i.). In it
David, having begun to celebrate the glorious revelation of
divine power in heaven and earth, comes to a standstill before

1 ¢.g. the Codex Ephraem. Rescript. (C.) : its fragments of our epistle
begin at ii. 4. The reading /¢ torww (as LXX., Cod. Al) for =i ieriw is
only found in C., the Copt. Vers., and some mss. of the Itala.

2 Bleek refers (ii. 1, 241) to a passage cited by Wetstein from Midrash
Tillim xxi., in which Ps. viii. 7 (Ileb.) is said to be applied to the King
Messias ; but, with the text of this Midrash now lying before me, I find
indeed in its opening words, 2'na MR ‘[57331, an application to Him of
Ps. xxi. 6 (Heb.), but not of Ps. viii. 7, or rather viii. 6, as Bleek and
Wetstein suppose,
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man,—a being comparatively so powerless and mean, to whom
yet God condescends in love, and whom He has made the
lord of all the creatures around him. It is obviously impos-
sible for us (without attributing extreme narrowness to the
New Testament exposition of Scripture) to imagine that the
writer of our epistle could have intended to make an imme-
diate application to Christ of the dvfpwmos and vids dvbpwmov
of the Psalm. On the contrary, it is evident that he arrives
at this application through an intermediate thought, which is
introduced by viv & in ver. 83, the case being substantially
the same with 1 Cor. xv. 27; so that the dictum of J. H.
Michaelis—agit hic Psalmus secundum infallibilem Christi et
apostoli demonstrationem de Christo homine post exinanitionem
ad deztram Dei evecto—is only true if agit be understood
mediately, but untrue if it be understood émmediately. The
man of whom the Psalm speaks is for our author also, in the
first instance man simply as such; and the three clauses—
\dTTecas, éotepdvwgas, and vmérafas—he also regards as
three declarations concerning the high place of honour con-
ferred on man as suck in the universe. (1) God has made him a
little lower than the angels. Bpayt Tt here expresses a paululum
of degree. 'EXattodv corresponds to the Hebrew 0 20 (facere
ut quid quem deficiat, as in Eccles. iv. 8): God has made that
man should have but little wanting to angelic dignity and
power. Apollinaris’ paraphrase is in accordance with this :

lovd ww moilnoas émrovpaviov oTpatidwv.
€ n

The Targumist likewise renders owdsp by waxdmw, and the
Septuagint and other ancient versions represent bvb% by
dryyehor at Pss. xevii. T and cxxxviil. 1 as well as here. The
angels are called b5 as being pure spiritual existences, which,
begotten (as it were) of God (o'bx “33), are the purest images
of the divine essence, and form His own immediate retinue.
The translation wap’ dyyéhovs here is not therefore unwarrant-
able! The warrant for it must not, however (as it seems to
me), be sought in the original abstract signification of the word

! Faber Stapulensis declares it to be false, an error of the translator of
the Pauline Hebrew original of our epistle, to be excused by his depend-
ence on the LXX. This expositor always cites the Greek text of this
epistle as merely that of an interpres Pauli.
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owbi as denoting the Godhead, inclusive of the plurality of
spiritual beings which are the media of divine activity in the
world (so Hofmann); for, since the singulars MoK, MR, Sya,
are already themselves abstracta, their plurals Dby, D8, and
o%p3, cannot well have fresh additional abstract significations ;
and, moreover, DN is equivalent to pnbx mrAw (= Thou
hast made him to want but little of deing Elohim). The warrant,
therefore, for this rendering lies in this, that the angels are
among all creatures the most highly placed, and stand in
closest proximity to Jehovah, the Incomparable, Himself (Ps.
Ixxxix. 6). They are in a certain way feol (1 Cor. viii. 5). To
say, then, man wants but little of being feds, is equivalent to
saying he wants but little of being an dyyeros. Weak, feeble,
perishable man, half body, half spirit (2n%), the poor and help-
less child of man (DN72), takes a position in the scale of
creatures only a little below the angelic one, which is next to
God. Then (2) God Las crowned him with high majesty and
honour, or dignity (8okp, xai Tipn), as a king. The 23 of the
original designates the manifestation of glory, regarded in the
aspect of gravity and fulness; 997 in that of splendour, subli-
mity, and beauty. And (3) He has put all things, or every-
thing, under his feet. Man, all but a divine being, like the
angels, and royally crowned, is no landless king: the world
is given him to rule over; the creature far and near is his
dominion. The 55 or wdvra of the text is so absolute in its
assertion, that we cannot suppose it exhaustively developed in
the seventh and eighth verses of the Psalm. It is, however,
what one (7(s) from among men has testified of man. Our
author now proceeds with his argumentation :

Vers. 8b, 9. For, in putting all things in subjection to him,
he left out nothing unsubjected to him. But now we see not yet
all things subjected to him. DBut him who was lowered a little
beneath the angels we do see, namely Jesus, crowned because of
the suffering of death with glory and honour, that so he might by
the grace of God have tasted death for every one.

With év ydp the writer commences his exposition of the
passage from the Psalm, and a comparison of its statement with
the actual existing condition of things, which, as not corre-
sponding to it, fails to exhaust its meaning. God, in having
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expressly subjected everything to man, has left no created thing
not so subjected to him : this is the exegetical propositio major.
But now we do not yet see everything subjected to him, Z.e. to
man in general (as the Psalmist puts it) : this is the propositio
minor (8¢ equivalent here to atqui). Man in his present natural
state is evidently not lord of the universe; his destiny to rule
over it is not yet fulfilled. DBut in Jesus it ¢s fulfilled already.
And therefore—this is the irrefragable consequent conclusio—
the dvbpwmos and vids dvbpdmov of the Psalm is Jesus, as
being the man in whom has really been accomplished what the
Psalm says of man in general ; and therefore again—whatever
the Psalm says of the putting in subjection of the universe to
mankind must belong to the world of the future, since it has
not been fulfilled in the world of the present. Not to angels,
but to the man Jesus, and in Him to all humanity redeemed
by Him, has the pé\\ovoa olxovuérn been put in subjection.
Such is the process of the argument, and of our author’s irrefra-
gable exposition ; irrefragable inasmuch as from the standpoint
of the New Testament he brings to light the very mind of that
Spirit who, omnisciently surveying both the present and the
future, gave snch form to the letter of Scripture as to make it
accord with His omniscient survey.!

The course of thought is clear and straightforward., Yet
commentators, both ancient and modern, have deranged and
distorted it; the former because they always prefer the most
direct Messianic interpretation to any other reached circuitously,
the latter because they think no Messianic interpretation too
forced to be attributed to a New Testament writer. It does
not prepossess one in favour of the interpretation offered, when
De Wette, for instance, maintains that the author was not
clear in his own mind as to the meaning to be attached to the
first of the verses quoted from the Psalm, or when Liinemann
remarks that ’Ingody, ver. 9, is only incidentally added, and
might have been omitted altogether without injury to the sense,

1 ¢ The mystery of Adam,” says an ancient voice from the synagogue
(sce Biesenthal's Ifeb. Com. p. 2), ‘‘is the mystery of Messiah;” pIn,
Adam, being the anagram of DN, 7, and My, i.e. Adam, David, Messiah.
Again, the Midrash, on Ps. civ. 1, says,  God vouchsafed to Moses =,
¢ honour,’ and to Joshua =771, ‘ majesty,’ intending tc vouchsafe both
hereafter (according to Ps, xxi. 6, Heb.) to the King Messiah.”
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or the perspicuity of the author’s meaning. Bleek, on the
other hand, makes a nearer approach to the right method, when,
although adhering to the direct application of the Psalm to the
Son of man kar’ éfoyny, he yet admits that aird (ver. 8),
while thus referring to him as such, is not therefore to be
definitely applied to the person of Jesus, in which the Son of
man was manifested. Among modern expositors, Hofmann is
the first who has thoroughly perceived the author’s train of
thought. Without being able (as will appear in the sequel) to
assent to every particular in the discussions of this passage in
his Weissagung u. Erfillung, 1i. 23, etc., and the Schriftbewets,
i. 185-188, ii. 1, 38, etc., I hold that (speaking generally) the
development there given of the train of thought is the only
one which really accords with our author’s meaning—namely,
that Grod has destined man to be lord over all things, that this
destination has not yet been realized in mankind in general,
but that the Son of man has, in the person of Jesus, been
already exalted to such universal dominion. One may agree
with this, and yet widely differ in some particulars of inter-
pretation. So at once in the clause, év yép 74 (or év 76
yap, Lachmann) vmordfar adrg Ta wdvra otdév ddijrer adre
avurmoraxTov, the subject is God, not the Psalmist, as appears
from the different mode of expression adopted by the writer,
iti. 15 and viii, 13. The construction is similar to Acts xi. 15 ;
the meaning—God, in doing the one, did at the same time the
other. Av7g, of course, is now understood to be man in general,
the proximate object of reference in the Psalm. A question,
however, may be still raised, as to which of the two following
references of the clause év wdp 7@, w1\, is to be preferred.
For (1) it is possible that the writer meant thereby to justify
the Psalm in speaking so emphatically, as of some great thing,
of God’s having thus subjected all things to man, and to justify
it by reminding us that this subjecting of the world to man’s
dominion, which followed immediately on his creation, was
then intended to be withonut any exception. So Hofmann;
but surely this view makes the process of thought somewhat
tautological, and reduces the proof to one of idem per idem.
The vmérakas of the Psalm itself refers to Gen.i. 28 ; and so
we should rather expect odv than vdp here, if such were the
author's meaning. For this reason I prefer what (2) is also
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possible, to suppose that he intended by év yap 74, #.T.\., to
confirm the previous assertion of ver. 5 (Bleek, Tholuck, De
Wette, Winer): Not to angels hath God subjected the world
to come ; but it is, on the contrary, man, to whom, according
to Ps. viii., all things have been put in subjection. This in-
volves (as the antithetical clause diepaptipero 8¢ indicates) that
such must be the case with the world to come; and the clause
év yap 7@, K.T\., sets about the proof of it. I am, at the same
time, far from holding the view, which Hofmann very properly
rejects, that the writer of the epistle regards the olcouuéry
pwé\hovoa as something comprehended under the general notion
expressed by wdvra. For the notion “ world,” regarded as the
complex of all created things, is simply co-extensive with that
of the rdvra. The world that now is, and the world to come,
are not two different things included under the wider desig-
nation of Ta wdvra ; but each is by itself the whole 7a wdvra,
which are thus presented in two different and successive forms.
And so is set aside at once an objection which, on the other
view, might have been pressed upon our author here, that the
Psalmist is speaking of the present world, and not of that
which is to come.

He proceeds to encounter another objection—that man, as
he is at present, does not assert himself as lord of the universe.
But in this very circumstance is found for him the deep signi-
ficance of the psalmist’s words, pointing onward as they do from
the world of creation to that of redemption: viv 8¢ olime cpdue
alrd Ta wdvra Umoterayuéva. With viy 8' (which has temporal,
not logical significance) the writer points to the present condi-
tion of things; with ofrw to the ultimate destination of man,
as first pronounced in Gen. i. 28, as according to Ps. viii. still
existing unrepealed, but as never yet accomplished. Vhat the
Psalm attributes to man in the totality of his race we see not
(he argues) realized ; but (so he proceeds in the following ver. 9)
we do sce man already even as the psalmist here depicts him,
and by way of anticipation, in Jesus, that One Man who has
for all our sakes already passed through death, and entered
into glory and world-wide dominion. This makes the anti-
thesis clear. How much it is obscured for those who will have
it that our author finds in the Psalm an immediate and direct
reference to Christ, is evident from such an exposition, for
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instance, as Liinemann’s: ¢ Certainly we see not at present
all things put under Christ’s feet as Son of man; but we see
Him, at any rate, crowned already with glory and honour,”—
whereby a train of thought is introduced, which, although
found at 1 Cor. xv. 25, etc., is here quite foreign to the argument.

But even when we have mastered the leading thought of
ver. 9, considerable difficulties remain to be encountered in
the interpretation both of the whole sentence and of particular
points. Hofmann has given two interpretations of it. For-
merly (taking 7ov fharTwuévoy for the predicate, "Incodv for
the object, and éoredpavwpuévov for its apposite) he rendered it
thus: ¢ One almost equal to the angels do we behold in Jesus,
who has been crowned with glory and honour” (Weissagung,
ii. 28); but now (regarding 7ov Jrarrwuévor as the object,
"Incovv as in apposition with it, and éorepavwuévor as predi-
cate) he translates as follows: “Him who was all but equal
to the angels, Jesus, we now see crowned with glory and
honour ” (Selriftd. i. 187).

There can be no doubt, from the use of the article (com-
pare x. 25), that 7ov Hhatreuévor must be regarded as part
of the object (or subject, we might say, having regard to the
simple proposition which may be extracted from the sentence) ;
but the relation in which Hofmann makes it stand to ’Incoiv
must, in my opinion, be reversed. Tov harrwuévor I would
regard as antecedent apposite of the object, and *Incodv, whose
detached position shows it to be the emphatic word in this
skilfully constructed sentence (compare the similar position of
Xpiatos, 1 Cor. v. 7), as the object proper: (as) Him who was a
little lowered beneath the angels see we Jesus (now) crowned with
glory and honour. And this also seems to be the sense given in
the Vulgate : Fum autem qui modico quam angeli minoratus est
videmus Jesum propter passionem mortis gloriaet honore coronatum.

But further, I hold it to be impossible to apply Tov Bpay?
T wap dyyéhovs fhaTTwpévor to “ Jesus,” without some modi-
fication of the sense in which the psalmist says it of man in
general. For, predicated of our Lord, all but equality with the
angels were an unsuitable expression; whereas that He was
made a little lower than the angels, immortal spirits,! may just

1 The higher position of the angels is rightly made by Cyril to consist
therein, that they are xai t8a oapxss, xai 70b vedsavas xpeivrovg, i.e. out-
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as well be said of Him as of man at his first creation, although
in a somewhat different sense.

" Finally, it appears to me to be equally impossible to make
Sofn xal Tpf éoredavwuévoy refer to the gifts of grace be-
stowed on Jesus on His entrance into the world, or to Ilis
vocation as Redeemer: the whole New Testament Scriptures
know of no other crowning of Jesus than His exaltation,
whereby God raised Him as s\npovopov wdvrwy to His own
right hand. And if éorepavwuévor must be referred to the
exaltation of Jesus, it becomes all the more certain that the
impression hitherto made on all readers by the clause 7ov &¢
Bpaxy Tv wap dyyéhous fharT.—namely, that it must be re-
ferred to our Lord’s humiliation—is not an illusive one. The
writer purposely does not say é\arrw8évra, but balances one
perfect participle by another, because the antithesis which he is
making is not of two past events, but of states or conditions—
the status exinanitionis and the status exaltationis. Moreover,
that we do not err in referring éoredavwuévor to our Lord’s
exaltation, is made certain by the added clause—&:a 76 wdfnua
7ot favdrov. It is confessedly a thought pervading the New
Testament in general, and our epistle in particular, that that
exaltation was fruit and reward of suffering freely undertaken,
and especially of suffering unto death. The heavenly ¢ joy”
was, according to xii. 2, that prize of victory, in prospect of
which “Ie endured the cross.” Most improbable, therefore, is
the sense assumed by Hofmann for the predicate here: We see
Him (who has entered into the world) raised to dominion over
all things, because of the existing suffering of death; that is,
He is made Ruler for our sakes, because we -are still, instead
of ruling, subject to mortality : so that &ia 70 wdOnua Tod
favdrov would designate the cause or occasion of our Lord’s ap-
pointment to His present condition, not the meritorious ground
for His exaltation into it. Nor will the want of an adTod be felt
with our interpretation. Its insertion here would be gramma-
tically impossible (the case being different from that of the yet
disputable év 75 gapi, Rom. viii. 3) ; and it would be making
too great a demand on the author to say he should have written
8id 70 malbely adrov Odvartov, inasmuch as Sz 76 wdOnua Tob

side the barrier of the flesh, and by their very essence raised above the
necessity of dying.
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Bavdtov is equivalent to &t 76 wabely adrov 16 wdbnua Tod
Oavdrov.

It will, moreover, soon appear that, with our view, the
clause émws ydpite Ocod, kTN, is appropriately added. The
author’s position is this: Jesus—Him who, as Son of God,
stands high above the angels, but who, becoming man, was
made a little lower than they—we now see crowned with glory
and honour, even because He endured the suffering of death.
He who was thus lowered, is now, as the very consequence of
that humiliation, put in full possession of the dominion assigned
(Ps. viii.) by God to man. This interpretation is that also e.g.
of Tholuck and Ebrard, with whom, however, I cannot agree
in assigning a temporal signification to this Bpayd 7¢ in its
original place in the Psalm, or that our author insists upon so
taking it there. It has acquired for him, as expounded by its
historical fulfilment, another sense than that of its first inten-
tion in the mind of the psalmist, as indeed elsewhere history
not unfrequently expounds a text of Scripture by fulfilling i
in a sonmewhat different sense from that it bore in the con.
sciousness of the original writer. In the case of man as first
created, this BpayV ¢ expresses an enduring inferiority of
degree imposed by the law of his creation ; but the Son of God,
having condescended to human lowliness in order to exalt
humanity to the height which it is destined to attain, cannot
continue in that low estate; and so what in man, as such, is
a paululum of degree (compare Bpay? i, 2 Sam. xvi. 1), is
changed for Him into a paululum of time (as at Isa. lvii. 17,
and in Attic writers frequently). While in ordinary humanity
the paululum of degree has “glory and honour” for its corre-
lative in Jesus, the paululum of time has it for its antithesis.
Thus Bpay? 7¢ here undergoes a change of meaning by no
means arbitrary, but necessitated by the application to the man,
Jesus, of words originally spoken of man in general.

We turn to the clause émws xdpite Ocot Umép mavros
yebonrar Bavdrov. Were it impossible for us to construe this
otherwise than, for instance, as Tholuck, ¢.e. in connection with
the preceding 8ia 76 wdfnua Tod Oavdrov (against which
Olshausen, Ebrard, and others rightly appeal to the not less
significant than skilful arrangement of the words), we should
certainly have, after all, to reconsider whether éoredpavwuévor
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must not be really referred, with Hofmann, to our Lord’s first
appointment as Redeemer, rather than to His present exalta-
tion. DBut it may be shown, retaining our interpretation as
above, that the only right construction of the clause is to make
it refer to the whole participial predicate. The sacred writer
would state for what end Jesus, not without mortal suffering—
nay, in consequence of that suffering—has been thus exalted.
That end is this: that He, through divine grace, should be
found to have tasted death for the good of all and each of us,
and that He should thus have entered into the lowliness of our
death-subjected humanity, in order to exalt that lowliness to
the high estate which the eighth Psalm declares to be our ulti-
mate destination, and into which He is already entered Himself.
The arrangement of the words is here, as throughout the
epistle, beautiful and significant.

[But it certainly would not be so if we read ywpis Oeod
(instead of ydpire ©cad); for these words, however interpreted,
would thus have a too prominent and consequently misleading
position. The reading is not found in the ass. to which we
have now access (except Uffenb.*, 67**!), but from Origen
downwards is witnessed to by fathers, both Greek and Latin
(among the latter, by Ambrose, Fulgentius, Vigilius (sine Deo),
and Jerome (absque Deo)), and most distinctly preferred by
Theodore of Mopsuestia, as well as by the Nestorians,? because
exempting the divine nature of Christ from the suffering of
death; which heretical abuse of the reading is probably the

1 These Uffenbachian fragments are parts of a Ms. supposed by Tischen-
dorf to belong to the ninth century, and are of great critical value. We
have already cited from them, under ch. i. 3, a remarkable reading hitherto
unnoted. [This Ms., known as M. (Codex Ruber),is described by Scrivener,
Introd. to the Criticism of the New Test. pp. 138-140.—TRr.] 67is a Vienna
us. which Tischendorf assigns to the twelfth century. It presents xawpis
Ocob as a reading secund. man. Sebastian Schmidt cites the reading xwpis
@:ob from Ed. Paris. Syriaca et Mscr. Tremelli.

2 Nestorius, as is well known, was a disciple of Theodore, and derived
his heresy from him. Theodore’s interpretation of this passage is worth
reading. He explains xwpic ©Ocod by 0ddév wpds TobTo wapaBrafeions T
éciTyTog, and separates so widely the divine from the human nature in our
Lord as to refer wiry O/ o, x.7.r., to God the Word (Logos), and v
dpoxnyov, x7.., to the man Jesus! He pours contempt on the reading
xepitt Ocd, as in this connection a meaningless and objectless rhetorical
ornament.

VOL. I. €4
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cause of its almost total disappearance from »ss. But anyhovw,
a sense in accordance with the context is not to be extracted
from it. Hofmann formerly (Weissagung u. Enrfillung, i. 92)
interpreted it thus: Jesus tasted death ywpis ©ecod, i.c. sur-
rendered to death a life which, having a temporal beginning,
was apart from God ; but now, with the reading, has abandoned
likewise this interpretation, to which, either for sense or ex-
pression, the New Testament certainly affords no parallel.
Baumgarten, on the other hand, would retain ywpis Oeod
(Zechar. 1. 359): “The death which Christ has to taste is a
death without God, a death which from the beginning God has
denounced against sin; though now it is not the world of
sinners which has to endure this God-forsaken death, but even
He on whom the whole world's sin makes its assault, and in
accomplishing His death attains its consummation.”* We would
willingly recognise ywpis @cod, thus understood, as the original
reading ; but neither are the words themselves an adequate ex-
pression for the thought,? nor, if meant to be thus understood,

1 Compare a sermon of Baumgarten's, entitled How looking to Jesus
makes happy tn the midst of the Troubles of Life (Brunswick 1856), p. 21.
Adopting this reading xwp. ©:od, the preacher says : * It was not enough for
Christ to commit merely His soul to that labyrinth of misery in which His
people was involved ; but He gave up Himself, both soul and body, to the
full reality of the curse of divine dereliction. You know He died on the
cross: there He drained the last drops of the cup of the wrath of God : the
storms and billows of that wrath passed over Him, and that was His death.
And yet, even when God-forsaken, and given over to the power of dark-
ness (St. Luke xxii. 53), He did not for one moment leave hold of God:
when all those billows passed over His head, His prayer was still, Afy God,
my God/! And that prayer shows that, even in those three hours of deepest
suffering and desertion, His inward blessedness was still assured; for,
wherever God is faithfully invoked, there still His Spirit dwells, and life
and blessedness abide. So was it in Jesus Christ. Even though He must
and would taste death upon the cross, and that ¢ without’ or apart from
¢God,’ the blessedness of faith and love remained in Him still, and by its
inward power of life He overcame. And so, for time and for eternity, He
gained the power which still subdues all forms and agencies of death, and
manifests to us that might of love of which it is written (Cant. viii. 6), that
love is strong as death, a flame from God, which waters many cannot drown.”
Our readers will thank us for quoting this passage.

2 One might compare a citation in Athenagoras (legat. pro Christ. 22,
p- 101 &.) from an unknown tragic poet, which speaks of those unhappy
men whom chance or some dzmonic power sinks ever deeper into hopeless
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would they occupy their right position in the sentence. The
best interpretation would probably be, either that of Ebrard,
following Origen and Theodoret, ¢ that He should suffer death
for all existences, with the only exception of God Himself ;” or
that of Bengel, “ut omne silt vindicaret, ut omnium rerum
potestatem capesseret, excepto Deo.” But even were it not to be
conceded that ywpis Oeod, if meant to be so understood, ought
to have been placed after dmép mavrdos, what purpose, we might
ask, would such an exception answer here, where the point of
reference (in mav7és) is not the universe (as is the case with
mdvra in 1 Cor. xv. 26-28), but simply mankind (and that in
quite a different connection from the apostle’s argument there)?
“Pmép mavrds here does not mean for every thing, but for every
one, i.e. for all mankind, without an individual exception; the
use of was (i.e. the singular where the plural would have been
equally admissible) belonging to the idiomatic peculiarities of
this epistle (Bleek, 1. 335). We therefore adhere to the read-
ing yapire Ocod.]

The suffering of death was the lowest depth of our Lord’s
humiliation, from out of which, and because He had descended
into it, Jesus now is crowned with glory and honour, and so ful-
fils an ordinance of grace divine, by which He has tasted the bit-
terness of death in a way that should have a meritorious efficacy
for the human race in all its members. His being now exalted
in consequence of a previous voluntary subjection to the suffer-
- ing of death, is a clear manifestation of divine grace, and at the
same time puts a seal upon the meritorious character of that
subjection. * Fle had to die for the benefit of others, a death
which, for His own sake, He needed not to die, and that not
through the wrath of God, but in fulfilment of His gracious will.”
This paraphrase of Hofmann’s is in itself perfectly correct,
but would not be so if understood to mean that our Lord’s
death was not, as the death of men in general, an effect of
wrath, but of grace only, to the exclusion of wrath ; for it was
just the death of men in general, which for their benefit He
undertook to die. The sting of death, we know, is sin, and the
strength of sin the law (1 Cor. xv. 56) ; but the strength of
the law is the curse against sin, and the strength of that curse
misery drep Oeov.  This drep Oeod 18 used precisely as yupls @sob would be
used in our text were it the right reading.
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the wrath of the Holy One. Had our Lord not died this death,
with just this awful background to it, His death would have
been a merely fantastic one. In order to overcome death, He
had not merely to put His lips as it were to the bitter potion,
but to taste it in the depth of its full reality. He had to taste
the very savour of wrath in death, in order, by God's gracious
appointment, to take that savour away for us. And so it was
the grace of God which made Him thus submit to the bitter
experience of death, even to the extremity of divine dereliction,
the grace of God, which e Himself subserved in thus sub-
mitting.

The empbhasis, therefore, in this clause, must be laid on
xapert Ocob.  That Jesus, as the Son of man, must before His
exaltation suffer, by a peculiar dispensation of divine grace, for
the good of all mankind, is what the following verse proceeds
to establish. E

Ver. 10. For it was befitting lim for whose sake all things
are, and through whom all things exist, in conducting many sons
to glory, to make perfect the Captain of their salvation through
sufferings.

To understand the reference of the words &’ ov Ta wdyra,
xat 8¢ ob Ta wdvra, we must first make out what and whose
action is here designated as God-befitting. The action is ex-
pressed in the aorist Teeidaar, which is used after wpéme,
without essentially different meaning from the pres. inf. (the
one regarding the befitting action as something still in progress,
the other as accomplished and concluded). But what, then, is
the meaning and reference of dyayorra? Winer still persists’
in making it refer to Christ in His earthly manifestation,
wherein from the very first he began to lead many to glory
by His own personal ministry. But to take dyayévra without
the article as antecedent, apposite to Tov dpynyov, is in itself a
doubtful construction ; and the motive for its adoption—namely,

1In the sixth edition of his Grammar, p. 807. [This was written in
1859, when Winer was still alive.—TR.]

2 The Hebrew version of the London (Jews) Missionary Society reads
R'2130°NY, which Biesenthal interprets as having a pluperfect signification,
and referi'ing to our Lord, * who even before His manifestation in the jlesh
had through their faith in Himself led many to glory.”
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that the part. aor. never stands for the part. fut.—is not cogent ;
for though dyayovra may not grammatically be equivalent to
adducturum, it does not thence follow that it must signify post-
quam adduzerat. Hofmann likewise still insists on the plu-
perfect sense of dyayovra (Schriftbeweis, ii. 1, 39; comp. Weiss.
ii. 156): ¢« The God who had already brought many sons to
glory—a Doses to prophetic (iii. 3), an Aaron to pontifical (v. 4
et seq.), a David to royal glory—had now to make this Son, com-
missioned to realize the destinies of mankind as set forth in Ps.
viil., through sufferings perfect for His distinctive calling.” But
apart from the objectionable interpretation of 86€a, in another
and lower sense than that in which it was used, ver. 7, of the
destinies of mankind, and ver. 9, of the exaltation of Jesus, the
whole exposition breaks down when it comes to dpynyor Tijs
cwrnplas adrév.! Jesus is so styled, as both He who has
acquired salvation for the race, and He from whom it is derived
to them, as being at once its First Cause and First Possessor
(not only alTios, as Chrysostom, but also ¢« Captain”—Herzog,
as Luther beautifully renders it),—as One who, being placed
Himself in the forefront of humanity, leads on His followers
to the appointed goal. Thus understood, dyayorra plainly
corresponds to dpynydv, while 8é¢fa is used with reference to
ogwTnpia, as the manifestation which corresponds to the sub-
stance, or the flower which springs from the root. If Jesus,
then, is ¢ Captain of their salvation” to the “ many sons”
whom God is leading to ¢ glory,” that * glory” cannot be any
or every kind of honour into which some of their number may
have been brought before Christ’s coming, but only that trans-
cendent glory into which He, as the only Son in the absolute
sense, is already entered, and to which, on the ground of the
¢ salvation” won by Him, God will ultimately lead the “ many
sons.”

[IToAhois viods here stands for humankind in its grand
totality, so far as it suffers itself to be thus exalted ; 7oANovs
being used not in antithesis to “ all.” but to * few,” or to the
“one” by whom the “ many” are led. Moreover, it is a mis-

! The word &pynyds recurs, ch. xii. 2, and further in St. Luke, Acts iii.
15 and v. 31. It is a shorter form for dpynyérne, as Adam is called by
Philo, i. 82, 40. [Our rendering, * Captain of their salvation,” was pro-
bably suggested by Luther’s Herzog ithrer Seligkeit.—TR.]
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take to suppose that dyaydvra either must be or might most
naturally be taken in a pluperfect sense. When a partic. aor.
is combined with an aor. or an historical pres., it may designate
either a synchronous action (as Rom. iv. 20; Col. 1i. 13; 1 Tim.
i. 12), or one in tlie remoter past (as Aaljoas in Heb. i. 1);
and the context in each case must determine how it is to be
taken (see Bernhardy, Synt. 383 ; Madvig, Synt. § 183, 2).!
The grammatical construction of the sentence here resembles
that of Acts xv. 22, éofe Tols dmwoaTorois . . . éxheEauévous
dvdpas . . . méuyrar, the accusative in both participles being
substituted for the dative; but in the Acts éurefapévovs has
a pluperfect signification, while here dyayévra coincides with
reewdoar (so, Col. i. 19 et seq., elpnromoujoas expresses an
action which coincides or synchronizes with that expressed by
amoxararkafar). Not that the part. aor. has therefore in
itself a present or future (!) signification : that this is not so is
plain from vi. 10, dydmwns 7s évedelbaabe . . . Sanovicavres rai
Suaxovobvres. The thought in Greek is conceived thus: It
became Him . .. having brought many sons to glory, to have
first perfected their Captain through sufferings; i.e. in doing
the one, to do also the other. The one act being necessary as
a previous condition to the other, dyaydvra might be rendered
addnsturwm; but that is in no sense its grammatical meaning.]?
The emphasis in the clause governed by éxpemrer . . . Tehed-
cav lies on 8id mafnudTwy. 1n ver. 9 the Lord’s passion (7o
mwafnua 7ot Oavdrov) was regarded as the meritorious ground
of His exaltation ; Lere (8id mafnudrewy, the last of which was
the waf. o0 fav.) it is regarded as the means of His perfect-
ing. [Te\etodv = Téetov Toety signifies either to bring to a
complete or final issue, as opposed to an inchoate or unfinished

1 The usage whereby the part. aor. sometimes loses its preterite sense
in reference to the main action, is well explained by Madvig (Bemerkungen
tiber einige Punkte der Gr. Worlfigungslehre, p. 45). He remarks, that in
such cases the action expressed by the participle is still regarded as past,
i.e. as past from the point of view of the narrator, though not past in
reference to the main action.

2 Schlichting interprets rightly, cum Deus in eo esset ut multos filios in
gloriam perduceret. Had he known (as the more learned Sebast. Schmidt
already knew) that this interpretation was quite compatible with dyxydvra,
he would not have spoken of a diversa lectio dyivree. It would be difficult
to say what alia exemplaria present this reading.
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action, or to make fully answerable to its purpose, as opposed
to that which is defective or inoperative.]' God has brought
the Captain of salvation by sufferings to the goal where He is
made perfect by that which, as the Leader of others to the
same goal, He both would and must be. That goal is the
heavenly glory, and yet we should not be right in making
Te\eudoar here = Sofacbivar: Teéeidoar expresses more than
Sofacl., and mainly refers to ethical perfection, the putting
into a state completely answering to His destination and com-
mission. To bring the Lord Jesus into such a state, and so
to make Him perfect through sufferings, is an act worthy of
God Himself (émperev avr@). It became Him, both in His
relation to fallen and perishing humanity, and in His relation
to Him who, as the Author of its salvation, would stand at its
head, thus to do. It was, at the same time, a work of free
grace (ydpes), imposed by an inward, not an outward necessity.

Instead of 7g Oed after Empemey, the sacred writer uses the
periphrasis adr@ & ov Ta wdvra xai 8 ob td wdvra; « Him,”
1.e., who to the whole universe is the end of its developments
and the ground of its being. [d4.' 8v is equivalent to the els
avrév of Rom. xi. 36, 8 oD to the é£ od of 1 Cor. viii. 6.] God
is thus designated, as rightly observed by Hofmann (Weiss. ii.
156), in order to justify and illustrate the use of émpemer in
sole reference to the gracious will of God. The sacred writer
would therewith strike down any Judaic offence-taking at the
cross. No one can have any judgment as to what is God-be-
fitting or otherwise in the work of salvation, but God Himself,
the End and the Beginning, the Alpha and Omega of all
created things. Yet is the question, Why must the Redeemer
be perfected through sufferings? by no means one to which
we have no answer. That answer is indicated in the moA\ovs
viods dyaryéyra, which reminds us of the essential “ Sonship”
of Him in connection with whom God is raising those ¢ many
sons” to a like “glory.” In order to put His creatures of
mankind in a communion of glory with His only-begotten Son,
God must first put Him in a communion of suffering with all

! Vid. Kgstlin, pp. 421-424, who rightly starts with the assumption
that ¢ +éreiov is antithesis partly of that which is only inchoate, partly of
that which is imperfect, partly of the inchoate and imperfect taken together
—the unfinished in both senses.
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mankind, and let Him issue from it with “ glory” and ¢ salva-
tion,” won as a common good and possession for all. In order
to raise humanity from the depths of misery, in which it is so
unlike its ultimate destination, to the heights of glory for which
it is destined, God must first lead up His only Son to glory
through deeps of human suffering, that thus by Him, the Son
made perfect through suffering, He might make of us also
glorious sons of God. This is what was God-befitting in the
work of salvation.

Ver. 11. For ke that sanctifieth, as well as the sanctified, are
all of One, for which reason he is not ashamed to call them
brethren.

The dyiafwv here is Christ (ix. 13, 14, xiii. 12, compared
with John xvii. 19), and the dyiafouevor such men as experience
His sanctifying power who was perfected Ilimself through
suffering (x. 14, 29). [The sacred writer could not designate
them as ol #yiacpévor, for he is not thinking of particular indi-
viduals, but of mankind in general, as that in which the sanc-
tifying powers of Christ are working.] ‘Ay:dfew signifies here,
according to FHofmann, to take out of the world, and so sepa-
rate for the communion of the alone self-centered God. But
the fundamental meaning of ¥, dycos, which is thus assumed,
is without etymological basis. If, on the other hand, we start
from the assumption that the original meaning of vA7p is not
that which is separated to itself from the rest of the world, but
that which in itself is bright, untroubled, glorious,! then dy:d-
Gew? would signify, to bring into a state of light and glory by
removal of what is dark and troubled, and so make fit for com~
munion with the bright and glorious God. Taken in this
sense, aytdafew would express the inward act of which Sofdfew

1 Vid. Thomasius, Dogmatik, i. 140-143, [This etymology of &Mp is
adopted by Fiirst, who renders it, * to be fresk, new, young, of things ; to be
pure, shining, bright, of persons and things;” and regards it as **identical
in its organic root (2r1-p) with that of ¢3-n" (Lezicon, Davidson's transl.
p- 1221). Delitzsch has, I believe, now abandoned this etymology, and
gone back to the older one, which makes the fundamental notion of grp
that of ** purity” or ‘‘ separation.”—TRr. 1867.]

2 *Ayidlev i3 an Alexandr, sacerdotal term equivalent to ¢/ap, and a

synonym of xefeoifey, Heb. 27t
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is the outward ; % glory” being only manifested holiness, the
bright forth-shining of an inward light. In order to be crowned
with 8¢fa xai Teur, Jesus Himself must first be sanctified, or,
as it is expressed in ver. 10, be made perfect through suffer-
ings, those sufferings melting away all that was incapable of
heavenly exaltation,’! that He, thus sanctified Himself, might
sanctify and lead up others to glory. The close relation be-
tween Him and them is a consequence of fellowship in suf-
ferings. What is true of the Sanctifier, is true also of the
sanctified : they are all (wdvres) of One. [We might expect
to read here dugdrepo instead of mdvres; but the ayiafouevor
are “many” (ver. 10), and the sacred writer emphasizes the
fact that all the saved are of one race with the Saviour, and
therefore classes the one and the “many” together here as
TAVTES.

And these “all” are é£ évds. If we have hitherto followed
correctly the author’s line of thought, we cannot suppose, with
Hofmann and Biesenthal, that the ‘“One” here meant is
Adam ; nor that ver. 11a is intended to express, in the form of
a general proposition, that the antithesis of sanctifying activity
and passive sanctification is one which exists within the circle
of a like descent of all from a common source,—that the
vocation to sanctify implies community of origin and nature
between the sanctifier and those on whom his function is exer-
cised. Against all this we need only refer to the expression
used by Jehovah concerning Himself which is of such fre-
quent occurrence in the Thorah—“1I am He that sanctifieth
you”?—to escape from the confusion caused by the assumed
generality of the proposition (ver. 11a), and so arrive at the
true meaning of é£ évos. And then, what weighty considera-
tions are suggested by the very word itself, and the whole
context, against assuming a reference here to Adam, and not
less to Abraham,® or to any other human ancestor whatso-

1 Delitzsch’s words are: indem die Leiden dasjenige, was an ikm der
Erhohung nicht fahig war hinweggeschmolzen — ** Ilis sufferings having
melted away what in Him was incapable of exaltation.” The expression
scems of doubtful propriety, though in a writer at once so accurate and so
devout, one feels sure they are meant to bear an orthodox sense, and not in
any way to impugn the all-holiness of our Lord.—TR.

? e.g. Ex. xxxi. 13 ; Lev. xx. 8, xxii. 82; comp. Ezek. xxxvii. 28.
# So Bengel. [* Unus ille Abrakam uti Malachias, ii. 15.” Jewish
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ever!! For, after God Himself has been designated (ver. 10)
as the absolute end and cause of the whole development,—as
the superior not only of them who need salvation, but of Him
also who obtains it,—and as perfecting the One through suf-
ferings that He may lead the others on to the glorious goal for -
which they are destined ; and after they, being men, have been
distinguished as woAhol wvio{ from the Saviour as vids (not
Tob dvfpwmov, but) Tod Oeod, it does seem impossible, after all
this, that the “ One” of whom ver. 11 speaks, and from whom
it derives both “ Him who sanctifieth and them who are sanc-
tified,” can be any other than—God. To which must be added,
that the bond of brotherhood here spoken of is not till ver. 14
regarded as being that of a common nature. e is not ashamed
to call them brethren, being linked to them by a brotherhood
which has two sides: 1st, that of a common sanctification,
divinely wrought in the Saviour immediately by God Himself,
and in us mediately through Him; 2d, that of a common
luman nature, which, forasmuch as the sanctification spoken
of could only be attained through death, the Saviour had to
assume, to take upon Him, our flesh and blood, in order to
attain it. And hence, again, the “One” (of ver. 11) from
whom all are derived is God, not as the God of creation
(1 Cor. viii. 6), but as the God of redemption ;* the sense being
nearly the same as the Johannean éx 7o) Oeod elvac (John viii.
47; 1 John iv. 6, etc.), or the Pauline wpwréroxos év morrois
d8engpois. God is the One who originally ordained the saving
work of sanctification. The Sanctifier, who is Himself first
sanctified, and those who are sanctified through Him, are all
in this sense FrROM Grod.
The sanctifier (6 dytd{wv), then, is Jesus, who is regarded

here in His historical relation to God [i.e. notin His natural or

doctors, in reference to this passage of Malachi, were wont to speak of
Abraham as 9nNm, ¢ The One.”—TRr.] See Biesenthal in loc.

1 Whether Bleek is correct in saying that, if the sacred writer had in-
tended by évés to designate a human parent, he must have added warpds,
or at least a verb distinctly indicating such extraction, I will not attempt
to decide, but leave his remark as I find it, seeing that the right reading at
Acts xvii. 26 is also perhaps é£ ivds (Lachm.), and not i évé; aimaros (as
the receptus and Tischendorf).

2 So Bohme, Bleek, De Wette, and all later interpreters, except Hof-
mann,
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essential one—Tr.], and who, as one made perfect by God, is
born of God into His present priestly and mediatorial relation
to us; the sanctified, on the other hand, are men who, in
virtue of their sanctification, are also ¢ of God,” inasmuch as
it was God who perfected their Sanctifier, and who now imparts
to them the life of sonship through Him. [4: o0 and &’ &v
are therefore equally applicable to God in the sphere of re-
deeming as in that of creative activity.]

The author proceeds: & #v alriav—for which cause, on
which account (the expression occurs only thrice elsewhere in
the N. T., in the pastoral epp.)—odx émwaioyiverar— He s not
ashamed (like xi. 16, with ém/ sharpening the reference to the
object) to call them His brethren. Chrysostom and Theodoret
observe correctly that the choice of the word od« émraioyiverar
points to the difference between His sonship and theirs. Jesus,
as the eternal Son of God, is exalted infinitely above the
children of men, and yet has entered into fellowship with us in
our humiliation, has been therein Himself made perfect through
sufferings by God, and so has become and calls Himself our
brother. To prove all this, the sacred writer might have re-
ferred to recorded words of our Liord Himself in the Gospel
(such as Matt. xii. 49, xxviii. 10, John xx. 17) ; but he prefers
still to refer to prophetic words of the Old Testament as decla-
ratory of the divine counsel, which he regards as spoken by the
Saviour yet to come :

Ver. 12. Saying, I will proclaim thy name to my brethren ;
in the midst of the church (or assembly) will I praise thee.

The quotation is from the Septuagint version of Ps. xxii. 22
(Heb. 23), but made from memory ; the 8uyjjcopar (=m20Y)
of the LXX. being changed into amwayyerd, which is equally
suitable, It is the first of three citations from the O.T. which
express, according to our author’s understanding of them, the
relation in which the hereafter to be manifested Son of God
should stand to God’s children. Does it so typically only,
or prophetically also? Hofmann maintains exclusively the
TYPICAL relation of the twenty-second Psalm to Christ,! while

eg. in Weissag. u. Erfull. i, 29: ** The thing to be shown was, that, in
accordance with the word of God in the Old Testament, Jesus must be one
like to us—our brother. To prove this, a passage s _first cited in which David
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Bakius (for instance) represents the old traditional SUPER-
PROPHETICAL interpretation when he says: Iunc psalmum ad
literam primo proprie et absque ulla allegoria, tropologia et
avarywys integrum et per omnia de solo Christo exponendum esse.
No one in the present day is likely to maintain this view from
any supposed necessity arising from our Lord’s usc of the first
verse of the Psalm as one of His seven last words upon the
cross, It is (originally) a Psalm of David, dating from the
time of Saul’s persecution, and contains not the slightest hint
that the psalmist and the mourner are different persons; but
rather is throughout a lyrical expression of the psalmist’s own
sorrows, rising before the close into the confidence of hope and
thankful vows of praise. As certainly, however, as David is
the speaker in the Psalm, and no one else, not even Hengsten-
berg’s ideal righteous One (who is a mere fiction), so certainly
also is the Psalm a typical Psalm ; and for this very reason, that
David, the ancinted of Jehovah (m't/n), the ancestor of Jesus
Christ, is the speaker in it. The way of sorrows by which
David mounted to his earthly throne was a type of that Via
Dolorosa by which Jesus the son of David passed, before
ascending to the right hand of the Father. All Psalms are
. typical in which the state of humiliation, which in David pre-
ceded his exaltation, is expressed or described in accordance

calls all other Israelites his *brethren.' Raised up by the Spirit of Jehovah
to be the mediator of His power in Israel, David yet belongs by nature and
origin to the mass of the people over whom he is placed as king, and repre-
sentative of THE KINg, Jehovah. A fellowship in flesh and blood with
Israel on the one hand, is compatible with a fellowship in the Spirit with God
on the other. In this twofold relation of David to God and Israel, the author
of the epistle sees a prophecy of the twofold relation in which He would stand
of whomn David was the type” Again, Schriftbew. ii. 1, 40: ““ Al this is
expressed in words taken from Old Testament Scripture, not as if those words
in their original meaning directly treated of the Messiak, but as illustrating
the truth of the general proposition, & 7¢ dyidlwy wol ol &yialipevos #5 Evos
wavteg, which is as certainly applicable to Christ as they from whose mouths
the words are taken were certainly typical of Him.,"” These passages contain
assumptions which we have already proved to be inadmissible—viz. that
identity of nature is the thing which the quotations are intended to prove,
and that & ¢ dyiafwy, x.7.2., is meant to be taken as a general proposition.
The main point—the assertion that the sacred author’s right to use these
quotations is founded on their merely typical character, and nothing beyond
that—must be further examined (in the text).
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with the actual historical facts. But Ps. xxii. is more than
that—it is in even a higher degree than Ps. xvi. typico-pro-
phetic. For the manifest inferiority of the type to the anti-
type lies in the very essence of the type itself. But in Ds. xxii.
David’s description of personal experience in suffering goes far
beyond any that he had known in his own person; his com-
plaints descend into a lower deep than he had sounded himself;
and his hopes rise higher than any realized reward. Through
this hyperbolical character the Psalm became typico-prophetic.
David, as the sufferer, there contemplates himself (and his ex-
perience) in Christ; and his own, both present and future,
thereby acquires a background which in height and depth
greatly transcends the limits of his own personality. And this
was an operation of the Spirit of Giod which indwelt in David
from the time of his anointing—that Spirit which has eternally
before Him the end and the beginning of the kingdom of
promise, searching the deep things of God, the counsels of
eternal love, and mingling from those deeps unutterable groan-
ings with the prayers of all believers. This Holy Spirit (so
we hold with Bleek, Tholuck, and others) drew from the same
deeps, and interwove the most special lineaments of the ger-
minant future with the references to the present in David’s
Psalms, and especially in this twenty-second Psalm, which so
exactly describes the passion of Christ, ut non tam prophetia
quam historia esse videatur (Cassiodorus). In the midst of his
complaint, the mourner rises to the confidence of being heard,
and utters vows of praise and thanksgiving® (ver. 23 et seq.

Heb.):

1 [This becomes more evident when the immediately preceding stanza
(vers. 20-22 Heb.) is compared :

But Thou, Jehovah, be not far from me:

My strength, to aid me hasten Thoul

Deliver from the sword my soul;

From hand of dog my only one!

O save me from the liorn's mouth,

And from the buffaloes’ horns !—T hou answerest me:

this final word NNy, falling out of the grammatical order (being a perfect
or historical present— T hou answerest, or Thou hastanswered—instead of the
imperative), is a triumphant interjection, expressing a sudden assurance
on the sufferer’s part that an answer to his prayer has been already vouch-
safed, and so leading on to the words of thanksgiving which follow.—TrR.]
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(Now) will I tell of Thy name to my brethren s
In the midst of the church will I sing Thy praise.
O ye that fear Jehovah, praise Him :

O all ye seed of Jacob, honour Him ;

And tremble before Him, all Israels seed !

For He hath not despised, nor hath He abhorred, the
sufferer’s passion :

Nor hath He hidden His countenance from him;

And when Le cried out unto Him, He heard.

It is those who are connected with him by bonds of nature
whom David here addresses as ¢ brethren;” but not by bonds
of nature only, but those likewise of the Spirit, as the following
appellation, ¢ ye that fear Jehovah” (or, ye fearers of Jehovah),
shows. It is the gospel of their salvation which is here preached
to the church of Israel. This gospel begins (ver. 24 Heb.),
“ Fearers of Jehovah !” ete., and is directed to all of Israel that
is capable of salvation. The glad tidings itself is contained in
the following tristich (ver. 25). The author of our epistle has
a perfect right to assume that David is speaking here as a type
of Christ; nay, that the Spirit of Christ is speaking in him,
and so Christ Himself selecting David’s trials and sufferings as
symbols of His own. The Psalm is therefore both typical and
prophetic, and it admits of no doubt that the writers of the
N. T. allow themselves to quote utterances of typical O. T.
personages concerning themselves as utterances and words of
Christ.  Will this remark apply to the two following citations?

Ver. 13. And again: I will put my trust in him. And
again : Behold! I and the children whom God hath given me.

The words éyw &oopar memoifws ém’ avr@ are nowhere
found exactly in this form in the LXX.; but the phrase
memolbos €oopar ém adrd, which is identical in meaning,
occurs three times—2 Sam. xxiii. 3, Isa. xii. 2, and Isa. viii.
17. The third place alone is from a strictly Messianic passage,
and is therefore certainly the one here referred to.! The words

1 The main purpose of all the discourses from Isa. viii. 5 to ch. xii. is

to apply and develop the consolation involved in the prophecy of Im-
manuel for faithful members of the community of Israel; and this i3
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which immediately follow (ver. 17), 8oV éyw kai Td maidia,
k.T.\., are introduced by xai mdlw as a separate quotation ;
because the two expressions, though standing close together,
exhibit the fellowship of Christ and His people in two different
aspects; and further, because 8oV éyw is in fact the com-
mencement of a fresh sentence. The Septnagint translates
vers. 16-18 in such a way, that vers. 17, 18 may be well
understood as words of the Immanuel to come: “ Then shall be
made manifest those who seal up the law that one learn it not ; and
HE will say, In God will I trust, who hath turned away His face
Jrom the house of Jacob, and will put my trust in Him. Lo! I
and the children whom God hath given me.” It was very natural
to understand, by ¢ those who seal up,” etc., the scribes and
Pharisees (comp. Luke xi. 52), and by the ¢ He,” who is the
subject of épei, Messiah, as probably the Septuagint translator
himself understood it.! Such a dependence of our author on
the Septuagint as is implied in this use of Isa. viii. 17, 18, may
be allowed, without altogether denying his acquaintance with
the original text (comp. Bleek, ii. 321). DBut in this way his
procedure would be only explained, not justified, and the ex-
planation itself a somewhat doubtful conjecture, raised on a
basis of conjecture. The words of vers, 17, 18 belong in the
original text to the prophet. Can we in any better way than
that suggested above account for our author’s citing them as
words of Christ? May we assume with Hofmann (Weiss. ii.

specially the case with the section viii. 5~ix. 6, with particular reference to
the then imminent approach of a time of affliction.

1 Hofmarn takes it otherwise, making the subject of épei (in xal ipei)
one of the e@peryifépeves in the preceding clause, and adopting the reading
rod padeiy of Cod. Alex. (Weiss. ii. 29). But 7ob gafeiv here must have
a negative sense, and therefore much the same meaning as the zov % padeir
of the Cod. Vat. [si o@payilduevos 7dv viwor Tob padeiv =those who seal
up the law from being taught (?). The Sept. rendering of the whole
paragraph is remarkably Messianic and evangelical in its colouring, and
seems to have been in the apostolic writer's mind already in ver. 11, when
speaking of ¢ dysalwy and of dyialcpevos. It commences thus: The Lord
of hosts, sanctify (dyidoars) ye Him, and He shall be thy fear. And if thou
put thy trust in Him, Ile shall be unto thee for a sanctification (dyizcpue);
and not as a stumbling-stone shall ye encounter Him, nor as the falling of a
rock. But the house of Jacob are sitting in a snare . . . and many among
them shall fall and be broken, and men in security shall be taken. Then shall
be manifest they that seal up the law, etc. (i.e. the Pharisces).—Tr.]
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110), that whatsoever, in their vocation as prophets, the seers
of the Old Testament say of themselves, is regarded in the
New Testament as prophecy concerning Christ? Isaiah, on
the one hand, held communion with God in the spirit of pro-
phecy, and on the other, with those whom he addressed in a
common human nature, and a like dependence of faith and
hope on God (Weiss. ii. 30 ; Schriftbeweis, ii. 1, 40). May we
lay it down as a canon, that he and every other prophet, when
acting .according to their vocation, were, under all circum-
stances, types of Christ? Not so entirely. This canon may
be adopted, but only with certain limitations. It is not every
utterance of any prophet concerning himself, but only certain
utterances of special significance, at certain great crises of the
development of the theocracy, which have a typical character.
Isaiah himself, as the prophet xar’ éfoynv, stands midway
between Moses and Christ. The theme of prophetic preaching
assigned him in the sixth chapter, makes a deep incision in the
history of Israel, dividing it into two halves. The curse of
obduration and rejection, to which the mass of Israel was
henceforth given over (while a “ remnant” only should be
saved), the New Testament writers saw fulfilled in their treat-
ment of the Lord Jesus as the Prophet of the kingdom (Matt.
xiii. 13-15; John xil. 37-41; Acts xxviil. 25, 27; Rom. xi. 7
et seq.). Thus from the first we find existing a typical relation
between Isaiah and the Lord, with not only that one awful
side, in reference to the mass of unbelieving Israel, but also
another side of hope and salvation, corresponding to the names
of each (Isaiah—Jesus), resonant both of y» or nywe», and
these, moreover, favourite words with the Old Testament
prophet. It is just this side which, as we shall see, finds in the
context of these quotations by our author its deepest and most
typical expression.

After the prophet has received for himself and the faithful
the divine intimation that Jehovah would embrace in guardian-
ship, as of a sanctuary, those who should sanctify Him as Lord
of lords, but would be a stone of stumbling and a rock of
offence to the mass of the people of both kingdoms, it is
added, ver. 16, « Bind up the testimony, seal the law among my
disciples.” This is an ejaculatory prayer of the prophet: So
may the Lord—then He entreats—deposit His testimony,
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which speaks of this future, and His law, which prepares for
it, and both of which the mass, in their hardness of heart,
understand not and .despise, secure and guarded as with cords
and seal in the heart of them who receive the word in the
obedience of faith. For otherwise there would be an end of
Israel, unless there should continue to be a congregation of
helievers among them, and an end of this congregation, should
the word of God, the foundation of their life, depart from their
hearts. And so he waits upon the Lord, supplicating and
expecting an answer (ver. 17): % And I wait upon Him that
Lideth ITis face from the house of Jacob, and I look for Him.”
A time of judgment has now begun, and will continue long;
but God’s word is pledged for Israel’s endurance in the midst
‘of it, and for Israel's restoration to glory after it is over.
Thus, then, the prophet looks for the grace which is hidden
behind wrath. His spirit’s home is in the future, to which
he ministers with his whole house. Ver. 18. ¢ Bekold, I and
the children whom God hath given me are for signs and for
wonders tn Israel from the Lord of hosts, who dwelleth in Mount
Zion.” He presents himself, with his children, before the
Lord, committing to Him both himself and them. They are
God’s gifts, and for a higher purpose than ordinary domestic
happiness. They serve as signs and types of the future. And
Jehovah, who has appointed them, is a God who can as cer-
tainly realize that future, as He is Himself the Almighty Lord
of hosts, and will as certainly realize it, as He has chosen
Mount Zion for the dwelling-place of His gracious presence on
carth. True, indeed, Shear-jashub and Maher-shalal-hash-baz
are as much emblems of coming wrath as of coming grace;
but their father’s name, ¥MYY", declares that all futurity pro-
ceeds from tissues in the Lord’s salvation. Thus, Isaiah and
his children are figures and emblems of redemption dawning
through judgment. He, his children, his wife the prophetess,
and the believing disciples (2"19) banded around this family,
composed at that time the stock of the church of the Messianic
future, in the midst of the massa perdita of Israel by which
they were surrounded. We may go further, and say that the
Spirit of Jesus was already in Isaiah, and pointed, in this holy
family (united by bonds of the shadow), to the New Testament
church (united by bonds of the substance), which in His high-
VOL. I, I
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priestly prayer (John xvii.) the incarnate Word presents to
God, making intercession in terms strikingly similar to those
which Isaiah here employs. Thus we have the deepest typical
relation to justify our author in taking the words of Isaiah as
words of Jesus. Isa. viii. 17 shows, in the mirror of the type,
that he whom ver. 11 styles 6 dyidfww, is in the same frame of
mind towards God, namely that of confident trust, as o dyia-
topevor ; and Isa. viii. 18 shows in the same mirror, that he
classes together in one himself and the dywalouevor, as the
children whom God has given him. The fellowship of flesh
and blood which unites him and his children is not yet brought
under consideration ;- but in the mouth of Jesus & pot édwrev
6 @eos cannot possibly express a meaning different from John
vi. 39 (comp. ver. 37, wav & 8édwxé por, and xvii. 6, ods Sébew-
xds pou éx Tob roopov). It is,in the first place, a fellowship
of (spiritual) derivation, é£ évos (from that one God, who is
beginning and end of the work of salvation), which the sacred
writer is illustrating by these words from the Scriptures of the
Old Testament. Ile proceeds to speak of the community of
nature, in close connection with the third quotation, continuing
thus:

Vers. 14, 15. Since, then, the children have in common blood
and flesh, he also hath in like manner assumed the same, that
through death he might annihilate him that holdeth the power of
death, that s, the devil, and deliver those who through fear of
death had been their life long held in bondage.

The proof of the position that it befitted God to make the
Captain of our salvation perfect through sufferings, is here con-
tinued, and (with the 8ua mafnudrov specially drawn into the
argument) now brought to a close. The ¢ children” here are
those of the previous quotation (Bohme, Bleek, De Wette, v.
Gerlach, Liinemann),' and are so called as given by God to
Christ, not in respect to their human nature and birth from
woman, but to their heavenly life and birth from God, which
is mediately through Him their Saviour. That is, they are
spiritual children, drawing their origin from one and the same
Divine Source with Him. DBut this spiritual life they have in
the earthen vessel of human nature. From this thought the

1 See, against this, Hofmann, Schriftb. ii. 1, 40, and Weiss. ii. 31.

a
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author infers, that in order to become the Saviour of such
salvation-needing, the Sanctifier of such sanctification-needing
men, it was necessary for Jesus to be united with them not
only in the spiritual fellowship of a life from God, but also in
the natural fellowship of the same bodily life. Human nature,
as to its material part, is generally designated elsewhere as aapé
xal alpa. (DT W3, abbreviated 233, is in post-biblical Hebrew
simply a designation for “men” or “human beings.”) But
here (against the text. rec.) we must read aiuaros kai capkds,!
—an order of the words which is found at Eph. vi. 12, and
is thus distinguishable from the other and more usual one, in
that it makes the inward and more important element, 4.e. the
blood, which is the proximate and principal vehicle of the soul,
the fluid which feeds and forms the solid parts, and is at any
rate indispensable to them, precede the more visible and tangible
—the flesh. There is, moreover, here undoubtedly an allusion
to that gracious blood-shedding, for the sake of which the
Saviour entered into the fellowship of bodily life with us.®
Instead of the perfect wexowdwnrev of the protasis, which ex-
presses what is an ordinary and abiding condition, the aor.
peréoyer stands in the apodosis to denote the free and once
for all accomplished fact of our Lord’s assumption of human
nature—now a thing of the past.* Meréoyev, indeed, cannot
of itself signify participem se fecit, but rather is equivalent to
péroxos éyévero; and yet here, being applied not to one dead
(as at 2 Mace. v. 10, ofire mwarpgov Tdpov peréayev), nor to

1 8o Bengel, Griesbach, Lachmanu, Tischendorf, after A. B. C. D. E.,
Uffenb, (M.), It., Vulg. [and now the Cod. Sin.—TR.] Aiu. x. oupx. is

also the reading of Cyril of Alex. and of Nicephorus of Constant. (ob. 828)
in two places at least of his Antirrhetica.

2 Without any other various reading. [See margin of the English A.V.
—Tr.] :

3 Compare the order in Clemens Rom. ¢. xlix., alpe, c2pg, Yuxn: ©“ Jesus
Christ has given His blood jfor us . . . His flesh for our flesh, and His soul for
our soul.”

4 The verb xomvwueiv is sometimes followed by the dative of the thing or
person with which or with whom communion is held, and sometimes (as
here) by the gen. of the thing possessed in common with some one else,
and the dative of the person who is co-possessor, e.g. xowwvd gos i déZns.
The +av avriy of the apodosis refers, of course, to afuares xal capxds, and
St. Jerome rightly rejected in his version the gloss preserved in D., 7. o
wafrudrov—earundem passionum.
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one who had no previous existence before his earthly manifes-
tation, but to an eternal Being, can have no other meaning
than one virtually equivalent to that of the ecclesiastical assum-
sit (éxaPev, avéraBev).! That Christ, by entering into this co-
partnership in human nature, became a man like other men, is
expressed by mapam\noiws, which, as Hofmann quite correctly
observes (Schriftb. ii. 1, 41), is by no means selected as being
less expressive than ouoiws. The author indeed substitutes for
it (ver. 17) kara wdvra, and therefore here it must be taken to
express not a merely analogous relation, in contradistinction to
complete resemblance, but as preferred to opoiws, because a
more descriptive, and, so to speak, pictorial term: Christ has
assumed the very same things (the flesh and blood, of which
all men are partakers), and so appeared along with them in the
closest relationship.

Now follows with va a statement of the twofold object of
our Lord’s incarnation. He both must and would become a
member of our race, in order by Iis own death to deprive
Death itself (that greatest contradiction to the glorious pro-
mises of Ps. viii.) of its power over man, by removing (1) the
cause of death—the power of Satan; and (2) its effects—the
fear of death. The first motive for Iis atoning death was to
root out the power of death, as concentrated in the devil: &a
8wa Tob Oavdrov katapyion Tov To KpdTos Exovra Tod favaTov
TovréoTiw Tov SidBorov. The devil is lere styled & xpdvos
éxwv 7ot Oavdtou, not as an angel of death appointed as
God’'s messenger in all instances,” nor as an arbitrary lord of

1 Comp. Thomasius, Dogm. ii. 125. Hofmann, on the other band,
would substitute for the ordinary expression of Catholic theology—** The
Eternal Son took human nature upon Ilim (assumsit), and united it to His
Godhead”—the following (as more scriptural) : * He who}is Eternal God
has in the course of history made human nature to be His nature™ (Schriftb.
ii. 1, 27). But allowing, as he does, that He did not thereby cease to be
Goad, the correctness of the Catholic term remains unassailable, so long as
we understand by natura divina all which is essential to the being of God,
and by natura humana all which js essential to existence as man. The
objection that in this sense personality is an essential constituent of human
nature, falls to the ground as soon as we surrender the false distinction

sometimes drawn between assumtio and unitio.
2 Not even in Jewish angelology does Sammael (BNDD) occupy such a

position. He is indeed called *‘ Head of all the Satans” (D’JDW‘I 5 wx);
says of himself, *‘ The souls of all who are born into this world are com-
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death, placed in this respect especially over man ; but as being
one whose dominion is the hidden cause of all dying, having
the power of death not immediately, but mediately, through
sin, through which he delivers men over to the judicial punish-
ment of death. For death is as much a judicial exercise of
God’s power as it is a Gtod-hostile exercise of the devil's power
by means of sin transmitted from him to men but cherished
by them. The harmony of these two ways of viewing the
matter is found in the fact that the wrath of God is the prin-
ciple by which the devil through his fall is wholly and entirely
possessed, so that he is now confined in his rule within the
limits of this principle, and, as he is subordinate in his sway to
the absolute will of God, must serve this principle in its judicial
manifestation. Satane voluntas, says Gregory the Great on
Job i. 11, semper tniqua est sed nunquam potestas injusta quia
a semetipso voluntatem habet sed a Deo potestatem. We should
overstep the function of the expositor were we here to attempt
to enter further into this last-mentioned ground of the power
of death concentrated in Satan, for we read nothing here of
divine wrath: enough that the author cannot think of the
devil as God-hating possessor of the power of death without
at the same time, since all things are, as he has stated (ver. 10),
Sia Tov Oeov and &ia ol Oeob, thinking of his deadly power as
subserving the will of God—namely, the will of His wrath.!

mitted to my hand ;” and is even entitled *‘ Angel of Death” (mpn 1:\";73);
but yet it is not asserted or supposed that he in every case inflicts the
death-blow. See Debarim Rabbah, f. 302, a, b.

1 Hofmann is perfectly right in maintaining that spiritual, bodily
(temporal), and eternal death are ideas which are involved in, or inter-
twined with, one another, and that Satan, as the author of all that is
undivine or contrary to God, is the author also of death; so that men,
having lost communion with God, fall in death under the dominion of this
God-opposing, death-originating power (Schriftb. i. 400, 431). This is
quite true, but not the whole truth. When traced back to its ultimate
ground, it will be seen that death is more than a falling under the sway
of a God-hating power: it i3 subjection to something beyond all middle
causcs—beyond even the devil's »paro¢ 700 dxsarov—and that something
is the divine wrath itself. Without the recognition of this truth, it is
impossible to reconcile the statements of Scripture, or to comprehend the
mystery of the atonement. The very victory of Christ over Satan is but
a nysterious foreground, which has a yet more mysterious background
behind it. [This note is abridged.—Tr.]
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The proximate design of the incarnation of the Son of God
was to annihilate this God and man detested minister of the
wrath of God. That action of the incarnate Son, here called
katapyely (= dpyov (depyov) moiely, to render inoperativel), is
expressed 1 John iii. 8 by the periphrasis Alew 7a &pya 10D
8taBorov: it is that bruising of the serpent’s head which was
promised in the Protevangel—that swallowing up or absorption
of death prophesied by Isaiah (xxv. 8), through the disabling
(or, as we might say, to give the force of the xara in xarap-
«yetv, the deposition or depotentiating) of its prince,—a victory
which, in its full greatness, will not be manifested till the close
of this dispensation.

The present consequence however is, that death itself,
though not yet annihilated (1 Cor. xv. 26), lies henceforth
under the power of the Conqueror of its prince, whereby, for
all who accept the benefit, the second object of the incarnation
(as stated ver. 15) is attained. Christ’s action on their be-
half is described here by the verb dmai\darrew, which signifies
to remove from one condition to another,’ to set free from
something (with genit. case), release,® deliver., The object is
introduced by ToiTous dcoc: he says 8aoi, not of, in order to
designate the deliverance as one embracing all individuals
found in the state which he proceeds to describe. Till the time
of Christ’s triumph over Satan, men were through fear of death
&voyoi Sovhelas— subject to bondage” (Luther, before 1527,
“pflichtig der Knechtschaft”): comp. Matt. xxvi. 66, évoyos
favdrov, (he is) guilty of death; 1 Cor. xi. 27, &voyos Tob

1 This signification (to * deprive of force,” or * bring to nothing”)
natapysiv Tetains elsewhere in the New Testament; e.g. it is used 1 Cor.
xv. 24 of the final destruction of the power of all spiritual enemies, and
specially 1 Cor. xv. 26 and 2 Tim. i. 10 of that of death. (It seems not
to be used in the New Testament in the weaker sense, common in classical
Greek, ¢ to leave idle, or let pass unemployed,” e.g. Eur. Phen. 754, xépe ;
Polyb. ap. Suid. Tod¢ xaspors.)

2 The condition from which deliverance is here said to be vouchsafed is
that of dovaciw. Consequently, with fine rhetorical art and feeling, &z aa-
A&y is placed at the beginning of the sentence, SovAeinc at the end.

8 Tn Hofmann's Schrifth. ‘* wiederbrdchte™ is probably a lapsus for * los-
brichte.” Greek grammarians, lexicographers,.and scholiasts explain 27«2~
Adrrew €. gen. by poeobes xal Avrpody (ExAvrpovedas), e.g. Philemon, ed.
Ossan. p. 260.
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adparos Tob Kuplov, guilty of (or as to) the Lord’s body, i.e.
(properly) held fast thereby, éveyouevos, bound therein, or
under arrest of (Ditfurt, Attische Syntazis, § 134). The fear
of death brings a man into a perpetual state of bondage, &ia
aravros Tob i, so that the whole of his living course (o &)
has for its inseparable a¢companiment the fear of death, making
him to be neither master of himself nor capable of true enjoy-
ment.! The life of men before the incarnation and the Lord’s
victory over death, was a perpetual fear of dying: the very
psalms in which the saints of old lay bare their inmost souls
are proofs of this. The contemplation of death, and of the
dark and cheerless Hades in the background, was even for the
faithful among Israel under the Old Testament unendurable:
they sought to hide themselves from it with their faith in
Jehovah, and so in that infinite bosom of love whence one day
the Conqueror of death and of the prince of death should
issue. Hofmann is right in requiring (Schriftb. ii. 1, 274) that
8ia 700 Oavdrov be not interpreted as if it were &a 7. 6. adrod.
“ Death itself as such served the Lord as the medium of His
triumpl over the ruler of death, the devil ; and a new life for all
mankind commenced in the person of Jesus Christ mightier than
any power of Satan, when He had subjected His own mortal life
to a death which thus became the death of death!” This is as
true as can be ;2 but in the answer to the question, How the
Lord’s death became the medium of His victory over Satan?
I find important omissions. ¢ Satan” (says Hofmann, as above),
“in exercising the power committed to him, of inflicting death on
Iim whom God had appointed to become the Author of life,
brought to a close that form of the relation between God and
Christ which was conditioned by the weakness of human nature,
and in which the human life of Christ was capable of death ; but

1 8o a fragment of Aschylus says:

T{ ep xanoy Liv Biov o5 AvTiag Qéper )
comp. the locus communis of ancient tragedy :

To w1 yevéclus xpeivaar 9 Quvas Pporois.
—(Clemens Alex. Strom. iii. p. 520.)

2 Primasius : Arma qua fuerunt illi quondam fortiz adversus mundum,
hoc est Mors, per eam Christus illum percussit, sicut David, abstracto gladio
Golig, in eo caput tllius amputavit, in quo quondam victor ille solebat fiert.
Gregorius Magnus, on Job xl. 19 : Dominus itaque noster ad humani generis
redemtionem veniens velut quemdam de se in necem diaboli hamum fecit. . . o
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this conclusion was not the end of our Lord’s communion and
Jellowship with God, but rather the transition to a new living and
glorious manifestation of that fellowship. Thus enduring to the
uttermost, and so exhausting Satan’s power, Jesus finally deprived
Iim of it.” But xatapyeiv here implies not only passive endur-
ance and suffering, but at the same time an active fight and
struggle: the death by which Death was overcome was a
mortal combat with him that had the power of death, with life
and death for its issues, a decisive termination of the war de-
clared against Satan at the Lord’s first entrance into the world.
And since (as Hofm. himself expresses it, Schutzschr. 1. 14)
Satan is not a power able to impose anything upon the Son of
God beyond what the Father permits to be done, and since it
was in the last resort the Father Himself who put the Son
under Satan’s power, it follows that that wrestling of the Son
of God with Satan was at the same time a wrestling with the
divine wrath against sin, which, though it could not {mmediately
affect Him, the Innocent and Holy One, yet mediately did so,
because He had entered the lists vmép mavros, on behalf of
mankind in general, and of each and every one of the human
race, identifying Himself therewith, and thus made “a Sub-
stitute” for it; which last view we hope hereafter to show to
be the scriptural one. It was a conflict like that of Jacob at
the Jabbok; for there too it was not a feigned wrath with which
the divine man assailed him, but a well-merited and real dis-
pleasure, which Jacob, holding fast in faith on the divine grace
behind it, overcame, and would not leave his hold till that grace
had blessed him. And even in his victory he suffered loss—his
thigh was put out of joint. So, in like manner, Jesus Christ
suffered the storm of wrath divine (which He who had the
power of death caused to burst on Him) to pass over His head

Ibi quippe inerat humanitas, que ad se devoratorem adduceret, ibi divinitas
quz perforaret; ibi aperta infirmitas, qua provocaret, ibi occulta virtus qua
raptoris faucem transfigeret. The reading of the Cod. Clarom., fva %a
700 Bavirov bdvaroy xatapynon 1oy T xpateg, x.7.A., and in the Lat. text,
ut per mortem mortem destrueret, can hardly be right, but is certainly re-
markable, and, eonsidering the importance of this Ms. as evidence of the
oldest form and interpretation of the text, is valuable and instructive.
The second and third hands (D.** and D.***) have expunged the davarop.
[Delitzsch might kave referred to the ancient eucharistic prafatio—** qui
mortem nostram moriendo destruzit,”—TR.]
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in order thus to dissipate it. Having become a curse (kardpa)
for all mankind, He surrendered Himself to that curse in order
to absorb it; suffering His heel to be bruised by the serpent, in
order to His bruising in return the serpent’s head ; and sinking
in death into that bosom of divine love which perfected Him
thus as the Captain of our salvation, in order from that bosom to
uprise again to a life of endless glory. In order to accomplish
this, it was needful that the Son of God should assume a nature
subject to death,! 7.e. the nature of man. His purpose was to
overcome the power of death, and all in subjection to it. Hof-
mann remarks with convincing force, that dooc here denotes
not so much the extent of the field over which, as the limita-
tions within which, this redeeming energy of the Lord was
operative. Only one thing must be added : écor extends the
intention of Christ’s work to all, without exception, whom those
Iimits comprise. His work was designed not for beings exempt
from death, but for beings held in bondage by the fear of
death—for these alone (Todrovs), but for all these without ex-
ception (8oot). And such beings are men: therefore he con-
tinues:

Ver. 16. For not indeed of angels doth he take hold, but
taketh hold of the seed of Abraham.

Luther renders, after the Vulgate (nusquam enim), ¢ for no-
where taketl, He upon Him the angels,” etc., inexactly ; for mov
cannot be here separated from &; (with local meaning), but 8;mov
is one word :* o &rjmrov is equivalent to the German “doch wohl
nicht,” “doch micht etwa” (Eng., probably not, I trow not).
Neither is Luther’s rendering of émi\auBdaverar = assumere”
quite exact, while the apprehendere of the Vulgate is better.
Nor can émiapBdverar be understood of the ¢ assumptio

1 Cyril of Alexandria says on this passage: Christ's death became a root
of life, the annihilation of destruction, the putting away of sin, an end of
wrath (wépes 795 opyis).  We were curse-laden, and in Adam brought under
the judgment of death ; but then the Word, who krew no sin, causing Himself
to be called a son of Adam, delivered us from the guilt of that transgression.
IHuman nature appeared in Christ free from fault, and His faultlessness
saved us. [Loosely rendered, not having the Greek original before us.—
Tr.]

2 ¥%7ov is not met with elsewhere in the New Testament, nor in the
LXX. (3, too, but seldom, oftenest in St. Luke). It is of frequent occur-
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nature humane,” for this, if for no other reason, that the
author’s reasoning would then be in a circle (émet odv . . . od
yap &jmov . . . 60ev), and because the present tense would be
unsuitable after peréoyev; moreover, émiauBdvesfar itself
does not mean assumere, for €mi does not refer, as ad, to the
person who takes, but to the thing taken ; to apply one’s self to
something (ér/), in order to take it for one’s self (AapBdvesfar).
We might indeed in this way arrive at, or come back to, the
traditional interpretation; for the phrase apprehensio nature
humane is admissible,' but the other substantial grounds
already indicated are against it, and the whole expression
(dyyénwv . . . améppatos ’ABpadp) does not seem to refer to
a becoming or being made “man,” in contrast to a becom-
ing or being made “angel.” Thomasius, therefore, has very
properly given up this old text-proof of the doctrine of the
assumtio (Dogm. ii. 125), which, when Castellio first ventured
to do, Beza designated as an evecranda audacia. The anathema
was misplaced, and this example may be added to the proofs
that exegetical tradition is not infallible. The author’s real
meaning may be inferred from the very mention of the amépua
"ABpadp. By this term he designates neither the people of
Israel, as writing here to Jewish Christians (Bleek, De Wette,
Kaéstlin, Liinemann), nor all mankind (Bengel, etc.), nor in a
merely spiritual sense, the faithful under the New Testament
(e.g. Bohme) ; but rather the whole church of God, beginning
from the Old Testament and continuing into the New, founded
on the call and faithful obedience of Abraham, embracing
Israel and all believers from the rest of mankind in the same
fellowship, and constituting the whole of that good olive-tree
which has the patriarchs for its sacred root (Gal. iii. 29;

rence in Philo, and in our epistle belongs to its characteristic AéZe Exnnwi-
xarépe. The wov tempers without weakening the force of the 37, and is
without any approach to irony, while leaving, as it were, free room for
thought and reflection. Comp. Klotz on Devarius, p. 262 ; and Xen. Cyr,
iil. 1, 17, b yap &v dymov, ef e Ppovigeoy Bei yevésdas Tov méhovre odPpova
Zocobus wapaypipa i& AQpovos 06Ppuy dv Tis yiverro, where the conscious-
ness and convictions of the hearers or readers are confidently appealed to.
Demosthenes is fond of the expression, fore ydp dmov Tobro—that you
surely know! .

1 [Compare the Tu ad liberandum suscepturus hominem of the Te Deum,
where hominem = naturam kumanam.—TR.]
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Rom. iv. 16 and xi. 16 ; vid. Hofm. Sehriftb. ii. 1, 42). The
proof that Jesus became man to die for men, is drawn from
the fact that the object of His redeeming work was not the
angels, but this church of the living God, whose members are
gathered from the whole family of man. This work of redemp-
tion is here expressed by émilauBdveras, which we must not,
with Castellio, merely render by opitulatur, “vouchsafe assistance
to.”! ’Emi\apBdveafas is the Septuagint word for K, PInd,
and ¥BR; and the form in which the author here clothes his
thoughts reminds us not only of Isa. xli. 8, 9 (as compared by
Hofmann), But thou, Israel, art my servant, Jacob whom I have
chosen, the seed of Abraham my friend. Thou whom I have
taken from the ends of the earth (where the Septuagint renders
Tnpinn by dvredaBouny); but also of Jer. xxxi. 32 (which our
author cites, viii. 9), where the day of Egyptian deliverance is
called 7juépa émihaBopévov pov Tiis yepos abrdv. Both passages
speak not of the rendering of mere assistance, but of a gracious
laying hold, in order to take out of a state of bondage, as
Grotius, Nemeth, Camero, and the Geneva version? rightly
interpret here. ’Emi\aufSdverat, therefore, neither signifies in
this place a continuous assistance on God’s part now (as Bleek,
De Wette, von Gerlach, Liinemann, Hofmann, and most
moderns), nor does it refer to a preparatory gracious course of
action under the Old Testament (as formerly Hofmann); but
(the subject being the Liord’s manifestation in the flesh) it denotes
that gracious laying hold in order to redeem, which commenced
in the incarnation, and is thence continued.? The objects of
this laying hold were not angels, but the seed of Abraham.
Nor is there any contradiction in this to Col. i. 20 (Bleek,
De Wette, Liinemann). Men alone need or are capable of
redemption. The author’s meaning is : Christ became man in

1 tminepfdveodai Tivos IS meither equivalent to durinaepupPiviodal Tivoy,
to take up some one, assist him, nor to svsemAzuBavesdas, to aid another
by joining with him in his work. Hofmann seems thercfore to be wrong,
formerly, in entirely rejecting the sense of * assisting” (Weiss. ii. 226), while
maintaining that of ¢ laying hold upon,” and now in rejecting (Schriftbew.
ii. 1, 42) the sense of helping altogether.

3« Car {l w'a pas pris les Auges pour les delivrer de Tesclavage."—G.V.

8 Angelos quodammodo reliquit aliasque calorum virtutes ut nos appre-
lenderet, et ovem perditam, passionis suz inventam humeris impositam repor-
taret ad celestem patriam.— ALCUIN after Chrysost.
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order to die for men ; He layeth not hold of angels to make of
them a church of His redeemed, but of Abraham’s seed : these,
a church gathered from among men who are living in the flesh,
subject to death, and in need of redemption,—these He lays
hold of| to these associates Himself, to become their Redeemer,
and raise them in the end to honour above that of angels.

The logical correctness of the following deduction is now
clear. After deducing (ver. 14) the necessity for our Lord’s
assumption of flesh and blood from the brotherly relation be-
tween sanctifier and sanctified, as taught in the Old Testament,
he now deduces, from His gracious purpose on behalf of
Abraham’s seed in thus becoming man, the necessity for His
participation in all the details of human infirmity.!

Ver. 17. Whence he needed in every vespect to become like
unto his brethren, that so he might become a merciful and faithful
high priest as towards God, to make atonement for the sins of the
people.

The colouring of the phraseology here is throughout that
of St. Luke. "Ofev (unde sequitur ut) occurs six times in this
epistle and Acts xxvi. 19, but nowhere in the epp. of St. Paul.
‘Opotwfivar is used precisely as at Acts xiv. 11, in the cry of
the men of Lystra. ‘Ihdoxecfar has no other parallel in the
N. T. but Luke xviii. 13. Kara mdvra may be said to be a
Lucan as much as a Pauline expression, from its occurrence
Acts xvii. 22. Ta mpos Oeov occurs again indeed only at v. 1
and Rom. xv. 17; but we find at Luke xiv. 32, xix. 42, Acts
xxviil. 10,? 7d mpds as a familiar turn of expression = ea quee
attinent ad (not adverbially, as here, in #is qua). There is
nothing peculiar in d¢peer. The writer of set purpose uses
neither &et (as Luke xxiv. 26) nor &mpemer (as above, ver. 10),
—émpemev denoting harmonious conformity with the essential
divine attributes, &8 an inward necessity arising from the

L1 In the days of the son of David (says an old Midrash with reference to
Isa. xxxiil. 7) will sinners cry from without, lamenting that they did not hearken
to God's word, and the ministering angels from within, that they are not counted
worthy of the blessedness of the righteous (Elijahu Rabbea, ¢. 5). An expres-
sion of the same thought as 1 Pet. i, 11, eig & émibvpotory dyyeros wepe-

xvai.

3 Compare Luke xiv. 28 and Acts xxiii. 30, according to the text. rec,
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divine counsels ; while dgerher expresses the duty or obligation
which the task, once undertaken, brings with it. Having
become man in order to our redemption, He was bound in duty
to become like us, xata mdvra. The incarnation itself is not
included under 7a wdvra, having been already assumed and
proved, ver. 14 ; Tois ddehdois here presupposes it, and 6fev
draws a conclusion from its purpose, as already stated, ver. 16.
By these mdvra the sacred writer probably meant not so much
abstract properties of human nature, such as infirmity, liability
to temptation, mortality, etc., as more concretely the manifold
sufferings, toils, perils, and conflicts which, ending in death at
last, becloud, weigh down, and wear away the life of man, in
its present state of distance from its destined goal. In all these
particulars the Lord was bound to become like His brethren,
His fellow-men, fva é\efpwy yévprar kal miovos dpylepevs ta
wpos Tov Oeov.

This is the first time in the epistle that Christ is called
*Apyeepels, on which De Wette remarks, “ evidently without
sufficient preparation.” DBut seeing that the “ cleansing of
sins” (i. 3), “ sanctifying” (ii. 11), and mediatorial “ leader-
ship” in the work of salvation (ii. 10), are all priestly acts and
offices, and that the death of Christ, as a death for every man
(ii. 9), has the character of a sacrificial death, it is evident that
the fact is quite otherwise than as De Wette supposes, for this,
if for no other reason, that the author (as Hofmann observes
against De Wette, Schriftd. ii. 1, 278) does nothing more than
point out the significance of the death of Christ in relation to
sin, the consequence of which He has experienced and endured,
in such a manner as to exhibit in His death the completion of
that work of God which was prepared for and foreshadowed in
the church of the Old Testament.! That Christ is called

1 Hofmann, correctly observing that on this view there would be as
little preparation made in the preceding paragraphs for the idea of the
sacrifice as for that of the high-priesthood of Christ, adds that both terms
are to be regarded as mere illustrations of the nature of His redeeming
work, taken from the ordinances of the Old Testament. But surely the
01d Testament high-priesthood, and its sacrifices of atonement, were for
the sacred writer something more than mere illustrations; on the contrary,
they were types of a future reality, and preliminary forms of its manifesta-
tion, being as closely connected with that reality as the shadow with the
body by which it is cast.
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apyepevs (LXX. only once, Lev. iv. 8, for M0 1150, but
frequently in Philo), not simply iepeds, is the necessary conse-
quence of the divine elevation from which He came down, and
up to which He returned : for this reason He is High Priest,
that is, priest in sole and absolute eminence. Yet it is not His
personal dignity which in itself alone makes Him High Priest,
but at the same time the nature of His work intimately con-
nected with it; which work has its most closely corresponding
type in the peculiar official functions of the Levitical high
priest. It was the high priest who had to offer all the sin-
offerings presented for the whole congregation (Lev. iv. 13-21),
especially the sin-offering for the collective sin of the whole
congregation, once every year, on the great day of atonement
(Lev. xvi.). Thus éédoresOar mept macijs ocwvaywyis vidv
Igparh, or mepl Tod Aaod (as the LXX. translates), was the
official duty incumbent upon the high priest as such. Itisin
reference to this that the author says at the close Tof Aaod
instead of dudv. ¢« To make atonement for the congregation of
the Lord collectively, to cancel its sins on the great day of atone-
ment by God's appointed ordinance, on which depended its con-
tinuing to be collectively the congregation of the Lord, was the work
peculiarly belonging to the high priest; and just such a high priest
Jesus had to become in the antitype” (Schriftd. ii.1,266). If the
question, what in our author’s view is the terminating point of
this yiyveafar dpyiepéa, and hence the commencing point of the
elvar dpyuepéa, were to be answered from this passage alone,
we should be obliged to answer, in accordance with Socinus,
Limboreh, Peirce, etc., that Christ did not attain to the dignity
nor perform the work of high priest until His exaltation ; for,
as His dying 1s included in the xaté wdvra duoiwBivas, the
high-priesthood appears here as the goal which He had to reach
through suffering, and especially the suffering of death. But
further on it will become evident to us that the author looks
upon our Lord’s surrendering Himself to death, His offering
up of Himself, as a high-priestly act; and if type and antitype
are co-extensive, it cannot possibly be otherwise : for not only
the presentation of the blood in the holy of holies, but also
the slaying of the victim, formed part of the official duty of the
Old Testament high priest. He who is in the act of offering
Himself is already High Priest, and yet still in process of be-
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coming so perfectly ; for this offering of Himself first procures
for Him the possibility of entering into the heavenly sanctuary.!
His high-priesthood, els Tév aldva, rests upon His death, suf-
fered once for all in our behalf. He had to walk the path of
human suffering down to this deep turning-point, in order to
acquire the requisite qualifications for the exercise of high-
priestly functions extending thenceforth from heaven to earth.
“Iva yérmrat intimates what He should become through assum-
ing our likeness; els 70 {Adokesfai, what He was appointed
thereafter to perform. Most expositors (including Bleek, De
Wette, Tholuck) take é\eqjuwr apart by itself as a predicate,

1 It is well known that the doctrine of the old Socinians was, that our
Lord's high-priesthood commenced with His exaltation, and with His en-
trance into the possession of the heavenly kingdom. Hence they drew the
consequence, that the death of the cross corresponded_to the slaying, but
not to the sacrificial presentation of the victim : Oblatio non idem est
quod mactatio ; mactatio est tantum anlecedens oblationis et ad oblationem
praparatio et sacrificii quoddam initium. So Schlichting on Heb. i. 8, and
clsewhere. That this assertion is directly contradictory, not to our epistle
only, but to the whole apostolic Scriptures, scarcely requires proof: the
cross is also the altar of the Lamb of God; His dying there is antitype
both of the slaying (7t'ne) and the presentation (73PN, oblatio) of the
typical sacrifice. How contrary to Scripture it was to deny this, was felt
by the Socinians themselves ; hence the more cautious expression of their
doctrine was: Cum Christus corpus suum gloriosum Deo obtulit, tunc demum
ipsius oblatio perfecta est. But even this is only apparently the teaching
of our epistle. With the crucified Lord's ‘It is finished” His sacrifice
and self-oblation as *‘ opus,” both passive (¢@zy4) and active (7pos@opd),
was once for all accomplished. What followed was partly a sealing and
acknowledgment on God's part of the work thus done (by the raising of
Christ from the dead), and partly the Saviour’s own making valid or
realizing this acknowledgment which gave Him right of entrance into the
celestial sanctuary (by His ascension and self-presentation before God in
heaven). The sacred writer recognises indeed a certain apos@ipers of our
High Priest in the heavenly world (as we shall see more particularly here-
after), but that not as a completing of a work left imperfect on earth, but
simply as the presentation of that accomplished work in heaven. What-
ever was done with the sin-offerings in the outer court on the day of atone-
ment (Lev. xvi.), found once and for all a perfect antitypical accomplish-
ment in Christ’s offering of Himself here below, i.e. both the slaying of the
victims before the altar, and their subsequent oblation upon it. Between
these two actions in the outer court took place the high-priestly carrying
of the blood into the holy of holies: this, and this alone, had a heavenly
antitypical fulfilment in the Lord’s ascenaion.
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translating with Luther, ¢ That He might be merciful, and a
faithful High Priest.” But Ebrard and Hofmann rightly
translate, “ A merciful and faithful High Priest.” Bengel's
delicate perception had already guided him to the reason why
the words are placed in so inverted an order: é\efuwv looks
backwards, because sufficiently accounted in the foregoing;
mioTos dpytepevs looks forward, because both ideas wait for
their further unfolding in what follows. Moreover, there is,
at least according to my feelings, something unseemly in fva
enpuwy yévyrar, If Jesus is the One whom the author teaches
us to recognise in Him, ch. i, He does not need now to become
é\enpwy ; for Jehovah declares, Ex. xxii, 26, éerpwv elul. And
although the author has hitherto made more prominent in the
work of salvation the purpose and preparation of God than the
self-determination of the Saviour, yet it is sufficiently clear
from what has been already said, that the motive for becoming
incarnate on the part of Him who became so, was compassion
for men, so that He did not need to become é\ejuwv. DBut it
can certainly be said, that He should become a merciful High
Priest, that is, that He should acquire in the path of experience
the mercifulness requisite for the office of high priest as such
(sce iv. 15, v. 2, 7-10). He is called é\ejuwy (formed as
aldipwy, vojuwy, TAjuwv—Lobeck, Pathol. 160 ; Aram. 2m7)
as merciful in relation to men; miords (PX)) in relation to
God as faithful, that is (as shown iii. 2), discharging faithfully
the duties of His calling. It would, however, be a mistake
to suppose that the adverbial clause 7d mpos Tov @eov qualifies
only the second attribute (Klee). Neither does it refer to
dpytepeds alone (Bl, Hofm.), but to the collective idea con-
tained under é\eruwy kai mioTos dpyiepevs. The author intends
to say, that He should be a merciful and faithful high priest,
merciful and faithful in that character,—namely, in affairs
pertaining to the relation which they for whom He is appointed
bear to God, that is, in the sphere of His office. If the author
intends any distinction here, it is between the high priest as
man and as office-bearer, not between the high priest as prince
of holiness and as representative of the congregation (or
church); for it is in the very fact that the holiness of the
church culminates in Him that this High Priest mediatorially
represents the church before God—His very holiness giving
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Him the capacity to doso. How we are to conceive of the
representation of the church in its relation to God, as here
expressed by 7a mpos Tov Oedy, we learn further from the sub-
ordinate clause els 70 iNdareoBar Tas duapTias Tol Aaod.
The form of this clause is similar to that of vii. 25, els 7o
évruyydvew, ..\ The transitive construction of iNdoresfas
= ut expiet) is the most natural and usual one! Yet, on
closer inspection, iNagrecbfat Tas duaptias is seen to be a very
peculiar expression. For (Adoxecfar is undoubtedly equiva-
lent to MNaov (ihewv) moeiv; and {Aaos being related to {Aapos,
the verb must naturally have a person for its object, so that
the proper construction would be iAdoreaOal Tiva, aliqguem pro-
pitium facere. In classical Greek the word actually occurs in
this sense, and in this alone, with “the gods” for its object,
and sometimes also men (Plutarch’s iNdoxecBac dpyrdy Tivos?®
is scarcely an exception). DBut this classical use of the word is
entirely foreign to the Greek of the Bible. Neither in the
LXX. nor in the New Testament is iAdorecfac used of an
action whereby man brings God into a gracious disposition,
but either occurs in a middle sense, to express a gracious self-
determination on the part of God, or when used transitively
(as here), has sin for its object, and implies an action whereby
sin ceases to make God otherwise than gracious to man® The

1 'Inaaxeadas occurs both as passive and deporient in Hellenistic Greck,
especially in the passive and middle forms, irzodny, ineobroomas, inaoauny,
ireoopas (e.g. Ps. 1xxviii. 38, Sept., where the right reading is not ireoxerai,
but indeerar). In the here unsuitable signification of propitium fieri, and
in classical Greek, iAgox<ofxs i3 never found as a passive. The New Tes-
tament aor. imper. pass. ircoburi, be gracious, is found in Homer in the
form iAnés.

2 Plat. Cat. Min. G1.

8 The antithesis of medial and transitive (signification) is apt to mislead.
‘Indaxw as active verb does not occur. In the form inaoxopews it has pas-
sive and reflexive signification indiscriminately, to be graciously disposed, or
to suffer one's self to be made gracious, and is sometimes found with passive
(Ex. xxxii. 14, iazady ¢ Kdpiog), sometimes with middle forms (Ps. Lxv. 4,
Td; doePeis fuav a0 {hday). In this respect it resembles the Hebrew
Niphal (e.g. Ex. xxxii. 14 it corresponds to n['_u'j). Sometimes it has an
active sense, with an entire loss of reflezive reference to the subject, as here
(Heb. #i. 17) and Ps. Ixv. 4, where, however, several uss. read raic doe-
Belais.  ‘Ihdoxeofai is otherwise used in the Sept., with the dative of the
thing or person for whom atonement is made, and therefore is always

YOL. I. K



146 EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS.

same is the case with éfiAdorecfar or éEhdabas! Sin may be
atoned for (éfi\acOicerar ddixia, fut. passive, 1 Sam. iii. 14);
but it is nowhere said of God that He is éfihacfels, propitiated,
nor (éfhdaxeral Tis Tov Ocov) that any one propitiates Him.
This is certainly not accidental, and must admit of explanation.
That, in reference to the sacrifices of the Old Testament, the
étindoreclar of the LXX. should never have God for its
object, may be explained by the fact that the same is the case
with 983, of which word it is the LXX. rendering. ‘Ihdoxe-
obai Tas auaprias, therefore, is not equivalent to i\doxeofac
7ov Oedov Tas dpaprias (Winer, § 32), but thought in Hebrew
while expressed in Greek, and — niny 783 (lit. to atone sins).
But why cannot 983 have God for its object? That is more
easy to explain, for the fundamental meaning of B3 is tegere
or abstergere; and it would be against decorum to apply such
an expression to God Himself, or His divine wrath (Biihr,
Temp. 176). DBut the same is the case in Hebrew with more
fitting expressions of the idea of atonement. We frequently
read of a sacrifice N¥M, that it is favourably received, but never
Ay, that it makes (God) favourable. And yet does not the
essence of atonement consist mot merely in the covering or
hiding sin or impurity from the eyes of God the Holy One, but
also in His laying aside for His part His burning and consum-
ing wrath against it? The atonement is interposed between
sin and wrath (Num. xvi. 48), and seeks to effect that God
turn from Iis fierce wrath (Ex. xxxii. 30, 12). The more
strange, therefore, does it seem that we nowhere find an ex-
pression equivalent to placare Deum, to appease or propitiate
the Holy One. The reason for this phenomenon may, how-
ever, be discerned. It lies in the incongruousness of the Old
Testament sacrifices with their aim and object. No atoning
power could reside in the offerings of animals or things
without life: they were only made media of atonement by a.
provisional arrangement on God's part, and by way of accom-
modation. The Israelite was not to imagine vainly, like the

equivalent to propitium fleri, whereas ifndoxeodas is frequently used with
the accus. or wepi, and therefore in the sense of expiare.

1 The form :&iAcobodas, which is found in Strabo (¢é8/neododa:r Osiv),
does not occur in the LXX. The Complutensian reading é£méwray, 2 Sam,
xxi. 9, is a mistake for égnaiuoay.
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heathen, that he mollified and appeased the Divinity by his
sacrifice as his own performance (opus operatum): rather he
was to look upon the sacrifice, with its atoning blood, as a
divine gift (Lev. xvii, 11), as God’s ordained means of grace
for him. But is it not otherwise with the antitypical sacrifice ?
The work of Christ is really and truly through His own power
and merit, not merely a changing of man’s relation to God,
but also of God’s to man; not merely expiation of sin, but also
“of God’s wrath against sinful man.” The death of the God-
man has pot merely deprived Satan of the claim he had on
sinful man; it has also “ satisfied or given satisfuction to divine
Jjustice for the sin of Adam’s race.” Hofmann (in whose doc-
trine of the atonement we miss some essential elements of the
church’s view) expresses himself thus, and thereby bears his
testimony to the scripturalness of such expressions, and of what
they imply. It is the more strange, then, that Scripture
should nowhere so express itself. How does that happen? It
were to be wished that Philippi had started and resolved this
question. How accordant with thosc statements would have
been such expressions as, iAaafn ¢ matyp wepi TOV dpapTidy
nudv Sua Tov Odvatov Tob vioh adrod, or XpioTos iNdoaro
(éEindoaTo) Tov Oeov (1w opynw Tob Oeob) Sia Tob aluaros
atrot! DBut where are they to be found ? It would be quite
gratuitous to supply 7ob @coil after (Aaocués (1 John ii. 2),
where Jesus Christ is called iNaguos mepl Tdv duapridv Hudv.
Even waty\\dyn, or dmokarn\\dyn ¢ Oeds, is nowhere found.
But as the New Testament confines itself to saying that our
high priest atones for (iAdorerar) the sins of the people, that
God has set Him forth as iAdornpiov for us {Rom. iii. 25), that
God has sent His Son as iacuds mepi Tév duapridv Hudv
(1 John iv. 10), so it calls God in Christ xaraM\dfas, or amro-
xatarhdfas, that is, He who has reconciled us to Himself
(2 Cor. v. 18 sqq.; Col. i. 20; Eph. ii. 16); while it speaks of us
as kataA\ayeévres, reconciled ones, but never of God as karah-
Aayels, the reconciled One. Yet, on the other hand, Scripture
says that we are by nature the children of wrath (Eph. ii. 8);
that only when we believe on the Son of God do we cease to
be objects of divine wrath (John iii. 36); that it is the blood of
Christ whereby we are saved from the wrath to come (Rom.
v. 9; comp. 1 Thess. i. 10); that Christ has given Himself for
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us, wpoapopav kal Ovaiay T Ocd els dapuny edwdias (Eph. v. 2).
Hence it looks upon Christ’s self-offering as really an act which
has rescued us from deserved wrath, and won for us the grace
of God, who is gracious only in holiness ; it really teaches that
Christ has again made man an object of divine love, in that
He, as partaking of the sin of the race to which He had joined
Himself, and still more, as laden with the sin He had taken on
Himself, submitted Himself to the wrath of God, and in the
midst of wrath kept hold of love, and so overcame the wrath
impending over us, and regained love for us. Thus Scripture
teaches, without, however, expressing itself anywhere in the
nanner above mentioned.! Why does it not? As the Old
Testament nowhere says that sacrifice appeases God’s wrath,
lest man should suppose that, by offering sacrifice, he does a
thing by which, as a performance, he brings God to be gra-
ciously disposed ; so the New Testament nowhere says that the
self-sacrifice of Christ has appeased the wrath of God, that
man may not think that it is a performance which precedes
God’s gracious will, and by which, while God is passive in the
matter, grace instead of wrath is, without His co-operation,
wrested, or, so to speak, extorted from Him. The New Testa-
ment seeks to guard against this heathen view of the work of
the atonement, being replete with the consciousness that it was
prepared for us by the prevenient love of the Father when we
were strangers to God, that the Father hath sent His Son and
given Him for us, that it was the Holy Ghost by whose agency
He was incorporated with the human race, and that it is God'’s
counsel of love which He has fulfilled. “Sin must be annulled
—made as if &t had never been committed; only on that condition
does God become gracious. How then shall He become gracious,
unless He Himself performs something whereby sin may be thus
in His sight annulled?” (Hofmann, Sekriftb. ii. 1,227.) That
such considerations determine the soteriological phraseology of

! Already in Clem. Rom. we find the expression ifinadoxcofes Tov Ozcr
(to propitiate God, viz. by penitent prayer), c. vii.; and God is spoken of as
aews yevopevos (made propitious) and zararrayels (reconciled), e. xlviii. ;
comp. Iren®us, iv. 8§, 2. But the phraseology is unknown to Scripture ;
a fact which did not escape the Socinians. So Schlichting here: Non
est ergo cur quispiam ez hoc placandi voce concludat Deum a Christo nobis
Juisse placatum, eto.
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Scripture is undeniable. That phraseology has a twofold
character, being determined in accordance with the two poles,
so to speak, of the work of the atonement,—one the eternal
love which formed the plan, the other the eternal love which
was drawn forth by its accomplishment. Between these two
eternal things, love’s beginning and love’s end, the temporal
realization of the eternal counsel of love is accomplished,
but not without the incarnate Mediator feeling the operation
of the divine wrath as merited by sin, and not without its
cloud and tempest gathering and breaking on His innocent
head, till He sinks in the deeps of divine dereliction.! The
storm of wrath, however, which the holy and beloved One
suffered thus to pass over Him, while holding fast by love still,
and so manifesting His true nature, proved thereby to be but
the unveiling of love’s cternal sun; God’s fiery wrath against
sin, when Christ had suffered it, proved to be God’s hunger of
love for our salvation, and the curse which Christ was made
for us broke a pathway for the blessing which was concealed
behind it. And so the work of atonement, when regarded in
its totality, and beginning, middle, and end are taken together,
is but the self-reconciling of the Giodhead with itself. @eds Hv
év Xpiord woopov xatalhdoowy éavrd (2 Cor v. 19). Our
author, too, from ver. 11 onwards, considers the work of atone-
ment under no other point of view than this: an arrangement
of the Godhead within and at unity with itself for our salva-
tion. All the sufferings inflicted by the will of the Father on

1 Hofmann’s remark (Schriftd. ii. 1, 279) in reference to Heb. ii. 9 et
seq., that * it is evident from these words, that the conception of a vicari-
ous satisfaction on our Lard’s part is neither necessary to a true apprecia-
tion of the expressions of Scripture concerning His death, nor sufficiently
broad to cover them,” is easily answered. The doctrine of vicarious satis-
faction does not pretend to such broadness as to be an exhaustive repre-
sentation of the Redeemer's work; it is but a middle thing, between the
beginning and the end of God'’s counsel of love on behalf of sinful humanity.
Hofmann himself allows that the Son of God, in virtue of His high-priestly
character, made satisfaction to the punitive justice of God on our behalf, 7.e.
overcame for us the wrath of God.. He calls it, indeed, an act performed
by man, but maintains that it was as such not performed by man of his
own power, but a divine economy in man—an act of God made man. But
what is this but saying that it was a vicarious act? And so Hofmann comes
back, in the way of independent reflection, to the traditional doctrine
which he had rejected. [Somewhat abridged—Tr.]
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the Son are means of making the Saviour of mankind, as such,
perfect. In such connection of thought, the phrase iAdoxeafas
70v Ocov becomes impossible ; and even though applied to the
death of Christ, would have no meaning beyond it. For He
mediates now and henceforth as high priest for a reconciled
church and people, called in Old Testament phrase 6 ads, the
people of God; and all His reconciling work henceforth is
directed to one end, the preventing of that sin which still clings
to His people from disturbing the relation of love once for all
established. His work as high priest, therefore, is no iAdoxeafa.
7ov Ocdy, but (Ndoreabar Tas auaprias, and those Tod Aaod.
The seed of Abraham, to which as Redeemer He has joined
Himself, still lives in the flesh, and needs therefore a high priest
to assure it of the grace of God, notwithstanding its clinging
infirmity and sin. Such an high priest Jesus Christ has be-
come, after entering into fellowship with all our misery. He
can do now for the church of His redeemed all that she stands
in need of.

Ver. 18. For in that he himself hath suffered, being tempted,
e ts able to succour them that are tempted.

The church of the redeemed, for which He is appointed
high priest, consists of meipaldpuevor, such as are continually
tempted, being placed in situations in which they are in danger
of sin, and their faithfulness has to approve itself. In such
situations, in which they would be overcome if left to their
own strength without higher aid, He is able to succour them
(8varar construed with the inf. aor., as with few exceptions is
always the case in our author; comp. Luke i. 20, 22, iii. 8, v.
12, etc.). This ability He has acquired advds wetpacfels, that
is, through His own experience of suffering, He Himself was
tempted, év & mémovfey, in that He suffered, or (what is the
same thing, only retaining more consciously the radical signi-
fication of the év &) in His suffering, which is now past. Thus
explained, the whole is clear and consistent. All modern
expositors agree in this, that év & amounts to the same as év
ToUte 671, Liuke x. 20 (like Rom. ii. 1, viii. 3), except Dl. and
Winer, even in the sixth edition (p. 144, 34b), who assert that
év & should be resolved into év TodTe § (¢). But the conjunc-
tional use of év ¢ (still retained in modern Greck) cannot be
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doubted ; further, if év were intended to point out the sphere
within which aid is given, then the author would certainly have
written év ols (comp. iv. 15, kara wdvra mwemeipacuévov). There
seems to me less force in the objection (Béhme, Thol. Ausg. 3;
Hofm.), that in that case it would have been necessary to use
the aor. émafev (as v. 8, xii. 13) instead of the perf. mémovfev;
for the author could quite as well indicate the suffering within
the sphere of which the.exalted Redeemer can give aid to His
people,- by mentioning it as a matter of past experience, as by
mentioning it as a definite condition. Thus also, taking our
view of the év ¢, he might, not altogether inappropriately, have
written érafey alros memeipacuévos instead of mwémovfer adros
arewpaafeis. But since the suffering to which Christ submitted
Himself was hitherto the predominant idea in the discussion,
it was relatively more appropriate to transfer the fact of the
mewpacfivas into the condition of the memovfévar, than to
transfer the fact of the wafeiv into the condition of the meipac-
pévov elyas. At all events, the author comprises the one under
the other! Hofmann too far separates the two when he para-
phrases and explains in the following manner (Schrif¢d. ii. 1,
277) : “That He has passed through suffering, puts Him, after
He Himself has been tempted, in a condition to succour them
that are tempted. For without His suffering the church would
not have been reconciled, and then He could not now give
succour to the unreconciled church. Or, in other words, it is
only upon the ground of His high-priestly work of atonement,
that He can stand for His people in the presence of God.”

On this thought, true in itself, we have here, at ver. 18,
nothing further to say. The subject here is not the satisfactory
and meritorious effect for us of the suffering of Christ, as basis
of His high-priesthood, but its effect, as ethically fitting Him
for this priesthood. It is mweipacOels, and not év ¢ &mafer,
which is given as proof of the &lvarar Tols wepalouévos
Bonbrcar; and év ¢ émalfev is simply to show the truth of the
weipacfeis. Sufferings, as parallels from Luke prove, are as

1 Also, in classical Greek, weip@adxs is sometimes found used as equivalent
to zaexew. An unknown poet, cited by Platarch, Mor. p. 51 E, says:
The old man is Lest respondent to the old man, a boy to a boy, a woman to
woman., Noadv 7 dvip vosovrrs xel dvampakie AnPlils bnwdis tori v§ Teipw-
#évp.  See also Suidas, sub vee. #eipa (= Braln).



152 EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS.

such metpacpol (Acts xx. 19), and especially our Lord’s suffer-
ings were so (Luke xxii. 28) ; and as this latter passage shows,
not merely the sufferings beginning in Gethsemane (from
which date onward, Hofmann (Schriftd. ii. 1, 279) would desig-
nate the mwemovfévac here as expiatory). In His sufferings, or
through His sufferings, He was tempted, and thereby put into
a position to succour them that are tempted.

Reviewing all we have already gone over, we see that the
author has now demonstrated the exaltation of Jesus above the
angels, on the one hand, through His eternal Godhead, and on
the other, through the glory He attained by becoming man,
and passing through suffering for the benefit of mankind.
The Hebrews, to whom the author is writing, are in danger of
taking offence at the suffering form of Christ's humanity, and
of thereby losing sight of His pre-eminence, which preceded
and followed His temporary humiliation. The ‘author there-
fore shows them, that it was necessary for the eternal Son of
God to enter into the low condition of human nature, as it at
present is under the dominion of death, in order to raise the
human race, to which, as prophesied in the O.T., He is related
as brother, with Ilimself to the high position assigned to it
(Ps. viii.). He who is higher than the angels, was made for a
little time lower than the angels, in order in and through Him
to exalt humanity above the angels. The parallel between
Jesus and men on the one hand, and between Him and angels
on the other, this parallel revolving around Ps. viii. 5 as its
axis, is now at an end. Next follows,

CriaPp. 111 1-6. A second parallel, presented in the form of a
rencwed. paranests, based on the preceding paragraph, and
exhorting to a due regard for such a high priest, who is not
only faithful as Moses was in the house of God, but so
much more glorious than le, as the son is greater than a
servant.

In the former exhortation (ch. ii. 1) the sacred writer had
included himself with his readers as “ we;” now, after exciting
earnest feelings by his solemn words, and in the full conscious-
ness of his own fraternal sympathy, he ventures to address
them directly as ¢ brethren.”
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Ver. 1. Wherefore, holy brethren, partakers of a heavenly
calling, consider ye well the apostle and high priest of our con-
Jession, Jesus.

In these few weighty words all the preceding thoughts of
our epistle recur. So it is even with the terms of the address,
“ holy brethren,” ¢ partakers of a heavenly calling,” in which
each word is an echo of something that has gone before.
"A8éngol dyioe, as a vocative, has no other example in the New
Testament. In the epistles of St. Paul we find “ brethren,”
“my brethren,” “ my beloved brethren,”  brethren beloved of
God;” but he nowlere addresses them as “ holy ones” or
“ saints,” though he so often speaks of them by that designa-
tion.! In.this epistle, too, we have elsewhere simply ¢ brethren”
(d8endai). Here the text expresses more than the relation in
which the writer stands to those whom he addresses: their
common brotherhood with Christ is the main thought in his
mind. Of this he has already spoken (ch. ii. 11). The
redeemed are with the Redeemer all children of one Father;
the Sanctifier therefore stands in a brotherly relation to those
whom He sanctifies: He is their 6 dytdfwv; they dyioc through
Him, and déerdoi dyior with Him and towards one another.
The second term of the address (k\joews émovpaviov uéroyor)
carries us back to ch.i. 1 and ii. 3. The xaAdv thus referred
to is the eternal Son, through whom God has now spoken,
who came from heaven, and is returned thither. And hence
the k\fiois coming through Him, and manifested on earth, is
heavenly (comp. 7 dvw xhjous, Phil. iii. 14) ; that is, a call
issuing from heaven and inviting to heaven : its contents, the
place whence it proceeds, and that to which it invites, all
heavenly. Of this heavenly calling Christians are partakers
(uéroyot, apart from our epistle, found only Luke v. 7), and
as such are united in fellowship of the same high privileges
and duties. IHence they should, considering Him through
whom they are what they are, adhere to Him the more firmly,
and seek to be rooted and grounded in Him : xaravedjoare Tov
dmacToNov kal dpytepéa Tis opohoyias nudv Incotv. We must
in the outset reject the signification Mediator, in which Tholuck
and Biesenthal, starting from the rabbinical-talmudic U’,S!?',

! The genuineness of the reading dyiois before &3eagois in the tezt
rec. of 1 Thess. v. 27 is doubtful.
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think the designation dméaTohos may be taken. MPY (mbej),
however, never means mediator, but always merely delegate,
commissioner, or representative, whether of God or the syna-
gogue. DBut that Jesus should be called delegate of the church,
in the way in which the high priest was called H:['.HS:W' (our dele-
gate’) by the members of the Sanhedrim, who before the day
of atonement made him swear to observe the ritual of that
day (with reference to Sadducean departures from tradition),
is a thought unworthy of our Lord’s dignity. Besides, such a
reference in the time of the second temple to the above-men-
tioned observance is improbable: the appellation dmwéaroros
would thus give a priestly sense,’ whereas we expect here a
prophetic one. For 7ov dmoagrorov is manifestly connected
with xMjoews émovpaviov uérayou, as &pyiepéa refers (chiasti-
cally) to adedol dyior. Jesus, as the inaugurator of the
heavenly calling, is our Apostle, and as Sanctifier our High
Priest. To which must be added, that the title "AwdoToNos,
given once here to our Lord, and nowhere else, is evidently
intended to connect Him with His own apostles, the drodoavres
of ch. ii. 3, who had continued under Him the proclamation of
the gospel, which is the same thing as this heavenly calling.
The word, therefore, is to be understood here as equivalent to
¢ sent of God” (comp. Luke iv. 43, ix. 48, x. 16 ; Acts iii. 20,
26; Gal. iv. 4; John xvii. 3, 18, and many other places,
especially in the writings of St. John). Our Lord is there-
fore here called Apostle, as one who, as God’s messenger of
salvation, is above the prophets (i. 1), and higher than the
angels (ii. 2) ; while as High Priest He has accomplished that
salvation, and is still its Mediator.

‘Oporoyia® signifies in the New Testament the Christian
confession, or profession of faith, not in the abstract, as a creed

1 Sce my Aufsatz iber die Discussion der Amtsfrage in Mischna und
Gemara : Luth. Zeitschr. 1854, iii. pp. 446-449.

2 The appellation mby, thus absolutely taken, could have no other
than a sacerdotal sense, and signify the priest, either as God's deputy on
the one hand, or that of the church on the other. Even the =2y mbe
of the synagogue is the substitute of the offering priest (3*1p1n DIPHI).

8 Tholuck has done right in abandoning his former rendering of oxs-
Aoyia by pactum, for which may be compared the * Messenger of the
Covenant” of Mal. ili. 1, and the rendering of the Itala, constitutionis
nostrz, The word has never this meaning in the New Testament, which
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or formulary, but as the act of the believing church or person,
or rather both these in one. (It recurs ch. iv. 14, x. 23 ; and
thrice in St. Paul) The genitive 77s ouohoyias depends on
both substantives, dmoaT. and &pxrep. (their close combination
is indicated by the omission of the article before apytepéa);
the plain sense being: He who is the subject of our confes-
sion ; where there is no occasion to inquire whether ouoloyia
be used subjectively (as act) or objectively (as symbolum),
being in fact the self-utterance of the church’s living faith.
"Ingotv stands here after its appositive clause, just as it did at
ch. ii. 9 (comp. note there). What we confess is, that we have
in the man Jesus one sent of God, to bring us the message of
salvation, and a High Priest to accomplish it. On Him, then,
being such (so runs the exhortation here), keep fixed your
_ mental gaze (the eye of faith—mwiorer vooduev)—rara vojoare.
The word is a favourite one with St. Luke, for prolonged,
earnest, searching consideration (comp. Luke xii. 24, 27, and
especially Acts xi. 6). “Ofev connects this exhortation with
all that had preceded it: the following clause grounds it on the
Lord’s faithfulness in His own divine calling :

Ver. 2. As being faithful unto him that made him, even as
was Moses in all his house.

IIia7éy 8vra is the second accusative to karavorjcare. We
are to contemplate God’s Apostle and High Priest as being
one who is found faithful, wherein lies a further motive for
the exhortation to regard Him. He is faithful to His calling
which has our salvation for its object: we have the best in
every respect to look for from Him. T¢ moujoavre might be
rendered ¢ Him that created Him.” The sacred writer having

here would yield a weak and unsuitable sense. Philo in one place (i. 654,
6) calls the Logos ¢ uéyas daxiepeds 75 peonoyins ; which Carpzov renders,
summus sacerdos professionis (quam profitemur) ; Grossmann, antistes faderis
nostri (De philosophiz sacrz vestigiis nonnullis in Ep. ad Hebr. conspicuis,
p- 23). So also Wesseling. Bleek, with Mangey, regards the reading ¢
Guonoyias as suspicious. It is discredited, by its omission in Cod. Med.

1 The Vulgate also reads Jesum. Luther's Christi Jkesu follows all
three editions of the Greek text which he may have used: that of Gerbe-
lius, 1521 the second edition of Erasmus’ Greek Testament, 1519; and the
Aldine edition of Asulanus,—all three of which presented him with Xpisrcr
* Ligody,
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so unambiguously testified to our Lord’s pre-existence in ch. i.,
might, without fear of misinterpretation, so speak of God the
Father here, as author of the temporal existence of the Son;
and so orthodox Greeks (e.g. Athanasius) and Latins (Ambrose,
Vigilius Taps., Primasius) do not scruple to expound woujeavre
here as referring to the creatio, i.e. corporalis generatio, of the
man Christ Jesus. The Arians, on the other hand (as Epi-
phanius informs us), appealed to it in support of their position
that Christ is a creature («7/ouma). DBleek and Liinemann
think it possible that woujoarr: may refer to the eternal gene-
ration. But this is inadmissible : moieiv being so clearly used
(ch. i. 2) to express the creative act by which the material and
spiritual universe had been brought into being, could not be
applied to the infinitely higher genesis of the Son. Nor could
it properly express His human conception, that unique, incom-
parable act of divine power, by which the Eternal Word took
flesh in the womb of Mary. For 7roceiv in such a signification
no parallel could be found. Neither is it admissible to supply
(as most expositors have done, with appeal to Acts ii. 36) a
second accusative after sroujoavri—faithful to Him that made
Ilim apostle and high priest. De Wette’s interpretation seems
to be the right one, taking moceiv absolutely in an ethical or
historical sense, like nty, 1 Sam. xii. 6 (It s the Lord that
made Moses and Aaron), where made does not refer to natural
creation, but the placing them on the stage of history. The
sacred writer may, indeed (as Bleek conjectures), have had this
very passage in view, when the LXX. renders thus, ¢ Kdpios
o moujaas Tov Mwvoir; and afterwards at ver. 8, dwéaTeire 6
Kipios 7ov M. He adds (combining a reminiscence of Num.
xil. 7), ds xal Mwvais (Mwoijs text. rec., as also Uffenb. [and
Cod. Sinait], etc.) év 8\ 76 olke adrod. That this last clause
is part of the comparison, and that adTod must be referred to
7 morjoavT avTév, are points admitting of no doubt. We are
necessitated to assume the former, by the fact that the author
afterwards proceeds to contrast the vocation of Moses “in” the
house of God, with that of Jesus “oper” the same; while here
it is a like faithfulness in what is assumed to be a like position
which is the subject of consideration. The complete expres-
sion, therefore, of the thought would be: ds xal M. maros 7w
T¢ Toujoavte alirov év GAe 76 olkw avrod. The whole sphere
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of Moses’ work is here called, after Num, xii. 7, ¢ the house of
God” (comp. Ps. Ixix. 10; Hos. viii. 1). The Greek morés?
corresponds exactly to the Hebrew participle 1w, with its two-
fold meaning of fide dignus and fidem servans. The witness
of Jehovah concerning Moses, as received by Aaron and
Miriam at the door of the tabernacle, declared that he was
not, like other prophets, limited to revelations through dream
or ecstasy, but that, as one found trustworthy in the whole
house of God, he had free scope given him in all the details of
its management here below. In Num. xii. 7 the emphasis lies
on év G\p TG olkw pov, which therefore precedes the mrigTos
éare. Here miorov Svra, as the main though not the only point
of comparison, is placed first. Moses’ faithfulness in the whole
house of God corresponds to the faithfulness of Jesus to His
vocation, which embraces the whole church (Hofmann, Entstel.
339) of God, and in fulfilling which He is both apostle and
high priest, that is, discharges an office at once prophetic and
pontifical. ITigTév is here predicate of amdorodov as well as
of dpxuepéa (otherwise we should have expected a comparison
with Aaron rather than with Moses) ; and &vre indicates the
continuance in heaven not only of the Lord’s high-priesthood,
but also of His apostleship or prophetic office. The comparison
is now followed by a contrast, exhibiting the superior excellence
of the antitype Jesus to the type Moses.

Vers. 3-6 have long occasioned great perplexity to commen-
tators. Bleek correctly apprehends the starting-point. The
glory conferred on Christ surpasses that of Moses in the same

1 De Wette needlessly finds fault with the rendering of the Sept.,
which is here better than his own—mit meinem ganzen Hause ist er betrauet.
For ‘2 paN3 nowhere signifies “ to be entrusted with anything ;" for this
Niphal never governs a 3, but is only occasionally followed by this pre-
position, signifying its sphere of action. It is used sometimes in a tem-
poral sense, long-continuing (Deut. xxvili. 59) ; sometimes in a local sense,
firm, unchangeable (Josh. vii. 9; 1 Sam. ii. 35, etc.); sometimes in an
histarical, to be verified (Gen. xlii. 20) ; sometimes in an ethical, to be
approved as faithful (as here, and Ps. lxxviii. 7).

% This superiority is acknowledged by the Jewish Midrash (Jalkut to
Isa. lii. 13). The Scrvant of Jehovah, the King Messiah, will be more
venerable than Abraham, more exalted than Moses, and superior to the
winistering angels.
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proportion as the xarackevdoas oixov enjoys greater honour
than ‘the olros itself. But when he proceeds simply to identify
Christ with the karagxevdoas olxov, he renders his own further
comprehension of the argument impossible, and makes ver. 4
sink down for him into a mere  parenthesis.” Tholuck, ven
Gerlach, Ebrard, and Liinemann fail in the same way in com-
prehending ver. 3. They also identify the xarasrevdoas with
our Lord, and so regard ver. 4 as a parenthesit—and what a
parenthesis |  Tholuck says: * It might appear strange to the
reader to find Christ styled the founder (varackevdaas) of *the
house of Jehovah,' i.e. of the theocracy, and therefore our author
adds the intimation, that every family must have some founder,
though God be the primary cause of all.”' But the main
thought of vers. 3-6 could hardly be better reproduced than it is
by Hofmann (Zntst. 339): ¢ T'he vocation of Jesus Christ is so
much the more glorious, as in IIim has appeared the promised
Saviour, who should belong as Son to the Almighty Creator of the
church, and of all things ; whereas Moses was but a part of the
clurch himself, and therein only a servant, and giving a prophetic
testimony to the gospel of the future.” The sacred writer’s pur-
pose is, in fact, to confirm and enforce the exhortation of vers.
1, 2, while he thus continues :

Ver. 3. For this one hath been eounted worthy of more glory
than Moses, inasmuch as he who established the house hath more
honour than the house.

It is quite in accordance with the chain-like development
of his argument, that the author thus proceeds to enforce the
exhortation (which is linked on by &fev to what had gone
before) by a further unfolding of the comparison between
Moses and Jesus Christ. (So Bengel, B6hme, Tholuck, Liine-
mann, and many others.)? By “the glory of Moses” (8¢fa)
Hofmann understands that “ wonderful appearance” (8ofa

1 De Wette in his first edition left everything in obscurity (1844); in
his second he has avoided the error of making xaraoxevaoas refer to Christ,
and judiciously altered the whole exposition (1847). Kistlin has rightly
conceived the thought of the paragraph vers. 3-6 (p. 409).

2 This simple relation of the thoughts is perverted by Bleek, who, mis-
takenly referring «vob (ver. 2) to Christ, proceeds: ** He now goes on to
explain i what way the house belongs to Christ, namely, that He is its builder
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from Sokeiv), that “ glory of his countenance” (2 Cor. iii. 7), of
which we read (Ex. xxxiv. 33) “that the skin of Moses’ face
shone” (v Sedofacpévm 7 Syres Tob xpwros (xpwpaTtos) Tod
wpocamov avrod, LXX.),—namely, after his converse with
God, and when he was about to convey God’s words to Israel
(Weiss. ii. 188). That shining appearance was the effect of a
temporary nearness of the “glory of Jehovah” (‘7 M) as
manifested on earth on the bodily part of Moses as mediator of
the old covenant (8tafijxn ypdpparos), and might be contrasted
with the more excellent glory (86éa) by which the whole cor-
poreity of the Lord Jesus being filled and interpenetrated, has
now been spiritualized and assumed into full communion with
the omnipresent Godhead. This view might be taken; but it
is simpler and more natural to understand the 8ofa here of
that official ¢ glory” (or “honour”) in which the Lord Jesus
excels Moses ; His glorious office being not limited, as Moses’
was (a 86Ea rarapyoupérn, 2 Cor. iii. 7), to this lower sphere of
being, but extending from it to the world above, and there,
after passing through the probation of death, unfolded in all
its greatness, fulness, and efficacy. The omission of «ara
TocobTo in the first member of this sentence (as correlative to
the xa® Goov in the second) is intentional. The first clause
merely expresses the Lord’s superior excellence to Moses; the
second gives the measure of it, as suggested by the figure
involved in the év 8Aep 76 olkp adrod. Kartaokevdlew includes
the procuring of everything necessary to the erection and com-
pletion of a house: ¢ xatagrevdoas, therefore, is here the con-
structor, builder, architect. In the first member, the subject
might be a 86£a in which Moses is surpassed by Jesus; in the
second, a word of more general signification had to be chosen,
allowing reference to the house as well as its builder ; hence,
instead of 86£a, we have here 7eus, that which is highly prized,
worth, or value. Tod oikov is the genitive of comparison : to

(raraaxivaozg).” De Wette likewise avoids the most obvious interpreta-
tion, for the worthless reason that it is not the author’s immediate object
to justify the assertion of ver. 1, that Christ is greater than Moses. He
renders yap by ndmlick. But surely there is nothing illogical in such a
sequence of thought as this: * Contemplate earnestly the Lord Jesus, who
is comparable to Moses for fidelity in the whole house of God, sceing that
in glory He is incomparably his superior.”
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take together Tuuny Tod olkov, honour by the house or in rela-
tion to the house (e.g. Luther, combining this meaning with
that of comparison), sounds harsh, and is wholly unnecessary.
The order of the words is artistically inverted in both members of
the sentence : in the first member we read, with Griesb., Lehm.,
Tischd., m\elovos yap odTos 8ofns, instead of the rec. wheiovos
yap 8ofns odros. The sacred author has contrived to form a
masterly combination of a logically strict sequence of idea,
syntactical elegance, and rhythmical euphony. The following
is the comparison instituted by him: Jesus stands in relation
to Moses as the architect to the house. Were we thence to
infer that, in the author’s view, Jesus was the architect, we
must also infer that, in his view, Moses was the house, which
is absurd. It is, in fact, a comparison in which the relation
of the first two members is compared with the relation of the
other two, but in which the first two are not identified with
the other two respectively. Let us, then, allow the author to
speak for himself, and listen to his further explanation.

Ver. 4. For every house is builded by some one or other; but
he that built all things is God.

ITas oixos here does not mean the whole house in all its
parts (Hofm. Weiss. ii. 9), but, according to the style of the
epistle (comp. v. 1, 13, viii. 8), every house whatsoever. The
universally known and acknowledged truth (ver. 3b) is illus-
trated by the likewise universally known and acknowledged
proposition, that there is no house which has not some builder.
This proposition, trivial as it is, serves as basis to the conclusion
at which the author secks to arrive. DBut to regard ¢ 8¢, x.7.\.,
as already this conclusion, deranges the whole argument. The
proposition, o 82, #.7.\., is itself only an intermediate link in the
chain of argument, but still a necessary link, not a mere acces-
sory thought, not a parenthesis to be bracketed off, as is done by
Griesb., Thiele, and others. The author, in saying wds oikos,
has in view the house in which Moses was found faithful. To
justify and confirm the comparison previously instituted, he is
obliged to show the superiority of Jesus to Moses, in their
respective relations to this house and its xatacrevdcas. He
therefore, in coming to particulars, proceeds from the above-
mentioned general proposition to the proposition 5" 8¢ mdvra
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katacrevdoas Oess. ‘O . . . karackevdoas is manifestly the
predicate (notwithstanding the article; see Winer, p. 104), O¢cs
the subject. 4¢ sets in contrast to the 7is, that is, the builder,
whoever he may be, whom a house of whatever kind must
as a house have, the more definite builder, back to whom, as
ultimate cause, everything,! and so whatever is or can be called
a house, is to be traced. After this proposition stands-the
following parallel, containing the justification and confirmation
of the comparison instituted (ver. 3b).

Vers. 5, 6a. While then Moses (has been found) faithful in
all his house, as a servant, for (bearing) testimony unto the things
that should afterwards be spoken of ; Christ, on the other hand,
as a Son is over his house.  Whose house are we.

Jesus stands related to Moses, as one who has built a house
stands related to the house itself ; Moses as servant forming
part of God's house, whilst Christ as Son is over it. Or, to
put the chain of argument more clearly, Jesus is, as compared
with Moses, what the architect is in relation to the house which
he builds: every house must have some builder, and God is
the supreme architect of all; Moses was faithful to God in His
whole house as a servant, Christ is placed over it as a Son;
therefore Christ is related to Moses as the architect (whose
Son Christ is) is related to the house in which Moses was a
servant. DBoth adrod’s must be referred to God, by whom all
things were made at the first, Moses being called fepdirav with
reference to Num. xii. 7. The LXX. purposely renders 72y
here by another word than 8oilos or mals (the renderings
most frequently employed), in order to exclude the notion of
unfree, slavish dependence contained in Soihos and mals, from
which fepdmwy, in the oldest Greek, is free.? It is evident
from the context that Christ is here called Son in reference to
God the builder of the house, and that the term is used in the

! Mdvra (Laéhm., Tischend.) is to be preferred (both as better attested
and as giving a better sense) to'the v& xdsra of the text. rec. [The Cod.
Sinait. also reads wavree.—TR.]

3 Comp. Passow, Lexic. s. voce. [‘“In early Greek it always differs
from Jovacs, as implying free and honourable service, and in Homer is
often ==éraipes, dwaws, a companion in arms, comrade, though usually
inferior in rank and name ; so Patroclus is dept 7wy of Achilles, IL. xvi. 244.”
—LIDDELL and Scort.] Greek lexi¢ographers distinguish doinec, slave, one

VOL. L. L
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full sense which it bears in ch.i. 1. The question remains,
how the sacred writer intended the clause Xpioros 8¢ ds vios
éml Tov olrov alrod to be understood. The following views
have been taken of its meaning : (1.) Christ (is faithful) as a
Son, (is sure to be faithful) over His house; so Bleek and De
Wette. This is inadmissible, first, because if @ fepdmawv is
equivalent to ut famulus, &s vics cannot be rendered by guem-
admodum filius; and further, because this interpretation would
require éavrod (over His own house), making the churth to be
here the house of Christ,—a phrase of which, as we have seen,
Scripture affords no other examples. (2.) Another interpreta-
tion admits of two forms: Christ (is faithful) over His house
as Son, or Christ as Son over His house (is faithful). For the
former, appeal might be made to x. 21, a great priest over (ém{)
the house of God; for the latter, to Matt. xxv. 25, thou wast
faithful over (émwi) a few things. So Tholuck and Liinemann;
Tholuck, however, referring atTob to Christ, Liinemann (as
we have done) to God. DBut even in this its more accept-
able form, we cannot approve of this assumption of an ellipsis
of maeTos éorw, forasmuch as the construction wiaTos émi
would totally efface the emphatic antithesis of év 76 oikp and
émi Tov oikov. According to this, the sentence is a purely
nominal one, admitting of no other ellipsis than that of the
logical copula; and as we cannot, with Erasmus and others,
refer adrod to vids (suam ipsius domum), there remains but one
other interpretation. (3.) Christ is (or stands) as Son over (God's)
house, being not merely faithful as a servant, like Moses, em-
ployed in the house, but placed as a Son over it. In this
way only the intentional antithesis of év and ém{ is brought
out sharp and clear, Moses, as servant, resembles the house
in this, that he, like it, stands under God who formed it, and
so is employed in a household which is not his own, but only
entrusted to his care: Christ, as Son, resembles the builder

politically or morally perfectly unfree, from oixérns, house-servant or mes-
senger, one who has a master but is not in bondage, and édepcwwr, a mini-
stering friend of lower rank. So Ammonius Hesychius, Thomas Magister,
etc. The usus loquendi of Scripture has ennobled the meaning of doones, yet
still the notion connected with depzmwy remains a peculiar one. Euripides,
in a fragment, uses Jizxovos for it: Tlioroy udy o0y eivas xph Ty Sictxoyoy.—
Naxck, Tragicorum Gr. fragmenta, p. 377,
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of the house in this, that He, like the builder, stands over the
house ; for, by virtue of His Sonship, the house is His own :
as wAnpovopos mwdvtwy (i. 2) He stands on the same line with
the xarackevdoas wdvra; whatever is the Father's, is also His
jure hereditatis. We have in this not indeed a direct, but
certainly an indirect, proof of the Godhead of Christ, the idea
of wviés including it. The author employs here the name
Xpiorés instead of ’Imooiis intentionally. He who was for-
merly called Incods is called Xpiorés, as Lord in contradis-
tinction to servant, as fulfiller of the law in contradistinction
to him who gave testimony of future fulfilment. Most modern
expositors efface the intimation here given of this typical rela-
tion, in that they understand by AaAnfnodueva the Thorah
(law), which it was Moses’ office to proclaim to the people (Bl,,
De W., Thol,, Liinem.). Ebrard and Hofmann, however,
decide, with good reason, in favour of the interpretation found
inadmissible by Bleek and the others,—namely, that it refers
to the gospel of the New Testament, and to that exclusively,
and not, as Bengel says, at once to the Thorah in its prophetic
aspect and the gospel. Moses held the charge of a fepamwy,
“for a testimony of those things which were to be spoken
after,” that is, of the future perfect revelation of God through
the Son (i. 2a). As he prophesied of the Son, the Apostle of
the final salvation, by his position and faithfulness in his call-
ing, so also did he by his testimony (John v. 46, 39). And
equally did the Old Testament house of God, in which Moses
was a servant, namely the Old Testament church, which had
as centre-point the “tabernacle of testimony” (Acts vii. 44;
Rev. xv. 5), with its typical furniture and order, prophesy of
the New Testament house of God, over which Christ is set as
Son, namely the New Testament, which. has its centre-point in
Christ, in whom God was manifested in human form; and thus
the grrjvwois (tabernacling) of God with men, prefigured in the
Old Testament axnrsj (tabernacle) is realized in the antitype.
In this way we have an express parallel drawn between Maovo7s
s Oepamwy and XpioTos ds vios, and a latent parallel between
els paptipoy Tdv AainBnoopévev and o olxos éouev fueis;
and it is not, as Liinem. calls it, “ a strange perversion,” when
Ebrard assumes that therg is an antithetical relation of these
two members of the sentence. The reading &5 oixes (D*,
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Uffenb. 6, 67**, It., Vulg.) is an old correction, made on the
supposition that airod should be referred to Christ. The
article (o0 olros for of ¢ olxos) is wanting, as in the passages
aptly compared by Ebrard (si. 10; Ps. exliv. 15, LXX.).
That adrod, o¥ refers to God, is evident from x. 21; 1 Tim.
iii. 155 1 Cor. iii. 9, 16; 2 Cor. vi. 16; Eph. ii. 22; 1 Pet.
iv. 17, ii. 5. The church is always called only God's house,
never Christ’'s. The passages which Bleek quotes to the con-
trary (Eph. iii. 17; John xiv. 23; Rev. iii. 20) prove nothing.
The house is named after its xarackevdoas, and He is God,
who is also auctor primarius of the work of salvation, and of
the church of finished salvation, as well as of the church of
preparatory salvation. The phrase od olxos éouév Hueis inti-
mates the thoroughly personal, inward, and spiritual nature of
the church. Attached to this there is a conditional clause,
with which the tone of exhortation is resumed.

Ver. 6b. So far as we hold fast the confidence and the
boasting of hope [unshaken to the end).

The words uéype Téhovs BeBaiav of text. rec., recognised
already as a gloss by Mill, but now defended by Bleek, De
Wette, Tholuck, Liinemann, are undoubtedly to be expunged,’
as an interpolation from ver. 14. For, 1st, It is highly impro-
bable that so rhetorically practised a writer as our author should
have repeated himself in so short a space; and 2dly, BeBaiav
(instead of BéBaiov, or even as one MS. has it, BéBasa) is very
harsh, whether we explain it as taking its gender from mappy-
alav (as most do) or from érmidos (as Stengel and Tholuck) :
the latter giving a better sense, but being grammatically harsher
still.

If the reading were BéBacov, the words might be considered
genuine ; but BeBalav is too sure a sign that they are supplied
from ver. 14. Hence we hold with Tischendorf, that the Cod.
Vat. gives the original here: éay (Lucif. Calar., however, s
tamen, thus indicating edvmep) T wappnaiay kal T6 kadynua
Tijs éNidos katdaywper (according to the usual accentuation,
instead of karacyapev). Thus runs the condition, on the con-

1 8o Tischendorf, following B, ZBthiop., Lucif., Ambr. The reading is

found in D (Greek and Lat.), and in the Vulgate [also in Cod. Sinait.—
Tr.].
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tinuance of which depends the reality of our being God’s house
(cujus domus sumus ac porro erimus, si obtinuerémus).. The geni-
tive s éxmidos pertains as well to v wagpnoiav (comp. vi.
11, the kindred expression mAnpoopiav 77's érwidos) as to 7o
xadynua (comp. x. 23, the kindred expression cuohoylav Tic
é\midos). IMappmoia is used here in a sense not essentially
different from that which it has, for instance, in Acts, where
it always denotes the unreserved and joyful openness or frank-
ness of confessing and preaching the gospel : here, and iv. 16,
x. 19, 35, where the only relation meant to be expressed is that
of the Christian to Glod, not to men, it is the inward state of
full and undisturbed confidence. Katynua, which is coupled
with wagpnoia, denotes the joyful opening of the mouth, which
is the result of this confidence. This word radynua occurring
elsewhere exclusively in St. Paul’s epistles, is not to be taken
as quite synonymous with the . likewise almost exclusively
Pauline radynais. Kadynous signifies the act of rejoicing;
xadynua (passive) the product or object of this act. Add to
this, that é\mis is considered here rather with respect to the
unseen riclies which are its object, than as an affection of the
mind (comp. Rom, viii. 24, érwis Bhemopérn odk éoTw éNTis) :
so that wappnaia s éxmibos is the assured confidence upon
which hope in this sense is founded ; and xavynua Tis éxmidos
is the noble boasting which his hope assures to the Christian,
or the object of that boasting which he has in his hope. If the
New Testament church of God holds fast (varéyew = obtinere,
to maintain) the treasure of hope, notwithstanding all the con-
tradictions between the present and the promised future, in the
* midst of all dangers of offence and falling away prepared for
her by the threatenings and allurements of the enemies of the
cross, then, and only then, does she continue the house of God,
under the faithful and fostering care of Christ, the now exalted
only Son of God, her Brother, her Apostle, and her High Priest.

VERs. 7-19. A fresh exhortation, based on the preceding doctrine,
not to harden the heart against a messenger of God so much
greater than even Moses, and this in order not (like the gene-
ration in the wilderness) to lose an entrance into God’s rest.

The sacred writer gives now a turn to his exhortation, which
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he had already in view when instituting the comparison between
Christ and Moses. Israel’s self-obduration against the word of
God, as given by Moses in the wilderness, had received a fearful
punishment. The example of this punishment he now presents,
as a mirror of warning to the readers of his epistle, that they
may pay more earnest heed than Israel of old had done to the
word of God, which is now proclaimed to them by the Son of
God Himself, the greatest of apostles, and by His messengers,
the apostles under Him. Instead of putting this reference and
warning in words of his own, the sacred writer takes them from
the ninety-fifth Psalm, in which the psalmist himself, referring
to the Thorah, reminds the men of his own time of the judg-
ments which had fallen on their fathers, and of the unbelief by
which they had forfeited the promised inheritance.

In the original this Psalm is anonymous ; but the LXX.
entitles it alvos @djs (¥ n?n‘,lljl, which occurs in no Hebrew
title of a Psalm) 7@ davi. Our author, too, as will be seen
in ch. iv., assumes it to be a Psalm of David; and if to this
assumptive weight no valid objection can be raised, yet should
nothing be thereby decided in an historical-critical sense regard-
ing its authorship. In the view of the synagogue and of the
New Testament, the whole Psalter is Davidic; the whole Psalm
poetry is born of the Spirit that came upon David at his anoint-
ing, If we consider the Psalm in itself, it begins with a tetra-
stich, vers. 1, 2, containing a call to worship God and sing His
praise : the grounds for this call are given in two decastichs,
3-7b, Te-11. Jehovah (1) is God above all gods. Heis (2)
the Creator, in whose power are all things,—earth, hills, sea,
and dry land. He is (3) Israel's God, and Israel is the sheep -
of His hand: His own creative hand has called them into
existence. Thus the first decastich gives three grounds for the
summons to kneel before the Lord and worship Him. The
second founds it on an exhortation not to leave the gracious
call of God unheedéd, and to remember the judicial wrath
which had swept away the generation in the wilderness. This
second decastich our author appropriates : he not merely quotes,
but appropriates it. For to connect 8w, ver. 7, with B\émere,
ver. 12, and to look on xafds Néyer and all that follows as a
parenthesis (Bohme, Bleek, Liinemann), is inadmissible. This
parenthesis is so long, that one entirely forgets the &0, ver. 7;
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and the second 8:6, ver. 10 (no matter whether written 8i6 or
8 8, as Liinemann will have it), would look as if purposely
intended to confuse both reader and hearer, especially the
latter.

The shorter parenthetic quotations, vii. 21, x. 20 sq., standing
without causing any possibility of confusion between the major
and minor propositions, cannot be compared with such a monster
of a period as this would be. It would be far better to say that
the author left out the applicative clause, commencing with &:q,
ver. 7, namely, un oxlpivyre Tas xapdias vudv (Thol.,, De
Wette). Rom. xv. 3, 21, 1 Cor. 1. 31, ii. 9, have been cited as
parallels; but in all these passages there is no proper ellipsis.
It is entirely wrong to speak of an ellipsis of the minor; it is the
major that is incomplete, not the minor. The major proposi-
tion, namely, is blended into one with the subordinate proposi-
tion; and the result apparent is fundamentally the same as
when, for instance, Herodotus says, iil. 14, ds 8¢ Aéyerar o
Aiyvrriov Saxpiew pév Kpoigov for Saxpver pév Kpoioos; or
Cicero, de off. i. 7, 22, atque ut placet Stoicis, que in terra
gignantur, ad usum hominis omnia creari, for creata sunt (see
Kiihner, § 857¢). Thus, in the above-cited passages of St. Paul,
the continuation of the main proposition begun with a\\d or
otherwise, is contained in the subordinate proposition beginning
with xafos, and also composed of a quotation from Scripture.
Now, as the words of the Psalm cited in our passage have
themselves a form which fits them to serve as continuation of
the main proposition commencing with 8.6, we can, even in the
light of above Pauline parallels, come to no other conclusion
than that the author intended i . .. anjuepov . .. uy orrn-
plvyre to be taken together, and that he thus makes the ex-
hortation of the Psalm his own (Klee, Ebrard, and others).
In taking this view, I do not find that the words of God
coming in vers. 9-11 “ occasion great harshness” (Liinem.):
this change of speaker is derived from the Psalm itself ; for
there the warning of the psalmist, while meditating on the
word of God in the Thorah, Num. xiv. 21-23, suddenly changes
into the words of Jehovah Himself. It is the momentous truth
just now expressed, that the possession of salvation is condi-
tioned by faithfulness in keeping it, which induces the author
to continue:



168 EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS,

Ver. 7. Wherefore, as the Holy Ghost saith, To-day, if ye
will hear his voice.

Every.word of Scripture is as such a word of the Holy
Ghost 3 for Scripture in all its parts is fesnvevaros (2 Tim. iii.
16). It is the Holy Ghost, surveying at once all times, who
forms the word applicable to the present, and at the same’time
meeting the exigencies of the future. In this, and in no other
sense, does our author regard the Psalm, which moreover, by
that sudden introduction of the Lord speaking, assumes the
character of a prophetic Psalm. The o7juepov is in the first
instance the present of the psalmist, not a future point of time
detached from that present ; and yet not a day of twenty-four
hours, and, to speak in general, not a limited period under
the Old Testament economy, but the second great day of sal-
vation following the Mosaic period of redemption, and which,
when our author wrote, had reached its noontide height.! It is

generally thought that the words of the Psalm w1th which he

1 The following in many respects remarkable Messianic keggadak, from
T. B. Sanhedrin 98a, shows that by the synagogue also, the ¢ To-day”
of the Psalm was made to refer to the great second period of redemption
(the times of Messiah): * Rabbi Joshuah ben Levi once found the prophet
Elijah standing at the entrance of the cave of Rabbi Simeon ben Jochai. He
asked lim : * Shall I reach the world to come ' The prophet answered: * If
the Lord here will’" (I8, Lord, that is, the invisible Shechinah, which
Elijah has present with him). ‘* Whereupon R. Joshuah went on to relate :
$ I saw two (myself and kim), but I heard the voice of Three’” (that is, the
voice of the Shechinah was added to their own). * He asked him again:
¢ When will Blessiak come?' Elijah answered, * Go and ask Himself.
Joshuah : * And whither?' Elijah: ¢ He sitteth at the gate of Rome.
Joshuah: ¢ And how is Ile to be recognised?’ Elijah: ¢ He sitteth among
poor and diseased persons, who all unbandage their wounds at once, and
bandage them up again, while Ile unbindeth and bindeth up again one wound
after another; for His thought is, Perchance I shall be called for (summoned
to manifest Himself), and then I must not be hindered (as would be the case if
He had opened all wounds at once).” Joshuah went to Ilim (the Messiah), and
said: Peace be with Thee, my Master and Teacher! He answered: Peace
be with the son of Levi! Joshuah asked: Lord! when comest Thou? He
answered: To-day. Joshuah returned to Elijah, who inquired of him: * What
said He unto thee * Joshuah : ¢ Peace be with thee, son of Levi!' Elijah:
¢ Thereby hath He assured to thee and to thy father a prospect of attaining
the world to conie.” Joshuah: ¢ But He hath deceived me there, in that He
said to me that He would come to-day.’ Elijah: ¢ Nay; for what Ile meant
was, To-duay, if ye will hear Ilis voice, "
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begins, must in the original be translated, ¢ O that ye would
hear His voice” (B¥ as in Ps. Ixxxi. 9); but a glance at the
plan on which the Psalm is composed, shows us that B¥ is
hypothetical, and that ver. 8 is the conclusion grounded on the
antecedent supposition, and this without our needing to assume
“ a little gap here,” with Olshausen, who delights so much in
enriching the Psalms with gaps. For the second of the two
decastichs —which, presenting themselves unsought, follow the
prologue, vers. 1, 2—begins with i’?i’? o, Consequently we
must adopt the interpretation which accords with such passages
as Ex. xxiii. 22, and which, moreover, is on other grounds the
most obvious interpretation. Thus-the LXX.,, and also Trg.
The author evidently follows the LXX., and especially the
form the text has in the Cod. Alex. At the same time, it is a
question whether this version has not been altered in this and
other passages, from regard to the Epistle to the Hebrews.
Next follows the clause dependent upon éaw, x.7.\., which is at
the same time the continuation of the main proposition, begun
with &0,

Ver. 8. Harden not your hearts, as at the provocation, on the
day of the temptation in the wilderness.

Two instances of Israel’s tempting God are cited as warn-
ings; the first of which (Num. xx. 1-13) took place in the
fortieth, the second (Ex. xvii. 1-7) in the first year after the
exodus. Moses also refers to both these instances in his parting
benediction (Deut. xxxiii. 8). They serve to show how Israel’s
self-obduration continued through the whole probation of the
forty years. Moses recounts them in chronological order; lere,
with equal propriety, that order is reversed. The second oc-
currence gave its name to the place called Meribah (P21 '),
the first to that called Massal (P2 mow). The text in the
Psalm literally rendered would be : Harden not your hearts as
at Meribal, as on the day of Massal in the wilderness. The
‘Septuagint translates the proper names (Meribah freely,! by
Hapamikpacucs=embitterment; Massah exactly by ITeipaouds=
temptation) without intending to deprive them of their appella-
tive character, though the rendering of o3 by kara 79w fuépav

! As if from Wy, while 721 *p is always more accurately redered 3wp
@vrinayin;.
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followed by Tod metpacuot has had that effect. Kard, used of
time, may sometimes be rendered by towards, as Acts xvi. 25,
towards midnight ; sometimes by on or during, as here, on the
day, and Heb. ix. 9, the time during which. The sacred writer
proceeds with oJ in a local sense, corresponding to the Hebrew
¢, which has both local and temporal meaning, like the
German da.

Ver. 9. Wiere your fathers tempted me, proved me, and saw
my works forty years.

I have given the translation of the tewt. rec., which runs
thus : o) émelpacdy pe of warépes Tudv, édoxipacdy pe. The
LXX. Vat. omits the second pe, Alex. the first ue. Instead of
édoxipacdy ue, A.B.C.D.*E,, Uff. 73, 137, Lucif., Clem. Alex.,
and likewise the Itala (ubi temptaverunt patres vestri in experi-
mento) and Coptic, read év Soxipaciag,—a reading which, on
account of this distingnished testimony, has been accepted by
Lchm., Bleek, and Tischd., who at the same time, in accordance
with most of the above-named authorities, leave out the first
pe.  The text in this way stands thus: oD émelpacav of watépes
Vudv év Soxipacia ral eldov Ta &pya pov Teoa. &ty = where
your fathers tempted in proving, and saw my works forty years;
which must be thus understood : They made experiments with
the divine government, trying whether it would evince itself,
and so again and again were made to recognise manifestations of
its providential sovereignty (7a &épya being object to émelpacay
as well as to eidov). This reading so explained is plausible,
but diverges widely from the original text, which makes not the
Lord’s works, but Himself, the object of the tempting and the
proving. Moreover, it is quite inconceivable how the author
should come to make this alteration of the LXX. For his
honour, we may surely assume that he was not misled, as Bleek
thinks, by an accidental error of transcription in the copy of
the Septuagint he used. On the other hand, év Soxipacia
becomes intelligible, provided we leave the ue after émeipacav
undeleted, and assume that the author wrote as Cod. Uffenb.
reads," and Clem. Al (Protrept. c. 9, § 84) quotes, ob émweipacdy

1 e have already observed that this )s. appears to have preserved the
original reading of i. 3.
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pe of watépes budv év Soxpacig.! For if the text stood in our
author’s Septuagint as in the Cod. Vat., oD émrelpacdv pe of war.
Oudv, édoxipacav kal eidov Td Epya pov, then it is conceivable
that he preferred to change this bare éSoxiuacav, which it is
slightly against the original to connect with 7@ &vya wov, into
the év Soxtpacia corresponding to a Hebrew gerundive. That
he deals pretty freely with the LXX., may be seen from the
fact that, in opposition to the LXX. and the Hebrew original,
he connects tegaapdrovra (Tischd., following A.B.C. and other
authorities, always has Tegaepdrovra, Téooepes, Alex., originally
Tonic; Kiihner, § 354, 12) &y with el8ov, and expressly separates
it by &: from what follows. The reason is evident, and has
been recognised by older commentators, Schottgen for instance
(sec Bleek, ii. 439). It is not as the period of the mpogoy8ilew,
but as that of the i8eiv 7a épya oD Oeod, that the forty years
of the Psalm find their antitypical parallel in the history of the
church of Christ which the author was reviewing. There were
forty years from the first proclamation of salvation by the Lord
Himself (ii. 3), that is, from the commencement of His public
ministry, to the destruction of Jerusalem, the forty Messianic
years; to which even the synagogue bears unwilling testimony,
when it is stated in the Talmud, Pesikta, Tanchuma, and
Sohar, that “the days of the Messiah shall last forty years:
for it is said (Ps. xcv. 10), Forty years was I angry with this
generation ; and (DPs. xc. 15), Make us glad according to the
days wherein Thou hast humbled us, and the years wherein
we have seen evil” These forty years must have almost
elapsed when our author wrote. What awful and earnest
import is contained in the comparison implied between these
forty years and the forty years of the exodus under Moses!
The race then redeemed from Egypt persisted in their unbelief
and tempting of God, notwithstanding the wondrous deeds
of His condescending grace which He showed them time
after time.

1 Apollinarius’ paraphrase is :
. , - N s o
Q¢ wapos evre feolo xatd Tpnyeioy Epnpsov
Tpeétepor Tompinbey émsipoavro Toxiss.

What was the reading of his text of the Septuagint can hardly be deter-
mined from this.

2 Compare Bredow, de dialecto Herodotea, pp. 279-281.



172 EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS.

Ver. 10. Wherefore I was sore vexed with that generation,
and said, They do always err in their heart ; but they knew not
(did not recognise) my ways.

IIpogoyBilew is an exclusively Hellenistic word, signifying
to feel (rarely to cause) annoyance, repugnance, loathing. It
is formed from 6y@iteww, xBeiv, which stands in the same rela-
tion to dybfesbas as mopleiv to mépfew. The Codd. vacillate
between 77 yeveq éxeivy (rec. and LXX.) and 1 yev. Tairy;
the observation of some expositors (Bshme, Bl:, De W.), that the
author may have wished by radry to make the passage apply
more closely to his readers, attributes to that pronoun a sense
impossible in this connection. Next follow the words in which
God rebukes the self-hardening of His people, in order to bring
them to a knowledge of themselves and to repentance: xai elmov
(Lchm. eima, as the Vatican Septuagint and the Cod. Alex.
here, while at Ps. xcv. 10 it has eimov) del mhavavrar 74 kapdla.
“ They always do err” gives the sense of the participial and
therefore intransitive Hebrew term. In reference to this
follows atroi 8¢ (so LXX. Al, whereas Vat. «ai airol) oi«
éyvogav Tas 08ols pov. I can understand the 8¢ only as adver-
sative: God has set their error before their eyes; but Israel
Las refused to recognise His ways, so as to turn back from
their own way of error. The W7, xS &M of the original (comp.
Ps. Ixxxii. 5 with the preceding context) was probably intended
to be taken in the same way. God had not immediately
punished the disobedience of His people with forfeiture of all
the promises. He had remonstrated with them. But His call
to repentance had been unavailing: they had remained without
knowledge ; they had refused to recognise the purpose of His
dealings with them.

Ver. 11. So that I sware in my wrath, Surely they shall not
enter jnto my rest.

It is not necessary to render, with Bleck and Liinemann,
as then I sware ; for as, like W (Ew. § 337, a), can, as con-
secutive particle, signify “so that” No doubt it is, when
equivalent to Qare, usnally construed with the infinitive, but
sometimes with the optative and &v (e.g. Xen. (leon. viii. 14),

1 Compare Eustathius, 143, 13, #x 7od cuupixed dxbioos 76 wapa Tois
Corepoy wpoooxilew maatydn (1.obeck, 'Pagarixdy, p. 227
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and rarely, as here, with the indicative (@oTe dudoar ue); comp.
Herod. ii. 135, és . . . é€éuabov (Winer, p. 410). On the other
hand, the ¢l of the oath is a Hellenistic Hebraism. The B¥% of
the Psalm refers back to the O of the original passage, Num.
xiv. 21-23. This passage (comp. Deut. xii. 9) also shows clearly
that kardmavois is the promised settlement in Canaan in peace
and freedom, after long wandering in foreign lands. It would,
however, be a supeificial conception of the idea, to suppose that
it meant nothing more than this outward fulfilment, which
outward fulfilment was itself so imperfect as to stir the hearts
of all believers to inquire after something higher which lay
behind it. The warning expressed in the language of the
Psalm, Harden not your hearts, and enforced thereby, is now
followed by an exhortation to mutual, and, as it were, pastoral
watchfulness over each other’s souls.

Ver. 12. See to it, brethren, that there be mot in any one of
you an evil heart of unfaithfulness (exhibited) in departing from
the living God.

This warning is introduced without any connecting particle,
such as &, which is actually found in a Moscow . (116), but
would be here unsuitable,! or ofv, which is supplied by Itala
and Ethiop., and would be much better. The writer rejects
any such connecting particle, in order to make this warning,
B\émere, stand out more distinctly from the dark background
of the preceding paragraph, as a similar SAémere at xii. 25 is
thrown up, so to speak, by the light background of the glorious
description of Christian privileges which there precedes it.
BXémere pjmote is equivalent to curate ne forte. The indica-
tive after pnmore (as Col. ii. 8, comp. Luke xi. 35: Winer,
p. 446; Rost, p. 660 sqq.) implies that there is urgent cause
for apprehension founded on the actual state of the case. The
expression is not unclassical,? but it is still more Hebraistic.
Mijrote éorar is equivalent to the Hebrew M 185 elvar, like
™7, being here = eaistere. In kapdia wovnpa émiorias also, the

1 Tt would be too remote to indicate the continuation of the previous
warning, vers. 7, 8.

3 Comp, Aristoph. Eccl. 487, mepionomovpuinn . . . pi vuopd weviosrau
™6 wpéyue; and Plato, Men. p. 89 B. We would guard the youth, ete.,
Tva pendeis aivTovs dié@leipen,
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usual mode of expression xapdila movnpd is blended with the
Hebraistic xap8la dmiorias (comp. Ps. xc. 12, moan 225).  The
question whether dmioias is the genitive of cause (e.g. Bleek)
or of consequence (De Wette), should not be put at all : it is
the genitive of quality in the widest sense (Thol.). It is quite
correct to say, cither that dmigria (unbelief, unfaithfulness)
leads to movnpla (wickedness), or that it proceeds from it; but
entirely wrong to maintain the one to the exclusion of the
other : dmioria is both the root and the full fruit of wornpia.
Nor is the expositor at liberty to separate ideas which mutually
interpenetrate in the thought and expression of the writer.
Kapdia movnpa amiorias is a heart perverted through sin (cor
pravum), which, viewed in its relation to God, has émoria
for its characteristic condition. In regard also to this dmioria,
we have not to decide whether it signifies unbelief or un-
faithfulness: the word contains both significations, which
mutually involve each other, inasmuch as faith (i.e. true belief)
and faithfulness (fidelity) (blended also in the Hebrew nnny,
an abiding [-% = pév-ew] and a holding fast) have self-
. surrender or devotion as their common fundamental charac-
teristic. 'That dmioria combines the idea of unfaithfulness
with that of unbelief, is shown by the clause év 78 @moorivar
amo Oeob tivros added, to describe more exactly the xapbia
mornpa amisTias by one of its symptoms. This clause év 76 dr.,
.7\, cannot be taken in connection with éorar, in the sense,
“lest it show itself in departing,” etc. The evil heart which
keeps not faith or faithfulness, does actually announce itself in
a departing from God, who is purposely called here the living
God, not merely as He who exists, but also as one who gra-
cious]y manifests Himself, and judicially punishes when His
grace is unthankfully re]ected into whose hands it is a fearful
thing to fall (x. 31). The Hebrews are exhorted to take good
heed that not one of them call forth such judicial dealing: they
must not let it come to this. And B\émere wrjmore involving
some such negative proposition as this, the anthor can continue
with an a\\d (but).

Ver. 13. But exhort one another daily, while it is called
To-day ; lest any one of you be hardened through the deceitfulness

of sin.
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If waparaleire éavrols were to be understood of each
one exhorting himself, the writer must have said mapaxa\eire
&cacTos &avrov; but mapaxalelv éavrov is a phrase of which
probably no example could be produced. But, inasmuch as
both classical Greek and that of the New Testament (Col.
iii. 16 for instance) employ éavrads for dANfhovs,' the call
Lere addressed to the Hebrew church can only mean that she
should exhort herself in all her members, that is, that they
should exhort one another. This they ought to do without
intermission of a single day, dypis of 7o onjuepov raleirad.
The general sense of these words is clear: so long as the day of
grace lasts. “Axpe (from dxpos) and péype (from paxpés),
with their later forms dypis and péypes,® are at least ety-
mologically distinguishable; so that dypt fixes the highest
point of an ascending historical line, and wéyp: the extreme
point of an extending line. ‘In actual use this distinction is
not observed (comp. iii. 14, péxpe Téhovs, with vi. 11, &ype
Téhovs) ; and dypis ob as well as péypis ob is used in.the
signification “so long as,” of the whole course on one side unto
the terminating point : comp. Acts xx. 6, dxpis fuepdy mwéyre,
in the course of five days.?

But the questlon remains, whether the translation should
be, “ while it is called ¢ To-day,’” i.e. “ while ¢ To-day’ is so
called” (Vulg., Bleek, Liinem.), or “while the call ¢ To-day’ is
uttered” (Calv., Bohme, Thol., De W.). If the rendering first
given means nothing more than, So long as a present day is
stxll spoken of, it is incorrect; for 7o ojuepov (the To-day),
(comp. Luke xxii. 37), undoubtedly refers to the Bi*1 of the

1 The notion contained in éxvrodg is, of course, not quite the same as
that of #ansnovs, and hence the Greek grammarians differ as to whether
one can be used in quite the same sense as the other. (See Tryphonis
Gramm. Alezx. fragmenta, ed. de Velsen, p. 29 seq) The distinctions made
come to mere hair-splittings. DBut while it is maintained by some, as
Philemon and Suidas, that ar42er may be substituted for & txvTay, this is
with right depied by others.

? Attic writers (according to Moeris in his a¢Zers) use dxps (uéxps), not
dypis (méxpis), or (according to Thomas Magister) sometimes one, some-
times the other form, before a word beginning with a vowel; but the Attic

use of the form with final ¢ is very doubtful. (See Jacobitz on Thomas
Mag. p. 127.)

8 Comp. Klotz on Devarius, p. 224 seq., according to whom dgps »iv
properly signifies up till now, and géxps v3v, until now,
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Psalm. If this, however, be understood, then the first render-
ing coincides with the second, and we may translate with Luther,
So lange es Heute heisset,' that is, So long as the word of earnest
exhortation, “To-day,” is still sounded forth (xateiTar=is named
or proclaimed). The Hebrews are exhorted to give heed to the
time of grace of which the Psalm speaks, and during which
they may either obtain grace or incur judgment, and to employ
it in daily mutual exhortation, lest any one of them become self-
hardened. The aor. 1 pass. axAnpuvdf of orAnplvesfar (Acts
xix, 9) may, especially with reference to the expression in the
Psalm (harden not your hearts), be taken here also in a middle
sense. DBut it would be scarcely possible to draw here a very
sharp and conscious distinction between the reflexive and the
passive sense of oxAnpivecfac. In actual experience, a man
cannot finally and definitively harden himself, without being at
the same time hardened by God. Not that God hardens any
(to speak with our older dogmatists) positive aut effective, His
proper will and direct work being only our salvation ; but He -
may well be said to do so occasionaliter et eventualiter, when the
energizing powers of divine grace only serve to increase the
inward tumult in which they are swallowed up, and to fill up
the measure of human iniquity. A=d further, He may be said
to harden sinners judicialiter, when His judicial will comes into
operation, whereby that which was ordained for their “wealth”
becomes “ an occasion of falling,” and is so turned into judg-
ment ; and when grace ceases to work, because it has exhausted
all the ways and means of showing mercy. Such a divine
judicial sentence, which would at the same time be a self-con-
demnation, the Hebrews are exhorted to avoid by anticipatory
self-discipline. Instead of 7is éf Judv we must read, with
Griesbach, Lachmann, Bleek, and all moderns, é£ dudv Tis.
The position of é€ Judv before Tis is certainly significant ; but
for the antithetical reference to the forefathers in the wilder-
ness, which, since Bleek and Bhme, is commonly found therein,
we should require a rai (etiam),—a somewhat forced ellipsis.
It must therefore be thus explained: lest of you, the highly
favoured, any one should perish in that self-obduration. By
dmdtn tis duaprias (reminding us of the ¢ 8¢us mdrnaé pe of
Gen. iii, 13), sin, with her seductive siren voice, is personified
} Literally, * so long it is called to-day.”
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as at Rom. vii. 11. ‘Apapria is here meant in the same sense
as the Sept. of Jer. xiv. 7, where it is the rendering of nawh,
backsliding, and of Dan. viii. 12, where it is the translation of
YUs, transgression. So apostasy is called, as being sin in its very
essence. To warn the Hebrew Christians against such sin,
which is striving, now with threats and now with blandish-
ments, to draw them back into the synagogue, and to arm them
for conflict with its various temptations, is the aim of our
epistle. And here already the sacred writer sets before his
readers the tendency of all such sin of unfaithfulness to end
in self-obduration, and shows them, as from afar off,' how
behind it the door of repentance is shut.

He proceeds to confirm his exhortation to incessant mutual
watching and guarding against the sin of apostasy, by reference
to the greatness of the loss which would be thereby incurred.

Ver. 14. For partners of Christ are we become, so far as we
hold stedfast the beginning of our confidence unto the end.

The order of the text rec., uéroyor yap yeyovaper Tob Xp.,
must be changed for the uér. yap Tod Xp. yeyévaper of Gries-
bach, Lachmann, Bleek, Tischendorf,? which throws its proper
emphasis on 700 Xp. On the other hand, we cannot concede
what most modern interpreters insist on, that wéroyoc is not
here = socti, as in the quotation from the Septuagint version
of Ps. xlv., given at ch. i. 9, but = participes, as in iii. 1, vi. 4,
xii. 8 ; for péroyor in the sense of sociz, and peroy7 in that of
soctetas, are not unknown to St. Luke and St. Paul (Luke v. 7;
2 Cor. vi. 14). Méroyos signifies partner as well as partaker
(through a collateral idea not contained in the word itself, but
connected therewith) ; so that wéroyor Tod Xp. can equally
well signify those who partake of Christ, and those who partake
of that of which Christ is Himself partaker. But in the whole
previous discourse from ii. 5 is summed up the latter, not the
former notion, as was felt even by De Wette, although he
decides for the signification participes. The 8ofa into which
our dpymnryos has entered is, by virtue of the x\jjaus émaupduios,
not merely His, but also ours, although, as respects its mani-
festation and completion, so only in hope. As the Anointed
One in His kingly glory, He is called ¢ Xpiords. Grace has

1 Comp. vi. 4-8, and notes there. % So also Cod. Sinait.

VOL. 1. M
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made us His péroyos (this is the force of the yeyovauer), or as
St. Paul says (Rom. viii. 17), ovysxAnpovéuor with Him. We
have become so already, but continue in this fellow-holding
with Christ only so far as we suffer not ourselves to be bereft
of that hope which has for its substance and its aim this our
common possession, the heavenly glory. This is the leading
thought of the conditional claunse, édvrep Tyv dpxyv Tijs mo-
oTdoews péxpl TéNovs BeBalay kardoywpev. The ancient Greek,
Syrian, and Latin commentators and translators take, as also
Luther does, {moorasis here, with manifold modifications of
the sense, in the same signification asi. 3 (substantia, subsis-
tentia, fundamentum) ; so Theodore of Mopsuestia understands
by it domep Twd Puawny wpos Tov XpioTov rowwviav, and
many explain it by reference to xi. 1 (where faith is defined as
enmibopévwr dmoaTaais): so, for instance, Remigius-Primasius
(combining two interpretations, and in both the echo of earlier
commentators), fidem Christi per quam subsistimus et renati
sumus, quia ipsa est fundamentum omnium virtutum. DBat since
UmoaTass stands here in the same ethical connection as éwis
does (iii. 6), and is not only used in the LXX. for ﬂ,'?lf_,lin and
PR, but also occurs in writers deserving special consideration
for the New Testament—such as Josephus, Polybius, and
Diodorus Siculus—in the signification of perseverantia and
Jfidueia, it is now almost universally conceded that here too it
must be taken as equivalent to firm confidence. Starting from
the fundamental notion of a firm position, taken under some-
thing else, it acquires the ethical meaning of steady persist-
ence, hope, or courage under discouragements or difficulties.
In our epistle, faith comes into consideration chiefly in this
aspect, as a confident expectation of the future glorious deve-
lopment of what it already bears in itself as an appropriated
possession. This faithful hope, which takes not offence at the
servant form of the crucified Saviour, nor at the church which
bears His cross, but holds on its way with joy, amid all contra-
dictions and enigmas of the present, is called mdaragis. We
have now to consider what the author means by apymv 77s
Umoordoews. Most modern commentators (Bleek, De Wette,
Liinem.) understand by it the good beginning of firm trust
which the Hebrews had once made, but were now in danger of
losing. Ebrard, on the ground that the beginning of faith in
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the church of Palestine, the oldest of all churches, could not
be thus referred to, draws the inference that this epistle must
have been addressed to a “circle of catechumens and neophytes,”
and not to the Hebrew church at large. And unquestionably
the Christians of Palestine, especially those of Jerusalem, could
not have been now mere beginners in Christianity ; nor does our
author treat his readers as such. He makes it a ground of re-
proach against them (v. 12), that their knowledge bears no pro-
portion to the long time that they have already been in Christ :
he extols (vi. 10, x. 32, xiii. 7) their first love (Rev. ii. 4) and
their first faith (1 Tlm v. 12), maintained in a fight of afflic-
tions, and the exemplary walk in faith of their departed rulers.
Accordingly, dpyn Tns Umoordoews refers here, mot to the
beginning of believing confidence as inwardly experienced by
the Hebrews, but to their exhibition of it in the world,—fiducia
Christiana a lectoribus primitus exhibita, as it is correctly ex-
plained by Béhme and Tholuck ; 7éhos being the antithesis to
this dpysf, as afterwards dpynyés to Tehewrrs (xii. 2). They
are exhorted to hold fast their believing confidence in all the
intensity of its first manifestation unshaken uéyp: TéNovs, unto
the end, i.e. the final redemption of individuals and of the whole
church. The éavmep (according to the distinction tanght by
Hartung between 7ep and «e) implies that the first proposition
holds true in all its extent, provided only that the second be
added. What Christ possesses belongs also to them, and will
continue theirs, now concealed, but to be made manifest here-
after, provided only they remain stedfast in their confidence of
faith, and so the close of their Christian course correspond to
1ts commencement.

This conditional character of the Christian inheritance of
salvation is further illustrated by the case.of the Israclites, the
redeemed of Moses’ time: they, too, forfeited their redemption,
by falllnrr to fulfil its conditions

Vers. 15, 16. While it is said, « To-day, if ye will hear Iis
voice, harden not your hearts, as at the provocation:” Who then were
they that, having heard, gave provocation? Was it not indeed all
who, under Moses' leadership, had come forth out of Egypt ?

This passage is well fitted to strengthen the conviction that
there is a rcal progress in the exposition of Scripture. The
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ancients generally® took Ties (ver. 16) as an indefinitum ;
so eg. the Itala, whose erroneous rendering (quidam enim)
Jerome has retained. According to this view, the od wdvres
would be Joshua, Caleb, and the younger generation (which,
however, as Seb. Schmidt acknowledges, cannot strictly speak-
ing be taken into account). So also Luther (following the
editions of Erasinus, Asulanus, and Gerbelius) translates : ¢ for
some, when they had heard, gave provocation; howbeit, not all that
came out of Egypt by Moses.” DBut that the author should call
the 600,000 who came out under Moses Tiwds is unimaginable;
and the appeal in favour of this interpretation to 1 Cor. x. 7-10,
where the apostle four times designates by 7wés adrév so many
subdivisions of the majority of Israel who had incurred judicial
punishment, is mere perversity. On the other hand, an appeal
to the 7wés dictated by love of Rom. xi. 17 (comp. dmo uépous,
ver. 25), would be better, though unwarrantable in this con-
nection. Since the time of Bengel, the accentuation ri{ves has
justly made way everywhere, and the exclusive authority it at
present enjoys will not soon again be shaken.? This mistake
about Twes made it impossible for the ancients to. see the proper
construction of the év 7o Néyeafar, x.mA.  Even the Syrians,
with their 7ives, got no further. The impossible was regarded
as possible ; Chrysostom, for instance, held that ver. 15 is the
antecedent proposition to iv. 1, and all between a parenthesis.
Scarce any one will again propound this view.> Since Ribera
(0b. 1591), many (and among the rest Bengel) have connected
év 76 Aéyealar with ver. 13, thus making ver. 14 parenthetical;
in which case ver. 15 would be an awkward and quite unne
cessary addition. This view, likewise, is no longer heard of
Some, however, still cherish the delusion that the apodosis is
contained in ver. 15 itself. Bloomfield translates, as Luther

1 With exception of the Antiochene or Syrian school, whose traditions
are preserved by the Peshito, its daughter-version edlted by Erpenius,
St. Chrysostom, and Theodoret

2 The Hebrew version of the London Jews' Miss. Society still reads
™INR '3, ‘‘ for some,” which Biesenthal attempts to justify by references
to the 250 of Num. xvi. 85 and the 3000 of Ex. xxxii. 28.

8 It is much to be regretted that all we know of Theodore of Mop-
suestia’s commentary on this text is, that he clearly discerned the absurdity
of the reading swés, but not how he construed ver. 15 (p. 165, ed.
Fritzsche).
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also ‘meant to be understood, When it is said, ¢ To-day, if
ye will hear His voice,” harden not your hearts! The sacred
writer could not possibly have more confused his readers than
by such an év 76 Aéyecbay, referring to only one half of the
quotation from the Psalm : surely in such a case he would
(instead of év 76 Aéy.) have written &4, and thus, as in ver. 7,
appropriated the whole quotation. Hence Winer, in his sixth
edition (p. 504, comp. 5th ed. p. 626), Las, with good reason,
abandoned this his former view. It would be better to suppose,
with von Gerlach, that the anthor made the words of the Psalm,
from édv onwards, his own: While it is said, * To-day,” harden
not your hearts when ye hear His voice. But can we imagine
such disruption of the words of the Psalm? The natural sup-
position, after such a formula as e. 7.\, is, that all the words
from the Old Testament which follow belong to the quota-
tion thus introduced. The view represented by the Peshito,
Erasmus, Luther—the view which has prevailed most exten-
sively since the Reformation—that ver. 15 is intimately con-
nected with ver. 14, satisfies this supposition, I was formerly
of opinion myself, that ver. 15, following upon ver. 14, con-
cluded on the one hand the application of the Scripture text
(made vers. 12-14), and on the other formed the transition to
a further application, beginning ver. 16. In like manner,
Ebrard says, “ With év 76 Méyesfar, the author gives, in words
of Scripture, proof and reason why a man must persevere in
faith in order to be a péroyos Toi XpioTod.” But this view
likewise rests on an illusion,—namely, that év 7¢ Aéyesfac can
signify, “ since it ts said,” or “ declared” (in Scripture itself).
But to express this the author would have written either xafws
yéypamral, or katd TO wyeypapuévoy, or odrws yap elpnrey,
or 8t Aévyet, or the like. There remains, therefore, for con-

1 This interpretation suggested, no doubt, the various reading g% oxan
pivere of D* and E* (?) here ; for elsewhere (iii. 8 and iv. 7) we have the
subj. pres. x5 oxanpvynre (in 2ll M58.) where the sacred writer is directly
quoting from the Old Testament. Otherwise he follows, when writing in
hig own person, the classical usage of x4 with the subj. aor. and indic.
pres.  The construction with subj. pres., which is common only in later
Greck, is not without example in the classical language: e.g. Thue. i. 43,
wive Sexnolde, wihre dptvnre.  The omission of ¢ before v 14 wapawi-
xpadpg in the Cod. Uffenbach. (Tischend. Anecd. p. 183) is probably due
only to an error of transcription.
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sideration only the now nearly dominant view (Béhme, Klee,
Tholuck, Bleek, De Wette, Liinemann), that ver. 15 really is
what it purports to be—the protasis to which the interrogative
clause, Tlves tyap, k)., forms the apodosis, ydp serving to
make the question more pointed (Kiihner, § 833, 2, /). This
use of ydp is idiomatic in the New Testament (Winer, p. 396),
found in St. Luke (Acts xix. 35, viii. 31) as well as in St.
Paul (1 Cor. xi. 22). Tt rests originally on the omission of
an intermediate clause, which the question is intended to con-
firm or illustrate (see Frotscher’s Glossary to Xenophon's
Hiero, under rdp), though a conscious reference to such inter-
mediate clause has almost entirely disappeared, if not quite so
entirely as in the Latin quisnam? The following is the train
of thought in the author’s mind: When it is said in the Psalm,
“To-day, if ye will hear His voice, harden not your hearts, as
in the provocation,” it is to be observed that these provokers to
whom the Psalm refers were themselves redeemed of the Lord,
and yet fell under wrath and came short of the promised rest.
These considerations, whereby he seeks to stimulate the con-
science of the church of the redeemed of Jesus Christ, assume
with him the form of pressing questions, Tives ydp, Tioe &,
Tige 8¢ ; and even the answers given to these questions take an
interrogative form, the author thereby appealing to the con-
science of his readers, which cannot deny the justness of these
answers. Against thus making ver. 16 the conclusion of the
period commencing with ver. 15, there is only the one objec-
tion, that in all other instances the interrogative pronoun with
this ydp stands either at the beginning of an independent
interrogative clause, or after a vocative (comp. Acts xix. 35),
but never, so far as I know, in a question which forms the
apodosis to a previous proposition. This objection, however,
may be met by assuming that, when the author began with év
7@ Aéyecfar, it was not in his mind to continue with these
interrogations, but that the apodosis took involuntarily (as it
were) and by anacolouthon this interrogatory form. ¢ When it
is said, To-day, etc. Yes, observe! who were the people that
gave such provocation?' namely, at Meribah and elsewhere—
and that after hearing (drodoavres) the voice of God, to which

1 zupexizpavay is used here absolutely, as Ps. cvi. 7 and elsewhere,
without any necessity for supplying rév Gedv.
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in faith they should have yielded obedience!” Evidently an
intermediate thought is omitted—not such as that supplied by
Bohme, Ebrard, and others, “ Was it then only those who
provoked at Meribah ¢?” nor that suggested by Bleek and De
Wette, “ How.can you ask?” but one of much more import-
ance, suggested to the author’s mind by contemplation of the
high privileges vouchsafed to the church of the New Testa-
ment, “ What people were they who thus provoked God?”
We might think of such as had never heard the divine voice,
or witnessed its attestations. “Ah! no,” he replies (&A\’ 0d
like &N ovyi, Luke xvii. 7, etc.; compare éAAa 7(, Matt.
xi. 7-9), “was it not all whom God redeemed from Egyptian
bondage through Moses?”! Then follows, with &, another
question, answered as before by a fresh interrogation.

Ver. 17. And with whom (with what sort of persons) was
he angered forty years? was it not with them that had sinned,
whose members dropped in the wilderness ?

It was then a company of redeemed persons, redeemed
though fallen, who provoked the divine wrath for the forty
years of wandering in the wilderness between Massah and
Me-Meribah. Those years were, on the one hand, years of
grace (so they are regarded, ver. 9); on the other, years of
wrath, as they are regarded here, in close connection with
Ps. xev. 10, comp. Ps. xc. 7-11.  'With whom, it is asked, was
God compelled to be wroth and not gracious (though He had
been and was yet willing to become so) for all those forty
years? The answer is given by another question—odryi Tofs
apapricacw ; (Hebr. 3 wwn wwxa sbn). “Apaprdvew (like
apapria, ver. 13) is here used of such sinning as throws out of
grace by a presumptuous rejection of it, and wilful renuncia-
tion of divine communion. No note of interrogation (Bohme,
Bleek, De Wette, Tholuck, Liinemann) ought to be placed
after épnjup at the end of the third clause. It is rightly
punctuated as an affirmative statement by Bengel, Griesbach,
Lachmann, and Tischendorf—dv 7a xdAa émecer (Lachmann

! Bengel, Schulz, Kuincel, translate wrongly: ¢ Nay, but it was simply
such as,” etc. This would require, in order to mark iZcAdévres as the pre-
dicate, the article before wavres—daN aby of wdures, or without the article
EmavTec OF abpmaites
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and Bleek, &recav, Alex. =é&megov) év 15 éprjpp. It forms a
strict parallel to the clause xai SAémouev of ver. 19. For vers,
18,19 consist likewise of three clauses (in sense if not in form),
i.e. two questions and an affirmative proposition.

Vers. 18,19. Unto whom, moreover, sware he that they should
not enter into his rest? unless (it were) to those who had proved
unfaithful (disobedient)? And we see that they were unable. to
enter in on account of faithlessness.

Bleek, De Wette, Liinemann, are quite in error in regard-
ing ver. 19 as the conclusion drawn from what precedes, or,
as Ebrard expresses it, ¢ a quod erat demonstrandum.” Vers.
15, etc., is not a chain of deductions in logic, but a plain
development of historical matters of fact for present warning
and instruction. As the affirmative clause following the second
question in ver. 17 proves the fearful reality of the divine
wrath against apostasy, by reference to the actual fulfilment
of the divine threatening, Num. xiv. 29-33, év 15 épriuw Tadrp
megeitar T4 kONa U@y, in those who dropped memberwise (so
to speak) out of the living congregation in the wilderness, and
made of the whole a company (as it were) of wandering
corpses ; so, in like manner, the xai B\émroper of ver. 19 refers
to the evident fulfilment of the divine minatory oath, Ps.
xev. 11, € eloehevaovras els Ty katdmavow pov (comp. Num.
xiv. 21-23).. The dmioria of ver. 19 corresponds to the
apapriicar of ver. 17 and the dmefijoar of ver. 18. They
fell away in the sin of apostasy, they were disobedient to the
divine word, they exhibited themselves as utterly void of faith
in God. This was the reason why it became for them impos-
sible, despite all striving and longing, to reach the promised goal.
What a solemn sermon lies in this fact for the redeemed under
the New Testament—for the church of Christ! Then follows

CHaP. 1v. 1-10. 4An invitation (subjoined as conclusion to the
preceding) to enter by faith into that divine rest to which the
generation of the wilderness attained not, into which Joshua
likewise was unable to bring his people,—the sabbath rest of
God Himself, of which His people are made partakers.

After the foregoing demonstration, that the fathers through
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unbelief had failed to reach the promised nnun (Deut. xii. 9),
we naturally expect the thought: How careful should we be
not likewise to be excluded from it! This thought, which
necessitates a further declaration that the rest remains for us,
is immediately added.

Ver. 1. Let us therefore fear, lest, since there still is left a
promise of entering into his rest, any of you should seem to have
come short of it.

Leaving the participial clause for the present, and taking
from it only the words 7ijs «xaramaicews adrod (Tod Ocob) as
to be supplied after vorepnrévas, we have, first of all, to reject
decidedly the translation, ¢ lest any one should think or imagine
that he has come too late, or has lost all opportunity of entering
into it” (Bretschn., Wahl, Ebr.) : the author would then be
warning his readers against the disheartening notion, that now
no hope at all were left of entering into the rest of God. But
(1) the warning, in this case, ought to have begun with w5
odv Sokduev, or at least un odv PpoBnbduey, not doSBnbfducy odv;
(2) the spiritual state of the readers which the epistle discovers
to us, shows no trace of such despondency regarding their per-
sonal salvation; and (3) the spiritual trial which sach a view
supposes is a pure figment of the imagination. For it were too
sad a folly, even for one melancholy-mad to infer from the
fact, that the Israel of Moses’ time forfeited the right of enter-
ing into the promised rest, that now there is no longer any
entering into such rest at all. Hence, although the language
might bear such interpretation (Soxeiy = imagine, as x. 29, and
the perfect =the aor., cf. Acts xxvii. 13), we must altogether
discard it, as not harmonizing with the ¢oBnfauev odv, and as
contrary to the purport and sense of the passage. We must
therefore take Soxeiv in the sense of videri, as synonymous with
daivecfar. But as doxelv, putare, does not always signify a
groundless fancy, so neither does Soxeiv, videri, always signify
a deceptive appearing. It is also used of such appearance as
manifests an existing reality (hence 80fa, in the scriptural
sense = divine glory), and especially for that which appears in
public opinion, the credit or esteem in which any one stands
(Mark x.42; Gal. ii. 9; Luke xxii. 24), and the manifestation,
more or less remote, of any real existence.



186 EFISTLE TO THE HEBREWS.

Thus here : Let us be on our guard (¢poBn@duev, subjunctive
of exhortation, as Philo, ii. 674; the same ¢oBnfduev is to be
understood after Phil. ii. 12), lest any of you should seem to have
remained behind (Bl.,, De W., Thol., Liinem., and most others).
The author addresses the church (the reading éf sjudv instead
of é¢ dudv, which Faber Stap. contends for, is only a correction
or mistake, made for the sake of conformity), while beginning
with the communicative ¢oBnfduev, to express his anxiety for
their welfare. The phrase ok Vorepnrévar for vaTepijoy in
one aspect softens the expression (Oekum., Theophyl.),! and in
another makes it raore pointed, as Parcus already remarked
correctly, and not too subtly (Seb. Schmidt) expressing the
sense of the word: Verbo Soxfj sollicitudine tanta hic opus esse
tnnuit, ut non modo que revera nos frustrent sed etiam, que
videantur frustratura, provide caveamus. They are bound to
take earnest heed that there be not even the semblance .of any
one of them having remained behind. ‘Torepeiv, as fre-
quently also in classic writers, = to remain behind something,
so as not to attain to what is striven for, to fail or come short
of it. The goal thus missed, which is here to be supplied in
the genitive, is the rest of God? When a man’s life of faith,
endeavour after holiness, and perseverance in his Christian
profession, begin to grow languid, he seems to be a daTepnrds,
that is, one who has let pass by the proper time for entering in
with others into the rest of God. But if, in the case of the
New Testament church, we may still, as in that of the Old
Testament in the time of Moses, speak of a rest of God as the
goal of their pilgrimage, we must also be able to point to a
promise of entering such rest. That there is such a promise,
is declared by the foregoing participial clause, xaraXeimopévns
émraryyelias eloerOetv els Ty rxardmavaw avrob. It is now
universally acknowledged that this has nothing to do with the
phrase ratahelmew TRv émayyeliav, to leave or neglect the
promise (Luther: see Acts vi. 2), and that ézayyehia does not
mean commandment (mandatum), but, as always in the New
Testament (occurring most frequently in St. Paul and St.
Luke), promise or pledge. It is combined with the simple

1 See Frotscher's glossary to Xenophon’s Hiero, under doxeiv.
2 Comp. Philo, ii. 656, where a similar genitive follows dorepifeiv—d voig
arspiles Thg navd Plaiy Sdov.
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infinitive instead of Tod elgenfeiv (comp. xi. 15; Acts xiv. 5 ;
Winer, p. 285, § 44) : There still remains a promise of enter-
ing into God’s rest. The idea is utterly false, which many
commentators, especially modern ones, introduce here ; namely,
that the promise of entering into God’s rest was not fulfilled
in the case of the generation in the wilderness, and therefore
still remains open. That were a strange logic! The older
generation in the wilderness perished, indeed ; but the younger
entered into Canaan, came to Shiloh (a spot in the very heart
of the country, which had its name from rest, Josh. xviii. 1),
and found a settled dwelling-place of their own, in which the
Lord planted them, and in which He vouchsafed them long
periods of peace. Nor could it follow from the fact that the
generation which came out of Egypt fell short of the rest of
God, that there should still be a rest remaining. That fact is
indeed a warning example, but not the legitimate premiss to
such a conclusion. On the contrary, the author has yet to
prove that there is still a promised rest remaining, notwith-
standing Joshua’s having led the younger generation into the
land of promise. Commentators are in grievous error when
they think that this proof is contained in what has preceded ;
whereas the author introduces it first in that which follows,
and does so by making a use of Ps. xev. which we should
hardly have imagined unless conducted to it by his own words
in iv. 2, etc. We are not therefore at liberty to carry it back
to iv. 1, where we find only the unproved thesis—* We are not
come too late to find a promise; for a promise still remains, if
only we be very careful not to fall short of it.”

Ver. 2a. For unto us has a gospel been preached as well as
unto them ; but the word preached did not profit them. '

‘Huels (xai tyap nueis), the omission of which has been .
thought inconvenient (Bleek), is here omitted intentionally.
De Wette and Liinemann would place the emphasis upon éopév
ebnyyeliopévor, we have also a message of salvation ; mnot, also
we have such a message ; but it is better, however, to take xai
«ap here in the sense of etenim than in that of nam etiam, and
so make the emphasis fall on wafdmep wgreivor.! Except in

1 ¢t As even they had such a message.” Tt must be allowed that x«/ in
this connection bas sometimes intensive, sometimes only copulative force.
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Acts xv. 7, xx. 24, the noun elayyé\iov occurs neither in St.
Luke’s writings nor in our epistle (where it might have been
employed, as at ii. 1-3) ; but edayye\ileafas, as used passively
of the persons to whom salvation is proclaimed, is common to
our epistle, with Luke vii. 22, xvi. 16. At the same time it
must not be concealed, that except in our epistle xafdmep
occurs in the New Testament only in the epistles of St Paul:
it is the classical word for designating perfectly similar relation.
The church of Jesus Christ has a message of salvation, which
is on a level with, and in nothing behind, that which promised
the rest of the land to the church of the Old Testament, when
redeemed from Egypt, but (how full of warning for us!) with-
out profiting them. With allusion to the words of the Psalm,
arjpepov éav Ths Pwvijs adTod drolnante, which are still linger-
ing in the author’s mind, this gospel message is here called
0 Moryos Tijs akofls, an expression already used (Sir. xli. 23) to
designate the word or matter reccived by hearing, and applied
by St. Paul (1 Thess. ii. 13) to the New Testament word of
preaching. For as edayyehilew (edayyelileofar), equivalent
to Y3, was suggested by such eschatological passages as Isa.
xl. 9, lii. 7, so dwror, as equivalent to AP (PDY), was sug-
gested by Isa. liil. 1 and lii. 7 (comp. Rom. x. 14-17). The
classical use of dron (for instance, drony &yw Aéyew Tdv mpo-
Tépwy, that is, a tradition of the ancients; Plato, Phadr. p. 274
C) does not of itself alone explain the apostolic use of the
word : we must take along with it the Hebrew N}V, the thing
heard, the tidings (with the genitive of its contents, 2 Sam,
iv. 4, or of the person that brings it, Isa. liii. 1) : that especially
is called dxon which the prophet having heard from the Lord
declares to the people (Isa. xxviii. 9; Jer. xlix. 14) ; hence
there could not be a more suitable term to express what had
been received mediately or immediately from the lips of the
apostolic drovoavtes (ii. 3), and therefore to be used to express
the whole New Testament preaching, as a phrase already
familiar, and well understood.! The idea and expression as
such being not peculiar to the New Testament, might be applied
to the divine word, as addressed to Israel in Moses’ time, espe-

against Hartung, who makes it always ‘ cumulative.” (See Klotz on
Devarius, p. 642, 8.)
1 Comp. 2 Thess. ii. 13,
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cially in its promissory aspect, without its being necessary to
suppose a direct reference to such passages as Ex. xix. 5, éav
arxofj drobanre Tis ¢pwrns pov. This « word of hearing” did
not profit them. YWhy not? Because (we translate from the
text. rec.)—

Ver. 2b. Not having been mingled by means of faith with (or
for) them that heard it.

Such is the reading, as given already by Erasmus: uy
ovyrexpapévos T mwiocTer T0is axovoaciw. It might also be
differently rendered by taking [with the English authorized
version] 7§ wioTe as a dative, governed by cvyxexpauévos (in
accordance with the phrase cvykexpacfac T, commiztum, ad-
miztum esse alicui), Not having been mingled or mized with faith.
In this case the second dative, 7ols drodoasiw, would be best
taken, not (1) as the dative after a passive (e.g. Luther, till
1527, ¢ inasmuch as faith was not added thereto by them that
heard it”'); nor (2) even as a dativus ethicus (so De Wette,
denen zu gut, * for their benefit who heard it”); but (3) as a
dative of simple relation,” ¢ not having been mixed (or com-
bined) with faith in the case of those who (then) heard it” (so
finally Liinemann, and also Winer, p. 196, § 31, 10). This,
too, appears to be the meaning of the rendering in the Peshito.’
But far preferable (as not so abstractly separating faith from
the word) seems to me the interpretation of Schlichting (finally
adopted by Tholuck, and represented in our translation as
above), whereby 7ols dxoloacw is regarded as the dative,
governed by ovyrexpauévos, and 77 wiorer as the dative of the
means or instrument, faith being represented as that which
unites and combines together the divine word and the human
auditory, in some such way as the chyle in the human system
serves to combine the nourishing particles of our food with the
sustaining principle of natural life, the blood (Hedinger). But

1 Luther's original words are: de der glaube nicht dazu than ward von
denen die es hireten. These be afterwards changed for those of the present
text of his version : da nicht glaubeten die so es horeten.—TR.

2 Which dative is often used where the use of the genitive might lead
to misconception (Ditfurt, § 167).

*mype nd kmaoa M xamn k57 Sen. The verb am is con-
strued with 3 in the Peshito, when used in the sense of mixing with any-
thing. Comp. Ps. cii. 10,
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however we understand the two datives, the thought will remain
much the same, and is just the thought which we should have
expected, expressed as well and clearly as possible in the reading
presented by the text. receptus.

If, however, we followed no other authorities for the original
form of the text than the oldest Greck manuscripts, we must
have decided for another reading. For instead of the nomi-
native cuykexpauévos, found (incorrectly written, too, cuyxex-
pappévos) in only five minuscules (enumerated by Griesbach),
the manuscripts give, some ovyxexpapévovs or ovyxerpappévovs
(D***, E.LLK., and 60 minuscules), and others (instead of this
Attic form, one interchangeable with it in later usage) ouryxexe-
pacuévovs (A.B.C.D.*, Uffenb.,, and some ten minuscules),
from the perf. pass. kexépacpuar! Among modern editions, the
former reading s adopted by Matthai, the latter by Lachmann
(and formerly by Tischd. also). With either the meaning can
only be, that the word preached did not profit them, because
they did not believingly associate themselves with those who
obeyed it. No doubt cvykepdvyuval Tve may signify to mix in
company with one; but how purposeless would such an ex-
pression be here! Can, moreover, Tois drovoace be thus taken
absolutely in the same sense as 7ols Umraxodoact? The author
should at least have already drawn a distinction between be-
lievers and unbelievers in the Israel of the wilderness. This
he has not done; and the aorist shows that believers in general
cannot be meant. Moreover, the whole idea is a departure
(discordant with the context) from the simple and obvious
thought, that the word did not profit, because not received in
faith. Attempts have been made to support this reading by
further conjectures. Theodore of Mopsuestia proposed to read
W) cuykekepaapuévous TH mioTe Tois dkovobelor (which is found
in Cod. 71, as also other conjectures of the fathers have passed
into manuscripts) ; and Bleek (following Nosselt on Theodoret), -
Tols axovopacw. DBut drovoua is a word foreign to the whole

1 Comp. Rev. xiv. 10. The form is found e.g. in Anacreon and Lucian,
Comp. Creuzer on Plotin. de pulchritudine, p. 50, BovAduevos atrd cuy-
xoxfaves, where the Mss. vary in a similar way. The reading of D. is
ouv- (N0t auy) xexepaguévove, and even 3a man. gvwxexpapévovs. The ortho-
graphy of svwx. is Alexandrine. Comp. Sturz, de dialecto Maced. et Alex.
p- 1318
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range of biblical Greek ; and Theodoret, like his teacher, pro-
bably read Tols drovabeiot.' The sense which results from this
alteration coincides with that of the text. rec. But how much
more appropriate is it to say that the word of God was com-
mingled by means of faith with the hearers, than to say that
they were commingled by means of faith with the word of
God! (1ols @rovsfeior being, as Theodoret explains, = Tols Tod
Ocod Noyoris.) We adhere, therefore, with Bohme, De W.,
Thol.,, Liinem., to the text. rec., to which Tischendorf also
(1849) has now returned.? And indeed, on closer inspection, it
has in its favour not unimportant testimonies, which (as shown
by Tholuck and Liinemann) have been too much undervalued
by Bleek. Besides the five minuscules, it is found in the
Peshito, the Vulgate, and the Arabic of Iirpenius; the Itala,
too (in Sabatier), verbum auditus non temperatum fide (in
Lucifer Calar. fidei) auditorum, presupposes it, and so also
Cyril of Alexandria in one citation. Of all these testimonies,
the most weighty is the single one of the Peshito, the oldest
translation of the New Testament.

The further development of the thought is as follows: We
too have a promise (so said ver. 2), which speaks of entering
into the rest of God,—a promise which others had failed to
realize. For (continues ver. 3) we who have believed do enter
into rest. That such entrance into rest is possible, is further
proved thus: (1.) God’s rest began on the completion of the
work of creation ; but an entering into it is further spoken of.
(2.) The generation in the wilderness failed to enter into God’s
rest ; and the exhortation to enter into it was again renewed
in the time of David, making evident that the entering into
Canaan under Joshua had not been the true entering into the

1 8. Jerome’s version, both in Cod. Amiatinus (?) and in the modern
Roman edition of the Vulgate, reads: ¢ sed non profuit illis sermo auditus
(= auditionis) non admiztus fidei ex s qua audierunt.” This is derived
from the reading dxovsbeios. Medieval and Roman Catholic commentators
(Justinianus, Estius, Ribera, etc.) are at a loss how to interpret it. The
Itala follows the reading tav dxovscvray; but its form in D. (see Tischend.
Cod. Claromont. p. 481) has no intelligible meaning : non temperatus fidem
auditorum. [The Cod. Amiatin. reads admixtis, ace. to Tischend.—Tr.]

2 Ebrard also rfaintains it, but on inadmissible grounds, and in a totally
unauthorized form, gvyxsxepaopévog, [This form is now found in Cod.
Sin.—Tr.]
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rest of God. Ience (&pa) (3.) the final entrance of the people
of God into His rest, the Sabbath of the church of believers,
the ultimate goal of their history, a Sabbath-keeping corre-
sponding to God’s Sabbath at the end of the work of creation,
remains unaccomplished still. The first link in the chain of
this argument is thus given :

Vers. 3-5. For we are entering into rest, we who have become
belicvers ; even as he said, As I sware in my wrath, they shall not
enter into my rest: although the works were finished from the
Joundation of the world. For he hath spoken somewhere of the
seventh day thus, “ And God rested the seventh day from all his
works.” And here again he saith, “ They shall not enter into
my rest.”’

It is a grievous misconception to suppose, in the outset, that
the first clause here, eloepyduefa yap eis v rardmavoiw of
miaTedoavTes, is meant to confirm what was said, ver. 25, that
the word preached to the Israel of the w1]derness was made
profitless through their unbelief (Bleek), and that so the clause
is logically connected with 77 w{orer, ver. 2 (Liinem.). This
undue emphasis laid on of mioTedoavres, either discomposes
more (Liinem.) or less (Bl.) the subsequent train of thought,
or necessitates an exposition which differs radically from the
author’s meaning (Ebr.). And surely the clause, even taken by
itself, stands as closely related to ver. 2a through eloepyouefa
Yyap els THY katdmavaw, as to ver. 2b through of misredoavres.
We also (he would say) have now a promise, as they once had
who lost it through unbelief, for we who have believed are
entering into rest; that is, the way which we walk has, like
theirs of old, God’s rest (PMBT) for its goal, if so be that we
are really a company of faithful persons. The present (eloep-
xopeba), instead of the future, might be explained as expressing
the idea of abstract universality (Bleek, De Wette, Tholuck),
or that of confident expectation (Liinem.); and the aor. part.
of miaTevravres (not wioTevovTes) as expressing the necessary
condition to the eloépyecfar (so Seb. Schmidt, and most
others). But the present tense here may, I think, be better
accounted for thus: the entering in of which the writer speaks
is regarded as the ultimate goal of a long-continued journey,
even as Israel’s entrance into their land of promise was by a
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journey through the wilderness: consequently the oi mioTei-
cavtes here will signify not those who have given proof of their
faith, but (as this form at least more commonly signifies ; see
Acts iv. 32, xi. 21, xix. 2; and comp. Rom. xiii. 11) those who
have attained to faith. This appositional of wioTedsavres implies
no doubt a conditional éav mioTedowuer; and yet here it desig-
nates the church (without regard to those of its members who
may ultimately fail) simply as a company of believers.

" That this church of the New Testament, like that of the Old,
has a rest for the end and aim of its journey, is now proved,
or rather begun to be proved, from Ps. xcv. 11, in combination
with Gen. ii. 2. “Undoubtedly,” says Bleek, “the author
here again alludes to Ps. xcv. 11, as implying that faith is
required for entering into God’s rest, but also, at the same
time, as a passage from which, as indicating the non-fulfilment
of the divine promise, it may be inferred that that promise still
stands open.” In this way Bleck’s interpretation turns back
from the mistaken interpretation of elcepyoueba yap, x.T.\.,
into the right road. But it is lamentable to see how many
commentators have here gone wrong, partly by taking xairos
in senses which it never has (e.g. Vulg. and Luther: et quidem,
und zwar), partly by denying that 7édv &ywv dmwo xaraBolis
xoapov yernBévtwv is the genitive absolute, and making guesses
as to how it may be governed (so, latterly, Klee and Bloom-
field: “and indeed” into a rest ¢ from works already completed,”
etc.); or by connecting the gen. absol. as such with the follow-
ing verse (Luther and others).! But even commentators who
take xaitoc® in its proper signification (see Hartung, ii. 362),
understanding also and assigning its proper connection to the
participial clause (e.g. Bohme, tametsi operibus a jacto mundi
Jundamento factis), make nevertheless utter nonsense of what is
here said : revera introituros esse Christianos ad requiem Det per
DPsalmi vaticinium promissam, quamguam hec promissio ad anti-
quissimam pertineat requiem, scilicet statim post mundi primordia
coeptam. In what pitiful logic, as well as exegesis, does this

! [Luther's rendering might be thus translated : And indeed, when the
works from the beginning of the world were made, spake He in a certain place
of the seventh day thus, etc.—TR.]

% xeeiros i3 found in some MsS. for rairory: at Acts xiv. 17, and for
xaiye at Acts xvii. 27,

VOL. 1. N
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quamquam involve the interpreter ! And yet the sacred writer’s
treatment of the subject is as transparently true as deep, if
only we examine it with a little attention to the divine law of
development in the work of redemption; each step in the
onward movement pointing to the final goal, which harmoni-
ously combines a beginning in which all was contained, with
an end in which all shall be unfolded. According to God’s
own utterance in Scripture, Ps. xcv. (elpnxer, sc. 0 Oeos), He
had sworn in Ilis wrath against the Israelites of Moses' time,
that they should not enter into His rest. An entering, there-
fore, into God’s rest is spoken of in the time of Moses, as an
entrance whereby they who attained it should arrive at the
destined end of their existence, although the creature works
of God had reached their predestined end' from the time
when, in the six days’ work of creation, He laid the founda-
tion of the world (awo xataBo\is koopov, a phrase not found
in the LXX., but oceurring Luke xi. 50, and often in the
New Testament). For He hath somewhere spoken (Gen. ii. 2)
of the seventh day on this wise, “ And God rested on the seventl
day (év 7 nuépa T éBSoun, for which our Septuagint text has
simply the dative of time) from all His works;” and in this place
(viz. the passage under immediate discussion, Toi7re, neuter,
like év érépo, v. 6) again (wdhw, vicissim, on the other hand,
as Matt. iv. 7), “ Verily they shall not enter into my rest.”
From this comparison of two divine sayings, or (what is the
same thing) of two passages of Scripture, it is evident that
the end to which created things were brought at the close of
creation was not a final end; that correlative to the rest into
which God then entered, there remains still a rest into which
all creatures have to enter before they can be perfected; and
that such an entrance into rest which, on man’s part in parti-
cular, is conditioned by faith, was the promised goal set before
the Israelites when redeemed from Egypt, but not attained by
them because of their unbelief. The chain of reasoning is
now continued as follows : The end which God has set before
the creature, especially mankind, and, more especially still,
His own people, and of which His promise (His message) of
salvation speaks, cannot remain unattained to: there must of

1 evnbivror, originally a Doric form for yevopévwy, and far the more
suitable one here.
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necessity be persons who really reach it, since the Israelites in
the wilderness have failed to do so. This conclusion is irre-
fragable. But, it may be asked, although the elder generation
that came out of Egypt perished in the wilderness, did not the
vounger generation, under Joshua, actually enter into the pro-
mised rest? To this question the author has now to reply; for it
is a mistake to maintain, as most commentators do, that he at
once identifies the entrance into God’s rest promised by Moses,
with that which is the true counterpart of the divine Sabbath
after the works of creation. The entrance into rest which Moses
promised was (as is expressed in a hundred passages, and as our
aathor himself well knew) simply the taking possession of the
land of Canaan. DBut things combined in the promise were dis-
joined in the fulfilment. It became manifest that the taking
possession of Canaan did not cover the whole extent of the
promise, and did not exhaust it. The intrinsic force of the con-
clusion which our author draws, is not therefore in the least
affected by a reference to what had happened under Joshua.
When separated from the incomplete and merely natural side
of its fulfilment, the promise still continued, and awaited a far
nobler fulfilment in the future. ~With this in view, the author
continues :

Vers. 6-9. Since therefore it remaineth still that some should
enter thereinto, and they who formerly received the promise did
not enter in because of their contumacy, he again fizeth a certain
day,  To-day,” through David speaking, after so long a time, as
we have already said, “ To-day, if so be ye hear his voice, then
lLarden not your hearts.”  For had Jesus (Joshua) brought them
into rest, he would not be found after these things speaking of yet
another day. There remaineth therefore still a sabbath-rest for
the people of God.

In awohelmerar Twas eloendeiv the conclusion is not drawn
that participation in the rest of God is of necessity an dmoher-
wouevoy for every member of the human race. If that had
been the sacred writer’s meaning, he would not have written
mwds. That mankind has to enter into the divine rest, is a
thought suggested by Gen. ii. 2, compared with the promises
of the divine word,—a thought presupposed by the argument,
but not exprossly uttered. With éxei ofw rather a new con-
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sequence is drawn from Ps. xcv. 11 combined with Gen. ii. 2,
which, as De Wette ingeniously observes, is expressed first
positively and generally, then negatively and historically, in
order thus to show that a fresh exhortation of the same kind
was actually given in David's time. What has been said
makes evident that it still remains, or is reserved,! in the
divine counsels, for some other persons than the above men-
tioned to enter in ; since—thus we would put it—oi mpérepov
edaryyehofévres (ebmyyenobévres), that is, those to whom in
Moses’ time entrance into God’s rest was opened by promise,
did not enter thereinto, even because they did not submit
themselves with the obedience of faith to the word preached.
And just because this was the case, God afterwards (opp.
mporepor) fixes again Twa juépav, i.e. a day of invitation, to
cnter into His rest (the more general idea of #Juépa cwrnpias,
2 Cor. vi. 2, being here particularized), to David’s contempo-
raries, saying by David, ¢ To-day,” pera Tocoiror ypavov, that
is, after the lengthened period elapsed since Moses (the promise
therefore continuing unrevoked), ¢ To-day, if ye will hear His
voice.” That év david is intended to signify “in the book of
Psalms” (comp. év’HAig, Rom. xi. 2 =in the Scripture account
of Elias: Bleek, De W., etc.) is improbable : in that case he
must at least have said év 7 dav{d; but the Psalter, although
doubtless held as & potiori Davidic (e.g. Acts iv. 25), is never
thus cited, and least of all here, where a Psalm is spoken of
which the LXX. actually superscribes with 7@ david. By
wpoelpnrar (the reading to be preferred with Bg., Lchm,,
Tischd., etc., to the efpprac of the text. rec.?) the author refers
to his repeated quotation from Ps. xcv. 7. The quotation is
liere purposely interrupted by the words intreducing it, in order
to bring out more distinctly the a7 pepov with which it is com-
menced and again resumed. This fresh fixing of a time is
accounted for in ver. 8, from the fact that the promise of
entering into God’s rest had not only remained unfulfilled in
the case of the generation of the wilderness, but also had not

1 This is the true meaning of Z=one/weras (comp. x. 26) as distinguished
from xarareimeras =1is left behind. Luther showed a delicate perception
of this distinction, when he changed his former translation *‘ hinterstellig "
into the later ** firkanden.”

? The Cod. Sin. also reads #poe/pnrees.—The
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found its final realization in the conquest of Canaan under
Joshua. And ver. 9 proceeds to draw from what has been
said, and from the fact assumed, though not expressed, that
even after David’s time the promised rest was not attained, and
that therefore the oruepov of the Psalm must be extended to
the times of the New Testament, the very obvious conclusion,
dpa amonelmerar caBBatioucs 76 Nap Tob Oeob. The promise
is still open, its fulfilment not yet exhausted: there is still
reserved for the people of God, still to be expected by them,
as the church of believers, a caBBariouss,' the keeping of a
Sabbath, the enjoyment of a Sabbath rest. So it is, and must
Ye; for the Sabbath of God the Creator is destined to become
the Sabbath of all creation, an éopry Tod mavros (to use Philo’s
phrase, i. 21, 35), but especially of the people of God : this is
the main-spring (as it were) of all history. Our author stands
not alone in this view. That “a day which shall be all
Sabbath” (naw 19w o) will close the great week of the world’s
history, is a thought expressed in manifold forms in the tradi-
tions of the synagogue, eg. F. B. Sanledrim 97a: ¢ As the
seventh year brings in a time of rest at the end of a period of
seven years, so the millennial rest will close a period of seven
thousand years.” But the earthly millennium which is to close
this world’s history will not yet be (as is clear from Rev. xx. 7,
etc.) a full realization of this promise of the final Sabbath. It
has indeed been usual in the church to designate the millen-
nium as the seventh day (5 éB86un), and the blissful eternity
beyond it as the eighth (5 éyéon).? DBut that eighth day, or
octave, of eternity is in fact nothing else but the eternal con-
tinuance of the final Sabbath, as Athanasius speaks in his
sermon on the Sablbatl. and Circumcision (Opp. ed. Bened. iii.),

! SuBpariopds from oafBarifew, to keep Sabbath, as éoprasuds from
sopra{eav, to keep feast or holiday.

% The old Latin brevis to our section [e.g. in Cod. Amiatin. ed. Tischend.
—Tr.] is, de sacramento diei septimi et millesimi anni. The view is not
unknown even in the synagogue. See Elijjaku Rabba, c. 2 (on Ps. xeii. 1).
The Sabbath indicated (viz. in the title of the Psalm, which is the first
verse in the Hebrew—TR.) is that SaBbath whick will give rest from sin that
now rules in the world, the seventh day of the world(’s history), on which
will follow the after Sablath (N W) of the world to come, wherein
there is no more death, nor sin, nor punishment of sin, but only enjoyment of
the wisdom and knowledge of God. Comp. Rom. xi. 83.
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Ta pédhovra \milopev odfBura caBBdrwv. “ We look for
that future Sabbath of Sabbaths. The new creation will have
no end, but be manifested in the enjoyment of a perpetual
feast” (8uohov éoprdler). The final Sabbath will not therefore
be realized till time is swallowed up of eternity, and mortality
of life. It will be the eternal conclusion of the week of time,
as seven is the numeric symbol of perfection and rest.! And
this is the object of our author’s thought and expectation when
he says, dpa amoheimerar. Somewhat, however, still remains
wanting to completely establish his conclusion. He has proved
that Joshua had not brought the people of Israel into the rest
of God;® but the question still remains unanswered, why this
could not be ? why the xardmavaes, which he in fact procured
(Josh. xxiii. 1), was not the true and promised rest? This
question is answered in the following verse.

Ver. 10. For he that is entered into lis (God’s) rest, even he
resteth from his works, as from his own works God (rested).

That there still remains, then, a Sabbath-rest, is proved
from its nature; the true rest being very different from that
outward one of the settlement in Canaan. Like the rest of God
after the work of creation, it is a rest of man from his works,
that is, his daily labour here below : it is therefore a rest above
in heaven. With appeal to the aor. (elcen8dv, ratéravaer), it
might certainly be made to appear that ver. 10 bears the same
relation to its preceding context asii. 9: “ Mankind has received
a call to enter into the rest of God; Joshua did not bring it into
that rest ; the final Sabbath is to be still looked for; for Jesus,
who has entered Himself into God's rest, rests there sabbatically
now, as God had done before.” So Ebrard. But if the author
meant to be so understood, why not name the Lord Jesus? To
this Ebrard replies, Because he had just been using the name

1 T4 évri, says Philo, ii. 5, 84, ¢ £30xos dpifuds iv 19 xiopg xal tv fuiv
adrois doraaizotos xal drihemos, dQihoverxitards TE xei eippvinbraTos
axdyray dpilfusy orer.  Comp. my Genesis, ii. 198, and Psychol. p. 39. A
modern rabbi (Hirsch, Religions-philosophie, p. 849) finds in the above-
mentioned traditions of the synagogue nothing but echoes of Persian
legends. In this shameful way is modern Judaism ever ready to surrender
anything which may seem to connect it with Christianity.

2 See Feder on the active use of xaramwvew here, in his Ezcerpta
Codice Escurialensi, p. 190,
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'Incols to designate Joshua. As if he could not have con-
tinued with ¢ yap Xpuoros! But the aorist xaréravoer does
not compel us thus to refer this clause to Christ ; there being
no other indication that we must do so. The author might
indeed have written xaramwaver or (more classically') xaramé-
mavrar (perf. as Rom. vi. 7); but (as already remarked by
Bohme, Bleek, and De Wette) he has taken up into the main
proposition the xkatéravoev, which properly belongs (according
to Gen. ii. 2) to the clause of comparison: whosoever has
entered into God’s rest, of him the xarémaveer dmo Tdv Epywy
avtod holds good, in the same manner as of God. He has, in
retrospect of the life here, found rest. Divine and human
épya being thus compared, Tholuck will have it that the latter
must be works of moral activity, and not outward employments ;
and since all active exertion does not cease in the world above,
he finds the essential characteristic of these &ya, from which
man rests in God, to consist in conflicts with moral evil. Dut
such a limitation® is quite gratuitous; and seeing that the
exalted Lord Himself has still to withstand and overcome the
adversaries of His kingdom, the essential characteristic of those
works which cease in heaven might rather be found in a cessa-
tion from labour, toil, and pain. And yet 7a &ya here is
not quite the same as of xémos or wdovor at Rev. xiv. 3, xxi. 4.
For when it is said, that every man who is entered into rest,
rests in his own person from his works, as God the Creator has
rested from His own peculiar works, the works of creation (dmo
TGV (8lwv = dmo TAY éavrod ; comp. vii. 27, ix. 12, xiii. 12),
Ta &ya denotes in the one place the special task or business
(N2850) assigned to Himself by God, in the other the vocation
or mission assigned by God to man. Nolk ita Deo adular:
(says Tertullian, adv. Hermog. c. 45), ut velis illum solo visu et
solo accessu tot ac tantas substantias protulisse, et mon propriis
virtbus instituisse. . . . Major est gloria ejus si laboravit. Denique
septima die requievit ab operibus. Utrumque suo more. This

1 Karawadew in classical Greek is always transitive : »arézioer is here
used with special reference to the Septuagint version of Gen. ii. 2. See
‘Thierach, de Pentateuchi vers. Alex. p. 39.

% Especially when we consider that it is the divine activity in the work
of creation, and in laying the foundation of the world, with which the
works of man are here compared.
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utrumque suo more may be applied to the case before us. Man’s
daily work in this world, with all its labours, conflicts, and
sorrows, corresponds to the six days’ work of God. From this,
the naxbn imposed on him here, he rests in God. To share in
this his Sabbath-rest with God, is the hope set before the
church from the very beginning. The church of the New
Testament has still the same goal placed before her; and the
way to attain it is thrown open in the gospel.

Cuapr. 1v. 11-13. Renewed erhortation to enter into the rest of
God, the intense earnestness of which ts founded on the
all-penetrating and all-disclosing vital energy of the divine
word. ‘

The exhortation with which the chapter opened, its tenor
and motive being now made clear, is most earnestly resumed :

Ver. 11. Let us therefore earnestly strive to enter tnto that
rest, that no one may fall after the same pattern of disobe-
dience.

Smovddowpev odv, studiamus igitur'—omovddlew, to exhibit
zeal and earnest endeavour; elceNfeiv els éxelvmv THv xavd-
mavaw, that rest which is at once the reflection and the parti-
cipation of God’s own Sabbath. ’Exeivnv here does not point
forwards, as in the phrase éxeivn 4 fpuépa, but backwards—that
rest of which we have been speaking; to attain its blessedness
the utmost diligence must be applied, lest that befall us which
happened to the people in the time of Moses: tva uy év 74 adrd
75 UmoSelypate méan Tis ametbelas. Luther’s rendering, which
follows the Vulgate,® “ that none may fall into the same example
of unbelief,” has been given up by all modern commentators—
Liinemann only has ventured to renew it—and yet it has been
mere ignorance of Greek usage which has, since Bleek, de-
termined its rejection. Liinemann’s observation is perfectly
correct, that wimrrew év is as old and good Greek as wimrew els

! This is the only true resumption of the parznesis; for the perverse
reading of some copies, elospywpcda (A.C.), ingrediamur (Prim.), at ver. 3,
is scarcely worth mentioning.

2 Ut ne in id ipsum quis incidat incredulitatis exemplum (Vulg.). Auf
dass nicht jemand falle in dasselbige Exempel des Unglaubens (Luther).
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(or as mwimrew followed by the simple dative of direction) ; to
which we may add, that mwémrew év is as usual in Hellenistic
Greek as 7. els: comp. weoelv év 75 wayid, Ps. xxxv. 8; &
aupiBrijarpy, Ps. cxli. 10 év kapdla Gardoors, Ezek. xxvii.
27 (while 13 %9, in the sense of falling by the hand of any
one, is rendered by meceiv év yetpl; and in the sense of falling
into the hand of any one, 2 Sam. xxiv. 14, by éumeoeiv eis
xeipas). This notwithstanding, the old interpretation renewed
by Liinemann must be rejected here. For no authority can
be alleged in Hellenistic literature for wimrew év in the sense of
falling into this or that ethical condition, and scarcely any in
classical Greek, except it be some places in the poets (as weoely
év KANVOwwt Kal ppevdy Tapdyparte, Euripides, Here. fur. 1092).
In such a case, the almost exclusive usage is weceiv eis, or cum
dativo (to fall into or become subject to such or such a condi-
tion). Consequently méop has here an independent meaning,
in determining which we must not allow ourselves to be misled
by a fancied reference to dv Ta wdia &mesev (iil. 17). The
pilgrimage of the church of the New Testament out of the
world, and through the world towards the final rest, corre-
sponds antitypically to Israel’s journey out of Egypt and
through the wilderness towards Canaan. The church is
exhorted to endeavour zealously to advance on the way to
this end with steady step, lest any stumble and fall (weselv
nearly as Rom. xi. 11). The people under Moses are herein
an vmédevypa (as 2 Pet. ii. 6),' or, as St. Paul expresses it
(1 Cor. x. 6), a t¥mos for us—a warning example.  Should any
Christian fall on the way to God’s rest, it would be év 7& adre
vrrodelypate Tijs amelfelas, he would present a like example of
disobedience. The év is the év of state or condition, similar to
the Hebrew so-called Beth essentie. Ths dmeibelas is advisedly
placed at the end of the sentence, to lead on to what follows.
Disobedience implies a divine word, here a word of promise,

! The word wdeiypa is used by Clemens Romanus, e.g. cc. 5 and 55.
The equivalent term in the older Attic, wapaderua, is not found in the
New Testament. A passage in Xenophon's ‘Izaxds is the only one
where the word ¢médeiypa occurs in an Attic writer. See Lobeck, Phryn.
p- 12. A Christian grammarian in Bachmann’s Anecdota, ii. 553, is wrong
in asserting that d=deiypea is & fore-type, mapddaiyuea a copy: each word
combines both significations,
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which demands a corresponding course of action. It is a Aoyos
Tijs axofjs which (according to ver. 2) is now addressed to the
church of the New Testament, as formerly to that of the Old.
From the nature of this word, further reasons are adduced for
the exhortation.

Vers. 12, 13. For full of life ts the word of God, and full
of energy, and more cutting than any two-edged sword, and pene-
trating even to a dividing asunder of soul and spirit, as well as
of joints and marrow, and passing judgment on the thoughts and
tntents of the heart. Nor is any creature hidden from it: but all
things are bare and exposed to the eyes of him with whom we
have to do.

We may take for granted, and as undeniable, that the only
logical connection of these two verses with what precedes, as
well as with what follows, is to be found in their expressing the
living and inexorable energy of that word which, as it formerly
brought death upon Moses’ contemporaries through their dis-
obedience to its injunctions, so now imposes on the church of
Jesus Christ the duty of earnest striving after the promised
salvation. It is characteristic of the word of God, that it
endures no obscurity or divided allegiance: the effect of its
operation in us lies open before God our Judge; and hence
the need of holding fast by the profession of this word, which
is offered to our faith during the present interval between the
beginning and the end of the work of redemption (Hofmann,
Entsteh. p. 40). 'This is the evident connection of thought, both
with that which precedes and that which follows. It would
therefore be to pervert and confuse the sense to interpret, with
the ancients (and with Biesenthal among moderns), ¢ Aéyos
700 Ocov as designating Christ the personal Logos, whereas
both the heavenly Sabbath and Christ Himself the Saviour
(comp. ver. 14 with iii. 1) are here conceived of as the subject
of the Word. Nevertheless, considering the relation borne by
our epistle to the writings of St. Paul on the one hand, and to
those of St. John on the other, 7.c. as forming a link between
them; and considering further the resemblance, which cannot
be accidental, of what we here read of the Adyos Tol Ocod to
similar utterances of Philo, we cannot escape from the ques-
tion, How are we to explain the connection of ideas in this
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paragraph?! If we compare the commencement of St. John’s
first epistle with that of his Gospel, there will be seen to be an
evident and close connection between Aéyos as designation for
the personal Word, and Néyos as designation for «the Word of
preaching ;” and the question offers itself for solution, why the
same term is applied to both, and how the idea of one passes
into that of the other? This essential connection of the two
ideas must be explained. Unless it be duly recognised by us,
we divide into lifeless and unscriptural abstractions, ideas which
very manifestly interpenetrate. And, moreover, to recognise
this intimate conmection is necessary in order to our under-
standing the historical relation in which the Palestinian Jewish,
the Alexandrian Jewish, and the New Testament Christian
representations of the divine Logos (" ™1 8'd, 8127) stand to
one another.

Hofmann recognises but misunderstands this connection
when he says, that Jesus Christ may be called ¢ Adyos in a
personal sense, as being the substance of the Word sent into and
offered to the world, 7.e. as He who is preached in the world,
but not as one anterior in existence to it (Schs»iftb. i. 102). For
such a blow levelled at a conviction deeply rooted since the days
of Justin Martyr in the mind of the Christian church, and
which has exercised a mighty influence on the historical deve-
lopment of its dogmas, the following is all that he offers us by
way of compensation. We are still permitted to make the
inference, that if the relation between the man Jesus and God
be represented as that of Father and Son, the eternal relation
between them must correspond to that which is thus manifested
in time ; and that if Jesus, as man, be the personal Word of
God to man, He must also stand to Him who has thus sent
Him in an eternal relation, which may be compared to that of

11t is a defect in Hofmann's work, that he sets aside this question in
the outset by denying that the assumed influence of Philo on Jewish
thought has any basis of proof, more especially in the New Testament
(Schriftb. i. 110). When we take into account the mighty influence exer-
cised by the Alexandrian version of the Septuagint in the New Testament
cra, such denial is seen to have but little internal probability; and when the
full state of the case is considered, is manifestly untenable, unless for an
casily apprehended process of historical development in the revelation of
the divine economy of redemption, we are content to substitute an incre-
dible supremacy of mere chance.



204 EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS.

word and speaker (Weiss. ii. 8). But this is merely a con-
cession or an inference.! The bond of connection between the
personal Word and the word of preaching remains for Hofmann
a mere metonymy, an interchange of designations, a putting
of the continens pro contento. DBut surely that bond must be
sought at a far greater depth than this. 'We shall acquire an
insight into its nature, if we start from the proposition with
which Hofmann concludes as a mere inference, that the eternal
relation to God of the eternal Person, manifested in Jesus,
may be compared to that of Word and Speaker. This we

! Hofmann maintains that, as an inference or deduction, the doctrine
and language of the church is in this way not only admissible, but justi-
fiable, but only as a deduction. When, for instance, St. John says (i. 18)
that no one kath seen God at any time, but that the only-begotten Son who is
in the bosom of the Father (6 &y eig Tov xoAmov 7o Ilarpés) hath declared
Ilim as He is to us, he must (according to Hofmann) be understood to
mean by ¢ &», not He who is and hath been from all eternity in His oun
immutable being tn the Father's bosom, but only one who is there now, afier
having been assumed into it. And so again, when he says (i. 14) that the
Word became flesh, the evangelist's meaning would be, not, He who from
all eternity, being Himself divine, stood in the relation of Logos to God,
assumed human nature—but simply, He who is the personal object of the
preached word became man. But seeing, in the first place, that St. Paul
speaks of the author of our redemption as the image (cixav) of the invisible
God, the wparitoxos waang xrivewg, even as Philo in several places speaks
of the Logos as 5 re? ®cov eixdy and ¢ #pesBuraros, OF TpaTdyoves aiTob
vids ; seeing, in the second place, that our own Epistle to the Hebrews,
which forms the connecting link between the later epistles of St. Paul and
the writings of St. Jobn, calls Him gravyaopna tis Si&ns xal yepaxrip
Tii¢ bmooTdocws abrob, even as Philo speaks of the Logos as ¢ yapaxrip 74
a@payidos Tob Oeov (i. 332, and elsewhere), and as a bright emanation of
the divine glory, in the beautiful metaphor &v8iris adyq (i. 656, de Som-
niis, § 41) ; seeing, in the third place, that St. John, in whose Gospel, xars
76 wyebue, the apostolic doctrine reaches its highest expression, has
summed up the whole apostolic testimony to the true Godhead of the man
Christ Jesus in the one designation ¢ Adyoc, thereby not only confirming all
that was true in the previous utterances of the synagogue in Palestine and
Egypt concerning the being and operations of the eternal Word, but also
combiring it with the hitherto unimagined and unimaginable fact of the
incarnation ;—seeing all this, can it possibly be maintained that the name
of Logos, as given by St. John to our Lord in His pre-existent state (i. 1),
and in His present exaltation (Rev. xix. 3), was nothing more than a
neutral designation, transferred per metonymiam from ‘‘ the word of
preaching” (¢ Adyos Tiis dxods) to Him who was the sum and substance of
that preached word ?
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maintain on other ground, viz. that the names ¢ vids 700 Oeod
and ¢ Adyos, which Hofm. asserts to be exclusively historical,
belong to the eternal Person of the Lord Jesus as such. For
as God in relation to the eternal Son is ¢ yervdy, so is He in
relation to the eternal Word ¢ Aéywv or 6 AaA@v. Scripture
does not expressly say this, but it leads us by internal necessity
to it,—a conception which we find expressed in Philo (e.g. i.
175, 34), €l ¢ Noyos Eépfaxe TOANG palhov 0 Néywv aiTés; i.
561, 23, frioyos pév Tév Suvduecwy 6 Néyos, émoxos 8¢ 6 Aakdv ;
arm. p. 514, primo Dicens et secundo Verbum. We do not
cite these and other parallels from Philo under the delusion that
his doctrine of the Logos coincides entirely with that of the
New Testament, or that the latter is derived from his writings,
but because we have the dawn of truths in Philo which attained
not to a noontide clearness till the obscuring elements which
beset them were dispersed by the sunrise of the mystery of the
Word incarnate (o Aoyos ocapf éyévero). These truths thus
dawning in Philo had their root not merely in Pythagorzo-
Platonist ideas, but above all in the Old Testament: their natal
soil, as becomes more and more manifest since Grossmann’s
investigations, and the light now thrown on the sources of the
Cabbala, is not Alexandria, but Palestine. And if God is the
Father of the eternal Son, then is He (what in meaning is
essentially the same) the Speaker of the eternal Word ; and if
this eternal Son, this eternal Word, has within the Godhead a
personal being issuing from God, and continually returning
to Him (which is attested by eils Tov xoAmov instead of év 7
xohme, and wpos Tov Oedv instead of mapd 76 @ed), then no
divine opus ad extra could take place without the participation
and mediation of the Word. He is the Mediator of creation,
and is unanimously affirmed to be such by St. Paul, by the
author of our epistle, and by St. John, as well as by Philo.!
But if the Logos is Mediator of creation, the divine creative
word (Ifiat) by which the world was called into existence must
stand in inseparable connection with Him ; and this is precisely
the fundamental idea, starting from which St. John begins his
Gospel with a 873 nxa3 of yet higher mood. The divine
Logos is not indeed absolutely the same as the creative Word,
nor as Philo’s world-idea, nor as the divine Sophia; and yet
! e.g. ii. 225, de Monarch. § 5; i. 106, Legis Alleg. iv. § 31.
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this is certain, God did not accomplish the creation of a world
destined to be typical of His own divine attributes, without
uttering the spoken word which should call it into existence,
through and by the personal Word, in whom He has before
Him His own eternal image, and in whom He had from all
eternity beheld the world to be hereafter created in that typical
relation to Himself (comp. the 7a wdvra & abrai kal els adrov
of Col.i.16). The author of our epistle calls the creative word
by which the world is sustained, as proceeding from the Father
through the Son (i. 3), 10 pAiua Tijs Svvduews avrod; and Philo
makes a similar distinction when he says that the world was
made 7@ Tod Oecod Aoyw kal pripare (1. 47, 26 ; comp. i. 165,
10) ; and when he elsewhere combines the terms Adyos xai
pipa, he says not inaptly (i. 122, 5), that o Aoyos bears the
same relation to prua as the whole to the part, the universal
cause to the particular operation, as the articulating mouth to
the individual word proceeding from it. Moreover, as the
Logos is Mediator of creation, so is He also Mediator of re-
demption, being the Mediator, or if that expression (though
correct) be not allowed, the middle person of the triune God-
head. The plan of creation would never have been carried out,
had not God at the same time conceived the plan of redemp-
tion, had not both plans been together hid from all eternity in
the mind of the Creator of all things, waiting there for their
historical manifestation (Eph. iii. 9) ; so that when the first was
realized, all things were created in the only Son of His love,
the divine Logos, destined as Redeemer to become man in the
fulness of after-times (Col. i. 16). On this point, indeed, a
veil hangs before Philo’s eyes. And yet it would be a great
mistake to suppose that the activity of the Logos exists for
Philo only in the sphere of nature, and not in that of grace.
The Logos, in his view, is principle and agent of all spiritual
life, of all that answers to the divine ethical idea. He is the
divine seed of all the virtues which the soul, as recipient, has
to make her own. He gives wisdom, awakens the sleeping or
dreaming soul,—enlightens, confirms, establishes it, and ever
leads it on to better things. His operations are sudden and
inexplicable. Through His divine compassion He rescues the
soul sunk in sensuality, and makes Himself its shepherd and
guide, its teacher and physician. He is the heavenly manna



CUAP. 1V, 12, 13. 207

whicli feeds it, the heavenly fountain which waters it. There-
fore Philo in adoring prayer beseeches Him, that he may in
His moonlike milder countenance behold the sunlight of the
face of God. In all this it cannot be denied that New Testa-
ment truth is seen to dawn in Philo’s spirit, although so far is
he from having any surmise of the incarnation, that at a time
when it had already actually taken place he can say (i. 561,
de Profugis, § 19), o imepdvo Tovtov (tdv XepovBin) Aoyos
Geios eis Spariy obx NBev éav, dre pundevi Téw kat alebnow
éudepns @y aAN avTos elxwv vrdpywy Ocod ; and (1. 479, Quis
ver. dir. her. § 9), 70 wpos Oeov ob «aTéBn wpos fuds, ovde
I\Oev els Tas cwparos avayras. He failed to obtain an insight
into the mystery of the incarnation, perhaps without his fault,
and also, but not without his fault, into man’s true need of
redemption ; nevertheless the Logos has for him an infinitely
higher significance than that of an idea useful for solving a
philosophical problem : it is one with whom he stands in true
ethical communion ; for as God, revealing Himself to Himself,
has concentrated in the Logos the fulness of His own being,
so is the Logos again the revealer of God. It is indeed
touching to read how, in contrast with the noisy self-sufficient
wisdom of the Agora, he refers the silent thirst of true philo-
sophy to a future time, in which God should provide Tov épun-
véa dpiorov;t « the best interpreter” being in Philo’s sense the
divine Logos, who by the prophets had called to repentance,?
and from whom Philo would now for himself learn the true
meaning of Scripture (8:8dfer pe o6 VmodiiTys adrod Adyos,
i, 58, de Mutat. Nom. § 3). Here it is evidently not the crea-
tive word, but another word, that of revelation, which is thus
contemplated in closest union with the personal Word, the
Logos.

But what Philo knows of all this is but as the gleaming of
light behind a curtain,—a curtain which, having been since
withdrawn for us from the mystery of the incarnation, we
know that the relation in which the Logos as Mediator of
redemption stands to the word of the gospel now, is similar to

1i. 200, Quod det potiori insid. § 13. Mangey remarks on this sen-
tence : Vide annon hac ab auctore dicta ad spem de Messia pertineant.

2 1. 293, Quod Deus immut. § 29 ; comp. i. 128. Legis Allegor. iii. § 73,
where he explains 74 dvopa rob @sub by ¢ founseds Adyog.
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that in which as Mediator of creation He stood in the begin-
ning to the creative word. The First Cause -of both creation
and redemption is God the Father, who formed the plan of
each. But this His plan is carried out only through the Son,
who therefore is bearer both of the word of redemption, which
calls into existence the new humanity and the new world, and
that of creation, which called into existence the old world and
the first man. This twofold word of the Father was from all
eternity in the heart of the Son, and, since the incarnation,
the redeeming and new-creating word was also in His mouth;
as the prophet witnesses (Isa. l. 16), “ [ have put my words
into thy mouth, and I have covered thee in the shadow of mine
hand, to plant heavens, and lay the foundations of an earth, and
say to Zion, Thou art my people;” and as Christ Himself in
His earthly manifestation testified (John viii. 26), & #jxovoa
map avrod Taira Méyw els Tov xéopov, and (John xii. 50), &
olv Aar® éyw xabws elpnré poi 6 TaTnp, oTw Aard.!

We have now reached the terminus of our inquiry. Our
Lord is called 6 Advyos as the personal Word of God, and that
not as merely spoken by God into the world, but as His own
eternal utterance of Himself ; and again, not as being merely
the personal substance of the preached word, but as One who
eternally in Himself contains both words, that of creation and
that of redemption, and who, in the power and by the will of
His Father, has uttered both, in realizing as mediate cause or
mediator the works for which they are respectively instrumental.
Such at least are the lines of connection drawn by Scripture
hetween the personal and the preached Adyos. When St. John,
for instance, in the commencement of his first epistle, speaks
of the word preached in the same way as in the commencement
of his Gospel of the personal Logos, and when our author here
speaks of the preached Logos as Philo before had done of the
personal (a parallel for which we believe we have shown above
just cause), the reason is, that both Words stand to each other
in a relation of immanence,—a relation, however, which is not
limited to the mere fact that the personal Word, the divine
Logos, is the subject of the other, the Adyos Tis drofis and Tis
awrnpias, but consists in this, that every revelation of God by

1On the significance of this passage in the triwgical division of St.
John’s Gospel, compare my Untersuchungen iiber die Lvange ten, i. 57.
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word or deed is mediated through the personal Logos; that all
His words from all eternity have been spoken into the heart of
the Son, and from that heart flow forth to us, bearing to Him
(the Word of words) the same relation as the sunbeams to the
sun; that, in short, every word or utterance of God, every
revelation or manifestation of Himself, has in the eternal Logos,
His Son, an ever-present basis and background.!

This being so, we may concede to Kastlin, Olshausen, and
Dorner,? that our present passage (Heb. iv. 12, etc.) is one of
those which prepare for the thesis first distinctly enunciated
by St. John, that Jesus Christ, in His own eternal pre-exist-
ence, is the Word of God; and in this way we may finally
dispose of the long vacillations of exposition, whether here the
personal or the preached word is that of which our author
speaks. We now turn our attention to the metaphor which he
proceeds to draw.

The word of God is (1) &, as God Himself is called
(iii. 12, x. 31), and again His word, or “oracles,” 1 Pet. i. 23,
Acts vil. 38 (Aoyia fovra). It is living as being instinct with
the life of its source, the living God, with which life it con-
tinues inseparably connected, neither hardening into a lifeless
utterance divorced from its personal ground, nor subject to
decay, like an effect in which the cause is no longer operative ;
so that if we only distinguish between the mere outward form
of manifestation (letters and syllables) and its true essence, the
Word of God is seen to be, not a dead reflection, but the living
witness which the fulness of life divine vouchsafes of itself,

It is (2) évepyns (the form become usual in later Greek
for évepyos), full of activity (comp. Philem. 6), whether for
salvation or for judgment; never therefore without results,
and those inevitable.

It is (3) Topwrepos vmrép micay pdyatpay SlaTopor, “ more
cutting” (from the classic positive Toués) “ above” (same
construction as Luke xvi. 8) “any two-edged,” literally (the

! Similarly Harnack, Commentatio in Prologum Ev. see. Joh. 1843 : 'O
Adyos verbuin reale et SwosTaTixdy, €X quo omnia verba vite orta sunt,
quia in eo tota comprehenditur realitas Divina, cujus ideo verus et unicus
est (Enyyrag.

? Olshaus. Opuscula, p. 125 ss.; Kostlin, Jokanneischer Lehrbegriff, p.
396 ss. ; Dorner, Entwickel. 3. 100 sa

VOL. 1. (o]
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cutting, biting edge, being regarded as the sword’s moutF),
“ two-mouthed sword.” Such a sword proceeds (Rev. xix. 15;
comp. i. 16, ii. 12) from the mouth of the Logos, being (like
the rod of Isa. xi. 4) a symbol of the sifting, judging, annihilat-
ing word of Hin who is the Word of words. Philo, in like
manner, compares the Logos to the flaming sword— ¢royivy
poudaia—before the gate of paradise (i. 144); and also thus
interprets the 70p xai pdyatpav of Gen. xxii. 6, saying that
Abraham took fire and the knife! (emblems of the flaming
sword, and so of the Logos), “ to cut off and consume his stiil
adherent mortality, as earnestly longing to be able to soar with
freed naked spirit up to God” (i. 144). 'When, therefore, the
Logos is elsewhere (e.g. i. 491) called by him ¢ 7dv qupmrdrrov
Topevs, and described under various figures as the mediate cause
of all divisibility in the universe, we are not to understand him
as meaning that the Logos manifests this all-penetrating, all-
dividing power only in the sphere of the natural world ;* nor
need we regard the comparison of such utterances in Philo
with what is said here as either unwarrantable in itself or
derogatory to our epistle. Indeed, it cannot be a merely acci-
dental coincidence when Philo says (i. 491), that the Logos,
whetted to the utmost sharpness, is incessantly dividing all
sensuous things (émeSav 8¢ péypr Tdv dropwy xai Aeyopévwv
dpepdv SueEéNfy, wdhiv 4o Toutwy T& Moye BewpnTa els dpv-
Otovs kal dmepiypddovs poipas dpyerar Suaipeiv olros o
Touevs) 5 and when our author here, quite in the same way,
speaks of the divine Adyos as cutting like a two-edged sword
(which penetrates more irresistibly and more deeply than a
one-edged weapon) through the whole man, and as dividing
and intersecting his inner being even to the smallest fibre.

For it is (4) Suxvobuevos dypr pepropod Yruyis (re) ral
mveduatos, dpudv e xal puverdv. These words, if &ype pepia-
pot be taken in a purely local signification, would describe

1 The German is ** Feuer und Wasser,” the latter by a curious misprint
for * Messer.”"—TR

2 Compare, among others, the curious passages in which Philo likens
the divine Logos as roueds, or divider of the six faculties of the human
soul, whose harmonious subordination constitutes its dixaseatn, to the mid-
shaft of the seven-branched candlestick (i. 504); and again speaks of the
soul under the same figure as destined dvw 7ds xiy2s dmosréAhes wpic T4
- "Ew. (i. 520.)
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only the irresistibly penetrating power of the divine word,
“even to the point of separation of soul and spirit” (Schlichting,
Béhme, Hofm. Weiss. i. 22). But this passive, or rather local
sense is thus assigned to uepiouds, without authority elsewhere.
We must therefore first try taking the word in the active
sense (which it has, eg., at ii. 4); and certainly the meaning
thus obtained, that the Divine ¢ Logos” not only penetrates to
a man's inmost being, but also divides it into its component
parts (dype pepiapot = dypis ob pepian), both accords more
fully with the facts of the case, and answers better to Philo’s
manifestly cognate view of the office of the Logos as Toueds or
Siacpérns.! It is not improbable, that for this very reason our
author purposely uses here, not the popdaia of Luke ii. 35,
but pdyaipa, which properly signifies a large knife, employed
in slaughtering, carving, or dissection. And now, to come to
the particulars of exposition, I hold as certain in the outset,
that dpuol e kai pveho! (the joints between?® and the marrow
in the bones) denotes the corporeal inward part of man, as
YJuy7 together with mwvebua the spiritual. The second Te here
(dppdv Te Kai pvendv) is supported by every authority; but
the former (in the text. rec.) is to be erased, with Lachmann
and Tischd., after A.B.C.H.I,, and many other authorities,
both mediate and immediate. The second e seems designed
to couple the later pair of terms, dpudv rai pveldv, with the
former, Yrvyfis xai mvevpatos, and each pair to designate a
whole by means of its parts : ¢ the word of God pierces to the
dividing asunder of soul and spirit, as well as of joints and
marrow ;” by which is meant,? that it pierces unto where (or,
what is now not essentially different in meaning, until) it
divides the two pairs respectively into their two parts, or until
it separates each of the four by itself into its constituent parts—
soul, spirit, joints, and marrow. Even this latter interpretation
is, as parallels in Philo prove, admissible; less so, however, if
the first 7e be erased than if it were retained. Hofmann, how-

1 See Mangey on the passage, and Dihne, Jidische Alezandrinisch-
Religions-philosophie, i. 193.

% Hesychius interprets ¢pway in this sense by dppoviév.

3 The quotation is from Hofmann, Schriftbew. i. 258. His interpreta-
tion here giving wepiozeod its proper active sense, is much better than at
Weiss. i, 22.
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ever, feels constrained to reject this whole mode of explanation,
even in this corrected form, because of what seems to him the
unnatural combination of what is literally true and of what is
only figurative, seeing that the Divine Word pierces and divides
indeed the spiritual life of man, but not the joints and marrow
of his bones. ¢ The only way,” says Hofmann (Schrifeb. i.
259), “ by which we can get rid of such an nnnatural combi-
nation, is to make the genitives Yruyijs xai mveduatos dependent
on dpudv Te xal pveddv, so that (the figure being retained
throughout) the word of God is said to penetrate and divide
¢ both joints and marrow’ of the inner life.” But such a com-
plicated inversion,! and one so liable to be misunderstood, would
surely, in point of language, be most unnatural. If, therefore,
to take dpudv Te xal pvedv in a literal sense, would neces-
sarily result in an unnatural combination of two incongruous
ideas, we should still prefer the interpretation and paraphrase
of Bengel, Bleek, De Wette, Tholuck, Liinemann : until it
divides soul and spirit (as to) both joints and marrow, <.e. the
inner spiritual life, in its subtlest essence and most secret
recesses. In support of this may be alleged, that the rhetorico-
poetical expression uvehos 77s Yruyss is found in classical
writers. DBut what if the whole assumption on which these
attempts at interpretation proceed were a mistake ?

It is not true that apu@v Te xai pvedv could not be as
literally meant as ruyijs xai mveluaros, and that so what is
strictly literal and what is mainly figurative are here combined.
For if Philo could say that the divine Logos, whetted to the
utmost sharpness, is perpetually dividing all sensible things (td
atefnra wdvra), and so penetrating to their ultimate and “indi-
visible atoms,” our author surely might also intend his apudv Te
xal pveldw to be taken literally, and without figure, although
not exactly in Philo’s sense, but in his own more deep and
purely ethical application. By vy ral mvebua he designates
the invisible and supersensuous, by dpuol xai uveloi the per-
ceptible and sensuous part of man.. Both parts are in themselves
divisible into two more: the latter into dpuoi, which subserve
bodily motion, and pvehos, which minister to bodily sensation ;?

1 Hofmann refers indeed to vi. 1, 2 for a similar construction in Bax-
sispay didaxiic ; but the cases are by no means parallel. See note there.
2 See my Psychologie, p. 190.
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the former into Yruy;} and mvedua, which, after the analogy of
dppol kal uveloi, must be regarded as not merely two aspects
of the immaterial part of man, but as two separable consti-
tuents of it. Into this (man’s twofold substance) the word of
God penetrates inquisitorially and judicially, dividing its most
intimate combinations, and (what, if not expressed, is obviously
implied) dissecting the whole into its several parts. Perhaps
we may best arrive at the author’s meaning, by presenting his
thought to our minds in the following way: ITvejua is the
spirit, which proceeds immediately, though after the manner of
a creature, from God Himself, and therefore carries in itself
the divine image ; this image, since the fall, has retired into
itself, and so become for man as it were estingunished. At this
point begin the operations of grace: man recalls to mind his
own true nature, though shattered by sin,' and that heavenly
nature of man reappears when Christ is formed in him. The
word of God, in discovering to a man the degree in which this
precious gift has been lost or recovered, marks out and sepa-
rates the ITvedpa in him. The vy, on the other hand, is a
life emanating from the Ilvedua, when united with the body,—
a life which, while it ought to be the doza or effulgence of the
Spirit pervading and ruling the bodily part, has through sin
become an unfreec and licentious disharmony of energies and
passions, and a powerless plaything in the hands of material
and demoniac influences. That again the word of God exhi-
bits to the man, in showing him the breach between soul and
spirit, and the abnormal monstrous condition of the soul in
herself. And no less does it exhibit to him the fact, that
ungodly powers are also working in his Jodily frame, which
has now in every joint, and chord, and marrow, become the
seat of sin and death. The expression here, though not itselt
figurative, is founded on the image of the udyaspa. It assumes
that the word of God, having completed its work of dissection
in the spiritual, goes on to scrutinize the bodily part of man,

1 Compare Luke xv. 17, el tavrév inddy, said of the repentant pro-
digal. ¢ The fall of man was a twofold process : first he fell out of God
into himself, and then out of himself into nature. The process of his
recovery is likewise twofold : first he returns to himself in the conscious-
ness of sin, and thean with faith and repentance to God his Saviour”
(H. Klee).
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or at least may easily do so if it will; and that it stops not
even then (o0 Mjyer, as Philo says), but proceeds to separate
the joints of the bones, with the sinews which move them, and
to divide the bones themselves, so as to lay bare the marrow
which they contain. The four terms (soul, spirit, joints, mar-
row) appear to correspond to each other chiastically ;' and the
Divine Word is said to lay bare the whole man thus described,
before the eyes of God and before his own, discovering by
means of a strict analysis both his psychico-spiritual and his
inward corporeal condition. This it does by showing that,
so far as the man has not yet yielded himself to the work of
grace, or so far as this work remains imperfect in him, the
very marrow of the body is corrupted like the spirit, which is,
as it were, the marrow of the soul; and the very framework of
the body is disordered like the yruys, which is, as it were, the
embodiment of the spirit. That uepiouod is meant to be thus
ethically understood, is clear from what he proceeds to say of
the further operations of the Word.

It is (5) kpitirds évbvprjoewy kal évvoidv kapdias? i.e. able
and ready on all occasions to distinguish and decide, and so
pass judgment on the évfuurnoers (emotions, notions, fancies)
and the &woias (self-conscious trains of thought), which have
their source and operation in the heart; xapdia being here
considered as the personal point of unity whence emanate all
corporeo-vital and all psychico-spiritual activities of the man,
and whither by reaction they return. Over the most secret
occurrences of the inner life the word of God exercises a judi-
cial scrutiny, for which it exhibits both authority and power.,
When, therefore, he goes on to say, xal odx €oTe kTiois dpavns
évamiov alrod, it is certainly not unnatural to refer adrod, both
here and in the following clause, to ¢ Adyos (so Kdstlin), but
more probable that the author, in accordance with one of the
most frequent forms of scriptural anthropomorphism (comp.

! Yuy# answering to the @puof, mustps to the wuvero/, and the four
together designating man in his compound nature.

3 The Codex Ephraemi Rescriptus (C) reads évfuvpesocus xati évzasan ; Cod.
Claromont. (D¥), éx8vwioews tvvoidy ve. 'Ev8vunsic oceurs in three other
places of the New Testament, viz. Acts xvii. 29, Matt. ix. 4, and xii. 25.
Kpirixss nowhere else in New Testament or LXX. It takes a genit. olject.
as the adjectives in ixdg generally.
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Ps. xi. 4; Sir. xxiii. 10), should be thinking of the eyes of
God rather than those of His Word in the expression Tols
640. adrod; and inasmuch as all the attributes of the Adyos
here are selected to express its connection with the supreme
cause as a mediate cause and instrument, the prevalent view
now is that adrod refers both times to God,—a view which we
shall see is demanded by the concluding relative clause, mpos
ov fuiv o Aoyos. Before God (évérmiov, Hellenistic = ’_;:Db, e.g.
Sir. xxxix. 19) no xrioss, no created thing, and nothing in or
pertaining to it, is dpavrs, invisible, or non-transparent. Fol-
lowing this negative proposition, we have, connected with &
instead of dA\d (see on ii. 6), an affirmative one, which goes
beyond a mere antithesis to the foregoing ; nay, rather, on the
contrary, all things are for God’s all-seeing eyes: (1) yuuvd,
presenting themselves stript of all natural or artificial covering,
as they really and truly are; and (2) Terpaymiiouéva, with
head thrown back and throat exposed. This is unquestionably
the literal sense of the word, the only doubt being as to what
secondary meaning is here to be attached to it. DBretschneider,
Bleek, De Wette, von Gerlach, and others, following Perizonius,
think of the Roman custom of exposing criminals reducto capite
(retortis cervicibus); but this view has no support from Greek
literature. TFor the signification cruciare, to torment, which
rpaxnhilew (éetpaynhilew) frequently has (in Josephus and
Philo, e.g. i. 195, ii. 15, 534), is probably not derived from the
treatment of delinquents, but from the conduct of a wrestler
with his antagonist, whom he seizes by the throat in order to
throw him (e.g. Philo, ii. 413). Klee supposes this to be the
secondary meaning of the word here. Others (almost all the
ancients) think it refers in some way or other to the manrer in
which victims, whether slain or about to be slain, were dealt
with. But what need is there for all this? Tpaynhilew,
which undoubtedly means to seize by the threat and throw
back the head, receives here its secondary meaning from the
context, without needing any archzological illustrations, and
yet also without its being necessary to take Terpaymnouéva
(resupinata, Umria), with entive loss of the image, as simply
equivalent to mepavepwuéra (Hesych., Phavor., Peshito), aperta
(all the Latins), uncovered (Luther).! The meaning seems to

! Luther's word is now entdeckt—discovered ; his foriner, dargeneigt—
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be, that whatever shamefaced creature bows its head, and
would fain withdraw and cloak itself from the eyes of God,
has indeed the throat, as it were, bent back before these eyes,
and so remains, with no possibility of escape, exposed and
naked to their view. (See Oekumen. in Bleek, ii. 589). To
the second adroi is now subjoined the relative clause, wpos dv
7piv 0 Noyos. Hofmann (Sclrifth. . 97) thinks that the former
avrod has also a reference to it. This is possible, but the
assumption is not needed to prove airod both times to refer to
God and not to the Aoyos. For if the relative clause meant
nothing more than “of whom we speak” (mpos 8v=rrepi o?,
v. 11), which sense it would undoubtedly bear, we should have,
whether referring both airod’s to God or to the Aoyos, a feeble
and unmeaning pleonasm. ITpos dv 7juiv 0 Aéyos must there-
fore signify “to whom we have to give account” (Peshito),
cut redditurt sumus rationem actuum nostrorum (Alcuin and
others), or rather, since Adoyos mpds Twa (dmodoreds) is scarcely
Greek, “to whom we stand in relation, ¢.e. in a relation of
responsibility” (Calvin, Bengel, Béhme, Bleek, De Wette,
Liinemann) ; as Libanius, for instance, says once, Tols a8ikws
amoxTevoiar kal mwpos feols xal mpos avBpwmovs yivetar o Aéyos
(that is, they find they have dealings in consequence both with
gods and men). If the clause mwpos by, x.7.\., has (as can
scarcely be doubted) this sense, it is self-evident that adrod is
meant to refer both times to God as being our judge; and this
concluding thought reveals the purpose of what might seem
the somewhat episodical description of the word of God, which
is given here as a reason for the omovddcwuer of ver. 11.
With ver. 14 the exhortation is resumed.

CHAP. 1. 14-16. The parenesis returns to its starting-point :
how firm and joyous should our faith be in having a High
Priest so gracious and so exalted !

The author having, at iii. 1, urged the contemplation of
Jesus as the Sent of God, and High Priest of our profession,
has now shown what we owe to Him, as God's Messenger,
raised so high above Moses, and how much depends on our

bowed or bent—was more expressive. [Our English ‘‘open” suppresses
also the image.—TR.]
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faithfulness to Him. This he has shown by the example, so
full of warning for Christendom, of the ancient people whom
Moses led, and by the present activities of the word of God,
searching out and exposing to view the inmost being of His
creatures. On all which he proceeds to ground a further
exhortation, which on the one hand concludes that commenced
at iti. 1, and on the other leads to a fuller account of the office
and dignity of our great High Priest.

Ver. 14. Let us therefore, having a great high priest who hath
passed through the heavens, Jesus the Son of God, hold fast by
our confession.

The latest commentators do not seem to have understood the
logical connection here. The sacred writer has not been speaking
immediately before this of the high-priesthood of Christ, and
Bleek therefore pronounces the method of reasoning to be inex-
act, and somewhat incongruous. De Wette and Tholuck would
connect our verse with ii. 17, iii. 1, as if nothing lay between ;
while Liinemann makes the odv refer back to the whole previous
discussion (ch. i. 1-iii. 6). All these expositors lie under the
illusion that this odv in the participial clause must also logically
belong to it, whereas logically it belongs to xparduer Tijs
opohoyias. For what is the conclusion drawn by ofw from the
preceding context? A fresh exhortation, or the motive for
one? In the first instance, certainly, a fresh exhortation.
With more reason, therefore, Hofmann takes the odv as refer-
ring to both exhortation and motive taken together (Schriftd. ii.
1, 44) : « Both the extstence for us of such an Iligh Priest, and the
holding fast by our profession—the former as a fact, the latter as
a requirement based upon it—are already contained in the section
Just concluded (iii. 1-iv. 13), the whole contents of which section
form the basis of the present exhortation; and hence the odv s
Justifiably employed to lead on from the former parenesis, which
was founded on the contemplation of Christ as our great Apostle,
the true Moses and the true Joshua, to this following one, wihich
is based upon the fact that He is not only the true High Priest
and antitype of Aaron, but also the kingly Priest, exalted now to
God’s right hand, and antitype of Melchizedek.” But here like-
wise I feel that there is not a due recognition of the close
relation in which ver. 14 stands in the first instance to vers. 12,
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13. The word of God demands obedience and self-appro-
priation, i.e. faith, but faith not merely confined to inward
apprehension,—a “ Yea and Amen” openly pronounced,—a
profession (ouwohoyla) without reserve or regard to conse-
quences,—the echo from the mouth of the heart’s belief, and
of the living hope' which it more especially proclaims. The
danger to which the Hebrew Christians were exposed from the
synagogue, was that of suffering themselves to be deterred from
making this profession, or even brought to abandon it. The
author, therefore, sets before ‘them the all-penetrating energy
of the divine word, and the omniscience, from which there is
no escape, of the Searcher of hearts, whose word it is, and to
whom we are responsible.  On all this he grounds the admoni-
tion, Let us therefore hold fast ( firmiter teneamus)—properly,
grasp firmly so as not to let go ( firmiter prehendamus with the
genitive, as at vi. 18)—our (Clmstlan) profession. The partici-
pial clause (€éyovres, x.7.\.) confirms this exhortation, by stating
how glorious, consolatory, and encouraging the substance of
our profession is. That substance is Jesus, an High Priest
infinitely exalted above the Levitical. As our author is now
beginning to treat more particularly of the special subject of
the Christian profession, in the aspect indicated by 7ov apytepéa
T7js opoloyias fju@v—and it is, moreover, his general custom in
exhortations, not merely to apply doctrines previously enounced,
but to make further developments of them—we are not bound
to trouble ourselves with endeavouring to show that this parti-
cipial clause, in all its parts, merely recapitulates what has been
said already. This much, however, is certain, that not one
of the attributes here assigned to our Lord bas been wholly
unprepared for.2 This is now the third time that He is styled
apxepeds (il 17, iii. 1), and not without its having been shown
previously in what sense. Such He became through suffering
and death, and so continues ; for after having purged our sins,

1 The epexegetical addition, 7é¢ iazi%es #uav, i3 fouund in several Mss.,
and in Primasius, ¢ spei nostrae.”

2We must, however, beware of finding allusions here which could
hardly have been in the author's mind : e.g. that our Lord is called ** Jesus
the Son of God,” in contrast with Joshua the son of Nun, who is also called
« Jesus” at ver. 8, where, however, viés Navy is not found ; or again, that
SisanAvlire 7. otp. designated our Lord as having truly entered into God’s
rest, whereas again ver. 10 does not directly refer to Him,
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He continues to reconcile and sanctify and represent us before
God, performing always and continuously for His people, what
the high priest of the Old Testament did only once a year.
Because of His exaltation above this Levitical high priest the
author calls Him péyav; and from what has preceded, we
already know wherein His greatness consists: raised high above
the angels, He sits crowned (in consequence of death) with
glory and honour, at the right hand of Divine Majesty (77s
peyahwotvrs), in highest places. ’Apyiepeds péyas, a name
given also by Philo to the Logos as mediator of all good in
the whole sphere of creation, is used here in a sense as far above
Philo’s thoughts as heaven is above earth. And further, the
meaning of SieAyivféTa Tovs odpaveds here is substantially the
same as that of éxdfioer, k7., at i. 3. The throne of God is
the final goal of the Lord’s transit through all the heavens.
We must beware of regarding this SieAn\vfora Tols odpavols
as parallel to the 8ia ijs peifovos Kkal TensioTépas arnris of ix.
11 (see note there); and indeed we are forbidden to do so by
the addition in that passage of the epithet od yeipomroriTov.
The heavens here are the created heavens, which Christ passed
through in going to the ¢ Place” of God (Ezek. iii. 12), That
“Place” is God's own eternal Doxa, the uncreated heaven (adros
0 obpaves, ix. 24) of His eternal residence and self-manifesta-
tion. We must distinguish between that highest heaven and
the heaven of glory in which He vouchsafes to manifest Him-
self to the blessed. This latter is of necessity local, albeit not
as a place expressly created for the purpose: it is the calum
empyreum which our dogmatic theologians rightly call a dulce
sine somno somnium, and the collective whole of the “ many man-
sions” into which the blessed are received. But the uncreated
heaven of God Himself is His own omnipresent glory,—omni-
present, because absolutely without any local limitations: it
may be said to be above all the created heavens, inasmuch as it
is the super-creaturely background of all creation, and to be
everywhere present, yet so as resting uncomprehended by the
finite in its own infinitude. And now Jesus the exalted One,
being thus above all heavens in this His Doxa with God, is
thereby ommipresent too. This conclusion, drawn by the dog-
matic theology of our church,! is incontrovertible. Heb. iv. 14,

1 fi.e. the Lutheran communion, especially those portions of it which
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taken in connection with Eph. iv. 10, is rightly adduced as
proving the ¢ ubiquity” of Christ. Compare, besides what was
said on i. 3, the passage in Philo, quoted by Dorner (Entw. i.
29) : wdvra yap memhijpwrey o Oeos xal dia mwdvrwy SienrAvber
Kxal xevov oUdév oUde Epnuov dmohéNovmrey éavTob.

Finally, the two last appellations here given to our Lord
(Inoouiy, Tov vidv Tod @eo) have also their root in what has
gone before. First, we have the Son of man, who for our
good passed through suffering and death to royal and priestly
glory, called by His birth-name (Inoodv); and then Tov viow
to0 Ocod, to remind us of the divine height from which He
descended, in order to regain it as the reward of that suffering.
And having thus on what we have in Jesus based the exhorta-
tion, to “hold fast our profession” in Him, the author proceeds
to develop the statements contained in the participial clause,
and from them to show how not only are we bound to obey it,
but thereby enabled stedfastly and cheerfully to do so.

Ver. 15. For we have not an kigh priest unable to sympathize
with us in our infirmities, but one who has in all points been
tempted in ke manner, without sin.

S'vpmaleiv is used of that compassion which, by a fellow-
feeling, places itself in the position of the sufferer (as x. 34) ;
whereas ouumdayew is to share in one and the same experience
of suffering (Rom. viii. 17; 1 Cor. xii. 26). Under dofevelar
may be comprehended the various kinds of physical evil to
which our frail humanity is subject (Luke v. 15, and often;
comp. Matt. viii. 17); but here, in the first instance, the mani-
fold kinds of temptation are meant to which we are exposed in
the midst of this sinful world, and in which we have need of
higher help, in order to stand firm. The High Priest whom
we have is not one who can have no fellow-feeling with those
states of suffering from which our weakness cannot defend
itself, and in which this weakness often enough becomes mourn-

are committed to the dogmatic definitions of the Formula Concordiz,
drawn up in 1575. See § viii. de Persona Christi. The extreme Lutheran
position might be expressed in the following syllogism: * Christ in His
human nature is seated at the right hand of God;” God's right hand
is everywhere; therefore Christ, in His human nature, is omnipresent.
—Tr.]
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fully manifest; “ on the contrary, He is one who,” ete. 4é s
here, as ii. 6 and iv. 13, adversative, while also introducing an
additional thought not contained in the direct antithesis. That
would simply be Svvauevor ouumabijocar; but here we have
the further proposition, wemeipacuévor 8 xard mdvra xaf
opotérnra, which shows why Jesus cannot but thus cvumabeiv
Tals dobevelars Hudv (Hofm. TWeiss. ii. 25). Instead of the
memetpacpévov of the text. rec.,! retained by Wetstein, Scholz,
and Lachm. (following A.B.D.E,, etc.), Mill, Bg., Kn., Tischd.,
have preferred the reading memewpauévor (C.LK. and other
authorities), prevalent in the editions before Beza, but rejected
by Bleek and Liinemann, as giving, instead of the here requi-
site designation of our Lord as tentatus, the unsuitable one of
expertus. 'The context would certainly lead us to expect fen-
tatus, i.e. memeipacpévos, here (comp. ii. 18): wemepapévos
might indeed (comp. metpdv Twvos or Twa) also bear the sense
of tentatus, did not usage seem to confine it to the other of
expertus, which again would require 7dvrwy or wia: instead of
xara wavra. Add to which, the specially Attic forms weipav,
metpiabfas, are very rare in Hellenistic Greek ;? while meipdtew,
mewpaleabar, are quite common. The author therefore, in all
probability, wrote memeipacuévor.’ Instead of duolws, in like
manner, similarly, he uses the stronger term ka6’ opoiéryra, after
the likeness, suggesting the addition of 7udw, of us; and fur-
ther, the ywpis dauaptias serves, by making only one exception,
to extend the idea of unqualified similarity to every other parti-
cular. This ywpis dpu. is appended, not to rard wdvra, but to
ka8’ opowernTa, to imply not merely that temptation produced
no sin in our Lord, but also that it found in Him no sin
(Hofm. Schriftd. ii. 1, 32). It limits the similarity of His
temptation and ours in this sense, in order to bring out more
clearly the unlimited similarity in all other respects.! It is a

1 {.e. the Elzevir edition, for R. Stephens reads weweipapévos.

2 In the Septuagint it is perhaps only found at Prov. xxvi. 18 ; in the
New Testament nowhere beyond suspicion but in Acts xxvi. 21,

8 Or if wemsipaseévos, only as a bye-form or variation of Texsoasuivo,
in the same sense. See Winer, § 15, Obs. at the end. Cyril of Alexandria
read memeipapévos, and explains it in the sense of ezxpertum.

4 Zonaras (on the word xaiorouin) appeals with effect to this x4

duosér. against those who taught that our Lord had a human nature of a
peculiar and different kind from ours, V.Gerlach vindicates its true meaning
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necessary, though here only a subordinate addition. Xwpis
dpaprias might indeed be taken as conveying a main idea:
Christ has not only experienced, but also overcome temptation.
His mere experience of it would profit us nothing, unless He
had under every condition and kind of temptation continued
the sinless One; but this He has done, and therefore is not
only disposed to help us, from having shared our experiences,
but also able so to do, from having overcome in like trials to
our own. But the context does not favour this more emphatic
view of the meaning of ywpis auaprias: it is here only a
secondary consideration (Bl.). Christ has passed through a life
in which e was in all points equally tempted as we are, pro-
vided only we leave out of account the sin through which our
temptations find in us an innate proneness to be led astray
(Schaiftd. ii. 1, 45). Nothing is wanting to us, the author
means to say, for encouragement to expect victory in the trials
of our faith: we have a great, and at the same time a com-
passionate High Priest, who has without sin endured exactly
the same temptations as ourselves,1 so that we can supplicate
divine assistance with the joyful confidence of certainly obtain-
ing it. .

Ver. 16. Let us therefore approach with confidence to the
throne of grace, that we may obtain mercy, and find grace for
seasonable assistance.

The sacred writer must not be supposed, in using the term
Bpavos Tijs xdpiTos, to have had in view [what we after Luther?
are wont to call the mercy-seat] the Cappdreth of the ancient
tabernacle, which in the Septuagint is always rendered iAagTi-

from the heterodoxy of Irving and Menken: * We are tempted by sin and
to sin: Christ is tempted like as we are in both respects, but only exter-
nally, and therefore without sin, although there lay in the human nature
which He assumed the abstract possibility of falling.”

1 The Logos of Philo is also a sinless high priest (i. 562, de profugis 20),
who makes of the human soul a sanctuary, and preserves it from sin (ib.
21) ; but he knows of no incarnate sufferer descending from heaven and
returning thither.

2 [Gnadenstukl. Cappéreth properly signifies the ‘* cover,” or lid of
the ark.  The rendering inaoripiov, or propitiatorium, gives it a meta-
phorical and spiritualizing sense, which does not belong to the term as
originally applied.—TR.]
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ptov, the propitiatory. Compare note on ix. 5. As in Ezekiel's
vision the “ firmament” over the * chariot” corresponds to the
golden Cappoéreth of the earthly sanctuary, so here (had this
been the writer's thought) the throne of grace would be the
seat of Jehovah, as worshipped by the cherubim behind the veil
(Isa. vi.; Rev. xi. 19). But this supposed reference, which
our translation of Cappéreth so naturally suggests to us, has no
basis in the text. @pévos T1s xdpiros, which would in Hebrew
be 70N 8D3, might (when compared with 8pévos T7is Meyatw-
alvys of ch. viii. 1, Hebr. Am331 8035 comp. note on 1. 3) be
taken to signify the seat on which grace is enthroned, but
(comparing Ps. xlvii. 9, Heb.; Prov. xx. 8; Jer. xiv. 21) is
better understood of a throne established upon grace (Isa.
xvi. 55 Ps. Ixxxix. 15, Heb.), or one from which grace pro-
ceeds. To this throne, from which descends the grace obtained
and conveyed by the high-priestly work and office of Christ
(comp. & alrod, vil. 25), we are exhorted to draw near,! im-
ploring aid with joyous confidence that we shall obtain it.
The following clause, {va AdBwuer éneov rai ydpw elpwpev,
forms a beautiful and euphonious chiasmus? It can hardly be
decided whether the author wrote éieov (from the classical
6 é\eos, of the occurrence of which in the New Testament we
are not quite certain) or éAeos (the neuter form 76 éeos, used
almost exclusively in Hellenistic Greek, and undoubtedly the
only form found in St. Luke): the tezt. 7ec. has é\eov, but
Lchm. and Tischd. prefer éxeos, which is better supported by
mss. It is indeed possible that the author meant to express the
same thing by the classical AdBwuev éxeoy and the Hebraizing
xdpw elpwper (=10 NYD&) "EXeos is mercy which lays to
heart the unhappy situation of another, and by sympathy
makes it her own; wyapis, kindly favour, which from a free

! Tpooipyesfas is a favourite word with our author: it is derived from
the p of the Old Testament, used specially of the approach of the priest

to the altar—comp. Lev. xxi. 17, etc.,—or of the levitically clean to the
holy place—Lev. xxii. 3.

? [Chiasmus, xiaopcis (the making of a x or cross), is a figure of rhetoric,
thus described by H. Stephens (Thesaur. sub lit. K, not X, p. 4660 of
Valpy's edit.): ‘ Figura est quando quatuor propositis tertium secundo
respondel et convenit quartum primo.” Here Delitzsch seems to think there
is a crosswise (chiastic) reference of the verbs and substantives, Adfwper
more properly belonging to xdpw, and epuper to Ineor.—TR]
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internal impulse inclines to one who has no claim on its regard,
and devotes itself to befriending him. In 7@ fpove s xdpe-
Tos both are included under yapis, as the general designation
of God’s prevenient condescending love, as sympathizing with
and manifesting itself to His ereatures, and more especially to
sinful men. To this throne we are exhorted to draw near, as to
the source of grace, that we may obtain both that mercy which
is moved by the contemplation of our wretchedness, and the
grace which is ever ready to give eis ebraipov Borjfeiav. To
take this as a reference to iii. 13, and by it understand a
help vouchsafed in the time of grace, and before its expiration
(Bleck, De Wette, Liinemann), accords, as seems to me, neither
with the expression nor the context. We all are metpalouevos
(ii. 18), and they who received this epistle were so, as being in
a special manner surrounded by temptations to apostasy. The
author directs them to the throne, where the Redeemer, exalted
to give help, sits at God’s right hand, that (as need requires)
they may thence obtain help at the right time, 4.e. before sinking
through their own infirmity. Borjfeiay reminds us of the
Bonbicar of ii. 18,—the thought on which this exhortation is
founded being similar to that, but here expressed with greater
fulness.

The sacred writer now proceeds to speak more copiously
and argumentatively of the high-priesthood of Christ, and so
to provide his readers with the defensive armour of which they
stand most in need.

Cuar. v. 1-10. The high priest of Aaron’s race holids, as man,
on behalf of other men, lis office from God: and so also
Christ has been appointed priest by God His Father, after
a ligher order, that of Melchizedek; and though Son of
God, become through suffering and prayers in the days of
his flesh, the author of eternal salvation to us.

The close internal connection of these ten verses is recog-
nised by all modern expositors except Tholuck, who takes vers.
1-3 as explanatory supplement to iv. 15, 16, and begins the
new section with ch. v. 4.! Older commentators, such as Beza,

1 Tholuck regards vers. 1~3 as explanatory of iv. 15 above: “ For (y4p)
there is this difference between our High Priest and every other human
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Schlichting, Hammond, Limborch, Storr, and the Lutherans
Balduin and Gerhard, do much better in finding the requisites
for a true high priest first laid down at vers. 1-3, and then
exhibited as fulfilled in Christ at vers. 7-10. They rightly
regard the structure of vers. 1-10 as ckiastic, vers. 4-6 forming
the centre, from which vers. 7, 8 look back, and correspond to
vers. 2, 3, and vers. 9, 10 to ver. 1, thus completing the paral-
lelism in all particulars. As the high priest of Aaron’s race
was taken from among men, and could therefore sympathize
with men, so also is it with Christ; and as the Aaronic high
priest was made by God the mediator and offerer of sacrifice
on man’s behalf so also again was Christ,—both requisites, the
true humanity of the priest himself, and the divine origin of
his call, being found antitypically in the Lord Jesus; yet so
that, in virtue of the essential superiority of antitype to type,
He is not only the antitype of Aaron, but also that of Melchi-
zedek.

No modern expositor has evinced such a thorough under-
standing of this orderly arrangement of thought, the symmetry
of which is not merely mechanical, but of organic growth, as
Hofmann (Schriftbeweis, ii. 1, 280 et seq., comp. 49).! The
«yap, v. 1, is not merely explanatory, but demonstrative. ¢« From
the nature of the ligh-priesthood of Jesus, resembling as it does

one, that while the mediatorial functions of the latter are based on fcllow-
feeling with their brethren, it is a fellow-feeling in the sense of guilt.” But
as the thought involved in iv. 15 was even there quite subordinate, so here
too it stands in the background ; and it only needs a glance at vers. 7, 8,
to see that it is not points of difference, but points of agreement between
Christ and the Aaronical priesthood, which the author has here in view.
Bleek, De Wette, Liinemann, and others, are right in regarding vers. 1-10
as an inseparable whole ; but they fail in discerning what a perfect whole
it is. There is no proper application to Christ in their view of what is said
of Aaron'’s priesthood, vers. 1-3. Bleek supposes the author to have
dropped some of the threads of his argument ; while De Wette and Liine-
mann suppose, that either such applications may be inferred from what
had gone before in iv. 15, ii. 17, etc., or are supplied in what follows,
vii. 27, viii. 3, ix. 11, x. 11, ete.

1 Ebrard correctly observes, that the author of the division into
chapters was guided by a happy instinct in making v. 1 the commence-
ment of a new chapter ; but he deranges the order of thought when he
makes iv. 16 the thesis of which v. 1-9 is the exposition, and finds the
enunciation of a fresh thesis at v. 10.

VOL. I. P
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on the one hand the priesthood of Aaron, and on the other that
of Melchizedek, the author demonstrates, v. 1-10, that we shall
not ask in vain for manifestations of the goodness and grace of
God.” This, in Hofmann’s words, is the plain natural order of
the thoughts. As reasons are given for the exhortation xpar@-
pev Tis opohoyias, on the one hand by &yovres, .7\, from the
exaltation of our High Priest above the heavens, and on the
other by o wyap &ouev, x.T.\., from His human sympathy,
derived from His own experience ; so reasons for the exhorta-
tion mpooepywueda are given on the one hand from this very
sympathy which suggests it, and on the other from the combi-
nation, as set forth v, 1-10, in the person of Christ, of Aaron’s
true humanity and Melchizedek’s dignified exaltation. He is
willing and He is able to help, the former as antitype of Aaron,
the latter as antitype of Melchizedek ; and both as the priest
made perfect through deepest God-appointed sufferings, being
at the same time all-prevailing King after the order of Mel-
chizedek. The qdp, the force of which is perhaps not clear
when viewed simply with respect to v. 1, while grammatically
belonging to vers. 1-3, logically governs the whole section vers.
1-10, in which a single but very significant thought is un-
folded in a succession of separate propositions.

After this glance at the organic connection of the whole
paragraph, without which we miss the force of the connective
«dp, we will now endeavour to explain it in detail.

Vers. 1-3. For every high priest, being taken from among
men, is appointed for men, in things relating to God, that he
may offer both gifts and sacrifices for sins, as leing one able
to have a kindly feeling for the ignorant and erring; since he
himself also 1s compassed with tnfirmity, and on that account
is under obligation as for the people, so also for himself, to offer
for sins.

The author here describes the first essential characteristic
of the high priest according to the ordinances of the divine
laws; and doing this, proceeds on the assumption, that whatever
may characterize the high priest as such, will be found also in
Christ. It would not be in perfect accordance with his mean-
ing to interpret was dpytepels here by ¢ every Aaronical high
priest 5 for the descent from Aaron, as not being an essential
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characteristic, is here left out of account.! The first essential
here insisted on is, that the high priest is appointed as a repre-
sentative of men in their relations to God, to offer sacrifices on
their behalf; and that in order to his knowing, by personal
experience, how sin-laden human beings feel, he must himself
be selected from among them. Kafisracfas is used in accord-
ance with the idiom which is also found in the Septuagint,
kaBiordvar Twd Ti = to appoint a man to something; and 74
wpos Tov Oedv has the same meaning as at ii. 17, where it is
followed by eis 70 (NdokeoBar, k.T.\., as here by lva mpocdépn
3dpa Te xai Ovolas Omép dpapridv? Among the religious
functions of the high priest, as a representative of others, the
chief is that of offering sacrifices. Elsewhere our author speaks
of all kinds of offerings, bloody and unbloody alike, as simply
8dpa (ch. viii. 4), and by that title designated Abel’s sacrifice
(ch. xi. 4); but here (as also at viii. 3 and ix. 9) ddpa stands
for all offerings made without blood-shedding, fuaias for those
of which the slaying of a victim formed a principal part.
The addition Jmép auapridv must not be taken as further
defining the two species of offerings,® but rather as belong-
ing to the verb mpoogépn, and meant to indicate the final
purpose of every kind of sacrifice. The chief end of all
sacrificial worship is, for our author, the making an atone-
ment for sin. Such ¢ atonement,” through offering of blood,
forms indeed a part of every animal sacrifice, even where the
removal of the guilt of actual transgression may not, as in
the case of the sin-offering (nwwn), be the specific object ;
and so too the Minchah (8@pov, “ meat-offering”), while pro-
perly* -a present (amm from M, to present as a gift), made

1 Compare v. Gerlach and Ebrard, whose remarks are not quite accu-
rately represented by Hofmann (Schriftbew. i. 1, 280).

2 Compare Heb. viii. 3, ¢is 70 mposGépeiv dipa v¢ xal volus xabdlorarar.

3 Qur author always speaks of the sin-offering as wpos@ope or dusiz
wepl dupapriar (or dpapriag), and never, as the Septuagint sometimes
(e.g. in Ezek.), émép dx. Comp. Heb. x. 18, 26, xiii. 11, and x. 6, 8.
The Thorah knows of no 3dpey, Minchah (unbloody offering), properly so
called as a sin-offering, except in the one case, Lev. v. 11-13, when the
poor man is unable to bring two turtle-doves.

4 Even in the one case in which the Minchah is a sin-offering (Lev. v.
11-13) there is no proper atonement, but only the need of atonement nega-
tively expressed by the absence of the customary oil and frankincense.
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in token of grateful acknowledgment for past mercies, and
combined with petitions for future favours, has also for its
antecedent and basis the idea of an accomplished expiation,
being not an independent sacrifice in itself, but generally a
mere appendage of the burnt and peace offerings. And here,
too, we must bear in mind that our author is not thinking of
the priestly offerings in general, but of those of the high priest
in particular, and more particularly still, of those made by
him on the day of atonement. The high priest’s ministry on
that day was most especially a mpoodépew Sdpa’ Te kai Ouaias
vmép dpapridy. The aim of all his sacrifices on that day was
to reinstate or to secure Israel in a condition of acceptance
with God, to remove or avert the hindrances made by sin; and
therefore all hLis sacrifices on that day were specially made
Umép auapridv. To discharge that office the high priest was
appointed Imép dvfpdmwy, and was also €€ dvpdmwy AauBavé-
pevos. It is now universally recognised that Luther's version
here is incorrect: “Every high priest who is taken from among
men.” Had such been the author’s meaning, he would cer-
tainly have written either was dpytepeds o NapfBavéuevos or
mas . . . NapBavipevos dpyiepevs. We must therefore render
it : Fvery high priest ts, being taken from among men, appointed
to act on their behalf in their relations to God.

The design of this participial clause (which may involve a
reference to Num. viii. 6) is not (as Hofmann thinks) to lay
stress on the fact that the high priest is appointed to represent
his equals before God, as if there were anything specially
remarkable in a man being selected to stand in that relation
for other men ; but its purpose rather is to indicate the ground
of his fitness for the office, as being one capable of sympathy
with those on whose behalf he discharges it; another parti-
cipial clause, perpiomabeiv Suvduevos, being also added (to
bring this out more clearly) to the &a wpoopéon.® The word

! The meat-offerings (Minchas) on the day of atomement were mere
accompaniments of the sevenfold burnt-offering, and the so-called Musaphim
(additional sacrifices). Comp. Num. xxix. 7-11.

2 It is God’s ordinance, that he who performs the atonement, making
sacrifice for nis brethren, should be one uerpiomabeiv dusauevos. Hofmann's
remark is quite correct, that the author purposely uses not eig 7o wpoo@épess,

but {vee wpos@épm, in order more conveniently to introduce this werpiomafeir
duvapevog, on which so much stress is laid.
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perpiomaleiv (with its cognates uperpiomdfeia, perpromabiis,
petpiomadis) comes from the mint of Greek ethical philo-
sophy : it was employed by Academics, Peripatetics, and
Sceptics, to indicate the right mean between a slave-like
passionateness and stoic ¢ apathy,”! and is used by Philo?® to
describe Abraham’s sober grief on the loss of Sarah (ii. 37),
and Jacob’s imperturbable patience under affliction (ii. 45).
Transferred from the language of the schools to that of gene-
ral literature, perpromadeiv signifies the disposition of mind
which keeps the right mean between excessive feeling and
sheer indifference, and here a judgment and feeling which is
neither too severe nor too lenient, but reasonable, sober, indul-
gent, and kind; differing from oupmabeiv not simply as the
higher from the lower (Tholuck), but rather as a feeling for
others differs from a more lively sense of one’s own infirmity,
or as compassion roused by the contemplation of sufferings,
and here specially of such as are the consequences of sin, from
a fellow-feeling with them in which one’s own experience has a
principal share,

This perpromrafeiv is followed (like other words expressing
mental affections, Quuodafas, Svoyepaivew, yatemwaivew Twi,
Dittfurt, § 180) by the dative Tols dyvooiow xal mhavwuévors.
This definition of the nature of the sins in question is chosen
to exclude those who sin “with a high hand” (797 712), that
is, defiantly, of set purpose, with open contempt of God and
His law. Such sin which, under the Thorah, incurred sudden
destruction by a divine judgment (Num. xvi. 30), could not be
an object of the high priest’s werpiowdfeia, which in such a
case would fail of a due abhorrence of evil. Moreover, the
sacrificial worship under the law, as in its essence an evangelical
institution, did not permit the approach of such sinners, who, as
so deeply fallen, conld only escape utter destruction by a great
and timely penitence. It would, however, be wrong to suppose
that every conscious and wilful sin was one committed 117 73,
and as such was excluded from sacrificial atonement? Sins

1 Equivalent to the term gerpilecy in older Greek.

2 Philo in certain cases is not satisfied with gerpromddeis, but demands
perfect dwdderz.  Comp. i. 113, i. 85, and i. 603.

8 A view rightly disputed by Hofmann, Schriftbew. il 1, 158. Comp.
Eichhorn, Princip. des Mosaismus, i. 208,
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“with a high hand” were such as combined with transgression
aversion to the law itself, and a determination not to be bound
by it, but were not those into which a man is betrayed, when
his better knowledge and conscience are overmastered by the
power of appetite or passion. The assurance of pardon in
the case of such sins might and was to be sought for by
sacrifice, provided always that such sacrifice was preceded by
sincere repentance on the part of the offender. The perjured
witness who, from fear or favour, had kept back evidence he
should have given, might, after his free confession before
being legally convicted, clear himself by a trespass-offering
(Lev. v. 1); and even the man whom carnal appetite had
misled to having sexual intercourse with a betrothed bond-
maid, was allowed, after having been convicted and punished
by scourging for his misconduct, to cleanse himself before God
by a trespass-offering (Lev. xix. 20-22). 'With respect, then,
to the day of atonement, it was all the sins of Israel in general
and without limitation which were then atoned for by the sin-
offerings of that day, especially by that of the two goats, even
sins not committed 7323, and therefore excluded from atone-
ment by sacrifice on other days of the year. All sins were on
that day forgiven to Israel, on the presupposed condition of
repentance ; for the notion that the atonement resulted ea opere
operato’ is even in the Talinud itself (Cherithoth Ta) mentioned
only to be forthwith rejected. While, therefore, Tols dyvoodoe
kal mhavouévors certainly excludes the case of presumptuous
and defiant transgressors of the law, it would be wrong to
limit dyvoetv and mhavdcfar here to merely unconscious and
involuntary violations of the divine precepts; especially as in
the LXX., dyvoety, drovoidleabas, drovaiws dpapreiv (the
more usual renderings of the Hebrew 2 and nawa xon),
together with mAnuuehelv (the special word for expiable trans-
gressions), do not designate exclusively unconscious faults, or
such as were the result of outward compulsion. ’Avyvoeiv xai
mAavdofar must therefore be taken here to denote such sin as
originates in the fallible weakness and sinful inclinations of
human nature, being an dyvoeiy, so far as from confused moral
consciousness it mistakes the divine will and so trespasses
against it, and a m\avdobas, so far as by yielding to temptation
1 Chald. 'nx s mIED.
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it is drawn into the path of error. Towards those involved in
such mistakes and errors the high priest is able to feel kindly
disposed, émel xal abros mepixerrar doféveiav, because he is
himself beset with infirmity. The infirmity meant is a moral
weakness, as opposed to moral perfection (i. 28, comp. iv. 15).
Instead of émel mepikerrar adrd acbéveia, infirmity besets him,
the author prefers to say, He is himself surrounded, or com-
passed with infirmity, mepiceicfal 7o being used passively, like
mepitefeioaal 7o (see Kiihner, § 565, 2, and the authorities
collected in the fifth edition of Passow’s Lexicon). This trans-
posed construction of wepireiofar, found nowhere else in the
New Testament except Acts xxviii. 20, is specially appropriate
here, to designate the innate weakness which hinders us from
free self-decision. Thé high priest, himself a man, is capable
of a gentle and moderate disposition of mind towards those who
seek through him to obtain forgiveness of their dyvonudra
(ix. 7): (1) because, like them, he is conscious of besctting
infirmity ; and (2) because, for that reason, the very same
obligation is imposed upon himself. Ver. 3 is not therefore
an independent proposition (Bdhme, Bleek, Ebrard, Liine-
mann), but, like xai adros wepixerar doféveav, from which it
is an inference, dependent on éme/ (De Wette, ITofmann).
We read with Tischd., kai & adriv odeier, xabds mepi Tov
A\aov oirws Kxai mepl éavrod mpoadépew Tepi apaptidv. The
received reading 8ud Tadrny (0d eam ipsam) is not without
support; but &/ adriv! has weightier authorities in its favour,
and is more suitable in a dependent clause. DBut if, with
A B.C.*D.*, we read &/ adrny, we must also with these and
other authorities read mepi (not Umép) duapredw, which, alter-
nating with the {mép auapridv of ver. 1, which is there the
reading of all mss., must be understood in the sense of xiii. 11
(where mepl duaprias is the reading of the text. rec.?) and of
x. 6, 8. The mepl éavrob we leave unchanged, as preferable
here (where the high priest is set in contrast to the people) to
Lachmann’s 7ept adrod, supported by B. and D.* The per-
petual Minchah which the Levitical high priest as such had to
offer daily from the day of his consecration, half every morning

! Preferred by Lachmann also. [It is that of the Cod. Sinait.—TRr.]
® [Omitted by Tischendorf, placed by Lachmann after va& &y It is
found in its old place in the Cod. Sinait.—Tr.]
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and half every night (Lev. vi. 13-16, Heb. ; vers, 20-23, Eng.
ver.), and which, like every pontifical Minchah, came wholly on
the altar, remains here out of account. The author has the ritual
of the day of atonement here exclusively in view. According
té that ritual, the high priest entering the inner court com-
menced the chief service of the day by laying his hands on
the bullock of the sin-offering, and there making confession
for himself! and his house, standing between the temple and
the altar; and this was the only occasion® on which the high
priest, as such, concurred with the congregation of Israel,
gathered together as one whole, in a common acknowledgment
both of a moral and legal need of atonement. We must not
define 6¢peihes here as expressing one kind of need apart from
the other (Z.e. the ethical apart from the legal, or the legal
apart from the ethical), since both were doubtless inseparably
combined in the thought of the sacred writer.

A sentence follows, connected by xai to the main verb in
the period vers. 1-3. To the first requirement in the high
priest, that he be taken from among men, is now added a
second, the divine calling:

1 The high priest’s three confessions—the first for himself and his own
family, the second for the priesthood in general, and the third for all Tsrael—
are given and explained in my Geschichte der jidischen Poesie, pp. 184-189.
The first, for himself and family, ran thus: O for Jehovalh's sake (or, O
Jehovah, according to another reading) do Thou expiate the misdeeds, the
crimes, and the sins wherewith I have done evil, and have sinned before Thee,
I and my house, as is written in the law of Moses Thy servant: ** On that
day shall ke make an atonement to cleanse you; from all your sins shall ye
be clean before Jehovah” (Lev. xvi. 30). Only as one who had been himself
atoned could the high priest make atonement for others, on the received
principle, ‘“ An innocent man must come and make an atonement for the
guilty ; but the guilty may not come and make atonement for the innocent.”
Vid. Van der Waegen, Varie Sacra, p. 149,

2 The high priest might indeed have occasion, at other times in the
course of the year, to offer sin-offerings for himself as well as for the con-
gregation (Lev. iv. 3~12), and in both cases he must himself officiate and
sprinkle the blood before the veil of the Most Holy ; whence such offerings
were called niava NixRwpm, i.e. sin-offerings presented immediately before

God ; but he was never placed in such exact parallel with the people as
one whole, except on the day of atomement, when the general need of
expiation, arising from a common sinful state or nature, rather than from
special cases of transgression, was the main thought in all these sacrifices.
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Ver. 4. Aud not unto himself doth one take the honour, but
as being called (thereto) by God, even as was Aaron.

T3 Teud is here equivalent to T9v Teugw T0d dpyrepéws, or
to Ty dpyepwatvny; and Aaron is the historical personage
who, as specially appointed by God Himself (xara Ta xpno-
@évra Noyia, Philo, ii. 161), is the prototype of all his succes-
sors. MSS. decide in favour of xahoduevos without the article
o (which is found in the tezt. rec., and appears in the versions
of the Peshito and Luther?'), and this reading is in itself pre-
ferable. The best authorities are also in favour of ’Aapwv
(not 6 ’Aapdv) ; and Tischendorf’s reading, xafbamep? (quite,
entirely so as), is to be preferred to the xa@dmep of the text. rec.,
or the inadequately supported xafws of Lachmann. There is
no occasion to assume, with Bleek, a kind of zeugma in the
use of AapBdvew, when supplied in ‘the second clause. The
meaning is simply this: a man does not take this honour to
himself of his own accord ; but when called by God thereto he
takes it as so called. Self-willed assumption is opposed to sub-
missive reception. Aaron did not make himself high priest, but
received a divine vocation to the office. Understanding Aap-
Bdvew eavrg of self-willed assumption or usurpation, we have
a perfect parallel between the case of Aaron and that of Christ.

The author now begins his proof of the fulfilment of both
requirements for the discharge of the high-priesthood by our
Lord chiastically with the second.

Vers. 5, 6. Thus Christ also glorified not limself, to be made
Ligh priest, but he that spake unto him, My son art thou, to-day
have I legotten thee. ILven as he saith also in another place,
Thou art a priest for ever, after the order of Melchizedek.

The thought we naturally expect here is: as Aaron, so
Christ, took not the honour to Himself. But instead of ofrw
kal 6 Xpiotos oby éavrd ENaBe iy Ty (ie. T dpylepw-
ovvnp), we have oly éavrdv édofacev yevnbivar dpxepéa. The
infinitive yevnffivac® dpxeepéa, indicates the object implied in

1 It is supported among the Uncials only by C** and I. The Cod. Sin.
reads dana xarobuevos. )

? For xadéanep, see Himerios (p. 362), Psellos, and Tzetzes. Cowmp. for
all these forms, Sturz, de dialecto Macedon. pp. 74-77.

8 Cod. A. 71, al. read v svéodus, in accordance with the rule given by
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é8éEacev,” He took not to Himself the 8¢fa of becoming high
priest. (It is an infinitivus epexegeticus ; Winer, § 44,1.) Hof-
mann, 'disapproving this simple explanation, proposes one more
artificial : “ We need not assume that the author uses é8ofacev
here in the sense of nElwcev (as Bokme), or means nothing more
than that Christ did not arrogate the high-priesthood to Himself
(as Bleek interprets him), in which case certainly the infinitive
yevnbiwvar would drag somewhat strangely ; but édofacev is here
emphatic; and the insertion of o Xpw'réc; itself is significant. It
was tn no way of self-exaltation, but in one of suffering and
sorrow, that the anointed Mediator of our redemption atiained the
alory in which He now reigns as High Priest after the order of
Melchizedek” (Schrifth. ii. 1,282). DBut this antithesis of Sokd-
Sew and wabeiv is needlessly brought forward from vers. 7, §;
whereas Sofdfew éavtdv is rather opposed here to the xakeiofas
or xabictaclar Umo Tod Oeot of vers. 1 and 4. Neither can
the infinitive be said to ¢ drag,” or be superflucus. The con-
struction is similar to that of Luke ii. 1, Acts xiv. 25, xv. 10,
and Col. iv. 6 (where there is no need to supply 7od). Nor
does the usual explanation give a weak or superficial sense to
Sofalew here. The oy éavrov Sofaleww of our text has for its
antithesis a Sofdfecfar Umo Tob Geod in the sense of St. John.
Wherein, moreover, consists the 8ofa of the God-man, but in
His glory as being High Priest and King? That twofold
dignity is not the consequence of, but ¢s His 86¢a, or at least
belongs to it. We have already learned (i. 3, ii. 9 sq.) how
through God’s appointment He attained the 8ofa of a King;
and now (after hints previously given, as at ii. 17) we are told
in what follows how He also attained to that of a High Priest.
But the oy éddfacev refers only to the end attained, without
telling us anything of the way toit. It is-more than a mere
framework for the yevnfijvar dpytepéa ; it includes the elevation
to royal dignity as well. The same is also indicated in the o
Xpioros, which is not our Lord’s special title as Priest (737
mmat), but rather as King (smon 835), the Messiah. What

Phrynichus (p. 108, ed. Lob.), ¢’ Arrxiluy “ yevésdas” reyérw. But our
author, like Polybius, Diodorus, Dionysius, Strabo, Pausanias, etc., uses,
certainly not without meaning, sometimes the passive, sometimes the
middle aorist.

1 In the time of the second temple, when the high priest was not
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the sacred writer would say is: He who made not Himself a
King, but was anointed to that dignity by God, in the same
way took not to Himself the 8ofa of High Priest, but solemnly
received it from God too. The same antithesis is contained in
the following dAX’ 6 Aa\sjoas, and the two citations from Serip-
ture which are introduced by it. The relation in which these
citations stand to one another is misunderstood, when it is made
a question, as by Ebrard, how far the notion of yévunais might
involve that of conferring priesthood. The two texts are not
meant to be a twofold testimony to our Lord’s divine installa-
tion into the pontifical office ; but after stating and confirming
by the first quotation that it was not Himself, but the Father,
by whom Christ was glorified in being made High Priest (for
after @A\ 0 Aahijoas, x.7.\., we have to supply édofacev adrov
yevnBivar dpyiepéa), the sacred writer adds the other passage
introduced by xalds kal év érépp' Aéyer to confirm the fact
already testified, as not resting on any self-assumption on our
Lord’s part, but on the ordinance of that God and Father by
whom He is called “ Son.” If indeed the author understood
Ps. ii. 7 of the eternal generation of the Son,” we might have
a difliculty in discerning a reason for the paraphrase of the
simple idea of 6 Oeds, there being no proper internal connection
of thought between the calling Christ “ my Son,” and the
conferring the priesthood upon Him. And even if the author
be supposed to make Ps. ii. 7 refer to the incarnation (Bghme,
Hofmann), the connection between the two citations would still
be a loose one, though in a less degree. “ God, who begat Him
to be His Son, has also caused to be fulfilled in Him that other
prophecy which calls the King of God’s people a Priest after
the order of Melchizedek.” So Hofmann paraphrases our pas-

anointed, but only invested with the sacred garments, he was called but
rarely Mg j3, and generally 51‘;: .

1 Comp. Acts xiii. 35, and Clem. Rom. cc. viil. 29, 46, év érépw vire.

2 It scarcely weighs anything in favour of this interpretation, that
Philo occasionally understands by e#uxspor an endless, ever self-renewing
day (comp. i. 92 in reference to Gen. xxxv. 4, and i. 55¢ in reference to
Deut. iv. 4) ; for, so far as we know, the passages here referred to (Ps. ii. 7
and cx. 4) are nowhcre mentioned in his extant writings. Theodore of
Mopsuestia's objection, however, to this the prevalent interpretation (ré
epepoy Méeafar obx &y Svvaito god olons Auépas), is also of no foree:
eternity might be so called, as an ever-resting, self-evolying present.
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sage, ingeniously taking vios here as a name denoting both
nature and dignity (comp. Bohme, omnem Jesu Messie excel-
lentiam uno viod divini complecti nomine). But if, as Hofmann
grants, the o7juepov yeyevvnrd ae of the Psalm refers to David,
and his inauguration into royalty by an anointing (Weiss. ii.
31), then the corresponding commencement of Christ’s fully
recognised filial relation as man to the Father, would not be
the Incarnation, but the Resurrection, and His visible entrance
thereupon into the royal life of divine glory. It is then that
exaltation which our author understands by the a7juepov of the
Psalm, as we have already shown at i. 5, and not the incarna-
tion, for which, as antitypical of David’s anointing, no clear
testimony can be adduced from Scripture, whereas a compari-
son of Rom. i. 4 with Acts ii. 36 is sufficient to show that our
view is quite in accordance with the inspired text. Taking,
then, this view of Ps. ii. 7, we see a very close conmection
between the two citations from the Psalter. He who solemnly
declares Christ to be His Son, whom ¢ to-day” (the day of His
exaltation) He has begotten into the glory of royal power (as
He did with David, after lengthened suffering), is the same who
has made Him High Priest (with a priesthood which, according
to Ps. cx. 4, is inseparable from His Kingship),—a Driest,
that is, after the order of (the king) Melchizedek.! It is sub-
stantially this view which Tholuck and De Wette take, when
they refer Ps. ii. 7 to Christ's exaltation, in which He is at once
constituted High Priest and King. They only err in thinking
that the author proves from Ps. ii. 7 the reception of the
high-priesthood from God; whereas he only proves from it
that Christ was thereby constituted King, and afterwards from
Ps. cx. 4 that He has also been inaugurated into a priesthood
inseparably connected, as in the case of Melchizedek, with His
royal dignity. DBoth are therefore inseparably united in our
Lord, yet not so that His kingship and priesthood are identical,
—a view of Hofmann’s, already mentioned at i. 13, but desti-
tute of all scriptural authority, unless we hold that Ps. ex. is
merely typical, and take, with him, its fourth verse as fully
applicable in the first instance to David. But the priesthood

1 Compare Tertullian, adv. Judzos, c. xiv., * post resurrectionem suam

indutus poderem (the ¢ garment down to the feet’ of Rev.i. 13 comp.
Ex. xxviii, 27, LXX.) sacerdos in @ternum Dei Patris nuocupatus.”
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of Melchizedek was much more than what we are wont to in-
clude under the summepiscopatus of a Protestant sovereign ; for,
according to the custom of the ancient Canaanites, he was at
once a king and a sacrificing priest: his priesthood was as
complete and real as that of Aaron afterwards; and hence he
united in his own person the offices both of David and of
Aaron. This, at least, was the view taken by our author, who,
from the.very fact that there could be no such priest-king
under the Old Testament institutions, infers that Melchizedek
ideally belongs to the promised future now realized in Christ
the anointed King, in whom the Davidic line terminates, with-
out further succession, and who is at the same time, in virtue of
the divine oath addressed to Him, not only a King, but also an
eternal ‘Iepeds vata Ty Tafw Mehyroedéc. He s called iepevs,
not apyuepeds, it being easily understood that as the Priest-
King He must occupy among all priests the highest place.
The author himself explains xara vv 7d€w, which is an exact
rendering of the original, by xatd T opowryra, ch. vii. 15.
Takws is not therefore here the equivalent either of succession
or rank, but simply denotes position, character, manner, or
kind (comp. 2 Mace. i. 19, ix. 18). After the same manner
in which Melchizedek was at omce both priest and king, is
Christ eternally and antitypically possessor of both those dig-
nities. The same Person whom God, addressing with finx 2,
declares to be His own anointed, world-subduing King, He
also designated with {15 MY as an eternal Priest; and so are
combined in one expression two unique, divine prophetic utter-
ances of the Psalter.

Having tius shown, in vers. 5, 6 (chiastically appended to
ver. 4), that Christ possesses the first essential requisite for the
office of high priest—a divine commission, the author goes on
to demonstrate His possession of the second—a human person-
ality, in which He both suffered here below, and so became
the author of our salvation and High Priest in heaven. He
is not only xalovuevos Umo Tob Oeod, but also ¢ avfpdmwr
AapBavouevos. We have already observed, that as the inner
members of the comparison (vers. 5, 6, and ver. 4) correspond,
so do also the outer (vers. 7, 8, and vers, 1-3). We must not
be misled by the relative s to suppose that ver. 7 merely con-
tinues the preceding statement : &s connects here the two links
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of the argument: Ie who has been already exhibited as
ordained of God to this priestly office, must now be shown to
have attained it by a course of human obedience and suffering.

Vers. 7, 8. Who having in the days of his flesh offered
prayers and supplications to him that was able to save him
Jrom death, with strong outery and tears, and having been heard
because of his piety : though being a son, yet learned obedience
Jrom the things which he suffered.

The sacred writer now, therefore, begins! to unfold the
way of human sorrow, fear, and suffering, and of human sub-
mission to the divine will, by which Christ attained to His
pontifical glory. It is indeed in heaven that He sits enthroned
as “ High Priest for ever, after the order of Melchizedek,” that
is, as a King seated at God’s right hand, and mediating still in
priestly wise for us; but all this e became on earth (see on ii. 17).

Excluding for the present the participial middle clauses,
the main proposition will stand thus: s év 7ais fuépais Tis
aapkos avTod ralmep by vios éuabey &' dv émalbev Ty Imakorjy.
We are warranted in thus putting it, even though we grant
that év Tals nuépass, x.7.\., was connected in the first instance
in the author's mind with the following participial clause,
derjaess . . . wpooevéykas ; for logically év . . must be taken
as defining the time in which all that is here spoken of occurred.
We render, therefore, the main sentence thus :* In the days of
His flesh e learned (that human virtue) obedience. ¢ Days of
ITis flesh,” or better, “ His days of flesh,”? ¢.e. (comp. Phil.
i. 22, 1 Pet. iv. 2) the time in which Ie bore about Him our
human nature as weakened and made subject to death through
sin (@vyrow odpra, 2 Cor. iv. 115 comp. above, ii. 14). “Flesh”
(odpra) He bhas indeed still now, both since His resnrrection
(Luke xxiv. 39) and (though Bleek denies it) since His ascension

1 T{ofmann deranges the order of thought here, through his mistaken
interpretation of oty éxvriy (36€xssr noticed above.

2 The construction »aizsp . . . éneder (e.g. Stengel), “ although he had
learned,” is inadmissible, (1) as giving a contorted and unsuitable sense,
and (2) from the consideration that xefwep is never found with a finite
verb, but in a dependent clause, and generally with a participle. Comp.
vii. 5 and xii. 17.

8 In the original, ‘ seine Fleischestage,"—equivalent to fleshly life
(Fleischesleben) or *life in the flesh.” Comp. Gal. ii. 20.—Tx.
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too, and therefore in heaven, as may be inferred from the sixth
of St. John, according to which the Lord’s flesh and blood
is the meat and drink of eternal life, albeit of a different
quality now from that body of humiliation wherein He once
joined in fellowship with our sinful humanity ; His body now
is a oopa s 8okns (Phil. iii. 21). The author’s object being
to demonstrate the Lord’s possession of a true humanity as the
second requisite for the pontifical office, the very phrase év 7ais
nuépais Tis capxos avrob asserts his being éf avbfporwr Nap-
Bavopevos, that He ¢s a man now, and once became a man like
us. DBut this date, év Tais juépats, x.T.\., is but the frame-
work for a more extended proof of his position, viz. that while
here on earth, although a Son, Christ learned obedience by
what He suffered. Grammatically everything is clear: 7o
Umaxoijy has the article, because the act or habit of obedience
is the thing meant. Mavfdvew dmo Tivos is the same as &
Twos, e.g. Matt, xxiv. 32 (comp. Matt. xi. 29, text. rec.); and
épalev &P’ Gv émalfev is a play on the words not uncommon
in other Greek writers, e.g. Aschylus (Agam. 174-118), Z7va
... 700 wdber pdbos Bévra. A similar assonance is often found
in Philo; e.g. i. 566, &uabov 6 émabov ; p. 673, 0 wabwy drpiBis
éuabev 61 100 Ocod éaTiv; ii. 178, mabévres Eoovrar 7o éuov
dyrevdls, émel pav@dvovres ol Eyvwoav; p. 340, W ék Tob
mwabeiv pdbn!

The sentence is, as we have said, in itself grammatically
clear and simple, but its further interpretation depends on the
idea connected here by the commentator with the word vids.
Hofmann proceeds on the assuinption (maintained likewise very
decidedly by Ebrard, p. 197) that it is always Christ as incar-
nate, and therefore as begotten in time, whom the author desig-
nates by vios @eod. DBut with this view of Sonship pavfdvew
7w Umarory stands by itself, and is antithetical to nothing, there
being nothing extraordinary in the assertion that the human
son of a heavenly Father stands to Him in the subordinate
relation of Jwaxon, or that the Son had once to acquire, by

1 A similar paronomasia is not found elsewhere in our epistle: vii. 13
(ertaxnxes—mpootoxnxer), X. 29 (hoymodpevos—iyidodn), xi. 9 (wapdxnoey
—xatoimnaeg), ete., are instances of assomance, in which the first word is
not without influence on the choice of the second, but in which the gnomic
point essential to a true paronomasia is missing,
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rendering it an experimental knowledge of what obedience is.
If this view be taken, the emphasis must be laid neither on
éuabev nor on Ty Umakory, but on émabev. “The way in
which He learned obedience, that though God’s Son, He had to
learn it by what He suffered, i.e. in the midst of suffering, this is
the chief point here insisted on” (Hofm.). ¢ The meaning is,
that Christ abated nothing from the general obedience which as
Son e owed and gave to the Father, even when called to evince
it in the midst of the sufferings imposed on Him by the divine
will” (Ebrard). This explanation, which lays all the emphasis
upon érabev, would be admissible if the hypothesis on which it
is founded were correct; but that hypothesis has been shown
to be false. It is indeed true, that whenever he speaks of the
“Son of God,” our author always designates by that term
Christ come in the flesh; but it is not true that the idea involved
in the term is exhausted in Him as miraculously conceived and
born of Mary. The very commencement of the epistle is a
proof of this, in which our incarnate Lord is called viés not
merely as the glorified Redeemer, but also as the Mediator of
all creation. And when, a little after, the author calls Him
“the effulgence of the Divine Essence,” etc., which He was
before and apart from time, the terms dratyacpa and yaparrip
must be régarded as substantive expressions of that eternal
relation of the incarnate One to God which finds personal ex-
pression in the name vics. And a strong argument it is against
this exclusive application of the idea of wids to the Lord’s
historical manifestation, that it compels us to regard such
passages as Heb. i. 3, Col. i. 15, John i. 18, as speaking of that
human personality which appeared in time, rather than of the
eternal Person which therein was manifested. Here likewise
for Hofmann, taking this view, the name vios awakens no re-
membrance of what our Lord had been before His incarnation,
nor makes any allusion to the union in Him of Godhead and
manhood ;! and we are told that ¢ the term vios is so much the
more incompetent to express such ideas, because it has mot the
article” (Hofmann, Schrift. ii. 1, 48). Surely a very futile

1 De Wette, however, compares Phil. ii. 6, év op@s Ocob dmapywr; and
Tholuck discerns in the xaiwep a contrast drawn between the divine cleva-

tion of the Son, and the humiliations of tbe suffering humanity which He
assumed.
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objection! Not to mention that this very epistle employs vios
anarthrously (i. 1, vii. 28) as much in the style of a proper
name as Kdpos, Oeds, Xpioros are so employed, viés being
here predicate, needs the article as little as in the opiafévros
viot Oeot of Rom. 1. 4. We are therefore justified in under-
standing vics here of that Eternal Son, whose birth in time
shadowed forth! by an inward necessity His yévrnais in eternity,
and may so proceed to an impartial consideration of the ques-
tion as to where the main emphasis of the sentence should fall.
Now as to the emphasis being laid on the clause a¢’ dv &ralfey,
of which Hofmann allows no doubt to be possible, it must be
observed, that the emphatic words of a sentence are generally
placed either at the beginning or at the end, and not in the
middle. Accordingly, the ideas which are here made promi-
nent are éuafev and 79y Vmaxody; the learning of obedience
being thus placed in contrast with the fact of Sonship: He
who as ¢ God from God” stands related to His source in an
eternal community of essence and of love high raised above
all relations of earthly subordination, did nevertheless as man
learn obedience, and learned it through suffering, and a volun-
tary self-submission under the mlghty hand of God. What
passed between Him and His God in this suffering school of
obedience, we learn from two parenthetical clauses, of which
the first is Seroes Te rai ixernplas wpos Tov Suvdpevor aileiy
avTov éx avatov, petd kpavyis loyvpas rai Saxpiwy wpogevéy-
kas. The synonyms Senoeis and ixernpias form a climax, and
are also found together, Job xI. 22, LXX.? ‘Ikernpla (fem. of

1 We have a striking testimony in Lipsius, de Clement. Rom. Ep. p. 12,
to the genuine impression made by the words xaiwep dv viée, when, recog-
nising vigs at v. 5 as designation of the glorified Jesus, he confesses that
here it must designate the eternal and consubstantial One, and adds a too
hasty expression of exegetical despair, quz quo modo inter se conciliari
possint alit viderint. Kostlin, in like manner, finds it difficult to reconcile
the human eclements involved in the name viss with the divine, and need-
lessly imagines some contradiction between the doctrine of St. Paul on
this point and that of our epistle. He allows, however, that nothing
better illustrates the éxévwses tavréy of Phil. ii. 7 than the doctrine con-
cerning Christ in the Epistle to the Hebrews, and especially in this place,
v.7, 8.

? Where the Cod. Alex. actually reads Oerosig xai ixernpizs, perhaps
influenced by this text in our epistle.

VOL. T, Q
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ixetrjpios, namely, paB8os or é\ala) is properly the olive branch
wrapped round with wool, by which a suppliant announces
himself as seeking protection and help, as Orestes, for example,
is represented doing in the Eumenides of Mischylus (43 sq.);
from that it came to signify, like {keaia or ixereia (see Philo,
i. 147, and comp. ii. 586), the supplication itself ; hence we
have here mnot only prayers, but (re xai) supplicatory and
urgent though humble prayers, To these ixernpias, etc., and
not to mpocevéyras (Liinem.), which, however meant, would
be construed with a dative (¢ duwvauévp),' the mpos Tov Svva-
pevov must be referred: they are prayers addressed to Him
‘“ that was able to save Him from death.” From which we
learn, that deliverance éx favdrov was the object of those
prayers and supplications. The phrase (jvecfas, éarpeicOar)
éx favatov may either signify to rescue from death and make
alive again one dead already (EHos. xiii. 14), or to rescue one
whom death looks in the face from becoming its prey (Ps.
xxxiil. 19; Jas. v. 20). Here, where the subject is not a
dead person, but the prayers of one still living, cwfew éx
Oavarov can be understood only in the latter sense; and we
are at once reminded of our Lord’s agonizing prayer in Geth-
semane. He tliere prayed that “the cup”—that is (as is
not only self-evident, but here expressly declared), the cup of
death—might pass from Him. According to St. Mark (xiv.
36), He there confessed, beginning with the words 4583a o
Haryp wdvra dwatd got, that God was Suvduevos awlew alrov
éx Gavitov—Lord over life and death, and also over the prince
of death and all his instruments. There, too, He offered up
“prayers” (8enjaers) and ¢ supplications” (ixernpias) ; for, as St.
Luke tells us, He prayed: and being in an agony, He prayed
éxrevéarepov. It is indeed St. Luke who specially deline-
ates (xxil. 39-46) that wrestling in prayer with marked details,
which here press on the memory as we read the uetd rpavyis
loyvpds «al Saxpiwv. ¢ His sweat ran like drops of blood
to the ground” is.a part of the narrative in St. Luke which,

1 TTpoaqépesv in the sense of offerre is always followed by a dative in
the LXX. and in the New Testament. Liinemann appeals to Polybius,
wpoaQépev xapiv and wpoo@épesy yepiw wpds Tiver; but even here it is possible
that xpés may belong more strictly to the noun than to the verb—jyazpiv
%pdg Tive, favour towards some one, rather than wposGépesy wpds.
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according to Bleek (p. 73), borders on the apocryphal, and is
critically suspicious; but it is supported by Justin Martyr,
Irenzus, and Hippolytus, and only occasionally omitted in
some bss. (see Tischd.), perhaps as expressing too painfully
the truth of our Lord's suffering humanity. According to
Epiphan. (ancor. 31), it includes in many copies of St. Luke
a mention also of His “tears:” aA\a xai éavoev eitat év
7¢ xata Aoukdv edayyehip év Tois adopbwTois dvriypddors ;
and very possible it is that St. Luke himself did write this
éx\avae, especially since (except John xi. 35) St. Luke alone.
elsewhere represents our Lord as weeping (Luke xix. 41).
Evidently here the original form of the text of his Gospel has
suffered from a piously intended but ignorant intermeddling.
It is also allowable to suppose that wera xpavyiis loyupds xal
Saxpiwy is a finishing touch to the narrative in the Gospel
drawn from a vivid conception of the circumstances or from
traditional knowledge, and that it thus bears the same relation
to the Gospel narrative as Hosea's retrospect of Jacob's wres-
tling at Jabbok (Hos. xii. 4; comp. also Béhme) does to Gen.
xxxii. 26. The conjecture, in itself not unnatural, that the
Psalms of the passion were floating in the author’s mind at the
time (Bleek), is unnecessary ; and that the more so, as he had
doubtless here chiefly in view the scene in Gethsemane. But
not that exclusively. The aywvia (Luke xxii. 44) was not
without prelude in our Lord’s life (see John xii. 27), and was
finally renewed and completed when IHe cried on the cross
Povi pepily, My God, my God, why hast Thou forsaken me?
or when, having cried (xpdfas) ¢wry peydry, “ e gave up
the ghost” (Matt. xxvii. 46, 50; comp. Luke xxiil. 46). De
Wette will not admit this part-reference to the Lord’s con-
flicts on the cross, because our author evidently regards these
“ prayers and supplications” as preparatory to the éuafev and
vmaroy, and therefore antecedent to His waljuara. Hof-
mann, too (Schrifth. ii. 1, 47, 206), takes wpooevéyrxas and
eloakovafels in relation to &uafev in this pluperfect sense
(After having . . .). DBut, as Liinemann rightly observes,
the force of these participles is not to be rendered here by an
“after,” but by a “while” In point of grammar, indeed,
both renderings are equally possible ; but since the main pro-
position is not évede/faTo év ols Emalev Ty Imaxoiy, but éualdev
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a¢’ dv érabev iy vmarory, and since, what seems to me clear
as day, the participial clauses represent the Son of God as the
subject of this wafleiv, and made a disciple in this suffering
school of obedience, the conclusion must be, that the aorists
indicate contemporaneous occurrences, and that therefore we
must not say with Hofmann that our Lord’s lesson of obedi-
ence began with His betrayal into the hands of His enemies,
or His passion with the arrest which followed the agony in
Gethsemane. Iven were it true that the anthor did not mean
by d émafev every single experience of our Lord, but only those
sufferings which were nothing but suffering, that passion-tide
which ended in death (Sehriftd. ii. 1, 48)—(though I see not
why we must understand by & émafev only the Passion in the
narrower sense),—still it is clear from our author’s own words
that the agony in Gethsemane must at all events be considered
as the first stage of that final passion; and Hofmann himself
elsewhere acknowledges this: “ The passion begins with the
agony in Gethsemane” (ii. 1, 202). Here, however, he main-
tains that that agony formed no part of those wabijuara to
which our author now refers as being our Lord’s school of
obedience, but insists that his meaning is, that after being
heard in those “prayers and supplications,” the Lord pro-
ceeded “in a new way” to manifest His filial obedience, and
so in his passion éualfev thv maxoiy (ii. 1, 284). DBut not to
insist upon it that we can hardly be said to “manifest” in
learning, but rather after and what we have learned, these fine
distinctions between different kinds of “suffering” and “ mani-
festation” are much too subtle, and crumble in the grasp of a
robust criticismn,

Before entering on the question, which no expositor has
hitherto so thoroughly discussed as Hofmann, “ Whether 7poc-
evéyras is here to be understood in its sacerdotal sense or not 2”
we will first endeavour to make clear the meaning of the second
participial clause, xai elcaxovolels dmd Tis etAaBeias. Even
the oldest versions differ here. The Vulgate (followed by
Luther) translates pro sua reverentia; Vigilius, propter timorem.!
According to both these renderings, amo 77js edhaBelas denotes
the reason why the Lord was heard. On the other hand, the
Itala and Ambr. give the rendering, exauditus a metu, equiva-

1 8o Eng. Ver.: * in that He feared.”—TR.
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lent to that of the Peshito xn5m7 ;' thus making dmo Tijs
edhaBelas designate the object in reference to which a hearing
was vouchsafed Him, viz. the fear of death. Most modern
expositors (Bohme, Klee, Stuart, Stein, Ebrard, Bloomfield,
etc.) decide in favour of the latter view; Tholuck also, but
somewhat irresolutely, understanding ebAaBe:a of the reluctance
expressed in e duvatov. De Wette likewise vacillates ; whereas
Hofmann is decisive that every interpretation of edAafBeia here,
except that of dread of death, has against it the author’s own
use of the word elsewhere (xi. 7, xii. 28). On a closer view,
eUMhafBs is properly one who takes a good, that is, a careful,
hold of anything, and therefore one who acts with caution and
wariness, as well as (it may be) from anxiety or fear; elAa-
Beiobas is to take heed, to be on one’s guard, or to exhibit
prudence, foresight, and also reverence in one’s conduct and
behaviour; edAd¢fBeia is caution, thoughtfulness, circumspection,
and a reverent regard for that which is venerable or holy.
This is both the classical and the Hellenistic usage. The
LXX. has edhaBeiocfar dmé of fear or reverence towards God,
or man, or a court of justice; edhafBeicfar Tov Oeov is to fear
God, to be religious; edAaBijs is a God-fearing, pious man ;
elAdfeia is piety, “the fear of the Lord” (Isa. xi. 2), and
also anxiety, solicitude (MN7). It cannot be denied that these
words sometimes signify not only a fear which is the result of
caution and foresight (to which meaning Bleek and Liinemann
would restrict them), but also one which springs from a natu-
rally apprehensive and anxious disposition, or from an over-
powering and alarming impression made on the mind. Thus
in Philo (ii. 93) Moses is called, with reference to Ex. iv. 10,
v pvow ebhafrs (aptly rendered by Carpzov, natura timidius-
culus), and in Josephus (Ant. xi. 6) Artaxerxes lays his sceptre’
on Esther’s neck edAaBelas adriy dmoNwr. EivAdBeia might
well, therefore, signify here ¢ the fear of death,” and is indeed
once used in that sense in (a passage overlooked by Bleek and
Liinemann) Ecclus. xli. 3: un ethaBod xpipa favdTov, which
may either mean, Seek not timorously to escape the common
destiny of all men ; or simply, and in perfect accordance with
the usus loguendi, Be not afraid of the sentence of death.?

! The Peshito, however, attaches the words to the following &9’ &y ixabsy.
# So the Syriac version and that of the English Bible.—Tkr.
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Here thus also e’AaBeia, even if understood as referring to the
dreaded sentence of death, need not be taken with Tholuck in
the sense of detrectatio or industria declinandi, but simply that
of shrinking apprehension; and we may easily find a reason
why so mild a term should be selected here, because that
shrinking from death on our Lord’s part was tempered by a
willingness to drink its cup. But this notwithstanding, I feel
constrained to decide with Bleek and Liinemann against such
an interpretation of e/AdBewa; and in the first place, for the
weighty reason that our Lord’s entreaty was not to be freed
from the fear of death, but (as the mpos 7ov Svwduevor odlew
atrov éx Bavdrov shows) to be delivered from death itself, to
have the cup of death removed. A freeing, therefore, merely
from the fear of death could not be called an answer to His
prayer, unless indeed (with Calvin and others) we understood
evAdBeia as metonymically put for the object of fear, i.e. the
death itself which He thus feared (a quite mnadmissible exe-
getical quid pro quo). And secondly, New Testament usage
(especially that of our author) does not favour this interpreta-
tion. The passages adduced in its support by Hofmann fail
to afford it. For evhaBelofas at xi. T does not so much express
Noalr’s dread of the threatened deluge, as his conscientious and
wise precautions against the approaching ecalamity in contrast
with the carnal security of the unbelievers; and xii. 28, where
eUMdBeia is combined with 8éos or aidws, it does not denote a
fear we ought to have of God’s consuming fire, but religious
watchfulness over ourselves, so as to avoid whatever might dis-
please Him. This sense of religious awe and conscientiousness
is the only one which evAaBeiofac with its derivatives may be
said to carry throughout both the Epistle to the Hebrews and
the writings of St. Luke} which here again, as so often,
characteristically agree. EvAaBis is in Luke ii. 25, Acts ii. 5,
viil. 2, and xxii. 12,% synonymous with edoeBns.’ So also here
we may interpret edhdfeia as expressing that religious fear of
God and anxiety not to offend Him which manifests itself in

1 With the single exception of Acts xxiii. 10.

2 Avaviag . . . dvip eloe@ys, text. rec.; but Lachmann, after the best
authorities [including now the Cod. Sin.], reads edrzgus.

3 ¢boefys with edneBic is the regular rendering for the Hebrew ‘71 8,
God-fearing or Jehovah-fearing.
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voluntary and humble submission to His will; and this without
the need of supposing any ellipsis or suppressed thought, as
would be more or less the case with any other interpretation.
To which may be added, that in place of the always dubious
constructio pregnans— heard from the fear of death,” i.e. so
heard as to be delivered from it—we gain by our interpretation
a much simpler construction, and one, moreover, quite in St.
Luke’s style: /heard because of His piety;” émé being used as
in dmo Tod §xhov, Luke xix. 3; dwo ijs yapas, Luke xxiv. 41,
Acts xii. 14 ; 47 Tob Umvov, Acts xx. 9; amo Tijs Sofns, Acts
xxil. 11.  E?A\dBewa, as the mildest term for ¢ the fear of the
Lord,” is the most suitable in this application. No other word
could so adeqnately describe our Lord’s disposition towards the
heavenly Father manifested in the prayer in Gethsemane as
this term, so expressive of pious resignation to God’s will. A
Greek scholium aptly observes: el xai ydpiri, ¢pnoi, watpixs
s vios eloakovoln ANN amo Ths oikelas ebhafelas' edhaPelas
yap T To Néyew why ody s éyw Oéhw, AAN @s ov.  More-
over all the Greek expositors agree in this interpretation,—an
agreement which must on all accounts weigh heavily in its
favour. And after all this, it is now evident that the second
participial clause, with its emphatic word elAdBetas placed at
the end, is not a mere incidental remark (Bleek, Liinemann),
but one closely connected with the main proposition: “ Christ
Himself learned obedience by suffering, in that, having to
wrestle with His God in prayer, He too was heard only
because of the reverential awe with which He then submitted
His own will to that of the Father. The hearing vouchsafed
Him did not consist in a mere deliverance from that dread
of death which made submission thereto so hard, although,
no doubt, this was in part a fruit of that agonizing prayer
(the great antitype of Jacob’s wrestling): for what Christ
prayed for was a deliverance from death itself; to which the
only answer could have been a real deliverance. He was
heard therefore (in brief), when raised of God from the dead
and exalted by Him to heavenly glory (so Bleek, Liinemann,
etc.). But if His prayer before death was that, if possible, He
might escape it altogether, a subsequent resurrection and exal-
tation, however glorious, could not be called an answer to such
prayer; for which reason Kostlin will not admit any reference
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here to the agony in Gethsemane. The difficulty vanishes on
a closer view. If we considered Jesus as a mere man, His
prayer would be to be kept from the death with which His
enemies threatened Him ; and in that case it would, especially
the more earnest supplicatory part of it, be incomprehensible,
seeing how many just men, both before and after, have met
with joy the martyr’s doom; to suffer for G'od being in itself a
suffering most blessed. And if, as we must, we consider Jesus
as the God-man and Mediator, then at first sight it would also
seem almost blasphemous to suppose that He could have sought
to withdraw Himself from the work of atonement, precisely
when its final accomplishment was in question. But His sup-
plication had reference to the mortal agony on the way to that
end. That betrayed by His people to the Gentiles He would
die, and that for the salvation of the world, was to Him well
known. Ie had indeed announced it beforehand to His dis-
ciples with gradually increasing clearness ; and yet, when death
with all its terrors presented itself immediately before His soul
in the garden, an anguish and a ¢ horrible dread” overwhelmed
Him, which, in the consciousness of the inevitable necessity,
wrought in His mind a momentary obscuration and apparent
wavering. In this state of human doféveia He prayed to One
who was able to save Him from death, One who, in respect of
power, could do so; He prayed that, if it were possible, He
would let the cup of death pass from Him,—*if possible,” that
is, if consistent with His divine counsel and will. It was the
whole abyss of death itself into which the Lord looked down
when He offered this supplication ; He saw there the workings
not only of evil men and of the demon-prince of death, but also
of the ultimate ground of death, which is no other than the wrath
of God Himself! And He saw that death, in this its full
reality, could not be withheld from Him, who was appointed by
dying to overcome death, and by being made a curse to absorb
the curse for all mankind. God Himself had willed that so it
should be, for He willed to love mankind, and not of necessity
to be for ever wroth with them. It was the love of God, there-

1 See v. Gerlach, with whom we are here in perfect agreement : ** Why
shruck He back from death, except because He discerned therein the curse
of God, and a conflict to be endured with all the powers of sin, and hell
itself 2"
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fore, which sent the Son into the world, and it was the same
love which gave Him up to death; but only as the ultimate
cause of that condemnation which, viewed apart from its reason
and purpose, was a manifestation of God’s wrath, not as against
the innocent One, but as against the guilty many in whose
room the Mediator stood. And now, therefore, even because
He, as the Representative of all mankind, did not supplicate
for deliverance from death, without at the same time an obe-
dient self-submission to everything beforehand which the deter-
minate counsel and foreknowledge of God might demand, God
heard and answered Him on account of that His EiAdBea, i.e.
He compassed Him with love in the very midst of Ilis mortal
agony, and when under the sense of divine dereliction, and
therefore of divine wrath, and so translated Him through
dying to alife of glory. This was the Father’s answer to the
awful cry, My God, my God, why hast Thou forsaken me? It
is because I love Thee the more, and in Thee would love and
glorify mankind!” The Son was heard, not by deliverance
from the necessity of dying, but by temporal death being made
for Him the gate of paradise, and the cross of shame a ladder
to heaven. He was heard, in that David’s hope (Ps. xvi. 8-11)
was in Him fulfilled (Acts ii. 24-31, xiil. 35-37),—heard, in
that, though Ile must taste of death (ii. 9), God loosed its
“pangs” (Acts ii. 24), and made it manifest that they were
but the birth-throes of an endless life for Him and for the
world. We view the work of atonement generally from the
height of the divine plan as now revealed ; and so for us it is a
mystery made plain. But if we place ourselves in the midst of
its mysterious development, and venture to accompany step by
step the incarnate Redeemer in His suffering work of atoning
love for all His brethren, and in His prayers and supplications
for Himself from Gethsemane to Golgotha, then we shall not
fail to see that those agonies of death so suddenly transformed
into the joys of paradise were a hearing of His prayer surpass-
ing even what as man Ile had asked and desired Himself. We
say, surpassing what as man He had asked or desired Himself,
for that almost despairing cry upon the cross, as well as the
“ Father, if it be possible,” in the garden, presents Him before
us sunk in a depth of suffering, which was at the same time
the deepest obscuration of the divine light in His human con-
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sciousness and the lowest prostration of His human doféveia.
Most certainly this suffering had in its greatest extremity an
infinite divine power of endurance for its accompaniment and
support; but that notwithstanding, the burden was no less heavy
which He had and was willing to bear in order to disburden
us. Had He not experienced the terrors of death Himself, He
would not have been wxara wavra like us, nor what it needed
that our High Priest should be, é¢ dvfpdmwr AauBavéuevos.
Had He not been under the necessity of compelling the capé,
which in itself shrinks from suffering and the cross, to stand
firm against it in submission to God, and as strengthened in
Him, He would not have entered into the fellowship of our
dobféveia, nor have been the true antitype of Aaron, able to
sympathize with those whose High Priest He has become, émrei
xal alros mepiretrar dobéveav.

We now come to the very important question (above re-
ferred to), ©Whether the writer of our epistle means in ver. 7
to say that there is anything analogous in Christ to what he
has laid down concerning the Levitical high priest in ver. 3,
viz. that he is bound as for the people, so also wepi éavrod, to
offer for sins?” And here we must premise, that Christ being
altogether ywpis duaprid, the analogy, at all events, can only
consist in this, that as in the case of the Levitical high priest
it was his own actual sins, so in the case of our Lord it was
only His human doféveia (connected as that was by origin with
human sinfulness) that made it needful for Him to offer mrepi
éavrod. Of modern expositors, some find no reference in the
mpogevéyras of ver. T to the wpoapépew of ver. 3 (De Wette) ;
some a slight allusion, with an half conscious paronomasia, to
the mpoodépeww of vers. 1 and 3 (Bleek) ; while others express
no opinion (Tholuck, Ebrard, Liinemann). Hofmann alone
has seriously raised and thoroughly entered into the question.
He thinks to find a profound parallelism between the mpoo-
evéyras here predicated of Christ, and the wpospépew mepi
éavrod to which the Jewish high priest was bound before he
could offer on behalf of the congregation. His own words are
as follows (Schriftd. ii. 1, 283 ; comp. also 206, etc.) : “ Christ’s
earnest prayer that the cup of death might pass from Him, was,
like the high priests offering for himself, a pious utterance of
human infirmity (only with the difference which must obtain
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between the infirmity of a sinful priest and that of the sinless
Saviour), and not therefore to be compared with such supplica-
tions as might be offered by any individual believer, but strictly
answering to that peculiar and unique expression of the high
priests own relation to God, being as closely connected with the
passion that followed as was the high priest's offering for himself
with his offering for the congregation. It was the presentiment
of that approaching passion which made Jesus, in the contempla-
tion of it, ¢ sore amazed and heavy, with loud outcry and
tears ; but the outery y was the voice of prayer, the tears were
those of a suppliant, and both, consequently, an offering well-
pleasing to God, wherein Jesus exhibited His true relation to the
Father. It was an offering, therefore, which God accepted.”
Ingenious as this parallel is, yet I do not believe that our
author had it in his thoughts; for, 1st, the hypothesis on
which it is founded, namely, that wpogevéyras and elcaxov-
afels, with their dependent clauses, stand to éuafer ad’ v
émalev Ty Vmakory in the relation of precedents in point of
time, cannot be proved. We have seen, on the contrary, that
according to our author’s view, Christ learned obedience in
doing and experiencing the things there stated. Then, 2dly,
if we have rightly apprehended the author’s meaning, such an
exclusive reference of ver. 7 to the scene in Gethsemane would
be unwarrantable, since it also refers to the conflict on the
cross, and especially since eloarovafeis amo Tis edhaBelas was
only fulfilled in that transition from death to life when Jesus
kpafas ¢pwv) peydhy gave up the ghost and entered paradise,
and was only made manifest in the glory of His resurrection.
3dly, The author does not distinguish (ver. 3) the two offerings
of the high priest by a mpérepov and émeira, as, on Hofmann’s
hypothesis, we should expect him to do. And 4¢ily, which is
the main point, when he does so distinguish (vii. 27), he knows
of only one antitypical offering made by Christ, viz. the sacrifice
of Himself made for us and once for all, ¢.e. an offering of the
innocent for the guilty, and exclusive, therefore, of anything
analogous to the vmép Tav i8lwy dpapTidy here.

It is to this offering of Himself for us that, according to
Hofmann’s parallel, we should have to refer the éuafev a¢p’ dv
érabev, k.T.\., discussed above, and suppose that that clause
sets forth how our Lord, after the conflict in Gethsemane,
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went on to manifest in a new way, i.e. one perfectly passive,
the filial obedience which He rendered to the Father. Hof-
mann says: “ It is not here expressly stated that this self-
sacrifice was made by Christ on our behalf, the context not
requiring such a comparison between the work of Aaron and
that of our Lord : the point of resemblance here insisted on is,
that in both cases the high priest was not exempted from such
liability to temptation and suffering infirmity as rendered him
more sympathetic for others, and more ready to help them.”
The reason here assigned for the omission of any statement
that our Lord’s sacrifice was made for us, is perfectly correct ;
not so, however, the connecting it with &uafev, x.7.\., rather
than with mpocevéykas. The Lord’s sacrifice for us began in
Gethsemane, and was already in will almost as good as accom-
plished when He cried, #\jp un 70 Oé\nua pod, daAia 7o aov
yevéoOw. It was realized in outward act upon the cross, and
finished when He there cried TeTéAestar, and commended His
spirit into the hand of Giod. DBut the fact, that both in Geth-
semane and on the cross He made His offering not without
¢ prayers and supplications,” and ¢ strong crying and tears,” in
the one case, with the Father, if it be possible, etc., and in the
other, with Ay God, my God, why hast Thou forsaken me2—
the fact, that in both cases His stedfast submission to the
divine will was made in the midst of so great a conflict,—all
this showed His possession of a true humanity, enabling Him
to feel with and compassionate us. His ¢ prayers and suppli-
cations,” which began in the garden and were continued to the
end, being poured forth in one stream from a soul troubled unto
death (as the twenty-second Psalm, which gives us so deep a view
into the inmost mind of the Crucified, bears witness),—these
are, no doubt, all of them included and designated as a sacrifice
in the word mpocevéyras. But they were not a sacrifice in and
by themselves, and offered by our Liord, as Hofmann says, mwepi
éavrod, in contradistinction from Iis offering of Himself 7repi
Tob Naod. They were indeed the accompaniments of that one
self-oblation, or rather formed of it an integral part. e cannot
distinguish in our Lord’s doings and sufferings what was done
for Himself and what for us, since all was done both for us as
those to be redeemed, and for Himself as our representative.
Being at once both High Priest and sacrifice, He was also as
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Son of man the new humanity itself, which in that awful
sacrifice, by conflict and submission, made its way from death
and condemnation to life and peace, and in itself made all of
us the objects of the Father's love. And just because the
sacrifice of Christ was so intensely personal, it was not a dumb
or silent offcring, but one that was step by step accomplished
in acts of prayer, whereby He manned Himself (so to speak)
again and again for renewals of the conflict, and in the midst
of the sense of divine dereliction held fast by faith in the
divine love, so winning in Himself for us deliverance from the
wrath divine.

The sacred writer having thus asserted for our Lord the
two essential qualifications of a high priest,—1st, that of a
divine appointment; and 2dly, that of being taken from among
men, and able to sympathize with them from His own expe-
rience of human infirmity,—proceeds (vers. 9, 10) to exhibit
Him as having reached, by that way of sorrows, the exalted
station in the heavenly glory to which the same divine appoint-
ment had called Him.

Vers. 9, 10. And being perfected, he became for all who are
obedient to him the originator of eternal salvation, being solemnly
addressed by God as high priest after the order of Melchizedek.

The context proves that Telewwfels must be referred not
to our Lord’s filial,' but to His mediatorial relation (compare
also vii. 28 with ii. 10). That relation was, so long as the
days of His flesh lasted, in a process of development. But
after He had shown Himself obedient (dmrijroos) unto death, even
the death of the cross (Phil. ii. 8), that process of development
attained its end, the state of humiliation was exchanged for one
of glory, and Christ came forth from the school of obedience
made perfectly that which He was intended to become, God so
putting the seal of acceptance on the sacrifice that had been
made. And being thus made perfect, He who to His last
breath on the cross had been obedient to the will of God,
became the originator of eternal salvation for all who now on
their part are obedient to Him, that is, who submit themselves
in faith to the merit of His obedience (Rom. v.19). The order
of the words varies here between 7ois Umakxodovow aiTe maow

1 8o Hofmann.
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(retained by Tischd. 1849) and wdoe Tols Umaxolovow adrd
(Lchm.). The latter order being the better attested, is to be
preferred.! It seems also more fitting that mdoi, which ex-
presses the universality of the salvation thus provided, should
precede, and that Tois vmak. adrg, which expresses the subjec-
tive condition of its attainment, should follow., This salvation
is here in readiness for all who will accept it (without distinc-
tion, as is self-evident, and especially in a Pauline epistle), i.e.
it is a universal salvation, and in its inward essence is eternal
too (D% YR, Tsa. xlv. 17),—a « saving to the uttermost”
(vii. 25). And of all this Christ is now become the Mediator,
yet not so as of a salvation attainable apart from Himself,
but, as is implied by alrios (comp. dpxnyss, ii. 10, Acts iii. 15,
v. 31), its author and possessor, or, if the expression may be
allowed, its one personal principle (¢py7). The phrase alrios
etui Tl Twos, in a good sense as well as in a bad, is classical :
in Joscphus (Ant. iii. 3), Aaron with his family and Raguel
magnify the God of Israel és 775 cwrnplas adrois kai Trs
é\evbepias aiTiov; and Philo (ii. 440) calls Noah, in relation
te his sons, 7ov almiov ThHs cwtnplas warépa. Having thus
stated what our Lord as perfected became, the author returns
once more to Ps. cx. 4, mpooayopevbeis Umro 70D Ocol dpyLepeds
kata Ty Tafw Melyioedéx. Raised to that state of perfec-
tion, He became the personal Mediator of an all-embracing
and eternal salvation, and became so in that He was solemnly
addressed by God as “ dpyiepevs katd iy TdEiw Mekyiaedén.”
Observe the part. aor. : it is the title of honour wherewith the
Son made perfect through sufferings was saluted by the Father
when Ie raised Him from the dead and made Him sit at His
own right hand (Hofmann, Schriftb. ii. 1, 47). The title with
which God openly and solemnly received Him was not merely
lepeds kata Tiv TdEw Mehyioedén, but dpyiepels raTa T
TaEw Meny. Although we cannot agree with Hofmann in
his view, already given, of Melchizedek’s priesthood as simply
identical with or involved in his royal dignity and office, yet
he alone of modern expositors has rightly put and answered
the question, why in this designation of the priesthood of our
Lord, taken as it is from Ps. cx., His high-priestly character

1 So Bleek and Liinemann, [Thereading in Cod. Sin. isalso #&siv 7oig
Cwexovovoiy avrg. —TR.]
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is thus expressly named (Schriftb. ii. 1, 285). “ From the time
of His glorification onwards, Christis the ¢ Priest after the order
of Melchizedek) But it was through previous suffering even
unto death that He was made perfect as an High Priest. Had
Bleek rightly distinguished between these two, he would not have
fallen into the mistake of supposing that our author makes
Christ's ligh-priesthood first begin with His glorification.” This
is quite true. Seated now at the right hand of God, and so
raised! to fellowship with Him in royal glory, the perfected
One is an lepeds kata Ty Tafw Mely. DBut having also
entered the heavenly sanctuary, after first making an oblation
of Himself here on earth, with prayers and supplications, He
is also the antitype of Aaron, and as such styled ’Apyuepeis.?
Bleek himself cannot withhold the acknowledgment (ii. 1, 361),
that our author assigns a high-priestly character to our Lord’s
own oblation of Himself upon the cross previous to His entrance
into the heavenly sanctuary, but thinks that he regarded this
as merely an inauguration into the dignity of the heavenly high-
priesthood. Hofmann very justly contends that it was more than
that—that it was an essential part of His High Priest’s work
performed in the outer court, that is, in this world. And there-
fore, when the Father in the heavenly sanctuary thus salutes
the Son made perfect on His entrance there, ¢ High Priest
[art Thou], after the order of Melchizedek,” we have the two
great antitypical titles inwoven into one.

1 Bearing the title, as Luther would say, of Shéblimini (b 3w, Sit
Thou on my right hand !) with the inscription on His stirrup : I will make
Thine enemies Thy footstool; and this on His diadem : Thou art a Priest for
ever.

2 While Josephus, in speaking of Melchizedek, is careful to avoid the
term ’Apyuepeds, Philo calls him ¢ péyae dpyiepsds 1o pssiorov Ocov (il
34 ; comp. Jos. dat. i. 10, 2, and Bell. vi. 10). Mangey is mistaken in
comparing Philo ii. 586, where it is not Melchizedek but the Asmonman
high priest who is referred to: the fragment ii. 657 is more to the point,
where Philo says: *‘ The earliest kings appear to me to have been at the
same time high priests, so testifying that those who rule over others are
the ministers of them that fear God.” In the Epistle to the Hebrews,
* Apyiepeds is never applied to Melchizedek, but only to the Levitical office-
bearer, and to our Lord as antitype of Aaron,



EPISODE OF EXHORTATION

CONDUCTING FROM THE

FIRST TO THE SECOND PART OF THE EPISTLE.
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Criap. v. 11-vr1. 20.

Cuar. v. 11-v1. 3.—Before pursuing further the comparison of
Cloist with Melchizedek, the author rebukes his readers for
their backwardness, in lingering on the threshold of Chris-
tian knowledge, over which he would now, with God's help,
lead them onwards to perfection.

ffﬁ*ﬂ UR Saviour beix}g both the antitype of .Aarcfn and
§ §| that of Melchizedek, we contemplate in Him the

A fulfilment of the law as well as a realization of the
Messianic promises, and both these on the ground
of that suffering unto death which is still a gxdvdatov to the
persecuting and seductive synagogue, from whose threatenings
and allurements the readers of the epistle are in perpetual
danger. He is this, too, in consequence of a return to the
Father’s glory, whereby He has become our salvation and our
boast ; the object of a faith which apprehends the invisible, and
the aim of a hope which lives in the future. Of this Aaron-
like working of the glorified Jesus as the High Priest after
the order of Melchizedek, begun indeed on earth but continued
in heaven, the sacred writer has already commenced, after a
preliminary hint-(ii. 17, etc.) and a precursory admonition {iv.
14-16), expressly to treat in the preceding section (v. 1-10);
but now interrupting the train of his exposition, he thus con-

YR

tinues :

Ver. 11. Concerning which we have much to say, and that
hard to expound clearly, since ye have become dull in hearing.
ITepi oV refers neither to Christ nor to Melchizedek. but to
226
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the subject of which he is treating. The reference to Christ,
if we follow Bengel, who would take us back to the & of
ver, 7, is too remote, and that to Melchizedek (Peshito, Bleek,
De Wette, Tholuck, etc.) too narrow ; for the sacred writer is
not treating of Melchizedek himself in his own person. ITepi
oD, therefore, is either = mepl Xpiorod dpyiepéws kata Ty
rdfw Meny. (Liinemann), or, which I prefer, taking of as
a neuter, = wepi 7ob eivar XpioTov dpyiepéa xara Ty Takw
Meny. So Schlichting, Bohme, Ebrard, Hofmann, and many
others. The sentence which follows can hardly be rendered
literally—.e. word for word ; the following is an attempt to do
so paraphrastically : ¢ Concerning which much or copious is
the discourse which we should wish to make, and one hard to
render intelligible to such as you.” I cannot think, with
Storr, Bleek, and Liinemann, that there is any kind of zeugma
in the use here of 0 Adyos, viz. that it is employed in one sense
as connected with 7o\vs (that of discourse, lecture, or exposi-
tion), and in another with Svoepunvevros (that of the subject
of such discourse or exposition) ; 6 Adyos in both cases is what
one has to say, moAds denotes its copiousness in regard to
materials,' and ducepusjv. the difficulty which besets it in respect
to the method of exposition ; Aéyew is a more closely defining
infinitive, equivalent to the Latin supine dictu.

The next question is: Whether the reproach émel vwBpol,
x.7.\., is intended to explain and justify the second predicate
(8voepurp.) only, or to apply to the former (moAds) as well ?
Among modern commentators, Hofmann is the only one who
takes the latter view (Entst. 341). ¢ In saying that Jesus, after
having endured suck things, is henceforth a high priest after the
order of Melchizedek, the author had said all that he needed to
say, had his readers understood at once what this implied, and
what comfort was contained in it. But now, sensible of the
necessity of entering into further details, he feels impelled to
rebuke them first, for being so little advanced in knowledge as to
need this.” Against this view of Hofmann’s is both the evi-
dently intentional separation of the two predicates, and the

! Compare for a similar use of woads, Dionysius of Halicarnassus, de
Compos. Verbor. § 8: monde & ein o1 Niyos €f mepl mavTwy Bovhoiuny Réyeaw
Tr oxnpeatiopsy. S0 again he says in the 1st book of the Antiquities,
wepl Oy woADs &y €in Mooz ¢l Bovroigery Ty dxpiBeiay ypaPes.

VOL. 1. R
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nature and bearing of the subject. The author has, indeed,
scarcely yet entered on the discussion (Aoryos) of the high-
priesthood of Christ ; and his very commencement of it leads
us to expect a further setting forth of the rich significance of
such a theme. He cannot mean that the hints already given
would suffice for this, were only the spiritual condition of the
readers different; but the difficulty of dealing with so large
and copious a subject of instruction brings vividly to his
recollection the condition of his readers, and impels him in-
voluntarily to make this digression. He does not, indeed, say
expressly that the subject is difficult in its own nature; but
every one who tries to work out for himself the thoughts com-
pressed in the section v. 1-10 will feel that it is so. Hence,
when he adds xail Svsepurjvevros Aéyew, he means that it is
difficult for him to find the fitting épunvela (mode of expression,
or method of exposition), in which he would have to pursue his
theme ;—émei—alas! that I should have to commence with this
reproach l—vwfpol yeyovare Tais axoals. The adjective vobpds
(here and vi. 12)'—a secondary formation from »wfrs, synony-
mous with vwyehjs (védyahos) and vdrap,’ and connected in
Clemens Romanus, c. 34, with wapetpévos—signifies difficult to
move, heavy, slow, dull, languid, indolent? It is here applied,
like the following Tais axoals (a dat. instrumenti, for which also
Tas drods were admissible), to the use of the sense of hearing,
that is, lere, of the inward ear. In the New Testament, and in
classical literature as well, a dxoa{ (for 7} dxoy, comp. 1 Cor. xii.
17) signifies sometimes the sense of hearing in general, some-
times the capacity of a particular individual (Mark vii. 35;
comp. Luke vii. 1, Acts xvii. 20). That which characterized the

1 The LXX. use the word rwépoxdpdios.

2 All these words are in part compounds of the negative vg—though
this is denied by Passow and Lobeck (Patkol. p. 107).

3 The original notion of vwépés is hit by Orion (ed. Sturz, col. 108)
when he says: Nwdpds. va. xal va, orepnrind wopia, 6 vob fopsiv tavepnpetvo;, 6
éoriv &&iwg xiveiofxs. But the derivation from &deiv, proposed by other gram-
marians, is more probable than this from dipew or dpboxesv. In a similar
way they explain vwyerss and voxerne (vid. Orion, Photius, ete. ; Cramer,
Anecdota Graca, ii. 393 ; Bachmann, Anecdota, i. 310) by Svexivyrog, pro-
perly, pd xénnay from xénherw = raxios Tpixev. Pollux combines videie,
vobpele, duBrvrrs a8 synonyms. Lauther's former rendering of sedgpel in
our text was lissig, ¢.e. slothful, negligent.
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later Nazarenes, a stunted growth and consequent lameness
(see Dorner, Entw. i. 306), the author has already to lament
in his Jewish-Christian readers. They are deficient in quick-
ness of spiritual apprehension, and that, as intimated by vyeyo-
vate, in consequence of a falling back from their previous
position to an alarming and unnatural degree.

Ver. 12. For when ye ought for the time (elapsed) to be
teachers, ye have again need that one should teach you how it
stands with the very first elements of the word of God, and lLave
become such as have need of milk, not solid food.

If it be true, as Hartung maintains (see above at iv. 2),
that the xai in xai ydp has always a cumulative force, and,
though placed at the commencement of a sentence, lbelongs
properly to one of its following members, we must not leave it
untranslated (as do Bleek, De Wette, and the majority of expo-
sitors), but reversing the inverted form of expression, connect it
in our rendering with 8i8dowxalot (as, among others, Liinemann):
nam cum deberetis etiam magistri esse propter tempus. I can-
not, however, convince myself of the correctness of Hartung’s
canon, and continue, therefore, to hold, with Winer! and others,
that xai ryap is sometimes equivalent to efenim, sometimes to
nam etiam. Here, with the majority, I take it in the sense of
etenim.

Xpovos (period in contradistinction to raipds, season or
point of time) is the whole time which has elapsed since these
Hebrews first became believers in Christ,—a period of such
length that they ought on this account to be not only far ad-
vanced in knowledge of the truth for themselves, but also to
be the teachers of it to others. Nay, but—on the contrary—
“ye stand again in need To0 8iddowey Tuds Tiwa T oToryela
Tis apxfs Tov Noylwy Tol Ocov.” It has been made a question
whether we should accentuate Twa here as 7/va, “ which be,”
or Twa, “some one””  All ancient versions and all patristic
commentators, with Tholuck and De Wette, are in favour of
Tiva, and so also reads Tischendorf. Luther, Calvin, Bohme,
Bleek, Ebrard, and Liinemann adopt the meaning riwd, which
is the reading of Lachmann. But this reading is maintained
on grounds of no real value. Tor, 1st, it is not true that Twd

1 Gramm. § 53, 8, Engl. transl. p. 468.
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alone is grammatically possible, because otherwise the author
must either have written 8:8agxecfas or supplied another sub-
ject for 8iddowew, such as 7juds, éué, or the like. So Liine-
mann. The truth is, that the thought ¢ you are again in need
of instruction” might be rendered equally well by 8.8dorew
as by &idacrecfar. Compare 1 Thess. v. 1, ob ypelav Exere
dutv ypageabar, with 1 Thess. iv. 19, ob ypelay Eyere ypadew
vuiv.  And even if the argument from 1 Thess. iv. 9 be with-
drawn by the other reading, ob ypelav &youer,' being preferred,
it remains beyond doubt that both constructions are equally
allowable, and Winer seems to be right in supposing that the
active construction may be more common than the passive.”
One of the boldest examples is found in Euripides, Ipk.
Aul. 1477, 1478 : Bring hither wreaths; here is my hair to
crown (mhoxapos 88e katacTépew). So here ypelav Eyere Tob
8bdarew vuas is simply equivalent to ¢ you have need of in-
struction.” And again, it is, 2dly, not true that Tiva must
be rejected on account of the sense, as if the reading Tiva would
imply that the Hebrews are supposed to be in need of being
told what points belong to the primary teaching of the gospel.
De Wette rightly appeals against confining riva here to this
very superficial meaning, to such places as Luke x. 22, xxiv.
17, Acts xvii. 19, etc. We need not interpret it as denoting a
mere catalogue of the things intended. The question concern-
ing the 7/ of anything goes beyond its bare name, and extends
to its character and essence. We decide, therefore, in favour
of 7iva, as against the weak expletive Twd. The Hebrew
Christians are again in need of instructions as to the funda-
mental principles of Christianity, because, instead of building
on them further, they have lost that very apprehension of those
doctrines themselves which is necessary for any further develop-
ment. In this didactic, not physical sense, orocyeia (elementa)
is also used, Gal. iv. 3,9 and Col. ii. 8, 20, where it signifies the
Old Testament cosmic beginnings in the divine education of
the human race,—those legal ordinances which, too poor and
weak in themselves to give inward perfection, were content
with producing an outward appearance of sanctity and purity
in the natural and bodily life of the individual or the people.

1 So Lachmann, The Cod. Sin. reads éxere.
? Winer, Gramm. § 44, Eng. transl. p. 355; Madvig, Synt. §§ 148b-150.
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That the word is used in a didactic sense, is evident from those
subjected to these oroiyela being spoken of as in the age of
vymiorns and Omo wadayoyov. But here the distinction drawn
is not between the revelations of the Old and New Testaments,
as the former preparatory and the latter perfect, but one found
within the New Testament revelation itself, between the ele-
mentary and the higher forms of teaching. This is clear from
the Tov Tis apyfis Tod XpioTod Néyow of vi. 1, in accordance with
which we must interpret here. The genitive 775 dpyfis re-
sembles a descriptive adjective—the first, fundamental elements
(Luther, “the first letters,” the A, B, C) ;! and 7& Aoyea Tod
Ocot (although, of course, it might be used to designate the
Old Testament revelation, Acts vii. 38, Rom. iii. 2, yet here
where Christians are addressed as such) is the revelation of the
New Testament, the whole Word of God in relation to Jesus
Christ, God’s testimony to Him, and His own regarding Him-
self. These Hebrew Christians, instead of being able to give,
have still need to receive instruction in the Word of God im-
parted under the New Testament (ta@ Ady:a = 6 Aoyos), and
this in consequence of a lamentable relapse which has brought
them back to the age of childhood (needing milk), and the
stage of catechumens, needing primary instruction, when they
ought to be at man’s estate, which requires the solid food of
higher truth. In like manner, St. Paul (1 Cor. iii. 2) contrasts
qara (milk) with Bpdua (food); and Philo, yda or yaraxTddns
Tpod) with that which is kparaiorépa, wemrnyvia, elrovos, Tekela.
Solid food, in order to be transformed into chyle and blood (in
succum et sanguinem), requires more powerful digestive organs
than the babe, ob stomach:i teneritudinem (Lactant. Inst. v. 4),
is yet possessed of ; and hence it is used to designate such kinds
of knowledge as not only require a spiritual receptivity for their
appropriation, but such as can be gained only by means of an
intense personal exercise of the spiritual intelligence, and that
based upon an inward, experimental knowledge which has been
already acquired. The older commentators ask here, What,
then, are the doctrines which the author includes under the
term yaha? and without waiting for the explanation given by
himself, vi. 1 sq., they make all sorts of useless suppositions on

! Germ. die ersten Buchstaben ; or, in an earlicr text of Luther's version,
* das erste Schulrecht.”
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the subject. This only is already obvious here, that the high-
priesthood of Christ and its character resembling that of Aaron
(by way of antitype), and that of Melchizedek (according to
prophecy), is reckoned by our author among the higher subjects
of Christian knowledge. Such solid food, he says, belongs not
properly to them, they need the milk of elementary instruction.
The inference drawn from this by Mynster and Ebrard, that the
Ebpistle to the Hebrews could not have been addressed to Pales-
tinian churches, or at least not to the original mother church
as such, rests on a misunderstanding. For, though constrained
thus to reproach his readers with their ignorance and incapacity,
he yet goes on to speak to them of these higher things. His wdww
xpelav &gere must not, therefore, be taken in too absolute a sense.
A conclusion is drawn as to their knowledge from their con-
duct. Whoever suffered himself to be shaken or seduced from
his Christian profession by the outward splendour of the Jewish
worship, or by the offence taken at the cross, or by the Jewish
rejection of the crucified and now invisible Saviour (and such
cases must have been numerous in the Jewish-Christian churches
of Palestine, held as they were in dangerous proximity to the
unbelieving synagogue by their attachment to the ritual pre-
scribed in the law),—whoever seemed so shaken in his alle-
giance to Christ showed thereby that he had lost all true and
living knowledge of the elements of Christian faith, and that
for him no solid food, but only milk, was a fitting nourish-
ment,

Vers. 13, 14. For every one that partaketh of milk is inexpe-
rienced in rightly ordered speech, for he is a child; but the solid
food belongs to the perfect, to such as by reason of habit have
their perceptive organs in a well-trained condition for distinguish-
ing between good and evil.

The author explains what was meant when he said that his
readers have need of milk, not of solid food, by exhibiting the
state of one who uses milk; and what, on the contrary, their
condition should be for whom solid food is suitable nourish-
ment. And this description he holds before them as a mirror,
in which to view and examine themselves. Had he, as Bleek
would have it, placed the first clause in the reverse order, =as
nap 6 dmepos, .1\, he would have directly affirmed of them
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that they were such dmetpos ; but this he avoids doing by a
delicate inversion, though with slight detriment to the sym-
metry of the members of the sentence. Meréyew ydhaxros is
to partake of milk, as Philo (i. 440) says with reference to one
who has found in the sacred Logos the home of his spirit, that
there T vymias kai yahaxtodovs Tpodils duéroyov finds its true
resting-place ; comp. also St. Paul's expression (1 Cor. x. 21),
Tpamélns xvplov peréyew. Abyos Sikaioaivrs is, from the wide
application of both ideas, capable of various interpretations.
One question is, whether Aoyos here signifies doctrine or dis-
course ? and another, whether Sixatoadvy denotes the quality or
the subject of this Adyos? Almost all moderns render the
words, “ doctrine of righteousness”? (so Bleek, Tholuck,
Ebrard, Liinemann), or ¢ doctrine which conducts to right-
eousness” (De Wette), understanding &ixacootwny of moral per-
fection in general, or (as for instance Liinemann) of the
righteousness of faith in particular, and in the Pauline sense.
I also have been wont to explain it in the same way. The
author might have said, « inexperienced in the word of God ;"
but prefers to define the word, not by its Author, but by its
essential contents or principal subject, viz. the &iwxatootvy
Ocob revealed in the gospel (Iiom. i. 17) considered as to the
mode of its attainment, 7 xara wioTw Swarocilvy (xi. 7).
Adyos Sucatootvys might be therefore regarded as like vduos
Sueatoodvns, Rom. ix. 31, comp. 8drovor Sukaioaiwys, 2 Cor.
xi. 5, without the article, becanse Sixatoa. expresses the quality
or ideal character of the word in question as one which has
righteousness for its contents or subject; and such a word the
gospel is.?  Against this interpretation, however, is, that it is
unsupported by the context, and involves a reference so remote
as to Bacikeds Suxatootvns (vii. 2). The objection is not indeed
conclusive, since it is open to a writer to use expressions not
related to those in the context when their meaning is other-
wise known or clear. But if in this case another construction
is possible, which brings Aoyov Sikatosivgs into closer connec-
tion with the context, the preference is certainly due to it.

! Germ. Lehre von der Gerechligkeit, doctrine or teaching concerning
righteousness.

% So * the ministry of the word” is also called, 2 Cor. iii. 9, % dizxovie
THs dixaioolyyg.
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Now as wjmos (from vn and é&mos) signifies one incapable of
speech, a babe, there is a presumption that Adyos in dmerpos
Aoyov ukacoavvns signifies power of speech; for Adyos is used
not only for the gift of eloquence (Luke xxiv. 19, Suvaros év
Noye; 2 Cor. xi. 6, iSudrns 76 Aoye), but also for ordinary
specch ; and secing the word alsfnmipia occurs in the anti-
thetical parallel clause, this meaning is so much the more
probable here, as 6 Aoyos, in the meaning “ speech” or “faculty
of speaking,” occurs in Philo innumerable times in connection
with aigfnois, or the mwévre aicbijoess (Grossmann, Quest.
Plilon. ii. 13-16), the organs of which are called aloOnripia
(Philo, i. 123, 29; 134, 11) The genitival combination Aéyos
dikatosvns resembles the Hebrew p1x %an, prs nay, pIs umsn
(i.e. stones, sacrifices, scales of righteousness), and the like, and
is not without example elsewhere in the New Testament. As,
1 Cor. xii. 8 (on which see Olshausen), Aoyos cweias signifies
the gift of speaking wisely, and Adyos yrigews the gift of
speaking with understanding, so Adyos OSuratoaivys signifies
ability to speak in accordance with righteousness,—the same
which Philo frequently calls 6p8os Aoyos (sermo rectus), the
Hebrew for which would be P7¥ 937, We regard Sixacosivys,
thelefore, as here the gemtlve of quality, but not as to be taken
in the snperficial sense in which Bdhme explains it, ¢ Sermo
justus, 1.e. loquela satis ad intelligendum composita.” As 74
aicOnrnpia does not mean the outward organs of sense, but the
inward ones of spiritual perception, so Aéyos here is not natural
discourse, but such as relates to spiritual things; and connected
here with 8ixatoatrns, it means discourse concerning spiritual
things in strict conformity with truth, examining, balancing,
and harmoniously grouping all the elements which enter into
the case.” Auratostvy is here, as PT¥, WY, DLW, frequently,
the synonym of d\sjfeta and antithesis of \]revﬁoq (comp. +rev-
dohoyias Moyoi, Philo, ii. 259, 30). With this interpretation
the connection of ideas in ver. 13 becomes a very strict one.
He who must still use milk (z.e. can only deal with or compre-
hend the first doctrines and elements of Christianity) is still

1'Eori yap isdrns (says Philo, ii. 373) d¢ of va Qloews dxpiBobyre piv
wapidosey, pnrip dixaicabung ioérng 3 Qi doxiov, Fhios e dsi TdAnbes
eimely, vonris Emeidd xal Todvayriow dviadrug, tv § T Te Umepéyoy xal 6 bmep-
exopevoy axitovs dpxd T xal Ty,
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unskilful in rightly framed, that is, in sound or orthodox dis-
course, as being but a child, who just begins with stammering
lips to use his unformed organs of speech. The antithesis of
wjmios, Eph. iv. 14, 1 Cor. iii. 1, is Té\etos, 1 Cor. ii. 6, which
is here also used in the special sense of adultus, a grown man ;
comp. eis dvdpa Té\etov, of attainment to the ripeness of Chris-
tian knowledge, Eph. iv. 13! It is not to children in under-
standing, but to Té\etot, those in full manhood, that solid food
belongs. The added participial clause, va@v &ia v &w Ta
aloOnmipia yeyvpvacuéva éxévrwv wpos Sidrpiow Kakod Te kai
xaxod, has the article, because it further describes these so-called
Téheror, and establishes indirectly what has been said of them
(Winer, § 59). Ta aicOypmipia is object, and yeyvuvacuéva
predicate, as in the similar passage in Galen, de dign. puls. iii.:
8s pév yap To alaOnriipiov éxel yeyvuvaouévoy ikavis . . . odTos
apioros dv eln yopwy. * Perfect” men, men of full age
spiritually, are those who possess developed by exercise (yeyvu-
vacuéva) all the capacities of spiritual apprehension,—these
capacities being thus developed & vyv &w, by reason of the
readiness acquired by use; éfis is here used in the same sense
as that in which Philo (i. 45) says, that a man, to be formed
for independent thinking, should in the first seven years learn
to understand ordinary names and words, Aoy éfw mepimor-
ovpevos, so acquiring a readiness in the use of language, and
familiarity with the notions with which it deals. The advan-
tage to its possessor of a mind thus formed is indicated by mpos
Seanpiow ralod Te kal raxod. Ie is able, with independent
taste and judgment, to discern what is good and wholesome,
and what bad or deleterious, in the multiplicity that is offered
him as spiritual food ; it not being enough to have mere derived
opinions imprinted on the mind : in addition to this, there must
be, to speak with Philo, ii. 353, SiacTory TovTwy rai Sialpecis
€ls Te aipeaiv dv ypn Kkai Guyny TéV dvavrioy.

This state of Terelorns is, alas, not found in the Ilebrew
Christians who are here addressed, and yet is it the natural
goal of all spiritual growth. The author therefore exhorts
them to strive after it, offering on his part to aid them in

! In the same way Philo also contrasts the sgwioc with the réAesos, i
P- 62, ed. Mangey : oidevds . . . 7ovTwy ¢ TéAeiog deivas . . . TP OF wymiv
Fapavésiog xal ddaoxaring (iori peia).
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attaining it, if that be still possible, seeing it is now long since
they had first received instruction in the elements of Chris-
tianity, and instead of advancing, had stood still, or rather
retrograded :

Chap. vi. 1-8. Therefore, leaving the first elementary doctrine
of Christ, let us press on unto perfection; not laying again the
Joundation in repentance from dead works and faith in God, in
the doctrine of baptisms and of laying on of hands, of the resur-
rection of the dead and of eternal judgment. And this let us do,
if s0 be God permit.

Some commentators regard this sentence as the sacred
writer’s declaration of his purpose (Klee, De Wette, Tholuck,
etc.), others as an exhortation to his readers (BShme, Bleek,
Ebrard, Liinemann, Hofmann (Sckriftbewets, i. 553)) ; but no
one has put the question whether we have actually to decide
for the one view to the exclusion of the other. The words &0
émi v TenewornTa Pepiucba, taken by themselves, appear no
doubt to be a communicative exhortation, in which the writer
includes his readers along with himself; but the participial
clauses ddévres and karaBaiiopevor render it quite impossible
for us to regard the whole passage as such. A teacher might
indeed we]l say that he intends to leave on one side the funda-
mental truths of Christianity, and not to begin his present
work by laying again the foundation of Christian life and
doctrine ; but if his intention were to exhort his fellow-Chris-
tians to strive after the maturer knowledge of spiritual man-
hood, and to this end he bade them neglect the fundamental
truths of their religion, and lay no more the foundation in
repentance, etc., that would, considering the inseparable con-
nection between the foundatlon and the building, commence-
ment and progress, surely be strange and dangerous advice,
and especially so in the mouth of our author, who has readers
in view in whom, as we have heard, the foundation of Chris-
tianity, laid long ago, was celtamlv in need of strengthening
and renewal. \Ve must therefore assume that the p]ulal in
this passage partly belongs to the author alone (as v. 11, ii. §),
and is partly inclusive of him and his readers, and that in the
following way : Therefore, he would say (because a Christian
cannot possibly remain always a child, but must, if he fall not
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away, grow on to ever higher and maturer knowledge), let us
endeavour to arrive at the state of the Té\eioi—that is, such
maturity in knowledge as is capable of a right spiritual judg-
ment, and such fulness of age as is required for a stedfast and
worthy profession ; and let us do this by my imparting instruc-
tions corresponding to the state referred to, and by your seeking
to follow these instructions: and this (namely, this ¢épecfas
éml Ty Tehetdrnra) let us do (momjowper to be preferred, with
Bleek and Liinemann, as a better supported reading to the
moujoouey retained by Lehm. and Tischendorf), so far at least
as God may permit, .. permit me to help you forward, who
have lingered behind by your own fault so long, and permit
you to draw the intended benefit from my efforts on your
behalf. In this way, then, the author includes himself with
his readers in the two main propositions ¢epduefa and mouj-
cwpev. In édvmep émitpémn o0 Oeos the fear is indicated of
the impossibility of helping forward to a higher stage those
who had fallen back so far, or remained behind so long. On
the other hand, the participial clauses are so placed, that gram-
matically they have the same twofold subject (the writer and
his readers) with ¢epouefa and moujowper, but logically their
principal reference is to the writer,—a reference which governs
and determines the choice of the terms used. There is nothing
unnatural in this: it would be allowable for any of us to say,
if we had to do with backward scholars, Let us think earnestly
of higher knowledge, and leave aside what you ought to have
gone over long ago; let us press forward, unless indeed your
having stood still so long has made you incapable of doing so.
Pépeadar (ferri) is used very appropriately here with émi of
the mark or object aimed at: it combines the notion of an
impulse from without with that of eager and onward pressing
haste (comp. Acts ii. 2, where it also signifies cum impetu ferri).
De Wette and others are mistaken in understanding ¢epduefa
as said exclusively of the writer, and in consequence Te\e:s-
my7a as designating merely a fully developed line of teaching;
whereas it refers at once to knowledge and to life, to word
and action (Adyos, épya), and here especially to the fulness of
spiritual knowledge manifesting itself in a Christian profession
as the antithesis of vymidrns. 'A¢iévar is the usual word
employed by an orator or writer when he declines to speak of
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a subject which presents itself for consideration, in order to
revert to or to discuss another. What the author here intends
to leave on one side is the 7a oTouyela s dpxfis T@v Noyiwy
700 Ocod of v. 12, which he now describes as the Tov 775 dpyfs
To0 XpioTod Adyov. As above Ta ororyela Tis dpyhs were
the primary elements, so here 6 Noyos Tijs dpyijs is the primitive
word or witness (of the gospel), and Tod Xpiarod is a genitivus
objecti (6 Néyos Tob Xp., like 6 . Tob Kuplov or Tod Oeoi’ =
10 edayyéhov). It is, then, that instruction regarding Christ
with which a beginning is made by all preachers of the gospel
that is now to be passed -over, in order to advance to higher
developments of divine truth.?

Like apévres, we have in pg wdhw Oeuéhiov xataBario-
pevor a current phrase to express the ordinary methodical
procedure of the instructor, who, in teaching, first ¢lays the
foundation,” and then builds upon it. Ebrard acknowledges
this, but only to adopt in its room the perverse interpretation,
“not again throwing down the foundation” (as if warning
against apostasy or unbelief). There being nothing new under
the sun, he can, it seems, find authority for even such a strange
perversion as this, and appeals to a rendering in the Itala—
“non iterum fundamentum diruentes.” * But ¢ throwing down”
(dejicere) would neither in itself be the proper expression for
« destroying” a foundation ; nor, though karaBdX\\ew has the
sense of dejicere or diruere, can this be extended to the middle
katafBd\\ecbfas here, especially as xataBda\ecfar Gepéniov is
the regular antithesis of émowodoueiv® (comp. also Philo, i. 266,

1 ]t has been already observed that St. Luke almost invariably employs
some such periphrasis for edayyiniov.

2 ¢ néyog THs dpyiis is a peculiar Hebraizing construction. In Hebrew,
however, the word corresponding to epy#s, whether vina, nwrwa, or
nSnn, would have to take the first place, as the Peshito renders here,
““the beginning of the word of Messiah"—schurajo de-melthe da-meshicho.
The three words, dpx#, £Q¢is, Pipeobdas, are found together in a place in
Euripides (Androm. 392), first pointed out by Wetstein :

Tav dpxiv dPeis
Tlpog iy TerevTiv SaTépay ohaay Qépy.

3 Comp. Eurip. Herc. Fur. 1261, 1262:

“Orar 8¢ xpnwls un xaraBrndi yivovs
'Qplis dvderyxn BuoTuxeiv Tovg Exy/ovovs.
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tmoBdMheclar Beuéneov; ii. 289, BdAhesbar Beuéntov; and
1 Cor. iii. 10, Tc0évar Oepéniov).

The three following pairs of genitives are instances of the
so-called genitivus appositionis (Winer, § 59, pp. 503, 504, Eng.
transl.), indicating what the ¢ foundation” is, or wherewith the
“laying” of such foundation has to do. It is usual to speak of
six points of doctrine here, but properly we have only four
points of doctrine preceded by two features of Christian life—
Repentance and Faith. The word 8:8ay7s does not stand
before peravolas, but only before Bamriouav. The sacred
writer most clearly distinguishes (says Hofmann) between what
they ought no longer to have to do (i.e. begin again to repent
and believe) and what they ought no longer to have to learn
(the doctrines connected with baptism, etc.). The Christian
life begins with a turning away from such a life or course of
action as is destitute of life from God, and a turning to God
in living faith and trust in Him. This is the werdvota dmo
vexpaw épywv and the mioTis émi Oeév which is here spoken of.
He who has made such a beginning, is next taught the signi-
ficance of the two rites of baptismm and imposition of hands
which the church performs on him: he is taught what is there
done to him, and what God will one day do for him, when He
shall raise from the dead him who has been sealed with the
Holy Spirit, and by a final judgment shall associate for ever
with the blessed him who is here separated by the waters of
baptism from an evil world. The author, therefore, is not here
speaking of a doctrine concerning the nature of faith in con-
trast with higher points of doctrine, but of the commencement
of the Christian life (the first “believing,” Rom. xiii. 11) in
contrast with its riper age (vid. Hofmann, Schriftd. i. 553). In
this way Hofmann very justly refutes the false inference drawn
by Ritschl and others from our passage, that faith occupies a
lower position in our author’s system than in St. Paul's, Ina
certain sense, however, it may be said that, even in our author’s
view, repentance and faith are the two first and fundamental
doctrines of Christianity. They represent the order of develop-
ment of divine grace, into which no one can enter unless
taught both from law and gospel regarding the necessity and
nature both of repentance and of faith; and so, accordingly, our
Catechism begins with the Decalogue and the Creed. DBut, as
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we have said already, if we regard the actunal form of the ex-
pression, it is certainly not instruction as to the way of salva-
tion, but the actual entering on that way itself, which is here
spoken of as the first foundation of Christianity. The laying
of that foundation has to do, first (in the case of unbelievers),
with repentance and faith as negative and positive commence-
ments of the new life; and secondly (in the case of catechu-
mens), with the doctrine of the two initiatory sacramental actions
and that of the “last things,” which will form the corporeo-
spiritual and eternal consummation of the new life begun in
repentance and faith here, and sealed, enriched, advanced by
baptism, and its accompanying rite of the laying on of hands.

We will now consider separately these three pairs of funda-
mentalia.

I. The first is that of repentance from dead works and of
Saith towards God— (ueravolas amo vexpdy Epywv rai wioTews
émwi Oedv). The construction perdvora amo is found in St.
Luke (Acts viii. 22) ; and mioTedew émi (Oedv or wov Kipiov),
while not quite without example in St. Paul (comp. Rom. iv.
5, 24), is (with g, €ls) at least a more usual expression in
St. Luke than in any other writer of the New Testament (Acts
ix. 42, xi. 17, xvi. 31, xxii. 19). In substance, the v els
Oeov petdvoiav of Acts xx. 21 is equivalent to the miorews émi
Ocov here: both seem to say so little, and in truth include so
much. The Word of God begins its work in a man by address-
ing his innermost self, his proper Zgo. The first thing one has
to do is to change or turn with the vods (uerdvoia), i.e. the whole
self-conscious, self-determined personal intelligence, away from
(amd) vexpdv Epywv. The interpretation of vexpa éya (here
and at ix. 14) given by Kostlin (Lelrbegriff, p. 400 seq.), as
equivalent to &pya dxapma (‘‘dead,” i.e. “fruitless” works), is
true so far as it goes, but not exhaustive. Ilofmann’s is better
—though he perhaps exceeds the writer's meaning—¢ all such
acts as belong to that death which reigns in the natural world”
( Weiss. ii. 166). DBetter still is his definition referred to above :
“every act or course of action in which is not inherent a life
from God.” So also Bleek, De Wette, Tholuck, Liinemann,
and most moderns. % Dead works” are works which have not
their source or motive power in a life from God, and are con-
sequently destitate of any true worth before Him. They have
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no power to act for good on the world without, nor to react
for good on the doer himself, and are therefore fruitless : they
bear no abiding fruit in the kingdom of God. In this term
is included all that in Hebrew is called ¥, that is, show
without substance, or I§ (from pw, spirare), lightness, vanity,—
the opposite of what has any reality or true worth, and espe-
cially the opus operatum or pharisaical righteousness of the
Jewish hypocrite, which Philo depicts in the remarkable passage
concerning ceremonial worship (i. 195): “He also wanders from
the path of godliness who thinks that ritual observance may take
the place of true sanctity.”

In contrast to this, the grace of God produces in the mind,
which it has turned away from ¢ dead works,” an immediate
personal relation and self-surrender to Him, as manifested in
the gospel; and this is its second product, wioTis émi Oeon.
Faith in its deepest ground is trust towards and upon the self-
revealing God ( fiducia); and the personal relation to God,
which is constituted by faith, is opposed here to every other,
the result of cutward work or ceremonial observance. It is
purposely designated as wioTis émri Geov; for faith in God, the
God of salvation, is not distinct from, but inclusive of, faith in
our Lord Jesus Christ. So John xiv. 1, Ye lelieve in God,
believe also in me; i.e. remain united, as with God the invisible
by faith, so also with me, when T shall have returned to Him,
and ye see me no more. In view of the scrupulous persistence
of Judaism in the exclusive dogma of the unity of God (MM
DYA), it was specially necessary to insist on this point of wioTis
émi Ocov, in reasoning with Jewish Christians not yet firmly
grounded in the faith. After mentioning the two chief con-
stituents of the foundation of Christian life, the author next
speaks of the elementary doctrines to be imparted to those who
have entered on the way of salvation. They follow dowdérws,
without connective particle, in order to make the living basis
of all the more prominent.

IL. The second pair of fundamentalia is Banticudv Sibayis
émibéoedss e yewpav. The reading ddayiy (only B.) would
deserve no consideration had it not been adopted by Lchm.
It shows, however, that the writer of the Vatican ms. connected
BamrTiopdv as a governed genitive with &8. (“doctrine of
baptisms”). And so far he was certainly in the right. For
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it is quite impossible (a) to scparate Bamrioudv Sidayis by a
comma, and regard &dayfs as standing Dby itself as an inde-
pendent fundamental (so Erasmus, Luther, and many others,
and in our own day De Wette and Hifling (Sacrament der
Taufe, i. 94)). 'This, among other reasons, has the logical one
against it, that 8:8ay7, whether taken to signify the necessary
catechetical instruction or the contents of such instruction,
would form, if regarded as a separate fundamental, a member
of the group quite disparate from all the rest. For in the
former sense &:day7 would be an independent ecclesiastical
institution, 7.e. the office or function of catechetical teaching ;
and in the latter it would, by the worst possible manner of
dividing, be introduced into the midst of things which form
parts of itself. It is equally impossible (0) to make &idayzs
the governed genitive after SBawricudv, as e.g. Bengel renders
it—baptisms of doctrine—a rendering still defended by Winer
(§ 30, 3, note 4, p. 205, Eng. transl.). Ilis words are: ¢ The
rendering of Bamwriocpol 8ildayrs by ¢ baptisms upon instruction,’
as designating the peculiarly Christian rites, and so distinguish-
ing them from the legal baptisms or lustrations of the Jews, is
supported by Matt. xxviil. 19, Bawticavres—oi8darovres. The
objection to this urged by Ebrard, that Christian baptism is dis-
tinguished from those lustrations, not by the special instructions
connected with 1t, but by the remnission of sins and regeneration, is
of no weight, Matt. xxviii. saying nothing about remission of
sins.”  But, in fact, Bamriopol 8ibayfis would be almost the
worst possible designation of Christian baptisms, if meant to
distinguish them from what no doubt would here be primarily
referred to—the baptisms of proselytes among the Jews.! No
Jewish proselyte would receive baptism without being pre-
viously instructed in his new religious faith and duties; and

1 Baptism was held to be as indispensable as circumeision for converts
to Judaism, according to the maxim Sann by A VIR BAN D$11)5—He
only is a proselyte who has been circumcised and baptized. After o
(circumcision) and nSan (baptism) a third indispepsable requisite was
127p (the offering a sacrifice—corban) : a proselyte had to testify by
offering a sacrifice, that he had entered into the fellowship of Israel ; and
even after the destruction of Jerusalem, he had to deposit a fixed sum to
buy a victim when the temple service should be restored. This, however,
was abolished by R. Jochanan for fear of abuse (Zalm. Babl. Cherithoth
9a).
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in any case, the author of our epistle could hardly have chosen
a more ambiguous and unsuitable exp ession than this, which
is capable of such various interpretations.! Had it been his
purpose to define more closely the baptism of the gospel, he
would have used quite a different epexegetical genitive—as, for
instance, BdmTiopa wakiyyeveaias, or the like.

We must therefore take Bamrioudv as dependent on 8idayrs;
and then, without violation of grammar, we may either (with
the Peshito) make émiféaews e xeipdv a second dependent geni-
tive, or adopt another construction, such as that given by Jo.
Gerhard :* doctrina catechuments tradi solita, antequam baptiza-
rentur vel manuum impositione in fide Christiana confirmaren-
tur. But the illogicalness of the division tells almost as much
against this view as against taking &dayss apart by itself.
And therefore not only Bamriocudy, but also émilésews, dvactd-
oews, and kpiparos must be construed as dependent on &:8axis
(Bleek, Tholuck, Ebrard, Hofmann, Liinemann). Rightly un-
derstood, there is nothing strange in the syntax here. Bohme
translates correctly, baptismorum doctrine et (doctrine) imposi-
tionis manuum, It is an instance of brachylogy: Bamricudv
Sdays émbéoens Te yepaw for Bamrioudv Sidayis, Siday’s
Te émibésews yepdv.” The question mow is: What kind of
doctrine is 8tbayn Bamrrioudv? In every other passage Chris-
tian baptism is called Bdwriopna, whereas Bamriopol is the name
given to the Jewish washings (ix. 10; Mark vii. 4-8). Attempts
are made to explain the plural here as applied exclusively to

1 Bengel, for instance, explains it quite differently from Winer. His
words are: “ Barmrwmol didayis erant baptismi, quos qui suscipicbant,
doctrinz sacr® Judeorum sese addicebant. Itaque adjecto d«dexss doctrine
distinguuntur a lotionibus ceteris Jeviticis,” e. ix. 10.

2 Which is apparently that of the Vulgate, and is so interpreted by
Remiguis-Primasius, ete.

3 The scheme is that of an imperfect yizsuds, one member of which is
suppressed. It is in Latin a not unusual construction, that when the two
central members of such xixoud;s consist of one and the same word twice
repeated, this word may, under certain circumstances, be omitted, now
from the former, now from the latter member of the sentence, while the
position of the remaining words remains such as to exhibit the chiastic
character of the whole (Nigelsbach, Lat. Stylistik, § 167, 4). The same
construction is possible also in Greek, there being also not unfrequently an
inversion of the governing and governed genitive, e.g. Thuc. i. 143, daiyawy
vpbpaw Evexa peydhov wigdod diocwg.

VOL. I. 8
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Christian baptism, by referring (1) to the ancient practice of
trine immersion ; or (2) to the multiplicity of the candidates
and of the acts of baptism performed on their behalf! But of
these explanations, the former is, in the outset, open to the
objection that it takes for granted a custom to whicl the New
Testament bears no witness,? and the second makes the plural
quite objectless. The proper and now almost universally re-
ceived explanation—which, however, Kostlin (p. 447) ground-
lessly rejects—is, that the plural Bamriouoi denotes Christian
baptism, along with the Jewish baptism of proselytes, and that
of John inclusive (Bohme, Klee, Bleek, von Gerlach, Hof-
mann, Liinemann, Biesenthal, and many others). We must at
the same time reject the particular inference drawn from this
Bawticpdv by Tholuck and others, that the author designedly
names such points of doctrine as “ do not constitute the essence
of Clristian faith, but were in some degree known to his Jewish-
Christian readers already as Jews, and therefore might be still
adhered to by those of the clurch who were otherwise ready to
relapse into Judaism.” The six points named were doubtless
one and all recognised by the synagogue also as fundamentalia.
Their Jewish names would be: Hawn, repentance ; MNBN, faith;
Ao, baptism; 7o"D, laying on of hands; P ov, day of judg-
ment; and n*nn, life everlusting, or resurrection. These six
points would therefore of necessity be (not in some degree
only, but) perfectly familiar to educated Jewish Christians;
but yet as conditions, media, or issues of salvation in a Jewish
sense, they could not possibly be styled the feuéhios of Chris-
tian life and doctrine, or * the beginning of the word of
Clirist” (6 Tijs apysis Tod Xptarod Adyos): such they could
become only as enlarged and enriched with deeper meanings,
by new relations and disclosures under the gospel.

This is precisely what the plural Bamwrioudv indicates, as
I find already observed by Schlichting, and still better by

Schittgen. The Christian catechumen coming out of Judaism

1 Maintained latterly by De Wette, who hesitates between the two
methods of explanation,

2 The earliest testimony to trine immersion is in the rpiz Bazrispara
puis pvieews of the Apostolical Canons, on which Zonaras says: iz
Barrispare rratbe tdg Tpeic xeTadloss Pnaly 6 xevoy v wid pviees Groi
v vl Bawriopars. The Jewish proselyte was immersed only once. .
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had to be instructed how New Testament baptism in the name
of Jesus, or of the Triune God, is distinguished by its sacra-
mental, inwardly-transforming, and mysterious character from
the lustrations of the law, and from the traditional n?‘;!;ﬁ en-
joined along with circumcision on Gentile proselytes to Judaism
(or in the case of female proselytes supplying its place), as well
as from the preparatory baptism of John, which paved the way
for the coming kingdom, and was itself called by Josephus
(xvili. 5, 2) Bawriopds and Bdmwrigis. Now follows (con-
nected with the particle e, “as also”’) the second member
of the second pair. of fundamentalia—émibéoewrs Te yeipdv.
What is here referred to is (at least primarily and principally)
the imposition of hands, which in the apostolic age was con-
nected with baptism, and followed it either immediately, as
at Acts xix. 5 sq., or as a later complement, as at Acts viii.
15-17. Hofmann is the first [amongst us] who has properly
appreciated the distinction between baptism and imposition of
hands. Baptism brings the man as a person into the state
of grace, the imposition of hands qualifies him for bearing
witness ; the former translates him out of the world into the
fellowship of Christ, the latter by means of marvellous gifts?
enables him to serve Christ in the world ; the former ministers
to liim the.divine ydps, the latter the manifold divine yaplo-
uara (2 Tim. i 6).

It is very significant—and, as in the case of every other
apostolic word, it demands serious consideration here—that the
author of our epistle reckons the doctrine of the imposition of
liands among the fundamental articles of Clristianity. As
the purpose of tlie ordinance was to qualify for independent
participation in the official work of the Christian church, its
separation in time from baptism (with which it was not always
connected even in the apostolic age) hias been necessitated since
tlie church began regularly to renew herself out of the bosom

1 Originally identical with z¢i or =3 (as is generally recognised since
Hartung's investigations), and from that softened down to an enclitic.

2 [The expression in the ancient prayer for the clergy and people, Who
alone workest greal marvels (qui facis mirabilia magna solus), send down
upon our bishops, etc., the healthful spirit of Thy grace, appears to refer
to the miraculous gifts originally connected with the illapse of the Holy
Spirit. The prayer is as old as the fifth century. Palmer, Orig. lib. i. p.
278.—Tr.]
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of the family, and so children to be ordinarily baptized ; but
it still continues a fundamental condition of the revival of
church life that confirmation be restored to its proper place as
a complement to baptism, and that the imposition of hands be
regarded as the means of imparting the gift of the Holy
Ghost, which the church, in virtne of being the body of
Christ, and having dwelling within her the fulness of His
Spirit, is empowered to dispense. It is not meant that the
imposition of hands is to be regarded as a sacrament in the
sense in which baptism and the Lord’s supper are so: still
something of a sacramental character attaches to it; for while,
on the one hand, it is an apostolic ordinance in which the
Lord’s own example is followed, it is on the other, by virtue
of the word of prayer and blessing connected with it, an effec-
tual means of conveying heavenly (although for the time no
longer extraordinary) gifts. The ancient synagogue had no
13m0 . connected with its n>an.  Excepting the nawp of the
offerer made on the head of the victim before its sacrifice,
Judaism knows of no other imposition of hands but that em-
ployed in the ordination of a rabbi; and that form, moreover,
is regarded as permissible only within the borders of the pro-
mised land. DBut Christianity, by connecting, through the
employment of the same sign in both cases, the solemn ordi-
nation of the clergy to the special ministries of the church with
that initiation to the general Christian service and warfare
which in the form of confirmation ordinarily follows upon every
baptism, has set its seal on the essential unity of the universal
priesthood of all Christians with the special priesthood of the
Christian ministry.

From all this it will follow that the ¢ doctrine of the laying
on of hands” here referred to will have consisted, in conjunc-
tion with that of “baptisms,” first, in instruction with regard
to the various operations of the Holy Ghost, given through
baptism on the one hand, and through imposition of hands on
the other ; then in instruction regarding the right way of pre-
paring one’s self to receive by baptism the spirit of faith, and
by imposition of hands the spirit of power; and finally, in
instruction how to retain faithfully and employ conscientiously
the justifying and sanctifying grace received in the one, and
the special gifts for the benefit of the church and of the world
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which were ministered by the other! (See Acts viii, 14-17,
xix. 5 sq.; comp. x. 44 sqq., ii. 38.) It may cause surprise
that the author should thus expressly mention the imposition
of hands, and be totally silent regarding the Lord’s supper.
We cannot, of course, evade this difliculty by the hypothesis
that he is naming only such “fundamentals” as required
nothing more than a course of good Jewish instruction to be
appreciated and understood (Bengel, Tholuck, etc.), for that
hypothesis we have already found to be incorrect. It must
therefore be assumed that the sacred writer gives us here only
the main outlines of the instruction imparted to Christian
catechumens, and that the mystery of the Lord’s supper was
excluded from it.? The author (it should be well observed) is
not enumerating everything of fundamental importance in the
great whole of Christian truth, but first those practical facts
of spiritual experience with which Christian life commences,
and then those instructions with which the church meets on
the threshold one who, having repented and believed, asks
for reception into her communion. The first point in such
instruction will be regarding that baptism and imposition of
hands which he is about to receive. The next follows in the
third and last pair of fundamentalia.

III. These are avasrdoeds Te vekpdv kal kpipartos alwviov.
These genitives are also dependent on &wdayds, which governs
all four points of doctrine, ranged in successive order, and
connected by ve...Te...xal. It may be asked, In what sense
are the doctrines of the resurrection and eternal judgment con-
nected with those of baptism and the laying on of hands? No
modern expositor has entered so thoroughly into this question
as Hofmann. According to him, the laying on of hands stands
in the same relation to the resurrection as baptism to eternal
judgment, inasmuch as that which baptism prophetically points
to is fulfilled in the final judginent, and the grace which is
conveyed by the laying on of hands is consummated in the

¥ See Note A at the end of this volume,

% This is also L. J. Riickert’s opinion : We may conclude from this that
(the apostolic writer) did not reckon the doctrine of the Lord’s supper to
those belonging to the first foundation, but would reserve it for the age of
verstérn;.  That he could have held it in small esteem, no one acquainted
with the Epistle to the Hebrews could possibly imagine.
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resurrection. For Bamrioués and xpiua aldwiov, in and after
this life, place a man, as a person, in the state of grace; while
érifleais yewpdr and avdatacis vekpdr, in and after this life,
constitute his human nature a vehicle for the manifestation
of grace (Weiss. 1i. 243) : in other words, dvdaracss is the
perfect glorification of that nature which has been fitted by
the laying on of hands for the work of God; while xpiua
aiwvioy is the entrance on the manifestation and full enjoy-
ment of that blessedness which was sacramentally made ours
in baptism. Elsewhere, however (Schriftbewers, i. 554), Hof-
mann states the mutual relation otherwise, and, as seems to me,
less happily : in the dvdoracis is fulfilled that to which we
have been sealed by the Holy Ghost; in the xpiua alwvioy it
will be declared how we have been previously delivered from
that judgment which separates eternally from God. I find
these parallels less happy ; because that Spirit of grace and
promise which is the earnest of our final redemption, and espe-
cially of our resurrection to eternal life (2 Cor. v. 5; Eph. i.
14), is not first imparted through the laying on of hands, but
through holy baptism. And baptism, moreover, which as a
NovTpov wakiyyeveaias implants in the midst of our old natural
life the commencement of a new and spiritual life, stands in at
least comparatively closer relation to the resurrection, in which
this wakeyyevesia will be perfected, than does the laying on of
hands. Hence we conclude that such a chiastic relation as that
supposed by Hofmann between the four points of doctrine, can
hardly have been present to the mind of the author, The con-
nection between them, as appears to us, is rather as follows:
When any one has entered on the saving path of repentance
and faith, the first thing is to instruct him regarding baptism,
by which le is incorporated into the body of Christ, and like-
wise concerning the imposition of hands, which conveys the
charismata nccessary for the discharge of his Christian calling.
This must be followed up by further instruction regarding the
resurrection and the final judgment, since the Christian life
thus begun and furnished must, in the midst of the temptations
of the world, be placed under the shadow of those two great
final facts in the history of redemption, which are as rich in
gracious promise as they are fitted to inspire with wholesome
awe. Without limitation to believers, dvacTasis vexpdw is
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dvdaracis dukailwv Te ral dadlkwy (Acts xxiv. 15); and xpiua
aléviov is the final judgment, deciding for ever the blessedness
of the righteous and the damnation of the wicked (Acts xxiv.
25). Both these facts, which occupy the boundary between
time and eternity, are also Jewish capita fidei. They are here,
however, conceived of as Christian facts and doctrines: the
resurrection of the dead being founded on the resurrection of
Christ (Acts iv. 2, xvil. 18, xxvi. 23), in which sense St. Paul
calls himself especially a preacher of the dvacrasis vexpdv
(Acts xxiil. 6, xxiv. 21); and the final judgment being that
which is to be pronounced by the risen Saviour, as the man
appointed by God to judge the world (Acts xvii.-31). This,
then, is the sixfold basis of Christian life and Christian teach-
ing, which long ere this has been deposited in the hearts and
minds of these Hebrew Christians. And yet, as their wavering
in presence of the synagogue too clearly shows, they are still
in need of further instruction in this their A, B, C. Never-
theless the writer of the epistle will make the attempt to raise
them up to the higher ground of matured intelligence, éavmep
émirpémry o Oeds, if so be God grant His leave. With Him
alone the decision rests, whether they have so far forfeited His
grace already as to be incapable of making further progress.
On this éaimep the whole following section (vi. 4-12) turns.
The writer will do what he promises, if so be God grant him
to accomplish the almost impossible. For there is a backsliding
and an apostasy from which it is simply impossible to rise again,
and after which the very grace of knowledge and of progress is
no more.

Crar. v1. 4-12. He sets vividly before them the hopelessness of
apostasy, in cases where a lving knowledge of Christ has
been once obtained. IFor them, however, he still persists in
hoping better things, and that through stedfastness in faith
they will yet inherit the promises.

“If God permit;” for there is an apostasy from which all
efforts to recover men are vain. This extreme case the
apostolic writer now sets before his readers as a salutary
warning.
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Vers. 4-6. For it is tmpossible, [in the case of ] those who
were once enlightened, and tasted of the heavenly gift, and became
partakers of the Holy Ghost, and tasted the good word of God,
and powers of the world to come, and [afterwards] fell away, to
renew them again unto repentance, [them] that have crucified
again unto themselves the Son of God, and exposed to an open
shame.

Whether we regard vers. 1-3 as an exhortation to his
readers, or (which we think the most natural view) as a decla-
ration of the writer’s own purpose to leave the elements and
advance to higher disclosures of divine truth, in either case it
scems most -suitable to connect vers. 4-6 with éavmep émitpémy
6 Océs. For even if we regard vers. 1-3 as an exhortation,
éavmep, K.T.\., will still express something more than that pious
sense of dependence for every step on the will of Divine Pro-
vidence that is expressed, for instance, in the éav o Kipios
émurpéyrn of 1 Cor. xvi. 7. In either case, whether men them-
selves are not permitted to carry out the good resolutions to
which they have been incited, or their teacher is not suffered
to bring them any further on the good way, there can only be
one reason for this,~—namely, that grace divine itself, by way of
judicial punishment, has ceased from working. This notion of
there being a peremptory ferminus beyond which renewal and
progress are no longer possible, was certainly in the author’s
mind when he wrote éavmep, x.7A.; and it is this notion
which he now proceeds (vers. 4-6) to unfold. In this view of
the connection I find Tholuck and Ebrard most in accord
with me.!

There is, I think, moreover, further evidence that vers. 1-3
expressed the author’s purpose to elevate his readers’ minds
along with his own to Christian Te\eworns in the following
mahw dvakawilew els perdvowav, on which all the participles
(pwTicbévras, yevsapévous, and the rest) depend. For in ava-

1 Liinemann, on the other hand, finds in the whole paragraph the
following connection of thought: ** Passing by points of elementary
instruction, I shall now proceed to such as demand a more profound
Christian insight; for it is impossible to convert anew those who have
been once enlightened, and have since then fallen away.” This leaves
altogether out of consideration the significant idvwep émipény ¢ @sés, and
gives a strange and unsatisfactory meaning to the whole.
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kaw(leer lie expresses his own desired action as teacher and
pastor, the correlative to that expressed in the avarawoiofa:
of 2 Cor. iv. 16, Col. iii. 10. Man having fallen from his
original condition as created in the image of God, needs for
restoration to it, first and before all things, a * change” and a
“penewal” “of the mind” (ueta-voia, avaxalvwais Tod vods,
Rom. xii. 2). The work of grace in spiritual renovation begins
with the root of our moral nature in the vods, by rescuing a
man’s inward life, his self-conscious thinking and willing, from
its degradation in God-forsaking selfishness and worldliness,
and so transforming it into another and a new life. This
radical transformation is here described as els perdvoiay (re-
sulting in an entire change of the vois); and the possibility of
the repetition (wakw) of such a change, through the human
instrumentality which God usually employs (avaxawiew), is
positively denied: for, as De Wette correctly observes, the
stern meaning of this &8fvarov is not to be meddled with.!
Even the explanation, that what is altogether impossible with
men may yet be effected ¢“Dby a special operation of divine
power” (Schlicht., Bengel, etc.), is inadmissible here; for it is
God Himself who works through the preaching of the word.
Ambrose (de Penit. ii. 3) is the first who mentions this miti-
gatory interpretation, but only at once to reject it, though (it
must be confessed) to decide in favour of one yet far less
tenable, which was the traditional exposition among Catholics
of that age. Our text, as is well known, was from early times
a main support of over-strict demands for church discipline.
Tertullian (de Pudicitia, c. 20) refers to it as the testimony of
a disciple of the apostles (Barnabas), that in the case of one
fallen from the state of grace through gross sins of the flesh,
no secunda peenitentia is admissible. The Novatians appealed to
it in support of their fundamental principle, that no one who

1 A remarkable parallel with this &@30veros, which, though not from an
apostolic writer, is conceived in an almost apostolic spirit, is to be found
in Philo (i. 219), wherc he describes the irreparable loss sustained by that
soul which refuses to submit itself to the penitential discipline of the divine
Logos, and overpasses those limits of humility which bescem the creature.
Such a soul, he says, will not only be * widowed” in respect of all true
knowledge, but will also be cast out (éx@efagoeras). Once unyoked and
separated from the Logos, she will be cast away for ever, without possi-
bility of returning to her ancient home.
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had once denied Christ could be again received into‘church
communion, but only exhorted to repent, his future destiny
being left to God (Socrates, h. Eccl. iv. 28),—a principle the
application of which they had at the time of the Council of Nice
already extended (like the Montanist Tertullian) from the lapsi
in time of persecution to all who had fallen into peccata mortalia.
(Sec Hefele, Kirchen-Lezicon, vii. 662). This Novatian use and
interpretation of Heb. vi. 4-8 was met by Catholics, since the
fourth century, by an exposition which on the one hand rendered
it invalid for establishing the Novatian penitential discipline,
and on the other converted it into a proof passage against the
Novatian practice of rebaptizing those who joined their com-
munion (Cyprian, Fip. 73). This is the interpretation in favour
of which St. Ambrose also gave his decision: Sed tamen de
baptismo dictum ne quis iteret vera ratio persuadet; v.e. the words
were to be interpreted not as denying the possibility of renewed
repentance, but as denying the permissibility of a second bap-
tism. So likewise Theodoret: 6 Oeilos amécrohos ol Ta 77s
petavolas dmnyopevae pdpuara, dAha Tod OBelov Barmrioparos
7ov Gpov é8ibake; and Sedulius Hybernus: Sicut tmpossibile est
Christum iterum crucifigr, ita criminosi homines non  possunt
iterum baptizari, The predicative participles, dvasravpodvres,
«.T.\, were understood of the rebaptizers, and the guilt they
thereby incurred. The appellation ¢eTiouds, usually given to
baptism as early as the days of Justin Martyr (A4pol. i. 62, 65),
and the not less usual appellation dvaxaiwilew? for the act of
baptism, favoured this interpretation; and the passage thus
expounded long served to protect the objective validity of the
sacrament, whether administered by Catholics or heretics, so
that the form of the divine institution was adhered to. DBut
the arbitrary character of this interpretation, invented as it was
to serve a temporary controversial object, is too evident to be
denied by any one. ITd\w dvaxaivilew els perdvoiay can lere
by no possibility refer to the repetition of the outward act of
baptism. What is meant is evidently an inward spiritual trans-
formation ; and the only questions which arise are the two fol-

1 The author of the Philopatris (c. 12) uses the word in speaking
of Christian baptism : #uixa 8 gosr Tarmaias britvxer, draaiesricg
tmiffiveg, b TpiTov obpavdy depofarions xal Tad xaAMoTe Expcpabyni, ¥
Udarog fpeds dveaaivigen.
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lowing : 1. Whether by the mapameodvres, in whom this change
is declared impossible, we are to understand all in general who
may have fallen through grave transgressions knowingly com-
mitted and persisted in, or only those who lhave lost grace
through one particular form of sin; and 2. Whether, by the
irredeemably lost here spoken of, we are to understand such
persons as, having once been truly regenerate, afterwards fall
away, or are left to infer from the fact of their apostasy that
they were never truly regenerated at all. Calvin, and all pre-
destinarian interpreters, are of necessity of the latter opinion,
Bleek, too, says: ¢ The new life, and therefore also the new lirth
(regeneration), had made a beginning in these persons, but not
yet struck such root in them as to be able to withstand all assaults
Jrom without and from within.” And De Wette: © We must
conclude that the enlightening (Ppwtiouos) of such Clristians was
a merely superficial one.” To the same purport is that expres-
sion of Schaf’s in his treatise On the Sin against the Holy Ghost
(1841) : “ Awakened, not yet fully regenerated;” and that, too,
of von Gerlach: “Men in whom the last and most formidable
opposition of the old nature had not yet been overcome.” Julius
Miiller (Siinde, ii. 576) maintains indeed that the new life,
when it really exists, can never be wholly lost again, and yet
does not deny that our passage (taken, as he remarks, ¢ from a
deutero-canonical book”) speaks of an apostasy of persons truly
regenerate, from which recovery is impossible. This frank
acknowledgment is important for us, in view of De Wette’s
assertion, that in the description given, vers. 4, 5, there is no
manifest sign of the true regeneration of the heart and will.
How groundless this assertion is, will become evident at once
when we consider more closely the descriptive participles. It
is impossible, says the author, to renew again unto repentance
—(1) Tovs dmaf doTicbévras, those who have once become light ;
meaning, according as we make it refer to persons or to the
faculty of sight, cither those who have been translated into a sphere
of light (Col. i. 13), or those who have been enlightened, freed
Jrom their Dlindness. 1f we compare x. 32 with x. 26, the latter
would seem the only right view ; but Ps. xxxvi. 10 (Gr.) (&v 76
¢wti cov dyrouefa ¢pis) shows that both views may really
coincide, since the enlightenment of the spirit is derived from
that Divine Light by which it is encompassed, and the inward
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eye being thus enlightened, the whole body, the whole person-
ality, is also made full of light (Luke xi. 34-36). This en-
lightenment is described by dmwaf as an accomplished fact,
which, having once taken place, subsists and continues through
and from itself (comp. x. 2), but which also, if once swallowed
up by the previous darkness, is incapable of renewal. A man
experiences this turning from darkness to light (Eph. v. 14)
only once, and no more. It is impossible to renew again unto
repentance those who have returned to their old darkness.

The same is further the case with those (2) who enjoy and
then lose the heavenly gift—vyevaauévous e 7is Swpeds Tijs émov-
paviov. 'That here yedeafar is not a mere superficial tasting,
is plain from the emphasis implied in its very position in the
sentence ; the further proof derived from the usus loguendi is
given at ii. 9. DThilo speaks in a similar sense of yevoduevor
kahoxdyabias, In direct antithesis to the Calvinistic interpre-
tation, summis labris gustare, the true meaning of yedecBas
here is, to have a thorough experience or enjoyment of the object
which is put in the genitive; and this is fully recognised by
Ebrard, who is here under no restraint from any dogmatic
interest. DBleek supposes that, on account of the intimate con-
nection (marked by the 7¢) between this and the preceding
clause, we must assume that ¢ the heavenly gift” is the same
as the heavenly illuminating light there referred to. But the
utmost we are warranted in inferring from the 7e is, that the
one is the result of the other. The work of grace begins with
divine illumination, on which follows an apprehension and
tasting of that which is thus made known.

Were we compelled to understand by “ the heavenly gift” one
out of many, it might be the grace of justification or remission
of sins, in which all life and blessedness? are comprised, which

! Compare Philo’s use of @urifiv (i. 506), and his description of the
Logos as both manna and light. Comp. also i. 534, where the progressive
illumination of the soul is described. There is a fine Midrash in Pesikta
rabbati on Ps. xxxvi. 10 (Eng. ver. 9, In Thy light shall we see light):
“ The light meant is that of Messiah, whick was from of old kidden by God
under the throne of His glory. When Satan once asked, * Lord of the world,
to whom belongs that hidden light under Thy throne?' the Holy One, blessed
be He! answered him, * It belongs to Him from whom thou once shalt flee in
Jear and shame,””

3 [There is an allusion here to an expression in Luther’s Catechism
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the apostolic writer had here in view; but Tholuck, Liinemann,
and other modern interpreters, rightly object to understand-
ing by it here any one particular gift whatsoever. The Swpea
émovpduios, called 2 Cor. ix. 15 the “ unspeakable gift,” is that
of salvation in Christ. A gift it is, because God has bestowed
it on us, and imparts it to us in prevenient grace; a heavenly
gift, because sent down from heaven itself, and making us
partakers of celestial blessedness. In other passages St. Luke
delights in calling the Holy Ghost a 8wped (comp. ii. 4 above
with Acts xi. 17) ; but here it is only indirectly that He is so
called. The sacred writer proceeds to warn them, further, as
(3) xal peroyovs qernbévras mvedparos dyiov. When a man
has been divinely enlightened, and has tasted the supreme good,
salvation in Christ and new life from God, he becomes, in the
third place, a living member of the body of Christ, which is
animated by the Holy Spirit. Of that Spirit he so partakes,
as to carry His presence within him as an abiding possession,
an impelling power, an active source of life. ~Méroyos, as
already observed, is a word common to St. Luke and to this
epistle ; yevn@évres is the aorist used by the Doric and later
writers, instead of yevouevor. It is possible that the author, in
employing the word ¢wricfévres, was thinking of catechetical
instruction,—in speaking of tlie Swpea émovpaveos, of the grace
imparted in baptism,—and in péroyos dylov mredparos, of the
imposition of hands for the gift of the Spirit. He, then, who
has thus been delivered from the gloom, and poverty, and
weakness of a life without God, must henceforth find his home,
his source of nourishment, in the world above. The author
therefore goes on to speak of such as (4) xaXov yevoauévovs
Ocol pripa Buvduers Te pé\hovros aldvos. Considering his
evident command of language, we certainly cannot regard the
repetition of the verb yelecfas here as to be explained, by the
supposition that the writer was at a loss for another appropriate
word (Bleek, Liinemann) : rather the repetition of the same
term is intended to set forth more strongly the reality of the
experiences referred to. The change, moreover, in the con-
struction (yevoap. being now followed by an accus.) has cer-
tainly some meaning, and cannot be explained by saying that

(Fifth Part, ** The Sacrament of the Altar"), * Where remission of sins is,
there ts also life and blessedness.”"—Tn.]
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the author did not wish to accumulate more genitives dependent
one on another (Bdhme, Bleek, De Wette, Liinemann). The
construction of yedeafar with the accusative occurs but very
seldom in non-biblical Greek (see Passow); in the New Testa-
ment it is found only here and John ii. 9, but more frequently
in the LXX. and the Apocrypha. The two cases may be inter-
changeably employed elsewhere, without important difference
of meaning; but here, where both constructions stand side by
side, the change of regimen is certainly not without meaning,.
Verbs denoting enjoyment take the genitive in a partitive sense,
but are followed by the accusative when the object is partaken
of as a whole, or when the material of which it consists as a
means of nourishment is chiefly in question (Kiihner, § 526,
Anmerk 3; Ditfurt, § 83). In this way are distinguished
wivew {8atos, to drink some water (or take a drink of water),
and w{vew 8wp, to be a water-drinker. And so here: the idea
connected with yevoapévovs Tijs Swp. Tis émovp. is, that the
heavenly gift is provided for all men, and is inexhaustible in
fulness; while that suggested by xalov yevoauévovs Ocod priua
is, that the good word of God has become, as it were, the daily
bread, the ordinary spiritual food, of the persons described.
The adjective xahov is not added as a mere descriptive attribute
of the divine word in general, but points more particularly to
the word of promise, “the good word” or “words” of Joshua
xxi. 43 (43), and Zech. i. 13 (LXX. prjuara kakd). Compare
31 (good, LXX. dyafd), answering in the parallelism to nywh
(salvation) at Isa. lii. 7. The Christian, in the onward course
of his spiritual life, has, in the midst of trials from without
and within, the good, consolatory, hopeful word of God, which
speaks of a glorious future and a final redemption as his daily
food and refreshment by the way. And not that only. The
world to come is with him not only as an object of promise and
expectation ; le tastes its marvellous powers even here. The
duvapes are, according to ii. 4, Gal. iii. 5, and other places,
miraculous gifts, wondrous manifestations and experiences.
Every miracle is an entering of the powers of the new world
of redemption and eternal life into the old death-subjected
world of creation. What is here meant, therefore, are those
miraculous operations of the Holy Ghost, which demonstrate
the wholly spiritual (or pneumatic, in antithesis to material or
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psychical) condition of the new divine order of things, the
presence of which is thus revealed in the midst of the old
order of death and sin. They are a prelude and a foretaste
vouchsafed already of that future redemption which is still in
progress. The “ world to come” (x3n hA or snxT ady), the
péMhouga olkovuéyn of ii. 5, has not yet appeared, but is already
present as the hidden background of ¢ the world that now is,”
waiting for its manifestation, and perpetually breaking through
the crust that binds it, in manifold effulgurations, which the
Christian sees around him, or perceives within. He tastes the
powers of the world to come.!

' Such, then, is the description which the sacred writer gives
of the previous condition of those whose apostasy he assumes
as possible, and a subject of anxious warning. How can we
doubt for a moment that it is the truly regenerate whom he is
here describing? Can there possibly be any more sacred or
more glorious manifestations of grace connected with the new
birth than those which the author here names; and could he
have selected any less ambignous or more mystically profound
expressions for describing it? Is it mot clear as day, that
what he means to say is, that the further one has penetrated
into the inner sanctuary of the state of grace, the more irre-
coverably is he lost if he then fall away ? (Ebrard.)

Having thus with four participial clauses described the
spiritual privileges of these highly favoured ones, he now with
cutting brevity—with one short word—depicts the fall from
such an elevation, the miserable apostasy from such grace so
lovingly vouchsafed, so richly experienced, so abundantly sealed
—«al mapamesovras! It is quite impossible that by wapa-
meaeiy our author could have meant us to understand every
kind of fall into mortal sin or out of the state of grace. Our
epistle then would “ contradict,” as Liuther says in his preface
to his version of it, “all the gospels and all the epistles of St.
Paul.” Even Ebrard himself does not apprehend with suffi-

! Tertullian (de Pudicitia, ¢. 20) gives the false rendering here: ‘ Qui
verbum Dei dulce gustaverunt occidente jam evo cum exciderint,”—pro-
bably occasioned (as Semler, ap. Oehler, iii. 635, suggests) by a mis-
understanding of the abbreviation of dus for Jurawss;, and the translator
consequently reading ¥veas 7¢ p. aiwv. Less probable explanations are
given by Bleek from Mill, Matthii, and Griesbach, iii. 187.



288 EFISTLE TO THE HEBREWS.

cient depth or clearness the thought indicated here. For the
regenerate man is not therefore wholly and irrecoverably lost
“who” (as he describes) ¢ gives place to the evil one, and,
growing faint in the fight, suffers himself to be entangled in
some more subtle snare of Satan—some more specious lie (or,
as in the case here supposed, by a seeming pious love for the
institutions of the Old Testament).” Such a man is not there-
fore irrecoverably fallen: he may possibly, by the might of
grace, regain his hold again, tear asunder the web of deceit,
and again recover himself out of the snare of the devil (2 Tim.
ii. 26). We must guard as much against making the apostolic
warning a rack of despair, as against making it a pillow of
carnal security. The brief expression wapamesovras is to be
understood in accordance with x. 26-31, the parallel passage,
by which the writer's meaning here is best illustrated, and the
missing links of thought supplied.

Hapameoeiv (LXX. for bix and 5p») is (like the «wil-
fully sinning” (éxovoiws duaprdvew) of x. 26, and the dmwoo-
rivas of iii. 12) intended to denote such apostasy as not only
withdraws from the ethical influences of Christian truth, but
renounces the truth itself; so that what was once an inward
and familiar possession, is now become something merely exter-
nal and alien. It was over this abyss that the Hebrew Chris-
tians were now standing. In their oscillations between church
and synagogue, they might too easily be brought under the
specious appearance of a return to Jehovah and the Thorah,
to revile again the crucified Saviour as ‘4513 (*“‘the man that has
been hanged”), and to change the saving name of Jesus (")

into an anagram of malediction, 1on we mev. That it is such

apostasy as this that the author of the epistle has here in view,
is evident from the two following participles—dvacravpoivras,
“ crucifying again,” and mapaSeryuarifovras, * exposing to
public derision.” Their renewal to repentance is thereby ren-
dered so impossible, that they reject the general salvation with
such utter scorn and bitterness as to render it no longer a
salvation for them.

First, They crucify again unto themselves the Son of God
(évagTavpodvras éavrois Tov viev Tob @eol). The verb ava-
oTavpodw, in extra-biblical literature, always signifies ¢ to hang
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up upon the pole or cross;” it may, however, equally well
signify “to crucify again,”* and so was unanimously understood
by the ancient Greek, Syrian, and Latin expositors, and the
versions which lay before them. The apostates of whom the
author speaks, repeat on Jesus, the divine Son of God, the act
of crucifixion, and that éavrols. This éavrois may be variously
interpreted.  Stier (i. 162) unites, more suo, two different inter-
pretations : “ Recrucifizion cannot, properly speaking, take place
with the Son of God, who is now glorified; but rather these
apostates do, ¢ for themselves, crucify and reject Him again, i.e.
so far as He s their Saviour; and this they do also ¢ in them-
selves, that is, in their own hearts” In the latter case éavrois
is a dat. locativus (Tholuck), in the former a dat. incommods,
for which the majority of modern expositors rightly decide,?
though still with various modifications of the sense. Bleek
suggests the right explanation by comparing Gal. vi. 14, where
the apostle says that he glories only in the cross of Christ, and
cannot therefore show friendship for the world in order thereby
to escape its persecution : through Christ the world is crucified
to him, and he to the world, <.e. all fellowship between him and
the world is broken off : there is an antithesis between them, as
between life and death. So here also the éavrots implies the
breaking off of all fellowship with that which a man is said to
crucify. “They crucify again the Son of God,” repeating what
their fathers had done formerly, when they gave Him over to
the death of the cross, and in that way so shamefully rejected
Him.

Secondly, The logical antithesis to this éavrois lies in wapa-
Sevyuatifovras (as observed by Bengel, ostentantes, scil. aliis).
They not only make Him as one dead to themselves, but also
expose Him (comp. Num. xxv. 4, LXX.) to the reproach and
mockery of the world. Observe, moreover, how with evident
purpose present participles alternate here with the aorist parti-
ciple rapamecovras. The aor. part. expresses the fatal change
that has once for all come over them; the present participles
the conduct and behaviour thereby commenced and still con-
tinued. The meaning, however, must not be taken to be, that

! Compare dvazaeiv = (1) to sail up stream, and (2) to sail back again;
and drawviiv= (1) to take breath, and (2) to breathe again, revive.

? tawurolg, if dat, loc. here, would require the preposition ¢».
VOL. I, T
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persons once so highly favoured, who afterwards have fallen
away, are incapable of renewal only so long as they are doing
these things (Harless, Ethik, p. 130). This conditioned view
of the d8varov, which simply amounts to the identical pro-
position, that “it is impossible to renew to repentance persons
who have once fallen away, so long as they do not repent,” is
justly combated by v. Oettingen.' Hofmann, too (Schrifid.
ii. 2, 316), fails to bring out the full force of advvaroy, when
he says: ¢ It is because they are crucifying the Son of God, and
while they do this, not because they have done it, that it ts impos-
sible to bring them again to repentance ; it is because they consci-
ously and resolutely turn their back on the known truth, and pursue
the opposite ; it is for this reason, and not simply to punish them
Jor a past apostasy, that there is for such persons no more sacri-
fice for sins, t.e. no other sacrifice than the one which they are
rejecting, but only a judgment for its rejection” The element
of self-punishment, which is found in the impossibility of
repentance for such apostates as these, is here brought into a
false antithesis. That impossibility is one-sidedly deduced
from the nature of the sin, while it is at the same time a judi-
cial punishment on account of its heinousness. Such apostates
can no longer lay hold of the grace of Jesus Christ, even
though they wished to do so. Von Oettingen himself does
not fully recognise this aspect of God’s penal sentence against
them, or hie would not have found Spiera’s® case so incompre-
hensible a psychological enigma. For that state of irrecover-
able divine dereliction does not altogether exclude remorseful
anguish and longing desire for lost grace. Only such emotion:
come too late, and involve a sense of their own impotency.
Compare the awful description of the night of despair which is
to come upon obdurate Judah (Isa. viii. 21 sq.): “ And they
shall pass through it (the land) hardly bestead and hungry : and
it shall come to pass, that, when hunger cometh upon them, they
shall fret themselves, and curse their King and their Glod, when
they shall turn their faces upwards. And when they look unto the
earth, lo, distress and durkness, dimness of anguish, and a being

1 Tract. de peccato in Sp. S. qua cum eschatologia Christiana contineatur
ratione, 1856, p. 80.

2 [The fearful history here referred to is given at length by Herzog,
Real-Encyclopzdie, vol. xiv. art. Spiera.—TR.]
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driven out into darkness.” Here, too, there is blasphemy against
Jehovah, in ascribing the results of their own apostasy to
having had Him for King and God; interrupted by occasional
lookings upward and vain entreaties for help, which are forth-
with chanwed again into blasphemy, in contemplation of the
yuin into which they are fallen. It cannot be but that remem-
brance of former intercourse with God the Saviour should at
times assume the form of a desire for a communion so con-
temptuously broken off. But the door of repentance is now
shut; and these apparently better flights of emotion have no
worth or power, and soon subside again. Lamentation and
blasphemy go hand in hand ; and this, too, is the case even in
hell, where, we are told, there is ¢ wailing” as well as ¢ gnash-
ing of teeth.”

Any one who has followed us thus far in our discussion of
this fearful apostolic warning, will not need to be told that we
regard the sin of apostasy here described (and also at ch. x.)
as being substantially the same with “the sin against,” or,
more exactly, “the blasphemy” of the Holy Glost, of which
our Lord Himself speaks in the Gospels. This opinion is that
also of Schaf and von Oettingen in their treatises on that sin,
of Julius Miiller in his classical work, and of the majority of
modern expositors (Tholuck, Ebrard, Hofmann, Liinemann).
It is at bottom that of Bleek too, whose observation is quite
correct, that the sin against the Holy Ghost may be committed
not only by those who have fallen away from faith, but by
such also as may never lave belonged to the Christian com-
munity ; while there may also be such a fall from Christian
faith as, without going so far as to become the sin against the
Holy Ghost, yet bears the character of one against the Son of
man. In harmony with this view, von Oettingen calls that
which the Hebrews are liere warned against, ezemplum horri-
Jicum apostasie universalis que est peccatum in Spiritum Sanc-
tum. IHofmann, moreover, calls attention to the fact that our
Lord, in speaking of blasphemy against the Holy Ghost, does
so in Matthew and Mark when addressing the Pharisees; but
in Luke (xii. 8-10) in connection with an exhortation to His
own disciples and friends, and immediately after a warning
against denying Him from fear of men: so that in the Gospe]s
also a distinction is evidently drawn between the comumission of
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this sin by unbelievers on the one hand, who thereby harden
themselves against all belief, and the commission of it by
believers on the other, who thereby divest themselves of the
faith of the gospel. It is-also worthy of remark here, that the
Epistle to the Hebrews finds its closest parallel in this respect
to what among the evangelists is recorded by St. Luke. Our
Lord’s words in Matt. xii. 31 and Mark iii. 29 refer to the
blasphemy of the Pharisees, who called the Spirit through
whom Jesus performed His miracles of healing, Beelzebub,
and thus calumniated the ITvefua “Ayior as a wvedpa dxd-
faprov. That is, they stigmatized the works of the Spirit in
Jesus as works of the devil, and this knowingly and wilfully,
in order to extinguish the acknowledgment of Him among the
people as the Son of David. Those blasphemies of theirs were
not mere insults to the Lord personally, as when they called
Him ¢ glutton,” ¢ winebibber,” etc.: they were uttered against
the divine and holy in Him and His working, even because it
was divine and holy, and because it pressed on them and others
with convicting power. Their blasphemy was directed not
against the Son of man in His human manifestation, but
against the Spirit of God, which wrought in Him with self-
evidencing testimony. On that occasion our Lord declared
that speaking against the Son of man was a pardonable sin.
A man might in words express doubt of His miraculous powers,
or depreciate His dignity: that would be sin, no doubt, but not
sin without a possibility of forgiveness, because in Jesus Christ,
though God was manifested in the flesh, He was also veiled
by the flesh. But when divine actions are evidently wrought
through the Spirit of God—whether by the Lord Himself, or
any one else; whether in the outer world, or on the man, or
in him—actions which bear in themselves the proof of their
divinity, and consequently of deriving their origin from the
Holy Ghost ; in other words, when the divine so presents itself
that it needs not to be unfolded, and so gradually recognised
and more fully believed, but evinces itself at once as divine
without the possibility of mistake,—then wanton blaspheming
such actions and their Cause is a sin for ever excluded (oie
év TovTe aidve odre év 76 péhovry) from all forgiveness: he
who, devil-like, wilfully blasphemes the self-evidencing Spirit
of God, becomes a devil himself. It is just as certain that in
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our Lord’s meaning and that of the evangelists the Pharisees
had made themselves guilty of this unpardonable sin,! as it is
that it may be committed even now whenever the principle of
all good is, in spite of its being self-evidenced by its actions,
blasphemed and rejected as the priuciple of all evil. Here
again, however (it must be observed), it is not the individual
word of blasphemy in itself, or the individual deed of blas-
phemous opposition, but these taken in connection with the
disposition of mind which is manifested in them, that consti-
tutes the unpardonable sin. There are, moreover, degrees in
the damnability, though the irrecoverableness—the é8ivaTovr—
may admit of none. But further, blasphemy against the Holy
Ghost is possible not only when God’s gracious call is first vouch-
safed, but also after the work of grace has already begun, and
has translated the subject of its influence from darkness into
light. The unpardonable sin in such a case manifests itself
as a falling away from or denial of Christ, already glorified by
the Spirit in the man’s own soul, and of atoning grace already
sealed. That even such a one may so far fall away as to pro-
nounce what he has known and experienced by the operation
of the Holy Ghost within him to be falsehood and deceit, and
so root out every plant of grace within his soul by denying the
truth of Clristianity itself, is expressly assumed by our author
as possible, and history confirms it by some terrible examples.
This kind of apostasy, admitting of no further restoration, is
set before the Hebrews as a solemn warning. “No more sal-
vation,” he says, “ for those who, having learned by the Holy

! This is also Hofmann's view (Schriftd. ii. 2, 318): “So long as
blasphemies against Christ are mere expressions of an unbelief which
stumbles at the supposed contradictions between His outward humiliation
and His testimony concerning Himself, they are not blasphemies against
the Holy Spirit. They became so, as in the case before us, when unbelief
renders itself invincible by wilfully confounding the moral impression made
by the divine, which it cannot evade, with that of the satanic lie, which
contradicts it.” Schaf thinks the Pharisecs had not yet got so far as this.
QOettingen hesitates : nostrum non est de casu hoc singulari decernere. DBut
when we reflect that (according to Matt. xiii. 14 scq. and other passages)
the curse of obduration impending since the times of the prophet Isaiah
was not resting on the mass of the Jewish people, and that that obduracy
had culminated in the Pharisecs, the leaders of thought and hierarchs of

the age, in respect especially to Him whomn Isaiah had seen in glory (John
xii. 37), can we hesitate any longer ?
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Ghost to know Jesus as the very Son of God, assume the same
position towards their Saviour as those unbelievers who brought
Him to the cross.” On the brink of such an abyss these
Hebrews were now standing. A past—how rich in grace!—
lay already behind them. If now, after such experiences, they
should fall away, joining in the blasphemy of those who once
crucified the Lord, or from fear of man hypocritically denying
Him, in either case they would be irrecoverably lost.!

The sacred writer proceeds to base his warning of this
special curse which awaits apostasy by reference to that general
malediction which is incurred by every kind of spiritual un-
fruitfulness, whenever the grace of God and the means of
grace have Leen vouchsafed and used in vain.

Vers. 7, 8. For a land which hath drunk in the rain whick
cometh oft upon it, and produceth herbage meet for them on
whose account it is also dressed, partaketh of blessing from God:
but bearing thorns and thistles, it is rejected, and nigh unto a
curse ; whose end is for burning.

The same phenomenon meets us here as in the parables of
Isaiah (v. 1-vi. and xxviii. 23) and in those of the Gospels.
The figurative character of the whole betrays itself by the
confusion of the symbol with the thing symbolized, and ex-
pressions borrowed from the sphere of ethics being applied to
that of nature. The generic term «7 is defined in the parti-
cipial clause that follows as %) mwodoa, k.7 A.  (Compare Xen.
Anab. i. 10, 1, dmroréuverar xeip 7 Sefra—a hand (is cut off),
namely the right hand; Gal. ii. 20, iii. 21, iv. 27. See Dit-
furt, § 8.) Instead of éx adrv (which would correspond to
the Hebrew a5y, or even also to mp=5y) we have the genitive
ém’ aibris,t which is not seldom found with ém{ after verbs of

1 See Note B at the end of the volume.

2 in adris for @' adris, as wst’ airov for ped’ avrov (Matt. xiv. 33),
in accordance with Hellenistic usage, which-knows nothing of the reflexive
adted, abry, adréy, at any rate, after prepositions, the final consonant of
‘which would require to be aspirated. Bengel long ago made this observa-
tion. (See remarks at i. 3.) Grammarians are not agreed or clear as to
the difference of meaning between i/ c. gen. and éxi c. acc. after verbs of
motion (Winer, § 48, Eng. tr. p. 392 ; Orig. p. 336 ; Nigelsbach, Anmerk
zur llias, p. 283 ; Kiihner, § 614). It seems to me, that when ¢#/ is fol-
lowed by the genitive, there is a closer connection between the notions
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motion. It expresses direction towards a certain goal or ob-
ject. The rain is here said to have come upon the land with
the purpose of refreshing it and making it fruitful, and that
frequently,’ not once or twice only, or in short and sudden
showers, where the water soon ran off and was lost, but so that
the thirsty soil could “drink” it in, as Anacreon also says, % 44
péawa ives.

In consequence of these frequent showers, the land (the
mother-earth made fruitful from above) brings forth Bordvnw
ebfetov éxelvos, 8¢’ obs kal yewpyeitar, The adjective edferos
(well-put, well-placed, fitting, useful, or useable) is one of St.
Luke’s words, at xiv. 35 followed by eis, at ix. 62 by the dative
7§ Bagikela, in Lachmann and Tischendorf.? Whether, in the
mind of the sacred writer, the dative éxefvois belongs to Tik-
Tovca or to ebferoy, can scarcely be determined. The latter
appears to me most probable. The soil produces esculents
(Botdvny from Bockew), useful and welcome to those on whose
account (or for whom) moreover («al) it is cultivated, 4.e. to
its owners, for whom, by producing fruit, it furnishes what
they have a just right to expect from it, seeing they moreover
take care to have it cultivated.®> Soil like this, which by its
fertility makes a due return to the rain of heaven and the
labour of man bestowed upon it, perarapBdve: edhoylas dmo
700 Ocod. The expression is selected with special reference to
the thing here symbolized, but admits of a direct application
too. Such soil partakes of God’s blessing, in that He rewards
(according to the law, Matt. xiii. 12 ; comp. John xv. 2) the
labour bestowed upon it with more and more abundant returns
(Bleek, De Wette, Tholuck, Liinemann), or (perhaps better)
in that He adds His blessing to the tender plants, and so brings
them on to maturity and the harvest. But when, on the other

of a goal and the motion towards it. The rain (as here), the sheet (as
at Acts x. 11), come down upon the earth, being sent for that very
purpose. )

! This is well brought out by the more rhythmical order of words, as
given in the texts of Lachmann and Tischendorf: 7o i7' wiric épxopevoy
woAA&xig Seroy. [t is the reading also of the Cod. Sin.—Tr.]

2 In the tezt rec. ¢ig v Baoia, [Cod. Sin. reads 7% fasin.]

3 For the difference between épyaleofes Ty o5y and yewpysiv, see Philo,
i, 211. Compare for xaf, vii. 26, 1 Det. ii. 8. - Winer, § 53, 3, ¢ (on xai
used epezegetically, Eng. tr. p. 458). '
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hand, the same kind of field, under the like conditions, pro-
duces? thorns and thistles (dxdvfas xal TpiBorovs, those pro-
ducts of the curse, Gen. iii. 18, LXX.), it is then da8oxiuos (a
word used seven times elsewhere by St. Paul)—* unprobe-
haltig,” reprobate,—tried and found wanting, disappointing just
expectations, and proving itself unworthy of any further bless-
ing. Nay, more; it is xardpas éyyls, nigh to a curse, which
will speedily befall it, unless it change for the better.

“Hs 70 Télos els kadow. It is a question whether the rela-
tive 7js is to be referred to ¢ or to xardpas. Bleek, De Wette,
and Ebrard refer it to xardpas, and Tholuck thinks such a
reference at least equally fitting with the other. But Bleek’s
remark, that a reference to 45 would require another form of
expression, such as %75 els Té\os els kadow, is incorrect. The
expression is a Hebrew one, and is both rabbinical (Pﬁvns isine)
and biblical (W:ls iy WY, Ps. cix. 13; comp, Num. xxiv. 22).
Moreover, the reference to «# is favoured by the strikingly
similar closing words of 2 Cor. xi. 15, Phil. iii. 19. Burning,
rabais, 1s the destiny of weeds, e.g. 2 Sam. xxiii. 7, and of the
land which has incurred God’s curse, Deut. xxix. 22, Heb.:
“ The whole land of Israel is brimstone, and salt, and burning :
it s mot sown, it beareth not, nor doth grass grow therein; it
is like the overthrow of Sodom and Gomorrah, of Admal and
Zeboim, which the Lord overthrew in IHis fierce anger, and in
His burning wrath.” Since it is not in accordance with the
divine order of the natural world that ground that is or may
be fruitful in any way should be under a curse,” we must
assume the expressions were chosen here with special reference
to the thing symbolized. The field which the author has in
view is the Christian church; the yewpyoivres are the preachers
of the word and ministers of its mysteries; they for whom these
yewpryotvres labour are God the Father (1 Cor. iii. 9), and the
Son who is His heir (iii. 6); the rain from heaven stands for the
manifold manifestations of divine grace mentioned (ver. 4 sq.),

1’ Ex@ipovee is in itself no ignoble word, but is intentionally substituted
here for the zixrevaa above, to mark the less natural and as it were adul-
terate action.

2 The cursing of the leaf-bearing but fruitless fig-tree (Matt, xxi. 18-22)
is no proof to the contrary. The action was prophetic, and typical of the
fate awaiting Jerusalem.
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and the ey Tov Verdv symbolizes the inward reception and
apprehension of themn; the rain often visiting this field is meant
to indicate that divine grace is constantly being communicated to
the church in all its members. If the church, then, gives signs
of life in proportion to the grace of God and the labour of His
servants, it continues to be blessed, and will be blessed more
and more ; in the opposite case, it is ripe for the judgment
which its unworthiness has incurred. 'What has been hitherto
said is sufficient to alarm the readers. It is now time for the
author to say something to prevent the despairing impression
which his communications are fitted to produce. The change
of tone is already indicated in the plain and awful prose of
vers. 4-6, being followed by parabolic language which in a
certain measure mitigates the impression. ’Evyis, too, implies
that the state of the readers is not yet quite hopeless, that it
is not yet too late for them to repent, though it may soon be so.
It is possible that the apostolic writer may have had floating in
prophetic vision before his eyes the fiery judgment then impend-
ing on Jerusalem, which, along with those unbelieving Jews
who had once raised the cry of ¢ Crucify him, crucify him !”
would sweep away the apostates who should have relapsed to
Judaism. There is still time, he warns his friends, to escape
the coming wrath. How gladly would he pluck them from it
as brands from the burning !

And so the very climax of reproof and warning is inter-
rupted by an outburst of hopeful love :

Ver. 9. But we are persuaded better things concerning you,
beloved, and pertaining to salvation, even though we thus speak.

This is the only passage in the epistle in which the author
addresses his readers as ayamntoi. And certainly, if the epistle
was to contain the term but once, no other place could be
found in which it would be more needed or more impressive
than here.!

Hemelopeba is the plural of authorship (comp. note on ii. 5).
He might have also written memolfauer éd’ vuds, we rely upon
you (comp. 2 Thess. iii. 4, 2 Cor. ii. 3) ; but prefers persuasi
sumus to confist sumus or confidimus, because it is not so much
an inward confidence, as a conviction, the result of observatior,

1 [The Cod. Sin. reads a¥a@ol.—TR.]
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which leads him in this case to look for better things. (The
expression strongly reminds us of Rom. xv.14.) It is hardly a
fitting question here, whether 7& «pelcgova’ refers to the moral
condition of the persons addressed, or to their future destiny
(comp. St. Chrysostom, #jToc wepl moliteias 7 mepl avridicews),
the two being so intimately connected (as Liinemann rightly
observes). The author cherishes a conviction that things stand
better with his beloved, than that they should come to so fear-
ful an end as that of apostasy and ultimate malediction.

It is evident from the following éydueva cwrnplas, which is
added as it were epexegetically, that xpe/soova does not exclude
areference to the future. In this phrase we are again reminded
of St. Luke : % éyouévp (Luke xiii. 33; Acts xx. 15, xxi. 26)
is the next following day (comp. Acts xiii. 44, 7 épyouéve
cafBdrw); and so 7a éybueva cwrnplas here are the things
which stand in inunediate connection with salvation—ad salutem
pertinentia®  The expression is intentionally ambiguous or
vague. As to what regards them, their present.condition, and
its issues in the future, he is persuaded that it pertains to
salvation : they will in faith maintain their hold (antithesis to
wapameceiv), they will not ultimately forfeit it (are not éyyis
xaTapas).

Of this he is assured, el xal,? although (notwithstanding), he

1 xpeloooper is here (oo instead of 77. as elsewhere in the epistle, accord-
ing to all authorities) the reading of A.B.C. [and the Cod. Sin.], ete. It
is the case sometimes with other (later) writers, that the less usual form is
occasionally used by way of exception. Alciphron uses xpsirrwy (without
variation in Mss.) four times, and once xpsigowy (ii. 4, 21), perhaps to add
energy to the expression. The softer form is the prevalent one in the new
Attic.

2 Compare the similar use of dox #xeres and £xdpere in Plato and Hero~
dotus. It is to put too much meaning into this éxdueve, when it is made
to correspond exactly to the Eyyds in éyyvs xardpas, and so is rendered, e.g.
by the Itala, proximiora saluti.

3 ¢i xeel is somewhat different in meaning from x«! ¢i. The latter intro
duces the mention of a possible case, as a sort of climax—even though; the
former admits o plain matter of fact, without allowing that it alters the
truth of what is asserted. With e/ x«/ the emphasis lies on the apodosis,
with xel ¢/ on the protasis (Hofm. Schriftbew. ii. 2, 388). In the present
passage the emphasis lies on the apodosis memeiouedz. We see this at
once by an inversion which exhibits the true sense: ef xai oUrws Aanovper
(opews) wemeiopebe.
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thus speaks and sets before them such awful warnings. He
has not referred to the unfruitful field with the meaning that
they are already in that condition, but with the benevolent
intent of warning them against a not remote danger. His
favourable conviction concerning them is founded on their
otherwise Christian conduct :

Ver. 10. For not unrighteous is God (so as) to forget your
work, and the love which ye showed towards lis name, in having
ministered to the saints, and yet ministering.

Instead of «al Tis dydmns the text rec. reads xai Tob xomov
Tijs &ydmns; but Tod xomwov is now universally acknowledged
to be an interpolation from the similar passage, 1 Thess. i. 3.1
In what this work consisted, and how this love was manifested,
may be learned from x. 32-34. To &pyov (still retaining a
verbal signification) is the moral conduct as a whole (as 1 Thess.
1. 3, Gal. iv. 6), as distinguished from 7& é&pya, individual
actions (comp. Rom. ii. 6 with ii. 15). Out of the general
idea 700 épyov Uudv, which comprehends, for instance, stedfast-
ness under persecution, the author gives especial prominence,
by means of the «kai exegeticum (and particularly), to the love
which they had shown to their poorer brethren in the faith of
the gospel, This love is, however, spoken of as exhibited, in
the first instance, to Giod Himself, since it is He whom they
have honoured and loved in His people. The meaning remains
the same, whether we take els 70 dvoua adrod independently,
with regard to, for the sake of, His name, or as the.object of
Tiis avyawis, love towards His naine (a very common construc-
tion, e.g. Rom. v. 8, 2 Cor. ii. 4, 8). The latter interpreta-
tion, as the more obvious, and giving a fuller meaning to the
sentence, is rightly preferred by all modern expositors. The
ultimate object of their love was that name of God in which
He has revealed Himself as that whereby He would be named
and known and confessed; and this love they manifested by
ministering, and continuing to minister, to those by whom that
name was borne and confessed and known. Adiaxovelv is the
usual word for such ministering, especially as applied to the
maintenance of the poorer members of the church by means of

1 70b xémov has not only Mss. against it [including the Cod. Sin.], but

also all the oldest versions (except the Coptic) and Greek patristic expositors,
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collections of alms; and o &yior is the special designation of
Christians in Palestine, and more especially of those in Jeru-
salem (2 Cor. viii. 4, ix. 1 ; Rom. xv. 25, etc.), who, as forming
the mother church of Christendom, were distinguished by this
as a name of honour: from which it has been inferred, that
our epistle could not have been directly addressed to believers
in Palestine, and especially not to those of Jerusalem (Credner,
Kostling Hofmann); but that without reason, for, irrespective of
the fact that @yios is a designation of Christians in general, the
reference here may still be maintained to those of Palestine ; for
the members of the church in Jerusalem were not all poor (Rom.
xv. 26), and the history of that church begins with a magnani-
mous example of self-sacrificing love for the benefit of the poorer
members (Acts iv. 32 sqq.). The brethren, moreover, who
needed support were dispersed throughout Judea (Acts xi. 29),
so that a wide field was opened for such ministrations. The
closing salutation (xiii. 24) of the epistle shows that the readers
themselves might very well belong to the dyios, so called kat’
éE., not to mention that the Tols Seculois cvvemadioare of x. 34
was a ministry which could not be performed beyond the boun-
daries of the Holy Land.

It is in view of their active manifestations of Christian life,
and especially in works of charity,’ that the author takes com-
fort to himself concerning these Hebrew Christians, that they
will be still preserved by God from the mighty spiritual perils
to which they are exposed; for He is not unjust to forget
their past and present conduct in this respect (émhafécfas is
epexegetical inf. aor. as abstract expression for the act). The
language is bold, but correct. God is just (8ixatos) so far as
He judges and deals with the creature in accordance with the
rule of His own revealed and loving will, even as He is also
Jaithful (mioros) in stedfastly carrying out and adhering to
His purposes of love (comp. 1 John i. 9; 2 Thess. iii. 3).
Wherever He finds in the conduct or behaviour of the creature
that which corresponds to His own holiness and love, there
His righteousness (or justice, Sucatogirn) canses Him to take
this conduct into account, and to manifest a corresponding love
in return ; and, on the other hand, where a contrary behaviour

1 The Hebrew race were, and are still, according to an ancient saying,
DUBAY 22 DD, misericordes filii misericordium.
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comes under His regard, there the same Sixatooctvn manifests
itself as wrath or fiery zeal against the despisers of His love or
of His representatives, That spiritual state in man which
answers to this holy love of God is our 8watooivn, the root of
which is faith apprehending the revelation of God’s love to sinful
man. Faith, as a laying hold of the free unmerited grace of
God, includes all kinds of merit in itself (Rom. iv. 4 sqq.);
and hence it is quite unscriptural to ascribe, on the one hand,
to faith meritum de congruo, and, on the other, to the good
works which proceed from it, meritum de condigno. Holy
Scripture, even when speaking of the rewards of the righteous
(ueabcs or piobamodosia), allows of no legal claim to such, no
acquired meritorious right on the part of man. All human
service, even if it could perfectly correspond to the loving will
and law of God, would be so much a matter of mere duty
(Luke xvii, 10), that it would only pervert and destroy itself
by setting up any claim to any other blessedness than that
which would be involved in its own performance. And yet
God has nevertheless ordained a certain recompense for all
human conduct, whether that which is accordant with or that
which runs counter to His revealed will,—a recompense over
and above the reward or punishment which is involved in such
conduct itself. Hence we may speak of a twofold &ikatooivy
in God: one manifested in the natural order of creation,
assigning to human actions good or evil, corresponding good or
evil consequences ; the other made known to us in the revela-
tion of His word, and which, as being a free ordinance of His
will, admits on the one hand of no gainsaying, and allows on
the other no claim to be set up.! In accordance with this
second Sikatogivy, there is and will be a divine judgment,—a
preliminary one in this life, a final one hereafter,—and, as all
Scripture testifies, a judgment ¢ according to works” (comp.
Rom. ii. 6), among which faith itself is reckoned—being an
épyov (John vi. 29) in which our relation to God Himself is
specially manifested. But at the head of these works is placed
charity and kindness exhibited to those in whom Christ will
have Himself loved by us on earth (St. Matt. xxv. 31 seq.) ;
and the assigning such pre-eminence to charity is no slight
done to faith, To love those who, like their Master, have on
3 See Note C at the end of this volume,



302 EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS.

earth no form or comeliness, and to serve them for His sake,
is an exercise of that faith which contemplates the invisible.
It is therefore impossible that the just and loving God, who
always acts in accordance with the rules of His own holy love,
should overlook acts of sympathizing charity, when exhibited
by these Hebrew Christians to His friends and servants, and
for His name’s sake.

The author goes on to urge them to a like zeal and con-
stancy in the maintenance of their faith and hope. Speaking
the gentle language of Christian love, he puts his exhortation
in the form of an earnest wish on their behalf :

Ver. 11. But we earnestly desire that every one of you do
show the same diligence with regard to the full assurance of your
hope until the end.

Tyv abmywy amovdiv: this does not mean that he desires a
continuance of their works and spirit of love, for which he has
comnmended them,—a view of older interpreters, which is justly
given up by all modern ones (except v. Gerlach). If that were
all he could desire for them, there would not be much ground
for censure. And yet he has indeed much to find fault with
in these Hebrew Clristians : first of all, a halting between two
opinions, giving ground for fear of the worst consequences,—
a perilous position into which they had been driven by the
apparent contradiction between their present state as Christians,
and the bitterly felt separation (in which it placed them) from
their brethren according to the flesh, the people of the Thorah.
The whole emphasis of the sentence will thus fall upon mpos T
mhnpodopiav Ths émidos, which the other view reduces to a
mere accessory. 'The verb mAnpogopeiv (mistaken by the older
expositors for a nautical term = to run under full sail into
harbour) signifies to fulfil, thoroughly accomplish or discharge
(as the duties of an office, 2 Tim. iv. 5, 17), to give full satis-
Saction or full proof ; then (pass.) to be fully persuaded (Rom.
iv. 21, xiv. 5; Col. iv. 12), and also to be well attested so as to
produce full conviction (Luke i. 1). Itisapparently a peculiarly
Alexandrine word.! The noun mAqpogopia is generally = full

1 Comp. LXX. Eccles. viii. 11 (¢éwAnpo@opabn 4 xapdiz, the heart is fully
set) ; Hesychius under éxiwrddy; and Ptol. Tetr. pp. 4,9, wAupo®épusis. The
word is not certainly met with in any non-Alexandrine or non-Hellenistic
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conviction, joyous assurance (comp. X. 22, 1 Thess. i. 5, Col.
ii. 2),—a meaning so entirely suitable here, that we must, with
most modern expositors, abide by it against Bleek and De
Wette! The author's earnest wish is that these Hebrews may
now manifest, in reference? to the attainment of the unwavering
and unerring confidence of Christian hope, the like care and
diligence to that which they have exhibited in performing works
of Christian charity. It can scarcely be decided whether he
meant to connect &yp Téhovs with évdelkvvofar (Bohme, Ebrard)
or with mpos v wAnpodop. Tijs éAmr. (De Wette, Bleek, Liine-
mann). In the former case, the Ténos would be the perfection
or complete accomplishment of their Christian hope;?® in the
latter, he would wish them to keep that hope unshaken till the
conclusion of their Christian course. The latter seems the more
natural combination. In either case, however, dypi Térovs is
emphatic, and therefore is placed at the end of the sentence.
The following clause links on with this &yp: TéAovs :

Ver. 12. That ye become not slothful, but imitators of them
who through faith and endurance inherit the promises. .

The aspect of the present is far from exhibiting in full
developed reality all the rich and glorious blessings contained
in the promise. It is easy, then, to grow faint and slothful
(vwbpol at v. 11 was the antithesis of vigorous increasing know-
ledge ; here it is that of confident, unrelaxing hope). Their
endeavour should be to hold fast the full assurance of this hope
unto the end, i.e. not to let it slip; on the contrary (&, same
as ii. 6, iv. 13), let them be imitators (uiunral a classical word,
and in the New Testament exclusively Pauline, except the

writer ; for zanpe@opndel; in Isocrates (Trapez. p. 360) is acknowledged to
be an interpolation; and #Anpo@opioasres in Photius (Biblioth. pp. 41, 21)
belongs to the epitomator, not to Ctesias himself.

1 Who would render #Anpe@opia here by perfection, completeness. Bui
the meaning of the noun may always be traced back to that of full convic-
tion, entire confidence, which is found in the passive verb. The comparison
of Philo’s ewovds, BeAtiwais, Téheiwasg, is here misleading (Philo, 2p. Mangey,
i. 325, 48).

2 The classical phrase would be, szmovdaivg éxer =pds 71,

8 Liinemann’s rendering, * full assurance with regard to their hope,”
is wrong. The genitives after #2npo@op/a are elsewhere subjective, not
oljective genitives (comp. = 22, Col. ii. 2).



304 EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS.

doubtful passage 1 Pet. iii. 13) of those who through faith (or
because of faith), which embraces the unseen as though it were
visible, and the future as if present, and through long-suffer-
ing (or in consequence of patient endurance), which, without
dejection or despondency (uaxpofuvuia here antithesis of S\iyo-
Yuyia), awaits with good courage the long delaying future,
obtain at last possession of the promises. ITis7is being here
faith in what is promised, and paxpofuula patient expectation
of it, and wAppovoueiv Tas érayyelias being represented as the
result and reward of this wioris and paxpofupla, we cannot
interpret, with Ileck, ¢ obtain possession of the words of
promise,” %.6. receive the gospel, but “ obtain possession,” i.e.
“come into the full enjoyment of the promised blessings them-
selves.” This interpretation is moreover favoured by the notion
involved in the word itself (compare use of xkAnpovoueiv at ver.
17 and xi. 9), and the emphatic position in which it is placed
here.

The part. pres. (¥\npovopovvrwv) must not be translated
as an imperf. (who inherited), the principal verb being no
preterite, nor any moré indicating a reference to the past (see
Winer, § 45, 1). The author expresses himself thus without
reference to time, and cannot therefore have had the patriarchs
primarily or exclusively in his mind, in which case he would
doubtless have written more explicitly kA\gpovounadvrwr; but,
on the other hand, Liinemann seems to be wrong in taking the
expression as so general as to exclude any reference to the
patriarchs whatsoever. It is clear from what follows, that it
was from the patriarchs that the author drew the type of faith
which he here sets before his readers, and indirectly therefore
must have had them especially in his thoughts as being such
x\mpovopoivres. We cannot therefore evade the question, “ By
what right does hie here ascribe a x\npovouciv Tas éraryyehias
to those of whom he elsewhere says that they had not received
the promises, i.e. in their substance, xi. 13, 397" It was this
apparent contradiction which induced Bleek to understand by
tas émaryyenias God’s promises as such, and not the blessings
contained in them. A glance at what follows, however, will
show that this is not the proper place to answer the question,
or to prove that this contradiction is one in appearance only;
but this must be reserved for ver. 15, where the author ex~
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pressly says that Abraham did obtain the promise, and that
after patiently waiting for it. It is there proved by the example
of Abraham (vers. 13-15), that the inheriting of the promises
is the reward of faith and patience ; while the mention of God’s
oath by Himself, in pledge of His own veracity, introduces a
fresh element, to which is then attached a further course of
thought introductory to the parallel between Clirist and Mel-
chizedek.

Cuap. v1. 13-20.—ITaving thus expressed lis confident persuasion
on behalf of his readers, that they will through stedfast
Jaith obtain the pr omzsed salvation, the sacred writer now
proceeds to set before them the example of Abraham, who
had also through patience entered into the possession of a
promise which God had confirmed to him by an oath upon
Himself. They, too, have a hope confirmed in like manner,
and one reaching onwards into the innermost sanctuary,
into which, as their forerunner, Jesus Himself was already
entered, being made (also by the oath of God) High Priest
Jor ever after the order of Melchizedek.

The author's purpose is in the first place to show, by
Abraham’s example, how surely faith and patience will find
their reward’—how certain they are to obtain the promises;
and in the next place to remind his readers on what a strong
foundation their Christian hope, as formerly that of Abraham,
is now established :

Vers. 13-15. For when God made a promise to Abrakam,
since he had no one greater to swear by, he sware by himself,
saying, “ Surely blessing I will bless thee, and multiplying I will
multiply thee.” And thus (it was with Abraham, that), having
endured with patience, he obtained the promise.

It is the transaction on Mount Moriah after the offering of
Isaac which is here referred to. De Wette and Liinemann need-
lessly assume that érayyerddpevos must be rendered “having pre-
viously promised,” and therefore refer to some earlier promises
made by God to Abraham, which here He repeats and by an

1 Hofroann does not fully state the argument, when he says that the
exhortation to stedfastness is based on the fact of the promise both to
Abraham and ourselves being confirmed by an oath (Entst. 341).

VOL. I. g
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oath confirms. But, as we have seen already,! the aorist parti-
ciple in connection with an aorist verb may refer to something
contemporaneous with that to which the verb refers; and this
is evidently the case here. The author reasons on the very
fact that the promising (émayyeiacfai) and the oath-taking
(dudaar) were thus contemporaneous. The promises, which he
quotes in an abridged form, are the very ones which God gave,
accompanied by an oath, on Mount Moriah; and the xat’ éuavrod
dpoaa, Méyer Kipios, constituted indeed a special introduction
to them (Gen. xxii. 16-18), as being promises more gracious
and more solemn than any given hitherto, and designed to
reward that faith in the patriarch which his act of obedience
had so gloriously attested. It is the first time in the sacred
history that God is represented as taking an oath ; for the pro-
mise (in Gen. viii. 21, 22, and ix. 11-16) that He would never
bring again a universal deluge on the earth, though virtually,
was not literally confirmed in this way? No higher or more
sacred guarantee of a promise can be conceived than this—«ar’
épavrod dpoca, Méyer Kipuos.

God thus vouchsafed to swear by Himself, émel wat’ ovdevos
elye pelbovos oudoar. This classical use of &yew, followed by
an infinitive (He had not, 7.e. He could not swear), is quite in
St. Luke’s style (comp. Luke vii. 42, xii. 4; Acts iv. 14, xxv.
26), and it is therefore doubly worth remarking that it is in
St. Luke also that we find other refererices to an oath-taking
by God (Luke i. 73; Acts vii. 17).2 Philo, too, expresses
himself in a similar way, Legg. Alleg. iii. 72, p. 127 (ed.
Mang.) : « Well confirming His promise by an oath, and that an
oath which was worthy of God (6pre Beompemel). Thou seest
that God sweareth not by another, for there is nothing better than
He, but by Himself, for He is the best of all.”’*

1 See comment on ii. 10, pp. 117, 118, and notes 1 and 2.

2 Comp. Isa. liv. 9. In like manner, the passing of the symbol of
Jehovah's presence through the pieces of the sacrifices (Gen. xv.) was
tantamount to a covenant oath—an oath upon His life (comp. Deut.
xxxii. 40).

3 [The importance attached by Delitzsch to such resemblances and
coincidences between the writings of St. Luke and the Epistle to the
Hebrews is derived from his conviction that St. Luke wrote the latter.
See first Excursus at the end of the Commentary.—TR.]

¢ This oath, therefore (Philo means to say), was strictly dcowpeasg, and
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The words of the promise, as given in the LXX., are (so
far as cited by our author here) literally—# unw edhoyav edho-
yiow ae, kal mMApfvoy TAnfurd 7o omépua cov. The double
particle 7 u7v (used in asseverations generally in classical
Greek) is the reading of the text. rec., for which Lachmann
would substitute the better attested el urv' of A.B.D.E. [and
the Cod. Sin.]. Other authorities give el uy (C.J.**D. corr.),
the closest rendering of the Hebrew x5-D¥, which is the par-
ticle commonly used in introducing an oath (eg. 1 Kings xx.
23); but here (Gen. xxii. 16) the introductory particle is a
simple *3% affirmativum. We may assume that e u7v, used
interchangeably with # w7 in the LXX,, stood originally for
the Hebrew bx-(in the positive) and nb-an (in the negative
oath), and then for any form of asseveration. The unclassical
combination edAoydv evhoyijow is the most usual mode of re-
presenting the Hebrew method of emphasizing the verb fin. by
the addition of an infin. abs. (see Thiersch, de Pentateuchi vers.
Alex. iii. § 12).  The abbreviation of the #Anfuvé 70 oméppa
aov of the LXX. into mAnfuvd ce here is explained by Dleek,
De Wette, Liinemann, as arising from the author’s looking at
the promise only in its personal relation to Abraham himself,
and as vouchsafed to him in recognition of his tried and ap-
proved faith; but as #Aqfuvd e can only refer to the multi-
plication of Abraham’s posterity, this explanation must be
regarded as too subtle. The simple reason for the abbreviation
is, that the author of the epistle wished to give his citation in
the briefest possible form.

The second member of the period, for which the former (in
vers. 13, 14) was a preparation, now follows (ver. 15), intro-
duced by xai oltws (comp. Acts vii. 8, 27, 44, and xxviii. 14 :
this xai olrws is frequent also in St. Paul) : xai ofros paxpo-
Ouwijcas émérvyer Tijs émayyenias. Bleek translates: And so
he obtained the promise in his patient enduring. One feels at

we have no degrading anthropomorphism here, [of which the Alexandrine
Jews stood so much in fear, as is evident from many paraphrastic render-
ings in the LXX.]

1¢i wiv is the reading of the LXX. here, both in the Vatican and
Alexandrine texts.

% [Correctly rendered in our English version by * that"—That in bless-
ing I will bless thee, etc.—TR.]
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once how feeble and unmeaning this rendering is. If we
understand by émrirvyeiv Tis émraryyehias the obtaining a gracious
promise on Mount Moriah, not the after fulfilment of that
promise (which is undoubtedly the meaning of the same term
at xi. 33), and by paxpofuuia Abraham’s constancy in offering
up Isaac, not his patient expectation afterwards of the fulfil-
ment of what was then promised him, we have thoughts moving
in a circle, and no logical progress. Maipofluula, too, is hardly
the word to express Abraham’s act of faith in the sacrifice of
his son. But if we understand émiTvyeiv Tis émayyeias in the
sense in which it must be taken xi. 33, and is taken by all
modern expositors except Bleek here, and then read over the
paragraph omitting paxpofupijcas, we become at once aware
how essential is the thought involved in that word, especially
after the Sia parpofuplas KrAnpovopolvrey T. émaryy. of ver. 12.
And this being the case, it seems natural to connect xai ofrws
with paxpofupricas rather than with éméruyer (as Tholuck and
Hofmann do: Entst. 311). God's oath (in condescension to
human weakness) sealed the promise to the patriarch as an
immoveable ground of hope—«xai olitws paxpof.: and so,
patiently relying on that word of God, not uttered merely, but
confirmed to him by oath, he obtained at last the promised bless-
ings of which it assured Iim. This gives a more connected
order of thought than taking xai ofrws with éméruyer, as is
done by Bleek, De Wette, and Liinemann, with exclusion of
paxpofuusjcas. DBut, in fact, kal ofitws belongs to both words,
and to the whole clause which follows it. Bghme, recognising
this, paraphrases correctly : Atque ita, hoc est, tali promisso
accepto, perseverans promissum hoc Dei adeptus est. The con-
firmation of the promise by that oath made perseverance easy,
—made it not impossible for Abraham, in this way of perse-
verance, to come into possession of the blessings promised him.
The perseverans, too, in Bshme’s translation is the right word,
for pakpofuprcas stands in the same relation to éméruyev here
as éraryyehduevos to dposev in ver. 13.  We must not there-
fore render “ after he had endured,” mnor even ‘‘ because he
endured,” but “while he endured,” or, “while enduring, he
obtained the promise;” the two being concurrent acts—in
enduring he obtained. But in what sense is it said here that
Abraham received the fulfilment of the promise, when we read,
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xi. 13, 39, that the patriarchs “received not the promises,” but
only beheld them afar off 2 De Wette answers: “ Abrakam
obtained it, in having Isaac his son, in whom oll Iis lLopes were
centred, thus restored to him, and in him the promised continu-
ance of lis line.” Liinemann gives the same reply. But this
is certainly incorrect so far as concerns the restoration of Isaac,
which did not follow, but preceded the promise. DBut, over-
looking this objection, it might no doubt be said that Abraham,
after receiving back the child of promise as from the dead,
lived to witness the commencing fulfilment of the elAoyjow
and 7\nfuvd in the birth (fifteen years before his death) of
Jacob-Israel,! the increase of Ishmael’s family, and of those of
the sons of Keturah. It is not probable, however, that the
author regarded this as the obtaining of the promise, which,
according to xi. 12, was fulfilled in nothing less than a posterity
innumerable as the stars of heaven, and as the sand of the sea-
shore. The apparent contradiction between the two differing
statements is doubtless to be solved in this way : Abraham did
not obtain the promise in this life ; but persevering unto death,
he obtained it, as we see, afterwards in full accomplishment.
In this it is assumed that his 175th year (in which he died)
was not the end of Abraham’s life; as indeed is clear from xi.
13-16, which discloses so deep a view into the pilgrim-longings
of the Hebrew patriarchs, and the satisfaction they have now
received in the world above. As to the fulfilinent of the
present promise, the author would not be much concerned to
find it in Abraham’s being the ancestor not of Israel only, but
of Edom also, and the various Arab tribes. The apostolic view
of the patriarchal promise, which is here given as el usvr edro-
yov ebhoyiow g€, kal mAndivwy mAnfuvd oe, was based on the
y ‘|5 NI pRsta of Gen. xxi. 12, according to which that race
which was properly the seed of Abraham was to have its root
in no other than Isaac. So commencing, the promise is fulfilled
first in Abraham’s becoming through Isaac the father of the
Old Testament people of promise; and then “ of many nations”
under the New Testament through the ingrafting of the Gen-
tiles ; and so, finally, in his being, through the propagation of a

1 [We might suspect here the accidental omission of *‘ and Esau,”

who was certainly as much entitled to mention as Ishmael and the sons of
Keturah.—Tn.]



310 EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS.

like blessing (which, and not a natural descent, is the main
thing here), marip wdvrwy 7év miorevovrwv. This view,
common to all the apostolic scriptures of the New Testament,
is not founded on a spiritnalizing of that which had at first a
different meaning (Tholuck, Phil., etc.), but calls attention to
what is the really central, true, and proper fulfilment of the
Old Testament promises. Hofmann is therefore right in saying
(Weiss. ii. 226) that it is not merely a spiritual fatherhood
which (at Gal. iii. 7 and Rom. iv. 11) is ascribed by St. Paul
to Abraham, but a patriarchal relation to one great whole,
which in the times of the Old Testament embraced and was
confined to Israel, but in those of the New Testament is ex-
tended, and at the same time confined to believers in Christ
Jesus, in whom the seed of Abraham attains its final develop-
ment, and through whom the blessing of Abraham is extended
to all nations, so that for him the original promise, ¢ Unto thy
seed will I give YIRINY” (Gen. xii. 7, xxiv. 7), is extended from
“the land” of Israel to the whole ¢ earth,” while he becomes
with all his members xk\npovopos Tob kéocuov. In an epistle so
thoroughly Pauline as this to the Hebrews, no other view than
this of the patriarchal promise is to be thought of. The rela-
tion, then, between Heb. vi. 15 and xi. 13, 39, is similar to
that between John viii. 56! and Matt. xiii. 17. The universal
salvation of the New Testament is the joy of the patriarchs
in the unseen world. The “seed of Abraham” (in the wider
sense) 1s the church of God, which took its rise in Israel, was
speedily multiplied by additions from all nations, and is still
self-multiplied (see note at ii. 16). Knowing this his high
position and all-glorious hopes, Abraham exhibited here below
this example of paxpofuuia. God’s oath-sealed word of promise
is now fulfilled in Christ; and Abraham, while living on in the
unseen world, is conscious of and enjoys that fulfilment, and
so may be said to have “ obtained the promise.”

The certifying of the promise by means of a divine oath
becomes now the chief point for consideration; the writer’s
purpose being to show that a like duty to that of the patriarchs
is imposed on ourselves in reference to a word of promise,
sealed for us, like theirs, by an oath of God, and pointing
onwards likewise to an unseen future. We need not assume,

1 8ee Luthardt in loc.
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with Bleek and others, that what now follows (ver. 16) is not
immediately connected with what has preceded. All that was
previously laid down concerning the divine confirmation of the
promise by an oath has been summed up in the ofrws of ver.
15. Keeping this, the main thought, in view, the writer pro-
ceeds :

Ver. 16. For men indeed swear by the greater, and an oath
by way of confirmation is for them an end of all gainsaying.

Lachmann, following A.B.D.*, 47, 53, strikes out the uéy
of ueév ydp, and Bleek and Liinemann approve ; but the incom-
plete form of the statement in ver. 16 can scarcely dispense
with this index of its incompleteness. The correlative clause,
which should follow with &, though not expressed, is virtually
involved in ver. 17: “ But God sweareth by Himself, and so
beareth witness to the unchangeableness of His will.” This uév
solitarium, whose 8¢ is either omitted altogether or involved in
what follows,! is an instance of the anacolutha which not rarely
occur in both St. Luke (e.g. Acts i. 1) and St. Paul (e.g. Rom.
xi. 13 sq.). Comp. Winer, § 63, i. 2, ¢? In xard Tod peilovos,
the Tof peilovos both here and ver. 13 may be a neuter (from
70 peifor, the greater thing or Being), as is evident from vii. 7;
but it is more natural to take it as masculine here, the “Greater
One” by whom men swear being God. ’Opview is not first
found in Polybius and Dionysius of Halicarnassus, but already
occasionally occurs in Xenophon and Demosthenes in alterna-
tion with duvivas. Next follows, connected by xa/, a statement
of the value znd efficacy attaching to an oatl in ordinary human
estimation, from its taking to witness the majesty of God. The
author comprehends under 6 Spros both the oath of promise
(juramentum promissorinm), which clenches an agreement, and
the oath of assurance (juramentum assertorium), which con-
firms the truth of an affirmation or denial; and this fixes the
sense of dvridoyla here, which may mean either the contra-
diction of something affirmed, or a strife or controversy between
two parties. Here we must adopt the former signification,’ as

1 For examples of this pév without a corresponding 8¢, see Rost, Beispiel-
sammlung Syntaktischer Theil. p. 399 (2d edit.). [The Cod. Sin. omits this
wéiv.—TR.]

2 Eng. tr. p. 597. 8 Comp. Ileb. vii. 7, xii. 8.



312 EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS.

the latter would not suit the parallel drawn between the human
and the divine! What is affirmed in Prov. xviii. 18 of the lot
(whereby God is invoked to make the decision), that dvrioylas
water 6 kKAFjpos, Is here in the other sense of dvriloyia said of
the oath, that it puts an end to all gainsaying from any quarter
whatsoever. Eis BeSalwow, i.e. in consequence of the oath,
the thing in question is established, cannot be shaken or dis-
puted any more. So Philo (i. 622 17) says of an oath in
general : Ta évdoialoueva TéHV Wpafypa-rwv Bpree SLCLICPLVG‘TG.I, rai
7a af3éBaia BeBaioirar kai Ta dmwiora NapBdve wioTw; and
(ii. 35, 36) of that at Moriah in particular: “ God, greatly
rejoicing in the faithfulness of the wise man towards Him,
recompensed fidelity with fidelity, confirming by an oath the
gifts which He promised (tqv 8/ 8prov BeBalwaw by tméayero
Swpedv), and conversing with lim no longer as God with a man,
but as a Friend with his familiar.” The depth of God’s con-
descension in that act is illustrated by another parallel in Philo
to our eis BeBalwaw here: ¢ Men, when mistrusted, have re-
course to the oath to gain credence for themselves; but God
when simply speaking is worthy of belief, so that His words are
in themselves, by reason of their own stability (BeBaisryros
éveka), in nothing different from an oath. The case stands
thus, that what we say is credited for the sake of the oath,
but the oath itself for God’s sake ; for, so far is it from being
the case that God is worthy of belief because of the oath, on
the contrary, the oath is stedfast because of God (in calling
upon whom and taking Him for witness it consists).” This
thought is also in our author’s mind. The human oath over-
comes all gainsaying ; and therefore God, from whom all oaths
have the force of their BeBalwats, vouchsafed, in accommoda-
tion to human infirmity, to take an oath Himself, and so to
pledge the eternity of His being for the inviolability of Ilis
promise.?

! The Mosaic law, moreover, recognises the oath as a legal means of
proof only to a very limited extent. It knows of the adjuration of a
witness, but not of a putting him on his oath ; and of oaths of purgation,
but only in such cases as Ex. xxii. 6 sq. and 9 sq.

? Comp. Talm. Babli Berachoth 32a, where on 33 (Ex. xxxii. 13) it is
observed : “ Moses spoke before the Holy One, blessed be Ile: Lord of the
world, hadst Thou sworn to them by heaven and earth, I should have thought,
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Ver. 17. In which bekalf God, willing more abundantly to
show to the heirs of promise the immutability of his counsel,
tntervened with an oath.

To refer év ¢ to the immediately preceding o 8pros is,
though most natural, forbidden by the éuesiTevoer Gpie of
the main sentence; it would in that case be necessary to refer
it back, beyond o Spros, to the notion of the act itself—7o
opvbew : “ By which irrefragable assurance God, willing to
show ...;” but as we certainly find év ¢ employed ii. 18 in
a neuter sense, this construction is also to be preferred here,
as being simpler and less forced : “ Such being the case, i.e. an
oath being once for all recognised as decisive in any matter, God
took that course Himself.’!

With regard to the internal construction of the sentence,
the same must be said of év @ here as of ofrws at ver. 15.
It belongs exclusively neither to the main verb éuesitevoer
(Ebrard, Liinemann), nor to the participle BovAduevos, but
to the whole sentence which follows it : because the oath was
regarded as such an end of gainsaying among men, God was
not content with a mere affirmation, but added an oath to con-
firm it. He did this mwepiooorepor Bovhouevos émileifar Tois
KAmpovepois Ths €mayyelias 10 duerdferov Tis BouNijs aimTod.
The aorist after BovAecfa: and similar verbs is the usual con-
struction.? Philo also uses (speaking of God) the same term,

that as heaven and earth pass away, so also Thine oath would pass away;
but Thou hast sworn to them by Thy great Name. It is so then, that as Thy
great Name liveth and endureth for ever, Thine oath endureth for ever also.”
In the parallel E. Rabba, c. 44, it is said, * As I live and endure for ever,
s0 also does mine oath.”

! So Bleek, De Wette, Tholuck, Ebrard, Liinemann. That é» % may be
used in this sense is undeniable. In classical authors it is found in the
significations—because (Plato, Rep. v. p. 455 B), so far as (Thucyd. vi.
55), while (Soph. Trach. 929). For its use here, as equivalent to é@’ §—
in which case, the matter so standing, etc.—no proof seems necessary. Comp.
Thomasius, Dogm. i. p. 316 sq. Winer (§ 48, pp. 405, 406 Eng. tr., and
note) speaks with needless hesitation of the similar use of é» § and ¢ &,
though it must be allowed that in most of the alleged cases the proof is
not absolutely stringent (compare Kriiger on Thucyd. vi. 55, who punc-
tuates and interprets differently). The use of év § as a conjunction in
modern Greek has been alrcady noticed at ii. 18. Compare Mullach,
Gramm. der griech. Vulgirspr. p. 398, .

2 In all cases where that which is willed or determined on is not of set
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Bovhopevos émideifar (ii. 675). The adverb wepisabrepon?
belongs to émideifar. It is here equivalent neither to super-
Suously, nor to more than formerly (érv padiov # mpoTepov,
Philo, ii. 39, 43), but to abundantius, in fuller measure, “more
abundantly.” He willed to show by something more than a
mere asseveration the unchangeableness of His will: T due-
taferov,—the neuter adjective being used for a substantive,
the immutable for immutability,—a usage both classical’ and
Pauline (vid. Winer, § xxxiv. 2, Eng. tr. pp. 248, 249).
Philo is fond of it. He speaks, for instance, in a fragment
(ii. 680) of the generation of Israel in Moses’ time as pvpla
pév ebepyernleioa, Sia pvplwy 8¢ émidetapévn 70 dydpiarov.
So also Clemens Romanus (cc. 19, 21), to whom our epistle
served as a special model. It is possible, though it cannot be
maintained as certain, that Sovhouevos and Louvlsj are used in
this sentence with conscious regard to the assonance. God’s
promise was an efflux of -a gracious BovAz, His oath an efflux
of an additional and no less gracious Bovhegfar. Bouvni is
frequently employed by St. Luke to designate the gracious
will of God (L.uke vil. 30; Acts ii. 23, etc. etc.), by St. Paul
once only (Eph. i. 11). It is a term of more general signifi-
cance than 8éanua, which is the Bovis formed into a definite
purpose.?

Tots x\npovopors Tijs émayyelias we leave for the present
on one side, and proceed to consider the meaning of éueaitevoer
Spxe, interposed with an oath. The verb pesirevew has both
transitive and intransitive signification : transitive—to mediate
or bring about anything by mediation ; intransitive—to act as
mediator, interpose or interverie. Ilere, where no double-sided
notion as that of Suafjxy has preceded, to prepare us for
the former signification, the latter is the one intended. God
intervened with His oath, as it were, between Himself the
Promiser and men the receivers of His promise, thus giving

purpose represented as not to be immediately performed. See Lobeck,
Phryn. p. 747. .

1 Asat vii. 15. Cod. Vat. reads wepisoorépamg, as at i. 1, xiii. 19. [Cod.
Sin. reads #¢piosirepor here.—TR.]

2 ¢.g. Xen. fragm. 6 dueraraotov gov Tis yvdgns. Thuc. vil. 78, e
TOU TEPiXLPOUS THS vixng.

8 See Note D at the end of this volumae.
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them strong assurance. The meaning is similar to that bold
word of prayer in the Old Testament, ¥W3y—DBe a surety for
me with Thyself (Job xvii. 3; Isa. xxxviii. 14; compare Ps.
cxix. 122).  God, in thus swearing by Himself, descends, as it
were, from His own absolute exaltation, in order, so to speak,
to look up to Himself after the manner of men, and take Him-
self to witness, and so by a gracious condescension confirm
the promise for the sake of its inheritors, Tols kKAnpovduors Tiis
émraryryenias.

After what has been already said on vers. 12, 15, it is clear
that by these xAnpovouois here we are to understand not those
to whom the words of the promise were given, but rather those
for whom its blessings are designed. But who are these here?
Tholuck answers, The saints of the Old Testament (comp. xi.,
9); Liinemann, Christians, and Clristians only; Bleek, De
Wette, and others say, Both these and those, the patriarchs
under the Old Testament, and all believers under the New. That
it cannot be the patriarchs who are exclusively meant, seems
clear from the following sentence. Nor can we admit that by
Tiis émayyenias we are to understand exclusively the promise
made to Abraham, ¢ I will bless and multiply thee,” though it
nay be allowed that in its ultimate fulfilment that promise is
the goal of all history. But the Hebrews, who witnessed a
manifest fulfilment of it in their own time, needed not to be
reminded of its having been once confirmed by an oath; nor
would the author for his present purpose have quoted it in
such a form to them, but rather have reminded them of the
promised blessing of “all nations” through Abraham’s seed,
which formed a part of it. The fact is, however, that he has
in view another divine utterance, also confirmed by oath,
which he is about to present more particularly to their minds,
as a stimulus to pusillanimous and fainting hope. A glance at
what follows is enough to show that he is now making full sail
towards the haven of Christian hope and confidence in the
great oath-established utterance of God concerning the priest-
hood of His Son. And we must therefore assume that his
vision is enlarged here from the contemplation of Abraham
and the patriarchs to that of all the heirs of the promise in
general, and down into the Christian present. With the
promise made and confirmed by oath to Abraham (Gen.
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xxii. 17), which indeed still awaits its complete fulfilment, and
is therefore still an object of faith, he now combines another
prophecy, also confirmed by oath, concerning the priesthood
after the order of Melchizedek (Ps. cx. 4), which has already
been on his lips at the commencement of this episode of
rebuke and warning (v. 10), and on the consideration of which
he is now about more fully to enter. He does not, indeed,
expressly draw a parallel between the two divine utterances
while he has it in his mind. The promise to Abraham of a
blessing and a multiplying to be accomplished in his Seed,
and that of the eternal priesthood of Christ after the order
of Melchizedek, are for him in essence one and the same.
In speaking, therefore, of the wAmpovopois Tijs émayyerias
here, he combines with Abraham and the saints of the Old
Testament the church of believers under the New. They
form one and the same company. The pakpofuula of those
who are gone before is an example and encouragement to
those that follow. For us Christians, on whom “the ends of
the world” are come, the twofold promise still remains con-
firmed by a twofold oath of God.

Ver. 18. That by means of two immutable things, in which it
is impossible that God should lie, we may have o strong encourage-
ment who have fled for refuge to lay hold on the hope set before us.

dia 8o mpaypdrwv: 8o is here treated as indeclinable,
as it always is in the New Testament, and always in Homer,!
frequently in Herodotus, and also in the best Attic writers.
Hpaypa is a fact or real thing, that which has real existence,
or has really been done; in Philo, and elsewhere,? it commonly
designates a supersensuous reality, that which a pfjua (espe-
cially a divine pijua) has for its subject. The two immutable
mpdypata here are the promise and the oath; both results of a
divine mpdooew,—a giving of a promise on the one hand, and
a meeting human infirmity and tendency to doubt by adding
the confirmation of an oath on the other. In both these facts
or doings (compare mpdypara at Luke i. 1), that God should
lie was simply impossible. The infinitive yredoactar is, with
the accusative (Tov) Oeov, the subject of the sentence, ddvvaTor
the predicate. The reading @eov is preferable to 7ov @edv,

1 YWho has 3vw, but not dveiv. 3 See Lobeck, Aglaophamus, p. 142,
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God as such being here spoken of. The sacred author does
not express the thought : It would be impossible for God to lie
in making any affirmation, much more impossible if He vouch-
safed to swear to it. Such a climax a minori ad majus would
be almost blasphemous: the one supposition is as unimaginable
as the other. Nay, God’s only purpose in thus combining a
promise with an oath, was thereby to give us (oyvpav mapd-
wxnow. ITapdkinaes is a calling upon, or appeal to, in the
way of exhortation, encouragement, or comfort. “Comfort”! is
out of the question here (the context being evidently against it).
We should rather think of “the word of exhortation” (Aoyos
s maparhicewns) of xiil. 22, or of the ¢ exhortation” of xii. 5
(exNé\ncbe Tis mapaxhijoews). These Hebrew Christians,
whose faith is stumbling at the disparity between the poor
visible present and the glorious promised future, stand in need
of a “strong exhortation” or encouragement to better thoughts.
And this they may find in the twofold unimpeachable assur-
ance here given them by Adyos and Gpxos.

In of xatadvyovres believers are designated as those who
have sought and found a refuge. (Compare the similar con-
struction with of migTeboavres, iv. 3, and the Tovs ppovpouuévous
dia migTews els cwtnpiav of 1 Pet. i. 5.) The rendering of of
xaraguyovtes by “those who have fled,” or ¢ those who have
taken flight,” is inexact. Kartadedyew is not aufugere, but pro-
Jugere. Compare Acts xiv. 6, cundovtes rarépuyov els Tas
mores 3 and Philo, i, 95, 6, dpetyer ddp’ éavrod rxarapedyes émi
Tov Tév SvTwy Ocov (he fleeth from himself, and taketh refuge
in the God of truth and reality); i. 560, 15, é¢’ év (the Divine
Logos) xatadeiyerw @dperpdraTor (with whom it is most pro-
fitable to take refuge); and ii. 677, &id T émi Tov cwTipa
Ocdv xataduyiy. It may be questioned whether the following
clause, kpatnoar Tijs mpoxeiuévns é\midos, is to be connected
with oi xaTadvydvres or with mapdiinow. Bihme, Klee, De
Wette, Ebrard, are for the former, while (icumenius and others
(among moderns, Bleek) take the latter, as the right connection.
But as oi xataduyovres appears to stand more in need than
mapaxinoes of an additional word or phrase to illustrate its
meaning, it seems the preferable course to connect it with
kpaticas [as the Eng. ver., “who have fled for refuge to lay hold

3 [i.e. consolation, as in the English version.]
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upon the hope set before us”]. The arrangement of the words
also favours this view ; and Luther’s earlier rendering (before
1527) of the clause was in accordance with it: ¢ die wie zuge-
Slohen sind zu halten an der furgesetzten Hojfnung.” Kparijoa,
therefore, is the ordinary aorist infinitive, expressive of inten-
tion. Compare, as examples, Heb. ix. 24, Luke i. 17 (vid.
Rost, Gramm. § 125, 7). He who has reached an asylum lays
hold of the object which there constitutes his security ; he who
takes refuge in the temple lays hold of the horns of the altar
(1 Kings i. 50, ii. 28). We, in like manner, have sought an
asylum in laying hold of the hope set before us in the promise
and oath of God. And the strongest injunction is laid upon us
now to keep fast hold of that on which we have laid hold (kpareiv
includes both meanings), in the fact that God Himself has so
solemnly assured us of His gracious purposes on our behalf.

ITpokeiobfas is the usual word for the goal of a race or con-
test (dywv), or the prizes contended for (@fra) : so Philo and
Josephus frequently, e.g. Jos. Ant. xv. 8, 1. The competitors
were drawn from all quarters: xat’ é\wi8a Tdv wporetpévar xal
s vixns ebdofiay. Bleek, De Wette, and Tholuck, would ac-
cordingly explain 77js mpoxeiyévns émidos here as = rijs éxmwidos
7@y mpokerpévwy. It is the Christian hope itself which is here
said to lie before us, ¢.e. in the divine word of promise, which,
setting forth salvation and eternal life as our future destiny,
makes hope so easy and so imperative. Finding no rest or
satisfaction in that which is present, visible, and earthly, we
have taken refuge in the gospel, to lay hold of and appropriate
the hope there set before us. Hope is here primarily the
subjective affection, but not exclusively so: it includes all the
glorious things that the promise warrants us to hope for. It is
to hope in this sense that the following clause refers:

Ver. 19. Wihich we have as an anchor of the soul, a sure and

stedfast one, and passing into that [which lieth] within the veil.
It should have been needless to remark that #jv does not
refer to mapdxinaw (Grotius, Seb. Schmidt, etc.), but to
éxridos. The anchor, never mentioned in the Old Testament,
1 There is no Semitic namne for anchor either in post-biblical Hebrew or

in the Aramaic dialects. In the Talmud and Midrash it is called pny, pan.
PON. The Peshito bas here and Acts xxvil. NI'PR or DI'PIN, probably
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is used also as an emblem of hope in classical writers and on
coins ; whereas the likening of mapdxAnais (or rather émay-
venla) to an anchor is an unheard-of comparison, because
quite unsuitable. The transition, moreover, from the one
figure to the other is not violent. We have indeed two dif-
ferent figures, but homogeneous ones. In kparijoas, hope is
represented as a safe shelter for fugitives; in &yxvpa, as a
strong holdfast for a tossed and troubled spirit, in imminent
danger of making shipwreck of the faith (1 Tim.i.19). The
two adjectives dopari' Te xal BeBailav belong to the predi-
cate dyxvpav ;® and kal eloepyouévny, too, is not to be referred
to v as a second predicate (Bohme, Bleek, Bloomfield, etc.),
but to be regarded as a third attribute of dyxvpav. The image
is a bold and noble one, selected from natural things to
portray those above nature. The iron anchor of the seaman
is cast downwards into the deep of the sea; but the hope-
anchor of the Christian is thrown upwards into the deep of
heaven, and passing through the super-celestial waters, finds its
ground and fast-holding there.® It is a similar image when the

Semitic corruptions of Zyxvea (a similar form to éavpa), which is also
sometimes written &yyvpa. Vid. Leutsch u. Schneidewin, Peremiographi
Greci, i. 257, for the proverbial use of &yxvpx, and especially for that of
iepat dyxvpe = the ** last anchor,” or forlorn hope.

! The reading «sfarny of A.C.D.* may either be accentuated doPanriy
(with Lachmann), the v being regarded as paragogicum, or dsQunryy if
regarded as a transition from the 3d to the lst declension (Winer, § 9,
Obs. 8); the forniss, according to Choroboscus (Bekker's Anecdot. p. 1233),
®olic, and to be pronounced with accent on the penultima, Svepeévmy,
xvxhorépay, eopuvéiQuy, instead of dvowers, x.v.A. (comp. Otto Schneider,
Nicandrea, p- 103). We have also (besides this zo@arss) at Rom. xvi. 11
ouyyergy (in A.D.*), and at Apoc. i. 13 wodnpwy (in A.); also asefny, Ps.
ix. 23, x. 5, xxxvi. 35, in the same Alexandrine »s. of the LXX., which
abounds in such barbarisms, derived from the popular language. The
best writers present some not altogether dissimilar interchanges of forms,
e.g. Anpoodévny and Aygosdéiva, " Apyy and “Apy, in Thucydides, etc. Compare
also &vipay, yvvainey, in the Hellenistic dialect, and the collection of
examples in Sturz,’p. 127, and the note on Heb. viii. 5.

280 the Greek grammarians interpret #yxvpx as a metaphorical term
for da@oneict. .

3 The ancients, too, admired the image. Our interpretation is that of
one in the Collectanea in Ep. ad Hebr. of Sedulius Hybernus: Nostram
anchoram sursum mittimus ad interiora czli sicut anchora ferrea mittitur ad
interiora maris,



320 EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS.

“ hand™" of one in prayer is said to be ¢ poured out” towards
heaven (Ps. Ixxvii. 3; Eng. ver, ver. 2). ¢ The soul” (says
Ebrard truly and beautifully), “ like one in danger of ship-
wreck, casts forth her anchor; and though she cannot see whither
the rope is running, she knows that the anchor itself is fastened
to.a ground® within the veil which hides the future and the
heavenly from her view, and jeels assured that if she can only
keep fast hold to the end, she will finally be drawn by a Saviour's
hand upwards and inwards to the eternal sanctuary. So hope con-
tains within itself a power which draws on its own fulfilment”
To éawrepov 7ol karamerdouatos is the sanctnary within the
veil, the holy of holies. To xaraméracpa (called 70 Selreporv
karam. ix. 3, or évddrepov (Jos.) when specially distinguished
from the xd\vppa, which hung before the holy place) is always
in the New Testament (without needing other descriptive
epithet : see Philo, ii. 150, 32 ; 148, 30) the veil that hung
before the holy of holies, and is called in Hebrew the n2%2,
Els mopetecbar els 7o dywov éodrepov Tob waTameTaouatos is
the usual formula for the entering of the high priest into the
holy of holies on the day of atonement (Lev. xvi. 2,12, 15;
comp. Ex. xxvi. 33). This liturgical use of the formula was
floating in our author’s mind ; and De Wette (with von Ger-
lach) is not altogether wrong in ascribing the bold turn given
to the figure of the anchor by xai eloepyouévny, k.7.\., to his
purpose of reverting in this way to the original theme. It
certainly serves that purpose, without, I think, being wholly
occasioned by it. Till now a veil still hides (in a certain sense)
the holy of holies from Christian eyes. Within that veil only
the anchor of our hope can penetrate; but Jesus, as the fore-
runner, is already entered in within it in His own person.

Ver. 20. Whither as forerunner Jesus for our sakes entered
in, having become, after the order of Melchizedek, a high priest
for eternity.

“Omov is here used (as frequently) for 8mot, the notions of

1 [In the English authorized version it is, ** My sore (marg. kand) ran
in the night.”"]

2 ¢ Spem nobis a czlo porrexit tanquam funem a throno Dei ad nos usque
demissum ac pertingentem et rursus a nobis penetrantem usque ad interiord
calorum ac Dei sedem."—FABER STAPULENSIS. ’



CHAP. VI. 20. 321

the movement towards and the terminus which bounds it being
combined in one term. So §mwoc (which does not occur either
in the LXX. or New Testament) is elsewhere frequently used
for 8mov (comp. Kiihner, § 622, Anm. 2; Winer, § liv. 7).
An anchor of hope goes (we have been told) into the innermost
heavenly sanctuary. The present clause explains how, there
laying hold, it brings to present rest our tempest-driven souls,
and enables them to outride the storms of worldly life. It is
by our having Jesus there already entered in, enthroned, and
working for us within the veil.

From the concluding words, apyiepeds yevouevos els Tov
aidva, it is evident that the author intended to connect in
thought vmép fudv with elonrfer (Bleek, De Wette, Liine-
mann), and not with mpabpouos (Bshme, Thol., Ebrard, etc.).
The “ entrance” of Jesus into the heavenly sanctuary is plainly
regarded as a high-priestly action; but the Levitical high
priest entered the holy of holies ¢ on. behalf of” (Vmép) the
congregation, not as their ¢ forerunner.” The idea therefore
contained in 7pédpopos (and unfolded in our Lord’s own words,
John xiv. 2 sq.) must be considered as one apart by itself.
The Levitical high priest, after slaying in the outer court, first
the bullock of the sin-offering for himself and his house, and
then the goat of the sin-offering for the congregation of Israel,
entered into the typical holy of holies with the blood of the
victims slain (on his own behalf and theirs) ; in like manner
Jesus, after His death of self-sacrifice on earth, and the shed-
ding of His blood here, entered into the heavenly holy of holies
Umép nudv, that is, thereby to perfect our atonement once for
all,; and to continue to mediate for us, but at the same time (as
is further said, x. 19-21) to prepare a place and open the way
for those who are destined to be for ever with Him where He
is. That He thus, in His entering in for us, is at the same time
our mpodpouos, is what distinguishes Him from the typical
high priest of the law, who represented a congregation which
was entirely excluded from their holy of holies. But this is not
all.  Christ is not only High Priest, but also King; and High
Priest not merely for a time, but for eternity. The lepeds eis
Tov aidva of the Psalm is here transformed into dpyiepeds eis
Tov aldva, to designate Him who is at once the antitype of
Melchizedek, and a transcendently exalted antitype of Aaron.

VOL. L. X
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And kara v Takw Mehyioedée is put first emphatically, in
order to make prominent the absolnte elevation of royal su-
premacy inseparably connected with His dignity as High Priest.
And what an anchor-ground of hope is that for us in God’s
own eternal heaven, in the midst of which our Jesus now sits
enthroned, who having suffered for us, is now for us so highly
exalted! We see Him not; for the ¢ place” of God into
which He is gone is undiscernible by the eyes of flesh. So
far, therefore, a veil still hangs between us and Him. But
unrestrained by such a barrier, the anchor of our hope goes on,
and has reached already those calm supernal deeps, whence He
who is taken from our sight invisibly holds fast and safe our
souls, amid all the tossing billows of this world’s wildest sea.

Mera mjy 7dfw Mehyioedée is made the first of the three
members of the significant participial sentence with which this
portion of the epistle closes; and that not for the sake of
emphasis only, but also because it is the writer’s purpose no
longer to delay, in the development of his parallel between
Melchizedek and Christ, and in setting forth the rich materials
for the strengthening of Christian falth therein contained. He
is now arrived once more at the theme already given in a
similar participial sentence at ver. 10, the threshold of which
he then, out of regard to the condition of his readers, hesitated
to overpass. To instruct them concerning that priesthood of
Jesus Christ, which, commencing in His cross and passion here
below, is continued above in a glorious exaltation, as far sur-
passing that of the Levitical cultus and Thorah as heaven
surpasses earth—this is the aim and subject of the whole
cpistle. By such instruction the apostolic writer seeks to arm
his readers against the offence of the cross of Jesus, and the
dazzling seductiveness of the outward shows of Jewish worship.
He would show them not only the divine necessity for our
redemption of that once-offered high-priestly sacrifice of Him-
self made here below, but also the divine consolation for the
chuarch, in the continuance of His high-priestly action above.
He has already approached very near (so far back as ii. 17)
this the main subject of his epistle. DBut a further preparation
was still needed before he could fully enter upon it.

The antitypical grandeur of the high-priesthood of Christ
cannot be understood without a serious and intelligent recogni-



CHAP. VI. 20. 323

tion of his transcendent elevation above all the types of the Old
Testament, and of the type and prophecy fulfilling character
of the whole New Testament time. After speaking, therefore,
briefly (at ii. 17, 18) of “ the merciful and faithful High
Priest, who is able to succour them that are tempted,” the
author makes a first digression, to exhibit the superiority of
Christ to Moses (in ch. iii. 1-6); and this is followed by a
long exhortation (iii. 7-iv. 13), in which he sets before his
readers the punishment inflicted on Israel in the wilderness for
disobedience to the word of God, and indirectly (at the same
time) represents our Jesus as the true Joshua, by whom God
is finally leading us into His rest. After this warning, which
is at the same time a further preparatory instruction, he returns
once more (iv. 14-16) to the great theme which fills his inmost
soul, and begins (v.1-10) the formal treatment of it. But
having reached the point that Christ, being perfected through
sufferings, is now High Priest after the order of Mclchizedek
- (v. 9, 10), and so the antitype not of Aaron only, but also of
the mysterions king-priest, or priest-king, of the patriarchal
time, and therefore a king Himself as well as a high priest, the
writer again breaks off before entering on the deep significance
of this twofold type, or transporting himself to the heavenly
places, where Christ is now both acting as Iligh Priest and sits
enthroned as King, interrupts the flow of his discourse under an
oppressive sense of the low spiritual capacity of his readers, for
which, as he warns them, they are themselves to blame (v. 11—
vi. 8). For them the glory of the church is growing pale before
that of the synagogue. They stand on the brink of an abyss,
from which one who falls therein can be rescued no more (vi.
4,8). Yet will he not forbear from the attempt once more to lift
them up, along with himself, to the heights of Christian know-
ledge (vi. 3). The love which hopeth all things forbids him to
‘entertain the worst expectations on their behalf (vi. 9, 10).
With that hopeful love, therefore, he now exhorts the wavering
to an imitation of the stedfast faith of Abraham, as a great
exemplar, to whom in the first instance God had given a word
of promise, and confirmed it with an oath (vi. 11-16). On
two like pillars Christian hope, as he reminds them, is founded
now,—a hope directed towards that unseen heavenly world
whither Jesus as forerunner is gone before, being constituted
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by another oath of God Himself xara 7jv 7dfw Melyioedén
apytepeds els Tov aldva.

With these last words the apostolic writer finds himself a
third time face to face with the proper theme of his great

argument. All that has been said hitherto was mere prepara-
tion ; but now, after passing through the vestibule, he stands

with his readers before the door of the innermost shrine of
Christian truth., Having cleared away, so far as possible, all
obscurities which beset his relation to them as their teacher,
he is in nothing hindered now from opening that door, and by
unfolding the richest meanings of the great prophetic word
(Ps. cx. 4), exhibiting the surpassing glory of Christianity in
contrast with Judaism,



SECOND PART OR CENTRAL MAIN DIVISION
OF THE EPISTLE,

Caar. viL 1-x. 18.

THE MELCHIZEDEKIAN SUPRA-LEVITICAL CHARACTER AND
DIGNITY OF OUR CELESTIAL HIGH PRIEST, WHO, AFTER
ONE SELF-SACRIFICE ONCE OFFERED, IS NOW FOR
EVER ROYALLY ENTHRONED.

ANALYSIS.

HE treatise here commencing (vii. 1), and having for
W its subject the high-priesthood of our Lord, is con-
tinued without break or episode of exhortation to
ch. x. 18 ; after which the sacred writer resumes
once more his former hortatory tone. The treatise itself, which
thus forms the central portion of the epistle, may be divided
into three sections ; which might be respectively entitled : the
1st, ‘Iepeds xata Ty TdEw Mekyiaedéx ; the 2d, *Apyiepels ;
the 3d, Alua Tov Xpiarov. Of these,

The First Section (ch.- vii. 1-25) treats of Melchizedek,
with reference to what is recorded in Gen. xiv.; and of Christ,
as antitype of Melchizedek, with reference to Ps. cx. 4.

The Second Section (ch. vii. 26-ix. 12) treats of the anti-
typical relation in which the Priest after the order of Mel-
chizedek stands to the Aaronic high priest, above whom he is
raised : (a) by His one sacrifice, once offered on behalf of His
church, and incapable of repetition; (0) by the divine and
heavenly sphere in which His pontifical, and at the same time
kingly, office is now discharged ; and (c¢) by the eternal validity
325
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of that new covenant, “founded upon better promises,” as
Mediator of which He is now entered, “with His own blood,”
into “ the holy of holies.”

The Third Section (ch. ix. 13-x. 18) treats of the in-
wardly purifying and saving operation of the blood of Christ,
who, having once offered Himself as a sacrifice of propitiation
(whereby He has obtained a full remission of all sins, and per-
fectly accomplished the will of God), must henceforth reign in
that same glory in which and in no other form He is destined
hereafter to return, and meanwhile has abolished all sacrifices
of the law, and in particular every sin-offering (comp. Hof-
mann, Entsteh. p. 342 sq.).

The first of these three sections (ch. vii. 1-25), on the exposi-
tion of which we are about to enter, evidently divides itself into
two halves (ch. vii. 1-10 and ch. vii. 11-25). The first half
(A) treats of the priest-king Melchizedek as an historical per-
sonage (vii. 1-10), with reference to the narrative in Gen. xiv.
It may be further subdivided thus: (a) The personal dignity
and greatness of Melchizedek as priest and king (vii. 1-3) ; and
(b) his superiority to the Levitical pricsthood, proved by his
superiority to Abraham, Levi’s ancestor (vers. 4-10).

The second half (B) treats of our Lord as the antitype
or Priest after the order of Melchizedek (vii. 11-25). As
such our Lord is Priest, (a) not of the race of Aaron (11-14);
(b) not by carnal descent of any kind, but throngh the absolute
dignity of His own person (15-19); (¢) by a divine oath (20-
22); and (d) with an unchangeable priesthood, ever living to
discharge it on our behalf (vers. 23-25). From these four
heads conclusions are drawn backwards and forwards as to the
performances of the Levitical priesthood on the one hand, and
of that of Christ on the other. The author founds his whole
argument on Ps. cx., after developing and expounding the
typical elements in the historical Melchizedek of Gen. xiv., to
which the katd v 7d€w Mey. of the Psalm refers. The transi-
tion from the first typical (A) to the second antitypical (B) half
of this section is finely conceived. The future tribe of Levi met
Melchizedek in the person of their patriarch Abraham, It is
an evident proof, therefore, of the insufficiency of the Levitical
priesthood, that after its institution in the law another Priest
should be ordained by God, and that after the order of the
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great priest-king, to whom Levi in Abraham had acknowledged
himself subordinate.!

CHaAP. viL. 1-25. Melchizedek—that old mysterious king, that
priest without beginning or end, whose appearance is so
enigmatical and so significant in sacred history, and whose
superior dignity was acknowledged by the great ancestor of
the Levitical tribe—is (here set forth as) a type of Jesus
Christ, who, springing from the royal tribe of Judah, was
constituted, not by a legal and temporary ordinance, but by
a divine unchangeable oath, an everlasting Priest, and thus
ezalted far above the mortal priests of the line of Aaron.

The writer first compresses into one single compact sentence
(vers. 1-3) everything, both in the utterances and in the very
silence of holy Scripture, which may be regarded as charac-
teristic of the person of Melchizedek, so as to convey a vivid im-
pression of his mysteriously significant and unique personality.

Vers. 1-3. For this Melchizedek, king of Salem, priest of
God Most High, who met Abraham on his return from smiting
the kings, and blessed him ; to whom also Abrahamn tmparted a
tithe of all; he being first, by interpretation, “ King of Righteous-
ness,” and then “ King of Salem,” that is, ¢ King of Peace;”
without father, without mother, without genealogy, and laving
neither beginning of days nor end of life; but, made to resemble
the Son of God, abideth a priest perpetually.

The main sentence is, oros 0 Mehyiaebéx . . . péver lepeds
ets 76 Sunvenés.” The clauses which fill up the interval between
subject and predicate may be thus apportioned : All between
Baciheds Jariju and éuépioev *ABpadp belongs to the subject,
and is in apposition with Melchizedek. All between mpédTov
pév and péver is complement of the predicate. All before

1 See Note E at the end of this volume.

* This view of the main sentence explains at once the yep as connecting
this verse with vi. 20. Jesus Christ is ‘‘ after the order of Melchizedek,”
in being “‘ @ High Priest for ever” ‘“ FOR this Melchizedek abideth a priest
continually,” [lepeds in the case of the typical Melchizedek answering to
doxsepevs in Christ the antitype, and el 7¢ digvexée in the one to &f; vor
«iove in the other],
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wp@roy péy is simple repetition of what is recorded in the
history (Gen. xiv.). All that follows is Christological inter-
pretation and application of the historical record.

I. First, then, is put together what the Scripture expressly
decldres concerning Melchizedek (Gen. xiv. 18 seq.) :

(1.) That he was Baoi\els Jalsju—hing of Salem. That
the sacred writer himself identified this Salem with ancient
Jerusalem canuot be doubted, with the evidence before us of
the older tradition in the Targums and Josephus (A4nt. i. 10, 2;
Bell. vi. 10); beside which, a later one must, however, have
arisen at an early date, seeing that in the time of Jerome the
supposed ruins of the ancient palace of Melchizedek were
pointed out at Salumias, which lay about eight Roman miles
south of Scythopolis, in the territory of Samaria! But there
are reasons of greatest weight which support the credibility of
the older tradition, as follows: (a) The name Melchizedek is
formed according to the analogy of those of other ancient
kings of Jernsalem (comp. Adoni-zedek, Josh. x.1); (b) Salem
(82%) is actually given at Ps. Ixxvi. 3 (English version, ver.
2) as a name for Jerusalem, and, if the Psalm be a late one,
poetry is (especially later poetry) fond of archaisms; (¢) The
situation of Jerusalem is perfectly suitable for what is recorded
at Gen. xiv. 17 seq. Abram is said to have been already met
by the king of Sodom (ver. 17) ¢ after his return,” when Mel-
chizedek brings forth “bread and wine” (ver. 18). Abram was
therefore near home at the time of this meeting, and Mamre
(or Hebron), where he then lived, was much nearer Jerusalem
than any place in the neighbourhood of Scythopolis; and
finally, (d) Ps. xxiv. and cx. set their seal on this identification
of the Salem of Melchizedek with Jerusalem. Inthe former the
gates of the fortress of Jerusalem are called (8% *nnp) « doors

1 Jerome supposed this Salumias to be identical with the Saleim
(8alim) of John iii. 23. Later critics have identified it with the aiady
Zarip of Judith iv. 4. The modern still inhabited village of Sdlim, east-
ward of Nablds, cannot, at any rate, be the same place with the Saleim of
St.John. [A Salem or Shalem is also mentioned as near Shechem at Gen.
xxxiil. 18, according to the ancient versions (LXX., Peshito, Vulgate:
transivitque in Salem urbem Sichimorum, etc.), followed by Luther and our

English Bible: Jacob came to Shalem, a city of Shechem. DBut most modern
interpreters take aSw there to be an adjective—‘* Jacob came in good

health (or prospcrousrly) to the city of Shechem,” See Bleek in loc.—TR.]
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of 0ld,” i.e. of unknown antiquity, while the latter Psalm had
undoubtedly for its historical occasion the removal of the ark
of the covenant to Mount Zion.!! The point, however, with
the author here is, not where Salem the city of Melchizedek
was sitnated, but the name of the city itself; and a controversy,
therefore, on a question of locality is here completely out of
place.

" (2.) It is recorded of Melchizedek that he was iepeds Tod
Ocoil Tob IWriorou—priest of God Most High, the only exalted
One; for El-eljon (5 5%) does not mean, “the God who is
highest among a plurality of other gods,” but (as is clear from
Abram’s identification of Him with Jehovah at Gen. xiv. 22)
the God who is in Himself exalted above all creaturely exist-
ence.’

(3.) Melchizedek meets Abram returning from the defeat
of the kings—o owvavricas ABpaap moorpédovre dmo Tis
xorrijs Tdv Baoéwv (the expression is taken from the LXX,,
Gen. xiv. 17). This meeting is the only instance in all the
sacred history in which the great priest-king appears upon the
scene. Abram is now at the summit, as it were, of earthly
greatness, returning from the overthrow of four, the deliver-
ance of five kings. Of his own free-will, without delay, with
heroic courage, with victorious success, and by a perfectly dis-
interested course of action, he had maintained the cause and
vindicated the rights of the oppressed. At this very moment,
when thus raised above his fellow-men in deeds of prowess and
works of mercy, Abram encounters the venerable form of the
king of Salem, who steps forth for an instant from his myste-
rious seclusion, and as speedily retires into it again, but not
before Abram, at his highest exaltation, has acknowledged in
Melchizedek one higher than himself. For,

1 Liinemann maintains, against Knobel and Ewald, that the Salem of
Melchizedek was that on the Mid-Jordan.

2 Even in the Pheenician dialect of Hebrew 'Ensoty (vid. Sanchoniathon
in Eus. Przpar. i. 10) had not this superlative meaning, but was simply
a designation of the Godhead in itself, as is cvident from the eljonim
veeljonoth [** gods and goddesses™] of Plautus. Philo gives the right inter-
pretation when he says, *‘The Logos, who is shadowed forth by Melchi-
zedek, is  Priest of God the Most High,’ not as though there were another
God who is not ‘ most high ;" for God is as the One in heaven above and in
the earth beneath, and there is none beside Him ” (i. 103, 36).
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(4.) Melchizedek blesses Abram (kai edhoyroas), i.e. ex-
presses in words of priestly benediction the thanksgiving for
Abram’s victory, which.the bringing forth of bread and wine
had silently expressed before.! Abram, so highly blessed him-
self already, and the root of blessing to all nations, receives the
benediction, and willingly submits himself to the priest of God.
For so we read, finally :

(5.) That Abram paid him tithe of all (& xal Sexariy
amo wdvrwy éuépioer " ABpaau). The paying the tenth repre-
sents the consecrating surrender of the whole to God, whose
representative the priest is. Abram, therefore, by this action
of giving to Melchizedek the tithe of the spoil, acknowledged
the divine character and dignity of his priesthood. The
student may observe the dactylic movement with which this
attributive clause opens (- -"v v ~’vv), and the stream of in-
spired rhetoric with which the whole sentence rolls along,
showing how the sacred writer’s mind was carried away by the
profound grandeur of the type which he is here unfolding.?

II. Now follows, in the second place, the interpretation and
application of the Scripture record, and in part even of its
significant silence concerning Melchizedek. And (1) as to the
significance of his own name and the name of his city. Mel-
chizedek is first of all épunvevopevos Bacirels Sikatoaivys; t.e.,
when one interprets his personal name, he is “king of right-
eousness.” Both Philo® and Josephus* translate Baciheds
8lkaios, whereas the rendering of our author is at once more
grammatical, and more expressive as to the typical relation.
Aduraioaivy is intentionally put without the article. The geni-
tive (Siukatoatvns) expresses that this is a king who rules in
righteousness, whose sphere of action is righteousness, who lives
according to its laws himself, and diffuses it all around him. In

1 Philo calls such prayers and benedictions izwivior ebygei (i. 533, 83).

2 We are as justified in calling attention to such characteristics in an
epistle so distinguished by the delicacy of its rhythm, and the artful dis-
position of words, as was Dionysius of Halicarnassus in making similar
observations with regard to some of the finest passages in Thucydides,
Plato, and Demosthenes. Comp. the 18th section of his instructive work,
de Compositione verborum.

3 Phil. Op. i. 103,4. Philo uses fpunvevesdas in precisely the same sense,
e.g. 1. 103, 48, fppnveveras’ ABpap wurip peréwpos.

4 Ant. i. 10, 2; Bell. vi. 10.
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the next place (érrecta 8€), his name of dignity or office, nbe 1w,
is, when interpreted into Greek, Bacileds etprurs, for b signi-
fies peacefulness or peace. Jerusalem itself is the inheritance or
dwelling-place of peace.! Righteousness and peace are, in Old
Testament prophecy, characteristics of the Messianic time. In
respect to both these names pointing to those stars of hope for
the divine future, Melchizedek is not accidentally, but in the
purpose of God (who orders and arranges the developments of
history even in such seemingly trivial circumstances as these), a
fore-type of Christ. Christ’s kingdom—as foretold, for instance,
in the 72d Psalm—is one of perfect righteousness and perfect
peace. He is “the righteons Branch” (Tsemach) of Jer. xxiii.,
“the Branch of righteousness” of Jer. xxxiii. 15, the Prince
of Peace of Isa. ix. 5, “ who shall speak peace to the nations”
(Zech. ix. 10), who shall come as the incarnation of Peace into
the midst of the heathen world (Mic. iv. 5). Of Christ in
these respects the name and title of Melchizedek are pre-
announcing types. e pass on to (2) the attributes assigned
to Melchizedek, from the way in which he appears so suddenly
and so uniquely in the midst of the sacred history (amarwp,
dunTtwp, x.T.\). From these the inference has been drawn,
that the writer must have regarded the priest-king Melchi-
zedek as really the incarnation of some supernatural being,
of an angel (as Origen, Didymus), or of the Holy Spirit (as
Hieracas,? etc.), or of some “ great divine power” (as the
Melchizedetic anti-Trinitarians®), or of the Son of God Himself
(as some of the ancients and several moderns®). Finally, some
have supposed that our author may have shared the unproved
so-called Jewish opinion, that Melchizedek was one who in fact
had been miraculously called into existenice and as miraculously
withdrawn, and who is now abiding ever as an eternal priest,—
an opinion or conjecture which they allow has not been dog-
matically developed or established. (So Bleek, and still more
wildly, Nagel.®)

1 [Or, “foundation of peace.” So Gesenius in Thesaur. The medieval
interpretation Visio pacis was founded on a mistaken etymology.—TE ]

2 So also the author of Quastionesin V. et N, T.

3 Vid. Dorner, i. 505 seq.

* E.g. Molin®us, Cunzus, [Jones of Nayland].

$ Vid. die Bedeutung Melchizedeks im Hebrderbrief, Studien und Kriti-
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But, as Hofmann most justly observes ( Weiss. i. 109), from
such aberrations as these men would have been preserved, had
they only remembered that no person or thing in the Old
Testament is ever interpreted in the New Testament as typical
or prophetical of Christ, except on the ground of the express
words of the Old Testament concerning them, and that the
very form in which the Holy Spirit puts His narrative belongs
inseparably and essentially to the prophecy. De Wette, too,
remarks with equal justice, that the whole assumption breaks
down when we come to the uéver iepeds els 70 Sinrexés. If that
were literally true of Melchizedek, his priesthood would come
in collision not only with the priesthood of Aaron, but also with
that of our Lord. A mere glance even at Philo would save
us from such a mistake. There is no trace of his regarding
Melchizedek as a superhuman being: he is for him a type of
the 8pf0s Aoyos. On the other hand, Philo, too, regards the
silence of Scripture as not less intentional and significant than
its utterances (i. 76, 20). He concludes from the fact that
Scripture makes no mention of the death of Cain, that it meant
to signify the ¢ immortality of evil,” <.e. its ceaseless and tor-
menting self-extension. Evil for him never dies (like Scylla),
katd 716 Tebvdvar, but is ever dying, xard 7o dmwobvijorew (i.
224, 43) ; or as he elsewhere expresses it, 0 Kaw olx dmwofa-
velrat, T0 kaxlas ovpPBolov, fy dei St G év 16 OvTd Yéver
mwap’ avfpdmors. He also calls Sarah ausjrep,! doubtless, as
Mangey rightly observes, quoniam ejus mater in sacris literis non
memoratur. With similar significance the rabbinical maxim says
of the Gentile proselyte that  he has no father” after his con-
version to Judaism (" 5% pN), Z.e. none with a recognised name
and genealogy in Jewish law. Classical authors, too, sometimes
speak of those who have no known or distinguished parents as
fatherless and motherless: e.g. Cic. de orat. ii. 64, Quid hoc
clamoris 2 quibus nec pater nec mater tanta confidentia estis? (vid.
Bleek, iii. 309.)

In considering, therefore, the following attributes more
closely, we may assume that they are not literally applicable to

ken, 1849, 2, reprinted under the title, Zur Charakteristik der Auflassung
der A, T. im N. T., eine biblisch-theolog. Abh. 1850, 8.

1, 865, 46, and 481, 42, Vid. Grossmann, de philosophiz judaice
sacre vestigiis non nullis in Ep. ad Hebr. conspicuis, p. 22.
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the person of Melchizedek as an individual, but have a typical
and prophetical significance, as applied to the manner in which
he is mentioned in Scripture. In this reference he is awdrwp,
aunTwp, dyeveahoynros. There is nothing said in holy writ
either of his father or his mother, or of his genealogical tree.
He has no father belonging, as any descendant of Aaron did,
to a priestly race, nor even such a mother. No genealogy
establishes his right to discharge the functions of the priest-
hood, which is essentially the same thing as Philo means when
he says (i. 533, 34) of him, that he holds “ a self-acquired,
self-taught priesthood,” and one bestowed on him purely by
divine grace, without merit or &yov (i. 103, 1).! The attri-
butes drdrwp and aunrwp would certainly admit of a typical
reference to the earthly fatherlessness and the heavenly mother-
lessness of the Lord Jesus ; but this interpretation, how much
soever a favourite in the church, is destitute of any solid scrip-
tural foundation.? Further, the third attribute, dyevearoynros,
shows® that all three combine to express the same thing, viz.
that the royal priesthood of Melchizedek is to be regarded as a
dignity purely personal, and not to be traced back to any cir-
cumstances of natural descent.

It is otherwise with what follows : wyre apyyw Huepdv wire
Loiis Téhos Exwr dpopatwpévos 8¢ 7§ vig Tod Oeod. This clause
is not adequately interpreted when only made to mean, that no
information is given either as to the commencement of Melchi-
zedek’s official life by way of succession, or the termination of
it by his death. The words are intended to express much more
than this very limited sense. As Melchizedek is a type of our
Lord, 1st, through his name and title representing Him who
should unite with His priesthood a kingship of righteousness
and peace; and 2dly, through his attributes of dmdrwp, du.,
ayev., foreshadowing Him whose priesthood should be a per-

1 Philo’s words at i. 533, 34, are: ¢ tav adropadi xai wirodidaxror
Aaxdy iepwstymy. This description of Melchizedek's priesthood is also
founded solely on the silence of Scripture.

2 Philo, not without some measure of truth, says of the Logos (i. 562,
18) : yovéwy dPbdprov xal xabapordray Praxey, Tarpls uiv Ocod ds xai
TOY oy wdyTay foTi TaTip, pNTPos B¢ co@ies 3 Hs T Gha fNdev eic yiveai.

8 Theodore of Mopsuestia, whose interpretation of vii. 3 is otherwise
excellent, is not at a loss even here: v/; yap & yevewroyie Tob ix warpds
Svrog povou.
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sonal, not an inherited dignity ; so is he, 3dly, as wire dpymw
Npepdy pare fwis Téhos Eywy, an earthly image of Him who,
from His eternal community of essence with the Father, has in
very deed neither beginning of days nor end of life. The Mel-
chizedek of sacred history has neither a beginning nor end of
his personal existence, but rather' is in this respect likewise, as
in the official characteristics above referred to, made to image
forth the eternal Son of God. The words are here so carefully
selected, that their true meaning can hardly be mistaken. It
is not merely the beginning and end of Melchizedek’s official
dignity, but the commencement and termination of his personal
existence, which is here negatived. Hofmann indeed, starting
with the assumption that the title ¢ Son of God” does not
belong to our Lord in His divine pre-existence, is obliged to
support that view, by making sjuepir exclusively refer to the
days of His priesthood, and {w#js to.His official life. But this
very passage affords a strong argument against his assumption,
which we have already combated in the notes to ch. i. 1-3.
The sacred writer could have had no reason for using here the
appellation 7@ vi$ 100 Oecod rather than 7o XpioTd, except
“to express by that term the eternity of the incarnate One, both
a parte ante and a parte post, though by no means excluding a
reference to Him as made man. I would not maintain, with
Bleek or Bengel,® that d¢opotwpévos is intended to indicate
that our Lord was, as the eternal Logos, the pre-existent arche-
type of Melchizedek ; for ddouowody would be correctly used
even in reference to a future antitype (¢.e. here in reference to
our Lord in His earthly manifestation). ’Adouocody signifies
to make one thing in such way like another thing, that its
special characteristics are withdrawn, as it were, from itself,
and transferred to the other. The incarnate Son, having be-
come man, in a manner correspondent to His eternal derivation
from the substance of the Father, is here regarded as that Son
of God of whom, looking backwards and forwards from the
days of His flesh, it may be said that He hath neither begin-
ning of days nor end of life, and that we have of this a typical
representation in the abrupt appearance of the form of this
1 For this meaning of 3, see notes to ii. 6, iv. 13, vi. 12.

2 [Non dicitur Filius Dei assimilatus Melchisedeko sed contra; nam
Fivus Dei est antiquior et archetypus.—DBENGEL.]
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priestly king, whose life at both ends is shrouded in the mys-
tery of eternity. St. Chrysostom explains it well : “made like
the Son of God. Wherein doth this likeness consist? In this,
that we know of no beginning and no end of either,—in the
one case because they have found no record, in the other
because they have no existence.”

The expressions dpynv nuepdv and {ois Té\os are finely
chosen : He who is simply eternal has no beginning of days,
being before all time; and after entering into the conditions of
time He still has no end of life, because He cannot remain
subject unto death, but takes the nature which He has assumed
up into the communion of His original eternity. It is to be
observed, moreover, that adopotwuévos® is not to be referred to
Ps. cx. 4, where indeed? Christ is likened to Melchizedek, but
not Melchizedek to Christ. The reference is still to Gen. xiv.
God Himself, who makes history take form and shape in
accordance with His own eternal counsels, is here the d¢o-
powwy. There seems to be an intention to keep asunder the
two Scripture passages by the avoidance of the expression of
Ps. cx., els Tov aldva, and the substitution for it of eis 7o
Sunverés,? as the significant closing word of the period. Mel-
chizedek “ remains a priest continually” (not ¢ for ever,” as
in the Psalm); because, as Hofmann excellently interprets
(Schriftd. ii. 1, 402), his priesthood is in Seripture simply con-
tinuous, unbroken by transmission or inheritance, and inherent
in himself alone as a personal prerogative. This explanation
was already given by Theodore of Mopsuestia. Tholuck, fol-
lowing others of the ancients, gives an interpretation quite
contrary to the mind of the author, when he makes els 70

1 [Delitzsch reads Z@oxoiwpévog, a8 do Tischendorf and Alford, with
C.D.E.L. The text. rec. has d@apoiap., with A.B.K. and the Cod. Sin. ;
50 also Lachmann.]

% As rightly observed by De Wette.

8 [Dean Alford denies the propriety of this distinction, translating el¢
7¢ Jimv. by * for ever.” He says it would be absurd to render it ** for
life,” ‘“ seeing that all priests were for life.” But, 1st, Is it s0 certain that
all priests were for life? The high-priesthood of the Jews, in the times
of the New Testament, was certainly not a life-long office. And 2dly,
we need not translate ‘* for life” if we reject the rendering * for ever.”
The notion involved in the rendering ‘* perpetually,” * without break or
change,” is still much below that of eternity.—TRr.]
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8unuerés refer to the eternal continuance and absorption of the
type in the antitype. To Sitnverés, which does not occur in the
LXX., and in the New Testament is found only in our epistle,
is combined from &:d and swexés = that which holds thronghout,
is continuous and unending. Melchizedek being invested in
Scripture with an unchangeable, intransmissible priesthood, is
in that respect made to be a figure of the Son of God.!

The apostolic writer having thus given a general description
of the nature of the priesthood of Melchizedek, derived both
from the statements and the non-statements of holy Seripture,
proceeds to take a closer view of the special priestly action
wherein he comes into direct contact with sacred history, in
order to exhibit to his readers the superior dignity and great-
ness of the priest-king, as excelling that of Abraham and the
Levitical priesthood.

Ver. 4. But observe kow great this man (is), to whom Alra-
Lam gave tithe also out of the chiefest things of the spoil, (and he)
the father of the race.

Ocwpeite may be either indicative (comp. Aects iii. 16, xix.
26, xxv. 24) or imperative. The impassioned character of the
style in the whole passage makes the latter more probable.
The 8 is 8¢ peraBaricév, marking that the writer proceeds
to give a new turn to his argument. ¢ Consider further how
great the man is (or must have been) whom we have described”
(vers. 1-3). ITn\ixos, quantus,” applies to age, size, and (as
here) to ethical grandeur.

_In the relative clause beginning & xai, Luther and others

! Tholuck is mistaken in alleging the Peshito version as favourable to
his interpretation. Taking dQomomwze. . . . and . . . dinvexée together, the
Peshito renders thus: ¢ But after the likeness of the Son of God, his priest-
hood abideth for ever.” Ba-dmutho is not here * in the antitype,” but, as
we have rendered it, and like the Hebrew mnn3, * after the likeness,” or
« gecording to the likeness,” * in resemblance to,” etc. The Greek gram-
marians grope in the dark for the derivation and formation of diyvexss (see
e.g. Cramer, Anecdot. ii. 855). Their proposed derivation from 3ixe
would be suitable, but is impossible (Lobeck, Pathol. 145). The true
derivation is that from ENEKQ (aor. fusyxoy), so that dmpexic (Attic
Jimvexis) is a form analogous in its origin to the Latin perpetuus (perpes).

2 Yor which D.* reads #aixos, the form of the relative and of the de-
pendent interrogative. Vid. Kihner, § 347,
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wrongly attach the kxai to 'ABpaau (* unto whom even the
patriarch Abraham gave a tenth of the spoils”), whereas it
belongs to the whole sentence. Compare the similar use of xal
in Philo, i. 532, 38, Tod viknpopov Ocod Tpomraiopdpoy airov
avadelfavtos ¢ Kal Tas Sexdras yapioTipia TS vikns avarl-
Onoi! Lachmann omits the xal,—an omission which, like the
inversion found in some authorities (&wxev *4Bp. for 'ABp.
édwxev), destroys the fine anapestic movement of the rhythm
(=-"vv-"vv ). "Arpobivia, generally found in the plural, is a
classical word, which is foreign to the LXX., but is here very
suitable to the grandeur and pathos of the style.? It denotes
that which lies on the top of the heap of corn (65), “ the finest
of the wheat;” and then (improperly,® according to the scholiast
to Euripides) the chief or finest portions of the spoils of war,}?
which were dedicated to the Deity : Aadvpwr dmwapyai, Hesy-
chius® It is questionable whether by éx 7év axpobivivv we are
to understand that Abraham gave a tithe of the best portions
only of the booty, i.e. a tithe of the so-called axpofivia, or
whether it means that, offering a tithe of the whole booty, he
selected it from such choice portions; in other words, whether
the éx indicates ¢ that whereof the tithe consisted,” or ¢ that
of which it was the tithe.”® Liinemann contends for the latter
view; but the phrase is best interpreted by a reference to
Num. xv. 21, in accordance with which the Hebrew version?

1 It should be observed, however, that while the x«{ in Philo is a simple
copula, combining the statements of two corresponding actions, the xa/in
our text marks a climax.

% Some M58, have here and elsewhere the incorrect spelling &xpofivia,
where the » represents the long /; for which compare Eschyl. Eum. 834 :
TloAngs 06 xdpas Tig © i1 drpodivize.

H for e is frequent in inscriptions (Franz, Epigraph. 247).

3 [The scholiast's term is xataypnorixas. The scholion (on Eur. Phen.
203) is quoted by Alford from Bleek in loc.]

* T#%s Aefag is the term used in this reference by Josephus and Philo.

% But not quite equivalent to Ae¢Qupe or sxdha, according to the glosses
of Zonaras and others.

¢ (The words between inverted commas are taken from Dean Alford
(whose Commentary was published two years after Delitzsch's), as express-
ing the distinction more lucidly than a literal version of the original : “‘ob
éx das des Theiles oder das dei Stoffes ist.”]

7 [The original is here so brief as to be almost misleading : wonach der
engl. Uebers. gut ; whereupon follow the Hebrew words. Delitzsch means,

VOL. I. Y
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of the New Testament published by the London Society of
Missions to the Jews correctly renders it: Sen mesan wyn
[a tenth from the first of the spoil]. Abraham gave the tithe
amo mwdvrwy, the whole booty, but selected to compose it such
articles as seemed most worthy of the venerable priest of God—
the axpofivia. The words are arranged in the most eupho-
nious, and at the same time logical order. Aexdryv and ¢
marpudpyns (v v - -) form the two poles of the sentence;
for the greatness of Melchizedek is denoted both by what he
receives, and by the dignified position of him from whom he
receives it. Ilarpidpyms is a Hellenistic word, used in the
New Testament by St. Luke in two places (Acts ii. 29 and
vil. 8, 9). Abraham is so designated here, not as the head or
ancestor of a particulor warpla (MaxN ¥x1), but as common
father of the whole race of Israel, and indeed of all believers.
He was the patriarch not merely of tithe-paying Israelites, but
of tithe-claiming Levites too. He was the God-blessed ances-
tor of all the children of the promise. And yet he paid tithe
to Melchizedek. The following verses go on to point out how
exalted the personal dignity of Melchizedek must have been, to
exercise such power over the patriarch.

Vers. 5, 6. And indeed, while they of the sons of Levi receiv-
ing the priesthood have commandment to take tithes jfrom the
people, according to the law, that is, from their own brethren,
although issued, like themselves, from the loins of Abraham, he,
on the other hand, who hath mo part in their genealogy, hath
received tithes of Abraham himself, and bestowed kis blessing on
the possessor of the promises.

The sacred writer proceeds with kal, atque (and indeed), to
a further development of the greatness of Melchizedek, by an
antithetical contrast of him with the Levitical priesthood, the
germ of which already existed at that time in the person of
Abraham. Bleek, De Wette, Liinemann, and others, trans-
late wrongly: ¢ those of the sons of Levi who obtain the
priestly commission” [as if the priests were here expressly dis-
tinguished from the other Levites, which is not the author’s
meaning]. The éx in éc 7év vidv Aev( is not partitive, but

of course, * the English translator into Hebrew,” or, * the author of the
Hebrew version published in England.”]
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causal, and indicative of origin. The meaning is: ¢ those
who, being of the sons of Levi, and by virtue of their descent
from him, not by any inherent personal qualification, obtain
the priesthood” (Hofmann) ; the point of importance in their
case being not personal merit, but genealogical descent. ‘Iepa-
tefa’ is used here only, and by St. Luke, i. 9. Elsewhere he
uses lepwctrn. The latter word signifies priesthood proper, i.e.
priestly office or dignity; the former priestly service, or the
sacerdotal constitution (jus sacerdotale). [Comp. Ecclus. xlv. 7,
“ he gave lim the priesthood among the people,’ ieparelav, with
ver. 24, “ that he and his posterity should have the dignity of the
priesthood,” iepwaivns weyakeion.] The two notions, however,
are frequently confounded. The LXX. uses ieparela as the
equivalent of M73 in both significations.

We must not, however, in any case, take iepare/a here in
the general sense of any kind of sacred service, so as to include
the ministering Levites along with the priests proper, the
Aaronidee. There is indeed some temptation to attempt to do
this, in order to avoid a serious difficulty, which most inter-
preters pass over in silence. The right of levying tithe be-
longed to the Levites in general, and was not confined to the
Levitical priesthood. [The Levites alone, in fact, took tithe of
the people, and then paid a tithe of their tithe to the priests.?]
But here it is not the Levites in general, but only the Levitical
priesthood, who, as tithe-takers from their Drethren the people,
are set in contrast with Melchizedek. Bleek proposes the fol-
lowing solution of the difficulty : It is not probable, he thinks,
that the old arrangement continued after the exile, or that tithe
was levied by any Levites who did not belong to the sacerdotal
caste themselves, in order thus to be further tithed for the
benefit of the priests. On the contrary, he supposes that all

1 The accentuation is not leparesia. Abstract nouns from verbs in edw
are parozytona. Arcadius (de Accentibus, p. 98, ed. Barker) cites as ex-
amples, épunvein, Baoirsin, dovAsin, xohaxeie, waideix. The most similar
cases are those of the words #worire/a, wpaypareia, and the like.

2 Ebrard would meet the difficulty by laying the emphasis on the two
words Aevi and AepBavovres, translating, ** those who, being of the sons
of Levi, receive the priesthood,” i.e. those descendants of Levi who, in
virtue of their descent, are admitted to the priesthood. But this would
require the author to have written of viei Aevl of 74y lepateimy Nape-
Bevoyreg.
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tithe which came in would be taken by the priests for their
own use, and for the general maintenance of the temple ser-
vice; so that beside the priests, those Levites only who were
actually engaged in the service of the sanctuary would receive
any portion of the tithe, and that this they would do from the
priests’ hands, as a necessary means for their support. In this
way he thinks it might become strictly true of the priests
themselves, that they were dmodexarodvres Tov hadv.! DBut the
profound theologian and inquirer is here at fault. What he
thinks so probable, is not only highly improbable in itself, but
we read the direct contrary to it recorded at Neh. x. 38 seq.,
xii. 44, xiii. 10, and Tobit i. 6-8. These passages evidently
show that the Levites, even after the exile, and not those
Levites only who were engaged in the temple service at Jeru-
salem, but those also who were dispersed throughout the land,
received their tithe (the so-called first tithe) themselves from
the people, and then paid up the further tithe which was due
from themselves to the priests.”

The facts of the case are as follows: The Israelite had first
of all to pay to the Levites all the tithe of the produce of the
soil, whether seed or fruit (Lev. xxvii. 30 ; Num. xviii. 21-24),
this tithe being regarded as a therumah or heave-offering to the
Lord, which He then made over to the Levites. ¢ For the
tithe (W’VD‘I\\) of the clildren of Isvael, which they heave as a
heave-offering to Jehovah (movin ‘S ww ), have I given unto
the Levites for an inheritunce : therefore have I said unto them
(or of them), Among the children of Israel they shall have no
inheritance” (Num, xviil. 24). Out of this tithe, when paid
over to them, the Levites had to raise (or “ heave’’) a therumah
on their own account for the Lord ; and this ¢ tithe of tithe”
they had to give to thie priests (Num. xviii. 26-28). The tithe
paid by the people to the Levites was called jivRy pm, « the
first tithe;” and the tithe paid out of this by the Lev1tes to the
priests was called W3 WYL, “the tithe from the tithe,” or

! [Dean Alford apparently assumes this conjecture of Bleek's to be
historical matter of fact. His words are: ‘ The writer speaks of the
custom, whereby not all the Levites, but the priests only, received tithes.”
Bleek gives no authority for his conjecture ; but see Note F, at the end of
this volume.—Tr.]

2 See Note F,
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simply ‘vn aewm (Neh. x. 39), ¢ the tithe of the tithe,” or the
tithe-therumak, o1 PR Tt must be to this second or priestly
tithe, taken from the Levites, that the author of our epistle
is here alluding; [and his manner of speaking of it seems to
be inexact, when he says that the priests (not the Levites in
general, but the priests in particular) “ have commandment to
take tithes of the people,” their brethren, descendants with
themselves of the patriarch Abraham]. A threefold solution
only of this difficulty is possible: 1st, That of Thomas Aquinas,
that the sacerdotal institute being the proper basis and object
of all tithe-paying, the priests proper might be said to levy
tithe par excellence, because they alone paid none. To which
add, 2dly, that of Ribera, that the Levites (from whom the
priests took the tithe of the tithe, the Levite therumah) are
here comprehended under the term 7ov Aadv; and 3dly, that
of Drusius, Seb. Schmidt, and others, that dmodexaroiv may
be said of the priesthood, in reference to the whole people,
because they actually took a tithe of the people’s tithe-offerings.

By this last solution we may be content to abide. The
parallel indeed is being drawn, not between Melchizedek and
the Levites at all as such, but between Melchizedek and the
priests under the Levitical law; and these last are here so
expressly designated as o¢ éx Tav vidv Aevi Tyv lepatelav Aap-
Bdvovres, i.e. as pmbn oanan (¢ the priests the Levites”), to
point out their office as limited by their origin® The combi-
nation of Tov Aadv with xata Tov vépov—as expressing the idea,
those who according to the law constitute “the people "—is a
wrong one (BShine and others). Not indeed that such a
notion must have been expressed by 7oy Aaov Tov xara Tov
vépov ; but here certainly it would be an awkward expression,
and one of aimless particularity. Kard Tov vépov must un-
doubtedly be taken with &mwoedexatoiv = they have command-
ment under the special provisions of the Mosaic law (comp. ix.
19) to impose tithe on the people, to take tithe of them. This

1 [A paragraph, with two notes attached to it, follows in the text, in
which Delitzsch puts together several apparent instances of the Jewish
priests receiving tithes. This paragraph, with the notes incorporated, will
be found in Note G, at the end of this volume.]

2 For a very ingenious conjecture of the great Hebrew scholar Dr.
Biesenthal of Berlin, see Note H at the end of this volume.
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is the meaning here of dmodexatoiv, a verb not found in
Josephus or Philo, and of the use of which no instance is
alleged in classical literature. It occurs in this sense 1 Sam.
viii. 15-17, but elsewhere in that of paying tithe. Tischendorf,
following B.D.*, reads dmo8exatoiv (as, according to the same
authorities, xatagxnvoiv at Matt. xiii. 32). It is not a dialectic®
form: gredavoiv is found in an inscription (Kriiger, i. 1, § 32,
Anm. 7). Tov Aaov receives the additional explanation (im-
portant for bringing out the antithesis), 7007’ €oTw Tods dden-
dols alrdw, kaimep éfean\vlotas éx Ths dodlos 'ABpady (a
Hebrew mode of expression, like Acts ii. 30), which Bleek,
following Béhme, supposes to mean, that although it was
descendants of Abraham the honoured patriarch who are thus
tithed by the Levitical priesthood, yet that these nevertheless
were their brethren, members of the same community,—a cir-
cumstance not so strange in itself as that Abraham should pay
tithes to Melchizedek, a foreigner who had no legal rights over
him. But this meaning can only with difficulty be fitted to
the words—the objects must be turned into subjects; and the
epexegetical clause ought to have been, Tod7’ éorw, é€. pév éx
iis dopvos *ABpadp, dAN (or Suws uévror) éavrdy dbeldovs.
But, in fact, the centre of gravity of the antithesis is a quite
different one,—namely, the Levitical origin of the Jewish
priests, and with that the legal determination of their powers.
The sentence rodT éorw means that nothing buat positive law
could make this difference between those who are otherwise
equals; while the meaning of the antithesis in vers. 5, 6a is as
follows : The priests of Israel have, by a divine ordinarce of
the law, and in virtue of their derivation from Levi, the pre-

1 [i.e. not one of the four great dialects.] The Doric form of this infi-
nitive would be dwodexarav, the Molic dwodsxdrary (Dot dwodexarois), the
Tonic @wodexaeroby and Zzodexarsiy, but never dzodexwroiv. Nevertheless
the existence of such a form both here and at Matt. xiii. 32 is made certain
by its appearance in the Mss. B. and D. Lachmann would certainly have
adopted it here, had he known that it is supported not only by the Vatican
ms. (B.), but also by Cod. Claromontanus, prim. man. (D.*¥). Tischendorf,
- in his edition of the Codex Claromontanus (p. xviii.), reckons d=odsxaroiv
among Alexandrine forms; compare the various reading {4hciv, Dressel,
Patres apostol. p. 822, No. 4. Maittaise, Sturz, Schiifer on Gregor. Cor.,
and Ahrens, make no allusion to this form, [It is received by Alford into
his text.]
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rogative of levying tithe on their brethren, the other Abraha-
mide ; but Melchizedek received tithes from Abraham himself,
the forefather both of tithe-payers and tithe-imposers, without
being empowered by any law to demand them of Abraham, or
Abraham being so obliged to pay. Melchizedek therefore
stands far more ahove Abraliam, and in him above the Levi-
tical priests, than these stand above their brethren : they do so
in virtue of their birthright, and by legal prerogative; he, need-
ing neither of these, in virtue of full inherent personal priestly
power. The point of the argument is evidently indicated by
the 6 8¢ pn ~yevealoyoduevos: “ This man, however, although
not” (or, without being) “recorded” (i.. in Secripture’) “as
deriving his descent from them” (the sons of Levi), “has
(nevertheless) tithed Abraham.” That is, Melchizedek, with-
out being descended from Levi, and so without taking any part
in that relation of super- or sub-ordination which the law has
constituted between the Levites and other Israelites now, is
found to have received tithes from Abraham himself, and that
at a time when he ancestrally contained in his own person both
Levi and Israel. Melchizedek, therefore, is exhibited as raised
far above any subsequent distinction between the descendants
of Abraham. And more than that, he has not only received
tithe from the ancestor of the tithe-taking Levites: he has also
bestowed a blessing on Tov éyovra Tds érayyelias, the possessor
of the promises, the one who at that tiine was holding them
(comp. ch. xi. 7).> Tt will be observed, moreover, that in Gen.
xiv. Melchizedek’s act of blessing precedes that of receiving
the tithe. It was, indeed, his bestowal of the blessing which
revealed to Abraham, and led him practically to recognise,
Melchizedek’s divine and sacerdotal prerogatives. But the
writer here reverses the order of these two actions, their

1 The w4 yevexroyoduevos here reflects a clear light on the meaning of
the dyeveandyqros of ver. 3. My is here used (not o2), [*“ on the principle
that in antitheses (comp. ver. 5), in which a peculiarly strong and em-
pbatic negation is intended, the Greeks use w7 in order to deny the very
supposition itself” (Winer, § Iv. p. 508, Eng. tr.)]. See also Rost, § 185, 5
(Winer, Germ. p. 431).

% Some Mss., among them A.C., read here edadynoey (nindynoer). This
substitution of the aorist for the perfect is an objectless change of tense.
The two perfects dcdexdroxes and evAdynxes express two finished actions,
which continue even before our eyes on the face of the Scripture record.
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historical connection being for him of less importance than
their internal significance. The act of blessing is the exercise
of a yet subliner privilege than that of receiving tithe. Mel-
chizedek bestows a blessing on one to whom the promises are
come down, in whom all their fulness is concentered, and in
whom hereafter all generations will be blessed :

Ver. 7. Now, beyond all contradiction, it is the less (or the
inferior) which is blessed by the better (or superior).

The relation of blessing and being blessed is that of giving
and receiving. The giver of the blessing is always raised
above the receiver, over whom he spreads or on whom he lays
the benedictory hand, and pronounces the blessing over him
in the power of God. The neuter 76 &\arTov is used here to
indicate the universality of the proposition (comp. vii. 19, xii.
13. And so Philo frequently: comp. i. 485, 27, and ii. 670
ult). 'The reader is left to draw the conclusion himself.
Melchizedek is greater than Abraham, the heir of so many
promises. As he stands above the law in taking tithe from
the ancestor of Levi, so also above the promise (so far at least
as it is tied to the covenant line and people) in giving yet one
benediction more to him who seemed to have the whole inherit-
ance. The mysterious stranger vouchsafes a further blessing
to one who by all men and for all men is already so richly
blessed. And then, moreover, his priesthood is based neither
on hereditary succession nor on positive law, but has a divine
foundation, excelling in its unique and personal greatness all
other greatness (whether bestowed by law or promise) under
the Old Testament, and that exhibited even in the exalted
personality of the founder and head of the covenant people.

Up to this point the writer has been engaged in proving
Melchizedek’s superiority to Abraham immediately, and only
mediately his superiority to Abraham’s descendants, the Levi-
tical priesthood ; now he gives another turn to the comparison,
and sets forth the Levitical priesthood and that of Melchizedek
in direct opposition one to the other.

Ver. 8. And here indeed it is dying men that receive tithes,
but there one of whom the witness is that he liveth.
“Here” —d8¢ —refers, of course, not to Melchizedek, though
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the last spoken of, but to the whole Levitical period, reaching
down to the author’s time, and so nearer to his view; and
éxei—*“there”—to the occasion of which he is immediately
speaking, but which, as belonging in fact to the distant past,
is for him the more remote. ¢ Here,” he says then, tithes®
are received year after year by dmofvijorovres (not Ovprol)
dvBpwmor—* dying men”—those who, one after another, pass
away in death. Single Levites owe all their dignity, not to
any personal qualifications, but solely to their position for the
time being as members of the tribe of Levi, the family of
Aaron, to which certain privileges, summed up and symbolized
in tithe-taking, are here attached.? It is otherwise in the case
to which we are referring. THERE one receives tithes who is
paprupobpevos 6t &, of whom this witness is borne, that he
abides in life. Maprupeiocfai—to receive witness—is an ex-
pression frequent both in this epistle and in the Acts of the
Apostles (cf. Acts vi. 3, x. 22, xvi. 2, xxii. 12). Of course the
witness here referred to is that of Scripture. Bat where does
Scripture testify this of Melchizedek? Some moderns are dis-
posed to assume a double reference to Gen. xiv. and Ps. cx. 4
(so Bleek, De Wette, Liinemann). DBut in Ps. cx. 4 it is not
Melchizedek himself, but his antitype, of whom it is said, Thou
art a Priest eis Tov alova. It is a false consequence that Melchi-
zedek’s own priesthood is there said to be a never-ending one.?
The witness of Scripture, moreover, according to our text, is

1 Bleek observes here: * The plural (3exdra;) is quite suitable in this
place, both in reference to the various kinds of tithe received by the priests,
and the oft-repcated payment of it.” So also De Wette. The former part
of the sentence would be more correctly worded, if for ¢ kinds of tithe™
we substituted ‘‘objects from which the tithe was taken.” So Bghme.
The priests (Cohanim), as we have seen (comp. Note G), received no other
kind of tithe than the tithe therumah from the Levites.

2 Hofmann, Weiss. i. 110,

3 In this case we should have to say with Tholuck, following (Ecu-
menius, ‘“ Melchizedek’s typical priesthood lives on in the antitype;” or
better, with Ebrard, ¢ It is not Melchizedek as an individual man who has
this testimony érs {3, but Melchizedek as a typical figure or picture pre-
senting itself to the mind of the psalmist (Ps. ¢x.) in the historical frame-
work assigned to it in Genesis (ch. xiv.).” DBut we have already declined
to avail ourselves of this mode of solving the difficulty. It has the word-
ing of the text against it, which says nothing of Melchizedek’s office living
on, but of the continuance in life of himself as a person.
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NoT that Melchizedek’s office endures, but that he himself, in
his own person, /liveth,)”—an expression to which Hofinann
does full justice when he says, “ Melchizedek acts as a person
—as one who lives or exists: his priestly action is simply an’
action of his own personal life” (Schriftd. ii. 1, 402). Tt is, as
I would express it, the discharge of an office which he holds,
not as connected with any race or family, but which is rooted,
5o to speak, in his own personal being. What he does, he does
as from limself, not as a link in a chain, or as a transient wave
among other waves of individual existences. We must take &y
here, as before we took wijre dpxnw 7jp., £.7.\., as simply mean-
ing that Scripture defines Melchizedek’s life neither before nor
after—assigns it no natural boundaries of birth or death [birth
had nothing to do with his priesthood, death is not alluded to
as depriving him of it; he passes it on to no one else]: the
witness of Scripture concerning him is simply that he LivETH.
The actual historical Melchizedek no doubt died, but the
Melchizedek of the sacred narrative does nothing but Live—
fixed, as it were, in unchangeable existence by the pencil of
inspiration, and so made the type of the Eternal Priest, the
Son of God. The sacred writer has here still only Gen. xiv.
in view : the abrupt and absolute way in which Melchizedek
is there introduced is for him a Scripture testimony that he
Liveth.

This life without dying is the first point in which Melchi-
zedek towers above the Levitical priesthood as constituted by
the law. A second follows: Levi has himself paid tithe to
Melchizedek, and so acknowledged his superiority.

Vers. 9, 10. And, so to speak, in Abraham hath also Levi,
who now receiveth tithes, been tithed (himself); for yet he was in
the loins of his father when Melchizedek met him.

Theodoret remarks that there would be this obvious answer
for Jewish readers to make to the preceding argument: Nay,
but Abraham was no priest himself, and it is therefore natural
that he should pay tithes to Melchizedek, and receive his
blessing. Aaron and his family were the first we know of
the race of Abraham who were raised to sacerdotal rank and
dignity. The author of the epistle anticipates such a retort
here by a paradoxical but not less true assertion. Levi him-
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self,! he says—he who now, in those of his posterity who are
selected for the service of the sanctuary, receives tithe—did
formerly, when Melchizedek met Abraham, being then in lumbo
patris, in and by his father Abraham (8.2’ 4Bpadu?), submit to
be tithed. When the sacred writer thus speaks of Levi (both
patriarch and tribe) as being then contained in the person of his
ancestor, his words must be understood as expressing not only a
physical, but also an ideal truth. Levi pre-existed in Abraham
not only in the way of nature (ratione seminis, as Augustine
says), but by the counsels of God. The justification of the
author’s position rests not only on the organic connection be-
tween all the individual members of the same family, but also
on the divinely ordered connection of all the developments of
the sacred history itself (in accordance with which Abraham was
the ancestor by promise of the twelve patriarchs, and among
them of Levi), and on the preformative and typical signifi-
cance of every event in the personal history and experiences of
Abraham. When these three considerations are put together,
we have at once a justification of the statement, that in
Abraham bowing down before Melchizedek, the whole race
of the Abrahamide—and so, of course, the Levites among
them—recognised the existence of a priesthood beyond the
limits of the legal dispensation, and of the promises as tied
to the covenant line. The objection that Christ, too, was a
descendant of Abraham, might have been easily met with the
reply, that the development of the divine purposes, which
began with the patriarch, has reached its final goal in Jesus
Christ, and is in Him no longer restrained by the limitations
of its commencement—that in Him all particulars of type and
prophecy have found a complete and personal fulfilment—that
He is at once the true Melchizedek, and the promised seed of

1 Lachmann and Tischendorf read Aevi; with A.B.C.* here, but Aevi/
(genitive) at ver. 5. [The Cod. Sin. reads Asves in both places.]

2 %a 'Afpaap =it Tob 'Afpacp, per Abr. (Syr., Vulg). The ¢
Jsxareg Aepfavor would be in Hebrew nh';':.'yp s:p_D.‘_l The dedexctrwres
must be paraphrastically rendered 1p5 Jas17—one of the hundred proofs
that the epistle was thought in Greek, not Hebrew. The hithp. awynn,
to be tithed, and the pual =y, to have been tithed (both of frequent
occurrence in Mishnah and Gemara), have for their subject always the

things from which the tithe is taken, never the persons on whom payment
of it is imposed.
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Abraham, "But the truth of the statement is at once inverted,
and turned into its opposite, when subjected to any material-
istic interpretation, as when Levi or the Levites are assumed
in such wise to have pre-existed in Abraham, as to take part
as individuals in his actions and experiences.! To anticipate
and avoid the offence of such perverse misinterpretation, the
sacred writer adds a formula, unknown elsewhere to the lan-
guage of. the New Testament, but familiar in classical Greek
and in the writings of Philo—ds émos eimeiv.? The formula
in this connection may either mean, that the author wishes to
give his thought the plainest possible expression—to say the
whole in one word—or that his purpose is to moderate the
roughness or andacity of a particular expression, by a  so to
speak,” or “ so to say,” before venturing to use it. The latter
meaning is the one to be preferred here, and is that adopted by
all modern interpreters. It is indced, both for matter and for

1 See Note I, at the end of the volume.

2 In like manuer, dg #7wos Qavas, dg eimeiv, dg Pavas, are also met with
(vid. Bachmann, Anecdota, i. 422). The formula d¢ #xos cizsiv was used
in two ways: (1) When a speaker, breaking off, or not wishing to go
more fully into a subject, summed up what he had to say as briefly as
possible. So, for instance, Philo, i. 159. 23, 205. 37, along with (d)
ouvehdvre Qpecoas, 1. 159, 15, 298, 32, ii. 23. 31 ; beside which, such other
phrases as d¢ simeiv Adyw, d; dxrs Adyp, occur. This sense of dg Exo¢
eimeiv is not the suitable one for our text. The anthor is there not sum-
ming up a previous discussion, nor could he be said to have incurred any
danger of being too diffuse. But the formula was quite as frequently
employed (2) to introduce some strange or paradoxical statement. So
again Philo, i. 3. 22, 853. 7, 864. 41, along with & xp% 7dv wpémoy eimeiv
rabroy, 1. 550. 48. So Thucydides, the abbreviated form ds eizeiv (i. 1,
ii. 51, iii. 89, vi. 72, vii. 18, 67, viii. 5; see Kriiger and Poppo), while
Plato and Demosthenes use the complete formula. In these cases, the
writer or speaker is either urging himself on to say plainly out what he
means, or is minded to claim only a relative and approximate validity for
what he is uttering, like the Ciceronian ** ut ita dicam” (e.g. Cic. de orat.
iii. 41, Atque etiam si vereare, ne paullo durior translatio (i.e. the meta-
phorical expression) videatur mollienda est praposito szpe verbo. Ut si olim
M. Catone mortuo ** pupillum senatum™ quis relictum diceret, paullo durius;
sin * ut ita dicam pupillum” aliquanto mitius esset). Sometimes d¢ Ewog
¢iweiv is employed when a writer would indicate that he is speaking not
exactly, but popularly, in conformity with the ordinary mode of ex-
pression. Comp. Elian, n. a. iv. 36, revxiy odx ds imog simsiv dAnd xai
xiovog xel ydhaxros whéow Aevxgy (vid. Lobeck, Paralipomena, p. 59).
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manner, a hard saying, a oxAnpds Aoyos, to which utterance is
about to be given, and one which needs the limitation which
by this ds émos elmeiy it thus receives.

The sacred writer having thus exhibited, on the basis of
Gen. xiv., the superior station occupied by Melchizedek, within
the bounds of sacred history, above that of Abraham and the
Levitical priesthood, proceeds now, on the basis of Ps. cx., and
the prophecy therein contained as to a new priest that should
afterwards arise after the order of Melchizedek, to draw con-
clusions from its fulfilment in Jesus Christ, as to the relation
in which this new priesthood of prophecy now stands to the old
priesthood of the law, and to the ancient law itself. The
insufficiency both of the Levitical priesthood, and the law
established on it, is on all sides assumed by the prophetic word,
and proved by its fulfilment. The first proof of this is con-
tained in vers. 11-14. The author concludes from the proved
subordination of Levi to Melchizedek, and the prophecy con-
tained in the 110th Psalm, that the appearance of a new
Priest, after the order of Melchizedek, implies the abrogation
of the Levitical priesthood, and assumes the insufficiency of
the law connected with it.

Ver. 11. If then there was a perfecting through the Levitical
priesthood—jor the people has been legally constituted thereupon—
what further need was there that, afier the order of Melckizedek,
a different priest should rise, and not be called “ after the order
of Aaron?”

The interrogative 7is &t xpela is equivalent to 75 ém
xpela 7w, and that again equivalent to odx éri ypela fjv (there
was no need), not o dv v éri ypeia, in wheh case the mean-
ing of the whole sentence would be somewhat different (comp.
viii. 4). 'With 4v in the apodosis we should have to render it :
“ If there were perfection, there would be no need ;" but without
av: “If there was perfection, there was noneed.” It might also be
rendered : “ If there had been perfection (or a perfecting), there
would have been no need;” but the thought in Greek is a dif-
ferent one : the author speaks in both clauses from a standing-
point in the past. Comp. for example, Plato, Critias, p. 52, E,
€&y oou amiévar €k ThHs wohews, € ) tjpeakov cos of vouor (It
was in your power to leave the city, if the laws did not please you);
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or Antiph. de cede Herod. § 13, éuoi el undév Siépepe arépeabas
thode Tis wohews, loov i pov kai wpookAnbBévry uy é\beiv,
XN épriumy dPheiv v Sikny (If it was a matter of indifference
to me to be unable to live in this city, it was needless for me to
trouble myself about appearing when summoned. I might just
as well have let the judgment go by default). (Vid. Rost, § 121,
10, ¢.) The thought is similar in our text: If the Levitical
priesthood was able to bring about perfection, what need was
there to look any further? The author of the epistle thinks
himself back into the time in which the prophetic oracle was
given in the 110th Psalm, and speaks as objectively and as
definitely as possible. _

Te\eiwats, moral and religious perfection (or perfecting),
is the establishment of complete, unclouded, and enduring
communion with God, and the full realization of a state of
peace with Him, which, founded on a true and ever-valid
remission of sins, has for its consummation eternal glory: in
one word, it is complete blessedness. That the Levitical priest-
hood had not accomplished this, is indicated already in the uéy
of el pév odw, provided it have in the author’s mind an unex-
pressed correlative ov8euia 8¢ 7. The analogy of wév ydp, vi.
16, favours this view ; and an example could scarcely be ad-
duced in which the pév of pev odv bears (not a correlative, but)
that confirmative sense for which Hartung has now obtained
general recognition.'

dud Tiis NewTinijs lepwadvns has attached toit the paren-
thetic clause o Aads yap ém’ adTy vevopoférnro. So it stands
in the text. rec.; but instead of the pluperfect (without augment
as frequently), the perfect vevopoféryrar (found in A.B.C.D.*
and other authorities) is now justly preferred, as is also (on
the same testimony) ém’ adrijs instead of én adri. The sense
remains essentially the same; for as ém{ c. gen. cannot be
meant (as Grotius and Bleek would have it) in the sense
“ concerning,” to apply to the object of the legal arrangement
(in which case ‘the parenthetic clause would be reduced to an
almost meaningless observation), the meaning both times is,
that the people had received the law on the ground of the

1 See Klotz zu Devarius, p. 528 : e wév ofy . . . € 3¢ w9 occurs not
unfrequently, sometimes with omission of the apodosis of the former
sentence.
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]
Levitical priesthood ; that the Levitical priesthood had been
made the foundation of their civil order; that the law rested
entirely and altogether on the assumed existence of this priest-
hood, and was conditioned in its execution thereby. So De
Wette, Tholuck, Ebrard, Liinemann, Hofmann. The design
of the parenthetic clause is to set forth the central importance
of the Levitical priesthood for the constitution of Israel under
the law : the people, in their striving and longing after TeAeiw-
ats, were directed to that priesthood. If, then, it accomplished
what, following the indications given by the law, men were
seeking from it, what need was there of going any further ?

The combination of dvicrac@as, NéyecOas (Faber, Stap.,
Luther, and some others), ¢ what need was there of its being
said that there should arise,” etc.? will now be scarcely to the
taste of any one, and certainly could never have been to that
of the author! What he would say is: It was not needful
that, after the order of Melchizedek, another kind of priest
should be set up, and one of set purpose designated, as not
being after the order of Aaron. 'Awvieracfas, to be placed on
the theatre of history, i.e. by God, Acts iii. 22, vii. 37 (and
also according to the current view, Acts xiil. 32, Gr.). “Erepov
is used intentionally instead of dAXov, and in the second infini-
tive clause ol, not ws, because o0 wara Ty TdEw 'Aapdv is
simply antithetical to kata Tov TdEw Meny.

The author proceeds to prove his position, that had the
Levitical priesthood accomplished a TeAelwors, the appointment
of another priest, ¢ not after the order of Aaron,” would have
been unnecessary, nay, inadmissible. This he proves from the
consequences of such an innovation,

Ver. 12. For the priesthood undergoing a change, there takes
place of necessity a change also of the law.
The view, that the parenthetical remark o Aads qap én’

1 To prove the possibility of such a combination, Tholuck refers to the
Second Philippic of Demosthenes (§ 2, p. 66), where the orator says, the
more decidedly and openly any one declares himself against Philip, rosotre
76 7i xpi woieiv oupBovhsioar xahewdrepoy elvas. A gentler, more pleasing
flow of speech could hardly be imagined, with such an accumulation of
infinitives ; but what Tholuck imagines our author to say would be a
caricature of it.
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avtijs vevopodérnrar of ver. 11 is here confirmed, should not
have been revived by Liinemann. Tt is rather a confirmation
of the 7is éru ypela, in a way for which that parenthesis pre-
pares us (Bleek, De Wette). A perdfesis or transference
(translatio, Vulg.) is at the same time nothing less than a
transference and change of the law itself. The author pur-
posely makes use of a word which implies a change, not acci-
dental merely, but essential ; the point in question being the
actual transference of the priesthood from one tribe to another,
—a translatio, as J. Cappellus has well observed, non veluti a
ramo ad ramum, sed ab arbore ad arborem. By viuov (= Tod
vopov; comp. on i. 1) is not meant any constitutional law
whatsoever, but the law of Sinai. And although the cere-
monial part of the Thorah is here specially thought of, the
political and moral is included along with it. As the great
saying (Matt. v. 17) holds good of the law in all its parts,
which, while the Lord abolished it as to its temporal form in the
Old Testament, He yet fulfilled as to its true eternal essence,! so
a change of the priesthood affects and transforms not only the
outward legal order of things, but also the ethical relation to
God thereby constituted, in its various bearings. ¢ The change
of the ritual law necessitates also that of the moral” (Tholuck).

Hitherto the author has been contemplating past and future
from the standpoint of the prophecy, Ps. cx. 4: he now places
himself on that of its fulfilment. He illustrates the inevitable
and far-reaching results of the setting up of a Priest ¢ not
after the order of Aaron,” by directing attention to the person
of Him who has appeared as Priest after the order of Mel-
chizedek.

Ver. 13. For he of whom these things are spoken belongeth to
another tribe, from which no one hath given attendance at the
altar.

Taira refers to the words of Ps. cx. 4. "Ewn{ ¢. acc. is used
as at Mark ix. 12 sq. and Rom. iv. 9; in like manner it is often
used by the Greck grammarians to denote that to'which a word
or thing refers—its significance or application.” He to whom

1 Sce Delitzsch, Untersuchungen iiber das Matthdus-Ev. p. 76.

2 E.g. Etym. M. 169, 10, eidqesoay, évdofor dvopaatiys dpoii@oyyoy, ixl
Aevxoliay 4 Tpopavriv, § cbddsoony, imiyeior, ixl xipnny Qappeaxida. Schol
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these words of the Psalm refer, has become the member of
another tribe (which circumstance the perfect expresses as an
absolute existing fact), a tribe of which no one has ever per-
formed the service of the altar—never, that is, in accordance
with the divine law : any self-willed action contrary to the law
is not here taken into account. IIpogéyewr Twi is to bestow
attention or labour upon something, operam dare, as 1 Tim.
iv. 135 comp. Acts xx. 28. The perfect mpocéaynrer (A.C.
wpocéayer) denotes what from of old until now has been thus,
and not otherwise. The reading wpocéornxe (Erasm., Colin.)
is a patristic gloss, destitute of support from manuscripts.
Neither mpocéyew 76 Ouaiactnpley nor mposorivas is found in
the Septuagint. Both expressions are good Greek. The first
is here historically the more exact.

Not to the tribe of Levi, but to another tribe, which has
never been, in any one of its members, called to the sacrificial
service of the priesthood, does He belong of whom the 110th
Psalm prophesies.

Ver. 14. For it is evident that our Lord is sprung from
Judah, in reference to which tribe Moses spake nothing concerning
priesthood.

The author can appeal to our Lord’s descent from the
house of David (Rom. i. 3), and consequently from the tribe
of Judah (Rev. v. 5), as to something evident—a well-known
and publicly recognised fact'—a mpodyrov. [The word is
Pauline (comp. 1 Tim. v. 24, 25), and a special favourite with
Clemens Romanus. ITpédn\ov is a strong antithesis of &8nyov
or ayvooluevov, with wpo as in propalam.] « Our Lord is
sprung or arisen out of Judah’—avarérarckev. How are we to
understand the image involved in this verb? Does it refer to
the springing forth of a shoot or branch, or to the uprising of
the sun? (The word avaré\hew itself unites both meanings,
that of oy and that of n.) As the reference is here to a

Aristid, 817, 15, évévero 88 abrn 4 dvaxypvlic bwl 1odc wixavres & Tais
irwnhaoiais. In such cases i Tiwoc is the more common, éx/ 7wi the
more rare construction. The idea presented is somewhat different, ac-
cording as we use the one case or the other. See Lehrs, Herodian, pp.
449453,

1 See Note J at the end of the volume.

VOL. I. Z
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genealogy, and the sacred writer had probably in his mind
the Septuagint xendermg of the Messianic title M2¥, Branch,
by 'Avatony! (Je1 xxiii. 5, xxxiii, 15; Zech. iii. 8 (Lnrr ver.
iv. 2), vi. 12), it is most natural to take dvaTérahrev as a figure
drawn from the vegetable kingdom (Tholuck). But the other
figure also, taken from the rising of the sun, or of a star
(Ebrald), commends itself, tlnouwh its close relation to Num,
xxiv. 17 (dvarenel daTpov € Ia/cco,B), compared with Isa. Ix. 1
and Mal. iil. 20 (Eng. ver. iv. 2) ; for which reason De Wette
and Liinemann have pronounced no decision, while Bleek
inclines to assume a combination of both images (as, according
to his view, there is a similar combination in Luke i. 78, dvatos
é€ tjrovs). The two figures, however, are so different in kind,
that the author must have connected the idea of either the one
or the other with the word ; and it remains, therefore, more
probable that he here imaged to himself our Lord as a noble
branch, springing up out of the stock of Judah. [Avaréiew,
according to Eustathius on Il. v. 777, is a ceuvorépa rai Beio-
Tépa Nékis for dvecbar] ¢ With respect to the tribe of Judah,”
however (eis as Acts ii. 25, Eph. v. 32), “ Moses,” the media-
tor of the law, “ spake” o0dév mepl lepwaivns, that is, nothing
about the priesthood being conferred upon it. OUdév . iepwo.
is probably a gloss which has taken the place of the original and
now with justice generally preferred reading mepi iepéwy odév
(A.B.C.*, DX, E,, It., Vulg., Copt., al.),” which would mean
that Moses had said nothing in reference to the members of
this tribe being priests. The generic plural here (lepéwv) tends
to the abstract meaning of lepwadwns. Thus terminates the
first of the four links in the chain of inferences which occupy
vers. 11-25.  'Without a change of the law itself, a priest after
the order of Melchizedek is inconceivable : that is proved by

1Tt must be observed that Philo understands this wvarorns of the
Logos as “ Lumen de Lumine:” vobrov péy ydp wpeoPitator vicy ¢ vav
dvtay dviteine warqp (1. 414, 22). But here he comes in direct conflict with
the inspired word of holy Scripture [knowing nothing as he does of the
incarnation of the Logos]; for Scripture distinctly speaks of a ‘ man” as
being that 'Averong—idod dvlpwwos, ¢ dvope dvarory. In this [as in so
many other cases] the spiritualistic and unhistorical character of Philo's
system betrays itself.

2 [Cod. Sin. reads, 7epi iepéwy Mavess 0ddév.]
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the fact of fulfilment, in addition to the original word of
prophecy. The Levitical priesthood, and the law in general,
is thereby declared inadequate or incompetent to bring about
perfection. This concluding thought may be considered as the
8¢ to the pév of ver. 11. Next follows a second proof that
the Levitical priesthood, and consequently the law too, which
stands and falls with it, was incapable of giving us the needed
perfecting.

Vers. 15-17. And in yet greater measure 18 this evident : if,
after the similitude of Melclizedek, there arisetl. another priest,
who hath become this, not after the law of a carnal command-
ment, but after the power of indissoluble life. For this witness
is borne, “ Thou art a priest for ever, after the order of Mel-
chizedek.”

That which, from what follows, is become wepisadrepor
xatddnhov, is not a change of the law as a consequence of the
change of the priesthood (Bleek, De Wette, Tholuck, Liinem.),
but the fact that Tehelwais odx v Sia Tijs AeviTieils lepwaivns
(Bengel ; Hofmann, Selriftbewes, ii. 1,403). The proposition
that the uerdfeots of the priesthood is a werdfeaes of the law
itself, is not the author's main proposition, but only helps him
to confirm it; to show, namely, that the Levitical priesthood
does not accomplish what we need, and that this observation
may be extended to the whole law. The insufficiency of the
Levitical priesthood has been proved (vers. 11-14) from the
setting up of a priest after another order than that of Aaron;
and this insufficiency is yet more evident, he proceeds to say,
when the priest so set up is not only distinguished by descent
from the Levitical priests, but one essentially different from
them, as being a priest after the similitude of Melchizedek, and
in that his priesthood belongs to Him not in a legal, but in a
purely personal way. What was evident as matter of fact
was called mpodnqhov (ver. 14); what is evident is by way of
inference called xard8yhov here.! Proceeding from difference
of descent to dissimilarity of nature, the sacred writer employs
katd v ouowornra Meky. (placed emphatically at the com-
mencement of the clause) instead of xara Ty Tdfw Meny.

1 Comp. the similar wiridsnog, * self-evident,” in Alschylus and (pro-
bably also in) Aristophanes.
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The relative clause expresses that wherein this difference in kind
consists : ds ryéyover (namely iepels), oV xatd vouov évTorfs
caprikils, dAAa xata Olvapw Cwis draralvrov. The Old
Testament commandment respecting the priesthood is called
évro\s) capkuc, because it entrusted carnal (i.e. flesh-clothed),
and hence dying men, with the office, and connected that office
with a carnal descent (comp. xii. 9), and in general with condi-
tions relating to the odpé in its changeableness, impurity, and
liability to perish. Instead of capkixss, however, we have, with
Griesbach, Lachmann, and Tischendorf (following the decisive
testimony of A.B.C.¥, D.*, I, al'), to read capxivys. The
adjectives in wos are so-called peroveiaotikd, that is, they
designate things from the materials of which they consist (e.g.
aravOivos, G\ivos, aipdrivos, dépivos, albépivos, Tpdywos, Lobeck,

Pathol. p. 200 ss.) ; whereas the noun-derived adjectives in ixos
(as e.g. dhixos, avBpwmiros, Tparyikss) designate things accord-
ing to their kind, or some special characteristic. Japwvos,
therefore, signifies that which is made of flesh (carneus), ov
Sleshy (carnosus), while caprixés denotes that which is of the
nature of flesh—fleshly, carnal (carnalis). According to this
distinction, the sacred writer should in strictness have written
caprixis, and it is indeed possible that so he did write himself ;
but that here, as at Rom. vii. 14 and 1 Cor. iii. 1, caprwis
early crept into the text, through the non-biblical Greek know-
ing only the form cdpxiwos, and not that of sapricss® Tt is
also possible that the apostolic idiom permitted itself, when
minded to express very strongly, and so to speak massively, the
notion of carnality or fleshliness, to use oapsiwos for caprixos;
and it is indeed the case elsewhere also, that adjectives in wos
(as dvBpomwos®) combine with their own the signification of
the- corresponding forms in tés (see Winer, p. 89 sq.). The
latter seems to me the more probable view. ’Evro\y capkivy
is a commandment which has flesh for the matter it deals with,

1 [So now also Cod. Sin.]

2 Eupxluog as a various reading for seeprixds is found alsoin D.*F. G. at
1 Cor. iii. 8, and in F.G. at 2 Cor. i. 12.

3 Thomas Magister's insisting on &sfpumelx @lsis being used, and not
avlpuwivy, is a piece of self-willed purism. In Plato we read once 7d
dvdplrmeiov vévog, and in Antoninus dvépwmizs @uoss. The latter is probably
also an affectation.
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or one exclusively relating to that which is earthly and natural.
Noéuos is the more comprehensive expression of the two; and
neither here nor Rom. vii. 21, 23, has it any other signification
than the usual one. The nmn (vouos) is a body of mwn (évro-
Aal) with legal validity (Eph. ii. 15); the 0% nn (the law of
priests) is here called an évrols, as being part of the whole
nnt Kara véuov évroNsjs caprivys signifies in conformity with
a law, and that comprised in a precept having sole reference to
the outward affairs of man in the present life. The antithesis
of this literal, outward vouos, anticipating the will of man, and
therefore not in subjection to his free-will, is the inward living
SYvapes which impels and strengthens from within. This
spiritual energy, in contradistinction to the vouos of an évrols
conditioned by the gap§ of our human nature, and therefore
presupposing a ceaseless change of the bearers of the priestly
office, is described here as &vwauis &wijs dxaralvrov, i.e. the
power of a life which, because indissoluble, makes him who
once has obtained and holds its priesthood, in his own person
(not as member of this or that tribe), the bearer of such
priestly office for evermore. The sacred writer means of course
the Lord Jesus, and is thinking (as Hofmann with perfect jus-
tice remarks, Schriftb, ii. 1, 403) not of IIis life as commenc-
ing with His miraculous conception, but of that which began
with His resurrection to glory. The subject here is not the
Lord’s priesthood, as it commenced in His passion and death,
the antitype of Aaron’s priesthood, but that priesthood after the
order of Melchizedek, with which He is invested now in con-
sequence of His return to God. The author, however, speaks
hypothetically (ver. 15 sq.); and the “other priest,” whose
priesthood rests not on the natural ground of fleshly descent,
character, and an external law, but on the spiritual basis
(ix. 14) of His own absolute personality and its inward living
power, is in the first instance the lepeds prophesied of in the
Psalm from which these characteristics are borrowed. And
therefore, in order to prove that that “other priest” who should
hereafter be is one so entirely different from those of Aaron’s
line, he proceeds to notice in ver. 17 how the Psalm bears
witness to Him as a “priest for eternity,” and “after the order

1 The LXX. renders nmni~5a (2 Kings xxi. 8) by #dow 4 évrons, and
7wn nn (2 Chron. xxx. 16) by # érrord Maved.
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of Melchizedek.” [The text rec. reads paprvper (i.e. 6 Oeds),
but the weight of authority is in favour of paprvpeirar! ‘Ot
is the &7¢ of citation, as at x. 8, xi. 18.]

The sacred writer proceeds further to show what conclusion
is to be drawn from this, as to the imperfection not only of the
Levitical priesthood, but also of the law itself :

Vers. 18, 19. For while there taketh place, on the one hand, a
disannulling of the foregoing commandment because of its weak-
ness and insufficiency ® ( for the law had perfected nothing), there
is, on the other hand, a bringing in over and above of a better
hope : through which we draw nigh to God.

In the 110th Psalm it is not a merely non-Levitical, but an
altogether different kind of priest who is the subject of the
prophecy. For (such is our author’s connection of thought)
what there takes place is nothing less than this, that on the
one hand (uév) there is an annulling of the former law of
priesthood, and on the other (86) a w1de door opened to a better
hope, by which that law of priesthood is done away. It is a
complete misunderstanding on the part of some interpreters
(Faber Stapulensis, Erasmus, Calvin, Hunnius, Jac. Cappellus,
etc.), when they make of émeicaywyn 8¢ rkpeirrovos énmridos an
independent proposition, whereas it _is merely a second subject
to qylverat. So Ebrard, who alone among modern interpreters
takes this view, and gives the following paraphrase of the text:
% There taketh place, indeed, a disannulling of a preceding com-
mandment, on account of its inherent weakness and inutility.
The law, indeed, left everything imperfect, but served as (subaud.
7y vel éyévero 8 alrod) a leading on towards a better hope.”
Without urging that wév yap must mean something beyond a
mere “indeed,”® we would ask further, What becomes of the ér{
in émeicarywy? Ebrard ignores it. And again, why at least
did not the author write 7y 8¢ émeiocaywyi...? KEbrard con-

1 The reading of Erasmus, Lachmann, Tischendorf, and recommended
by Bengel and Griesbach. [It is also that of the Cod. Sin.] .

2 [Delitzsch by an oversight omits to translate here, bict 70 adTis dobevs;
xal dvaferés,—TR.]

3 Méy ydp, without correlative 3¢ following, may be rendered by * for
indeed” (demn freilich), or ““for at least” (denn wenigstens), either of
which would be unsuitable here.
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tents himself with observing that he may for once have written
“aq little less accurately.” And, in the third place, when did
elgaywys (thus shorn of its énl) acquire the meaning of “a
leading towards?” That it has any such meaning is a mere
fiction. And so all that the text is said [by Ebrard] to assert
of the pedagogical character of the law, falls like a house of
cards with its own weight to the ground. ’Emeicaywyn 8¢
xpeirTovos é\mridos could only be maintained as an independent
sentence on the interpretation given by Beza, Castalio, Pareus
[the English version], and many others of the older expositors,
among whom finally Heinrichs: “the law made nothing perfect,
but the bringing in of a better hope did,)” viz. accomplish
such perfection. This is so far right [in contradistinction to
Ebrard’s interpretation], that it conceives of émeigaywysy as a
characteristic of the new dispensation, which has succeeded to
the impotence of the law. DBut it is awkward, in requiring the
repetition of érelelwaev after émeicaywyi, to describe the opera-
tion of Christian ’EAw{s; moreaver, émeicaywyrj as the anti-
thesis to o vépuos ought to have the article; and all that is
essential in the thought is preserved and expressed in a simpler
manner, if we regard o08év yap érehelwser 6 vopos as a paren-
thetical remark, like 0 Aaos yap én’ alrijs vevopobérnrar in
ver. 11. Luther's rendering is excellent: * For therewith is
the former luw abrogated (even because it was too weak and of no
profit, for the law was able to perfect nothing), and a better hope
is brought in, whereby we draw near to God.” DBut his earlier
rendering was still better, more literal, and more correct in
defining the parenthesis: ¢ For therewith taketh place an
abrogation of the former law, on account of its weakness and
unprofitableness, and a bringing in of a Dbetter hope” (vid.
Bindseil-Niemeyer).! We must first of all observe here what
Luther means to indicate by his « damit” (therewith)—namely,
that the occurrence expressed by yiverar (¢férnais, x.7\.) as

! (Luther’s German, as cited by Delitzsch, is (earlier version) : * Denn
es geschicht damit eine Aufhebung des vorigen Gesetzes um seiner Schwachheit
und Unnutzes willen (denn das Gesetz hat nichts vollendet) und ein Einfurt
einer besseren Hoffnung.” Later (i.e. present) version: * Denn damit wird
das vorige Gesetz aufgehoben (darum dass es zu schwach und nicht niitz war,
denn das Gesetz konnte nichts vollkommen machen) und wird eingefiikret eine
bessere Hoffnung durch welche wir zu (Gott naken.”]



360 EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS.

being involved in the setting up of the “other” Melchizedekian
“ priest,” is referred to the Psalm as the prophetic word which
brings it about. The wondrous consequences thus secured are
expressed first negatively with uéy, and then positively with &¢.

Therewith is accomplished, 1s¢, the abolition of a previous
commandment,—that, namely, of the old law regarding priests
(old in relation to the promise contained in the Psalm, the
entire reference of which is to the future). As dxvpoiv signi-
fies to invalidate, and xarapyeiv to make inefficient, so dfereiv
is to bring to nought what is established, or completely to deny
it (Liev. vii. 30), and is here used for the objective abrogation
of alaw. Ilpoayobons évrorsjs is not exactly the same as 7
wpoay. évt.; the expression is left quite general, and the reader
has to fill in the picture for himself : mwpodyew (comp. 1 Tim.
i. 18) denotes priority of time. An older commandment, Z.c.
the Levitical or Mosaic ordinance concerning priests, is in the
Psalm abolished, 8ia 76 adriis dafevés kal dvwderés. A v
avriis dobféveiay kal dvopéreiay might also have been said; but
the author, who elsewhere prefers such neuters to the abstract
(see on vi. 17%), uses them here probably as the gentler and
more becoming mode of expression: it would have been too
harsh to ascribe to the Levitical law, as such, and & priori in
its very nature, these qualities of weakness and inutility. To
adris aclevés kal avwpeés is that weak and unprofitable
aspect of the law which adheres to it as the concrete result of
experience. Experience shows that the law is too weak to
bring about perfection, and inadequate for securing real good ;
for—as the author explains himself in the parenthetic clause—
to speak generally, the law perfected nothing with which it had
to do, whether person or thing (see ix. 23). We are here re-
minded of Gal. iv. 9, where the apostle speaks of the Mosaic
law first as T@ oTovyela Tob xoopov, that is, the outward and
cosmical commencements of divine revelation; and then as 7a
aclevi) kal mrwyd aTovyela, t.e. weak as producing no new life,
and poor as being unable to confer true blessedness on man ;
weak in comparison with the gospel, which is a salvation-bring-
ing “power of God” (Rom. i. 16), and poor in comparison

1 Compare the Euripidean

76 0 dobevis peov xel T OnAv capatos

nexws tnipQlng (NAUCK, Tragic. Grac. fragmenta, p. 333),
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with the unsearchable riches of Christ, whom the gospel reveals
for our acceptance.! We are also not less reminded of Rom.
viii. 8, where it is said that God, by the mission of His Son,
accomplished what the law could not, inasmuch as it was weak
(4o 6éver) through the flesh. The flesh, which contradicted and
opposed the law, had been the cause of its showing itself
powerless, ©.e. unable to effect what it commanded, or (as I
should prefer to say, on account of the antithesis of Sweaiwua
to xatakpivery) unable to come to its proper verdict, assuring
of righteousness and life. We soon feel, however, that the
circle of ideas in which we find ourselves here in the Epistle to
the Hebrews, is, although a substantially allied, yet a somewhat
different one from that of the other two Pauline epistles. The
author sums up all expectations which might be cherished in
respect to a revelation of grace, from the first reconcilement of
the conscience up to complete apprehension of the divine glory
in the idea of TeAelwais; so that in this way the dofevés of the
law consists in its not being able to lead up to that highest
end, and its dvogelés in its conferring only in a shadowy and
unsubstantial manner the good things which constitute the
state of perfection. He says od8év érelelwae, as looking back
on the law from the historical standing-point of the Psalm, and
therefore I have rendered his aorist by a pluperfect. And,
moreover, since the Psalm has also brought in another and
eternal priest after the order of Melchizedek, there is thereby
accomplished, 2dly, the bringing in of a better hope, additional
(ém() to the commandment, and abolishing it; the hope, namely,
of a better priesthood, which not only accomplishes more than
the law, but also does that in truth and reality which the law
had done only in type and shadow. The preposition ér{ retains
its proper force in émeigaryew, émretoaywyn, émeloaxtos, émeica-
ydryupos,” signifying the addition or superinduction of one thing
upon another, which it either continues to be associated with or
(as here) supersedes.

Moreover, we are not to infer from «peirrovos érmriSos, that

1 See Note K at the end of this volume.

% I.g. to bring in new gods or objects of worship is called ixewdyay
(where imi==mpis 7ol wpevmapxeves, Alciphron, iii. 11, 1), nearly nynon.
with masewdyerr. Imported wares are called by Demosthenes and Plato
émeionxta, being additions made to the products of the country.
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while the law furnished one kind of hope, that which is intro-
duced by the prophecy in the Psalm is hope of a ¢ better”
kind. No, the rpeirrov é\mris here spoken of as laying hold of .
and possessing the promised Tekelwats, in that heaven to which
its anchor has already penetrated (vi. 19), is simply contrasted
with the évrols, and its present unsatisfying practical effect.
Nor is it spoken of as a hope as already finished and fulfilled
in the manifestation of Jesus Christ. His manifestation upon
earth sealed, but did not exhaust, ¢ the better hope:” for Ie
is described in the Psalm as  a priest for ever, after the order
of Melchizedek ;” that is, as one who for ever reigns as king
as well as mediates as priest. Such a kingly priest our Lord
first became on His entrance into the eternal sanctuary, after
his high-priestly sacrifice made here below, and on His ma-
jestic session at the right hand of God (compare the yéyover
of ver. 16). And such a priest ({epeds) He continues now and
evermore. The sanctuary whence our religious perfecting is
now derived, has been, through abolition of the earthly and
typical economy of the law, transferred to the unseen heavenly
world ; and hope, therefore, still remains in operation—that
hope which passes through the veil which hides the invisible
from our view, and is able thus constantly to pass through it,
because now that free and full communion with the Holy One,
in which the essence of our Christian Te\elwots consists, is no
longer a mere matter of expectation, but has been already
realized.

All this is indicated in the concluding words: &/ #s éyyi-
fouev 7@ Oep. The priests under the law are those who are
privileged to approach God (‘"5 o p) (éyyifovres 76 Ocd) ;
comp. Lev. x. 3 with Ezek. xlii. 13. But now and henceforth
no cultus connected with animal sacrifices, and no sacerdotal
order of men bound by natural and mundane conditions,
stand any longer between us and our God. The access to Him
is free to all believers: the holy of holies, so far as it is invi-
sible to eyes of flesh, has still a veil suspended before it; but
inasmuch as Jesus our Forerunner has already entered it, it
has for the eye of faith no veil.

This is the second proof for the superiority of the Mel-
chizedek Priest of promise over the priesthood of the law—the
second justification of the depreciatory judgment thus passed
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on the Levitical sacerdotal constitution, and the law of which
it forms a part. But the author has by no means yet ex-
hausted his text, Ps. cx. 4. A third proof for his position is
thus derived from it in the words that follow.

Vers. 20-22. And inasmuch as (it is) not withowt an oath—
for they are priests who have become so without an oath, but he
with an oath, through him who saith unto kim, The Lord sware,
and will not repent, Thou art a priest for ever, after the order of
Melchizedek—of a so much better covenant hath Jesus become
surety.

Not a few of the older commentators (Chrysostom, Theo-
doret, Erasmus, Calvin, Erasmus Schmid, and others) combine
kal xkaf' Soov od ywpis opkwuooias with the preceding clause :
“ and inasmuch as it” (this ¢ better hope”) “ was introduced
not without oath.” None now perhaps could be found who
would not regard xai xa@ Goov, x.7.\., as the protasis to an
apodosts, which follows in xard Tocoiro, x.rXA. The only
question is how to supply the ellipsis, which in any case must
be assumed after opxwposias. Ebrard, with some others,
would go for this purpose to the end of the sentence, supplying
it thus: “ And forasmuch (Jesus) not without oath is become
a surety,”—a prolepsis so far-fetched as to be scarcely possible,
and least of all to be credited to our author. The other inter-
pretation commends itself much more: ¢ And inasmuch not
without an oath %e was made priest” (supplying lepeds ryéyover
or iepevs éoTi yeyovws). (So [the English version], (Ecu-
menius, Gerhard, Bengel, Béhme.) Liinemann maintains
that this is the only way of supplying the ellipsis which the
context will allow. That it would be agreeable to the context,
is of course evident from the fact that the thought itself is
suggested by the mere reference to Ps. cx. 4 involved in the
very words od ywpls oprwpooias, and is, besides, clearly ex-
pressed in the following parenthesis. But such a mode of
supplying the ellipsis seems on this very account the less neces-
sary. 'We can well do without fepeds ryéyover here, and so
escape the inconvenience of having still to look for its nomi-
native case, "Ingobs, in the remote apodosis. Nothing, in fact,
seems more obvious than to supply vyivera: from vers. 18, 19.
“Not without oath is this accomplished,” i.e. the bringing in of
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a better hope. So, with this interpretation in view, the Syriac
translator in the Peshito, unable in his langnage to imitate
such a period as that of vers. 20-22, makes the elliptical clause
into an independent sentence, thus: “ And He hath confirmed
it” (this hope) ¢ with an oath.” The version of the Latin
Vulgate may also be understood in the same sense: Ef quantum
est (est for our yiverar) non sine jurejurando ... in tantum
melioris testamenti sponsor factus est Jesus.

The older commentators have been partly unable, partly un-
willing, to find themselves in the long parenthesis that follows,? -
where the priests of the law are antithetically contrasted by of
pev . . . o0 8¢ with the Priest of promise. Of the former it is
said : ywpls oprwpocias eloiy lepeis yeyovores.®  The consecutio

1 Bleek and Tholuck are undoubtedly wrong in regarding the et quan-
tum of the Vulgate as a question or an exclamation, herein partly following
Justinianus and Faber Stapulensis, who certainly punctuate, ‘et quantum:
non jurejurando?” But there can be no doubt that quantum (= in quan-
tum, which is sometimes met with) is the correlative of in tantum, which
follows. So Sabatier and Tischendorf (Cod. Amiatinus) interpunctuate ;
and Remigius, Primasius, Estius, and other Latin commentators, explain
it. This can bardly have escaped Luther, who, however, probably fol-
lowed Erasmus here. Luther's rendering is similar to that of the Peshito.
Ile turns the relative clause (the protasis) into a simple sentence, and
attaches it to the foregoing sentence, thus: * Und wird eingefiihrt eine
bessere Hoffnung durch welche wir zu Gott nahen, und dazu, das viel ist,
nicht ohne Eid.”

2 There is a similarly constructed sentence in Philo (i. 485, 26), ¢9’ door

. . twi Tooovro, but with a shorter parenthesis. Bleek (i. 327) compares
ch. xii. 18-24 of our epistle ; but Winer (p. 499, Germ.) is right in main-
taining that xii. 20, 21 is not a proper parenthesis. That at Rom. ii.
12-16 xpifgoovras . . . iv nuépe belongs together, and that all between is
parenthesis, as Winer assumes, is a stylistic impossibility.

3 'Oprapesie (not found in classical literature) occurs in the LXX, at
Ezek. xvii. 18, 19, and in 1 Esdras viii. 95 (Eng. ver., ver. 96). Like
drwpocie and drrumesiz and similar nouns, it is formed from dzsivas.
As dproporeiv is a classical word, it is probable that dprwmaesiz is so
too, though our present remains of classical literature do not happen to
present it. Yet we meet with té dpxopedare as syn. of ra pxsa in Photius
and Hesychius. Zonaras has our ¢pxwgeoaiz, but as derived only from the
present passage. Pollux (though it seems scarcely worth mentioning)
places dpxwpconiz between dpxapeoreiv and dprwpéras, without citing any-
authority. The reading dpxwposiw, in the scholia to the Lysistrata of
Aristophanes (vol. ii. p. 89, ed. Dindorf), could only be appealed to through
ignorance that the real author of those scholia is the French editor Bisset.
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verborum in this first clause is exact and enphonious. Yet it
would be wrong to say that eloi yeyovores is only chosen here
for wyeydvaae on account of the rhythm (Bleek, De Wette,
Liinemann). The conjugatio periphrastica has indeed some-
times, especially in Herodotus, no particular significance ; but
here it undoubtedly serves to mark and fix the attention on the
fact of the Aaronide having become and being priests without
the intervention of an oath; and this is the translation we
have endeavoured to indicate. It is, on the other hand, ¢ with
oath” that the DPriest of promise has become what He is,—
through Him, namely, who said unto Him . . . (7pos adrov). . ..
Then follow the two halves of Ps. cx. 4, in both of which David
speaks in the Spirit with reference to the great ¢ Son of David”
of the future; and both, therefore, are really words of that
God who everywhere speaks in such Scriptures. DBoth are
spoken OF the great High Priest : the former half of the verse is
said “ concerning,” the latter half directly addressed ¢ to” Him ;
and both therefore mwpos adrév. The divine appointment of
this eternal Priest is made by oath, that is, by the most binding
form of obligation known among men : the divine satisfaction
in the absolute assurance thus given will never fail.

The words xara v Tdfw Mehy. are wanting in B.C,, 17,
80, and in the Vulgate and other ancient versions. Tischen-
dorf therefore excludes them from the text, and with good
reason : their insertion by copyists is more intelligible than
their omission. The author, too, elsewhere repeats quotations
from Scripture in an abbreviated form (compare x. 16 seq.
with viii. 8-12, x. 8 seq. with x. 5-7); and the length of the
parenthesis here would recommend such abbreviation, if pos-
sible without injury to the force of the argument. The omis-
sion, indeed, of xata Ty 7dfw Mely. is every way an advan-
tage, making the transition to the apodosis less abrupt, and
the whole sentence to run more smoothly. To xa®’ 8oov in
the protasis corresponds xard Togoiro, or, following another
reading, xata TooovToy, in the apodosis. Both forms are (as iz
well known) equally admissible, the togoiror of the textus
receptus being perhaps the more usual of the two. DBut our
author probably wrote Togobro (Lachmann, Tischendorf),
which is more euphonious here.! Kaf’ §oov not being followed

1 See Poppo, Prolegomena to his Thucydides, p. 225.
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by a comparative in its own clause, must not be rendered by
Low much,” but “in,” or ¢ forasmuch.” Compare Herod. viii.
13 (the night was so much the more terrible, o év mTedyes
Pepopévoiar émémimrre). Kata TogoiTo, on the other hand, is
followed by a comparative, with which it closely coheres, as
indeed the protasis also might easily take a comparative form
in accordance with the sense, which is, that the new Swafnxy is
so much the more excellent by how much its surety, as a priest
constituted by oath, stands higher than a priest who is not so
constituted.

The development of meanings in the word Siafijxn takes a
different course from that of the word n™M3, but both words
ultimately agree in combining two different ideas. For (1.)
M2 (from AM3 =813, to cut), with allusion to the old custom
in concluding a covenant, to which Jehovah condescends in
Gen. xv., signified originally a mutual agreement or contract
made by two parties; but when applied to the relations of
God and man, it came to denote sometimes a gracious dispen-
sation of promised mercy on God’s part towards man, and
sometimes a votive self-surrender or devotion of himself by
man as towards (GGod,—the twofold character of the relation
being never quite lost sight of, but for the most part thrown
into the shade by the disparity of rank between the parties,
and the relative inadequateness of that which is respectively
required of either of them. The word is most frequently used
of God’s covenant with Abraham, and through him with
Israel and all the faithful. This covenant is on Jehovalis
part a work of free prevenient grace—one in which the faith-
fulness of Jehovah is not made dependent on that of man.
The two-sidedness implied in the notion of covenant is here,
therefore, not indeed unrecognised, but in great measure over-
borne ; and so n™3, as designating a divine and gracious dis-
pensation or arrangement on man’s behalf, comes to coincide
very nearly with the Aramaic B and the Greek Suabjnn,
which both originally signified a settlement or disposition (e.g.
of property). (2.) Ata(?r;m], on the other hand, having for its
fundamental signification that of a disposition or arrangement
made by one side only (generally by last will or testament) on
behalf of another, came also in process of time to be used in
tlie sense of a two-sided contract or agreement between equals,
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and that as early as Aristophanes (Ar. 439, 8arifeafal Tive
duabijkny = pactionem facere cum aliquo). Thus both words, by
opposite pracesses, acquired the same double meaning of first
pactio and then dispositio in the case of N3, and of first dis-
positio and then pactio in that of Siafirxn. It is a mistake
when Hofmann (like Dav. Schulz before him) endeavours to
make out the same fundamental notion for both terms, viz.
that of constitution or arrangement. Neither etymology nor
the usus loquendi allows us to assume such a meaning for M3
as “fix,” “constitute,” “define” (= ppn), while Siafnxn has
itself the double meaning which is found also in nma.!

We shall have to return to this point in commenting on
ch. ix., where both notions involved in the Hellenistic use of
Stabfijxn are present to the mind of the sacred writer, each of
them having something corresponding in the matter of fact
there dealt with. So also at Gal. iii. 15-18, Sallsjxn is used
ver. 15 only in the sense of a testamentary settlement (*pn*1),
and ver. 17 of the covenant of promise made with Abraham.?
Luther's version here is against the author’s meaning:  Thus
Jesus has been made executor of a much better testament.”

"Esyvos is not the word for the executor of a will, but for
one who pledges or offers himself as surety for anything—o
éyyudpevos (éyyeyunrds) Tt, much the same as dvdSoyos (Hesy-
chius and the Glossarium Alb.). That, for the validity or
carrying out of which surety is here said to be given, is the
new testament covenant of grace, here called—in contrast to
the covenant of the law, which was incapable of attaining or
giving perfection—speirTwv Stafnxny. Of this covenant Jesus is

1 See Hofm. Weiss. i. 138, and Schrifth. ii. 1, 94, who adheres to his
opinion that 72 properly signifies a disposition or arrangement, and only
improperly and derivatively a covenant, and that as being a disposition
agreed upon between two parties. The Midrash (Lamentat. Rabbathi
Introd.) is more right in deriving P13 from fn3, to separate or select
(1 Sam. xvii. 8). That 71m3 ever means to dispose, fix, determine, is a
pure fiction. On the view of those who insist on the meaning ** covenant”
in all cases, see what is said at c¢h. ix. (Davidson maintained this last view
against M. Stuart in his Introduction to the New Testament, vol. iii. p. 284.)

% Philo also understands dizé7xn (Gen. xvii. 2) of a testamentary dis-
position (i. 586, 5), and similarly at Gen. xvii. 21 (arm. ii. 284) : Quem-
admodum tn hominum (estamentis quidam inscribuntur heredes et aliqui
donis digni adscribuntur, que ab heredibus accipiunt, sic et in divino testa-
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é&yyvos, having pledged Himself as survety for its maintenance,
and for the fulfilment of its promises. It would introduce
confusion of thought to say that this means that our Lord gave
Himself as surety of “the better covenant” when He gave
Himself to death; for that covenant did not exist before our
Lord’s passion, but was established after and in consequence of
it. If, then, He be said to have died as the &yyvos of any cove-
nant, that covenant would be the law which man had broken
and incurred its curse. DBut even so the expression would be
incorrect. It is a mere assumption, that when God made the
covenant of the law, or gave the commandment to our first
parents as a test of their fidelity, that then also Christ took
upon Himself the suretyship for its fulfilment, and, in case of
non-fulfilment, the endurance of its penalty (Christum vadem
se dedisse Deo pro nmobis ad mortem, as the thought might be
expressed in terms of old Roman law). All this is mere
assumption, without any basis in the Secriptures. It is not
Jesus as the incarnate Sufferer, but Jesus as the eternal Priest
after the order of Melchizedek, as the risen and exalted Gre,
who is here spoken of as an &yyvos. And He is so called
because that new relation between God and man, which is
the result of His great self-offering here, has now in Him, as
our Forerunner in the heavenly sanctuary (vi. 20), and there
royally crowned with glory and honour (ii. 9), its personal
security for continuance and completion. As truly as He is
Priest and King, so assuredly will the promises of the covenant
be fulfilled in us,—a covenant which, in distinction from the
impotence of that of Sinai, has for its objects true perfection

mento heres inscribitur ille, ete. The inheritor receives what he has neither
earned nor merited, and Philo therefore regards dixé#yxn as a symbol of
the divine grace and its gifts—yepic and xaprec (1. 172, 47) ; and the
Holy One Himself he regards as a d:xf4xn (the Well-spring of all Graces)
in the highest sense (i. 587, 10). (So completely has the Greek conception
of the meaning of 3iax8#xy expelled or overshadowed in Philo’s mind the
0ld Testament conception of a compact or covenant, though this be the
literal rendering of m™13.) It is much to be regretted that Philo’s xepl
diabpray wpafes @, to which he frequently refers, are lost. They would
doubtless have afforded us a deeper insight into the interchange of notions
in the Hellenistic (Hebrew-Greek) use of dizf7xn. In xpsirroves Siabxng
fyyvog, the £yyvos is against the purely Greek sense of the word, as ob-
scrved above.
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and eternal realities—free, unclouded communion with God—
eternal glory. Our hope rises upwards continually to Him ;
in Him it sees itself accomplished. The oath in the Psalm
which makes Him Priest is the sign of a promise, not of a
commandment. His everlasting priesthood is not a mere office
committed to Him, but a solemnly-recognised possession ob-
tained in the way of suffering. And all He has obtained was
obtained for us. He exists and lives for us eternally. His
indissoluble life as Priest and King is the indissoluble bond
which unites us with God, and assures us of the endurance of
this blissful fellowship.

A fourth proof follows, vers. 23-25, that it is not the law,
with its Levitical priesthood, which has brought in perfection,
but the new covenant, with its one eternal Priest after the order
of Melchizedek. The priests of the law, one after the other,
are removed from their office by death, while the high-priestly,
salvation-bringing work of Clirist is of imperishable efficiency.

Ver. 23. And they are in numbers constituted priests, because
they are hindered by death from continuing.

The order of words (in Lachmann), «ai oi upév mheloves
€laiv lepels ryeyovotes, is clearer and more rhythmical than the
yeyovdTes lepeis of the textus receptus' (wrongly restored by
Tischendorf in his edition of *49),—clearer, inasmuch as iepes is
the predicate, and m\eloves the complement of the predicate, or
used in apposition with it, and prefixed for the sake of empha-
sis: “these have become priests as a plurality;” the construction
being exactly like that of ver. 20, where o) ywpls oprwpocias
occupies grammatically the same position as wAeloves here.
Almost all interpreters, one after another, explain w\eloves
in this place as expressing a plurality not simultaneous, but
successive. DBut this is a mistake. The reference of eiciv
yeyovéres is evidently to the act of institution and consecra-
tion recorded Ex. xxviii. and xxix., where not Aaron only, but
his sons with him, were chosen and consecrated priests. And
why? In order that, when one should die, another should be
ready at once to take his place (as we see shortly after, in the
transference of the office from Aaron to Eleazar); and because,
as is said here, no one could continue in the priestly office by

1 [The Cod. Sin. supports the tezt. rec.—TR.]
VOL. I 24A
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reason of human mortality. Here again the explanation given
by most modern interpreters is, that they were hindered by death
Jrom continuing in life, apparently not feeling how absurd and
jejune would be the sense thus obtained. Bleek, indeed, seeks
to support it, by observing that wapauévew iepéa is a scarcely
admissible formula, and one for which no authority can be
cited. The reply is, that we are not to supply iepéa here, but
9 lepatelg or lepwaivy. Compare for this dative after mapa-
uévew, Phil. i. 25.

There are then always many Levitical priests at one and
the same time, because only so could the continuity of their
office be secured. In the new covenant it is otherwise.

Ver. 24. But he, because he remaineth “ for ever,” holdeth
as unchangeable his priesthood.

The simple uévew has not precisely the same meaning as
mapapévew : the contrast is between the Levitical priests, who
are prevented by death from retaining office, and one whose
endless life stretches out into eternity; as the people rightly
said, St. John xii. 34, though led thereby to take offence at
the cross: o Xpioros péver eis Tov aldva. For even as His
life, for whom the lifting up upon the cross has been changed
for a lifting up into glory, is henceforth a life absolute and
without end, even so He holds His priesthood as something
dmapdfarov, inviolate, interminable, unchangeable. Theodoret
is followed by (Ecumenius and Theophylact, along with Tho-
luck, Ebrard, Hofmann, etc., in taking dwapdBarov in an
intransitive sense = u7 mapaBalvovaar (els d\hov), that which
passeth not over to another, and so is non-transferable (2d:¢-
Soxov). But this is grammatically inadmissible. Tor (1)
wapaBaivew is not thus used of the passing over of an office
by way of succession. (2.) The verbalia in aros, especially
those from Baivew, e.g. Bards, &Baros, éuBaros, émwifatos, etc.,
have generally a passive signification, according to which it
seems dwapaBaros must mean that which cannot be overstepped.
So (8) even in Josephus, ¢. Ap. ii. 41 (77 ydp eboeBelas arapa-
Bdrov rxddhiov), and Antig. xviii. 8, 2 (els viv dmwapdBatol
pepevniates), amapdBatos is mot to be taken (though that is
assumed by Lobeck, Phryn. p. 313) in an active sense (non
transgrediens leges), but still passively (transgressionis expers),
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being formed not from the verb mapaBaivew, but from the
substantive wapdBaats, after the analogy of dyrparoes, ageless.
And even granting that verbaliz in Batos may sometimes have
an active signification, or that dmapdBatos, as derived from
the noun, might be rendered transitionless, and so obtain the
mieaning of “ non-transferable,” it would yet be adventurous
to assume this against the usus loquendi in respect to this word,
especially when the ordinary signification is quite suitable to
the context, and comes in the end to the same thing. For if
our Lord possesses His priesthood, as something which cannot
be overstepped or invaded, nor is subject to change, it is
equally evident that it cannot pass away from Him to another.
Our eternal Priest then holds, as ever living, an unchange-
able, ever-enduring priesthood.

Ver. 25. Wherefore he also is able to save unto the utlermost
those who approach God through him, ever living to interpose on
their behalyf.

The adverbial eis 76 mavrerés betrays the hand of St.
Luke here, in whose Gospel it appears again, ch. xiii. 11, and
nowhere else in the New Testament. It is not precisely
equivalent to the other phrase peculiar to this epistle—els o
Sinverés—though confounded with it in the rendering of the
Peshito, Vulgate, and Luther. E/s 70 &uqv. signifies conti-
nuously, perpetually ; eis 70 wavt., perfectly, completely, to the
very end, but without necessarily any reference to time, as is
evident from such passages as Philo, ii. 567, 3, and Joseph.
Ant. i. 18, 5, where it is used of fotal destruction, complete
blindness. Belonging here to owlew, it includes the eternity
of the cwrnpia; but its meaning is by no means exhausted by
such reference: Christ is able to save in every way, in all
respects, unto the uttermost; so that every want and need, in
all its breadth and depth, is utterly done away. This all-
embracing salvation is vouchsafed to those who through Him
approach to God, t.e. those who in faith make use of the way
of access which He has opened, and which remains open in
Him; nay more, this very access to free and joyous communion
with God, made by the removal of the barrier of sin, is in
itself the all-including commencement of that perfect cwrnpla.
Then follows a repetition of the previous thought, “ He ever
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liveth,” from which 8fev in this verse draws the conclusion, in
order to a further development of the argument. Christ is
able to effect this great redemption, even because He is wdv-
tore {@v; and the whole energy of that endless and unbroken
life is expended, as it were, in mediatorial interposition on our
behalf.  (After évruvyydvew dmép Hudv we must supply in
thought 7é ©edg, as at Rom. viii. 26, 34 ; comp. also Rom. viii.
217, where xata Oeov means, after a manner that is pleasing to
God.) It is in this intercessio pro nobis that the whole life’s
activity of the exalted Jesus, so far as it is of a priestly nature,
is comprised (vid. Hofmann, Schriftb. ii. 1, 396 seq.). In the
same sense St. Paul finds the trinmphant negative reply to the
question, 75 ¢ xataxpivwy ; (Rom. viii. 34), in the fact that
Christ who died, nay rather, who is risen again, yea, and is
exalted to the right hand of God, is there engaged in making
continual intercession on our behalf.! This évrevEis will last
so long as the final redemption of God’s people—that is, the
utter effacement of sin, and death, and sorrow—remains unac-
complished. Its foundation of right is the atoning sacrifice
once for all made here upon the cross; its continual motive is
that communion of sympathy into which incarnate love has
vouchsafed to enter with our infirmities and sorrows ; its
method of procedure is not a mere silent presentation of Him-
self by the Redeemer before God, but an eloquent intercession
on our behalf in reference to each individual among His re-
deemed, and every single case of need ; and finally, its fruit is
a perpetual maintenance of our relation of grace towards God,
and a perpetually-renewed removal of every hindrance and
shadow cast by sin. This priestly work of Christ now carried
on in the unseen world bears the same relation to His redeem-
ing work formerly accomplished for us on earth, as the world-
preserving energy of God bears now to His creative activities
in the beginning. And inasmuch as the work of redemption
accomplished here consisted (as we see in the baptism of our
Lord by St. John) in various intertwining acts of the triune
God, so we need not wonder if we find the same mysterions
reciprocity of inwardly divine but outwardly manifested acti-
vities continued to the time of final redemption. The Medium
and Mediator in the whole work of divine love is the incarnate
1 See Note L.
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Son, who now, after His great sacrifice completed here, remains
a Priest for ever in the sanctuary of God, being raised above
the Levitical, earthly-conditioned, legally-constituted, and, on
account of human mortality, ever shifting priesthood of the
law, as the one great royal Priest and priestly King after the
order of Melchizedek.

The author has now [in this first section of the second main
division of his epistle], on the ground of an Old Testament
history (vii. 1-3), first exhibited the superiority assigned to
Melchizedek over Abraham, and over the whole Levitical
priesthood as ancestrally comprised in him; and then pointed
the antithesis in which the priesthood after the order of Mel-
chizedek promised to Messiah in Ps. cx., and now realized in
Jesus Christ, stands to the priesthood of the law and all its
performances: (1) It is not derived from the tribe of Levi,
but from that of Judah; (2) it is not bound by earthly and
natural conditions, nor is it conferred or transferred by legal
enactments, but founded on the power of an absolute per-
sonality ; (3) it has been conferred with the solemmity of an
oath ; (4) and is for ever incapable of transference or change.
The very fact of the prophecy that there should be such a non-
Aaronical priesthood proves or presupposes the incapacity of
the Levitical to bring about perfection; still maore does its
inadequacy become manifested when put in contrast with the
different nature and the different performances of the promised
priesthood of Melchizedek. Jesus, as such a Priest, is the
foundation and the goal of a better hope, Surety of a nobler
covenant, the cternal and all-perfect Helper, and ever-living
Representative of those who enter into communion with God
through Him. Throughout the whole passage (vii. 1-25) we
nowhere meet with the word dpyepels, though perpetnally
(and for the sense confusingly) introduced by the commen-
tators. Only Hofmann has discerned the set design with
which the author uses iepeds alone up to this point, and then
proceeds, TotodTos ydp fuiv xal émpemev 'Apyepels, and shown
how important this observation is for the understanding of the
whole context.! Melchizedek may indeed have been a high

! The Vulgate is here faithful to the original rendering apyiepsts

throughout by pontifex, and i:psvs by sacerdos. The Itala, on the con-
trary, helps the confusion of thought by rendering Zpxeocds sometimes by
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priest, and a sacrificing priest ; but the Scripture says nothing
about him in either capacity. It is only the combination of
royalty with priesthood, and the high but purely personal
dignity unconferred by law, and independent of conditions
of time and natural descent, which form the traits of typical
importance in the scriptural and historical figure of Melchi-
zedek. DBut for all that relates to the sacrifice of Christ, and
to His service in the heavenly sanctuary, the typical corre-
spondences must be sought, not in Melchizedek the priest-king,
but in Aaron the HIGH priest, and his successors in the office,
and especially in the high-priestly functions of the day of atone-
ment. In His high-priestly sacrifice of Himself on earth, in
His high-priestly entrance after that into the eternal sanctuary,
and in His work for His redeemed ones there, Christ is NOT
the antitype of Melchizedek, but the antitype and antithesis of
AARON.

The progress of the argument, then, is this: The anti-
typical relation of Christ to Melchizedek having been first
described (vii. 1-25), there will next be introduced into the
image thus obtained, the antitypical and antithetical relations
of Christ to Aaron (Schrifth. ii. 1, 285, 404) ; the result of the
two combined being a complete representation of the idea of
the great ¢ High Priest after the order of Melchizedek” (v. 10,
vi. 20). [“HieH PrIEST,” therefore ('Apytepels), might be
selected for the title, as it would best express the subject, of the
following section, ch. vii. 26-ix. 12.]

summus sacerdos, sometimes simply by sacerdos (iv. 14 seq., v. 1, vi. 20,
vil. 26, viii. 1), and once (iii. 1) by priuceps. In Tertullian likewise pon-
tifex is equivalent to Zpxiepevs when he calls our Lord (adv. Marcion, v. 9)
praeputiaty sacerdotii pontifex—that is, a High Priest exalted above the
priesthood of the circumcision.
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EXCURSUS.

EXCURSUS TO HEB. 1v. 9, CONTAINING EXTRACTS FROM THE
TALMUDIC TRACT SANHEDRIM 965, 97¢, RELATING TO THE
COMING OF MESSIAH AND THE MILLENNIAL SABBATH.

g§HE translation which follows is made directly from
§l the text of the Gemara. The translator, having
the assistance of Dr. Schiller-Szinessy (Teacher of
Talmudical and Rabb. Literature in the University
of Cambridge), has been enabled to correct a few oversights,
and fill up some’lacunz in Prof. Delitzscl’s otherwise excellent
version. For the notes which seemed necessary, as helps to an
intelligent perusal of these obscure passages by the general
reader, the translator is responsible.]

“R. Nachman said to R. Isaac: Is it the case that thou ever
hast heard when Bar-Naphli (¢ son of the fallen’) cometh ?

“R. Isaac. Who, then, is Bar-Naphli ?

“R. Nachman. Messiah.

¢ R. Isaac. Messiah! Callest thou then Him Bar-Naphli?

“R. Nachman. Certainly I do; for it is written' (of Him):
In that day will I raise-up the tabernacle of David that is fallen
(han-nophéletlh) (Amos ix. 11).

¢ [R. Nachman continuecs, still addressing R. Isaac.”] Thus

11t is interesting to observe the recognition by these very ancient
Jewish doctors of the Messianic character of a passage significantly
referred to as such by St. James at the council of the apostles, Acts
xv. 16,

2 The original is ambiguous, being merely 1% apy, * he said to him.”
Delitzsch assumes that what follows is R. Isaac’s reply; but it seems
better to suit the character of R. Nachman. The formula ‘5 ‘% (like
5 =i in biblical Hebrew) is often used in the Talmud as introduvctory
to the continuation of a speech (after a pause) by the same person.

877



378 EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS.

spake R. Jochanan: The generation in which the Son of
David (Messiah) cometh, therein shall the disciples of the wise
grow fewer and fewer ; and as to the rest, their eyes shall fail
(or be consumed) in sorrow and sighing and many troubles ;
and severe decrees will be perpetually renewed. While the
first is still in operation, the second speedeth hither.!

“ The Rabbis have delivered : In the week (Dan. ix. 25~
27) in which the Son of David cometh, in its first year shall
be fulfilled this Scripture : ¢ I will cause it to rain on one city,
and on another city I will not cause it to rain’ (Amos iv. 7);
in the second year the arrows of famine shall be sent forth
(i.e. there shall be scarcity) ; in the third year there shall be a
great famine,? and men, women, and children shall die, saints
and wonder-workers,? and the Thorah* shall pass into forget-
fulness from her students; in the fourth year there shall be
plenty, and yet no plenty; in the fifth year there shall be
great plenty, and they shall eat and drink, and rejoice, and
the Thorah shall return to her students; in the sixth year
there shall be voices;® in the seventh year there shall be wars;

1Tt is noteworthy that all these Jewish traditions of the coming of
Messiah speak (in accordance with Scripture) of times of great trouble as
preceding His advent—the so-called memon bam, ai ddives Tov Xpiorod.

2 VWith this year of scarcity, followed by a year of famine, compare
Rev. vi 5, 6, and 7, 8, where scarcity under the ** black horse” (see
Hengstenberg’s note in loc.) is followed by famine (Aixos) under the
¢ pale horse.”

8 ¢ Saints” (D™1'DN), pious persons: ** wonder-workers” (Fyn WwIN),
i.e. lit. ** men of work,” not * men of good works” (as Delitzsch renders
it) ; for these would not be distinguishable from the p*y'on, but * Thau-
maturgs,” religious persons possessed of miraculous or semi-miraculous
powers: comp. Matt. vil. 22, ** In Thy name we cast out devils, and in
Thy name did many wonderful works"—3dvsdgesis.

4 The Thorah (Pentateuch) is that part of the word of God which is
the special object of Jewish reverence and study. That this should be
neglected by its own disciples, is a portentous sign of overwhelming misery,
or utter evil and unbelief.

8 Voices,” Heb. mS1p; Delitzsch, Posaunenstisse. It might be equally
well rendered ‘ thunderings.” The word occurs twice in Ex. xix. 16;
first * voices and lightnings,” and then (in the singular) ‘* voice of a
trumpet.” Comp. Rev. xvi. 18, Bpovral xal dorpamal xel Quvai, We
might also compare the ménexos xal drowl woréuwy of Matt. xxiv. 6, Mark
xiii. 7. So the rabbinical commentators explain here m$1p as “‘ rumours
of the coming of Messiah.”
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in the goings out of the seventh year the Son of David shall
come.

“R. Joseph. Nay, but how many heptads have already
passed, in which the like of this hath happened, and vet He is

not come !

% Abaji (answering him). ¢In the sixth year voices, in the
seventh wars:’ hath it been so yet? And further, have the
other events happened in the order here laid down? How have
Thine enemies reproached, O Lord! reproached the footsteps of
Thy Messiak I* (Ps. 1xxxix.)

“ Thanja [i.e. It is a2 Boraithal.’

1 R. Joseph speaks here the language of scepticism. Comp. 2 Pet. iii.
8, 4: There shall come in the last days scoffers, saying, Where is the promise
of His coming ? jor all things continue as they were from the beginning of the
creation. Rab Joseph and Abaji were both (in succession) rectors of the
school of Sora. Abaji's proper name was Abba bar Nachmeni, or Nach-
meni bar-Nachmeni (since, as being a posthumous child, he took his
father’s name). He is commonly called ¢ Abaji” (wan), which was his
¢ Notrikon” (= Notaricon), from his favourite text, Hos. xiv. 4 (Heb.),

mn: Dl'l‘l: 15‘12);{, In thee the fatherless findeth mercy.

2 Delitzsch, following the Rabbinical Commentary to the Gemara, says
of this quotation, ‘ Here follows in the Gemara a quite isolated citation
from Ps. lxxxix. 52," and makes no attempt to account for the insertion of
it here. The difficulty was felt of old, and the text is bracketed in the
printed editions of the Talmud. Might not, however, the right explanation
be suggested by the reference to 2 Pet. iii. 3, 4, in the preceding note? In
accordance with that, I would regard this quotation from the Psalm as a
sorrowful interjection of Abaji in reply to the desponding doubts expressed
by R. Joseph. The devout doctor, whose adopted name symbolized his
constant trust in the divine mercy (see last note), would gently rebuke
his friend and master, and remind him that such questions are in fact
‘“ reproaches of the footsteps of Messiah,” and more befitting the enemies
of the Lord than one of His servants.

Another explanation has been offered, viz. that the text from the Psalm
is simply a heading to the following ‘‘ Boraitha,” in which the terrible
wickedness of the pre-Messianic time is dwelt upon. The impudence and
unbelief of that evil age will be a ** slandering” or * reproaching” of
¢ Messiah’s footsteps.” Compare our Lord’s own words: When the Son of
man cometh, shall He find faith upon the earth? This explanation is inge-
nious; and in a parallel passage (Sota, p. 49, b) the very phrase occurs :
“On the approach (lit. in the footsteps) of Messiah, impudence shall
abound.” But the interpretation suggested above is (I think) preferable,
though it seems not to have occurred to any of the Jewish commentators.

3 Doraitha, Chaldee for the Hebrew Chitsinith (Nn™M3 = NMYMI),
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“R. Jehudah. In the generation wherein the Son of David
shall come, the House of Assembly® shall be for harlots, and
Galilee shall be in ruins, and Gablan laid waste, and men of
the border shall wander about from city to city, and not find
favour, and the wisdom of the scribes shall be ill-savoured, and
they that fear sin shall be despised, and the face of that gene-
ration shall be (shameless) as the face of a dog, and truth shall
be driven away (or fail, Isa. lix. 15), as it is said : And it shall
come to pass that truth shall be driven away, and he that departeth
JSrom evil shall go out of mind> What is the meaning of that,
Truth shall be driven away? The men of the house of Rab say :
That she shall be made into droves or flocks [i.e. divided among
opposing schools and parties], and so betake herself away.
What is the meaning of He that departeth from evil shall go out
of mind? They of the house of R. Shila say: Every one that
departeth from evil shall be counted mad?® (or, as one gone out
of his mind) by the world.”

[A rabbinical myth follows concerning a place called
Kushta, where everybody spoke the truth, and no one died
before his time.]

“ Thani R. Nehhorai said: In the generation wherein the

is a tradition (Mishnah or Mathnitha) taught outside the school-house
@nn-nv) of R. Jehudah han-Nasi (the original editor of the Mish-
nah) : a Boraitha, consequently, is a tradition of inferior authority to a
Mishnah proper.

1 ¢ House of Assembly,” ayvn nwa, the place in which the doctors
assembled for discussion. The gross profanation of such a place would
be a sign that the end of the world was nigh. This speech of R. Jehu-
dah contains a series of antitheses which are not easily reproduced in
an English translation: e.g. 9ynn-n'a—nom; 5’5:—31!1‘; 1231—DURY;
523 s2an—1221D" ; and MDA NSA—AAoN.  With this last compare our
Lord’s words: *‘ If the salt have lost his savour,” etc.

2 T have endeavoured to represent the paronomasia in the use here made
of Isa, lix. 15. Delitzsch’s explanation of the o™y D™7Y given in the
text (viz. that it means that party strife is injurious to truth, so that when
divided among various *¢ droves” she is in fact * driven” away) is inge-
nious, and suggestive of a good thought, but one which, perhaps, hardly
entered the mind of the Jewish doctor.

8 It is the very sum of wickedness when men think that those who
eschew it must be beside themselves. This passage in Isaiah is similar to
the one subsequently cited from the Song of Moses. Both are Messianie,
and represent the Lord as interposing on Israel's behalf when all other
help has failed.
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son of David shall come, the young men shall make ashamed
the countenances of the elders, and the elders shall stand up
in the presence of the young men; and the daughter shall
arise against her mother, and the daughter-in-law against her
mother-in-law ; and the face of that generation shall be as the
face of a dog, and the son shall have no reverence for his
father.!

“ Thanja (i.e. another Boraitha).

“R. Nehemiah saith: In the generation wherein the Son of
David shall come, impudence shall increase, and that which is
reverend shall do perversely;® and though the vine yield its
fruit, the wine shall be dear, and the whole kingdom shall turn
to the doctrine of the Sadducees, and there shall be none to
gainsay it.

¢ This supports R. Isaac, who said: The Son of David shall
not come till the whole kingdom is turned to the doctrine of
the Sadducees.?

¢ Raba said: Where is that said (in Scripture)?

“ (Answer.) (When) ét is all turned white (i.e. leprous), the
man s clean* (Lev. xiii. 13).

“ Qur doctors have delivered (as follows) : For the Lord shall
Judge (i.e. avenge) His people, and repent on behalf of His ser-
vants, when Ile seeth that power is gone (from them), and that
there is none reserved (bound up) and left® (Deat. xxxii. 36).
[Some explain this to mean]: The Son of David cometh not till
informers increase. Others: Till disciples diminish (become
fewer and fewer). Others: Till the farthing disappears from

1 Failing reverence to parents and elders is another mark of the last
time, and of the reign of ** the lawless one” (2 Thess. ii. 8). Compare the
work assigned to the prophet Elijah in Mal. iv. 5, 6.

2 Or, they shall pervert reverence. Delitzsch, die Ehrerbietung wird sich
verkehren—everything shall be turned as it were upside down.

3 That is, there shall be universal heresy and scepticism. -

4 The full manifestation of evil is the sign of the approach of better
things. When the leprosy has fully broken out, it is about to pass away.

& For the Messianic character of the latter part of the Song of Moses
see Heb. i. 6, and Delitzsch’s commentary thereon. The text Deut.
xxxiil. 36 is laid down as the subject of the following remarks by different
doctors, The two first explanations refer evidently to the clause, when He
seeth that power is gone. Nothing so shakes ecclesiastical authority in a
politically dependent people like the Jews, as the abundance of informers
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the purse!  Others : Till men begin to give up all hope of re-
demption ;* for it is said: There is none reserved and left ...
there is none that upholdeth and aidetl, Israel.

“This (last interpretation) is like that (saying) of R. Zera,
who, when he found the doctors busied with that question (viz.
of Messiah’s coming), said to them, I pray you put not the time
further back,® for we have a tradition: Three things come
unawares—Messiah, a find or godsend, and a scorpion.

“R. Ketina said: The world lasts six thousand years, and
for one (thousand) it shall lie in ruins (or be withered) ; for
it is said: The Lord ALONE shall be exalted in that day (Isa.
ii. 11).

¢ Abaji said : For the space of two shall it be withered; for
it is said : From (or out of) the two days shall He revive us, and
on the third day He shall raise us up, and we shall live before
Him® (Hos. vii. 2).

{delatores)—traitors in the camp—on the one hand, and the falling off of
disciples in the schools on the other.

1 Poverty is another cause or sign of weakness (7' nbIN) in an indivi-
dual or a community. This interpretation may, however, (more probably)
refer to the following =13y DHX = there is * nothing bound up” (viz. in the
purse).

? Despair of God's mercy is the acme of sin in His people. * God
shall forgive thee all but thy despair.” We are again reminded of our
Lord’s saying: When the Son of man cometh, shall He find jfaith upon the
earth ?

3 The original is so concise as to be very obscure, and the meaning of
the word $y93v39, which I have left untranslated, is doubtful. Itis com-
monly taken as a name of God = The Almighty or all-gracious One. If this
be 8o, the meaning might be, * There is none or nothing kept in reserve,
and (lsrael) is deserted (forsaken) of his God. The Almighty no longer
upholdeth and aideth Israel.” (For which compare Ps. xxii. 2, Heb., where
the same word a1y is used as here.) But S53'a3 might be rendered * if it
were possible,” and then the meaning would be, ¢ (Israel) is deserted, and,
if it be possidle (or lawful to say so), there is none that upholdeth and aideth
Israel.” This passage is omitted by Delitzsch.

* R. Zera's meaning is, that if Messiah is to come when least expected
(* as a thief in the night"), our thinking and talking about His coming is
the way to delay it. A similar thought is familiar to the rabbinical com-
mentators on the Song of Songs; I charge you, daughters of Jerusalem, that
ye stir not up Love until it please, being interpreted as a warning against too
impatiently praying for the final manifestations of divine mercy.

& Another Messianic text, but applied here not (as by the church) to
our Lord's resurrection, but to His advent.
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“ Thauja [ie. there is a DBoraitha which] supports R.
Ketina: As the heptad (of years) releaseth (or causeth to lie
fallow) one year in seven, so the world releaseth (or leaveth
without culture) one period of a thousand years in seven
thousand. As it is said: The Lord ALONE shall be exalted in
that day. And said again: A psalm or song for the Sabbath-
day (Ps. xcii. 1, Heb.),—that ¢day, namely, which shall be all
Sabbath. And again it saith: A thousand years in Thy sight
are but as the day of yestreen when it is past (Ps. xc.).!

“ Thend. It is a tradition of the house (school) of LElijah :
The world exists 6000 years: 2000, confusion ;* 2000, Thoral
(Mosaic law) 5 2000, the days of Messiah. But on account of
our sins, which have so multiplied, there have elapsed of them
so many as have elapsed already (without Messiah appearing).

“ Elijah said to E. Judah, brother of R. Salla the Pious:
The world cannot stand less than eighty-five jubilees, and in
the last jubilee the Son of David cometh.

“R. Judah. At the beginning or the end of it ?

“ El. I know not.

“R. Judah. Will (the whole time) have already passed or
no (i.e. when Messiah cometh) ?

“ El. T know not.

“R. Ashé said that he had thus spoken to Jim: Until that
time, expect Him not; from that time onwards thou mayest
expect Him.

“ R. Chanan, son of Tachalipha, sent to R. Joseph (this mes-
sage) : I found (or met) a man with a roll in his hand, written

1 The two quotations from Ps. xcii. and xe. are made to justify the
interpretation of ¢ the day” in Isa. ii. 11 as referring to the millennial
Sabbath, in which the Lord alone will be exalted, while the world will be
judged and laid waste. The quotation from Ps. xcii. is the title of the
Psalm, which the Jews reckon as its first verse, and regard as an integral
part of the Psalm. The quotation from Ps. xc. proves that Scripture
speaks of a millennium as being but one day with God. Compare 2 Pet.
iii. 8.

2 ¢ Confusion” or *‘lawlessness” (comp. Rom. v. 13, 14, and Gal. iii.
19, 23). The Hebrew word here rendered “ confusion” is ¢ Thohu,” which,
along with ** Bohu,” is used Gen. i. 2 to describe the primeval chaos. As
natural order in the visible universe is due to the presence of the Creator-
Spirit moving on the face of the chaotic waters, so moral order in the

rational creation is produced by submission to the Thorah as the revealed
law and will of God.
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in Assyrian! and in the holy language (Hebrew). I said to
him, Whence hast thou this? He answered me, I had enlisted
myself in the Persian army, and among the Persian treasures
I found it. Therein was written : After 4291 years from the
creation of the world, the world shall draw towards its end;
there shall be i part wars of sea-monsters, in part wars of Gog
and Magog, and what follows shall be the days of Messiah; and
the Holy One—blessed be He !—shall not renew His world till
after 7000 years.

“R. Acha, son of Raba. ¢ After 5000 years: so runs our
tradition.

% Thauja. [There is another traditional report.]

“R. Nathan said: This Scripture penetrateth down into the
abyss (i.e. is of deepest import): ¢For yet is the vision for an ap-
pointed time : then shall He (God) softly call up (lit. ¢ breathe”
or “whistle for”) the end, and will not be untrue to Ilis word
(lit. “will not lie”) ; though it (the vision) lLinger (or, though He
(God) seem to delay), yet wait thou for Him, for it shall surely
come: He will not keep it back’ (Hab. ii. 3). [This promise
we must take heed to, and] not (be) like [those of] our doctors
who were inquiring concerning [and reckoning by], ¢ Until a
time, and tones, and the dividing of a time’ (Dan. vii. 25); nor
like R.- Simlai, who was inquiring [and reckoning] concern-
ing [that other Scripture], Thou feedest them with the bread of
tears; Thou makest them drink of weeping in a threefold measure®

1 ¢ Asgyrian characters” are the square (or so-called Chaldaic) cha-
racters in which Hebrew is always written and printed now. The original
Hebrew alphabet was (as is well known) what we call the Samaritan
(Heb. niab an3).

2 The mistake of these doctors, according to R. Nathan, was in at-
tempting to calculate the times of the end, and so by their failures and
disappointments producing despondency and scepticism. The calculations
founded on Dan, vii. 25 and Ps. Ixxx. 6 coincided in making out * the
times of expectation” to be exactly or a little over fourteen centuries.
Thus Israel’s first and prototypal captivity, that of Egypt, lasted (accord-
ing to Gen. xv. 13) 400 years. This is assumed as the basis of the calcu-
lation, Daniel’'s * time" being reckoned as =400 years, and consequently
his *‘ time, times, and a half " (i.e. 1+ 2+ 4) =400 + 800 + 200 years, i.e.
exactly fourteen centuries. A similar result was produced by the calcula-
tion made from ‘“‘the threefold measure” of Ps. 1xxx. 6. Thus Israel’s first
captivity multiplied by three (400 % 3) would give 1200 years, and Israel’s
second captivity (that of Babylon) thrice told (70 x 3) would give 210



EXCURSUS. 385

(Ps. Ixxx. 6); por [finally] like R. Akiba,! who was [also fond
of] inquiring [and reckoning] by [that saying], ¢ Yet one little
one [i.e. time, or, as R. Akiba seems to have taken it, kingdom
or dynasty), and I will shake the heavens and the earth’ (Hag.
ii. 6); but [wrongly, for, as we have seen], the first kingdom
[that of the Maccabees] was of seventy years’ [duration], the
second kingdom [that of Herod] of fifty-two years, and the
kingdom of Ben Coziba (the ¢ son of a lie’) two years and a
half.2

“ [Query.] What meaneth, then, He shall breathe forth for
the end, and will not lie ?

“R. Samuel, son of Nachmeni, answered: So said [and
explained it].

“ R. Jonathan : Let the very life of them breathe forth (or
expire),’ who are thus for reckoning the times of the end [lit.
¢ the ends’], because when the end approaches [which they
have been predicting], and He cometh not, they say, He is not
coming any more, [and so lie] ; but wasi thou for Him, for it is
said, Though He tarry (or linger), wait for Heun (or for it).
But perchance thou sayest: ¢ We are waiting, but He (God)
doth not wait” For that very reason is it said [in Scripture,
Isa. xxx. 18]: And therefore will the Lord wait (namely) to be

years; and these numbers added together (1200 + 210) make a total of
1410 years.

1 R. Akiba, perhaps the most honoured of all the ancient doctors
among the Jews, ended his long, laborious student’s life as an adherent of
the impostor Bar-Cochba alluded to below. At the ags, it is said, of 120
years, he was Bar-Cochba’s standard-bearer. Taken prisoner at the fall of
Bether, he suffered death under the most exquisite tortures from the hands
of the Romans.

2 R. Akiba's interpretation of Hag. ii. 6, as indicated by this criti-
cism upon it, appears to have been, that ¢ a little” (or short-lived)
monarchy (in Israel) was immediately to precede the coming of Messiah.
It is possible that with this expectation he joined the revolt of Bar-Cochba,
regarding him as the forerunner of Messiah, not as the Messiah Himself.

3 It is difficult to represent in a translation the play upon words on
which many of these rabbinical interpretations of Scripture turn. R.
Jonathan interprets the clause ‘12 }’PS noY as if it meant, Let kim breathe
JSorth kis life (or more correctly, Let his life be breathed forth), who is for
the end (i.e. who is always for calculating when the end will come), and let
kim not (or, for indeed ke ought not to) utter or make a le (and so bring
himself and others into peril of apostasy).

VOL. 1. 2B
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gracious unto you, and therefore will Fe rise up (namely) to be
merciful unto you [ for the Lord is a God of judgment: blessed
are all that wait for Him];' but now, seeing that both we are
waiting and He waiteth, what is it that hindereth [the ¢end’
from coming]? The (divine) quality of judgment (or justice)
hindereth, But now, seeing that it is the ¢ quality of justice’
that hindereth, why do we still wait? [i.e. what is the good of our
waiting?] [Answer.] In order to receive reward (comp. Phil.
i. 21, 22), for it is said again : DBlessed are all that wait for Him.”

[A cabbalistic speculation follows, founded on the last
quoted words, Blessed are all they that wait for Him, concern-
ing the number of righteous persons in each generation. (Heb.
% (for Him) =5 80+ ", 6=236.) This passage is omitted by
Delitzsch.]

“ Abajr said : The world hath not less than thirty-six just
persons in every generation, who receive the face (the full
effulgence) of the divine glory (Shekhinah); for it is said, Blessed
are they that wait—b. Now 15 in Gematria is thirty-six.

¢ [Objection.] But it is not so, for Raba said: The genera-
tion of them which stand before the Holy One—blessed be He!
—are 18,000;% for it is written, The compass (of the city) 7s
18,000 (Ezek. xlviii. 35).

¢ [Solution.] There is no real difficulty here. On the one
hand are those who look in the shining mirror; on the other,
those who look in the mirror which is not shining.? [The first

1 The clause in brackets is not cited in the text of the Gemara, but is
afterwards referred to and argued from.

2 The text of the Gemara adds in brackets * parasangs,” and our Eng-
lish version in italies measures. Raba, giving the toxt a spiritual inter-
pretation, seems to understand ‘‘ persons.” According to the following
solution, the statements of the two doctors may be thus reconciled : The
inner circle of God's servants, who compose the holy city, are only 36 per-
sons, the outer 18,000 persons (or, as some explain Raba to mean, persons
who would occupy a circuit of 18,000 parasangs). Compare the concentric
circles in Rev. iv. and vii.: the twenty-four elders, the 144,000 of the
tribes of Israel, the innumerable multitude of Gentile ¢ candidates,” and
the outer circle of the ministering angels.

8 This is especially interesting, as reminding us of St. Paul's draxexa-
roppbvy wpiohme Tiv Scav Kvplov saromrpilépevor (2 Cor. iii. 18), and
Brézopey . . . dort 3 teéwrpov év aiviypars (1 Cor. xiil. 12),  The * shin-
ing mirror” here is what Christian mystics have called the ¢ speculum
Trinitatis.”
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being the thirty-six of whom Abaji spoke, the others the 18,000
reckoned by Raba.]

“[Further objection.] But are there, then, so many as these?!
Lo, Hezekiah hath reported that R. Jeremiah reported to him,
in the name of R. Simeon Ben Jochai: I have looked out for
the children of elevation (z.e. persons of exalted piety, or those
to whom God has vouchsafed such elevation), and found them
to be very few: if they be a thousand, I and my son are of
them; if they be a hundred, I and my son are of them; if they
be two (only), I and my son are those two.?

¢ [Solution.] This is again no real difficulty. Those on the
one hand go in with permission, and those on the other go in
without permission.?

“ Rab said: All the (calculated) ¢ énds’ have passed, and
the whole matter now depends on repentance and good works
[on the part of Israel].

“ Samuel said: It is enough that the [Divine] Mourner
remain in His mourning.” [The meaning is, that the final
deliverance will not be brought about by Israel’s good works or
penitence, but by the sole mercy of that God who mourns in
and with His people. A noble thought, which Delitzsch,

1 One may be pardoned for referring to a beautiful parallel in Mr.
Myer’s recent poem, St. Paul :
‘¢ Look, what a company of constellations !
Say, can the sky so many lights contain ?
Hath the great earth these endless generations ?
Are there so many purified through pain ? "

2 The offensive self - righteousness of this dictum is coosiderably
diminished, if not altogether removed, by reference to the historical cir-
cumstances under which it was uttered. When Hadrian, after the fall of
Bar-Cochba, had forbidden the study of the Thorah under the severest
penalties, this Ben Jochai (who is the reputed author of the mystical book
Zohar) is said to have retired with his son to a cave, and there pursued the
study for thirteen years, submitting patiently to the greatest privations,
which became proverbial as the type or ne plus ultra of endurance, and
were referred to as the jnyn 9y, * the sufferings of the cavern.” Ben
Jochai's speech, therefore, is like that of Llijah, ** I, Tonly am left,” or
may be interpreted as referring to the visions with which the book of
Zohar teems.

3 The meaning of this is similar to that of our Lord’s saying: The
Lingdom of heaven suffereth violence, and the violent take it by force. Many
obtain what men have called ‘‘ uncovenanted mercies.”
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following another and inferior rabbinical interpretation, has
missed ; his translation and gloss being, It is enough that the
mourner remain in his mourning (in order to move God to
deliver him).” Delitzsch has overlooked what is evident from
the following context (and from R. Alexandri’s first inter-
pretation, Sankedr. 99a), that the “ mourner” here is God
Himself, not Israel.]

One thing very remarkable in this passage from the Talmud,
is the witness it bears as to the ancient Jewish views of the
character of the millennium, so different from those in vogue
amongst ourselves in modern times. These Jewish doctors
evidently regarded it not as a time of general peace and pros-
perity, but as one of judgment and desolation for the whole
world, in which the righteous only should escape. Might not
this be also the meaning of what is said of the millennium in
Rev. xx. 1-5, where two notes are given of that time—I1s¢, the
binding of Satan in the abyss; and 2d, the reign of the souls
of martyrs with Christ—but nothing is said of the happiness or
conversion of the world as such? It is not till the following
chapter (xxi. 24-26) that the redeemed world enters the New
Jerusalem.
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NortE A, ro Hes. v1. 3. P. 277.

On the Apostolic Rite of the Imposition of Hands.

HoOFMANN clearly recognises (in some places) the integral
significance of this rite, both in confirmation and ordination ;
e.g. Weiss. ii. 243 : ¢ He who lays on hands prays to God that
the power and faculty of doing Christian service and bearing
Clristian testimony may pass over, as it were, through the
mediation of his person and ministry, to the person of him for
whom ke prays” Again, in the excellent review of Kliefoth’s
Theory of Public Worship, in the Mecklenburg Kirchenblatt
- for 1844, p. 135 seq., he says: “ If we seriously consider and
accept the proposition, that confirmation consecrates the candidate
for active service in the Christian community, it will follow that
such consecration will not take place without the commencement of
a new work of the Spirit in him who receives the imposition of
hands ; and 1t will also follow that, with lLimitations similar to
those implied, when we say of the sacrament of baptism that it is
generally necessary to salvation, we may also say of the laying on
of hands that it is necessary as a preparation for any service
tn the church” So again, in a paper (in the Zeitschrift far
Protestantismus und Kirche for July 1849), “ On the Right
Administration of Confirmation,” ke thus speaks, with special
reference to Heb. vi. 2: © By baptism the believer is separated
Jrom the world, and brought into communion or fellowship with
Christ ; by the laying on of hands he 1s, as it were, while still
in the world, inwardly glorified, and wondrously provided with
strength for conflict and for service.””” But in the Schriftbeweis,
889



390 EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS.

even where one would most expect to find it (e.g. ii. 2, 235), 1

miss this recognition of the intimate connection between bap-
tism and the imposition of hands. Opposition to recent exag-
gerations on the ministerial office, and the sacramental character
of ordination, has led Hofmann to a depreciatory view of the
apostolic rite, which is quite inconsistent with his former state-
ments, but reminds one of the similar position of Hofling in
the third edition of his Kirchenverfassung, p. 94 seq.: « The
tmposition of hands,” says Hofling,  is but a general form for
making personal application of public ecclesiastical intercessory
prayer, which, when seriously made on behalf of a rightly disposed
candidate, will surely not remain without effect and operation, but
which, in reference to ordination, has no special divine command
or divine promise attached to it, so as to be legitimately made the
ground for expecting the bestowal of specific grace.” Compare
Hofmann, Schriftbeweis, ii. 2, 254. Kliefotl’s view is substan-
tially the same (¢ Confirmation,” p. 150) : ¢ Confirmation,” he
says, “has no legitimate claim to be regarded as a quasi-sacra-
mental action, conferring grace. The cases commonly referred
to in the Acts of the Apostles for this purpose, are first of all
merely historical instances of the fact that the apostles laid on
hands ; but we, having no command to follow their example, and
no promise that the effects in our case would be the same, can
hardly be justified in doing as they did.” He goes on to urge,
in support of his position, the cessation of miraculous gifts,
and thus to repeat that testimonium paupertatis which the
church is so sadly ready at all times, without shame or sorrow,
to present against herself. But surely the argument so com-
monly used, that the apostolic imposition of hands conferred
only these miraculous gifts, is not consistent with those various
testimonies of Scripture which speak of the charismata, with-
out distinguishing miraculous or extraordinary gifts from such
as were etlncal and common to all Christians, e.g. Rom. xii.
4-8. [Compare also St. Paul’s language to Timothy, 2 Tim. i,
6, 7, where the ydpioua, which had been bestowed on him
through imposition of hands, is described as (not a power of
working miracles, but) a mredua—~Svvduews rai dydmns kai
cwgpovicuod.] How can we imagine that the apostolic writer
here (Heb. vi. 3) would have reckoned the émifcous yeipdv
along with baptism among the fundamentals of Christianity, if
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lLe had not regarded it as a sacred ordinance, with a promise
of grace attached to it? And even if it be urged that earnest
prayer, as accompanied by the laying on of hands, and not a
quasi-sacramental ceremony, is here the chief matter, we may
point to St. James v. 14, 15 as attaching special importance,
under similar circumstances, to the ¢ prayer of faith.” Alas!
alas! The church of the present falls already far enough
below that of the primitive time, not to need to make the
matter still worse, by creating dogmas about her own defi-
ciencies. [There is a paronomasia in the original, which the
English translator would find difficult or impossible to repro-
duce: ¢ Leider fehlt Kirche der Gegenwart viel im Vergleich mit
der Kirche der erster Jahrhunderte, ihr Deficit wird aber imimner
grosser werden wenn sie daraus Lehrsatze um nicht zu sagen
Leersitze formt.”)

Nore B (HEB. v1. 4-6). P. 204,

On the Unpardonable Sin, and the © Sin against the Holy
Ghost.”

BraspHEMY against the Holy Ghost is the title of a class or
order of sins, of which the unconverted as well as the con-
verted may render themselves guilty. It includes, therefore, at
least two kinds of sin, and is itself to be included under the
more general designation of the duapria mpos Odvarov of
1 John v. 16, the sin which finally excludes the possibility of
obtaining or re-obtaining the grace of life. Julius Miiller
draws a rational conclusion, but one, nevertheless, not war-
ranted by Scripture, when he says: ¢ Dlasphemy of the Iloly
Ghost is not to be regarded as a particular kind or species of
unpardonable sins, but is itself the only unpardonable sin, in
contradistinction to all others. We are not to think of human
sinfulness as coming to a head, and reaching the condition of
unpardonableness, as it were, by different routes, of which one or
two only among many would, unchecked, end in this sin against
the Spirit. Rather must we say, that all sinful development of
every kind, unless controiled by grace redeeming, has a ten-
dency to complete itself in the blasphemy of the Iloly Ghost”
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(Die Sinde, ii. 569). The same thoughts are the founda-
tion of v. Oettingen’s view, as developed in his essay, de
Peccato in Sp. S. He also maintains, that the sin against the
Holy Spirit is the final development of all sin, and that no
one is finally lost in whom sin of any kind has not attained
the climax which excludes all penitential sorrow, all desire for
grace, all further possibility of moral removation. But the
seriptural designation of the sin against the Spirit, as % Tod
wvedparos Bhacdnuia, and that again interpreted as an elmeiv
kata Tod wy. ToU ay., and finally, the description given of this
sin in our epistle, is unfavourable to the generalization of the
idea ; and the inference that, because all sins will be forgiven
on repentance, therefore every sin which entails ultimate con-
demnation must be the sin against the Holy Ghost, is a false
one. There are three kinds of sins: 1sf, Sins which may
be forgiven, and actually are so, through apprehension of
redeeming grace; 2dly, Sins which might have been for-
given, but remain unforgiven because the grace of forgiveness
has not been timely laid hold of; and 3dly, Sins which,
though an occasional desire may arise in the mind to be de-
livered from them, yet remain irremoveably resting on it still,
because they are combined with a self-hardening, and a judicial
hardening too from the divine hand. To this kind belong the
twofold sin of blasphemy against the Holy Ghost; and to it
also belongs that determined closing of the heart to the opera-
tion of convincing or admonitory grace, which finally results
in an impossibility of conversion.

To regard all whom our Lord condemns (Matt. vii. 22 seq.,
xxv. 41-46, and elsewhere) to eternal fire, as blasphemers of
the Holy Ghost, would be a purely arbitrary proceeding ; and
if there were no other means of refuting the doctrine of uni-
versal redemption (apocatastasis) than the assumption that all
who go to hell will have attained to that eminence of sin which
by natural necessity is incapable of reformation, my conviction
is, that any refutation of the dactrine would simply be impos-
sible. I would indeed rather accept universalism at once than
this other theory, involving consequences not a whit less dan-
gerous, both from a dogmatic and an ethical point of view.
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Note C (Hes. vi. 10). P. 301.
On the Doctrine of Scripture concerning Reward.

THE view expressed in the Commentary is similar to that
of B. Weiss, in his interesting discussion of the biblical doc-
trine concerning reward, in the Deutsche Zeitschrift fur christ-
liche Wissenschaft und christliches Leben, 1843, Nos. 40-42
(“ Abh. uber die Lehre Christi vom Lohne”). ¢ There is a
relation,” says Weiss, “ between God and man, tn which the
notion of reward has place ; but that relation is an economical
one, t.e. it is the result of a positive appointment made by God
for the carrying out of His plan of salvation.” And accordingly,
no good work done on the basis of this relation is really good,
if done for the sake of a simply outward reward : every good
work (properly so called) has for its object a reward, which
primarily consists in the good of its own perfection. Moreover,
in the Christian economy there is none of that equivalence be-
tween reward and work, which elsewhere is essentially involved
in the very notion itself : the bestowal of reward is an act of
grace, which excludes all legal claim of merit or deserving.
The rewards of grace are earned, not merited, and bestowed,
not of necessity, but of free good-will. They cannot be de-
manded, though they may be looked for. On this point it
must not be ignored, that even ‘the Roman dogma of meritum
de condigno is professedly derived ex justitia fundata in pre-
wntantis pacto, and that the Council of Trent expressly lays
down as the basis of its teaching (vi. 16) : Domini tanta est
erga homines bonitas, ut eorum velit esse merita que sunt ipsius
dona. If only the consequences drawn from this seemingly so
innocent proposition did not show how dangerous is any such
emphasis laid on the merit of good works, how easily mis-
understood, and therefore how unsuitable, the very notion of
our meriting and deserving any good in our relation to God
must be |
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Nore D (Hes. v1. 17). P. 314.
On the Difference of Meaning in 0 ew and Bovheabas.

ACCORDING to Ammonius (de differentia adfinium wvoce. ed.
Valckenaer, pp. 81, 70), férewr denotes natural, unconscious,
spontaneous desire; Bovhesfac that which is self-conscious,
self-determined, and rational. The distinction is a mistaken
one, and the definitions should be rather inverted ; SovAecfa:
denoting <nclination, and Oérew purpose. Comp. Phil. i
(Olynth. i), p. 9, wpoorirer wpoBipws €é0énew drovew Tiw
Bovhopévwr cupBovhevew, where é0énery might be rendered by
velle, Bovhopévwv by cupientes (see F. Franke in his school
edition of the Nine Philippics). This distinction was first
formulated by Buttmann. It is recognised by Ddderlein (Lat.
Synon. v. 56), and is confirmed by the usage of the whole of
classical and biblical literature. It was a retrograde step,
therefore, in Pillon (Synonymes Grecs, Paris 1847), to return
to the distinction made by Ammonius,—an error into which he
was led by II. xxi. 366 and John iii. 8, where a certain féxew
is ascribed to water and to wind, the wayward and forceful
actings of those elements impressing the imagination with the
idea of conscious self-determined volition.

Note E (Hes. vir 11-25). P 327,

Hormann [recognising the fourfold division of this para-
graph—(a) vers. 11-14, (b) vers. 15-19, (¢) vers. 20-22, and
(d) vers. 23-25] assumes, in Weiss. ii. 198, that (a) corresponds
to (¢), as (b) to (d). The correspondence of () to (d) is patent,
the absolutely personal dignity (b) being also an abiding one
(d) : not so that of () to (c), for the priesthood after the order
of Melchizedek (@) is not necessarily a priesthood constituted
by oath (¢). This parallelism of the four pieces is abandoned
by Hofmann himself, in Schriftd. ii. 1, 402-404. He there
places (a) the negative, i.e. non-Aaronical, character of our
Lord’s Melchizedek priesthood on one side, and (0) (¢) (d) its
positive characteristics on the other.
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Norte F (Hes. viL 5, 6). P. 340.
Or. Tithe and Therumah.

A~ ancient tradition is thus reported by Maimonides (Hilcoth
Maaser, Sett. ix. hal. 1): In the days of Jochanan the high
priest, who lived after Simon the Just, an inquiry was made by
[order of] the great Beth-din [court of justice, which sat in
Jerusalem], throughout the land of Israel, which resulted in their
discovering that, while every one was conscientious in separating
and paying the great therumal [i.e. the heave-offering due to
the priests], the common people [yNn oy, lit. “the people of
the land,”—a term seldom used without an under tone of con-
tempt ; comp. John vii. 49] were [ found to be] lax in making
their payments, [whether] of the first tithe [due to the Levites],
or of the second tithe, [which could only be consumed by the
owner in Jerusalem}, or- [thirdly] of the poor-tithe [which was
given to the poor]. The Beth-din therefore made a decree, that
@ questions concerning tithe no declavation should be taken but
that of trustworthy persons, while the fruits [gathered in by or
belonging to] the common people [i.e. *the men of the land,” as
above] should be regarded as doubiful [Heb. PDO, saplék,—an
epithet applied here to those products of the soil concerning
which it was “doubtful” whether they had been tithed (and so
made fit for ordinary use) or not], and that the declaration of such
persons that they had been properly tithed was not to be accepted.
Fruits in this condition were called démai [Heb. w7, explained
by rabbinnical authorities as = N7, this? *\», what @s it 2],

This witness affords no support to Bleck’s hypothesis [re-
ferred to in the text]. To understand it, one must bear in
mind that the great therumal and the tithe of service might be
paid in any part of the country. The Israelite might pay his
therumah to any priest whom he might choose, and his tithe to
any Levite [his poor-tithe also to any poor man]. What the
priests in Jernsalem lost in this way was made up to them by
other emoluments, e.g. the first-born of cattle (mma3) and the
first-froits (o*w23), which could only be paid at the temple:
The learned old sacred antiquary Jo. Lundius is here somewhat
at fault. See his Jiad. Alterthiimer, iv. 32-35.
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Nore G (Hes. viL 5, 6). P. 341.

On some apparent Claims of the Levitical Priesthood to take
Tithes of the People.

WE have seen that the tithe paid by the people to the Levites
(Num. xviii. 20-24), and called the “first tithe,” was again
tithed by them as a payment to the priests, and called “ the
tithe from the tithe,” and “the Lord’s therumal” (Num. xviii.
26). DBy this ordinance the Levites were subordinated to the
priests, and the priests made at the same time dependent in
some measure for their subsistence on the conscientiousness of
the Levites (compare Neh. x. 39, and Saalschiitz, Mos. Recht,
ix. 9). In addition to this *first tithe,” which was of general
and standing obligation, there were, according to an ancient
traditional exposition of the law, two other kinds of tithe which
every Israelite had to impose on himself, viz. the so-called
“second tithe” (WY 7Yy, Deut. xiv. 22-27) in the first, second,
fourth, and fifth years, and the ¢ poor-tithe” or ¢ third tithe”
(3y "Ewm or ‘0‘50 yp, Deut. xiv. 28) in the third and sixth
years. Of these the former was to be consumed by the owner
in conjunction with the Levites, the latter with the Levites
and the poor. The priests proper (2%13) partook of this second
and third tithe only as Levites, and when specially invited by
the owner so to do, except in the one case when it was con-
sumed at Jerusalem along with the firstlings of the herd and
flock (Deut. xiv. 23). But besides those “firstlings,” and the
Levite “ tithe from the tithe” mentioned above, the priests had
two other sources of income of a somewhat similar nature; viz.
(a) the great therumah (see last note), consisting of the first-
fruits of oil, wine, and corn (Num. xviii. 11-13), and including
(Deut. xviii. 4) the first products of a sheep-shearing (11 nwx™m
8y) 5 and (8) the “the cake-therumah” of the first of the
dough (Num. xv. 18-21), which was to be offered to the Lord,
and then through Him to come to the priest (Neh. x. 38).
But as these offerings could not properly have been reckoned
as tithes, and as the priests’ share even in the “second” and
“third” tithes was occasional only, and in their character of
Levites, not of priests, we may not assume that the writer of
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this epistle had such offerings in view when he spoke of the
priests as tithing their brethren. He must have been thinking
mainly of the “tithe from the tithe” which they took of the
Levites, and so indirectly only received from the people.
Tobit, in a passage referred to in the text (i. 7, 8), distin-
guishes the first or Levitical, as well as the second and third
tithe, [and speaks of paying the ¢ first” to “the sons of Levi.”
Another reading, followed by our English version (“the first
tenth I gave to the sons of Aaron”), seems to favour Bleek’s
conjecture, though he does not himself refer to it.—TRr.].
Josephus speaks cursorily of the «first” tithe (as that paid to
priests and Levites, and more particularly of the two other
kinds) (Ant. iv. 8, viii. 22). Every seventh or sabbatical year
the land lay fallow, and was then tithe-free. A fourth kind
of tithe known to tradition—the so-called mwman ~wynw—being
consumed like the paschal lamb by the owners at the holy city,
is hardly worth mentioning here, as neither priests nor Levites
had any legal claim to share it.

Philo refers to the tithe paid by the Levites to the priests
thus : « The law suffereth them not to make use of the tithes they
receive, before they have in their turn raised other tithes from
them as from their own possessions, and paid them over to the
priests of the better order. Then, and not before, may they (the
Levites) enjoy their tithe themselves” (Phil. de Sacerdot. hon.
§ 6, tom. 1i. 336, 39). He seems here to regard the Levites as
in a certain sense * priests of the second order,” but he avoids
directly calling them lepeis.

Nore H (Hen. vir. 5). P. 341.
Dy, Biesenthal's conjectural Reading.

Tue text rec. reads (Heb. vii. 5): Kai of pév éx 1dv [viow)
Aevt T icpatelav NapfSdvovtes, évrohy Eyovow dmodexaToiy
700 AAON kara Tov vépov, Touréars, Tols dSehdots aimdn. . . .
Dr. Biesenthal, who is now engaged in preparing his Hebrew
commentary on this epistle, writes to me under date 5th
February of this year (1857), frem ILondon, to propose what
seems to him a complete solution of the difficulty contained in
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this verse. For 4AAON le would simply substitute AETIN;
and the meaning would then be (in strict accordance with
Num. xviii, 25-32), that those of the sons of Levi who attain
the dignity of the priesthood, take tithe of (the very tribe of’) Levi,
that is, of their own Urethren. It is a pity that this undoubtedly
ingenious conjecture has no Ms. authority in its favour. If we
might assume its trath, we should refer to the term lepatela
applied (Num. xviii. 1) to the family of Aaron, and to the Tois
adengols gov duhiy Aevi of ver. 2, as interesting parallels in
the text of the LXX.; and we should observe, that while the
0 8exdras AapBdvwv of Heb. vii. 9 refers to the Levites tithing
thie people, the drodexaroiv of ver. 5 is more appropriate to the
action of the priests, as expressing in brief a AapBavew émidé-
katov awo Tob émidexdrov (Num. xviii. 26, LXX.). We feel
bound, at any rate, not to withhold from our readers this very
ingenious and radical mode of solving the difficulty.

Nore I (Hes. vir. 9, 10). P. 348.
On the Relation in which all Mankind stands to the Sin of Adam.

Tnr sacred writer’s assertion here concerning Levi’s being
tithed in lumbis Abrakami, has an important bearing on the
doctrine of the fall. That in Adam we have all sinned, though
not asserted in Rom. v. 12 [where the Vulgate reads in quo
omnes peccaverunt—in quo having been by some referred tc
Adam], is a strictly scriptural proposition, and finds irrefra-
gable support in Ileb. vii. 9, 10. DBut here, 1s¢, two distine-
tions must be made : we must regard Adam not merely as the
natural progenitor, but as at the same time the ethical inau-
gurator of the human race — principium representativum tn
natura et gratia; and 2dly, we must bear in mind that the
deed of Adam can only so far be regarded as that of all men,
as the whole vast many-branched tree of humanity was poten-
tially and radically contained in him. Though there works
individual existences of human souls in Adam [as some have
dreamed], yet he carried us all in himself as in massa, or in
chao, out of which each individual human existence proceeds,
bearing in itself the stamp of the original creative beginning,
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and the self-determinating act of the common father of man-

kind.

Note J (Hes. vi1. 14). P. 353.
On the Genealogy of our Lord.

Tpédmhov wap 8t éf ’Iovda dvatérahker ¢ Kipiwos. This
manifest certainty would rest, in the first instance, not on the
descent of Mary, but on that of Joseph, from the house of
David.. The having a Davidic mother would not constitute
one at once a Ben-David; for Jewish law never reckoned a
child’s descent by the mother (Amauy awp AN oN nnawh, e
the mother’s genealogy is not called a genealogy). It is in
accordance with this maxim that the two genealogies of our
Lord must be interpreted. It is evident that St. Matthew
regarded Him as Ben-David because Joseph was so. Though
not Joseph’s actual, Ile was (so to speak) his matrimonial
Son, born to him, as it were (the Son of David), in his wedlock
with the blessed Virgin, and so by birth attached to the house
of David, and proceeding from it. Nor is the case otherwise
with the genealogy of St. Luke. Literally, and according to
the natural sense of the words, he gives likewise the genealogy
of Joseph; for 700 ’HA¢ (Luke iii. 23) must in the first
instance be understood as designating Joseph’s father. Never-
theless, I believe it to be quite possible that St. Luke’s genea-
logy does really give the descent of Mary. Joseph’s father,
in St. Matthew, is called Jacob; and Mary, according to a
tradition which has found its way into the Talmud, was the
daughter of Eli (%v"n3). One might represent the matter to
one’s self thus: that most probably Jacob (Joseph’s real
father) died early, and that Eli (Mary’s father), a near rela-
tion of Joseph, may have taken him into his house, and that "
so brought up with his cousin, the blessed Virgin, he was after-
wards espoused to her. In this way our Lord, reckoned as
Josepl’s son, would through Jacob belong to the line of Solo-
mon, and through Eli (Joseph’s foster-father and Mary’s real
father) to the line of Nathan, The belief that Mary was a
daughter of the house of David is primitive, and found in St,



400 EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS.

Justin Martyr, Iren®us, and Tertullian. It was only the
Manichzans who held her to have belonged to the tribe of
Levi. Moreover, it must be confessed that such passages as
Heb. vii. 14, Acts ii. 30, Rom. i. 3, 2 Tim. ii. 8, can only be
taken in their full sense when we regard our Lord as belong-
ing, not by a matrimonial relation only, but also by natural
descent, to the house of David. The way to an impartial con-
sideration of this vital question was first opened by Hofmann,
suum cuique. [The English reader will find the whole subject
excellently treated by Liord Arthur Hervey in his “ Genealogies
of our Lord,” especially ch. iii. Prof. Delitzsch, in assuming
that Jacob was descended from David through Solomon, and
that Eli was so descended through Nathan, seems to have over-
looked two facts: first, that both lines pass through Salathiel
and Zerubbabel ; and secondly, that Jeconiah was in prophecy
most emphatically written * childless” (Jer. xxii. 29, 30): con-
sequently we have but one real genealogy (at any rate from
David to Salathiel),—that, namely, which is given by St.
Luke.]

Note K (Hes. vi. 18). D. 361.
On Gal. . 3, 8, 9.

In Gal. iv. 3 the apostle speaks communicative of himself and
Israel, “ We were once in bondage under the cosmic elements;”
while in ver. 8 he reminds the Gentile Gualatians that they had
once been in more grievous bondage still, serving with vain
worship unreal gods (édovheloare Tols uy Pioe odor feois),—
a bondage out of which they had been delivered by mere grace,
being brought to the knowledge of the true God without the
intermediate discipline of those “cosmic elements” by which
the Jews were trained. He proceeds in ver. 9 to put the ques-
tion : How then {4 it that ye are now for falling back into the
condition in which we Jews once found ourselves, by returning
to those ¢ weak and poverty-stricken elements,” and that state of
servitude and outward discipline which, with [the true] Israel,
is already come to an end, outlived and outworn?
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Note L (Hes. viL. 25). P. 372,

TrOUGH possibly disturbing to some minds, it must not be
concealed that Philo also regards the Liogos in some places as
a Mediator-Paraclete, or heavenly intercessor; e.g. ii. 185, 25
(Vit. Mos. iit. 14), where, esplaining the high priest's breast-
plate (10 Adyeov), he says: It was necessary that one who was
to serve as priest the Father of the cosmos, should have as His
Paraclete [Advocate or Intercessor] the (in virtue) all-perfected
Son, [i.e. the Logos symbolized in the Noyow], so as to obtain
both forgiveness of sins and a supply (in abundant measure) of
all good” Again, ii. 501, 44 [ Quis. rer. div. Ler. § 42,] speak-
ing of the cloud which stood between Israel and the Egyptians
(Ex. xiv. 19), he thus applies it to the Logos: ¢« Zhe all-
producing Father vouchsafed to His Logos, as leader of the
angelic host (apyaryyéhw) and eldest of all ewistences (mpeo-
Burdre), that He should stand as the boundary between created
things and the Creator. And He (the Logos) is Himself an
intercessor for mortality in its longings after the incorruptible,
and an ambassador from the Lord of all to that which is His
subject.” In this way the Logos exhibits Himself as ueoirys
(so He is frequently styled by Philo), or as the personal 8:afijxn
(i. 960, 12, De Somn. ii. 36), and cvvaywyos between God and
man (1. 144, 3, Lib. de Cherud. § 9). Surely in all this we
must recognise dawnings of New Testament light. And
when the ¢ condescension in love and pity to our race,” which
Philo ascribes (i. 643, 6, De Somn. § 23) to God and His
Logos, had reached its consummation in “the 1Word made flesh,”
that surely was the rising of the longed-for Sun.
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