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I N T RO D U C T I O N. 

THE Lord Jesus Christ has said: Search the Scriptittres, .for 
they are they 1.vhich testify of 111.e. The H~ly Scriptures of the 
old covenant testify of Christ, and that not merely because 
particular prophecies pointing to Christ are to be found here and 
there in them : The entire history of the revelation of God in 
the old covenant is one great preintimation of the futui·e _J\ies
siah; and this /act-revelation and ./act-pro11hecy formed the 
condition and the basis of the particular ivord-prophecies ,vhich 
God gave in a supernatural manner by his special instrun1ents. 
It is wTong to overlook this unity of basis; but it is equally so to 
attempt to derive these particular word-revelations as develop-
1nents from that basis, and to overlook their properly supernatural 
character.· In the garden of Eden immediately after the fall, 
God directs the hope of the human race to a son of the ,voman, 
,vho is to break the power of the serpent; Eve exults in her first 
joy as a mother-she has born a man child, and ·with him· she 
has received Jehovah back again ; she

1 
regards her child as the 

promised one ,vho is to win back for men the favour, nearness, 
and possession of Jehovah. She is mistaken. The human race 
1nust first go deep downwards in order to be able to rise up,vards 
-yes, it must pursue an ever downward course, all human 
greatness n1ust be brought lo,v, until humanity is so humbled as 
to be capable of placing itself in a purely receptive relation 
towards the salvation provided; then, and not till then, will the 
,voman's seed be given to it; for it cannot produce that seed.
This is the fundamental la-w of all revelation and all prophecy in 
the Old rrestamcnt. 

A 



INTRODUU/l'ION. 

After that judicial visitation by which the degenerate race of 
n1an ,vas buried and baptised (i1nmersed, sunk) in the flood, 
Noah, ,vho came forth from this baptisn1 as the father of a ne,v 
lnui1anity, the second Adam of the old covenant, lays on Shem's 
head the blessing that the Lord shall be his God; Canaan shall 
serve Shein, J aphet shall live with Shem in peace and friendship. 1 

.. A.nd ·when the families of men, five generations after Noah, are 
separated fro1n each other, the pron1ise is made to the Shemite 
1tbraham on account of his faith, that his posterity shall forn1 the 
central point of a future reunion of 1nankind in the blessing. But 
not 1.tntil cif'ter three generations of a/fiiction will God put the seed 
of Abrahan1 in possession of the inheritance promised to him 
(Gen. xv.) 

Here begins the operation of that wonderful principle of delay, 
according to ,vhich the last part of a promised epoch is extended 
ane,v to a period embracing several epochs, and the last of these 
is again distributed into several epochs, and so forth. The third 
generation after Abraham, that of Joseph, ,vith which the afflic
tion properly speaking first begins, lengthens itself out again to 
three generations, On the expiration of these comes the promised 
redemption of the seed of Abraham from affliction (Gen. xv.), 
but in such a manner as that the reden1ption then first begins, 
and this too only typically and preli1ninarily. Israel is redee1ned 
from the Egyptian bondage ; as in Noah the human race, so 
under l\tloses the seed of Abraham passed through a baptism, and 
came forth from a baptism in the Reel Sea; Israel ,vas emanci
pated through Moses, but came not through 1\1:oses into its 
rest, into the pos8ession of the promised land. J o~hua con
ducted it into the land: but the land was not yet entirely 
possessed. Israel continued to be harassed and oppressed by the 
heathen, and the last forty years previous to the battle at 
Ebcnezer ,vere truly again years of bondage. Being again 
deli vercd by Samuel, the people obtained in Saul a king, but not 
after God's heart, full of carnal timidity and carnal courage, 
insolent and faint-hearted. The king after God's heart, David, 
must again himself reproduce the destinies of the ,vhole seed of 

1 To dwell in the tents of any one = to be hospitably received by ::my 
Oll8. 
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Abrahan1 in his own individual life, and, through 1nnch tribula
tion, enter ·into glory. But yet his reign was one of ,var and 
conflict, not of peace, and the triu1nphing prince of peace, Solo
mon, ,vas after hirn. · 

Doubtless there ,vas gfven in David a fulfilment of the old 
promises of salvation, but one that was rnerely hun1an, therefore 
lying under the curse of everything human, and, liable to pass 
away. Hence there was opened up to David by n1eans of the 
prophet Na than (2 Sam. vii.) a second perspective vie"r of the 
promised salvation, in the fulfilment of which, ho,vever, the san1e 
la,v of delay obtains as in the first. Not David, but his seed after
him, shall build a house to the Lord; for him the Lord ·will build 
a house~ and ,vill be his father, and he shall reign with God for 
ever. David immediately perceives, and rightly (2 Sam. vii. 19; 
comp. chap. xxiii. 1), that this wonderful prophecy "points to 
the distant future," and represents the form of "a 1nan ·who is 
Goel." And, in like 1nanner, Solomon, when he consecrates the 
temple of stone (1 Kings viii. 26-27) ackno,vledges that that 
prophecy of Nathan's is not yet fulfilled by this act. Therefore, 
,vhen Solomon sought, by intercourse with the nations, by mar
riage and philosophy, to break through the li1nits of the Mosaic 
law, he ,vrongly anticipated a freedom ,vhich ,vas to become 
possible only through the new covenant, plunged himself and his 
people into idolatry, and brought about a deep national 'decline ; 
and so his Proverbs and his Song of Songs are placed as monu
ments, not merely of his ,visclom, but at the same ti1ne also of his 
folly an1ong the Ohethubim of the Old Testament canon. 

Solomon's temple of stone, then, was only a first, a provisional 
fulfilment of Nathan's prophecy. Under him, and after him, 
the kingdo1n, power, and glory of Israel fell more and n1ore into 
decay, ~ncl as ungodliness increased, the prophets, and Elias 
among the number, looked around for the judgments of God. 

' But tq him it ,vas revealed that the Lord is not in storn1 and fire, 
but in the still srnall voice ; and ,J eel, too, utt_eretl tho san1e 
truth. The people deserve indeed even now judg1nent and 
destruction; but ·with the judgrnent the Lord ,vill grant forgive
ness ; He ,vill first pour out His Spirit, and then con1e to judg
ment. Redeeming grace is to go before judicial severity. The 
eye of hope ,vas no-w turned to redee1ning grace ; the promised 
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descendant of David was more and more clearly revealed to the 
prophets. He is not to be born in palaces ; as the first, so the 
second David must be sought by the daughters of Zion in times 
of sore travail, of heavy afflictions, by the sheepfolds of Bethle
hem (Mic. v. 5). The daughter of the house of David, so 
haughty under Ahaz, must, by unheard of sufferings, be brought 
to conduct herself in a purely receptive manner as a maid 
(nDSl!) in order to bring forth the son, and she ,vill then, no 
longer trusting in her o,vn strength, call him "Gon ,vrTH us." 

Israel, appointed as the servant of God to convert the heathen, 
hut altogether unfit for this work (Is. xlviii.), and himself an 
idolater (Is. xliv.), is to be again brought into bondage by a force 
coming from the Euphrates ( Assyrian, later, from Is. xxxviii. 
nn,vards, Babylonian) ; in the ti1ne of his subjt~gation the true 
servant of God ,vill corr1e, ,vill first work out by his atoning 
sacrificial death the in,vard redemption, the forgiveness of sins 
( chap. liii.), then convert the heathen ( chap. liv.), and finally 
convert and deliver the still hardened Israel ( chap. lxiv.-lxvi., 
comp. Ron1. xi.) But here again cmnes in a delay. Not 70 
years, as Jeremiah has prophesied, is the subjugation of Israel 
under the heathen to last ; but as Daniel has revealed, 7 x 70 
years, nay, as is immediately added by way of correction, still 
longer (inasmuch as from the building of J erusale1n under 
N ehe1niah 7 x 62 years were to elapse.) After 70 years, indeed, 
Israel is to return to their land; but the subjugation under the 
heathen is to continue over five centuries.-Accordingly, the 
rebuilding of the teinple under Zerubbabel ,vas again but a 
type of the building of the temple already promised by Na than, 
vvhich God himself was to undertake. And so 1'1alachi, the last 
of the prophets, directed the eye of the people to the messenger of 
the Lord, who was soon to cmne to his temple, to visit and to sift 
Is1~ael, and to separate the wheat from the empty chaff ( corn p. 
l\Iatth. iii. 12). 

rrhis signification and course of prophecy must of itself have 
appeared to any one ,vho gave attentive heed to the Old Testa
rnent, and who in heart and mind belonged to that covenant ; not, 
however, to the in1penitent, not to the mass of the people of 
Israel. Now the t,vo books of the Ne,v Testament in which is 
represented the insight of the spiritually-minded Israelites into 
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the Old Testament reyelation after it was brought to full maturity 
by the Holy Spirit, are, the Gospel of Matthew and the Epistle 
to the Hebrews, to ,v hich, however, the address of Stephen ( Act8 
vii.) is to be added, as a very important passage having the same 
character. Stephe~ adduces from the collective history of the 
Old Testament (in which he points throughout with special 
emphasis to the principle of delay already noticed 1) rather the 
negative proof-that the law and tp.e temple, although divine, are 
not the highest and last form of the revelation and dwelling-place 
of God. Matthew adduces rather the positive proof-that Jesus 
is the promised son (seed) of Abraham and David, that in hin1, 
therefore, the first prospect disclosed to Abraham (Gen. xv.), as 
well as the second opened up to David through Nathan (2 Sam. 
vii.), have found their termination. Matthew, too, refers to the 
same law of delay, when, in chap. i. 2 ff., he shows, that in 
place of the three n,,,,, Gen. xv., there Game three great periods, 
that of typical elevation until the time of David, that of decline 
until Jeremiah, and that during which the house of David 
was in a condition of poverty and lowliness until Mary. In con
ducting this proof, however, the Evangelist does not of course 
take as the frame-work of his particular reasonings an exposition 
of the Old Testament prophecy, but a record of. the New Testa
ment fulfilment. The Old Testament prophecy is by Matthew 
taken for granted as already known. The Epistle to the Hebre-ws, 
on the contrary, goes out from the Old Testament, formally 
develop~ the component parts of that dispensation in a treatise 
systematically arranged, and shows how, in all its parts, it points 
to Jesus. The history of Jesus is here taken for granted as 
known. This method is more remote, more indirect, and more 
philosophical than the other.-Stephen's practical aim ,vas to 
defend himself fro1n the charge of speaking blasphemy against 
the law and the temple; that of lVIatthew was to furnish the 
Jewish Christians with a written substitute for the oral preaching 
of the twelve. What practical necessity occasioned the writing 
of the Epistle to the Hebrews ? 

No book of the New Testa1nent, and, in general, of the Holy 
Scriptures, owes its origin to a mere subjective literary choice, to 

1 Comp. my Crit. of the Gospel History, 2 ed. p. G80. 
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a 1nere love of writing on the part of the author. The Epistle to 
the Hebrews, accordingly, however syste1nati~ and aln1ost scien
tific its contents are, was occasioned by a practical necessity. 
'11he investigations concerning its author ,ve must refer fro1n the 
introduction (to which they do not belong, and ,vhere they are 
not as yet even possible) to the close of the commentary; but, for 
the better understanding of the epistle itself, some preliminary 
1)bsorvations respecting the occasion of it 1nust needs be made. 

It is evident from Acts ii.-v., and Acts xv., and Gal. ii., that 
the Jewish Christians, though not resting their justification before 
<{od on the l\'.Iosaic law, yet observed that law (Acts ii. 38, iii. 19, 
iv. 12.) And this too was quite natural. For that law ·was not 
only given by God, and not yet abrogated by hi111, nay, observed 
even by Christ himself (G-al. iv. 4 ~-), but besides this, being 
national as well as religious, it had become so entirely a part of 
the Israelitish customs and manner of life, it was so wrought into 
the texture of the whole conduct and life of that people, that so 
long as they ·were a people, and so long as Jewish Christians 
were members of the Israelitish state, a renunciation of those 
national custo1ns was purely inconceivable. It may, indeed, be 
doubted ,vhether the Israelites w110 had become Christians con-

• tinued to fulfil t11ose legal observances which bore a more 
optional character. It can scarcely be supposed, for ex:unple, 
that every one who fell into a sin "rould bring the guilt or the 
~in-offering into the temple. On the other hand, the 1nanner of 
preparing meats, the observance of the Sabbath, &c., re1nained 
the sa1ne. 

Indeed, until the destruction of J erusalen1, when God, by the 
overthrow of the Israelitish state, put an end to Israelitish 
nationality and customs, the hope of seeing Israel converted as a 
whole, although it had been ever lessening, ·was not entirely given 
up ; and this of itself was a reason for the J e,vish Christians not 
separating themselves fro111 the Israelitish com111unity. Thus the 
,Jewish Christians, or to speak 111ore correctly, the Israelites ·who 
he]ieved on the 1\1:essiah, ,vere in the habit of frequenting the 
ternple for daily prayer. But the hatred of the unbelieving Jews 
towards then1 grew more and more intense. Towards the end of 
the fiftieth year they no longer sl¾ffer the presence of the 
apostle Paul in the ten1ple ( Acts xxi. ss.), although they dare not 
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yet openly cast hin1 out as a Jewish Christian, but avail thcrn
selves of the pretext that he has taken a Gentile Christian into 
the te1nple along with him. But that the time ca.1ne when 
Christians as such, '-T ewish Christians also, were no longer 
suffered to appear in the temple, may be inferred fro111 the Epistle 
to the Hebrews. The persecution of the Christians under Nero 
may have emboldened the Jews ; their courage rose when they 
sa.w the Christians sacrificed also by the Ron1ans. This period 
of affliction for the church in Jerusalem 1nay have begun 
in the sixtieth year. r~L1here were, ho,vever, ·weak ones in ,vhose 
minds conscientious scruples might be a,vakened by this exclusion 
from the Theocracy of the old covenant. They ,vere not yet 
able to ·walk ,vithout crutches. Thev were afraid lest with the 

&I 

privilege of access to the temple and of fellowship with the . 
cmnmonw·ealth of Israel, they should lose at the sa1ne ti1ne their 
clain1 to the com1non salvation of God. Such ,vcak ones are not 
to be sought among the older members of the church w-110 had 
already grovvn grey in Christianity, but rather arnong the 
neophytes and such as ,verc on the point of conversion. Con
version to Clu·fatianity threatened to come to a stand. And yet 
it was the last hour; and ·whoever was to be saved fro1n the judg-
1nents impending over Israel must be saved now. In these 
circumstances the Epistle to the I-Iebre·ws ·was ,vritten, designed 
for a certain circle of neophytes and cateclnunens then existing ; 
useful for all in future times who should occupy an analogous 
po~ition. 'I1he aim of this epistle is to prove from the nature and 
principal elements of the old covenant itself, that the revelation 
and redemption through the Messiah promised in the old cove
nant, is represented even in the old covenant as an absolute 
revelation, as sufficient in itself, by which the Old Testan1ent 
types becon1e superfluous. 



T H E E X O R D I U lI. 

(Chap. i. 1-3.) 

WHILE all the rest of the N e-w Testament epistles begin by 
mentioning the name and office of their authors, as also the 
churches for which they are intended, this form of introduction 
which was usual in ancient times is wanting in the Epistle to the 
Hebrews. Some have sought to account for this circumstance 
by saying that the author intended to compensate for the effect of 
a formal superscription by the solemn and highly oratorical style of 
the introduction. This supposition, however, will not suffice fully 
to explain the case. The impression that would have been made on 
the readers and heare~s by the name of an apostle or some other 
authoritative person, might indeed be compensated by the im
pression which the lofty utterance of the heart and mind of such 
a person could not fail to produce ; they could, so to speak, hear 
the man from the force of the words, and forthwith believe that 
they saw him before them. But the want of the superscription 
itself was not thereby compensated. We can scarcely conceive 
that any one would have addressed a letter to a church without 
mentioning his name at all. It only remains, therefore, to be 
supposed, that this writing, ,vhic1: we hold under the name of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews, was originally accompanied by a shorter 
epistle properly so called, and therefore that the epistle itself was 
not one in the proper sense of the term. And this supposition is 
confirmed by a number of considerations drawn from the sub
stance of the epistle, to which our attention will be directed at the 
proper time, and of which we will here specify some of the most 
striking. The hortatory passages are not, as in the most of the 
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other epistles, closely engraftecl on the didactic, so that the 
doctrinal parts pass naturally into the practical ; but the fonner 
are wound up in a strictly scientific n1anner without any hortatory 
and practical side-glances, and the latter are abruptly placed 
between the doctrinal sections (chap. ii. 1-3, iii. 1-19, v. 11 
-6, 12, &c.) The practical parts, too, show a systematic form, 
the result of reflection,-an intended transition to a new doctrinal 
section is introduced in the form of a short hortatory or personal 
re1nark (iii. 1, viii. 1.) The particular sections of the doctrinal 
parts are, however, marked by 2, peculiar species of formal super
scriptions, of which we shall soon have to speak, and the nature 
of which can be seen from the translation which we have annexed 
to the con1mentary. l\ioreover, the course of the .investigation 
and the reasoning in the doctrinal parts is often so intricate, so 
1nany ideas are often compressed into few words, that we can 
hardly suppose the object of the epistle was fulfilled by a single 
reading before the asse1nbled church (as we must suppose ·was 
the case even with the most didactic of Paul's epistles, that to 
the Romans, ·which, however, might easily be understood on a 
first reading) ; but it rather appears that this Epistle to the 
Hebrews ,vas designed, after having been read, to serve as a 
ground·work for a formal colll'se of instruction, very probabl~y of 
instruction for catechumens. This opinion is confirmed also by 
the passages, chap. v. 11 ss. ; vi. 1 ss., where the writer 1nakes 
some systematic ren1arks on the 1nethod of instruction to be pur
sued in the Christian Church ; ·with ,vhich may be co111pared 
also the passage viii. 1, ·where again in a syste1natic form a 
recapitulation is given of ·what has been said on to that place, 
as the foundation of what is farther to be brought forward. 

After all, then, we shall not be chargeable with undue boldness 
if we maintain, that the Epistle to the Hebrews was, in respect 
of itsforni, not an epistle, in the proper sense, but a treatise. That 
this assertion implies no denial of its having been written with a 
l)ractical aim is evident from what has been said in the introduc
tion ; all that ,ve think and say is, that in respect of its jor1n, -
it goes beyond the nature of an epistle, of a direct effusion in 
which the writer transfers hi1nself in spirit to his readers, arrd 
speaks to them although not ,vithout a plan ( comp. the Epistle to 
the Romans), yet always without the consciousness of systen1 and 
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from the i1nmediate impulse of the heart, and that it therefore 
thoroughly bears the character of a syste1nat-ic treatise. Hence 
also ,ve account for the absence of the address which is indispen
sable to every epistle. A mere verbal salutation by the person 
,vho conveyed the ,vriting could not supply the place of this 
address, not even on the supposition of its being a treatise. It 

' would be too strange to suppose, that the author who had written 
so much should not ,vrite a few additional lines with his own 
name. These accompanying lines, ho-wever, in the case before 
us, ,vould be addressed not to the church, but rather to some 
individual tectcher in it, and we can ·easily see fro1n this ho,v they 
might come to be lost. 

That the ·writing ,vas intended for a certain ~imited circle of 
readers, not for a circle of churches, not even for one entire 
church, is very evident from chap. iii. 6, v. 1.2. The persons 
there addressed form quite a definite circle of persons represented 
as undergoing a course of instruction. This, of course, qoes not 
i1nply that the ,vriting ,vas not used for a similar object in all 
analogous cases beyond this circle~ and that, in this way, at a 
very early period, it rnay not have obtained a circulation suited 
to its high importance. 

The three first verses, inasmuch as they develop the ground 
idea of the epistle, forn1 a sort of introduction to the principal 
parts which follow fro1n verse 4 onvvards. The structure of the 
period in these verses has justly been noticed by all co1n1nen
tators as remarkable for its beauty. The period is as perspicuous 
and clear as it is long, rich, and complicated ; a fine succession 
of thought expressed in a form finished even to the min~1test 
detail, gives it a clai1n to rank among the finest periods of the 
Greek authors. The first verse gives forth in a 111ajestic style 
the ground-theme of the ,vhole treatise. The revclati"on of God 
in h£s Son is opposed to the revelati"ons of God by the prophets, as 
the higher, as the one, undivided, absolute revelation. To con
firn1 this the person an<l ,work of the Son are developed in ver. 
:)_3 .... . 

Ver. 1. The subject with the clauses in apposition to it forn1s a 
series of parallel antitheses to the verbal predicate ·with its 
qualifying clauses. "God who has spoken to the fathers by the 
prophets." Aat.:JY is used in the sense of i!l i to denote the 
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revealing utterance of God, in which sense it frequently occurs in 
the Epistle to the Hebrews (ii. 2, ix. 19, &c.), and else,vhere in 
the New Testament (Acts iii. 24; James v. 10; 2 Pet. i. 21.) 
By the ,r.aT;gs~ here are meant, of course, not merely the patri
archs, but all those former generations of Israel that have preceded 
the 'YJ/-Ls7;, those at present living; in a word: the forefathers. 
The idea implied in' tJ:gocp~n1.,1 is to be understood in a similarly 
,vide sense ; even in the Old Testament N'.'.JJ does not always 
denote merely the prophet with reference to his special office, but 
sometimes quite generally, every organ of divine revelation. _It 
is so used here. IIgo<p~Tw here, according to the context, 
comprehends all Old Testament organs of revelation, in so far as 
they were mere organs of God, in opposition to the Son, who, 
according to verse 3, was more than a mere organ. It is doubtful, 
however, in ,vhat sense the preposition iv is to be understood. 
The interpretation given by those who take t::go<p'iJTa1 to denote 
the 1writings of the prophets, and refer the sv to these writings, is, 
on account of the parallel member iv uic;;, altogether untenable. 
l\f uch more may be said in favour of that explanation. which we 
find already given by Thomas Aquinas, and afterwards adopted 
by Beza, Carpzov, Alberti, Bleek, and others, that iv is to be 
taken in the strictest and most proper sense in which it is used 
in Greek. According to this, iv cannot be referred imn1ediately 
to 1.a1-.sJV (for the author surely does not intend to say that Goel 
has spoken in the prophets-within them,-he rather says that God 
has spoken to the fathers by the prop~ets), but w11 rnust be 
supplied. God ,vas in the prophets and spoke to the fathers ; he 
was in the Son and spoke to us. But although, in itself consi
dered, it might be p;roper enough to speak of God being in the 
prophets ( i. e. relatively through his Spirit), and in like manner 
of God being in Christ (by the absolute hypostatic presence of 
the Logos in him), still it is in the highest degree improbable, 
that an author ,vhose purpose it was from the outset to mark 
with the strongest en1phasis the difference bet,veen the Son and 
the prophets, and the superiority of the former over the latter, 
should have placed those two entirely different modes of the 
indwelling of God parallel to each other by means of the same 
expression. I decideuly agree, therefore, with the interpretatiqn 
of Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Luther, Calvin, Grotius, and 
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Tholuek, that the ~11 here in both places has an instru1nental 
signification, and is to be understood in the sense of the Heb. ~' 
" by." Granted that this use of the word cannot be shown in 
the genuine Greek profane literature, there is nothing to prevent 
our regarding it as a Hebraism. Bleck, indeed, thinks the 
language of the Epistle to the Hebrews bears a so purely Greek 
character, that we must hesitate to ad1nit the supposition of a 
Hebraism; but how easily might such an unconscious Hebraism 
slip from the pen of a native Israelite, who naturally thought in 
Hebre,v what he iorote in Greek, however careful he ,vas to 
construct his periods in genuine Greek ! And is not the use of oi 
alwva; in verse 2 likewise a Hebraism? But are not unconscious 
Hebraisms in the use of propositions much more easily accounted 
for in an author who in other respects ·writes good Greek, than 
conscious 'Hebraisms in the use of nouns for which (as for oi 
all:Jvs;) genuine Greek expressions (o x6~,1JJ0;, 'T'a 'iiav'T'a) were quite 
at hand? 

The adverbs 17:01,.u:t./Jsgl:J; and 'iioAu,;-g6-;;-w;, according to Tholuck 
and others, have no specific in~elligible meaning, because no a,;r,_w; 
or epu'iia~ stands opposeq. to them, but are used merely for the 
sake of amplification. But a1r1.w; and Jrpu'iia~, as we shall 
immediately see, would not even have formed a right antithesis. 
That a writing of which the tot verba tot pondera holds so true, 
begins with an amplification, is a supposition to which recourse 
·will then only be had ,vhen every possibility of another interpre
tation has been cut off. Already several among the Fathers, 
and then Calvin, Limborch, Capellas, J. Gerhard, Calov, and 
Bleek, explain rro,_u/u.gw; as pointing to the different times and 
periods, 'iio11.urg617:w; to the different ivays and for1ns of the divine 
revelation in the Old Testament dispensation. This interpre
tation, however, does not precisely bring out the idea of the 
writer. II011.uµ,sgw; does not contain precisely a chronological 
reference; the antithesis is not that God has spoken often by the 
prophets but only once by his Son ( according to which less would 
be attributed to Christ than. to them), but the opposition is, 
between the di'stribution of the Old Testament revelation among 
the prophets, and the undivided fiilness of the N e,v Testament 
revelation by Christ. rro,.uµ,sgw; means not " 1nany ti1nes,'' 
but " manifoldly," " in many parts." In like manner, the Old 
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rrestament revelation is said to be one of rnany forrns, in oppo
sition to that ,;-g6-;:o; which ,vas not one among the many, but the 
one which outweighed the many, the absolute,. which fully 
corresponded with the ou(ffa. Thus we see how a a-;:c,:,;. or 
a-:rA.w; could not follow in the opposite member of the sentence. 
rrhe real antithesis to "!r'Ot.uµsgw; and 'irOAU'T;O·iTCIJ; lies in ver. 
2 9 

' u. 
The time denoted by "!rat.a, is commonly explained of the time 

before Malachi, ,vith whom the succession of the prophets ceased. 
But surely the writer does not mean to say specifically, that Goel 
has spoken in times of old, but no more since these ti1nes. IIa1.a1 

is rather explained simply from the antithesis J,;r' s(fxarou, &c., 
,vithout supposing that a remote and heterogeneous allusion is 
rnade to the interval bet·ween Malachi and the Baptist. 

But the expressiOQ, Jw' foxa,;-ou 'TWll 'YJ/J-,Egwv 'r'OLJTWll (that the 
reading J(fx,a-:-wv is false may now be considered as fully estab
lished) ,vith which ,ve pass to the second men1ber of the sentence 
-the preclicate,-stands in need of being interpreted itself. 
IIere also, the supposition of a Hebraism is indispensable, not 
one that can be said to be either involuntary or voluntary, but 
one that was quite as intended as it ·was necessary, inas1nuch as 
it relates to a clog~atical conception specifically Jewish. Formally• 
explained according to the Greek grammar, the words would 
signify " at the end of these days." But ,vhat days are to be 
understood by these ? The rotas of the ,vriter ? But the 
incarnation of Christ took place at the beginning, not at the end 
of the period. Or are we to understand the days of the prophets ? 
But these did not reach down to the ti1ne of Christ ; and ,;;&1.(/,, 
too ,vould then forin no antithesis. v·Vith reason, therefore: 
have Bleek and others explained r-:r' foxarou, &c., as equivalent 
to the Hebre,v □ '7J!ii1 n'if1N:l. Conformably to the Old Tes-

• T - • -: - : 

tan1ent prophecy, the Israelites distinguished the period of the 
,vorlcl ,vhich then ,vas as the i1·ii1 O½iJJ from the period of 

•: - T • 

glorification which ,vas to begin with the resurrection the o,;v 
T 

N:lil ; the advent and work of the l\1es8iah was to form the tran-
T -

sition fron1 the one to the other, and this was therefore ,vont to 
be vie·wed an.cl denoted partly as the end of this tinw, partly also 
as the beginning of the future. rrhat the 1V[essianic or " last" 
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tin1e ,vould again divide itself into t,vo periods-that of the life 
of J e~us in his hurniliation, and that of his coming again in 
glory-was as yet not at ~11 kno,vn to the Jews, and the Chris
tians of the 'apostolic age had as yet no intuition at least of 
the length of the intervening period, nay could not have such 
an intuition, hence they included the ,vhole period from the 
birth of Christ on to his promised coming again in the la-xara, 

~pAga, ( Acts ii. 17 ; 1 John ii. 18.) In opposition to it then, 
'7iaAa1 denotes the whole antecedent period, the time of the pro
mise of the lliessianic 1Jrophecy ,vhich preceded the time of the 
fulfilment. 

In the time of the fulfihnent has God spoken to us by his Son. 
rrhe idea expressed in ui6; needs limitation on two sides. Firstly, 
ui6; is not simply synonymous ,vith Aoyor; (John i.), it is nowhere 
in the Holy Scriptures used to denote the only begotten qua 
eternally pre-existent. And therefore, formally at least, the 
ecclesiastical terminology goes beyond the biblical usage, ,vhen it 
transfers the name Son to <lenote also the relation which that per
son holds in the Trinity; this transference, ho,vever, is indeed 
perfectly justifiable, because he who with respect to his incar
nation is called ui6; in Scripture, is the same who before his 
incarnation existed from eternity with the Father. Indeed, the 
doctrine of Scripture (John i. 14) is not that the eternal Logos 
'Was uni·ted to a son of J\,Iary, to a hu1nan nature in the concrete 
sense; but that the eternal hypostatical L6gos beca·me man, 
assumed lnunan nature in the abstract sense, concentrated itself 
by a free act of self-limitation prompted by love, into an embryo 
human life, a slumbering child-soul, as such formed for itself 
unconsciously, and yet with creative energy a body in the ,von1b 
of the Virgin ; and hence he ,vho in the Scripture is called ui6r, 

qua, incarnate is one and the sa1ne subject with that which with 
respect to its relation of oneness with the Father is called o A6yur; 

or o /.huvo1e1.1~r;. Nay, even qun incarnate he can only therefore 
be called the Son of G-od because in him the eternal p.,ovrf'/H~; 

became man. And hence, in the second place, we must guard 
against explaining the idea involved in the vi6s fron1 the relation 
of the incarnate as nian to the Father, as if he were called" Son" 
in the sense in ,vhich other pious n1en are called "children'' of 
God. For it is evi<lent even fro1n the antithesis to the ~gu'?ri'T'<z,, 
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chiefly, however, from the second and third verses, that ui6; is 
the designation of the man Jesus qua the incarnate eternal 
J.61 o;. 

This is apparent chiefly from the absence of the article. 
Exactly rendered, we must translate the words thus-" God 
spake to us by one who was Son," ,vho stood not in the relation of 
prophet but in the relation of Son to • him. If it were hi ,;-fj'J 

uiff;, then Christ would be placed as this individual in opposition 
to the individuals of the prophets; but as the article is wanting, 
it is the species that is placed in opposition to the species 
( although of course Christ is the single individual of his species.) 

Ver. 2. The description of the person of the ui6; begins in the 
second verse, from ,vhich it evidently appears how God bath 
revealed himself by Christ not ':r'ol'.uf.ugw; ;~al r,:oJ.ui;-go'iiw;, but 
absolutely and perfectly. Christ was more than a human instru
nient, he ,vas himself God. 

The principal question in the inter11retation of this verse is 
whether the clause ov l0rixEV, &c.: denotes an act which preceded 
that described in the clause o/ o'6, &c., or one which followed it. 
The meaning of the second clause is clear ; from it therefore we 
111ust set out in our investigation. . 

Oi alwvE; (as in xi. 3) is used in the sense of the Hebrew O'?i.V 
• ~ T 

O'O?iV to denote the 'Worlds, while in Greek it signifies only the 
.. 

ti1nes. By the Son has Goel made the ,vorlds; we find the same 
in John i. 1 ss. ; Col. i. 15-22. The eternal self-revelation of 
God in himself, through the eternal utterance of his fulness in 
the eternal personal 1-vord which God speaks to hirnself (John i. 1), 
and in the breath of the eternal spirit, forms the ground and 
thcrc,vith the eternal (not temporal) prius of the revelation of 
himself proceeding from the will of the Triune in a sphere ,vhich 
is not eternal, but one of time and space, which is not God but 
creature. And as the will which called creation into being is the 
,vill of the one Triune God, the Son and the Spirit ,vere there
fare partakers in the ,vork; the world was made by the Father 
through the Son. 

Now, in what relation to this act docs the act denoted by the 
,vords ov l0rJY.E xJ.7ig6vop.,ov 'iiavi;-wv stand ? Were we· to regard 
it as an act vreceding the creation of the ,vorld, we might then 
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be tempted to explain it of the eternal generation of the Son him
self But how in this case can an all tlti·ngs be spoken of ,vhich 
the Son receives as an inheritance? How can it be said: who1n 
(the Son) he made lteir, ho,v can the Son be presupposed as already 
exist-ing, if it be his generation that is intimated in these words? 
The only sense then that can be affixed to the words on this 
hypothesis is something to the effect, that God already before the 
creation of the world destined the Son, who was generated fron1 
all eternity, to be its future possessor. But ,vhat practical aim 

I 

,could such an idea_ have in the context,-not to say that a 
before and after can have no place in eternity? vVe are, 
therefore, compelled to turn to the other view, that of Tho
luck, according to which lOrixs, &c., is to be understood of an 
act of God performed in time towards the incarnate Son of Goel, 
namely, that crowning of the incarnate one following upon his 
sufferings, which is afterwards more particularly described in 
chap. ii. ver. 9, and of which the Apostle Paul speaks in PhiL ii. 
9-11. ·The Son of God having, out of eternal compassionating 
love, laid aside the glory ,vhich he possessed in eternity (John 
xvii. 5), and having in his incarnation come under the category 
of time, and here again having glorified his inner being under 
the form of a human free ,vill, and under the form of obedience 
manifested his eternal love (Matth. xxvi. 39 ; Heb. v. 8, x, 7), 
forthwith received back again that glory and honour, received 
the dominion over heaven and earth from the Father's hand as 
his crown and his just reward, and received this as the incarnate, 
,vho still continues to be man, not divesting himself of the nature 
which he once assumed (Heb. vii. 26, comp. with ix. 12, 24.) 
And thus it is shown at length in Heb. ii. 5, that in Him as 
their Head and King, mankind are exalted above the angels. 1 In 

1 We must here guard ourselves against a representation of this subject 
which sprang up in the scholastic period; and passed also into the period of 
the Reformation, chiefly into the Lutheran theology-a representation which 
unconsciously leads back to N estorianism, and from which, if one would 
escape its consequences without giving up itself, there is no other outlet but 
Eutychianism. It is this-that the divine and the human nature in Christ 
were two parts, or portions, or concreta, which were united in the one person 
of Christ "as fire and iron are united so as to make redhot iron," and that 
the one part, the divine, always remained in possession of the ~o~.z, while the 

n 
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this, then, lies the great difference between Christ and the pro
phets. The prophets ,vere heralds of the promised future i"n
heritance ; Christ is the heir himself, the Lord and King in the 
ICingdo1n of God. The inheritance, as it appeared to the 
prophets, was still more or less limited to the people of Israel; 
at least the participation of the Gentiles in it appeared as yet 
under the form of a reception of the Gentiles into the commu
nity of Irsael; the inheritance as it has appeared in the fulfilment, 
is that kingdom of Christ which e1nbraces the ,vhole human 
race (Ephes. ii. 19), nay heaven and earth (Ephes. i. 20 ss.) 

other part, the human, was only raised to a participation in the ~o~iz at the 
exaltation of Christ. lVhen Eutyches taught (l\iansi, tom. vi. p. 7 44) : L, 
~ I I - A , I t - \ - t I \ "'' \ ~/ I f 

0:JO ({>'.ldSf.tJV ')l•')IS~V'/JdlllXI 'TOV ;e,ue10V '/Jf(f.tJV '7/'eo 'T'/J, SVt.tJdSru), µ,f.'.U OS 'T)?V ht.tJdlV µ,1uv ({!Udl~ 

(,ivw), the acute Leo justly observed at the conclusion of the Ep. Flav. that 
the first clause (Nestorian), was quite as wrong as the second (l\Ionophysite.) 
Tam impie duarum naturarmn ante incarnationem unigenitus Filius Dei 
dicitur, quam nefarie, postquam verbum caro factum est, natura in eo singu
laris asseritur. The two natures, the Divine and the human, the filius Doi 
and the filius Marim, were not first separately existent, so that their union 
corn;tituted the entire Christ; but the Logos, retaining his ncdura divina, 
his Divine nature, and laying aside the µ,oi({!~ 1hou, assumed in place of this 
the r.1.oe({!~ ~ou)..ou, i.e., he assumed the nature of men (an assemblage of p1·0-

perties, not an existens), and thus both natures, the Divine and the human, 
must now be predicated of him. As, if a king's son, in order to free his 
brother imprisoned in an enemy's country, were to go unknown into that 
country, and hire himself as servant to the prison-keeper, he would be 
both a real king's son and a real servant; the nature of a king's son belongs 
to him (only not the µ,oe<p~ but also the ~i~iz and rr,µ,~ of such), for he would 
still be the son of a king; but the nature of a servant also belongs to him, 
for he really performs a servant's work, and endures a servant's sufferings. 
But such a person could never have arisen through the 1.1,nion of a king's son 
with a servant. Never could it be said of him as is sai~l of Christ in the 
formula of concord (Epit. ep. 8), the unio personalis is not a mere combinatio, 
quia potius hie summa communio est, quam Deus cum as•mmpto honiine vere 
habet, or affirm. 6: Quomodo homo, Marice filius, Dens aut filius Dei vere 
appellari posset, aut esset, si ipsius lmmanitas (this is evidently understood 
as an existens concretum) cumfilio Dei non esset pcrsonaliter unita. If we 
regard the two natures as two subsistences or parts, constituting together the 
one person, there remains then no way of escape from the extremest N esto
rianism except that to ·which Eutyches h2d recourse, namely, that the one 
part participated in the properties of the other. N estorianism is therefore 
by no means the opposite of Eutychianism, but merely what it presupposes. 
He who has no part in the former needs not the latter to help him out. In, 
"Philippism" lies the saving of our theology from such errors. 



'l'HE EXORDIUl\I, I. 1-3. 19 

Upon this, then, follows that second clause, by whom also, &c., 
siinply by way of confir~ing, and at the same tiine, also of explain
ing, the preceding. Christ was appointe~ heir of the universe, 
nay, this universe has received its being through hi1n. IIo,v proper 
and natural is it, that he through who1n the universe was 1nade, 
after having humbled himself and accomplished the gracious will 
of the Father, should as his reward be also invested with the 
dominion over the universe, as with a per1nanent inheritance.-
The principal idea in x.Ango~op,,a is not that of a possession 
,vhich any one receives through the death of another,. but a 
possession ,vhich he on his part can transfer as an inheritance to
his posterity, consequently, a permanent possession over which 
he has full authority. (The passage chap. ix. 16 ss. ,vould agree 
·with this interpretation if we were at liberty to translate 0,(/,0~1.-n 

there by " testament." There too it ,vould be the r..1.ng6,;01M1; 

himself ·who had heired the inheritance, not through the death 
of another, but who by his own death had acquired the right to 
transfer the inheritance to others. Still when ,ve come to that 
passage, ,ve shall find that there is no reason for departing fro1n 
the usual b,£blical signification of the word o,aBn%n.) 

Ver. 3. The ~vofold idea ,vhich lies in the second verse is in 
ver. 3 farther explained. ·These two things ,vere said: that 
Christ has been appointed in ti1ne (after the con1pletion of 
the redemption-work) to the theocratical inheritance of the 
Kingdom .of God, and that Christ is the eternal ground of the 
entu:e universe. The second of these things is here repeated in 
the apposition which belongs to the subject of the third verse: !:Jv 

, ' """' ~ ,~ ' \ , """' t , ' ~ , 
CJ,•7ia'Jya<rµ,a 'Tn; U0<:,~; 7..CI.,/ xagaXTJ1g Tn; tFlf'0<fTO.,<fSvJ; CJ,'JT'0U, <psgCJJY 

'T'S TU tr.awra ,;rji gn/./;Cf'.1 'T'7; OUYCJ.fl,SvJ; CJ,t)',(JU; the first in the verb 
Jr.a01<1s,;, &c., ,vhich contains the 11reclicate and the apposition 
belonging to the predicate-idea '!T'o1r;<rup,~vo~, &c., consequently, 
in the ,vords xaOaguf/J;OY '-:ivl~<fU/1.,:~o; 'rWY ap.,'Xg,nwY, h!.a016SIJ Ell 

OS~/~ ,;-~; 1uya/\.W<Juvri; EY u+~/\.OJ;. (For that •;;'OJ~<fU/L:'lo; is in 
apposition not to the subject if;, but to the predicate-idea con
tained in the verb, appears not only logicalJy, from the i<lea 
itself, but also gran1matically, from the ,vant of a r.ai before 
7.a0aguip,6,;.) .,_ 

vVith regard to the reading, we may consider it as fully made 
out after Bleek's searching investigation, that the/ }Vords "o/ 
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saurou" before 
cancelled. 
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0 ' d'~ f+-' "" xa ag,111J.,ov an r;µCJJV a 1;er a/1,agT1wv are to be 

We proceed no,v to the first me1nber of the sentence-the sub
ject ,vith its appositions. Chiefly the expressions_ a'ira6yaaµa 

r~s o6~ri; and x,agai!.'r~g 'T'~r; 0-:rri11-,a<1sc,1; require here a thorough 
investigation. Erasmus, Calvin, Beza, Grotius, Limborch, and 
others have understood rlr;;a6ya<1/JJa of the passive light, i.e. reflec
tion or reflected image which a lucid or illuminated body throws· 
on a smooth ( reflecting) surface. According to this, Christ would 
be represented here as an image or reflection of the Father's 
glory, consequently, his hypostatical separate existence from the 
]father is considered as presitpposed, and emphasis laid on his 
qualitative sameness with the Father. Others again, as Capellus, 
G-omarus, Gerhard, Calov, Bleek, have understood a'itaura<11u/4 

rather as denoting the active light or the rays which continually 
emanate from a shining body. According to this, the Son 
would be represented rather as a perpetual life-act of the Father. 
But the first signification, as Bleek has shown, is, althot1gh 
etymologically defensible, still against the grammatical usage ; 
the second, on the contrary, appears to me to be not justifiable 
on etymological grounds, or at least to rest on_ unprecise expres
sions, and even the first I would hesitate to defend on etymolo
gical grounds.-' A'ito1~uµ•1.vJ, ,vith reference to any body, signifies 
to throw out a light fron1 itself; a'iraG,;gu'ir'l'vJ, to dart forth flashes 
of lightning fro1n itself; rl.;;-auya~w, to throw out a. lustre frorn 
itself ( not to produce a reflection on another body.) The nouns 
ending in µu, however, denote, not the act as continuing, but 
the resnlt of the act as :finished. Thus x~giJ,/JJa is not the act of 
announcing, but the announced 1nessage ; in like manner Philo 

11 l . L ' I ,, ' I ~ ~ I ea s 11s ogos an a'iroGrra6p,a 'lJ w7:avya611,a nir; • µ,ax,ag,ar; q;u<rswr; 

( ed 1\1:ang. tom. i. p. 35), ,vhere a.;;-611--:-:ar111,a must denote the 
separated part, and &r.auya1111,a, consequently, the secondary 
Jight radiated from the original light. In the same sense do ·we 
take the expression here. It denotes, not the brightness received 
from another body and thrown back as a reflection or a mir
rored image, nor the light continually proceeding from a shining 
body as a light strea1ning out and losing itself in space, but it 
denotes a light, or a bright ray ,vhich is radiated from another 
light, in 80 far as it is vieu;ed as now becorne an independent li"ght. 
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The expression ray-image (Germ. Strahlbild) best answers to the 
original; as a ray-image, it is a living image composed of rays 
not merely one received and reflected, but it is conceived of as inclc-

, ' 

pendent and permanent,· it is more than a mere ray, more than 
a. mere image ; a sun produced from the original light. vV e 
fully agree therefore with Bleek, when, following Ohrysostom and 
Theophylact, he finds the best interpretation of a•7i'auya<J/J,(j, in 
the expression of the Nicene Creed, <pwG fa. cpwro; ; but we differ 
from him when he thinks that this interpretation is sufficiently. 
rendered by the Germ.an word '' Strahl"-" ray." 

The original light from which the manifested ray-~mage has 
proceeded, is denoted by the word at~a (scil. alrrou, 0sou). Many 
commentators, as Tholuck, vvrongly interpret this of the Sche
kinah, that cloud of light under the Old Testament dispensation 
in ,vhich God revealed His presence and glory in a manner 
perceptible to the out-ward sense to Moses, then to the IIigh 
Priest in the holy of holies, and last of all to the shepherds, Luke 
ii. 9. This ·would be in1possible if for no other reason than this, 
that, as the original light ·was then a light perceptible to the 
sense, much more must the &,;:auyau11.,a proceeding from it be a 
brightness apparent to the bodily eye. But, moreover, accord-. 
ing to this explanation, the Son, the absolute, adequate, personal 
revelation of the Father, would be degraded beneath the Old 
Testament i1nperfect, typical, forn1 of the Divine manifestation, 
seeing that he would be represented as an &,t;rauyaup.,a of the 
latter, which was not even itself an &rrauyau11,a, but. was a mere 
reflection. Without doubt, therefore, those are right who under
stand the expression 06 ~a in the supersensible meaning in which it 
was used by John, and explain it of tl1e eternal essential glory of 
the Father, that light inaccessible of ·which Paul speaks in 1 Tim. 
vi. 16, and which God himself is (1 John i. 5.) God's own 
eternal unsearchable essence is light throughout, not a /3u0o;, not 
a dark original ~asis which 1nust needs first develop itself into 
brightness, but light clear to itself, and self conscious, and com
prehending in itself the fulness of all possible things, an original 
monad-,vhich bears in itself, and calls forth from itself the pos
sibility and reality of all 1nonads,-full of wisdom and love. 
This is the original glory of the Father's ~ssence, and this 
original glory ·was manifested to itself in eternity, and to the 



n2 ,t... THE EXORDIUM, I. 1-3. 

•creature in time, inas1nuch as it allows to proceed from itself 
the Son, a living independent ray-image, in whom all that glory 
finds itself again, and reproduces itself in an absolute form, 
.and in whose existence and manifestation the love, as in his 
nature and qualities, the wisdom of the Father represents itself. 

This interpretation of the &-riaJ.rya<11.u1., rri; ori~ri; is confirmed by 
the expression which follo,vs in the second men1ber-xv.gar..<r~g 
rri~ urro<1ra<rsw;. Substantially the san1e thing is denoted by 
u-;,:o<n·a<11; as by orf;a, only regarded fro1n another point of view . 
.:lo~a signifies the essence of the Father with reference to his 
glory in ·which he represents himself before the eyes of the 
suppliant creature ; u-;ro<r'Tau,; denotes this essence as essence and 
without regard to its out,vard manifestation. Originally u'i'ioG

,:-a<11; signifies solidity, then real1ity, being, existence. It is well 
known, that the term in its philosophical use acquired an ambi
guity of 1neaning w11ich led to 1nistakes in the Arian controversy. 
'l1hc Alexandrincs, taking the ,vorcl in the sense of " subsistence" 
described to the Son a proper u'ii'uurcic;,; ( an independent existence) 
along with the Father, ,vhich gave great offence to the vVestern 
Christians, inai:;much as they took the word in the older sense to 
1nean " essence," and therefore of course could ascribe no other 
essence to the Son than to the Father. In the passage before 
us t,;;-0<1<rau1; is evidently used in the older sense. True, Calvin, 
Beza, Salmeron, Gerhard, Calov, Suicer, and others found a 
difficulty in the Son's being represented as a mere reflection 
of the Father2s essence, seeing that he himself participates 
in this essence, and were therefore ,induced to understand urri~
rau,; rather in the latter sense, so that the person of the Son was 
designated as an exact image of the person of the Father ; this, 
however, on the one hand, would involve the anachronism of 
transferring a later speculative theological terminology to the 
apostolical times, to which the designation of the Father, Son, and 
Spirit as three u'i'io<1TalJ's1; was as yet so unkno,vn that the author 
could not possibly have used the word in the sense of "person" 
without being unintelligible to his readers; on the other hand 
the whole difficulty which has given rise to this false meaning 
rests on an unsound interpre~ation of the word xagax.-~g. 

Xagax<rng does not any more than &:;;auya<rµa denote a mere 
reflection, a copy. Derived from x,agci<r<r'1J it denotes not, as 
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vVahl an<l Bretschneider assert,- " an instrument for engraving," 
a style or chisel, but the mark made by a stamp, the features 
carved on the stone, or the ge1n, or the seal-ring. It thus comes 
to signify metaphorically, the features of a countenance, the fea
tures of character,-and, thirdly and finally, in a ,veakened 
signification, it is also used for a "characteristic mark," a token 
by ,vhich anything is known (like 'TU'JI'o;) (thus we speak of 
the character· of a species of plants.) But x,agaxr~g never 
denotes the copy of one body left by a seal or signet on another; 
it never signifies the irnage or the copy of the features of a 
countenance. Lucien speaks rather of /fxo'.IE; c;-wv &vr,pJ6grpc,n 

x,agax.r~g(IJV ( de Amor. p. 1061.) The third of the above signi
fications is evidently not suitable here ; the Son can in no in
telligible sense be called a distinguishing mark or sign of the 
nature of Goel ; not less unsuitable is the second-viz. sta1np, in 
the sense of expression, characteristic quality, which, besides 
being a figurative and abstract signification, is inachnissible, 
partly because the Son cannot possibly be 1nerely a quality 
of the Father, and partly because tl:ie parallelism ,Yith wr.a6-

ya6/.JJa requires a concrete terrn. "\li.l e 1nust, therefore, take x,ag

ax'Tng as meaning stctmp in the sense of a form cut out or en
graven. As it belongs to the o6~a to concentrate and reproduce 
itself in a form composed of rays, a sun, so it is proper to the ou6fa 

or u1ioa:rao-,; to stamp itself out ( or according to the ancient 
1node of viewing it, to engrave) in a 1nanifest fonn or figure. 
This form or figure is not, ho,vever, to be viewed as a copy ( as if 
the u,;r667au,; itself had already a fonn which ,vas now copied 
in a second forn1), but as an immediate and substantial re;ndering 
visible and corporeal of the v'ii'o6'Tau,;. The idea is, therefore, 
substantially the same as that which is expressed in the words 

, ' ,..., !' ., ;;: 
a<:':'a'Jya<J/.Ut., 'i7j; uos1JG· 

If it be asked, who is the o; to ,vho1n these appositions 
belong, whether the Logos qua eternally pre-existent, or the 
Logos qua incarnate in ti1ne, it follows from ,vhat has been 
already ren1arked on the relation of the third verse to the second, 
that in general they belong more properly to the former. By 
n1eans of the wv is represented the permanent nature, not the 
temporal act·ing of the 1~on. This, however, m.ust not be so 
regarded, as if that eternal relation of the Son to the FatlieT had 
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been altered by his coming into the sphere of time. Even ,vhen 
he ,valked in lowliness on the earth, as Zuingle has already 
remarked, he could speak of himself as " the Son ,vho is in 
heaven" (John iii. 13).1 Even ,vhen he had exchanged the 
forn1 of the world-governing, world-embracing eternity, for the 
form of life in the world, and uncler earthly historical relations, 
he was in the kernel of his being still ever one with the. Father, 
still the brightness of his glory and the stamp of his nature, only 
that he no,v revealed this nature more in historically human 
relations, so to speak, as JJractical love, and holiness, and ,vis
<lom. Thus also the second apposition explains itself: Y'~gc,1v 

' ' "' ' " "v .s- ' ' AJ, F. t f 11 ·t • n ,;-CJ., • ,r.a1;ra, 'l''fJ gr;p✓ ar;-1 rr;G uu'Jaµsc,); auTou. 1rs o a , 1 1s 

evident, that by gnt.J✓ u cannot be meant, as the Socinians ex
plain it, the preaching of the gospel, but only the creative 
Omnipotent word ·which lies at the foundation of the ·world's 
existence • then that o,iowv, in like manner as &rrauyua11,a, and 

' ' I :, I 

X/l-gux.rng is to be rendered not abstractly, but concretely (snsti-
nere, comp. N um. xi. 4 ; Is. ix. 6); finally, that au<:-fJv applies 
in a reflexive sense to the Son, and not to the Father. 2 The 
meaning then is, that the Son sustains the universe by the 

1 This, of course, again is not to be viewed as if the Son of God hatl re
mained in heaven as a part or portion of Chr!st, and taken part in the world
governing omniscience and omnipotence, while the human nature as another 
part upon earth ·was without omnipotence and omniscience. 'This would 
land us in a more than Nestorian separation of the person of Christ into two 
persons. But the eternal Son of God, entering into the category of time, and 
the creature emptied himself, during the period of his humiliation, of the 
p,oe((>n d.ou, i. e. the participation in the government of the world and the worlcl
governing· omnipotence, omniscience, and omnipresence, and manifested his 
divine attributes and powers in temporal human form, in the form of parti
cular mfracles. But his oneness of being with the Father, although assuming 
another fenn, remained unaltered. 

2 As the olcler manuscripts have no spiritus, au-Tau also might be written, 
without thereby changing the reading, as Calov thought, "with godless teme
rity.,, But Bleek has shm,vn, that in the hellenistic literature rx.urrou only 
stands where, in the first person, Eftav-.-ou would stand, i.e. where an emphasis 
lies on the "self;" on the other l1and, that ai'nou stands where, in the :first 
person, lµ,ou would stand. Tc; f Yi/MX-TI rrri; ~:}V(Y,fi,!f/J) rx.urrou would have to be tran
slated, "with the word of his oicn power." There is no occasion for this 
emphasis here. And just as little occasion is there for departing from the 
reflexive signification of ai'nou, here the only natural one. 
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omnipotent word of his power. Here, too, it is the eternal relation 
of the son qua eternal to the universe that is spoken of, that 
relation, the ground of which ·was given in the words of verse 2, 
o/ ob iW.J fr:of-r;crs <rou; alwva;, Only it must not be forgotten here 
also, that this eternal relation of the Son to the universe ,vas not 
in the least altered by this,-that the Son becoming man was the 
sustainer of the world in another sense, namely, the centre of the 
world's history, and the redeemer of humanity and reconciler of 
heaven and earth. 

The subje~t of the sentence denoted by o; ( ui6;) is therefore 
neither the Logos qua eternal exclusive of his incarnation, mu'ch 
less is it the incarnate as such ; but the subject is Jesus Christ 
the incarnate, in so far as he is the eternal Bon of God, who, as 
the Logos, has an eternal being with the Father, and whose 
doings in time could therefore form the centre-point and-the angle 
of all that is done in time. 

This action in time of him who is the eternal ray-image and 
exact stamp of the Divine nature, is now described in the pre
dicate of the sentence, in the words ;.r.a0ag,cr11,ov r,;01nua;1.,svo; ,;-wv 

a11,ag-nwv, S7.a0,crsv ell OE~l(f -r1]; µ,syaA(J)u0~''tj; e~ t-+n"'Ao7';. The genitive 
,;-w,; aµagnwv, which ,ve cannot well translate otherwise than 
" purification froni sins," is explained by this, t11at in the Greek 
it can also be said ai ap,agrfa, i!a0ag1~ov,;-a1. KaOag,,s,v corres
ponds to the Hebrew iilt.1J, and finds an intelligible explanation - . 
in the sigpificance which belonged to the Levitical purification in 
the Old Testament cultus. Those, therefore, would greatly err, 
,vho should understand x.aBagf~sJV of moral improvement, and 
so interpret x.a0ag,uµJv ,;ro,sl!I, as if the author meant to represent 
Christ here as a teacher of virtue, ,vho sought by word a_nd 
example the improvement of men. And even those might be 
said to be in error who explain x,CJ.,0ag1up,6; ,of the taking away 
of guilt by atonement, but do this only on account of passages 
which occur further on in'the epistle,-as if the idea of the biblical 
xa0ag1u,11,6; were not already sufficient to confirm this the only 
true explanation. The entire law of purification, as it was given 
by God to Moses, rested on the presupposition that man, as sin
ful and laden with guilt, was not capable of entering into 
immediate contact ,vith the holy God. The mediation between 
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man and God, who was present in the holiest of all, and in the 
holiest of all separated from the people, appeared in three things; 
1, in the sacrific~s ; 2, in the priesthood ; and 3, in the Levitical 
laws of purification. The sacrifices ,vere ( typical) acts, or 
means of atoning for guilt ; the priests ,vere the instrun1ents for 
accomplishing these acts, but were by no means reckoned as more 
pure than the rest. Hence they had to bring an offering for 
their own sin before they offered for the sins of the people. The 
being Levitically clean, finally, was the state which was reached 
positively by sacrifices and ordinances, negatively, by avoiding 
Levitical uncleanness, the state in which the people were rendered 
qualified for entering into converse with God (through the 
priests) " without death" ( comp. Dent. v. 26) ; the result, there
fore, of observances performed, and the presupposed condition of 
faith and worship. The sacrifices were ,vhat purified; the 
purification was the taking away of guilt. This is most clearly 
set forth in the law respecting the great festival of atonement 
(Lev. xvi.) There we find these three principal elements in the 
closest reciprocal relation. Firstly, the sacrifice must be prepared 
(ver. 1-10), then the high priest must offer for his own sins 
(ver. 11-14) ; finally, he must "slay the sin-offering of the 
people" (ver. 15), and sprinlde the mercy-seat and the whole 
sanctuary ,vith its blood, and " purify it from the uncleanness of 
the children of Israel" (ver. 19), and then, lay the sins of the 
people syn1 bolically on the head of a second beast of sacrifice, and 
drive it laden ,vith the curse into the wilderness (ver. 20-28.) 
For,-ver. 30-" on that day your atonenient is made that ye 
may be cleansed ;· from all your sins before the Lord· are ye 
cleansed." The purification, in the biblical sense, consists in the 
atonement, the gracious covering (19:,, ver. 30) of guilt. (In .. -
like manner ,vere those ,vho had become Levitically unclean, for 
example the lepers, Lev. xiv., cleansed by atoning sacrifices.) 
An Israelitish or J e·wish-Christian reader, therefore, would never 
associate with the expression xaOag16fJJO'I -;:01Eiv what is ,vont to 
be called " moral im.prove1nent," which, so long as it grows not 
on the living soil of a heart reconciled to God, is empty self
delusion, and a mere outward avoiding of glaring faults ; but the 
xa0ag16;1.,rJ; which Christ has provided, could in the mind of the 
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author and his readers be understood only of that gracious atone
ment for the whole guilt of the ,vhole human race, which Christ, 
our Lord and Saviour, has acco1nplished through his sinless 
sufferings and death} and from ,vhich flows all po,ver of recipro
cal love, all love to hi111 our heavenly pattern, and all hatred 
towards sin on acco~1nt of ,vhich he had to die. l t is easy to 
repeat these ,vords of the scriptural author ,vith the 1nouth ; but 
he alone can say yea and amen to them ,vith the heart, who 
,vith the eye of true self-kno,vledge has looked down into the 
darkest depths of his natural, and by numberless actual sins ag
gravated, corruption, and ,vho, despairing of all help in himself, 
stretches forth his hand to receive the offer of salvation from 
heaven. 

For his faithful obedience unto death on the cross the Incar
nate was crowned, inasmuch as, without his having to give up 
the form of existence ,vhich he then had,-the human nature, 
therefore as man and continuing to be man-he ,vas exalted to 
a participation in the divine government of the ,vorld. This 
participation is expressed by the words sitting at the right hand o.f 
God. Never, and no,vhere, does the Holy Scripture apply this 
expression to denote that form of ·world-government which the 
Logos exercised as eternally pre-existent ; the sitting at the right 
hand of God rather denotes everywhere, only that participation 
in the divine majesty, dominion, and glory, to which the l\:[essiah 
was exalted after his work was finished, therefore in ti1ne, and 
which is consequently exercised by him as the glorified Son of 
1\ian under the category of time. Already in Psahn ex. 1, where 
the expression for the first time occurs, it applies to the future, 
the second David, at a future time to be exalted. 

The expression finds its explanation in the old oriental practice,_ 
according to -which the lung's son, -who -was himself clothed ivi"th 
royal aiithority, had the liberty of sitting on the king's throne, 
at his right hand. This signification lies at the foundation of the 
figure already in Psalm ex.; that Jehovah is there represented as 
contending in behalf of the Son, while the Son rests himself, has 
nothing to do ·with the figure as such, and is not inherent in the 
expression "to sit at the right hand of Goel" as such ( although 
of course that feature in Psalm ex. also finds its counterpart in 
the exalted Christ.) 
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1.,hat explanation which arose amid the tumult of confessional 
controversy rests on an entire misapprehension of the figurative 
expression, namely, that as God is everywhere, the right hand 
of God is also everywhere ; to sit at the right hand of God means 
therefore to be everywhere present. This interpretation is quite 
as mistaken as if one ,vere to understand by oEg,a 0Eov, a parti
cular place where God sits on a throne ( a mistake which Luther 
falsely attributed to Oecolompadius.) In the expression haO,e1e 
iv oEg,f ,...~; µ,r.ya"f..wrruv'I}; there lies solely the iclea of participation 
in the divine dominion and majesty (f}JEya"f..wuJvr;, rnajestas, de
notes here God himself), without any local reference whatever. 

On the contrary, the expression iv u"'Vr;1.07; that is added, 
contains a distinct determination of locality; whether we connect 
it with th~ verb sr.a0,a-H, or (,vhich is better, as, otherwise, sv u-+, 
would have to stand before s11 0Eg,r1,) ,vith the noun 1.uya"f..wuuv"IJ. 

'Ev u-+r;Ao,; is the Hebre,v □ii~:,., equivalent to □'~ID~. But 
T- ,-- -

the "heaven" never in the holy Scriptures denotes the absence of 
space or omnipresence (see on this n1y Scientific Crit. of the Ev. 
History, 2 ed. p. 601 s.),-it always denotes either the finnan1ent, 
or that sphere of the created world in time and space where the 
union of Goel with the personal creature is not distu1:becl by sin, 
where no death reigns, ,vhere the glorification of the body does 
not need to be looked forward to as son1ething future. Into that 
sphere has the :first-fruits of risen and glorified humanity entered, 
as into a place, with a visible glorified body, to come again frorn 
thence in a visible manner. 

Thus is described the inheritance (ver. 2) which the incarnate 
Son has received; and the author, after these introductory words 
in which he lays the foundation, now passes to the :first principal 
inference ,vhich follo,vs from them; namely, that that Son, the 
organ of the New Testament revelation, is superior to the angels, 
the organs of the Old Testament revelation. The carrying out 
of this inference forms the first part of the Epistle to the Hebrews~ 
chap. i. 4-ii. 18. 
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PART FIRST. 

(Chap. i. 4-ii. 18.) 

THE SON AND THE ANGELS. 

vVE encounter here the first instance of a phenomenon peculiar 
to the Epistle to the Hebrews, namely, that the announcement of 
a new theme is closely interwoven with the end of· the last period 
of a foregoing part. The author passes forthwith from that which 
he has brought to a conclusion, to a new idea flowing from it, 
with ,vhich an entirely new perspective opens itself out. It 
follows prim~ facie and in 'general from the inheritance of the Son 
described in ver. 3, that the Son must be higher than the angels. 
This then opens up, a new theme, which is, to show that it is and 
must be so, and that this superiority of the Son to the angels 
,vill admit of being demonstrated in particulars. But this theme 
at which the author has arrived is a principal one, and one to 
w·bich he has purposely come. It possesses in his view not merely 
the importance of a collateral idea, but of one with which, from 
regard to the practical aiin of his epistle, he has especially to 
concern himself. 

It is only from a complete misapprehension of the phenomenon 
to which ·we have referred, and which recurs in chap. ii. 5, iii. 2, 
iv. 3-4, 14, &c., that we can explain ,vhy Bleek should deny, 
in opposition to De W ette, that a new section begins at ver. 4, 
and why Tholuck should understand ver. 4 as a "collateral idea," 
which, however, the author would specially impress upon bis 
readers. Even in relation to ver. 3, ver. 4 is not a "collateral 
idea," but rather a conclusion to which the author has directed 
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his course in ver. 1-3. But why was it of so much importance 
to him to carry out the comparison of the Son with the angels? 
Thqluck is certainly right ·when he says, that his object could not 
be to conbat a party like that at Colosse ,vho occupied then1selves 
with the worship of angels, for the author, who usually draws his 
l)ractical applications very closely, and, in order to do so, breaks 
without hesitation the connection of the theoretical reasoning, 
gives no admonition whatever against the worship of angels. 
The only practical inference which he draws is in chap. ii. 2-
that the ,vord spoken by the Son is still more holy than the la,v 
which ,vas given by angels.-Bleek is therefore of opinion, that 
the belief of the Israelit~s in the co-operation of the angels in the 
giving of the Sinaitic la,v, led the author to speak of angels; but 
thus outwardly apprehended, this serves as little for explanation 
as the strange re111ark that the thought of God's throne reminded 
the author of the angels who are around his throne. 

The true motive of the author lies deeper. The entire Old 
Testa1nent is related to the N euJ as the- angels are related to the 
Son;· this is his (first) principal idea, an idea of wondrous depth, 
which throws a surprising light on the whole doctrine of angels. 
In the old covenant, 1na.nkind, and as part thereof also Israel, is 
represented as far separated from the holy Goel by sin, and the 
angels stand as mediators between them. The mediation in the 
Old Testament is a double one, a chain consisting of two mem
bers, of 11! oses, and the angel of the Lord. There stands a man 
who, by his vocation, by his position, by his commission, is raised 
above other men ·with ,vhom he stands on the san1e level as a 
sinner, and brought' nearer to' God, yet without being nearer to 
the divine nature or partaking in it. Here stands the form of 
an angel, in ,vhich God reveals himself to his people, brings 
himself nearer to the people's capacity of apprehension, becomes 
like to men yet ,vithout beco1ning man. God and man certainly 
approach nearer to each other; a 1nan is co1nmissioned and 
qualified to hear the ,vords of God; Goel appears in .a fonn in 
which men can see him, but there is as yet no real union of God 
with man. But in the Son, God and man have becon1e personally 
one, they have not 1nerely approached outwardly near to each 
other. Goel has here not merely acco1nmodated hi1nself to man's 
capacity of apprehension in an angclophany, a thcophany, but he 
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has personally revealed the fulness of his Leing in the man Jesus, 
inasn1uch as that a.-;;a6ya~p~a of his glory was man. And in the 
person of this incarnate one, not 1nerely a 1neinber of hun1anity 
has come near to God, but as he who was born of a virgin is 
himself eternal God~ in him as first-fruits of the ne,v hun1anity 
has mankind been exalted to the inheritance of all things. 

It was necessary that the author should show how the two 
mediators of the Old Testament, the angel of the covenant and 
Moses, find their higher unity in Christ. To sho,v this of the. 
angel of the covenant is the problem of the first part, to show it 
of Moses, that of the second part ( comp. chap. iii.-i v. chiefly 
chap. iii. ver. 3 : for tk-is rnan ivas thought ivorthy of 1nore glory 
than JJ1 oses.) 

The question may still be asked, however, ,vhy the author 
speaks of the angels in the plural, why he does not place the 
individual angel of the Lord side by side with the individual 
1'.Ioses ? The answer is very simple; because the angel of the Lord 
was not a particular individual fro1u among the angels. He ,vas 
not a person distinct from God, not one of the number of created 
angels who1n God used only as an instru1nent; but the angel of the 
Lord ('"' iNS~) ,vas God himself as he appeared in the for1n of 
an angel. 1 (Com. chiefly J ud. xiii. ver. 21 with ver. 22.) rrhe 
author speaks of angels, therefore, because it ·was not a certain 
individual angel who was to be placed by the side of lVIoses as 
the second 1nember in the chain of mediation, but because, when 
God would manifest himself to l\1oses and to the high priests, he 
borrowed the form and figure of his appearance from the sphere 
of the angels, of those angels w~hom he also usually employed 
,vhen it was necessary under the old dispensation to make Divine 
revelations manifest to the eyes o~ men. 

The comparison of the Son wi~h the angels, divides itself again 

1 The theoretical ,11 , ,~t,7.j, the Jcho-vah who was enthroned above the 
tabernacle and the ark of the covenant, is not to be confounded ·with the 
angel .Michml (Dan. x. 13), who, after the temple and ark of the covenant had 
ceased to exist, and the nation of Israel was scattered among other nations, 
was chosen of God to be the guardian angel of this people. This angel wns 
certainly distinguished from God and his Son (according to Rev. xii. 7) ; wns 
a creature, one of the created angels. 
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into two sections, which are also outwardly separated from each 
other by a practical part inserted bet~een them. In the first of 
these sections the author shows, that the Son is superior to the 
angels already in virtue of liis eternal existence as the Son of 
God (chap. i. 4-14, upon which is engrafted in _chap. ii. 1--4 
the practical suggestion, that the New Testament revelation is 
still holier than that of the Old Testament) ; in the second he 
shows, that in the Son rrian also has been exalted above the 
angels (chap. ii. 5-18.) 

SECTION FIRST. 

(Chap. i. 4-14.) 

THE SON IS IN HIMSELF SUPERIOR TO THE ANGELS. 
/ 

Ver. 4. In the words xg:f':'i:-wv ysvo,UJsvo; .. ~v uyys1.wv lies~ as has 
has been already observed, the theme of the whole part, ,vhile in 
the words Bcrff o,a<pogwngov, etc., the special theme of the first 
section is expressed. The participle xgd<r,;-c,Jv ysv61u.vo; stands in 
apposition ·with the subJect of ver. 3, B;, i.e. uid;. The subject of 
whom it is affirmed that he is superior to the angels, is therefore 
not the Logos as pre-existent, but still the incarnate Son of God, ,, 

as the organ of the New Testanient revelai'ion ). this appears 
partly from the context and the train of thought, inasmuch as 
it was the business of the author to de1nonstrate the pre-eminence 
of the new dispensation over the old, partly, from the yso;tp.f.vu; 

"become" (by no :i;neans = wv), partly, from the r..EX,A?'Jgovt

/.1,?'JX=v. 

The argument for the superior dignity of the organ of the 
New Testament revelation is derived from this-that God already 
under the old dispensation assigned to the future ltiessiah whom 
he there pro1nised: a narn,c which plainly enough declared, that 
this promised future l\iessiah should _be at the same time the 
eternal Son of the same nature with the Father. In this light, 
and from this point of view, then, are to be understood also the 
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particular proofs adduced from the Old Testan1ent ver. 5-14, 
and so understood they present no difficulty. They can only 
then appear difficult and obscure ·w11en it is supposed that the 
author rneant them to prove, that a dignity superior to the angels 
,Yas ascribed in the Old Testament either to the Logos as such, 
or to the historical individual Jesus as such. Nothing of this, 
however, is said even in the re111otest degree. The author lays 
down the thesis that the Son, in his quality as orgari of the New 
Testament revelati"on, is exalted above the angels, and in proof of 
this he appeals to the fact, that the Old Testament ascribes to 
the l\fessiah this dignity, na1nely, his being the Son of God in a 
manner which is not affirmed of the angels. As a middle'1ne1nber 
between that thesis and this proof, nothing farther, needs to be 
supplied than the pres-uppositi"on that the ,ui6;, ver. 1-3, i"s i"den
ti"cal 1with the lJfessiali promised in the Old Testament. But that 
the readers of the Epistle did presuppose this, that _by the 11i6;, 

ver. 1-3, in ,vhom, God has revealed himself "at the end of this 
time'' ( consequently in the " Messianic tin1e," see above), tl.1ey 
understood Jesus Christ, and again, that they held Christ to be 
the Messiah, ,vill surely not require to be proven here. 

Kg£fr'T'Cuv-the author uses the same expression 1 in itself quite 
relative and indefinite, also in the analogous comparisons, chap. 
vii. 19 and 22, viii. 6, and ix. 23, x. 34, &c. The Son is superior 
to the angels, because (in as far as) "he has obtained as an inhe
ritance a 1nore distinguished na111e than they." On the idea of 
the inheritance, see the remarks on ver. 2. The act of the x1-.r;go

o;cp,£i11 is one performed 1£n ti'me; nothing is said of the Logos as 
eternally pre-existent. But neither is it anything that took place 
in the time of Jesus that is spoken of; the author does not refer 
to those events recorded in l\iatth. iii. 17, xvii. 5, in which the 
voice of the Father fi:om heaven to Jesus said: This is my 
beloved Son. The author could not, in consistency ,vith his plan, 
refer to these events; for his object was to prove his particular 
theses and doctrines from the records of the Old Testament 
itself, for the sake of his readers, who were afraid of doing what 
might involve a separation fro1n the ,vritings and the ordinances 
of the old holy covenant of God ,vith the people of Israel. 
Accordingly, his object here is to show, that already in the 
J\1essianic prophecies the Messiah was represented not as a mere 

C 
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man, but received a name such as was given to no angel, a name 
·which indicates an altogether exclusive and essential relation of 
oneness with God. The perfect xaie1~11gov6pJ11ilsY points to the time 
of the Old Testament prophecy. 

~ ' ' ' ' "I ' ,, It • 'd t O<J'f.f vw.<pogw-rsgov -;rag av,;ou; XEilr.sgovopJ1pcav ovop.,a. 1s ev1 en 
that ovo/1,a here, where the 'author treats (ver. 5 ss.) precisely 
of the name uM;, is not (with Beza, Calov, and others) to be 
translated by "dignity."- IIaga c. Acc. instead of the genitive, 
is no Hebraism, but a genuine Greek construction, formed to 
avoid unsuitable applications of the genitive ( such as would 
occur here.) b.,acpogw,;siov, not more excellent, higher, but raore 
distingitished, rriore singular. Critics in their wisdom have 
indeed doubted the accuracy of the fact here stated, affirming 
that the name, "sons of God," is given not merely to men
Ps. lxxxix. 27_; ~Sam.vii. 14-but also precisely to angels-Job 
i. 6, ii. 1; xxxviii. 7; Dan. iii. 25.1 Those make shortest work 
of it, ,vho deny to the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews 
a thorough acquaintance with the .Bible; Bleek deals more 
modestly, ·when he supposes that the author was not versed 
at least in the Hebrew original, and explains his overlooking 
those passages by the circun1stance that the LXX., which he 
Inade use of exclusively in his citations, and the kno,vledge and 
use of ,vhich he presupposes in his readers w·ho were acquainted 
·with Aramaic, but not with Hebre,v-has in those passages 
&yya·Ao, 06?u in place of Cl'i1',~ 'JJ. This would indeed ward 
off the moral charge of carelessness and inconsiderateness from 
the autho1/s person, but not that of falseness and groundless
ness fro1n his reasoning. On a more thorough and impartial 
investigation, however, it ·will appear here again, how 1nuch the 
foolishness of the Scriptures, and of their writers enlightened by 
the I-Ioly Spirit~ is superior to the pTetended ·wisdom of the children 
of men. If, in these days, a preacher ,vere to say in a sermon, 
or in a book designed for edification, that Christ receives in the 

I The passages Gen. vi. 2, where it is the descendants of Seth that are 
spoken of, and alone can be spoken of ( comp. my "W eltanschauung der 
Bibel und Naturwissenschaft" in the '' Zukunft der Kirchc," 1847, p. 369 
s.), and Ps. xxix. and l:xxxix. ·where 0's~ '1J. are spoken of, have no con-

nection at all with this subject. 
... . 
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NC'W r_restatnent a na1ne ·which is applied exclusively to hin1, for 
to whom of all that are born of woman has the Father said: 
This is my Son ?-·would any one have a right to object to such 
a preacher, that he 1nust be unacquainted ·with those passages of 
the New Testan1cnt in which Christians are called sons of Goel, 
and besides that he 111ust be ignorant of the passage, Heb. ii. 10, 
,vhere the author speaks of'' many sons of God?'' Is it not then 
quite a different thing to apply a common na111e in the plural 
to a class, from what it is to apply the san1e as an individual 
name in the singular to an individual? Even ·where the New 
Testament speaks of i.Jiu7G e~ou instead of rr~xvo1f 0z;uu, as in that 
very passage, Heb. ii. 10, even there this difference still obtains, 
as no one assuredly will deny. And in like manner our author, 
in reference to the Old Testan1ent, would be quite right, even if 
there were no other difference (,vhich is not the case) than that 
bet,veen the plural as applied to the class, and the singular as 
applied to the individual. He hiinself, indeed, in ver. 5, 1na.kes 
the distinction between the na1nc of Christ and tnc'1t of the 
angels to consist in this-that God has said to no individual 
a1nong the angels: "Thou art my Son; I have begotten thee." 
It makes already even an essential difference, whether the idea of 
son comes to its full manifestation in ·an individual, or in a class. 
-As, however, in the New Testa1nent, the difference between 
the predicate, " Son of Goel" and " children of God," is not 
merely one of number, but as, in addition to this, there is a 
qualitative difference in the kincl of designation, so is it also in the 
Old Testament. When JEHOVAH in Ps. ii. 2 and 7, declares 
his anointed to be his Son ·whom he has begotten, this is son1e
thing different fro111 what is, said, when the angels as a class 
are called sons of the ELOHIM, ,vho has createcl thmn. Nay, 
this difference is, in respect of the expression, even greater and 
1nore marked than that in the N e,v rrestament between ui<lr; and 
dxvov. The angels are called sons of Goel, in so far as God is 
the Elohim, the all-governing Creator of all things, and they 
have come forth from his creating hand, and have lost by no fall 
this their primitive relation to God as his children ; 1 the Mes-

1 In Job ii. 2 Satan is not reckoned among the " children of God;,, but 
distinguished from them. 1'hnt he should come 0,:)hJ (locally) is something 

T 

extraordinnry. 
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siah, on the other hand, is called the Son of God, in so far as 
God is JEHOVAH, the free, self-sufficient one, proceeding from 
himself, and independent of all creatures. 1 In reality, then, the 
Son has received a 01a1Jugrfr:-sgov ovop,a r.aga ..-ou; &yyft·.OLJ;, and the 
form of ver. 5, for to ivlzorn, &c., shows plainly enough that the 
author was clearly conscious of that difference. Bleek's view is 
correct, however, so far, that the author would feel less concern 
in omitting all express reference to the passages in Job and 
Daniel,. as the readers in their Septuagint could not be misled by 
those passages. 

At ver. 5 then, begins the proof that the Old Testament already 
assigns to the future Messiah a name, such as is never given to 
an angel. We shall without prejudice explatn these particular 
passages in their original connection, from which it will appear, 
whether our author has invested then1 with a meaning which they 
do not bear. 

Tfv1 yag £T'iTE 'i.'O';'f. ':'WV &yyst-.wv-at ET'i.'s is to be supplied from 
ver. 1 0s6; as the subject. IIoTs does not serve to strengthen 
the dv, (Kuinrel, Bretscbneider, Wahl) but is independent, 
signifying " at any time," and thus forms a marked antithesis 
,vith r.r1.,1'-'v. Thus xai rra1-.1v is to be extended in the following 
way (Bleek and others) : xai -rfv, 7"wv &yys1-.wv 'i.'a1-.,v sTrre ; " To 
which of the angels has he at any tinie said, Thou art my Son? 
and to which has he again said, I will be to him a:.Father ?" 2 

This contains clearly the two ideas: God has used such expres
sions to an angel not even a single time). but to the Son not 
1nerely once, but again and again. 

The words cited are to be found in Ps. ii. 7. Not much that 
is really of importance depends on the usual question, whether 
this Psalm contains a direct prophecy of the 1\f essiah, or an 
indirect one, or none at all. Let us inquire chiefly who was its 
author, when it was written, and what occasioned it. Assuredly, 
this sublime lyrical effusion had a historical occasion, ·which 

1 See this correct interpretation of the n,;,~ 1tV~ t1'n~f in 
Drechsler: Einheit und Aechtheit der Genesis, p. 10, with which is to be 
compared my treatise Ueber dws Alter des Jehovahnamens in Niedner's 
Zeitschr. fiir hist. Theol. 1849, p. 50G. 

2 It would be much harsher to extend the phrase thus : ~a, 'lfa)..,, 'e"',.z. 'Tfv, 
- ' , ? 

'""'' <L'),'')ISA"111 £1~£. 
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affords the explanation of it in its subjective human aspect. For 
let it be ever so prophetic, it is still essentially not a Nt!JO, not a 
il1i1' □~.), it does not begin "rith i71il' iD~ ~:i, but is a psalrn, 
an liynin, an effusion of religious poetry, "rhich has beneath it a 
;,,;,, O~.J as the basis on ·which it moves, and to ,vhich pointed 
reference is made in the 6th verse n,i7,-p,n. We are therefore 
justified in seeking a hu1nano-historical occasion for the psalm. 
It c~nnot, then, have been ,vritten before the ti1ne of David, since 
the hill of Zion is spoken of as the royal seat ; least of all in the 
time of Solo1non (as Bleek would have it), since, accordiug to 1 
Kings v. 1, Ohron. xxii. Solomon reigned in peace, and in his 
time there is not the slightest trace of such a violent insurrection 
of rebellious nations as is described Ps. ii. 1 ss. After the divi
sion of the kingdom, there was under Uzziah a subjugation of 
the neighbouring heathen nations, but only in a very p~rtial 
degree, and the revolt of these heathen did becon1e something so 
common, that it ,voulcl scarcely have so powerfully moved the 
soul of a poet,-besides, in this case, ,ve should have expected 
to find a1nong the hoped-for blessings of the future so1ne 1nention 
of the re-union ,vith the northern kingdom. There ren1ains, there
fore, no other time in ,vbich the Psaln1 can ,vell have been 
written, but that of David. Against this ver. 6 has been adduced, 
as not properly applicable to the anointing of David, seeing that 
David was anointed as a boy at Bethlehem. But supposing that 
ver. 6 applies to the person of David (which would first require 
to be investigated), the object of the words 'tl'ip•ii1 11'~•~:V 
would certainly not be to give a dry, outward, prosaic determi
nation of locality-of the place of the anointing. The poet 
would rather denote the whole ,vonclrous series of divine acts by 
which the shepherd was exalted from his anointing by Samuel 
onwards, guarded amid the many dangers to ,vhich his life was 
exposed, until at length he came to be acknowledged by all the 
twelve tribes, and was brought to the summit of his don1inion in 
the residence which be took by conquest, and which he founded 
-I say the poet ,vonlcl comprehend this whole series of divine 
acts in a poetical unity, and as we would denote the san1e thing 
by the one symbolical expression: Goel has exalted him to the 
throne of Zion, so the poet denotes it by the symbolical expression 
entirely si1nilar: " Goel has anointed him to be I(ing in Zion." 
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It is not said that Samuel anointed hiIY1, but that God anointed 
hi1n. This interpretation would be all the 1nore unobjectionable, 
that there is nothing to htnder our translating ~V by "over," 
and taking the words i1'1•'?JJ to denote the term. ad quern: God 
has anointed him (to be I(ing) over Zion. Still, as already 
observed, we can by no means regard it as decided that ver. 6 
speaks of the person of David. And thus every 1notive for 
placing the psalm in another tin:1e than that of David falls to the 
ground. 

Precisely in David's life-time ,ve find a state of things which 
remarkably corresponds with that described in the psalm. vVe 
read in 2 San1. viii. that Hadadezer the King of Zobah rebelled 
against David, ,vho subdued hi1n, and that the Syrians of Da
n1ascus hastened to his assistance with a 1nighty host, of which 
David alone took 21,700 prisoners. Shortly before this, David 
had also put down rebellions on the part of the Philistines, 
Moabites, Am1nonites, Edmonites, and Amalekites, and so there 
was then a ti1ne ,vhen almost the whole heathen world known to 
the Israelites had risen up in hostility against Israel and Israel's 
I(ing ( and consequently, according to the views of the ancient 
heathen, against Israel's God-for it ,vas believed that with the 
people their gods ,vere vanquished.) After David's victory, 
Thoi, I(ing of IIan1ath, sent to hi1n presents in token of homage, 
so that there is not ,van ting an occasion also for what is said in vers. 
10-12.-But in vers. 7 and 12 ·we find a statement which more 
than anything else confirn1s us in the view that the second psalm 
was ,vritten at that time ( certainly after the victorywas com1Jleted), 
and, 1noreover, that no one but David hin1self sung this hymn of 
thanksgiving and hope. ri1he poet rests his fir:q.1 hope upon this 
-that God has said to hi1n: " Thou art 1ny Son." A word to 
this effect had been spoken to David in the charge which he 
received from God by Na than the prophet, shortly before the 
Syrian war. vVhen he wished to build God a temple, Nathan 
disclosed to hin1 that he should not build God a temple, but his 
posterity (.ViT as a collective); yea, God will build it an .house, 
and establish its throne for ever ; God 1will be its Father, and it 
1vill be his Son. ·Now ,ve kno,v certainly (fro1n 1 I(ings viii. 17 
ss.), that Solomon applied that prophecy to himself in such a way 
that he undertook the building of the temple, and we must even 
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say that in this he did perfectly right ; for if the '' posterity of 
David" was to build a te1nple for God, there was no reason ·why 
the first member of that posterity should not immediately put his 
hand to the work. Only, it must not be forgotten, that Solomon 
himself by no n1eans thought that the prophecy of Nathan as yet 
found its complete fulfilment in his erection of the temple9 He 
says this most di~tinctly in 1 l(ings viii. 26-27. He considers 
it a.s a benefit still to be prayed for, that those words of Nathan 
to David should be verified, for his te1nple is as yet not a house 
in which God may truly dwell. Not less clearly ,vas David 
conscious of this, that Nathan's ,vorcl ,vould first obtain its full 

accomplishment "in the distant future" (pin~~~), "in a man 

who is the Lord, Jehovah himself" (2 Sam. vii. 19),1 or, as it is 
explained in Chron. xvii. 17, " in a man ,vho is exalted up to 
Jehovah." On this promise so ·well understood, David builds 
the hope which he expresses in Ps. ii. vVe kno,v now the time, 
the occasion, and the author of the second psahn. And it is only 
now that we have the necessary preparation for inquiring into 
its contents. One might feel tempted to refer the contents of 
the Psalm (as Bleek does) to the earthly historical king (to 
David according to our view, to Solo111on according to Bleek's.) 
Thus David would con1pose the psahn son1e time during the 
insurrection of the Syrians. In ver. 1-3 he describes the raging 
of the heathen against Jehovah, and against himself, the anointed 
of Jehovah ; then, in ver. 4, he expresses the certain hope that 
God will laugh at his enemies and utterly destroy them ; and in 
ver. 6 he confirn1s this hope, by cal1ing in mind the covenant
faithfulness of God, who has helped hin1 hitherto, and has raised 
hin1 to be l(ing over Zion. But in ver. 7 there conies an obstacle 
by which this interpretation is entirely ove~·turned. David 
appeals in ver. 7 to this-that God has said to lii1n : " Thou art 
1ny Son"-has said to hi1n, He will give him the ends of the earth 
for a possession. vVhen had ever such a pron1ise been given to 
David .CJ It is expressly said in 2 Saint vii. 12, that David shall 
not build an house to the Lord, but shall sleep ,vith his fathers ; 
not to him, but to liis seed after him,, will God establish the king-

1 If ,11 , tj,~ were not in apposition to 01N•niin, but vocative, the 
latter expression could have no possible meaning. 
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dom for ever, and be their Father. It is quite clear: then, that 
David, in the second psalm, speaks in the name of bis seed after 
him ; that he adoringly looks forward to the fulfilment of that 
glorious hope in the distant future, 2 San1. vii. 19. It is clear that 
the insurrection of the Syrians forms merely the occasion, but not 
the object and i1npo1·t, of the second psalm. 

The second psalm presents to us not an historical but an ideal. 
picture. After the general insurrection of the southern and 
northern nations bordering on Israel had been quelled, and David 
had begun to reflect on this event,· and to compare it with 
Nathan's prophecy, there opened up before him a grand prospect 
stretching into the future ; what had befallen him appears as a 
type, as a typical instance of a great ideal law which would again 
and again repeat itself, until it, found its perfect manifestation in 
the time of the " seed after him," his viC"w of ,vhich seed had 
already in the prayer 2 San1. vii. 19 concentrated itself into the 
concrete fonn of " a man who is to be exalted up to Jehovah." 
For, apart from the fundamental law of all poetical intuition, 
according to ,vhich ·what is general (as in the case before us "the' 
posterity") individualizes itself in the eye of the poet, it could not 
remain hid eYen from that rPjl,ection which is divested of all 
poetry, that the fulness of the prophecies given in 2 Sam. vii. must 
find their final 2,ccomplishment in a concr·ete descendant. If, in 
opposition to David, " ,vho ,vas to sleep with his fathers," the 
royal dominion was to be established for ever in the house of 
David or the seed of David (2 Sam. vii. 16), this certainly could 
not be accomplished thus-' that his descendants, one after the 
other, for ever, should also "sleep ,vith their fathers ; " but the one 
part of the fulfilment must consist in this, that God should sho,v a 
fatherly forbearance towards the sins of the particular descendants 
(2 San1. vii. 14), the other part ceTtainly in this, that at length 
an individual would come, in whom the endlessness of the domi
nion, and the absoluteness of the relation, of son, should find 
adequate manifestation. Now, ive knoiv, as has been already 
observed, from 2 Sam. vii. 19, and one Chron. xvii. 17 (the pass
age comes of course from the royal annals which form the basis 
of both books), that David really understood that ptophecy in this 
and in no other sense ; and Ps. ii. 7 compels us to refer the psalm 
to an i'.ndiviclual who ,vas the seed ½a,;-' E~ox~v pron1ised to David. 
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As the heathen had assembled against hini to throw off his 
yoke, so, transferring hii:nself in spirit to future times, he sees 
how the nations of the earth ( the representation is here pur
posely general, and nothing is said of the Syrians) would also 
rise up against the future perfect King, and that out of hatred 
to the living holy Goel ,vho has anointed him. But, in like 
1nanner, he sees also already, ho,v the living God will deride 
the folly of the children of men. God himself speaks in ma
jestic calmness the simple word: " I have anointed my l{ing 
upon Zion." (It is quite evident that this is not spoken of David, 
but of that seed after liini.) N o,v David hears that future I{ing 
himself speak ,vords of holy confidence; he hears hin1 say, that 
he ,vill often profess and freely proclaim that the Lord has 
declared him to be his Son, that the Lord has anointed him. 
(His real being he derives not by his carnal descent from David, 
but by the word of the promise of Na than to David-he is begot
ten by the 1.vord of God. In the phrase, "this day," it is evident 
that the royal singer sees in ideal vision his oivn tinw ,vhen he re
ceived the promise, blended ,vith the future time, that of the perfect 
seed, and thus the " this day" fonns a direct antithesis ·with the 
times in which David was begetting, or had begotten, corporeal 
descendants. )-Further: David hears in verse 8 the seed remind
ing God of his promises (2 Sam. vii.); in verse 9 he hears God 
answering in accordance with these promises; and, finally, in 
vers. 10-12, David concludes in his own name ,vith an admo
nition to the kings of the nations to be in subjection to that 
promised '' Son;" soon the time shall come when he shall execute 
jud6rment on the heathen. 

In the prophecy of Nathan, the prayer of David connected 
with it, and the second psalm, there lies before us the germ of the 
1whole llfessianic prophecy. In the second psalm, it appears still 
in the form of lyrical elevation, and it is more than probable 
that the meaning of that first grand presentment remained a 
1nystery undisclosed to the majority of David's contemporaries, 
and the generations immediately follo,ving, just as, at a later 
period, the prophecies of the divinity of the 1\1:essiah (l\iic. v. 1, 
and Is. xi. 6) were locked up from the great mass of the Jewish 
people. Still, the consciousness of the importance of Nathan's 
prophecy never vanished (1 Kings xv. 4 ; 2 I{ings viii. 19, &c.) 
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But when, after the separation of the kingdoms, outward and 
in,vard decay increased more and more, and God by his pro
phets (first of all by Amos and Hosea) gave intiination of the 
coming exile, he then also again put into the mouth of the pro
phets the promise, that after the exile there should come a n~:,: 
iii, born in a low estate, brought like the first David from the 
sheep-folds of Bethlehem, not fro1n kings' palaces (Mic. iv.-v.), 
a Branch, springing from the roots of the hewn stock of the house 
of David (Is. xi.), an Immanuel, born of the lowly maid of the 
house of David (Is. vii.) ;-and of the substantial identity of this 
branch with the "Son," Ps. ii., and the "Seed," 2 Sam. vii., on the 
one hand, and the l\if essiah on the other, there can no reasonable 
doubt be entertained. 

Our author-·who, in connecting the passage 2 Sam. vii. 14 
,vith the second psalm, makes it sufficiently evident that he had 
interpreted and understood the psalm in connection with the 
prophecy of Na than-simply calls to mind the fact, that in the 
very first co1nmencement of the 1VIessianic prophecy 1 there is 
ascribed to the Messiah a relation of Sonship to God, such as is 
never applied, even approximately, to any one of the angels. A 
relation of such a kind, that the l\iessiah derives his real being, 
not fro1n David, but froni God. 

For this was, as we sa-w, the in1port of the words, To-day I have 
begotten thee. vVe shall therefore not have to inquire long in 
,vhat sense the author of our epistle understood the ur;/u,gov. 

In no other than the only natural sense. It denotes neither 
the eternal present, nor the tin1e of the incarnation of Jesus, nor 
that of his resurrection, ascension, &c., but the time of that pro
mise ,vhich ,-vas given by Na than, in opposition to the (later) 
time ,vhen David begat Solomon (2 Sam. xii. 24.) It all hinges 
upon this-that the u,of does not derive any real being from 
David. 

The second citation, 2 Sain. vii. 14, has received its explanation 
in ,vhat has been said above. 

1 The idea of the .Messianic prophecy we understand here, of course, in 
the narrower sense, as the prediction of a definite, royal, descendant of David. 
In the wider sense, Gen. iii. 15 ; and Deut. xviii. 15, arc also :Messianic 
prophecies. • 
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Ver. 6. The proofs of the assertion that the Son has received 
a higher name than the angels are, in truth, closed ·with the two 
citations in ver. 5. In ver. 6 ss. there follo,v certain other 
argu111ents, in which also the superiority of the Son over the 
angels appears, although not precisely that which consists in the 
na1ne. The sixth verse is unquestionably one of the most diffi
cult in the whole epistle. vVith regard to the construction, 
·-::a).iv seems, according to the position of the words, to belong to 
Ei<J~-'';rlyn ; still, there is no difficulty in deciding, and by the 
consent of the best interpreters (Peschito, Eras1n., Luth., Cal. 
Beza, Capell us, Grot., Li111b., Hammond, Bengel, Wolf, Carpz., 
I{uin., Bleek, and others), it has been substantially determined, 
that according to the sense it ea!! belong only to ),iys,, parallel to 
the r,ra)..,v ( s/--;;s) ver. 5 ; consequently, that ,ve have her<:: an easily 
explicable hyperbaton. It cannot be " a second bringing in of 
the first-born into the ,vorld" that is here spoken of, as Olshausen 
rightly observes, seeing that nothing h~s been sai<l of a first. 
And thus, from the outset, ,ve are spared the fruitless trouble· of 
deciding whether the "t,vo bringings in'' are to be understood 
of the eternal generation and the incarnation, or of the incarna
tion and the resurrection, or final1y of the resurrection and the 
second coining. 

vVhat, however, is n1eant generally by the 'El<Jays,v sl; r. olx. can 
only be deterrnined by looking more particularly at the citation 
itself, and the meaning of it. 
' The ,vords za} 'i:gou%U!lr)(JC/.,';'(JJ(j(J.'.J aurrp .;ravn; &yys1,01 e~ou are to be 
found verbati1n in the LXX. cod. ·vat. Dcut. xxxii. 43. The 
cod. Alex. has .;ra11Ts; uioi ,.-ou 0:fJu, and for this in a subsequent 
place &yys),01 where the cod. Vat. has uioi; but the Vatican 
reading is here, as it almost always is, the older and the more 
genuine, and is confinned by the citation before us. 

It has indeed been n1aintained (Pattr., ICuinoel, &c.) that 
this citation cannot be taken from Deut. xxxii., but is derived 
fro111 Ps. xcvii. 7 ,vhere ,ve find the ,vords r..o(J(j'_;wv~uairs aue;-w ' ::, ' 
'iT<XVirs; oi ayys),01 0,ou. But those ,vho have adopted this vie"r 
have been driven to it by the circu1nstance, that in Deut. xxxii. 
the words in question are not to be found in the Masor. text of 
the Hebrew original. Ho,v could the author, it w·as thought, 
appeal to a passage ·which was a mere spurious addition by the 
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Alexandrine translators ? But as it is evident, notwithstanding, 
that he follows, in respect of form, the passage in the LXX. Deut. 
xxx.ii., and deviates from Ps. xcvii., it was found necessary to 
have recourse to the subsidiary hypotheses, a, that the author has 
had both passages in his n1e1nory; b, that he ,vas conscious of the 
spuriousness of the passage in Dent. xxxii.; c, that he therefore 
intended to cite the other passage; d, but, not,vithstanding, inten
tionally or unintentionally, borro,vecl the for1n of the ,vords from 
Dent. xxxii. 

The artificial nature of the operation here presupposed, almost 
bordering upori the ludicrous, ,vonld of itself suffice for the refu
tation of this view. In addition to this, however, it enables us 
to escape from: Scylla only to fall into Oharybdis. For, if the 
words in Deut. owe their existence to a spurious addition, the 
words in Ps. xcvii. o,ve theirs to a manifestly false translation. 

The Hebre,v original runs thus-□'ii',~-t;:, 1'?m11nntijiT, and 
in the context, it is not the angels that are spoken of, but the 
false gods of the heathen, who ,vill yet be constrained to bo,v 
before J ebovah. Nor is anything said there of a " bringing in 
of the first-born into the ,vorld;" the subject is simply and solely 
the sovereignty of Jehovah, before which the idols shall be 
destroyed. And, even in the (spurious)) supersctiption ,vhich the 
psalm bears in the LXX.: T0 -6.auio, OTS ~ r~ (J.,LJ':"OU %aBfo'iWT(J.,I, 

not a word is to be found either about the ohou/.L~'J"IJ or the 
bringing in of a son into it. 

vVhile it is thus impossible to find in the verse before us a 
citation from Ps. xcvii. 7, all beco1nes right when ,ve consider 
the citation as taken from Deut. xxxii. 43. For, with respect, 
first of all, to the absence of the words in the 1\1:asoretic text, we 
n1ust with all our deference to this text as resting on ancient and 
strong tradition, never forget that ,ve have in the LXX., parti
cularly in the Pentateuch, an eq'llally ancient recension of the 
Hebrew text. That the Seventy did not fabricate these words 
but found them in their original~ is also Bleek's view. We have 
here, therefore, not a genuine text opposed to a spurious addition, 
but a reading opposed to a reading. And, moreover, in the 6th 
verse, according to the proper sense of the ,vords cited, all mairi.ly 
depended upon this, that in accordance ,vith the general religious 
consciousness and understood phraseology, the angels should be 
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represented as having merely the position. of worshipping spec
tators, ·when the setting up of the Messiah's kingdom is spoken 
of. vV c will farther explain and justify this assertion. '~L1he 
determination of the time here referred to o,;-av o~, &c., one might 
be tempted to explain fron1 the circumstance, that when Moses 
sang that song, Israel who, in Hos. xi. 1, is called the first-born 
of God, ,vas just about to enter as a people among the nations of 
the earth. This explanation ·would at least be incomparably 
better than that according to which it is the entrance of the Logos 
from eternity into time that is 1nentionecl. There is no mention 
here of the r.6u,uo;, but of the oixouµ,svri, the sphere of the earth 
as inhabited by the nations. • 

But as o,~,;-cp must plainly be referred to the sa1ne person that 
is called r,;-gc,J..-6,;-oxo;, while au,;-cp again refers in the passage 
cited, not to the then J\1osaic nor to the post l\iosaico-1\1:essianic 
Israel, nor to the ideal Israel, but to Jehovah ivho 'Will help his 
people, it follo,vs, that the author also, in the word -;-;-gwr6-roxo;, 

cannot have had in his mind either the real or ideal Israel, or the 
:Thfessiah as such, and ·we shall therefore have to look out for 
another explanation of the eiuuy:,v. • 

"\Ve must first, however, ascertain more particularlythe meaning 
of the passage Dent. xxxii. 43. :rvr oses in vers. 15-18 rebukes 
the sins of Israel at that period, those numerous n1anifestations 
of the obduracy of their hearts which the people gave, in spite 
of the mighty .acts of Goel which they had witnessed. In vers. 
19-35 he threatens then1 ·with terrible punitive juclgments in 
the future, should they persist in these sins, in this obduracy. 
The punishment threatened is concentrated in this, that if the 
people should continue to b~ ungrateful for their redemption 
from the Egyptian bondage, God ·would at length take back from 
them the freedom which he had given them, and leave them to 
fall anew into a still more terrible bondage among a heathen 
people. We kno,v that this was fulfilled, and ho"r· vVe know 
how, from the time of Joshua to that of David, God conducted 
the people to the pinnacle of prosperity; how, fron1 David to 
Zedekiah, he let them fall into all the depths of hapless degene
racy; how, in spite of prosperity and adversity, the people of 
Israel sank deeper and deeper into corruption, until, at length. 
God caused to be fulfilled the threatening first uttered by Moses., 

' 
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and afterwards repeated by A1nos, Hosea, Micah, &c., and let 
the people fall 1nto bondage to the he_athen nations, the Babylo
nians, Persians, JV(aceclonians, Syrians, Egyptians, and Ro1nan~. 
But A111os, Hosea, l\iicah, Isaiah, &c., were not the first ,vho 
predicted a re-deliverance from this afll.iction, for l\ioses had 
already foretold, Deut. xxxii. 36--42, that Goel would have 
co1npassion on those who were humbled and converted by those 
chastise1nents; then should it be known that it is He alone who 
can help and save. }J_f.oses prophesi'es, then, in vers. 36-42 of the 
same re-deliverance 1-vhich has been more specially clescr,ibed by the 
later prophets, as the deliverance through the JJ1essiah, consequent
ly, as the llf essianic salvation. Now here, in ver. 42, it is sai cl 
(according to the reading maintained in the LXX.), the angels 
shall ,vorship the Lord, i.e. Jehovah the Saviour. This Jehovah 
the Saviour appears indeed in the mouth of Moses to be quite 
identical ,vith Jehovah generally, with God ; but the Christian 
readers of the Epistle to the Hebrews knew already and acknow
ledged, that the Jehovah who should arise and co1ne forth in the 
l\iessianic time for the salvation of his people is God the Son: 
the Incarnate. T,vo things must not be forgotten if we ·would 
rightly apprehend the meaning and the argument of the verse 
before us-first, that the author simply testifies to the Godhead 
of Christ, ver. 2, 3, as a thing already known to his readers 
through the apostolic preaching, and ackno,vledged by them., 
,vithout deen1ing it necessary to adduce proofs for this doctrine;
secondly, that for this very reason ( as well as on account of the 
·whole train of thought, ver. 4, ss.) the aim of ver. 6 is not to 
prove that the l\1essiah is the Son of God, but that the l\1essiah, 
who is kno,vn to be identical with the Son of God, is,' even in the 
Old Testan1ent dispensation, placed higher than the angels. For, 
it ,vas on this point that the readers needed to be instructed. 
They had no doubts about the Messiahship of Jesus and the 
divinity-of the l\1essiah; but this whole Messianic revelation ·was 
still in their eyes but an appendix to the Mosaic revelation, given., 
only on account of 1\1:oses and Israel, only a blossoming branch 
of the religion of Israel. They had yet to be brought to kno,v, 
that the divinity of hin1 who ,vas the organ of the New Testa
ment revelation necessarily involves his infinite elevation above 
the organs of the Old Testament ; that the old dispensation was 
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ended on account of the new ; and that this new dispensation ,vas 
on account of all 1nankind, not on account of the old. This they 
had yet to be taught, and this is precisely what is designed to be 
proved on these verses, the proof being dra,vn from the divinity 
of Christ, already acknow ledgecl by the readers. 

In ver. 5 the author has shown that the l\1essiab, even when he 
is prophesied o.f as David's Son, is said to be the Son of God in 
a sense in which it is said of no angel. In ver. 6 he shows, that 
a place above the angels is assigned to the 1\/Iessiah 1noreover, 
'When he is represented as Jehovah the Saviour hi1nself. vVhen 
the l\tlessianic salvation is described, the angels receive only the 
place of worshipping spectators ; organs of this salvation they 
are not. 

The sioayrn, irov ,;-;-gw,;-6,.oxo11, &c., will now explain itself. The 
writer evidently means to express the idea, that these ,vords are 
connected with a passage ,vhich speaks of the entrance of Jehovah 
the Savio1ur 1~nto the ivorld, hence, of the entrance of the Son into 
the ,vorld. He says, designedly, not ui6;, which ,vould denote 
the incarnate, but r,;gwrtToxo;, ,vhich, like the p.ovoy:11~r; of John, 
denotes the eternal Son of the Father, the r,;gc,J70,:-ox.or; ,;-;-a<rr;r; 

r..riusCJJ; (Col. i. 15). The o,;-a11 serves now, of course, to de
termine not the time in which, but the time of which l\1oses 
spake in Deut. xxxii. 43. The idea with all its n1odifications 
,vould have to be expressed thus : " But again he says of the 
ti1ne when he shall introduce the first born into the sphere of 
the earth," &c. He calls it the sphere o,f the earth, not the 
ivorld, because the Redeemer appears in Dent. xxxii. 42 spe
cially as the finisher of the exile, as he ,vho should offer to his 
people a national restitution among the nations of the olxoup,;11r;. 

He has in reality also offered this to his people ; his disciples 
after him, too, did the same (Acts iii. 20, r.a,goi a11a-+u~s~;, 

breathing ti1nes from the yoke) ; but as Israel remained obdurate, 
they lost the offered deliverance, and remained deprived of it 
until they shall turn to the Lord after the fulness of the Gentiles 
is come into the church (Ro1n. xi. 23, ss.) 

In vers. 7-9 a third argument follows. A statement concern
ing the angels is here opposed to one concerning the Son. The 
following is ·what is implied generally in the apposition. 'l1he 
angels, the mediators of the old covenant, stood in a very out-
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,vard relation to the salvation that was to be wrought out; they 
had not to work out that salvation, but only to bear witness of it; 
they stood in the closest relation to nature, and the appearances 
of nature, chiefly those of a terrible kind. These appearances 
of nature had only a preparatory and JJedagogical aim ; the Son, 
on the contrary, stands in the closest relation to the inner moral 
life. God employed angels to impress with fear a rude unsus
ceptible people by means_ of miracles ; the Son has founded a 
kingdom of righteousness, consisting of those who beco111e partakers 
of his nature in free and joyous love.-The author, accordingly, 
devotes himself more and 111ore to a comparison of the i"nner 
natitre of the olcl and the new covenant. 

The seventh verse presents again a peculiar difficulty. So 
much indeed is evident, that the r,;-g6; is to be rendered not " to" 
but "respecting," in "reference to;" for the words here cited, 
Ps. ci v. 4, do not in themselves form an address directed to the 
angels. It is doubtful whether the Sept., which is here cited 
word for word, has correctly rendered the sense of the original 
Hebrew. In Psaln1 civ. the greatness of Goel in nature is 
described. In verse 2 it is said: Goel makes·use of the light as a 
garment, of the heaven as a tent, verse 3, of the clouds as a 
chariot, &c. In the words ·which immediately follo,v ilW~ 

ninr; 1'~N~ij the subject 1nust be rnnr1· and the predic~te 
T T • -

1'.:JN~O, lie 1nakes the 1wincls hi"s 1nessengers, .fia1nes of fire lds 
servants). he en1ploy;:3 the winds and the flames as his servants, 
just as he makes use-of the clouds as his chariot.-But does the 
Greek translation give the same sense? This is impossible, 
even grammatically, for then the words would have to run thus: 
o r,;-o,wv &.7y~11.ou; au,rou .. a 'li~ev1u1.,r:-a, &c. But the article is at 
rlyyf),ou; and not at 'liv,;;µ,aTa. In spite of the rules of the lan
guage, Calvin, Beza, Bucer, Grotius, Limborch, 1\1ichaelis, l(napp, 
and others, have so rendered the Greek words as to make them 
correspond with the Hebrew.1 But then these words them
selves ·would not be suitable to our context. F~r, in the statement 
that God employs the winds as his messengers, nothing is 

1 The strange interpretation given by Bengel and :Meyer-God makes his 
angels out of ·wind, out of a fine but still material substance, while the Son 
is immaterial and uncreated-needs no refutation. 
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expressed respecting the nature and rank of the angels, but only 
respecting the use of the 'Winds. But, as we have already 
observed, the rules of the language render every doubt here 
superfluous. The Greek words cah be rendered in no other way 
than this: "who maketh his angels winds, and his 1ninisters a 
flanie of fire." 

Here, then, is another instance in ,vhich the ,vriter appeals to 
n, statement in the Sept. which owes its existence to an incor
rect and inaccurate rendering. . (So also Olshausen.) .'I1hc 
attempt of Calvin, Beza, and others, to 1nakc the Greek ,vords 
correspond with the I-Iebre,v original in spite of the rules of 
grammar, is, as we have seen, vain and inadn1issible; but equally 
so is, on the other hand, the attc111pt of Luther, Calov, Storr, 
Tholuck, and others, ,vho ,vould interpret the IIcbrcw original, 
in spite of the context of the psalm, according to the ren
dering of the Sept. "'\Vherefore have recourse to such. arts? 
\V oulcl any one in the present day take it amiss if a preacher 
,vere to give an excellent sennon on the verse, "The heart of 
n1an is a perverse and fearful thing ?'' 1 And yet this verse will 
in vain be sought in the original text; the Hebrew "rords have 
quite another meaning. But though the idea is not to be found 
in that particular place of the original text of the Bible, it is still 
not the less biblical ; and the sa1ne holds good of the idea in the 
citation before us. T_hroughout the N e,v Testament (for example 
Rom. viii. 38; 1 Pet. iii. 22) the angels, at least a class of them, 
arc regarded as ovva/ui; of God, i.e. as personal creatures fur
nished ,vith peculiar po,vers, through who1n God works ,vondcrs 
in the kingdom of nature, and ,vho1n "he accordingly "makes to 
be storm-winds and flames of fire," in as far as he lets the1n, so 
to speak, incorporate themselves ,vith these elmnents and opera
tions of nature. It is a truth declared in the Holy Scriptures of 
great speculative importance, that the miracles of nature, for ex
ample the lightnings and tru1npct sounds on Sinai,are not ivrought 
immediately and directly by God the Governor of the world, but 
are called forth at his will by exalted creatures specially qualified 
for this ,vork. This position the angels hold; they a.re there to 
work t~rrible wonders in the sphere of nature before the eyes of 
a yet uncultivated people. The writer found this idea expressed 

I [The above is a translation of Luther's version of Jer. xvii. 9.J 
D 
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8hortly and tersely in that passage of the Sept., and he was quite 
as entitled to appeal to it in addressing his readers who made use 
of the Sept. as ,ve arc, in presence of a congregation using 
Luther's translation of the Bible, to appeal to that expression 
about the perverseness and fearfulness of the heart of 1n_an. 

In the eighth verse <;.'go; is, of course, to be taken in the sa1ne 
Hense as in ver. 7, not as marking an address but as signifying 
"in reference to.'' It can therefore not be inferred, at least fron1 
the. preposition <;.'go;, that the author regarded the passage in 
Ps. xlv. 7, 8, as a direct address to the Son of God. The words 
are spoken in reference to the Son of Goel. In ho,v far they are 
so will be ascertained from a consideration of the passage in its 
original connection. 

The 45th Psalm is a car·mcn epithalam.i,urn on the marriage 
of a king with the daughter of a foreign king, as appears from 
verses 10-12, and, accor<ling to ver. :!i, the song is presented 
to the king by one of his subjects. There is not the slightest 
occasion for considering the psalm as a direct prophecy of Christ. 
And as the supe1:scription plainly designates the psalm a song of 
songs, n1'1'•i'rll, it is in all probability one of an ancient origin~ 

and not bel~~ging to the pei·iod after the exile, when already men 
had begun to discover more in the psalms than such human 
relations. The superscription ascribes the psalm to Korab, the 
conteinporary of David and of Solomon. But, apart even 
from this superscription, the psalm suits no other king so well as 
Solo1non. 'I1hat hope which ,ve found expressed by David (2 
Sain. vii. and Ps. ii.) of an· everlasting confinnation of his throne 
recurs here, ver. 7 ; the king ,vho is the subject of this song is 
described as very rich; he has, according to ver. 9, ivory palaces, 
as Solon1on had, 2 I(ings vii. ; he has gol<l of Ophir (ver. 10) 
as Solornon (1 I(ings ix. 28); the daughter of 'J..lyre, i.c.-accord
iug to the analogy of daughter of Zion,-the city of Tyre1 

congratulates hi1n (ver. 13), and Solomon stood in close alliance 
with r_ryre ( 1 I(ings vii.) ; the choice, too, of a foreign king's 
daughter not only occurred in the case of Solon1011 ( comp. the 
Song of Songs )-this n1ight be the case also with later kings
but in Solomon such a choice might as yet be justified, while, at 

1 Hitzig indeed understands the prinrrss .J czelJel as meant by the daughter 
of Tyre; sh:1, however, was fl'om Sidon. 
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a later period, a song celebrating a marriage so contrary to the 
law ·would scarcely have received a place among the collection 
of sacred songs. Already was the voice of prophecy lifted in all 
its majesty against Jezebel; and a po,verful tribunate ·was formed 
in the cause of the theocracy against Amaziah (1 I{ings xiv. 19, 
ss.) and later kings.-Some indeed find in verse 17 a feature 
,vhich does not ans,ver to Solo1non. The ,vords, " instead of thy 
fathers shall be thy sons," i.e. these shall richly compensate for 
thy departed ancestors) are said not to be applicable to Solomon, 
as he had only a single ancestor who bore the cro,vn. vV c 1night 
therefore be tempted to explain verse 17, " thy sons shall com
pensate the want of ancestors ; " but it is not probable that the 
poet should have referred to this want. IndP,ed there is no need of 
having recourse to any such shifts. Solornon had in reality no want 
of ancestors; and although only the last of these had borne a crown, 
this involYed, according to the ideas then entertained, no defect of 
honour ; nay, we find already from the book of Ruth, which was 
written with a view to exalt the house of David, ho,v readily the 
real ancestors of David and Solo1non were acknowledged as such, 
although they lived in a humble station. The poet could there
fore with all propriety express the idea, that the glory of the 
anc_estors of Solomon would be equalled and eYen surpassed by 
that of his posterity. 

How now are the Hebrew words Ps. xlv. 7, s. to be translated? 
From ver. 3 to ver. 10 Solomon is addressed throughout, from ver. 
11 onward his bride is addressed. There is then in the outset no 
occasion for vie,ving the words, thy throne, 0 God, i's for ever and 
eve1·, as an interposed ejaculatory prayer to God. How unsuitable 
,vould it have been, if the poet had placed the everlasting throne 
of Goel in opposition to the throne of David as not everlasting ! 
Further, it is also evident, that ,ve are not at liberty, with Gese
nius and Olsbausen, to translate the words by "thy divine throne." 

• 
Even if the words ,vere ~t~~~ ~~~ (according to the analogy of 

'tV,;,-in), that rendering would still be unnatural, and the other, 
• : T -

'' th~ throne of thy Goel," would be more proper. The ,vords 1~D:1 
u'i1,N, however, cannot signify, even gran11natically considered, 

"thy divine throne'' (this ,vould require u'i7SN ND:J 7NDJ), but 
only " thy throne: 0 God." An instance, indeed, sccn1s to 
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occur in Lev. xxvi. 42 ( according to V esenius' explanation), 
where the genitive is in1mediately joined to the noun 1witli the 
S1,f/jiX (:,,ipy, 'rl'i:lmli~ my covenant of Jacob); but there 
:i,py, is evidently not the genitive of quality, but the adverbial 
accusative of relation, and the relation of a covenant made by 
God with Jacob is evidently a different one from that of a throne 
o.f div1~nc 1nqjesty belonging to a king; so that that passage docs not 
afford the least analogy for the one before us. But granting 
that there were such an analogy in a gra1nmatical point of view, 
it is still contrary to the sense and spirit of the Hebre-w language 

I 

to use 0'i1?~~ as a genitive of quality, and to flatten and degrade 

the idea of G·od or of divinity in a heathenish style to the idea 
of creature-1najesty. l\fodern pantheisn1, indeed, speaks of a 
divine)ocality, or of a "divine" opera; heathenish insipidities of 
this kind were foreign to the purity of the Isi·aclitish mono
theism. 

On the other hand, it was not foreign to the Israclitish mode 
of conception and expression, to denote persons ,vho stood as the 
agents and representatives of God by the word u'i7SN (sing.) 

or 0'nL,Ni1 (plur.)-not, ho,vever, by □'i1SNil sing.-Con1pare 
J>salm lx..."'{xix. 27, lxxiii. 15, &c. They were thus denoted, not be
cause they ,vere regarded as creatures eq nal with God, but because, 
in their relatio~ to those ,vho ,verc subject to them, they ,vere 
clothed with Divine authority. This might, ,vith perfect propriety, 
be said of the "seed of David"-Solomon-especiully at the 
time ·when reference is made to that prophecy of Nathan, that 
the throne of David should be established for ever and ever. 

The Psalmist after those ,vords thus goes on : "A sceptre of 

righteousness (e~B{;,,7J~ - iitv't? in the Sept. frequently) is the 

sceptre of thy dominion; thou hast loved righteousness and hated 
iniquity. Therefore has thy Goel, 0 God, anointed thee with oil 
of joy 1norc than thine associates." By the "associates:, cannot 
be meant those holding office about the king's court; for, that 
the king is exalted in prosperity and glory above the officers of 
his court, is true, and has ever Leen true, not merely of righteous, 
but of all kings, the unrighteous as well) and could not therefore 
with any reason be represented as a special blessing consequent 
on the righteousness of Sol01non. , Least of all can the 1un;xo1; 
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be explained, with Olshausen and others, of the angels ; to these 
neither the Psalmist nor our author can have referred in this 
word; we shall soon .sec that the point of comparison between 
the l\Iessiah and the angels lies in quite another part of the 
citation. The associates are evidently his associates in royal 
dignity-other kings ; and the Psalmist sars, that on account of 
his righteousness Solomon has received more joy, prosperity, and 
glory, than any other king of the earth. fJ'hc anointing with 
oil of joy is not to be understood of the anointing to the office of 
king or prophet, or even of the anointing ·with the Holy Ghost 
in general, but the figurative expression is derived from the well
known custom of anointing the head at festivals (Deut. xxviii. 
40 ; Psalm xxiii. 5, xcii. 11 ; J\llatth. vi. 17), and "to be anointed 
with oil of joy" is equivalent to being blessed with joy and pros
perity.-That 0'i1SN in the eighth verse is again vocative follows, 
not merely from the analogy of the seventh verse, but is evident 
of itself, and serves rather for the further confirmation of the 

correct rendering of ver. 7. It is impossible that 7'i7~N can be 
in apposition with □'if½~ ; even in a vocative address such a 
construction ,vould be foreign to the spirit of the Hebrew diction ; 
besides, here in the nominative or subject such a redundance 
would be all the more intolerable, as the emphasis ·which it 
involves is altogether without occasion or aim. The LXX. have 

therefore rightly un.derstood □'nS~ as the vocative and 7,n',N 
as the subject. That O'n~N has no article is explained by this, 
that it is not an address to God, the one, .definite, ·well-known, 
but an address to a man. 

The repeated address 0'il~~ applied to Solomon close beside .. 
the designation of Jehovah as' O 'ii'~ is certainly highly signi-, 
fi.cant. The poet addresses hiin thus not out of flattery, but 
under the influence of the theocratic feeling that the dominion of 
Goel over Israel finds its manifestation in the dominion of the 
anointed of God over Israel. Th1s involves the idea that the 
theocratic king is the fulfiller of the will of God in Israel. 

Ho,v then does our author apply this passage? He does not 
say that these words of the psalm are in the sense of their author 
an address to Christ ( comp. the remark on 'i.'go;), but that 
they are spoken of Ghrist, are applicable to him. That· 
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exalted dignity and rank was ascribed to Solornon because, and 
in so far as his sceptre was a sceptre of righteousness, because, 
cind in so far as he lovcJ righteousness and 1nade the will of Goel 
his will. The Psaln1ist conte1nplates Solomon then as the -ideal 
of a theocratic king, such as was conceived in 2 Sain vii. and 
farther delineated in hope, Psalm ii. In so far as Solomon in 
reality 111ade the ,vill of God his ,vill, in so far might he be 
accounted the seed promised to David, in so frtr n1ight the 
predicate □ 'ilt,~ be assigned to him. It is quite possible- and 
comprehensible, that in the first years of his reign it was believed 
that the prophecy of Na than, 2 Psalm vii., and the hope of David, 
Psalm ii., 2 Psalm v-ii., found their fulfilment in Solomon, ,vhile 
the words of David ,vere forgotten that the Lord spake " of the 
distant future." (It ,vas thought, too, in the time of Constantine, 
that the reign of the thousand years had commenced!) But it 
soon appeared how mistaken this belief ,vas, ho,v far Solomon 
departed fron1 a faithful fulfilment of the will of God. Although, 
ho·wever, that psalm-as a hymn on Solomon-was sho,vn to 
have proceeded from hun1an error, it did not, therefore, and in 
the same degree, cease to be prophetical, but it then £1:st becanie 
a, prophecy. It became apparent that the ideals delineated in 
that psalm under the guidance of the Holy Spirit ,vould first be 
realised in the futitre. rrhe ideal of the righteous king ,vho 
absolutely fulfils the ,vill of God, and to ,vhom, therefore, the 
predicate 0'il1,N truly belongs, and ,vhose don1inion is to have 
an everlasting continuance, is only very-imperfectly fulfilled in 
Solomon, is first perfectly fulfilled in Christ. Thus those 
words cited fro1n the psahn are spoken respecting the Son. In 
the sense of their human author they are neither a direct nor an 
indirect prophecy of Christ ; but the object of ,vhich they treat, 
Solomon, ,vas a real1 a living prophecy of Christ, a type and pre
figuration, and, in as far as those ,vords represent Solo1non in 
his typico-ideal, not in his human-imperfect character, they are 
certainly in the sense of the Holy Spirit a prophecy pointing to 
our Saviour. 

Inquire ,ve no-w finally, ho,v far ,ve have in that declaration 
of the Psalmist a proof of the superiority of tlw,111 essiah over the 
angels. Three things are declared of the ideal of a theocratic 
king-consequently of the l\iessiah ; a, he is □'i1~M; his authority 
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is the authority of God hiinself; b, his don1inion is endless ; c, 
both are true, because he perfectly fulfils the will of God. 'l1he 
perfect theocratical king--therefore Christ (,vhich required no 
proofs for the readers of the Epistle to the Hebre·ws )-stands in 
this threefold relation above the angels. He is the absolute 
revelation of God, and therefore hintself God ). the angels are only 
servants. He is King of an irn1Jerishable kingdo1n ). the angels 
~xecute only per£odical corn1nands ; he rules in a moral 1-vay as 
founder of a kingdo1n of righteousness, and his 1whole dignity as 
lJf e,ssiah is founded directly on hw rnoral and spiritual relation 
to 1nan; tile angels are only rned,iators of outivard appearances 
of nature, by iohich a rude, unsusceptible JJeople, are to be trained 
for higher things. 

Ver. 10-12. As ver. 8 s. is connected with ver. 7 by the ,vords 
,;;-go; -ro11 uio11, so is ver. 10 still more closely connected with ver. 
8 s. by a mere x.a,', and indeed we shall soon see, that the two 
me1nbers ver. 8-9 and vcr. 10-12 tn,ken together, fonn the 
antithetical member to ver. 7. 

Here also we will first consider the passage quoted (Ps. cii. 
26-28) in _its original meaning and connexion. The words in 
themselves have no difficulty;. the Sept. has rightly rendered 
them, and the author follows the Sept.; the meaning of the words 
too is clear. But the question a.gain recurs, how far these ,vords, 
evidently spoken of Goel, can afford any proof of the superiority 
of the Son over the angels. The supposition that the author of 
the Epistle to the Hebrews hy mistake, i.e. fro1n complete 
ignorance of the context from ,vhich he took the passage, 
considered those ·words as an address directed to Cliri''st, is too 
a,vkward to find any acceptance with 1.1s. The author of the 
Epistle to the Hebre,vs can scarcely be conceived of as so 
senseless, that, without any occasion, he should use words ·which 
apply to God as if they applied to the incarnate Son of God. So 
coarse a mistake would certainly not have escaped detection; for 
it is not to be forgotten that his readers ,vere also in a certain 
sense his O]Jponent.s, and ,vould scarcely have allowed the1nselves 
to be drawn a,vay fron1 their deep-rooted prejudice in favour of the 
old covenant and the Old Testan1ent Israel, by bad and unte1iable 
argun1ents. That supposition is all the n1ore improbable "Then 
it is considered, that the author has evidently quoted all these 
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passages not from mernory, but has carefully copied them from 
the LXX., so that he could not })Ossibly be ignorant of their 
original context. In general, ho,vever, it is a very superficial 
and shallow view that ,vould lead us all at once to consider the 
n~e of Old Testament passages in the Ne,v Testa1nent as parallel 
with the exegetico-dogmatic method of argument~tion pursued 
by the Rabbins. The apostles and apostolical men have, 
indeed, exhibited in their epistles such a freedom fro1n the spirit 
of J cwish tradition, such an originality and youthful vigour of 
new life, such a fineness and depth of psychological and historical 
intuition, and the ·whole system of Christianity in its freshness 
and originality stands in such contrast to the old insipid anti-
1\tiessianic Judaism, and appears so thoroughly a new structure 
from the foundation resting on the depths of Old Testament 
revelation, and not a 1nere enlargement of the Pharisaico-Rabbi
nical pseudo-Judaism, that it were indeed wonderful, if the same 
apostolica1 men had in their interpretation of Old Testament 
passages held themselves dependent on the Jewish exegesis and 
hermencutical n1ethod. In reality, ho,vever, the apostolical 
exegesis of the Old Testament stands in directest opposition to 
the Je,vish-Rabbinical, so that one can scarcely imagine a more 
complete and diametrical difference. In the Rabbinical inter
pretation it is always single 1.vorcls-studiously separated from the 
context-fron1 ·which inferences, arbitrary, of course, arc drawn. 
'rhe Rabbins affirm, for exa1nple, that when a man lies three 
days in the grave, his entrails arc torn from his body and cast in 
the face of the dead; .for it is written in l\lal. ii. 3, "I will also 
cast the filth of your festivals in your face." (Scpher joreh 
chattain1, num. 66.) Nay, the later Rabbinisrn, as a direct 
result of this arbitrary procedure, ,vent the length of drawing 
inferences even fron1 single letters. They taught, for example, 
the transmigration of the soul, and that the souls of men ever 
continue to live in men ; thus the life of Cain passed into Jethro, 
his spirit into Koran, his soul into the Egyptians (Ex. ii. 12 ss.), 
for it is written Gen. iv. 24, pp Op\ and ', p, and t) are 
the first letters of Jethro, ICorah and 'i1UJ. (Jalkut rubeni, 
num. 9.) This genuine pharisaical principle which forms the 
basis of all this, is, that the letter as such is ,vhat is most significant. 
rrhc New Testament writers, on the contrary-as we have seen 
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in reference to He b. i. 6-9, and as ·we shall see 1nore and more 
as we proceed ·with the epistle-dre·w all their arguments from 
the sp£ri·t of the passages considered in thei·r connection. Nothing 
at all is inferred from the mere letters of the passages quoted. 
In Ps. xlv. there is not a syllable about angels. vVhen the 
author, notwithstanding, has adduced that passage as a proof 
that the l\Iessiah is superior to the angels, he has, as we have 
seen, necessarily reckoned on a ral'ional consideration of the 
passage on the part of his readers, and a rcflecti've loyical com
parison of the passage with that in Ps. civ. 4~ and the force of 
the argun1ent _proceeds only from such a judicious interpretation 
and attentive exan1ination of the ideas and references objectively 
contained in both passages. 

The procedure ,vhich he uniformly follows is not that of 
collecting passages in which the ivords " Son" and " angel " 
occur, and arbitrarily interpreting them-thus the Rapbins ,vould 
have done-but of adducing the ,veightiest passages in ,vhich the 
nfcssianic salvation is prophesied of (substantially, although not 
at all under the name '' J\Iessianic"), and from these developing 
the idea of tliis salvati·on. Thus in vers. 7-12 the simple and 
fundamental idea ·which he ,vants to sho,v is, that ,vhile the 
angels are-employed by God as 1ninistering in temporary appear
ances of nature, the Messianic salvation, on the contrary, is ever 
represented, a, as the lifting up of the man, the theocratical 
king, iinmediately to God; b, as the irnmediate saving act of 
God himself, i.e. in one ,vorcl ; c, as an immediate relation of 
God to men ,vithout the intervention of mediation by angels. 
He finds this idea of the J\iessianic salvation in those expressions 
of the Psalms, but not dry outwarcl staten1ents respecting the 
person of Christ. 

In ver. 8, 9 the in1portant truth ,vas stated, that the true 
thcocratical king, ,vhen his dignity is described, receives not the 
predicate "angel," but tho predicate D'T1St~. He enters ,vithout 
the mediation of an angel, a '"' 7N,w, into irnmedi'ate unity 
with Goel himself. 1-Inve ,ve then in ver. 8-10 a descrip
tion of the saving ,vork of a n1an ,vho is one with God, ,ve are 
therefore entitled to expect that in ver. 10-12 a passage will be 
adduced as a counterpart, in which the 1\fessianic salvation is 
described as an inimedi'cdc act of God to man, ,vithout the inter-
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position of angels. Por this is the difference between the Mosaic_ 
econo1ny of the law and the l\'.Iessianic econo1ny of the gospel: a, 
in the econon1y of the la,v the man Iv1oses is God's servant, and 
enters as yet into no i1nmediate contact with God himself, but 

only ,vith a fonn of the divine manifestatioi1 in the '"' 7 ~s~ ; 
in the J\1essianic economy, on the contrary, the theocratic king 

is hi1nself O'il~~ in an immediate relation of oneness ·with God, 
,vhile nothing is said of the 1nediation of angels ; b, in the Mosaic 
economy, God ·works upon n1en through angels ; in the Messianic, 
God works immediately and directly on men without the need of 
angels. This latter idea, as we have already said, we must 
expect to find proved by a quotation in vers. 10-12. 

Let us look no,v at the psaln1. It is a song of con1plaint il~E)r,, 
T • • 

,.::vS and, according to ver. 4, written during the exile; and it is 
• T : 

evident from ver. 14 (thou shalt arise and have mercy upon 
Zion), that the author bewails not the sorrows of an individual 
but the misfortune of his people, although he represents this 
in an individualised lyrical form as his own affliction. After 
having portrayed in vers. 2-12 his own wretched condition, i.e. 
the condition of the Israelite and Israelites, he appeals in 
ver. 13 to the im111utability and eternity of God. It is self-evident 
that it is not the eternity as a metaphysical attribute of God, nor 
his unchangeableness as the immaterial Spirit that is spoken of, 
but the unchangeableness of Jehovah in his acts, in his relation 
to Israel, in a word the divine covenant-faithfulness. Upon this 
he grounds the inference, ver. 14, that God shall again have 
1uercy upon Zion; then will the heathen and their kings fear hi1n 
(ver. 15), and men ,vill speak of the saving work of God to 
coming generations (ver. 19), that God, namely, has looked down 
from heaven and heard the cry of the prisoners (vers. 2-21.) It 
is, then, the deliverance froni the captivity that is here spoken of, 
consequently the lJfessianic tinie. The prophets before the exile 
had represented the J\'.Iessiah as the deliverer from the exile. Not 
till to-wards the end of the exile was it revealed to Daniel that 
the Messiah should con1e not in1mediately after the seventy years 
of the exile foretold by J ere111iah in the strict sense, but after 
seventy years of ,veeks; i.e. just that the state of being under 
the yoke of the heathen, which is substantially a state of exile, 
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\\ ould, even after the local return to Canaan, stretch over a 
period of seventy years of ,veeks. The 102d Psahn does not yet 
discover the difference betv\reon a state of exile in the stricter, 
and in the ,vider sense ; the Psalmist si1nply prays for the 
speedy arrival of the promised time of the redemption anc1 
the salvation, that salvation which, when it actually appeared, 
Luke i. 68, ,vas denoted literally in the san1e ·way in ,vhich it 
had been denoted in Ps. cii. 20 a~ "God's looking down 
upon his people." 

At the conclusion of the psalm the prayer is again conc{sely 
expressed in the ·words, "Take me not away in the midst of my 
days ( ere I have witnessed the deliverance of the people), thy 
years are to~an generations." Here too the prayer for deliverance 
is enforced by the thought of God's unchangeableness, which 
implies here, besides the idea of the covenant-faithfulness of God, 
also that of his greatness. Upon this follows the words : " Thou 
hast in the beginning (O')DS, xaT' agxa;) laid the foundations 
of the earth, the heav~n also is the ,vork of thy hands. They 
shall perish, thou shalt re1nain," &c. The fundamental idea 
there then is, that the hope of the promised llfessianic deliverance 
rests iqJon God alone, and not on any Jdnd of creature-help. 
Emphasis is expressly laid on the fact that the heavens also and 
celestial beings are subject to ti1ne and to change, and that upon 
them the hope of the Messianic salvation cannot rest. 

Thus do we find here, in reality, the precise idea expressed 
which ,ve were led to expect. Ver. 8. s.: the 1\1:essianic salva
tion, in so far as it appears as the act of a man, an anointed one, 
'' the seed of David," is already, according to the prophecies of 
the Old Testament, far superior to angel-revelations, is i111me
diately divine, eternal, everlasting. Vers. 10-12 : the lVIessianic 
salvation, in so far as it appears as the act of God, is already, 
according to the expectation of the Old Tcsta1nent, an immediate 
act of Goel alone, of ·which no creature, no celestial creature even, 
is capable. 

Thus the Son, as in vers. 8-9, so in like manner in vers. 10-
12, appears in a threefold opposition to the angels, ver. 7. a, The 
]Jf cssianic rede1nptiori 'l·s an act of the everlasting faitlifulncss of 
Goel hi1nself, not of a creature. b, It is everlasting, not niittable. 
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c, It is founded on a moral relation of God to men, on tlie faithful
ness of God, not on a relation to nature. 

In conclusion then we see, that vers. 8, 9, and vers. 10-12, 
are the two mCinbers parallel to each other, which, taken together, 
form the co1nplete antithesis to ver. 7. 

Ver. 13 fonns the keystone of the whole argument. Let us 
look back for a ·moment on the course of the reasoning. The
N cw Testament revelation of Goel in the Son ,vas opposed to that 
of the Old Testament as the absolute to the relative, vcr. 4, and 
the absoluteness of the fonner derived, 1, fron1 the name Son, ,vhich 
is assigned in the Old Testament to the pro1nisecl l\fessiah, but 
to none among the angels, ver. 5 ; 2, fro1n this, that ,vhcre the 
(Messianic) saving ·work of God, i.e. of the i:igwr6,o%o; is pro
phesied of, merely the place of ,vorshipping spectators belongs to 
the angels, vers. 6 ; 3, ver. 7-12, from the imniediatencs8 of 
the union of God ,vith men in the Messianic salvation, from its 
everlasting duration and its spiritual nature, inasmuch as it rests 
on the reciprocal relation of human righteousness, ver. 8, 9, and 
divine faithfulness, vers. 10-12.-It has been. sho,vn in ver. 
8, 9, as well as in vers. 10-12, that an immediate elevation of 
man to God, and an immediate act of grace on the part of Goel 
to,varcls man, without the interposition of angels, were already 
laid down in the Old Testament as the funda1nental character
istics of the 1\1:essianic salvation. This i-Jnmcdictteness is now in 
ver. 13 still farther confirmed by a cro,vning passage from the 
Old Testament, in which it is most clearly expressed. The 
Messias, it is said, shall sit upon God's throne, and take part in 
the divine dominion. Now here is this represented as belonging 
to an angel. 

'11he quotation is from Ps. ex. 1. Bleck cannot allo-w this 
psalm to be taken as prophetical of the nlessiah, because the 
hope of a personal 1\1:essiah w·as foreign to the tin1e of David. 
This objection needs no refutation after ,vhat has been said at 
ver. 5. Tholuck also (Hebnerbr. Beilage i. p. 10) has rightly 
directed attention to 2 Sain. xxiii. 1 ss.-that saying of David, 
in which he expresses so definite a hope of a definite posterity 
who s11ould fulfil Nathan's prophecy, 2 Sam. vii. That ,ve have, 
in Ps. ex., also an expression of that hope grounded on 2 Sam. vii. 
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should no longer be doubted. We by no means need to appeal 
to the declaration of Christ, l\fatth. xxii. 42 ss. ; even if we ,vere 
able, without doing violence to a sound understanding, to agree 
with those who regard that declaration, not as Christ's real 
opinion, but as intended by hi1n half in jest, n1erely to lead the 
Pharisees into an inextricable difficulty-even if ,ve ·were at 
liberty to adopt such a vie·w, the con1position of the 110th Psalm 
by David, and its I\iessianic signification, ,voulcl still stand fast of 
itself. The remarkable representation of a sacerdotal king like 
to l\ielchisedek, "Thich ,vc find in this psalm, ,vill not at all suit 
a ti1nc subsequent to that of David. The later kings stood partly in 
hostile relation to the priesthood, cultus, theocracy, and worship 
of Jehovah, partly, even ,v hen they stood in a peaceful and 
friendly relation to thesp, as in the case of Hezekiah and Josiah ; 
they showed this precisely by not invading the rights and offices 
of the priests ; the atternpt of the other,vise pious U zziah to com
bine the priestly functions with the kingly ,vas punished by Goel 
himself ,vith the infliction of the disease of leprosy. In such a 
period, such a psalm, ,vith the representation which it gives of 
a priest-king, could not have been composed. To unite the 
priestly ,vith the kingly dignity was at that time as little to the 
prai'se of a king, as it is no\v to the praise of the en1pcror Henry 
IV. as an en1peror, that he invested bishops and popes. As 
this, on the contrary, was a comn1endation under Charles the 
Great, and even under IIenry III., so also ,vas that a ground 
of praise in the tin1c of David, of David the protector of the high 
priesthood against Saul, the n1an after God's heart, in opposition 
to ,vho111 the priests had no occasion for ,vatching over and 
defending their rights, because they had no reason to cltead any 
malicious invasion of these fro1n the despotism of the king. 
'\Ve must therefore seek for the date of the psahn in the time of 
David.-"'\Vith respect to its contents, 1nodern critics have held 
the psalm to be a hy1nn upon David sung by one of his subjects. 
rrhc first ·words correspond with this explanation : the Lord 
(God) said unto 111y Lord (the king.) But the ,vorcls i1nmediately 
following, in which God is represented as having spoken, ,vill not 
apply to David. It is easy to comprehend ho,v Solon1on should 

receive the predicate u'i7SN as the theocratic ruler, especiaUy 
when he is contemplated as the ideal seed of Davi'd, and fulfiller of 



G2 EPISTLE TO 'I1HE HEBH:t:W~ I. 4-1 "1. 

the will of God. But it cannot be corn prehendcd how an Israelite 
should have spoken of David's sitting upon God's throne ; for the 
throne of God was, as ,ve learn from Ps. xi. 4, xxxiii. 14, &c., 
in the heaven ; 1 a sitting upon God's throne ,vas not applicable 
to David even by the boldest hyperbole, still less would ver. 4 be 
suitable to David, in which Jehovah is represented as having 
s,vorn to the king-the same who is spoken of in ver. 1...:......that he 
shall be a priest and king at the same time, and that for ever, 

tJ',i.vS. When had ever such a thing been promised to David? 
T • 

Blcek thinks there is no trace of the psahn' s ref erring to the 
future; but do not ver. 1 ( the Lord said) and ver. 4 ( the Lorcl 
hatli sivor·n and wi·ll not repent), ref er plainly enough to a prophe::y 
that had been given and was still itnfulfilled (On)' ~s, fut.)? It is 
possible, indeed, that a prophecy referring to David's own future 
destinies ni,ight be meant ; but it will be difficult to find any 
prophecy of such an import in reference to David. Nowhere 
else must we look for the '"' ON.J mentioned in Ps. ex. than in 

\ . 
that very prophecy of Nathan,· ·2 Sam. vii., ,vith ,vhich we 
are now so fa1niliar, and there it is said, twice in succes
sion, not of David, but in express contradistinction to hi1n, 
of his seed: in~~DC•n~ ~ntJ,.:,n, ver. 12, and □SiJJsa1y, 

: : - •: • • -: - ~ T - -J 

1r,:)½ww ~l;)~-r,~ '11JJi:Ji, David shall indeed die, but his seed 
• - • •• • • • - i 

sh~ll 1:ei~n for ever. There, too, "'e find the words oS;l!•1Y of 
- T -

Ps. ex. 4. And we have already seen at ver. 5 of our chapter, 
that although Nathan had spoken of the seed collectively, David 
1night yet expect, and did expect, the fulfilment of this pron1ise 
in no other ,vay than in a definite indiyidual of his posterity. 
(vVith this the objection of Bleek falls of itsel,f to the ground
that the idea of a personal lVIessiah was unknown in the ti1ne of 
David). v\That remains of Ps. ex. 4 finds its explanation also in 
2 Sam. vii. Na than had revealed to David that he ·was not 
appointed to build the Lord an house; he was appointed 1nerely 
to reign ; but his seed after hi1n was to build an house to the 
Lord, and the Lord ,vould build an house for it. If now the 

1 Tho mercy-Zill over the ark of the covenant which shut out the accusing 
testimony (tho ten commandments) from the view of God, is indeed 
in Luther'8 translation, but now here in the original, designated as a seat 
or throne of Goel. 
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seed of David was to do in a higher and 1norc excellent degree 
that ,vhich in a less degree the builders of the tabe1~nacle had 
done, this n1ight properly, be considered as a uniting of priestly
ecclesiastical ,vith civil functions, and 1night be represented in 
the language of lyrical poetry as a government "after the order 
of l\1clchisedck." But if the seed of David is to have an house 
built for him by the Lord himself, and is to 'reign for ever and 
ever, he is thereby exalted to God's own throne; God has bui1t 
for hi1n hi.s house and his throne, he has built God's house; the 
dominion of both is thus endless and unli1nitcd, and becomes 
accordingly one and the same. 

But while it is impossible that David can be the object of the 
psaln1, he can be, and is, its author. For, from ,vhat other 
individual of the time of Davi<l are ,ve at liberty to expect such 
an unfolding of the Messianic hope, than from that king ,vho 
gave utterance to the prayer ,vith which we arc already familiar· 
in 2 San1. vii. 18-29 and chap. xxiii. 1 ss? ,. 

This passage from the Psahns, then, is cited by our author. 
No angel, but a n1an, is choi;;cn to an inunccliate unity of clonii
nion ,vith God, to absolute rule over all cnc1uies, over the whole 
world. rrhe angels, on the contrary, as the author says in ver. 
14, by ,vay of recapitulation, and looking back to ver. 7, are niini8-
tering spirits, i-.. 'c1:;-oufy1xa r;rv-cup,(l,,rr(I,,; they exist only on account 
of those ,vho arc appointed to he "heirs of salvation." It is not 
llte angels that a1·e called ·into a relation of oneness ivith God, but 
nian. In this antithesis, the ,vhole train of thought finds its 
conclusion. 

A PRAC'l1ICAL IN'fERl\IEDIATE PART. 

Chap. ii. 1-4. 

In eh. ii. 1-4 the author i1n111cdiatcly adds a practical appli
cation of the foregoing. All the more carefully 111ust ,vc hold 
fast the }lc1.v 'l.1cstcnnc·nt doctrine. I-hgicro-w; is a fa111iliar expres
sion, especially ,vith the apostle Paul. vVhy the co111parative 
is used here appears fro111 the train of thought, which is ns 

follows ( as is plain also fron1 vcr. 2 and 3.) Apparently, the 
authority of the lVIosaic law is higher than that of the gospel ; 
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for there God revealed hin1sclf by angels, here by a man. But 
it follows fro111 what has been said, that the New Testament 
revelation, far from having less authority on that account, pos
sesses rather an authority by so much the greater, that it was 
not given through the mediation of angels, but is immediate, 
consequently, that greater heed 1nust be given, not to esteem it 
lightly. 

i\Iri-;;-o..-~ t;.Ct.O(J.~O'vW.U,5V, A.D. and other 111anuscripts reacl t;:(J,OC'..-=, ::,.::, ' ~ 

gu~pJsv, which, ho Never, is not a different reading, nor an error 
in the ,vriting (Tholuck), nor a poetical fonn, ~_but as Sturz 
( de dial. ]\'faced. et Alex.) already perceived, ancl Thiersch 
( <le Pent. vcrs. Alex. p. 85) has since further proven, nothing 
more than an .A..lexo.ndrian orthography. The form r,.agag}uwp.sv 

cannot be the conj. pres. act. of -;;-ugagiu~c,1, as this verb nowhere 
occurs, but is supplied by the gra1n1narians for the explanation of 
certain forms. 1.lv e have here si1nply the conj. aor. sec. passs. of 
'iragagibJ, to flo-,v by,-lcst we unconsci·ously slide past ( comp. Sept. 
Prov. iii. 21 ). Some supply ,;-a a½ouGL1i:1,:-a, in ,vhi'ch case it 
,vould signify-" that ,-ve forget not the things we have heard," but 
this gives an almost taµtological idea. \\Then others supply n)v 

uwrr;giai; in the sense of " everlasting happiness," something 
heterogeneous is thereby introduced into the ,vords. The best 
way certainly is to supply c;-wv &r.ot1lrBs11.c,Jl1 ; "that we 1nny not. 
even yet entirely fall a,vay fro1n the doctrine ,ve have heard.". 
For this was the specific danger that threatened them. ¥lbo
ever of those Jewish Christians should once treat ,vhat specifically 
belonged to the Nc,v Testa1nent as a secondary tkz'ng, to ,vhich 
he needed not to give such anxious heed as to its connexion 
with the l\iosaic ordinances and la-w, rr1ight conic unconsc£oiisly 
and inipcrccptibly to lose entirely his Christian knowledge and 
love for the Gospel. (Si1nilarly De \'T ettc, Bleek, Tholuck.) 

Ver. 2-3. The idea already irr1plied in the first verse,-that 
the gospel, because given to men by J esns, possesses all the higher, 
holier clain1s, is now further unfolded as the ground of what is 
said in ver. 1. El introduces an argument 1e concessis; that the 
law is f3;f3a,o; ( i.e. has a fully attested divine authority) ,vas 
undisputed on the part of the readers. This authority, hov:\'ever, 
rested substantially on the faet, that the la,v ivas proniulgatcd by 
angels. The question presents itself, ,vhence arose this view of 
the co-operation of angels in the giving of the l:nv from 1\Iount 
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Sinai. Among the more recent theologians the opinion is pretty 
prevalent, that this ,vas .a belief entertained by the Jews in the 
ti1ne of Christ, a rabbinical notion, of which Stephen (.r\cts vii. 
fi3), Paul (Gal. iii. 19), and the author of this epistle, availed 
themselves for their respective objects. If it should be granted 
that it was nothing more than a notion belonging to that time, it 
would not therefore follow that it was superstitious ; on the con
trary, there lay beneath it a profouncl truth. Moses tlid not 
111ake the la,v, but received it; the voice ·which spa.ke the ten 
,vords, Ex. xx., the finger which wrote them, could not, however, 
be inunediately ascribed to God; it ,vas rightly conjectured that 
those appearances were brought about by the agency of exalted 
creatures, and that forms of revelation so external do not corres
pond with the eternal and invisible nature of God. And that is 
precisely ·what our author means to urge, namely, that the 
revelation of Goel in the person of Jesus Christ is one ·which is 
absolutely adequate ; that, however, which consists in the n1ere 
idtcra-nce of a laiv is not adequate. The whole reasoning, there
fore, would rest on a profound truth, even if that view respecting 
the co-operation of angels on l\iount Sinai were a mere raLbinical 
th eologu1nenon. 

But it is not a n1ere theologumenon ; it has a real foundation 
in the statements of God's word of the Old Testament. We 
will not, indeed, and are not warranted to refer here to the j~SD 
'"' ; for although it is always of importance to bear in mind that 
G·od, in the ti111e of J\ioses, chose for the form in which he 
appeared that of the angelic species, still, the angel of the Lord 
was no individual created angel ; least of all would this explain 
the use of the plural in the passage before us-a/ ay1 EAwv. We 
,vould rather refer-in as far as regards, in general, the origin of 
the doctrine of angels before the exile-to the passage in, Joel 
iv. 11 (at the final judgment the Gentiles shall assemble together; 
"there God lets his mighty ones come down") con1pared with 
2 l(ings xix. 35 (" the angel of the Lord came down and smote 
the ca1np of the Assyrians." With reference, however, to the 
special co-agency of angels on Sinai, we would appeal, with 
Olshausen, to the bvo passages Deut. xxxiii. 2 s. : Psalm lxviii. 
18. In the first passage, in the song of l\foses, it is said: God 
shined forth fro1n Mount Paran, he ca1ne with ten thoueand of 

E 
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holy ones. The form ni:i:i, is stat. constr. J)lur. of il:J.:11 
TT : 

rnyrias; rv,p·ni:i:t i, therefore, means multitudes or hosts of 
holy ones. It is then said in ver. 3: Yea he loveth the tribes; 
all his holy ones are at thy hand; tliey sit at thy feet). lw 1receives 
thy words. Those ,vho sit are evidently the Israelites ·who sit at 
the foot of the mount, as it were at God's feet; the subject to re
ceives can be no other than lV[oses. There is thus an antithesis 
between the "they" and the "he." But this antithesis cannot be 
that which results from placing emphasis on the Oi11, for then .. . 

~r1i11 must have stood before Ni!J'. But, as this is not the case, 

Oii1 can only be used in opposition to the foregoing tl'rv,p, so 
., : • TT: 

tl{at these holy ones are plcdnly distinguished from the Israelites 
as different persons. It may also be supposed, on other and inde
pendent grounds, that the IsraeliteR are not 1neant by these "holy 
ones." In the first place, the former are never by J\1oses either 
described as holy ones or designated by that epithet; in the chapter 
immediately preceding ( chap. xxxii.), he speaks 1nuch of their 
unholiness and obduracy. But in the second place, if by these 
holy ones the Israelites are to be understood as meant, then must 
we give to 71':l the signification "in thy protect1'.ng hand," " in 
thy protection," a signification which this expression had not yet 
obtained in the time of Moses. Finally, the idea as a whole
that Goel protects the Israelites, and bears them, as it were, in 
his hands-would be altogether out of place in this description of 
the giving of the law from Sinai. Four distinct and independent 
reasons, then, compel us to render the words : "all his holy ones 
stand at thy hand" (at this side, near thee), and to explain this of 
the hosts of angels standing near to God. In the same ,vay must 
we explain the "n1ultitudes of saints" spoken of in ver. 2. The 
Alexandrian translator must also have perceived that angels were 
spoken of here ; he has, in true Alexandrian fashion, put into the 
text the correct interpretation of rt,i,p r,j::J,i, by substituting the .. : . 

d ' ~ ;;; ,.., ' ~ ,, ' ' ~ • 1 f t 1 t· f wor s ex u,su,J11 au<;"ou r.1-''/o/£Ao1 1~~r au::-ou 1n p ace o a .rans a 10n o-

the to him obscure words ;oS n, tYN ver. 2. 
T - •• 

The other passage to which we would refer, and ,vhich serves 
to confirm our explanation of the foregoing, is Ps. lxviii. 18. 
P·salm lxviii. belongs to the time of Solomon ; not to an earlier 
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period, since in ver. 30 1nention is made of the temple in J eru
salem; nor to a later, as in ver. 28 the princes of Naphtali and 
Zebulon appear with presents before the l(ing, which could not 
possibly have taken place after the separation of the two kingdoms; 
chiefly is ver. 32 applicable to Solomon, ,vhere mention is made 
of the Egyptian and Ethiopian ambassadors bringing gifts, and 
also ver. 17, ,vhere it is said that God from this time forth for 
ever has made his dwelling place " on the hill." In this psalm 
we read ver. 18: "the chariots of God are t,venty thousand: 
n1any thousands; the Lord is with them on Sinai in the holy 
place." The author of our epistle, therefore, ,vas fully justified 
by what he read in the Old Testament in calling the law a 1.vord 
spolcen by angels. 

This word was f3E$wo; ( see above), and every '7iagaj3a11,; 

(positive transgression), nay, even every 'iiagaxor; (negative 
01nission) received its just recompense. To designate the recom
pense, the author, who evidently aims at elegance of style, uses 
the more select, more rare, and sonorous ·word 1.1,1rJ0a'7iooo11fa.

If this held good already of the law,-how shall we escape 
(namely, the just recompense) " if ,ve neglect so great 11c,1,.rJgiai 

which is confirmed to us by those ,vho heard it as one which, at 
the first, was spoken by the Lord?" A twofold antithesis to the 
la,v is here specified. First, the la,v was a mere ·word (t.6yof) 

,vhich, indeed, laid commands upon men, but imparted no 
strength or inclination for their fulfilment, the gospel, on the 
contrary, is a salvation, a redemption, an act. (Some would, 
1nost unhappily, and without any occasion given in the text, but 
r·ather destroying the beauty of the idea, explain 11w,.r;gfa by 
i.6yo; r~; 11c,irr;gfa;, ·with an arbitrary reference to Acts xiii. 26.) 
Secondly, the salvation has been revealed and preached to men, 
directly and from .first hand, by the Lord himself, not fro1n second 
band by the angels. This is i1nplied in the words &gx~1,1 Aaj3uu11a, &c. 
(' Agx~1,1 Aap,j3a1,1c11,1 used by later Greek ·writers instead of the clas
sical llgxel1'0c1,1). The beginning cannot, of course, be understood 
here as forming an antithesis to the cont-inuance _; as if the t,vo 
acts agxriv AC1.,j30urJa l.aAEJrJ0w and U3Ej3ww0r; were co-ordinated, 
and the sentence to be resolved thus agx~v ';1,.af3i Aat.EwOw xai 

i(3:,r3ww0r;, in which case the idea would be-that the salvation 
was at first spoken by the Lord hin1self, but afterwards had been 
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delivered to us as sure by those who heard it. Where then 
would be the difference between the salvation and the law ? The 
hnv, too, was at first given by God, and then brought by angels 
to men. The author of our epistle, however, lays no emphasis 
on the _fact, that the salvation ,vas given from God :;r,ro 'j'(JLJ Oto~, 

but that it ,va~ brought to men from tlie very first by ( 010) the 
Lord, consequently, not first by intermediate persons. 'E/3£/3a,wOri, 

is therefore, of course, not co-ordinate ·with agxtiv Au_Boucra 

'Aai-.~1uOw, but ,-.uf3ouua depends on sf:Jz,B,-x,wBri. That the salva
tion ·was revealed directly by the Lorcl is ,vhat has been delivered 
to us. by the &xouuuvn;, the ear ( and eye) witnesses as a cer
tainty, and consequently, as a divine authentication of the 
<r::,J ':'i'J "J.x. : 

Son1e have found in vers. 1-3 a proof that the Epistle to the 
Hebrews ·could in no case have been ·written by the apostle 
Paul. (Euthal., Luth., Calv., &c.) For Paul, far from exclud
ing hi1nself from the nu1nber of eye-,vitnesses, rather lays all 
,veight on the fact, that he had seen the (risen) Lord hiinself, 1 
Cor. xv. ; Gal i. This argument is, ho-wever, ,vithout force; 
other grounds there may be against the Pauline origin of the 
epistle, but in these verses there is none. It is one thing to have 
once seen the risen Lord, it is another thing to be an ear-witness 
of the salvation spoken by Christ, i.e. of the entire revelation of 
God in Christ. (Co111p. Acts i. 21.) The same Paul, ,vho in 
,vriting to the Corinthians who doubted of the resurrection, or 
to the Galatians "rho' disputed his apostolic mission, appeals to 
the fonner fact, n1ust yet have acknowledged that he ,vas not an 
eye-,vitness of the salvation in the latter sense. Moreover, the 
1 plur. in ver. 1 is not com1nunicative, but merely insinuatory. 

Ver. 4. It is quite consistent with the practical ain1 which our 
author never loses sight of, that he attaches only a subordinate 
value to the confirn1ation of the Gospel by miracles. He says 
-uuve,;-;111,ag':"ugouv:-o;. l\:Iag,....ugsJY means to bear witness of a 
thing which is still under question, doubtful,-ir,r,p,ag<ruge,'I to 
testify of a thing already established,-a-un.::r·,/1,ag,.uge~ to give an 
additional testin1ony to a thing in itself certain, and confinned 
hy proofs fro1n other sources. This implies that the salvation in 
Christ does not properly stand in need of confinnation by mi
r,wles, but bears already in itself the testimony of its truth. And, 
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indeed, it will never happen, that a heart ,vhich is inwarclly far 
fro1n the truth of the Gospel, which is ,vanting in repentance 
and self-knowledge, the spiritual hunger and thirst, ,vill be, so to 
speak, forced into an acknowleclgment of the truth of this Gospel 
by an appeal to the miracles which accompany it. On the 
contrary, to such hearts the 111iracles are rather t;;'goux.opJ1.1,ar;a, 

"that with seeing eyes they see not, and ,vith hearing cars they 
hear not." Only the heart ,vhich has first experienced in itself the 
miracle of regeneration, of creative rcne,val, is capable of the 
humility which believes, even where it does not coniprehend. For 
this very reason, however, the miracles are not something non-· 
essential; but, as in the tin1e of Christ, so still, they serve the 
end of being boundary stones bet,vecn faith and unbelief, signs 
of God for the believing spirit, intimating that he is a living 
God, who stands above, not beneath his works, chiefly as the 

I 

distributor of life and the Saviour, above that nature which is 
fallen by sin, and is subject to death (in ,vhich vie,v the resur
rection of Christ, the first-fruits, forms the centre point of all 
miracles) ,-and sign8 of faith which, in 1niracles, learns ·and 
exercises humility.-It is, 1noreover, ,vorthy of observation, that 
this very passage ,vhich ascribes to 1niracles the humble function 
implied in the ,vorcl cruY,'iTJ/MJ.g'l'ug,,v, furnishes a principal proof 
of the historic reality of the 111.iracles, and, with this, of the 
supernatural character of Christianity in general. A man who 
wrote before the year 70, speaks of miracles, even where he does 
not give then1 a high place, as of well-known and undisputed 
facts! 

Miracles may be regarded in a four-fold aspect, first, with 
respect to their design as u'fi/J-£/C/., (ni~), signs, n1i~·aculous testi-
1nonies 'in behalf of any truth ; secondly, with respect to their 
nat1.tre as ir~gan:t (n~i~), i.e., supernatural acts ; thirdly, with 

respect to their origin as ouYa/JJE1;, because wrought by higher 
powers ; and finally, in their speci_ftcally Christian aspect as 'ii~e~

/J;C/.,To; ayiou µe;iup;o,, as exercised by those who, according to the 
will and wise distribution of God, are endo,red ·with the parti
cular gifts of miracles (comp. 1 Cor. xii. 11.) 
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SECTION SECOND. 

(Chap. ii. 5-18.) 

IN THE SON l\IAN IS RAISED ABOVE THE ANGELS. 

In the first section it ,vas sho,vn, that already the Old Te8-
tament points to a future absolute revelation of God to man, a 
revelation through a Mediator, by whom man should enter into 
i1nmediate contact ,vith God and God with man, and that this 
predicted revelation of God is, even in the Old Testament, placed 
higher than that which was given through the mediation of angels. 
It was therefore the dignity of the Son as such, his person and 
office, that ,vas first spoken of. 

In the second section, on which we now enter, the one idea 
already implicitly contained in the first section (i. 8, 9), namely, 
that in the Son, nian is immediately exalted to a union with God 
such as belongs not to the angels, is taken 11p and independently 
carried out. Here again, the 5th verse, which contains the new 
theme, is connected by means of the conjunction yag with the 
concluding words of the foregoing section. The new idea-that 
the divine dominion over the future kingdon1 is ascribed not to 
the angels but to the son of man, follo,vs quite naturally upon 
the exhortation in ver. 1-4 as a new proof, but at the same ti1ne 
comes into co-ordination ,,vith the "'·hole of the first section, chap. 
i. 5-14; the first section was the one foundation upon which 
the exhortation, chap. ii. 1-4, is made to rest; chap. ii. 5, 
together with its further development in ver. 6-18, forms the 
other foundation. Thus the author, with great beauty of style, 
bridges over the space bet,veen the concluding words of the first 
section and the announcement of the new theme, just as we 
observed before in chap. 1-4. 

Before, ho,vever, proceeding to follow out exegetically this uew 
theme, it may not be without advantage to view somewhat n1ore 
closely the ground-idea of the new section in itself, and to n1ake 
ourselves familiar ,vith it. That not merely the son as the 
eternal only begotten of the Father or the first-born ('iigwro
roxo;) of every creature is higher than the angels, but that 1nan 

also as such is called ( of course in Christ) to a much more imme-
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diate union with God than belongs to angels, and that therefore 
man, as regards his proper destination, is higher than the angels 
-this is a statement ·which at first sight will appear surprising, 
as ,ve are generally wont to regard the angels as s2tpe1·ior beings. 
An<l, indeed, it is not without reason that we do so. For, 
according to the state1nents of the Holy Scripture, the angels 
are endowed ,vith higher and less limited gifts and powers, and 
although as creatures they cannot be conceived of as unlimited 
by space, and consequently, as incorporeal, still they have an 
unspeakably freer and less circun1scribed relation to space and to 
n1atter than men have in their present state. They clothe them
selves with visible matter, and put off this gannent again; they 
transfer themselves to wheresoever they please; they are not 
bound to a body of clay ; and as they are ·without sexual ~istinc
tion (l\iatt. xxii. 30) there exists among them neither any 
development of the individual from childhood through the 
various steps of age, nor of the race, through successive genera
tions. The entire species has come from the creative hand of God 
complete in all its individuals, complete as the diamond which 
sparkles with perpetual and unchanging lustre.-How now shall 
,ve reconcile it with this, that our author should place above the 
angels poor weak 1nan, hemmed in by space and a gross body, 
developing himself upon the basis of animal sexuality? Just in 
the same way as we can reconcile it with the ·weakness and 
meanness of the rose-bush, that there is in it, notwithstanding, a 
more excellent life than in the diamond. The enamel of the rose 
when it has reached its bloom is something far superior to • the 
glitter of the diamond. So also will man, when he reaches the 
bloom of his glor{fied life, unspeakably excel the angels in glory. 
l\ian's superiority lies just in his capability of development. 
vVhen the diamond is once disturbed by the ray of a burning 
reflector, it is irrecoverably gone; so are the angels, once fallen, 
for ever lost, according to the doctrine of Scripture. The rose 
can with difficulty be hurt, and even from its root it ,vill still 
send forth ne,v life ; so was man rendered capable even by sin ( the 
possibility of ·which, though not its actual entrance, was neces
sary in consequence of his freedom) of entering into full spiritual 
life-fellowship with God, through the help of the Saviour 
entering into him, nay, capable of receiving the person of the 
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redeerning Son of God as a n1ernber into his race. Hence also, 
it is the planet-system that bas been assigned to man as the 
habitation and the theatre of that absolute revelation of God in 
Christ,-the planet-system, in ·which the antithesis between the 
fixed stnr-like, or angel-like independent sun and the animal-like 
dependent 1noon finds its genuine hu111an reconcilement in the 
planets, and 111ost completely in the earth-while the angels, as 
the "hosts of heaven," have their dwelling place in the fixed 
stars, ·where there .is no opposition bet,veen illuminating and 
illurninated bodies, where planets do not revolve round suns, but 
fixed stars around fixed stars.1 

In ver. 5 the ground-idea is first of all expressed in a nega
tive form. The oixoup,~vr; ~ /J.fi."Auuta, the future terrestrial globe: 

i.e. the future kingdo1n ( con1p. Isa. lxvi. 22) N:i;-t □Si:vn is 
no,vhere represented in the Old Testament as ruled over by 
angels. The positive antithesis to this follows in vers. 6, 7 in the 
fonn of a citation which plainly enough in1plies the statement, 
that man rather is appointed to the dominion over "all things.'~ 

Ver. 6, 7. The citation is taken fro1n Ps. viii. 5-7 ; the 
passage is quoted according to the Sept., ·with this exception, 
thttl 1 I , ,, ,, '" ~ ~ a 1e 1vorc s xa, xaTHiT'ljta; au;-ov s:;:-1 ,.a, &g1u ,,-c,Jv ;(pgvJV uou, 

which are not found in the original IIebrew, but are added 
in the LXX., are omitted by our author. The manner in 
which he introduces the quotatio!1 o,E,uagruga';'o O! t;-;uv n; 1,~yc,Jv 

appears at first sight strange, but in nowise implies that the 
,vriter (as l(oppe, Dinclorf, Schulz thought) did not kno,v 
,vhcre the citation was to be found. 2 For ,ve find a similar. 
indefiniteness also in chap. iv. 4, ,vhere the ·words cited (" God 
rested on the seventh day") are of such a kind that it was impos
sible the author could be ignorant of ,vl1ere they originally 
stand. That he knew this, too, in the case before us, is evident 
from the· exactness with which he cites according to the Sept. : 
while 2.t the same time he omits those words of the Sept. which 

. 
1 See this view further developed and vindicated in my essay "Die W e.J-

tanschauung der Bibel und die Naturwissenchaft" in the journal "Die 
Zukunft der Kirche,'' principally in p. 31 ss. and p. 55 ss. 

2 Still less, of course1 does it imply, that he meant to throw doubt on 
David's being the author of the psalm, and to represent its author as an un
known person,- as Grotius thought. 
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do not belong to the original. IIo6 'T/f is therefore a n1ere arbi
trary n1ode of expression ( which ·was peculiar also to Philo, comp. 
Bleek on this passage) ; the author forbears to specify the place 
of the citation, just because he takes it for granted that it was 
quite well known. In the same ,vay might a ,vriter or speaker 
in' our own time say-'' One has said : Here I stand, I can do 
nothing else." With respect to the quotation itself, it presents 
two difficulties ; a, the ,vords 'ii'ag' &yytAou; evidently appear to 
belong to t~1ose words of the citation fro1n ,vhich the author draws 
his inferences, comp. ver. 5. His object is to prove from the 
passage in the psahns, that man ,vas indeed n1acle lo,ver than the 

" angels, but only for a ti1ne, not for ever ; rather, that precisely 
to man, and not to the angels, is the do1ninion over the oixoupJ~v1J ~ 
µf) .. "Aouua ascribed. But those very words t;;ag' &yya1-.ou; have no founda
tion in the original I-Iebrew, the words there are tJYO ii7i~nr.ii 

CPiiSND. b, The ·words f]gax) r, are eviclentiy: und~1:s~o~ci 
·:: . 

by the ,vriter, ver. 9, in the sense of tinie, as meaning "a short 
time.:, '' v\T e see Jesus who ,vas for a short tin1e 111ade lo,ver 
than the angels crowned." rI'o take /3gax,u er, there in the sense 
of degree ,vould yield no sense ,vhatever. Consequently the 
author has also in ver. 7, in this citation, understood (3gax,u 'TJ in 
the sense of time. But ~y w in the Hebrew, and (3gax6 'TI in the - : 

Sept., according to the opinion of its authors, are to be under
stood in the sense of degree). this at least is the most prevalent 
opinion arnong 1nore recent critics (also that of Olshausen). The 
only thing then t~at remains for us is here again to give the 
psalm itself our direct and unprejudiced consideration. Whether 
or not the psahn ,vas written by David is here a n1atter of perfect 
indifference ; reasons, however, will appear occasionally and 
unsought for, to ,varrant our ascribing its authorship to him. 
Let us consider, first of all, the psahn itself. 

" Jehovah, our Lord, how n1ighty is thy na111e upon the whole 
ea_rth, thou ,vhose honour is praised 1 above the heaven." Here, 

I jljJ7 cannot be imperf. which in a relative clause would be altogether 
without sense. If we derive it from i nJ then' it must be the 3 sing. prret. 

with i1 fin. (comp. ver. 7 i1ti\V jnstea~ of r,~) andapocopatcd i· In this 
T - T -

case itvN must point back to 1?~· "Thy name, which has made thy 
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already, there is an evident antithesis between earth and heaven. 
The God, whose majesty is praised above in all heavens, disdains 
not to acquire for himself also on the poor sn1all earth a glorious 
mighty nanie by the acts of his covenant-faithfulness ( as the Lord, 
our Lord.) Ver. 2, " Out of the mouths of babes and sucklings 
hast thou established a power for thee, because of thine adversaries, 
to subdue the enemy, the avenger." It is not easy to say ,vhat 
the poet had in his 1nind here. At first sight ,ve might be 
tempted to imagine a reference to some special case,_ in ,vhich a 
hostile warrior had, by the weeping and lisping of a child, been 
moved to pity to-wards its parents. But a definite case of this 
kind which the readers of the psalm might have been able to cali 
to mind without farther description, does not occur in all the Old 
Testan1ent ; nor is it the enemies of a man but the enemies of 
God that are spoken of; and, besides, the subsequent part of the 
psalm treats solely of the high position which God hath assigned 
to man as such. We must, therefore, find in ver. 2 a reference 
of a more universal kind. God has on account of his enemies, 
for their subjugation, provided a power, and that out of the mouth 
of weak suc4:lings ! By the enemies of God we must understand 
the whole power opposed to God on the earth, the kingdo1n of 
darkness, the kingdom of the serpent; by the po,ver ,vhich God 
hath provided ·we are to understand the ·whole of those prepara
tions ,v hich God hath made or promised to make for overcoming 
the darkness. vVhat are the preparations of this kind with which 
,ve are made acquainted in the Old Testament ? Has God, 
perhaps, pro1nised that he ·will at one time send hosts of angels 
who shall trample on the serpent's head ? No ; when his object 
is to chastise sinful men, he places a cherub with a flaming sword 
before the closed gate of paradise ; but ,vhen the future redemp
tion from the bondage of the serpent, from death, is spoken of, then 

glory above the heaven.n This, however, is a very forced idea. The simplest 
way is to point the word thus n;)r, (as Pual of jl;1,n Jud. v. 11, xi. 40, 

••• T • 

which corresponds well enough with the A'7l'~edn of the LXX.), or, ii' it be thought 
preferable, to point i7jlj in the sense habitare, from which nti,n "dwell-

T T 

ings" is d~rived. But the latter root did not belong to the I-Iebrew till after 
the captivity, while n.:'.ln celebrare is a primitive poetical expression. 

,. . 
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no 1nention is 1nade of an angel, but the seed of the ,voman is to 
bring the salvation, hence, though erroneously and hastily, she 
fixes her hope on the boy that first comes from her ,von1b, she has 
now a 1nan child, and thinks that with the seed of the woman 
she bas at the same time recovered the possession of the God 
whom she had lost (left behind in paradi~e.) And from this 
time forth, all hope of salvation was turned to,varcls the birth of 
the heirs of the theocratic blessing, and on the preservation and 
protection of these first-born. The_ original. promise of the seed 
of the woman separates itself into n1any branches; when a son is 
born to Lamech he calls hin1 Noah, for he hopes that he will 
bring comfort to men in their trouble and labour upon the earth 
which God has cursea (Gen. v. 29). All the hope of Abrahan1 
is turned towards the birth of Isaa~ and the preservation of his 
life; Isaac's hope rests upon Jacob; the ,vhole prospect of future 
salvation ahvays rests on such ,veak beings; upon the child 
which slumbers in a basket among the sedges of the Nile, rested 
the salvation of Israel ; and, n1oreover, , David's entire faith 
rested on the seed, ,vhich was to be the Son of Goel, and ,vas to 
reign for ever with God. Con1p. Hofn1ann, Weissag. u. Erful
lung. part. i. p. 195.) This psalm then certainly suits no author 
better than David. The same royal ~singer, who in Psalm ii. 
and ex. admired the divine majesty of the seed pron1ised to 
him, is, in Psalm viii., lost in adoring wonder that God has 
selected a lo,vly son of man as the instrument of his divine 
conquests. 

Sucklings, weak children, are the threads on which the hope 
of Israel hangs. (How natural was it for the reflective reader 
already here to carry out the antithesis ; God has not told his 
people to direct the eye of their hope to the appearances of angels, 
and to hosts of angels.) 

The 4th verse of the 8th Psalm contains nothing that might 
serve to confirm what is said in ver. 3; that the poet considers 
the heaven as the work of God, can be no reason or proof that 
God has chosen children to be the instruments of his power. 
We are therefore not entitled to give to ':J the argun1entative 
signification "for," but must render it as a syntactic particle by 
"when," so that ver. 4 forms an anteceqent clause to ver. 5. 
"When I look upon thy heavens, the work of thy fingers, the 
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moon and the stars ·which thou hast prepared; ·what (I n1ust 
then exclain1) is man that thou are mindful of him, and the son 
of man that thou visitest hi1n?" 'f o translate the words 
ri;iJNai1tJ "how excellent is man," as Bohme and Kuinoel do 

... - ' 
is fo~:bidden by the sense of td1j~, which, as is well kno,vn, always 

designates 111an on the side of his weakness and frailty.· The 
whole passage is evidently rather an excla1nation of adoring 
wonder, that Goel, this n1ighty ruler of all heavens, should let 
himself down to poor ,veak man, the suckling, and should give 
him so high a rank. '11he V{ords e+1)~•i1p then, express the 

contrast between the weakness of man and his high destination, 
-not, however, the result of the latter. The antithesis vaguely 
and generally implied in ver. 2-that He who is enthroned in 
the heavens disdains not the earth as the scene of his majesty-is 
thus rendered more definite in ver. 3-5. 

But the pro1nisccl glory is at first only pro1ni°sccl ). it lies still in 
the future ; that it n1ay soon be realised is the hope ·which the 
Psahnist expresses in the 6th verse of the Psalm : 1iiiDn.r-n 
□'riS~tj CJYD, "thou hast n1ade hi1n to want a little oi G~d.;; 

-.·: .. 
ion signifies " to want,'' in Piel, " to cause to ,vant,'·' so in 
Eccles. iv. 8, " I cause my soul to want good." The rendering ; 
" Thou hast made him a ]ittle less than God" is therefore, to say 
the least, arbitrary; nor does it suit the context, in ,vhich all 
emphasis is rather laid upon this, that n1an, who is not "a little" 
but infinitely inferior to God, is, notwithstanding, appointed to 
share with Goel in the do1ninion over the world. VVe arc 
therefore to understand i~ not in the comparative, but (as in 
Eccles. iv. 8) in the privative sense, and ~J!O not as significant 

of degree, but of tinie. For a li"ttle u;hile 1nu.st 1nan be deprived 
of God-not God qua Jehovah, for it is purposely not 7'D~, but 
God qua Elohirn, 1i,e. the contemplation and enjoyment of the 
visible nearness of God in his glory as the Creator ; but the time 
comes ·when he shall be crowned ,vith glory and honour, and 
shall reign over all the creatures of Goel (ver. 6-9.) Thus does 
God make his name glorious on the earth (ver. 10.) 

The second difficti.lty in regard to {3gax} -r, no,v disappears of 
itself. We see that ~YrJ is to be taken in the sense of f'hne. But 
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the first difficulty, too-na1nely, that ,;;ag' ay1;,,uu; is not found in 
the original Hebre"'", is no,v easily re1novecl. . If we suppose this 
.;:-ag' a11 eAou; to be also not i"n the Greelc text, the force of the 
argit1ncnt clraivn froni the ci"tation rem.,ains still qu-ite the same. 
'l,he psalm contains the idea, that God w-110 rules over al] 
heavens has made the salvation to rest precisely on weak sons o.f 
1rwn, and has destined the sons of rnen to be the future lords of his 
kingclo1n. If also the antithesis be not expressly stated, that it is 
not angels who are the pron1ised saviours and rulers, it is still 
clearly enough i1nplied in the train of thought which is pursued. 
The LXX. have actually put this antithesis into the text, 
although not in the clearest n1a.nner ; the ,vriter of our epistle, 
who ahvays cites from the LXX., could do the saine with all the 
more safety that the whole argu1nentative force of the passage 
depends not at all UJJOn those 'Words ivhich oipe their existence to 
an inaccurate rendering of the original. Nay, he might do this 
with all the 1nore reason, seeing that the translation ~ag' &ryE

i-.ou;, although inaccurate, is yet by no means ,vithout occasion. 
rrhe LXX. ,vere induced to adopt it because the Hcbre,v does 
not say : '' r_rhou (Jehovah) hast ea used hi1n to ,vant Thee for a 
short time," but " Thou (Jehovah) hast caused hi111 to ·want 
Elohi·1n." They thought that o~i"ISN must denote a subject 
diffe~ent from Jehovah (or a plurality of such.) And there is 
something true in this, if ,ve are not justified in at once 
und~rstanding tJ';"iSN of the angels. vVithout doubt, however, 
0'i1?~ denotes God in a different point of view fro111 i11i1'. He 
is calle,d Jehovah as the personal, living, free-,villing, and hence, 
chiefly as the faithful covenant-Goel ; Elohim, on the other hand, 
as the adored, all-governing, Creator and Lord of the vvorlds, in 
his creative majesty.· The Psalmist, therefore, ·would not, and 
could not, say : J chovah, thou hast caused man to ,vant Thee ; 
since God qua Jehovah has never ,vithdrawn hi1nself fron1 n1en. 
But he 1night truly Bay : Jehovah, thou hast made 1nan to want 
the godhead-the contemplation of and intercourse with the 
world-governing godhead in its glory. The idea ·which the 
LXX. have substituted for this : " Thou hast 111ade him lower 
than the angels," evidently agrees "rith it suLstantially ; for this 
is substantially wherein the superiority of the inhabitants of heaven 
consists, that as they serenely fulfil the ,vill of God, so they enjoy 
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the undisturbed vision of God, and intercourse ,vith him. The 
gist of the argument, however, rests, as we have said, not on ':Tag' 

ay1eAou;; on the contrary, there follows in ver. 8 still another 
inference such as does n9t presuppose any express mention of 
angels at all in vers. 6, 7. 

Ver. 8. The ,vords and meaning are clear. vVhen the author 
draws the inference fro1n the fact of all things having been (in 
the way of pron1ise) n1acle subject to man, that notldng can be 
excepted-he thereby suggests to every thinking and attentive 
reader the special application, that the angels .also ,vill then be 
subject to man. 

Here this train of thought concludes. With the ,vords vuv oe, 
·which must be regarded as belonging to ver. 9, an entirely ne,v 
train of thought begins, the design of which is to sho,v, in ho,v 
far man has been already invested ,vith the glory and elevation 
above the angels ascribed to him in Ps. viii., and in ho,v far he 
has still to expect this. At present, indeed, man as such, i.e. 
humanity, has not yet attained to that elevation. Still, in the 
person of Jesus, ·who ( although the Son of God, and already in 
himself higher than the angels according to chap. i. yet) by his 
incarnation has been made lower than the angels like to us, a 
first-fruits of humanity is raised above the angels. But he is 
raised only to dra,v all the rest after hin1; for it ,vas necessary 
that he should suffer, just in order that as a captain he might 
make many sons partakers of his glory. 

How, then, was it possible, that such a commentator as Bleek 
should so entirely mistake and misunderstand a train of thought 
so clear throughout ! He acknowledges (in p. 259) that " it 
seems as if the person ·whom we are to understand as meant by 
that man, ver G s., ,vere first designated in ver. 9 ," and yet denies 
that the ·writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews has used the &i,O;:;i

•r.o; in ver. (j in the general collective sense ! But, in truth, the 
opportunity ,vas too te1npting of fastening upon our author, here 
again, a grossly Rabbinical 1nisunderstanding of a psahn. True, 
the writer says not a single word of the l\1essiah in vers. 6, 7, 
but places in opposition to the species angels to who111 the olx. ~ 

JJ;EA1-•• is not to be made subject, the species sons of 1nan to ·whom 
( according to Ps. viii. and Heb. ii. 10) it is to be made subject, 
and " it seems" as if the relation of J csus to this general 
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prophecy were first spoken of in ver. 9-and yet,'" the author 
111ust have taken the eighth Psalm, which is not Messianic, 
for a Messianic Psalm! True, the expression rdiJN-i10 cannot, 
as Bleck himself ackno,vlcdgcs, be understood with Kuinocl 
as pointing to the glory, but only as pointing to the weakness 
and frailty of man, and ui~aiJ. as parallel with rvi)~ can only 
denote the " son of man" in his in1potency-and yet the author 
of the Epistle to the Hebrews cannot possibly have had under
standing enough to find out this simple sense ; but although "it 
seems" that he first speaks of Christ in ver. 9, he must yet 
necessarily have meant the l\1cssiah by the pregnant term uio; 
&.11tJgwi;rou-however different • this expression is from o uio; 'Tou 

av0gw'7iou. True, what is said in ver. 8-10, aH we shall after
wards see, is altogether inconsistent with this supposition ·which 
has nothing to rest upon, ancl Bleek is there driven to an 
extremely forced interpretation of the sense ; but yet, the author 
of the Epistle to the Hebrews must bear the charge of a 
Rabbinico-Messianic explanation of the Psahns, which o,ves its 
existence solely to modern mistrust of the writers of the Bible. 

vVhat ground, then, can there be for departing from the simple 
interpretation of the words as they stand .62 Indeed, had the 
author said, " Not to the angels has he made the future kingdom 
subject, but to the Son). for one testifies," &c.-thcn Bleck might 
be right. But the author has in chaiJ. ii. entirely relinquished 
the comparison of the angels with the Son as such, and purposely 
shows, from ver. 5 to ver. 18, that not merely the ,Son, as first
born and 1\1:essiah, but that in him ku1nanity as such, is exalted 
above the angels, aud that therefore it was necessary that the 
Son of God should become a member of hurnan-ity (vcrs. 16-18.) 
-We remain therefore firm and unshaken in the view, that, in 
vers. 6-8, not 1nerely in the sense of the Psahnist, but also in 
the sense of our author, it is man or kunian·ity that is spoken of, 
and by no means the Messiah. 

In vers. 9, 10 there f<;>llo-ws a new chain of thought, consisting 
of throe links : a, 111 an as a 1.vhole is at present ·not yet exalted 
above the angels. b, The -1nan Jesus is, however, already exalted, 
and he is exalted, c, as leader of the rest of liu1nanity, for which 
he has secured by his sufferings the possibility of a like exalta
tion. 
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The first of these points needs no farther explanation either 
gran1matically or otherwise. The second, on the contrary, 
already ·with respect to the construction, requires a more par
ticular consideration. Three constructions are })Ossible. The 
first and 1nost natural is to take 'Irjcrouv as object, r) ... a-rc:-w
/LE vo~ as adjectival attribute of 'I,iuouv, and Jcr,;-fq;avc,;p.svov as pre
dicate to the object. JJ1an is not yet exalted; but we see 
Jesus who, indeed ( although as first-born already higher than 
the angels, yet through his incarnation) ·was for a tiine made 
lower· than the angels, already, on account of his sufferings 
unto death, cro·wned -n,-ith glory and honour. By the being 
croicnccl is meant, of course, nothing else than the having all 
things subJcct to hhn ;· he ,vho is crowned is thereby set up as 
ruler. And the glory and honour with which Jesus has been 
crowned is just that in virtue of which; since his ascension, he 
no,v, not 111erely as the Son of God, but rather also as the exalted 
son of 111an, excels the angels, and is the object of their adoration. 
In Phil. ii. 5-10 we have the best commentary on the passage 
before us. Before hin1 who once humbled hi1nself to the death 
of the cross every knee now bows, those ,vho are -1.·n heaven and 
on earth, and he bears a narne which is above all names. 

The adjectival attribute, however, rii.aTrCJ;pAvov (3ga7-J; c:-,, was 
evidently necessary, because the author ,vould make it plain that 
he speaks here not of that glory ancl honour ,vhich Christ enjoyed 
before his incarnation, as the first-born (chap. i.), but of the 
honour which the incarnate, after having been lnunbled to the 
condition of 1nen, made subject to misery and death, has received 
as the reward of his s1fffering itnto death. Hence he designates 
Jesus expressly, as him who like us ,vas for a time made lower 
than the angels. 

The ,vords o,a d r,:aOr;.,1.a (as Olshausen also rightly observes) 
cannot ,vith Beza and J ac. Capell us be made gra1nmatically 
dependent on fii-..a,;c:-(J)p.'s~·ov, but bnly on 'ecr-:-:~avr;,/1.~vov. The ques
tion, ho-wever, ,vhy fon1a1;&1/1.E::ov does not stand as antithetical 
to ~1 .. ac:-c:-. before o,a ,;o r,:aOr;/1.a finds its answer in the simple 
remark, that the er>IJJhasis here does not rest on the an
tithesis bet,veen the hu1niliation and the exaltation, but on 
that between the not yet exalted rnan and the already exalted 
Jesus. 'Eunrpr1,~•CJJ/1.,. is therefore antithetical with ou-:-;-(JJ . . . . 
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LJ·"J'r.in-:-ayµ,f va, and n1ust like u,::-o,;-E,;-a1t~fva be placed at the 
end. 

Bleek, who construes the sentence in the same way, finds 
him~elf now in vers. 9, 10 involved in an evident perplexity, 
o,ving to his erroneous interpretation of vers. 6, 7. He must 
ad1nit that mention is first 1nade of the person of Jesus Christ in 
ver. 9. and yet, according to his opinion, mention was already 
made in vers. 6-8 of o via; -;-ou avOgw,;;-oLJ. There remains for 
him, then, no other way of escaping from this difficulty, but that 
of explaining vers. 6-8 of the JJ.fessiali as prornised, vers. 9, 10, 
of Jesus as the fulfiller of that prophecy. The following is the 
1neaning which he assigns to the verses before us: According to 
the promise, all tlu·rigs are to be made subject to the l\iessiah ; all 
things are, however, not yet made subject to the l\iessiah actually 
come, to Jesus (he has still enen1ies and unbelievers on the earth.) 
This seeming objection to the l\1essiahship of Jesus the author 
now seeks to remove by saying, that Jesus, although not yet 
exalted over all, is still in the meanwhile crowned.-Here, in the 
first place, the respected theologian contradicts himself when he 
finds the historical person Jesus mentioned in the sentence vuv 

o~, and not first in the sentence rov os ,711.a<;"'·;'. ( see his own inter
pretation p. 260), and when he finds an antithesis between the 
a~TrjJ in the sentence vuv ol and the foregoing au....-rp, ,vhich can 
only be found between the vuv o~ . . . . a?Jrrp, and the c:-ov ol 
'In<1ouv. In the second place, he completely loses sight of the 
author's train of thought, which has nothing to do with the 
question whether or not upon earth, among men, all have already 
subjected then1selves to Christ, but is solely occupied with the 
question, ,vhether the a?i0g(/j'i;'o; (whoever this n1ay be) is still 
lower than the angels, or bas already been exalted above the 
angels. In the third place, he takes for granted that there is 
an antithesis between the u,;;-or-au6&1v a?JT{fl c:-a ,;;-av .. a and the 
<1;-&rpr/.,vouv <;""()!I 'r,,crouv, of ,vhich there is not the slightest indica
tion in the words.1 In the fourth place, ,ve must expect to find 
as the conclusion, the assurance that to Jesus who is already 

1 The idea which Bleek finds in this passage must have been expressed in 
G k th K ' ~ ' 'I ~ " ' - ' ' ' ' B ' ~, !Ce US :- a,4 <;'t:J fGSV rj.10:J OU'T,'t,J oe(,,)f-'-SV 'T«. 'Jfa.V'T'd, ll'll'0'7'!Ta.,Yf,.VV-. A.!'lttJf,!V 06 

J \ 1 If, I ,.. "I~ \ - \ ~ tf f\ r,- ~ C: " \ - \ a.u,;av EtfrrE,,a.Vt,Jf',SVO'; ,youv ooi;:-i "a' 7'1/J,~, 1'a.1 o,r;«p.u OTI a. 7i~~or.'l'o o cso; Ta.U'l'a x.v., 
fl 

F 
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croivned, all things shall at some future time be also actually rrnade 
subJect. Instead of this, we find the conclusion, that in Jesus 
and through him, many also of the rest of rnen shall attain to a 
participation in that glory and honour ; proving most clearly that 
the author in vers. 6-8 had in vie,v not the JJ!lessiali, but m,an 
as such. 

Other commentators differ from our e:xplanation even in the 
construction. Some take ..-011 o~ ~Ar/.,errr. as object and 'Inrrouv 
in apposition to it. " But we sec him ,vho ,vas for a little 
made lower than the angels, namely, Jesus, crowned," &c. Every 
one must see ho,v forced this is as a construction. But besides 
this, the meaning ,vhich it yields would only be suitable, if by 
the &_vOgw'iio; in vers. G-8 might be understood the Messiah. 
But, even in this case, a contradiction would arise, namely, with 
ver. 8, in which the aLJ'i{j'J must also be understood of the J\1essiah. 
rrhus so1uething would be a:ffinned of the J\1essiah in ver. 9 ,vhich 
is denied of him in yer. 8. A third construction (Tholuck and 
and others) makes n"Au.,7",;-. the object, 'Incrouv, the predicate, and 
irfrap. apposition to the predicate. " vVe see man n1ade for a little 
,vhile lo,ver than the angels in Jesus who has been crowned." 1 

rrhe ,vhole passage would, according to this, be an ans,ver to the 
question, where,and in whose person, we are to find that humanity 
which is spoken of in vers. 6-8. But this interpretation is 
i1npossible even in a gran1matical point of view ; the ,vords, in 
order to have this meaning, must run thus: 'Irirroull ,;011 o,a, &c. 
In general, ho,vever, the Greek ,vould not express by a mere 
placing together of two accusatives such a formally declared 
juclgmcnt, in which by the predicate is expressed not the contents, 
but the compass of the idea contained in the subject, in ,vhich an 
answer is given, not to the question ,vhat, but to the question 
who. We should rather have expected· the following : ,;011 o~ . . . 
ii"Aw;·r-c,;p,svov /31.~--:-:op,:11 i,;-1 'Iric;ou; Jc;;-1 o 01a, &c. or i;-011 OE . . . . 

~i .. w • .-. f3i,f:7io;.1,av 'I11c;ouv sT1;a1. But also, with Tespcct to the sense 
thus obtained, the justest doubts may be entertained. The proposi-

1 Similarly Olshausen : ""\\Te acknowledge Jesus who is crowned with 

honour and glory to be that one who was made a little lower than the angels." 

This must have been expressed thus : 'l,;crovv ',OV ~,a 7-A, icr,.-£~avc,,µ,svov-
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tion in vers. 8, that man has not yet entered on the glory pro1nise<l 
to him, would thus in ver. 9 be not liniited but reversed. For, if 
by that 1nan ivho 'Was made for a little loiver than the angels spoken 
of from ver. 6 to ver. 8, ,ve are, according to Tholuck's explana
tion of ver. 9, to understand none other than Jesus, and according 
to ver. 9 Jesus is already exalted, then it cannot

1 
be said in ver. 

8 that 1nan has not yet been exalted. 
Thus the simple explanation given above is confirmed on all 

sides. 
The author passes to the third linlc in the chain of thought 

• th cl " ' 0 ~ ' ' ' ' O ' 111 e wor s : orr.c,J; X"Jg,; mu u,r,&g '7:'aVTo; ysuurrra1 ava .. ou. 

There are two points to be determined here, the one pertaining 
to the reading, the other to the connection of ,fo-c,J; with what 
goes before.-The reading wavers between x,ag,71 O,ou and xwgi; 

0&ou. Theodoret, Theodo1ius of 1\:1 opsuestia, and the N estorians, 
read x,c,Jgf;. And Marius J\:1ercator, Theophylact, and illcume
nius put forth the charge that this reading owed its existence 
entirely at first to the invention of the N estorians. Occasion 
was doubtless given for this charge, by the manner in ,vhich the 
N estorians availed themselves of this reading in their doc
trinal controversies with the Catholics. They understood X"Jgh: 
0&ou as more exactly determining the subject contained in 
y&vur;,;-cJ.J, and thus obtained the rather strange sense : Jesus has 
tasted of death without his Godhead, i.e. the divine part in him 
remained unaffected by his death. But, ho1vever convenient this 
reading might be to those excellent critics, it by no 1neans owes 
its origin to the N estorians. First, because the ·words X"Jgis Brnu 

LJ'7f&g ,;ravT6; explained without prejudice and without artifice, 
can yield no sense favourable to the N estorians; secondly, 
because two hundred years before N estorius, the reading xwgiq: 

0~02i was known to the ancient Church Father, Origen. And 
not merely known ! For he 1nentions the reading which stands 
opposed to it as one to be found in " several manuscripts" (e:i 
T1u1v uv,;iyga~oi;.) In his tirne then, the majority of the manu
scripts had the reading x,c,;if;. vVhen, therefore, at a later 
period, J crome says, vice versa, of the reading ~tbsqite Deo, that 
it occurs only in quibusda111 exemplaribus, very little weight is 
to be attached to this, partly, because the most eminent Latin 
Fathers, An1brosc, Fulgentins, Virgilius and others, adopted the 
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reading absque, partly, because it is not difficult to understand 
how the n1ore flat and easy reading x,ag,r, should have come 
gradually to be preferred to the more difficult, and, on doctrinal 
grounds, suspected x,c,1gI;. This satisfactorily explains how it 
should happen, that on to the 6th century, to ,vhich our oldest lVI:SS. 
extend, the ancient reading x,wgI; was almost entirely suppressed ; 
hence it has been preserved only in the single cod. num. 53, in a 
scholium to cod. 67, in a cod. of the Peschito, and in the 
Patristic citations before referred to. 

The sa1ne course was pursued in regard to the reading X,(JJgf; 

as has recently been pursued by Bleek ; it was rejected on 
internal grounds, and because it yielded no proper sense. But 
this very circumstance is a guarantee for its genuineness. The 
reading x,rlgrn is certainly clear as ,vater, most easily understood, 
and-1nost futile, nay, unsuitable. Christ has, by the grace of 
God, tasted death for all. That not 1nerely the giving up to 
death, together ,vith its results, but that even the tasting of death 
should be traced to the· grace of God, has something startling in 
it. Still, it 1night be said, that x,ag,n 0eou refers only strictly to 
the words u,;;~ g ,;;av~o;. And this is certainly worthy of being 
listened to. But still, the meaning tlius retained remains futile, 
inasmuch as there was no necessity or occasion whatever to 
mention in this context, in which the subject treated of is the 
exaltation of 1nan above the angels, that Christ ,vas given up 
through the grace of God ; at least X/1-;"n OcoV might be thrown 
out of the text without producing any perceptible defect in the 
train of thought. The reading, certainly, is easy, especially in 
comparison ,vith the other, from which even Bleek could extract 
no suitable sense; 1 nay, it lay quite at the hand of every copier 
who thought for a moment of hO'w the offensive xwg,; might be 
suitably recast. 

The reading X(JJgl; Bcou is the more difficult, more significant, 
1nore suitable. Certainly, if ,vith Paulus in Heidelberg we 
explain x,c,1gl; Ocou "forsaken of God," an idea arises ,vhich is 
out of place here. But is it not evident, that -x,c,1gl; Osou is 
rather to be taken along with ur,;-&; r,;-avi;-d;? True, Bleek thinks 

1 Olshausen also thinks that if the reading xc,J~,; be adopted, nothing 
remains but to render the words "in his state of being forsaken by God." 
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that .;;a; denotes here merely the human race, and that the 
author consequently cannot have intended to say that Christ has 
tasted death for every being in heaven and on earth ,vith the 
single exception of God; but he intends merely to say, that 
Christ has tasted death for men. But if the author intended to 
make this latter statement, why then did he not write ui:r~g '7iavi;-c,J11, 
or u,;:-$g rravn,n .. wv av0gw•;rwv? Why did he rather choose the 
enumerative singular "for every one?" (It is self-evident that 
.;;av,;6~ is not neuter, and cannot be translated by icniverse.)
W e find the best commentary on this passage in ver. 8 and in 1 
Cor. xv. 27. In the latter passage we meet quite ~ similar 
thought, quite a similar limitation to that which lies here in x,wgi; 
0sou. At the resurrection, ,vrites the apostle Paul in that 
passage, all things shall be put under the feet of Jesus, ,;rav'l'a 

yag ti'ii.E'l'agev urro 'T'OLJ; r,r6oa; ati'l'OLJ ( a reference'/ to Ps. viii., just 
as in the 8th verse of our epistle.) "O:;-av OE s'/r,rn, he continues, 

There was occasion for the same restriction in our passage. In 
verse 8 the ,vriter had laid emphasis on that very '7iavi;-a in Ps. 
viii., and thence proven, that absolutely all things, the angels as 
1well, should be made subject to man. In a way quite analogous 
to this, he will now in verse 9 sho,v, that Christ by his death has 
reconciled absolutely all things, heaven and earth. The same is 
said in Eph. i. 1O,-i.e. that side by side with this capital and 
central fact in the human sphere, no other analogous acts of God 
in the sphere of the angels can be placed; that, rather, all 
creatiires, the angels liltewise, participated in the blessed fruits 
of the death of Jesus. And this he expresses first, by again say
ing u,;rig rravTck, and then, inasmuch as he limits this r,ravi;-6; merely 
in reference to God, sho,vs, that the -:rav,6; refers to everything 
except God, consequently also to the angels. Christ has tasted 
death for every one, God hi1nself alone excepted. 

It is quite evident, then, that the preposition u•,.~; in this 
context does not denote the vicarious satisfaction ; for Christ has 
made this only for sinners, for n1en and not for angels. 'Y-:rsf 

is here therefore to be rendered not '' in the place of, instead of," 
but "for, in behalf of." The angels also, although they need no 
atonement, have yet likewise enjoyed in tlieirr ,vay the blessed 
fruits of the death of Jesus. If, in general, their happiness 
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consists in the adoring conte1nplation of the 1najesty and love of 
Goel, then the contemplation of this most ,vonclerful act of self
sacrificing love 1nust form. the consummation of their bliss ( comp. 
1 Pet. i. 12.) And if there is joy an1ong the angels over every 
sinner that repents, then the death of Jesus, by which the way 
to repentance and conversion has been opened up for all sinners, 
1nust have been the fountain of a sea of joy to the angels. 

The second question to ,vhich we now pass is ho'w the particle 
o•;;'(JJ; is to be exvla'ined and construed. First of all, it is most 
natural to take oi;;-_(JJ; as dependent on irir-ctpuv(JJ/hsvov ; but this 
seems to give an idea which has no proper. meaning. The 
cro,vning and exaltation of Christ took place in order that he 
might suffer death for all. How is this possible, seeing that his 
death preceded his exaltation? The critics have therefore blindly 
sought in their own way to escape the difficulty. Some have 
assigned to o-;.c,J; a new signification; Erasmus, l(uinoel, and 
others, the signification of f.JJrfTc, Schleusner that of postquam, 
,vhich, in a gramn1atical point of view, is absurd. Others have 
had recourse to artificial constrt1ctions. Bengel and Bohme, in 
a truly reckless 1nanncr, arc for 1naking o-;.(JJ; dependent on 
r(Au-rr. ! Grotius, Carpzov, Storr, and Bleek, on a short clause 
to be supplied from the noun -;;-u.07Jp.,u : ;; 'i-:ru0cv. But all 
these artifices are unnecessary. "Orrc,J; depends actually on 
forerpavc,1µ.,;voi;, can depend on nothing else, and needs tq depend 
on nothing else; for a n1eaning perfectly good results when only 
(with vVetstein) the proper emphasis is given to the x,(,Jgl; 0:rnu 
uir.sg 'T.'uv,:-6;. Christ ,vas exalted that he may have suffered 
death/or all, ivith the s'ingle exceptioniof God. This is certainly 
not spoken with logical precision ; thus spoken it ·would be: that 
the death which he has tasted, n1ight be for the benefit of all. This 
brevity, however, this condensation of bvo small clauses into one, 
is extreniely natural. So, for example, might a teacher say to a 
youth who was going out for the first time into the ,vorlcl: "See 
that you remember my words and achnonitions also when you 
are away, that I may not have taken pains with you in vain," 
i.e. that the pains which I have taken ,vith you may not be in 
vain. (Olshausen also substantially makes o•;;-(JJ; dependent on 
J<Jnrpavc,Jp.,~vo": "that he might be one ,vho had tasted death 
fo'i' all.") 
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Jesus, then, n1ust be exalted, in order that his death n1ay be 
for the benefit of all, of 1nen and angels. So long as he was 
only the crucified man Jesus, so long his death ,vas indeed an 
objective vicarious death of atonement for guilt not his own, but 
it yielded no real fruit either to men or angels. Not till the 
incarnate one ,vas exalted and glorified, and crowned I{ing in 
heavBn, did it become possible for him to send the Holy Spirit, 
and thus to effect the aJJpropriation on the part of ma!1 of the 
salvation which had been objectively wrought out, and there·with 
to bring joy to the angels over the conversion of men. 

In ver. 10 ·we have the third link in the chain of thought to 
,vhich the clause lfr:w;, &c., has formed the transition, nay, which 
was already implicitly contained in that clause. This part can 
therefore be connected ·with the clause beginning with lk·w; by 
means of an explicative yrig, "na1nely." Had this transition
clause been ,vanting, then we must have expected os instead of 
yrig. (JJf an has not yet attained to the don1inion; Jesus, how:
ever, is already cro-wned; but, through him, the rest of 1nankind 
also are to be led to glory.) The author, ho,vever, is not so fond 
of sharply distinguishing his thoughts frorn each other, as rather 
of making rhetorical transitions fron1 the one to the other. 

With respect, now, to the construction of the tenth verse, it is 
self-evident, a, that e-iige'ife yag au,;ljJ is the governing clause ; 
b, that the relative clause o,' 011 depends on au:rrp ; c, that the 
subject to l'7ige'7ie is fonned through the infinitive 'rEAEiw6a1; and 
d, that To11 agx,riybv depends on Tf.Ae1w6a1 as its object. The only 
doubtful point is, whether the accusative ayay6v,;a, with what 
belongs to it, is accusative of the subject to 'rEA~1wua1 ( conse
quently, together with -:-;;A~1wua1, forms an acc. c. inf.), or; 
,vhether &ya16vra is in apposition to the accusative of the object 
agxriyov. In the latter case, the word in apposition would be 
placed before its principal ·word, in order· that the latter n1ay 
receive all the greater e1nphasis (just as in verse 9 the _attribute 
~Aa'r'Tw/1,svov was placed first, and 'l'l)/Jouv follo"red for the sake 
of the e1n phasis.) • 

That the au7o; o/ 8v as subject of the verb 'l':Ae1w/Ja1, is 
different from the agxri,6; as the object of this ,;{) .. e1w6a1, as also, 
that the agxriy6; is Christ, is self-evident; the au70; a/ clv is, 
therefore, God the Father. If no,v, follo,ving the former con-
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struction, we render the words thus (with Olshausen): " it 
became hi1n for ,vho1n and through whom are all things, in 
bringing many to glory, to make the leader of their salvation 
perfect through suffering," then God the Father is here the one 
to whom the action expressed by the llyHY belongs, and this 
whole clause r,;o"A."A.o0; uiu;); fi; o6gaY ayaya11ra receives the place of 
a mere accessa1·y limitation, to some extent a . conditional limi
tation. If God ( thus ,ve might explain the idea), if God would 
bring many sons to glory, then must he make him vvhom he 
has chosen as their captain, perfect through suffering. The 
emphasis rests here on the ,vords cna --:ra0'fJ/Ui'I'wY. That the 
suffering was necessary is the kernel of the thought, all the rest 
serves only for preparation.-Jf again, following the other con
struction, ,ve render the passage thus: " For it became him for 
whom and through who1n are all things, to make the caJJtain of 
their salvation perfect through suffering, as one who should 
bring 1nany sons to glory," then, the emphasis here rests evi
dently on t;;'OAA.otJ; uiuu; ayayoY';'CI., and agx,'IJyoY. It is, however, 
precisely one of the peculiadties of our author's style to place 
such principal clauses as it were in the JJeriphery of his sentences, 
and this of itself ,vould suffice to give the preference to this 
second construction. In addition to this, there is the beautiful 
parellelism resulting fro1n this construction between the , Ir;crouv 

placed after, and the &gx,r;yiiv, in like manner, l)laced after. 
1\foreover, the two ideas are thus placed antithetically to each 
other : at present, Jesus alone is exalted ; but he is exalted as a 
leader of others. The train of thought, then, absolutely requires 
that the emphasis in ver. 10 should rest upon this-that through 
Jesus the rest of manlcind also attain to glory, consequently, on 
the end and result of the suffering of Jesus-but not on the 
means, the suffering itself. And ho,v strong the emphasis ,vhich 
the author lays upon that result, he sho,vs by giving a twofold 
expression to the idea, tha.t through Jesus many attain to glory ; 
first, in the words ;o"A.1,ou; uio;); ayay611,;-a, and then, in the 
word <lgx,i?yt;. We are not, therefore, at liberty to sink the 
clause tJro"A.1-,ou; uiou; &yay6y,:a into a mere accessary limitation, 
which, according to the former construction, would be unavoid
able, but must necessarily give the preference to the second 
construction. Ver. 10 is connected "\\ith ver. 9 as an explana-
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tion of it; there, as we saw, all the stress lay on ui:.eg -:iavi;-6; ; in 
ver. 10, too, it must therefore be sho,vn how others also attain 
to glory through Jesus. And the sa1ne idea is followed out also 
in ver. 11. It is shown in ver. 11 ho,v the glory of Christ is 
participated in by 1nan, but not ,vhy it was necessary that Christ 
should suffer in order to procure this glory. 

vVe render the passage accordingly: '' It became him for whom 
and through whom all things subsist, to make perfect, through 
suffering, the captai·n of their salvation, as one who should bring 
many 8ons unto glory." The idea that Christ could not be a 
first-fruits of others ,vithout suffering, finds its explanation in 
the passages John xvi. 7 ; xiv. 2, 3. ngfi:.rn1, as also o<pEfi..e,v, 

ver. 17, seems to denote not a fatalistic necessity, but a necessity 
lying in the nature of the thing, and therefore in God's O'Wn 
,vise, world-governing ·will. That the Father is here designated 
by o,' 06 'Ta i:.av.a, which is usually a term of designation for the 
Son (Ro1n. xi. 36 ; 1 Cor. viii. 6 ; i~ ou is generally said of the 
Father) is explained partly by the paronomasia ,vith o/ Bv, partly 
by this,-that the Father is here r~garded not as the creator, but 
as the governor of the world, through, and under, whose guidance 
the ·work of salvation is accomplished. , 

In vers. 11-13, there follo,vs a further train of thought which, 
however, does not stand along ·with the rest of the members in 
vers. 5-8, vers. 9, 10, vers. 14, 18, as co-ordinate with them, 
but as subordinate to the member in vers. 9, 10, containing, 
namely, a niere explanation of the idea in ver. 10 (that through 
the one Son, others also should become sons.) It is sho,vn in 
vers. 11-13, that already !n the Old Testarnent i·t i·s said, the 
JJfessiah shall receive his subjects i'nto his own relation of son
ship 1with God. First of all in ver. 11, the proposition is theti
cally laid down that the ay,a~wv and the uy1a~6~E1101 stand in the 
relation of brethren coming from one head of a family. With 
respect no,v, firstlJ, to the 1neaning of the expression ay,a~~,v, it 
denotes here not sanctification in the special sense, as an effect of 
faith in the atonement, and as such different from justification ; 
but, just as little does it denote justification as such, as was thought 
by many of the old Protestant con1mentators. The expression 
ay,a(EJv denotes here, rather, the total change in their relation to 
God ·which takes place in the members of the new covenant, in 
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opposition to the relation of the natural n1an to God. This wide 
signification is explained by the sense and usage of the word ay,or;. 

•• Ay,or; is, in the first place, used in a dogmatico-metaphysical 
sense of God. God is holy, because he is in himself the· perfect 
one, and the fountain of all good,-also of all that is mor~lly 
good as corresponding to his own nature. God is further holy, 
in relation to personal creatures, i.e., he is righteous ; here ayJO; 

denotes the consistency of the divine dealings towards us with 
his nature. In the second place, however, !ly,o; is used in a 
historical sense of the creature, and f onus in this sense the anti
thesis to all that which by sin has become estranged from God, 
separated from God, and morally bad or essentially profane. 
Those things are holy, which are withdrawn from the profane 
natural life, and devoted to the service of God. Those persons 
are holy, who are withdra-wn from the sinfully-natural life, and 
are placed in a relation of grace and rede1nption to God. Hence 
in the Old Testament the Israelites, and in all the apostolical 
epistles, the Christians are called oi &y,01, although they are by 
no means already sinless. Only, in the third place, does cly,or; 

come to denote ( and in this case B!1or; is rather used) the state of 
a personal creature ,vho is absolutely free from sin, or who has 
becon1e free (1 .Pet. i. 16).-?-1he ily,a~rn1 in the passage under 
consideration is an instance of the second of these usages, and 
denotes the total act by ·which Christ withdraws his o,vn people 
from the natural life of death, and places them in the sphere of 
a new life which r~sts upon his ato;ning death, has its source in 
his resurrection, consists in the appropriation of salvation through 
repentance, faith, and renewal of life, and ,vill at one time be 
perfected in sinlessness and glorification.-The other and stricter 
signification of ilyu:i~e,v, in ·which it denotes the special renewal 
of life proceeding from faith (John xvii. 17; comp. Heb. xii. 14) 
belongs to the third usage of ayJOr;. 

vVho, no,v, is the eh, the common parent, in relation to who1n 
the ily,a~C,Jll, Christ, and the ay,a~o/uvo,, the subjects of the 
l\fessiah's kingdon1, are called brethren,-i.e., ,vho is he ,vhose 
sons Christians becon1e through the sanctifier? Hunnius and 
Carpzov thought it ,vas Adan1; Bengel, Schmid, and lV[ichmlis 
that it was Abrahan1. All these (as also Olshausen) found, 
accordingly, in ver. 11, the idea expressed that the Son of God 



EPISTLE TO THE HEBRE,vs II. 5-18. 91 

as incarnate, has entered into a relation of brother·to men. Then 
is ver. 11 an ans,ver to the question,-by 1what niean.s has Christ 
made niany to be sons? Ver. 10: Christ, as leader, dra,vs many 
sons after hi 111, ver. 11 : for he has become man, and there
fore con1es from the same common ancestor ,with those who 
are sanctified.-This interpretation is, 1neanwhile, decidedly 
,vrong. Not until ver. 14 does the author pass on to show 
that Christ, in order to raise us to a participation in his 
sonship ,vith God, must needs take part in our sonship with 
A.da1n. The citations also in ver. 12 prove, as we shall see, 
not that it was necessary for the l\Iessiah to become man, but 
simply that the Messiah should stand in the spiritual relation of 
a brother to the subjects of his kingdo1n, that he should lift 
them up to his relation of oneness ,vith God. Finally, the desig
nation of Christ here as the sanctifier, and the sons as the 
sanctified, also shows, that it is not the 1Jhysical relationship ,vhich 
we, the sons of Adan1, have fro1n our birth onwards with Christ 
as the son of l\Iary, of David, of Abraha111, of Ada1n, that is 
here spoken of, but the spiritual relationship into which we enter 
with him through our being sanctffiecl. In ver. 11-, then, we are 
not told by ivhat means Christ raises us to sonship with God 
(namely: that for this end it was necessary that he should 
become a son of man), but, rather, in this verse it is repeated by 
way of explanation that Christ makes us his brethren, and as the 
sanctified, raises us to sonship ,vith God. Thus, with the ancient 
Greek commentators and Tholuck, we must explain the E1' 1 of 
God, the spb~itital father as of Christ so also of those who are 
descended from Christ. But it is, certainly, to this descent frorn 
OJn~ist, not to the '' common origin fro1n God" (Bleek) that the 
idea expressed in the Eg b116; is to be referred, as appears of itself 
fro111 what has been just said. 

It still re1nains to be observed on these words, viewed gram-
111atically, that 1ulvn;-along ,vith i:-s, xal-forms a pleonasm. 

Fo1~ ivhich cause, &c. Because the l\iessiah is destined to-enter 
into the relation of a brother ,vith the members of his kingdom, 
not 1nerely into that of a ruler over them-i.e. to exalt t,he1n to a 
participation in the sonship-therefore, he is not ashamed already 

1 Calvin is for taking bo; as the neuter, and supplying ,ys11ov;. This is, 
grammatically, not possible. 
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in the Old Testament to call his subjects brethren, i.e. therefore 
docs an analogous relation appear also in the anointed one of the 
Old Tcstament.-It is in this elegant rhetorical manner that 
our author conne~ts his proofs from the Old Testament vcrs. 
12, 13, ,vith th,e thesis, vcr. 11. From ,vhat is said in ver. 
11, it becomes intelligible how already, in the Old Testament, 
such passages as Ps. xxii. 22, could occur. ~l1here lies, therefore, of 
course, in these Old Testament passages at the same time, vice 
versa, a testimony to the truth of ,vhat is. said in ver. 11. This is 
plainly the aim of the author, to prove by these citations that 
even in statements of the Old Testament this relation of brother 
to the n101nbers of his kingdo1n, this calling to exalt them to the 
place of cliildren, is attributed to the expected Messiah. 

The great majority of commentators have not rightly appre
hended the bearing of the 11 th verse, and hence have not known 
what rightly to make of the citations, vcrs. 12, 13. vVe say no
thing of the insipid view of those ,vho, as soon as they come upon 
an Old Testament citation, ignorantly presuppose that the author's 
design was to prove that J csns of Nazareth is the l\iessiah, and 
who then i1nagine they have done so111etbing wonderful when they 
show that the passage cited contains "no direct prophecy pointing 
to Christ." It is nowhere the aim of the author throughout the 
entire epistle to prove that Jesus is the Messiah ; this he presup
poses, chap. i. 1-3, as an acknowledged fact on the part of his 
rcadcrs.-Those again may be said relatively to have best appre
hended these citations, who think their design is to prove, that 
even, according to the statements of the Old Testament, it 'Was 
necessary that the lJ.f essiah should beconie man. We know, indeed, 
that according to the plain words of the author in vcr. 11 this 
also cannot be right. Not that the 1\Iessiah, the Son of God, 
must of necessity become lfnan, not that the incarnation ,vas the 
means of exalting the rest of men to the place of cl;,ildren, is 
what would here be proven from the Old Testament,-this means 
is first spoken of at vcr. 14,-but that, even in the Old Testa
ment, it was reckoned as a vart of the calling of the l\iessiah, i.e. 
the Anointed, the theocratical king, that he should not n1ercly 
rule over his subjects from above, but in bJ'otherly ministerial love 
lift them up to the sa!llc close filial felloivship with God in which 
he himself stood as the anointed of God. 
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On the erroneous supposition that vcr. 2 is intended to prove 
the necessity of the incarnation, of the JVIessiah's becoming a child 
of Adam, the three citations have been interpreted in the follow
ing n1anner. In Ps. x..xii. 22 Da vicl the king is not ashamed to 
remember that his subjects arc at the same time his brethren, by 
virtue of their physical descent fron1 Adam or Abraha1n. Now, 
as the first David was a type of the second David, there must 
also exist in the case of the latter a basis of physical brotherhood 
with 1nen. (See also Olshausen.) But, in the first place, David 
wrote that psalm not as the king, but as a fugitive from Saul (see 
infra) ; and, secondly, fron1 the fact that David 1nentions a phy
sical relation as subsisting bet,veen him and his subjects, it 
cannot be inferred that this relation belonged essentially to his 
character as anointed of the Lord, and n1ust therefore repeat 
itself in the second David. With equal justice might it be said, 
that because David in the 51st Psaln1 laments that he was con
ceived in sin, the second David 1nust needs also have been 
conceived in sin.-The second passage is supposed to be taken 
from Is. viii. 17. Isaiah in his character as a prophet says, that 
he puts his trust in God, and therefore retains his consciousness, 
that although he is a n1essenger of God to the people of Israel, 
he is still at the same time a member: of this people, and has to 
exercise faith in his own prophecy. Consequently, Christ also, 
the absolute prophet, 1nust be a 1nember of hu1nanity to which 
he was sent., But it is the manner of all prophets to speak at 
the same time as men, and one might perceive in this a trace of 
their relative and in1perfect character, and be led to an inference 
precisely the reverse, na1nely, that the absolute prophet must 
needs have been a prophet in the pur~ sense of the ,vorcl, and 
not at the same time one of those to whom he was sent. If, 
therefore, these citations are to be understood in this sense, 
the force of argument which they contain appears feeble indeed. 
(On the third citation, ·which, indeed, has' been the best under
stood, see below.) 

vVe no,v come to look at these citations fro1n a quite different 
point of view. If our explanation of vcr. 11 is right, then the 
author intends to prove by the citations in vcr. 12 s., not that 
the l\1essiah must needs have taken part in our relation of son
ship to Adam, but tliat it belongs to the calling of tlw Messiah to 
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raise tlie subjects of his kingdom to his own JJI cssianic rclat-ion a.I 
sonship to God, to that close union and fello,vship of grace with 
Goel in which he stands as the anointed of God. Let us now 
see ,vhether the citations in reality prove this. 

The first is the passage in Psalm xxii. 22. It is well known 
that this psahn ,vas ascribed by tradition to David, and was 
regarded as typical by the early Christian Church. From the 
place which it occupies in the first book of the Psalms of David, 
it appears, according to Delitzsch's excellent investigations 
(Symbolm ad Psahnos illustrandos), that this psalm ,vas 
included in the collection appointed by David hin1self ( comp. 
2 Ohron. xxiii. 18, with Psalm lxxii. 20.) The situation, too, 
which is described in Ps. xxii., under the figure of a circle com
posed of destructive wild beasts and wicked rnen, applies more 
fitly to no one than to David ,vhen Saul persecuted hirn, hunted 
him from cave to cave, and from. one hiding place to another, 
and surrounded on every side the 1nountain ,vhich he frequented. 
It is, however, not a 1nere individual trust in Goel ·which David 
expresses in the psahn; he was through Samuel anointed of God 
to be king ; he had the promise of the throne, and on his faith in 
this promise did that confidence rest. vVhen, now, the apostles 
find in those sufferings of David and his deliverance' out of them, 
a type of the sufferings and the resurrection of the second David, 
this is not n1ere caprice on their part, but a thing for ·which they 
have an1plc ,varrant. The conflict of Jesus with his eneinies 
was, throughout, in the closest manner, parallel to David's 
conflict with Saul. There, as here, ,ve see, on the one hand, 
the man after God's heart, the anointed of Goel, who knows that 
he, although chosen to attain to glory and to establish his king
dom, ·will, despised and alone, receive the exaltation from the 
hand of G-ocl; there, as here, stands, on the other hand, the 
possessor of worldly power, ,vho fears ,vith groundless suspicion 
lest the anointed of Goel should seek to cast hi1n clown from his 
power ,vith the ,veapons of rebellion. But to this was to be 
added, that this relation 1Yas first developed in Jesus in that 
absolute purity and perfection ,vhich it as yet wanted in David. 
David, although he shrunk fron1 laying his hand on Saul, had 
yet gathered around him a band of fighting men, Jesus had only 
lnunblc fishermen and publicans. Thus the conflict which is 
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portrayed in Psalm xxii. had reached only a typical, inadequate 
development in David; ·what David sings in that psalm first 
found its full truth in the second David. And when, moreover, 
our Lord himself in his anguish on the cross actually acknow
ledged the opening ,vords of the 22d Psalm as containing the 
1nost perfect expression of his situation, ho-w can critics, shutting 
their eyes against the lig4t of clay, still deny that the psalm 
expresses a relation which in itself ,vas a prophecy in act pointing 
to Christ? 

The suffering Messiah of the Old Testament then, in that 
psahn, expresses the resolution, in the midst of his affiiction, that 
if Goel should save and exalt him-in other words place him on 
the pron1ised throne and make him king-he will declare to his 
brethren the faithfulness of the Lord, and will also raise them up 
to such a know ledge of Goel, and such an assurance of their 
gracious relation to him, as that they too should praise the Lord 
with hi1n. He calls his future subjects brethren, not from regard 
to their being descended from Abraham in co1nmon with him, 
,vhich would be t,vo jejune a n1eaning, but it i·s the feeling oj 
royal lo·ve that teaches hiin to regard his future subjects as 
brethren, and plants so deep in his heart the care for their salva
tion, for their gro,vth in the knowledge of Goel. Herein, 
evidently, lies the significance of the declaration that David 
regards his future royal vocation as a rrtinisterial one, that he 
counts it as belonging to his future duties'as king, not merely to 
rule over his subjects outwardly as a caliph, but as one truly 
anointed of God to leacl the1n into that relation of nearness to God 
in 1which he ki1nself stands, ancl on account of 'Which he, the man 
after God's heart, has been anointed to be the J\iessiah of Israel. 
If, no-w, the first, the i1nperfect David, held it as an essential 
part of his Iviessianic calling to love his subjects as brethren in 
Goel, to care for the salvation of their souls, and to lift them up 
to his own relation of sonship to God-how could the second, the 
perfect David, be inferior to hin1 in this? No! the inference 
was certainly altogether logical and warranted :-if, already, the 
anointed of the Old Testament was not ashamed to regard his 
subjects in such a sense as brethren, so much the more ,vill it be 
the part of the New Testan1ent l\iessiah, to raise the subjeets of 
the Messianic kingdom of the N cw Testament Israel to that 
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relation of sonship with God in which he stands, and to make 
them sons. 

The second citation is generally supposed to be taken from 
Isaiah viii. 17; the third is the passage in Isaiah viii. 18, conse
quently, the immediate continuation of ver. 17. If, however, 
the second citation ,vas really from Isaiah viii. 17, it must with 
reason appear strange, that our author should, by a xai i;ra"A,v, 
separate from each other these two verses ,vhich, although con
taining two different elen1ents of thought, would still have for1ned 
but one citation (just as in chap. i. 8, 9.) This r.r1.J r;;a"A,v com
pels us to look for the second citation in another place than 

immediately before the third. Indeed the words iSm'I:-1'~j) (LXX. 
zal '7i'E'7io10c,'i; 'iuo/1,w ec:.' a0rf1) are to be found not merely in 
Isaiah viii. 17, but also in 2 Sam. xxii. 3, and, already the older 
comn1entators, and among more recent theologians, Tischendorf', 
have recently traced our citation to its original source. 

And, indeed, it is only in the connection to be found in 2 
Sam. xxii. 3 that the words cited involve the proof ,vhich, 
according to the context, we n1ust expect to find in them.
Isaiah, after having, in chap. vii. 1-8, chap. viii., communicated 
divine revelations concerning the ne,arer ( chap. viii.) and more 
remote ( chap. vii.) destinies of Judah, begins a hortatory address 
on the 9th verse of the 8th chapter, a sennon, as it were, on the 
text given in chap. vii. 1-8, viii. "Rage ye people, and be 
broken in pieces!" he exclairns; he sees in the spirit one king
dom falling down upon another, and one after another destroyed ; 
he fears not this, however ; Jehovah alone is to be feared, Jehovah 
alone is to be trusted in. His people dreads other po,vers and 
trusts in other helpers; but Isaiah "trusts in the Lord." The 
first person sing. ( on Vfhich our author by means of an e·{w lays 
emphasis) stands there 1ner ely in opposition to the coteinporaries 
of Isaiah, who bad set their trust on something earthly. How, 
now, from the fact that Isaiah ,vas more believing than his fellow
countrymen, can the inference be dra,vn that the Messiah shall 
exalt his subjects to the relation of brotherhood with himself, and 
of sonship with God? ! ' 

In 2 Sa111. xxii., on the contrary, ·we have a song ivltich David 
sang ivlwn God had preserved lti1n from, Saul. ·v er. 1. There 
David declares that Jehovah had been his shield, and had covered 
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hi1n. (Ho,v naturally, according to the orclinary, association of 
ideas, n1ust our author have been led from the prayer of petition 
in Ps. xxii. to the corresponding prayer of thanksgiving in 2 
S._un. xxii. !) "'\Vhen, no,v, David says in this connexion: "I 
trust ( also farther) in hi1n," the 11w here has its antithesis, not 
in the unbelievers, but in Jehovah; the anointed of God in these 
,vords enters into a close union ,vith God; he expresses the 
feeling of the purest sonship to God; it is God who has anointed 
hi1n, in who1n he has trusted in the extremity of need, ·who as a 
faithful father has extricated him, in ,vhom he ,vill henceforth 
also rest all his hope.-The subject of Ps. xxii. ·was David's 
relation to his subjects, that of 2 Sain. xxii. is David's relation 
to God. V\Te thus see ho\v these t,vo citations are connected 
together, supple1nent each other, and only when taken together 
form the entire proof, just as in the first chapter vers. 8, 9, and 
vers. 10-13 formed the two connected 1nembers of one ·argu
n1ent. Let it be remembered, that in chap. i. 8, 9, it ,vas shown 
that the l\iessianic salYation must needs come through a hun1an 
ruler and not through an angel, and in vers. 10-13 that the 
l\1essianic salvation ,vas to be brought about and acco1nplished 
immediately by God and not through angels. Here also, in like 
manner, we find t-wo propositions similarly related to each other: 
a, the anointed of Goel must raise his subjects to his own position 
of faith and grace, n1ust educate then1 so that they shall stand in 
the sa1ne relati9n to God as he does, and b, the anointed of Goel 
stands in the relation of closest unity ·with God. Or, more 
shortly and precisely: the l\1essiah makes his subjects to be his 
brethren (his fellows in as far as respects the relation to God); 
he hin1self, ho,vever, is the child of God. The Ergo is easily 
supplied: he makes his subjects to be children of God, uiof.

I-Iere, again, it is not words but ideas on which the force of the 
reasoning rests.-

As in chap. i. G, in addition to the passages cited to prove that 
the Son has received a more excellent na1ne than the angels, 
other passages nre at the same ti111e brought for,vard which say 
nothing 1nore of this name, but in ,vhich the description of the 
1\'.Iessianic salvation is continued, so, here also, in the course of 
the 13th verse, to the tw·o citations in ·which it is shown that the 
Messiah raises his subjects to the place of brethren and partners 

G 
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with him in ~is sonship, 1 a third is added in which nothing 
further is said specially on this point, but in which a ne,v inde
pendent proof is adduced of the principal proposition in ver. 10, 
that the I\1cssiah makes his people to be cliildren.-~he tl1ird 
citation is taken fron1 Is. viii.- .18. Just as it was natural for the 
author to pass from the 22d Psalm to the corresponding prayer of 
thanksgiving in 2 Sam. xxii., so naturally must the passage~ Sam. 
xxii. 3 have brought to his mind the parallel passage in Is. viii. 17, 
and thus led him to Is. viii. 18. W c must again carefully consider 
this passage in its connexion, in order rightly to understand it. 
Ahaz, i1nmediately after his accession to the throne, being 
threatened by Ephraim and Syria, despises the offered help of 
the Lord (vii. 11 s.), and relics on the help of the Assyrians. The 
rebuke is addressed to hin1 ver. 13 ss.: 0 house of David, why 
dost thou offend God? Behold, 0 n1aid (0 ·woman), thou shalt 
ha-vc yet to conceive (the ,vell-known symbol of an affliction 
,vhich is necessary in order to a salvation), and shalt con1e through 
suffering to bear a son whon1 thou shalt call " Goel ,vith us" (the 
promised second David.) God, then, ,vill bring the self-trusting 
house of David by means of afflictions to this-that it ·will feel as 
a, ,von1an, as a niaid ; then first is it capable of bearing the pro
mised one, ,vhen in humility it places itself in a recepfrive relation 
to God. 2 For, before the time arrives when the promised one 
can, as a grown up man, bring the l\Iessianic salvation, Judea shall 
be laicl 1waste ( ver. 15 comp. v-er. 22.) An unprecedented cala-
1nity shall first befall both lcingdorns, Ephraim and Judah (vcr. 
17), before the }Jron1ised period of glory, and that fro1n the same 
Assyrian power on which the foolish Ahaz relied for help (vers. 
18 and 20).-Aftcr this revelation had been made to Ahaz, 
Isaiah receives the con1mancl fron1 Goel to write upon a roll 
the sy1nbolical na1ne " Haste to the Spoil, speed to the prey." He 
docs this taking two n1en as witnesses. After this, he begets 
a child, when the child is born it is a boy, and he receives 

1 Nothing, of course, is said here of the eternal Sonship of Jesus Christ. 
'.l'o a participation in that eternal ,Sonship none of the sanctified arc exalted; 
they arc, however, exalted to a participation in that Sonship spoken of in ver. 
10,-i.e. the Sonship commonly so called. 

2 )Ve see, then, the house of David, purified by affliction, matured in the 
person of the Virgin Mary to a purely womanly receptivity for the p1·0-
mised salvation. 
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the command to give to this boy the name "Haste to the spoil, 
Speed to the prey;" the boy "'as to be a living witness and pledge, 
that the prophecy given to Isaiah nine n1onths before would in 
its first part (that San1aria and Dan1ascus should be laid ,vaste 
by the Assyrians) be soon fulfilled (ver. 4); with like certainty, 
also, would the other part be fulfilled, that Judah should be 
01)pressed by the Euphratean po,ver ( "'"hich must here still be 
regarded as the "Assyrian," as it was first under Hezekiah 
revealed to the prophet that Babylon should take the place of 
Assyria.) That the prophet, i1nmediately after having ,vritten 
on the roll, goes in to the prophetess, leaves us to conclude that 
he did this according to di vine direction. Thus we have here a 
series of signs, of ,vhich one always points to the other. His 
,vriting on the roll is a sign that a boy should be born to him, to 
,vho1n he is to assign that nan1e ·written on the roll. That the 
boy is in reality born, and receives that name, is a sign that 
Samaria and Damascus are to be laid waste by the Assyrians ; 
the overthrow of Samaria is a sign that the after !)art of the 
threatening also, chap. vii. 17, that concerning Judah, shall be 
fulfilled, and ,vith this the coming of the promised Son of David 
rendered possible. 

The "Haste to the spoil, Speed to the prey" was, ho,vever, not 
the first son of Isaiah who bore a symbolical prophetical name. 
In chap. vii. 3 it is purposely mentioned that already an older 
boy existed with such a name, the" Shearjaschub." The younger 
son ,vas a living prophecy of the judgments ,vhich ,vere to come 
upon Juda, the elder, a living prophecy of the future salvation, 
of the conversion in ,vhich these juclgments ,vere to issue ( comp. 
Is. x. 21.) 

But it is not merely on the existence of these sons ·who were 
prophetic in their names that Isaiah, in his address viii. 18, rests 
that trust ,vhich bears him up amid all the agitations of the 
people, for he goes on to say, " Behold I and the children whom 
thou hast given me." In like manner as his trust rests upon his 
sons does it rest also upon himself. His sons give him faith and 
hope by the na1nes which they bear; in himself, also, it n1ust be the 
name ,vhich he has receiYed fro1n his parents, and which appears to 
hin1-in connection ,vith the names of his sons-to be significant 
and consolatory. He is called " J chovah's cu.Jvation ," and> as 
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David in his character as the anointed king was a ty,Pe of the 
N cw r11cstan1ent king, so is Isaiah, as the anointed prophet and 
servant of Goel, a type of the N c,v Testament 1\iessiah, the 
Saviour). Isaiah is the Saviour of the Old Testament as David 
,vas the J\'.Icssiah of the Olcl Testament. 1.1liat not lie alone, ho1v
cver, but that he, togethe1· ivith his sons, forins the type of Christ
this is important to our author. rrhe sons of Isaiah ,verc certainly 
not 1nercly living pledges that the " salvation of Jehovah" would 
at one time con1e after "calan1ity" and "conversion;" but the 
future salvation ·was also typffied in this father, together ,vith his 
sons. Certainly, however, there n1ust be added to this the other 
elcn1ent,-that the children of Isaiah in their character as JJledges 
(personal living prophecies) 1.vere 'With hirn received into the pro-
plietical calling of their fathei·, into the dignity of the prophetical 
qfftce ). in other ,vords, that they were not 1nerely children of a 
prophet ( of a man who ,vas besides a prophet), but prophetical 
children, or that their 1·elation to their father as children 1was itself 
n vrophetical relation. And the Isaiah of the N e,v Testament, 
the Saviour, the Joshua (:-i'l!tv' and lJ1~ii7' are synonymous), 

T • - • - • . . . 
must not be inferior to hi~ in this : was the one not merely a 
prophet in ,vord, neither 111ust the other be so ; did the one beget 
children which like their father were prophets, then must the 
other also begot children who, like him, stand in a 1\1essianic 
union of grace ,vith God. 

Thus the three citations do in reality prove exactly what they 
ought to prove. It belongs to the calling of the Messiah to raise 
others to a participation in his sonshi1J. 

Ver. 14-18. Our author no,v passes to a new application of 
the idea, closely connected, • ho,Yevcr, with the third of the 
citations which we have just been considering. He had, a, laid 
do-wn in ver. 5 the thesis, that the place of ruler in the future 
kingdom of God is assigned not to the angels (but to 1nan); he 
had, b, shown in vers. 6-8, tha·t even in the Old Testament this 
place is promised to the f a1nily of man ; he had, c, observed in 
vers. 9, 10, that as yet indeed Jesus alone had been exalted 
to the glory, but it is only as the first-fruits and as leader to bring 
rnany sons after him; and here, by way of appendix, he had in 
ver. 11-13 called to mind how, already, the Old Testament con
siders it as a part of the Messiah's office, to lift up the members 
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of his kingdom to the same relation of grace and unity in which he 
stands to God. Now, ho,vever, in ver. 14 he begins to show, that 
as nieans to this end-the exaltation of man to the rank of sons of 
God and this glory-it was necessary that the Son of God should 
come down to be a son of man, a son of Adam. As in ver. 9, 10: 
he affir1ned, that the ( already present, as it were already per
fected) 1\iessiah n1ust needs suffer in order to make others to be 
sons; so in ve1:s. 14-'18 he shows that it was necessary the Son 
of God should become man in order to becorne the Messiah. 

The proof of this which he adduces connects itself so naturally 
with the third of the preceding citations, that ver. 14 just presents 
the same idea as is contained in that citation, only in another 
point of view. In ver. 13 the principal thing was to sho,v, that 
to the office of the Old Testament i1'Yrl,t' belonged not merely 

T: - : 

the 1.dtering of ivords but also the begetti"ng of children; in ver. 
14 he lays stress on this-that those children must also be 
actually born, in order to be living prophecies; in ver. 13 he 
shows, that the children of Isaiah liacl part in the prophetical 
spiritual calling of thcfr father; in vcr. 14, that that participation 
,vas rendered possible by the actual birth of those children: And 
that this ne·w application of the passage is warranted, appears 
already from the interpretation ,ve have given of it above. The 
mere uttering or writing down of the words " Schearjashub, 
l\1ahershalal-hashbaz" was as yet no sign, no testimony, no 
prophetical ratification of the deliverance; the gracious sign 
imparted to the prophet, and through him to the people, was 
only then given ,vhen God actually sent these children to him, 
when they actually canze into the worlcl, when they partoolc of flesh 
and blood (for these ,vords contain the antithesis to the mere 
giving of the nan1es.) It n1ust not, however, be thought that 
our author avails hi1nself of this view of the case as containing 
properly a proof, that it ,vas necessary the Son of God should be 
born as man. He could not n1ean this, for that case cqntains no 
such proof. For, it is not with the children of Isaiah, but with 
the father Isaiah himself, that Jesus is represented as parallel. 
He had, however, no such argument in his mind. Even the 
fr:s, does not express properly a causal relation, but serves only 
to introduce that parallel which the author himself by adding the 
word r,;aga,;:),1J6foJ; "in a si1nilar way "-has denoted as one 
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which does not hold fully and in every point of vieiv. Indeed, he 
1nakes use of the citation in ver. 13, not as a proof of the idea con
tained in vers. 14-18 (he never applies one and the same citation 
to prove two different trains of thought), but merely by way of 
transition. According to that passage, it ,vas necessary that the 
children should be actually born, and ,ve perceive a relation in 
some measure analogous to this in Jesus ; he also has assuniecl 
flesh and blood, he, in order to make us partakers in his sonship 
to God, has first taken part in our sonship to Adam. This neu; 
thesis is laid down, and it is not proven fro1n Is. viii. 18, but that 
citation only served as a transition to it introduced in the elegant 
manner peculiar to the author. The proof follows in the sentence 
beginning with 'fva, and then in ver. 16. ~ag~ r.a, aTpJa

designates the human nature in opposition to the incorporeal 
uncreated God ( comp. Matt. xvi. 17; Gal. i. 16) not the body 
in opposition to the soul, nor the mortal body in opposition to the 
glorified (Grotius, Tholuck )-an antithesis which could not be 
urged in this context. 

That through death, &c. The author now proceeds to specify 
the internal ground upon which the thesis rests. That which 
stands in the way of our beco1ning sons of God, and ,vhich 1nust 
first be removed, is cleath, or-as the author here n1ore specially 
describes it-the being subject to the kingdon1 of darkness and 
the prince of this kingdom, who has the power of death. This 
bondage of death could Le removed only by our guilt being 
atoned for through the sacrificial death of Christ. In order to 
this, however, it ,vas necessary that he should becorne a n1ember 
of that humanity which took its rise fro1n the first Adam. 
_ So much in reference to the train of thought in general. 

To come to particulars, r.a,;-agytlv is an expression frequently 
used by Paul, but occurring in the New Testament only in 
Luke xiii. 7, and in our passage (but also in profane writers.) 
It is equivalent to ar:gyov ,;;-o,e,~, to render ine~ective, to deprive 
of efficacy. The author certainly 1night have expressed his 
meaning thus : '/~a o,a 'TOU Oava'TOU 'TOV Oava<;-O'I XU'Tagyi;6n. But 
he bas, with good reason, avoided doing so. For Jesus by 
his death has not freed us fro1n death, absolutely, and in every 
respect; the death of the body still remains, but its sting has 
been taken a-way; it is no longer a judgment b~fore which 
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conscience tre1n bles, and ,vhich keeps n1en in incessant fear ; to 
the Christian the death of the body is rather only a deliverance 
from the "body of this death" (Ro1n. vii. 24), a :(inal putting off 
of the last remnant of the old Ada1n with ,vhich ,ve have still 
to contend; in other ,vords, the completion of sanctification, for, 
as·thc Heidelberg cat€chisn1 so admirably expresses it in the 42d 
question : " Our death is not a pay1nent for our sin, but only a 
dying to sin, and an entrance on life eternal." Therefore the 
author speaks not of a taking a,vay of death absolutely, but only 
of a cessation of the poiver of death. In the ,vords xgaro~ r;-ou 

Bava:rou the genitive is not the gen. objecti (" power to kill"), 
for xga,.oG never denotes a mere facultas; it is the gen. subjecti. 
It is the power ·which death exercises over us, the violence ,vhich 
it offers to us. The best explanation of this is to be found in 
ver. 15, the consideration of which ,ve shall here anticipate. 
Christ has delivered th,ose ,vho through fear of death ,vere, i.e. 
showed themselves, to be all their lifetin1e subject to bondage. 
The man who, however ,vell he might ,vard off repentance and the 
knowledge of sin, and by this pretended self-righteousness keep 
his conscience at rest, yet, ,vhen the thought of death comes 
home to him, cannot divest his mind of anxiety, testifies by 
this very anxiety-these irrepressible stirrings of conscience in 
the prospect of death-that he is guilty, and that as yet he can 
lay no clapn to freedom fron1 the po"rer of death. 

But the author is not satisfied -with saying n1erely that Christ 
has rendered ineffectual the power of death ). he goes a step 
farther back and says: Christ has rendered ineffective hi1n who 
had this po,ver of death over us-the devil-,vho held this power 
as an instrument in his o"rn hands, and made use of it as a 1ncans 
to vanquish us. The time is no,v happily gone by when it ·was 
customary to explain a,vay the Satan of who1n we read in the 
Bible, by changing hi111 into an " evil principle." An' " evil 
principle" implies in itself nothing less than an absurdity. The 
very essence of evil consists in the absence of principle, in a con
tradiction to principle. If the idea of an " evil principle" ,vere 
conceivable, then might it also be conceived that God ,vas evil ! 
But evil is only conceivable as a perverted selfish quality of the 
will of the personal creature, to be accounted for by the formal 
freedo1n of this creature.; evil as such has no existence (nullam 
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ha bet substantiam), but we give the name of evil to the quality 
of that creature-,vill which, in opposition to God's ,vill, and to 
man's own inner nature, refuses to stand in a receptive relation 
towards God, and will be its own independent lord, its own God. 
(Hence, also, evil is not a mere negation of good, but its direct, 
positive opposite.) No,v, we learn from the Scriptures that this 
evil quality of the will is to be found not merely in the human 
race, but also in the sphere of that other class of personal crea
tures, the angels, only with this difference, that because, in the 
angels, sin cannot be divided into sins of pride, and sins of the flesh, 
which strive against each othe1·, and because it cannot be driven 
out of the centre of the soul into a circumference, the c;agf;, 
-the fallen angels are sunk irrecoverably into corruption. The 
sinful man is in his corruption half beast and half devil, the fallen 
angel is all devil. Farther, it is evident, that as the sinful man 
devotes his spiritual and corporeal powerf:! and capacities to the 
service of sin, so the fallen angels, subject to the permission of 
God, spend the energies with ,vhich, as creatures, they are en
dowed, and employ their greater freedom from the restraints of 
body and space, in the service of sin. 

Experience fully corresponds to what ,ve learn on this subject 
from revelation. It is manifest in the hi.story of the kingdom of 
God, that that kingdom has to contend not merely ,vith indivi
dual ,veakness, or ·with the ,vickedness of individual men, but 
"rith great anti-Christian po,vers (Eph vi. 12), to which the men 
who are engaged in their service are for the most part related 
merely as blin.cl instruments. The W<?rkman, ,vho lets himself be 
persuaded to join in a rebellion through the false representations 
of iusurrectionary co1nmunists, co1nmits l\;no1vingly only the sin 
of covetousness and of disobedience to the law ; the citizen, "rho 
allows himself to be dra,vn by the prevailing spirit of the time 
into unlawful transactions, commits only the unconscious sin of 
folly, neith~r the one nor the other has discovered the great plot 
against the kingdom of God which they are helping to advance, 
nay, they are often surprised when they see the fruits ,vhich' 
ripen on the field that has been ,vrought by them. The blinded 
man often ain1s at the' very opposite of that ,vhich the prince of 
darkness, whose instrument he is, strives and manages to accom
plish by him; in the bands of that prince of this world, parties 
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professedly opposed to him often unwillingly help forward the same 
cause, and bring about the san1e victory. In short, there is actu
ally a_ provi"dence of evil, only relative, it is true, and in the end 
always subject to the absolute providence of God, ,vhich, ho,v
ever, stretches far beyond the conscious aims of its human in
struments. 

Now, the man who has not attained to freedom in Ch~ist, or 
has fallen back from this freedom into the bondage of sin and 
death, is not merely a slave of his individual sins and sinful 
i nfirn1ities, but becomes, at the same time, a slave and tool of the 
prince of darkness ; he has a price at ,vhich he is saleable, and 

for which· the wicked one gets possession of him. He becomes 
a slave of that power which is at once a seducing, a conscience
accusing, and a corrupting power ( corrupting the body as ·well 
as the soul, destroying all happiness, rec·ompensing with poison 
and death.) It is the prince of darkness who holds in his hands 
the po-wer which death exercises over us ; ·who employs the power 
of spiritual death, of sin, to make man his tool ; who employs the 
power of bodily death to spread death and murder and destruc
tion; who employs the power of guilt to accuse us before God, 
and, above all, before ourselves, to rob us of rest, to quench in us 
the hope of the possibility of grace; ,vho insultingly rejoices to see 
us condemned before the judg1nent seat of God. He has, indeed, 
( as Anselm of Canterbury has already sho,vn in opposition to a 
false theory of his time) no legitiniate clai1n as the seducer to the 
possession of the seduced; but he exercises a real obJective power 
over those who, through their o,vn sin, have surrendered them
selves to his power. ]Tron1 him 1nust the :IYiessiah redeem men, 
-and he showed that he aclcno1vleclged the debt in the manner in 
which he rernoved it. l\ien seek to redeem themselves, either by 
not at all acknoivledgi'ng the guilt and the necessity of a real 
atonement for the sins but by trifling a,vay and disowning this 
last ren1nant of truth in the sinner-the deposition of an evil 
conscience-and thus putting a self-invented idol in the place of 
the holy God ; or, they seek to do this by acknowledging the 
necessity of an atonement, but setting themselves at the same 
time to effect this atonement by external works ·which they regard 
as meritorious, but which have no foundation to rest on. Christ, 

I 

by giving himself up to death, ha,s acknoivledged the guilt and 
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truly atoned for it; he has, in one act, atoned for the sinner and 
judged the sin. 

The 15th verse has already been explained abov~. Something 
only re1nains to be said on the ,vord~ rrCJurou;, 0<101. TCJu-rou, does 
not point backward (as if it "rere intended to express an antithesis 
to o,a/301.0; : Christ has taken the power from the devil, but these 
-scil. 1nen-he has set free); it evidently points for,vard to 0<1CJ1, 

and is almost equivalent to "those ,v.ho." "Oc101, however, is of 
course not to be taken in a restrictive sense, as if it ,vere denied 
that all needed this deliverance, but in a comprehensive sense : 
"but those who were always subject," = "as n1any as" quotquot. 
"0<101 is similarly used in Acts xiii. 48. - The meaning of that 
passage is : of the J e,vs ( who also were ordained of God to the 
salvation in Christ) only a s1nall ,nu1nber believed ; but of the 
Gentiles, as niany as were ordained to salvation believed, i.e. a 
great number. 

Ver. 16. To the internal proof derived from the nature of a 
thing, the author no,v-in accordance with. his former procedure 
-adds a proof taken from the Old Testament. But it was not 
necessary here that he should cite a particular passage, it was 
enough to allude to a generally known fact of the Old-Testament. 
God has assi·sted not the angels but the seed of A brahani. 1 By 
n1eans of an explicative ,ag, this idea is added' as a further 
explanation of the, clause beginning ,vith 'iva, &c. The force of 
the proof lies precisely in the generality of the idea. On the 
part of the human race there is the need of redemption, but also 
the capability of being redeemed ; the good angels need no 
Saviour, the fallen are incapable of being saved (because they 
are not merely slaves of sin, but wicked rulers in the kingdom of 
death.) But the author, in giving expression to the antithesis 
evidently in1plied in CJuit ay1 E1.c,n, sho,vs, that his object in the 
16th verse is not 1nerely to prove positively that the Messiah 
must of necessity become 1nan, but, returning to the JJoint from 
which he set out in ver. 5, that not the angels, but 1nan, has been 

I The Church Fathers, and the theologians of the 16th and 17th centuries, 
supplied a ~ud1v to the genitive, and rendered thus : "he has not assumed the 
nature of angels, but that of the seed of Abraham.'' Castellio was the first 
to oppose this monstrous interpretation ; after him the Socinians and A.r
mmmns. Since 1G50 the right interpretation has been the general one. 
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chosen to be exalted through the Messiah to that glory and 
honour described in vers. 8 and 10, and frorri this the inference 
is then indirectly drawn. (in ver. 17) that the Son of God 1nust 
beco1ne 1nan-not angel. 

Seecl of A brahani denotes in itself not man, but the theocratic 
Israel. He, ho,vever, ,vho entered into the species, entered at the 
san1c tin1e into the genus to ·which this species belonged. The 
expression· here is to be understood in a different sense from that 
in which Paul uses it in Gal. iii. Paul in that passage 1neans b3r 
the seed of A braha1n, not the bodily posterity of Abraham into 
·which Christ entered by his incarnation, but the spiritual Israel, 
which is born of Christ, and of which he is the leader. 

Vers. 17, 18. In the 17th verse the author first states the 
amount of what is contained in the argument given ·in ver. 16. 
His object ,vas to prove that the New Testament l\1essiah must 
needs take part in the hu1nan nature ; he has appealed in proof 
of this to the well known Old Testan1ent fact, that God entc1:ed 
into a gracious and covenant relation, not ,vith the angels, but 
with the seed of Abraham, consequently that the seed of Abra
ham stands in need of salvation, and is capable of receiving 
it; he now repeats the quod erat demonstrandum: there
fore he (the subject is to be brought down fron1 vers. 14, 15) 
must be made in all things like to those who (ver. 11-13) 
are ordained to be exalted through hiin to be his brethren. 
The vis conclusionis depends on the idea which has already 
been expressed, ver. 14, in the sentence beginning ,vith ha. 

The author, however, does not .merely close the series of argu-
1nents begun in vers. 14-16, but at the san:1e time makes a tran
sition to a new idea. He repeats the idea already expressed in the 
words 'Iva o,a Tou aava'l'ou, &c., ver. 15, but repeats it so as to 
open up an entirely new perspective. The idea in ver. 14 s. ·was 
this: Christ must become 1nan in order by his death to free us 
from the po,ver of death and the bondage of Satan-in other 
,Yords, to 1nake atonement for us. N o,v, however, this idea 
appears in the ne,v fonn: Christ 1nust become man, because only, 
thus could he execute the office of a High Priest. In showing 
that man is exalted through the Son to the place of sons, and 
thus made superior to the angels, the author is led to show the 
necessity of the incarnation and the atoning sufferings of Christ, 
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i.e. his office as the Redeemer, the high priestly atoner. In this 

office, the type of Christ is not the i11i1' 7NSO but the agx,,s
gEu;, and thus the author shows in ver. 17 that the New Testa-

ment }iessiah is exalted above the i1ii1' 7NS~ and the angels 
in general, conclusively and principally on this account, that he 
unites to the office of a 1nessenger of God to nien that o./_ a priestly 

representative of raen before God, to the office of a 7~,o ( a'ii6u

-ro"Ao; chap. iii. 1) that of an ag;(,'e;F.6;. 
This idea is most clearly expressed in the additional clause ~a 

r,;-go; roll Oufv. Hitherto, the Messiah of the N e,v Testament ,vas 
regarded fro111 that point of view in ,vhich, like the Old Testa-

ment '"' 7NS~, he was a 1nessenger of God to men ; but this 
does not con1prehend his whole 1\fessianic office. He is not 
1nerely a n1ore perfect messenger of God to men than the Old 
Testament messenger of the covenant ; but he is this, precisely 
because he is not merely the perfect apostle, but at the sanie ti1ne 
also the perfect high-priestly representative of men in their rela
tion to God, Ta r,rgb; 'Tav Oe6v. This sin1ple explanation is con
firmed by the analogous conjunction of the Cl)_Jostle and kigh 
priest, in the first verse of the next chapter. 

'E11.en/1,~n is not to be understood as an independent predicat~ 
along with &gx,,egeu; as a second predicate, but like 'ii1t,;-6; belongs 
as an adjective to &gx,,E;Ev;. (Otherwise r::,t-:-6; must have been 
placed after &gx,,egsu;.) Further, these two epithets do not express 
a d(fferentia spec(ftca, by which Christ, as the co1npassionate 
and faithful high priest, is to .be distinguished from the Old 
Testament high priests as unmerciful and unfaithful,-the 
author does not, and indeed cannot, enter here on this compari
son ·which he afterwa·rcls_ draws, and in ,vhich he sho,vs that 
Christ ·was superior to Aaron,-but those adjectives are rather 
to be understood as simple epitheta necessaria. The idea is this: 
every high priest must, on his part, feel co1npassion toward those 
who are represented by him, and on their part again, must enjoy 
their confidence ; • now, as the New Testament l\1essiah must 
unite ·with the office of a messenger that of a high priest, he must 
also be merciful and faithful, and as this would not be possi.ble if 
the high priest ,vere not in all things like to his brethren, so must 
he become like to them in all things. Or n1ore concisely expressed: 
" He must becon1e like to his brethren in all things-wherefore 
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he was a 1nerciful and faithful high priest for the1n, in their re
lation to God." 

' 

And he n1ust be a high priest " in order to make atonement 
for the sins of the people." 'IAuux.E60w comes fro1n 11\ao;. rrhe 
idea expressed in 'f"Aao; we ·will explain by the follo,ving o bser
vations. God is love; out of love he created the world and its 
crown, the personal creature. In this act, his love is one ·with 
his holiness. In creating 1nan such as he is, in farming him so 
as that in his inn1ost nature he is led to love Goel, and, through 
the love of God and holiness, to beco1ne happy, ancl only thus to 
be capable of happi"ness and harn1ony ,vithin hin1self-in this, 
God showed as much his love as his holiness. This n1ight be 
called the legi"slative grace of God (pi~ and in.) Bnt after 
man had fallen, God <lid not cease to love him ; he loves him still 
,vith sav·ing grace, Ro1n. iii. 24. The first act and 111anifestation 
of this saving grace consists, however, in this-that God niain
tains unimpaired also in the fallen man that funda1nental la,v of 
n1an's nature, according to which he cannot be happy ,vithout 
holiness,-cloes not take conscience from him ; in other ·words, 
takes haJJpiness from hi1n, displays himself as not prop1~tious 
towards him, and turns against him his wrath, Ro1n. i. 18. rrhis 
is the conservat1~ve, or, which is the san1e thing, the chastising 
grace of God. The second act of that saving grace consists in 
the sending of his Son and then his Spirit,-in the saving grace 
properly so called (t1.rn;,, uni, tJ1njr, Luke i. 72), and more ..... _. : - ' 

especially the justifying and sanctifying (juridical and n1edicinal) 
grace. When man does not resist this grace, then it becomes 
again possible for God to let man taste his friendship, enjoy his 
blessed presence, and to conduct hi1nself again as propitious to
wards him. "V.ao; then denotes not the internal disposition of 
God towards n1an, but the actual, positive expression and radia
t1-·on of that feeling which first becomes again possible to,varcls 
the redeemed ; and i1.u6r.E60w means to nialce it again possible for 
God to be 1Aa6f, i.e. to make a real atonen1ent for real guilt. 

In ver. 18 an explanation is given of ,vhy the being conipas
sionate,' ancl faithful, and, ,vith this, the being 1nade like to lds 
brethren, necessarily belongs to the office of the high priest. 

First of all, however, it must be settled how this verse is to be 
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construed. Erasn1us, Bengel, Storr, l(uinoel, Bohme, and 
Tholuck take iv '-.~ as a si1nplc argumentative particle " because." 
It is true that it is not a relative lin1ited tcm1Jtation that is here 
spoken of-it is not " in as far as be "ras ten1pted, in so far is he' 
able to save,"-as if Christ was tempted only up to a certain 
point, and was able to succour only up to a certain point. It is 
true also, that it is not the aorist that is here used ~l;;'a0Ev. But 
precisely because it is not the aorist, ,ve think that every obstacle 
in the way of taking iv c[; in its proper signification is removed. 
It is no historical or special state1nent that is here made, but one 
of a general kind. It is not " Christ 'Was tempted in certain 
points but in others not, and in so far as he was tempted he has 
been able to succour ;" but it is "in so far as he has been tempted 
lie can help," or, to separate the two ideas which are here con
joined: A high priest can help in so far as he has be~n tempted, 
and so also can Ohrist,-hc therefore must be tempted in all 
things, in order to be able to help in all things. 

But of those critics ,vho rightly and iiterally translate iv' r[;, 
I 

some have still had recourse to artificial constructions. Oasaubon 
and others have referred b ~ not to c;rs,gru;Osf; but to r,;a;;-uv0s : "in 
that which he has suffered, and suffered as one ,vho ,vas ten1pted, 
he is able to help those who are tempted." Here the r;:s,gar;0s,; 

becomes an accessary idea, while it evidently stands parallel 
,vith i;-:s1gr1,~o.tdvo,; as a principal idea. Bleek takes the ,vords Jv r;i 
i;r/,;.uv0sv as a relative clause dependent on r.:s,gaG0sf; ; " as one who 
was tempted, namely, in the things in which he had to suffer, 
he is able to help those who are tempted;" but it is difficult to 
sec either what necessity there w-as for this accessary idea in the 
relative clause, or why the relative clause should have been placed 
first, or ·what is to be n1ade of the air;-o;. The idea ,vhich Bleek 
thus obtains ,voulcl in Greek be expressed thus : •::s,gaG0sl; yag ill 

7" I 0 !1 & 
f.() 'i."6'7.°'llV sv, UiJVaTa1, '"C. 

'11he only natural construction is that ,vhich refe~s iv c[; directly 
to i;.&1gaGOEf;, ,vhich is placed after precisely for the sake of 
emphasis. Quibus in rebus icntatus ipsc ( est et) passus est, iis 
tentatos potest adjuvare. The •7:'e1ga~op.s1•tJJ; stands opposite to 
the i;:s,gaG0:f ;, and the /3uri0~11a, to the i;:{-;;-ovO6'1. With gra·m,
matical exactness the sentence ,vould be expressed thus: "In 
all things Jesus could help those, who ·were tempted (in those 
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things), in ,vhich being ten1pted, he has suffered ; " so that e11 r/i 
belongs to '::&1gaaBefq, and e11 -:-06,;-'fl, to be supplied, belongs to 
MJ11a::-a1. Logically ev ~ refers also of course to 'i.E'i':'0110H, and iv 

Tou-:-<f also to ,;-;eiga~o,u.,evo,,, so that the 1Jarallelism becomes per
fect. For as Christ was tempted precisely through suffering, 
and suffered in the being te1npted, so it is evident that he "has 
suffered" in the same respects in which he ,vas "tempted." And 
again, he who succours one ·who -is tempted, just helps him to 
overcome the temptation ; the helping, therefore, refers just to 
those things in ,vhich the state of bei·ng tc1nptecl n1anifests itself. 

In this 18th verse ,ve have the deepest internal ground on 
which the doctrine of the vicari·ous satisfaction of Christ is based. 
Ho,v true ~ncl scriptural soever the dogma is, it cannot be 
denied that in the ecclesiastico-scholastic development of it, the 
depths of the Scripture doctrine were far from being thoroughly 
penetrated. The vie,v taken by the scholastics of the middle 
ages and those of the evangelical school, ,vas, for the most part, 
merely the juridical. They thought of the multitude of single 
human incli'vi·cluals, together ,vith the indi'vi"dual Jesus, standing 
as it ,vere upon oneJevel before the Judge. Those individuals 
have each a debt which they cannot pay; that individual Jesus 
pays the ~ebt for all the others. The inadequacy of this repre
sentation lies not in the idea of the objective substitution as such, 
but in this,-that no inquiry is made into the ground of the 
poss-ibi'l0ity of this substitution, that the substitute is vie,vecl merely 
as an individual beside individuals, consequently as absolutely 
another and cliffc~ent person from them, as this particular indivi
dual. Our author teaches us to look deeper than this, when in 
vers. 10-18 he closely connects the necessity of the incarnation 
,vith that of the substitutionary high-priestly sufferings ; he 
teaches us to regard man, not as a 1nass of individuals, but as one 
organis1n, as a tree, so to spcalr, ,vhich has gro,vn out of one 
root, out of Adam. In the man Jesus, the pure and ripe fruit 
of humanity, so to speak, has stood before Goel-a fruit, ho,vever, 
,vhich has not developed itself out of the race of Adam, but ,vas 
given to this race, engrciftccl upon the diseased tree-and thus in 
Jesus the organis,m of rnan has clone all that was required to be 
done. But though this fruit did not develoJJ itself out of the 
diseased life of the diseased tree, it ,vas yet necessary that it 
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should grow upon this tree; by the incarnation of Christ a sound 
branch ,vas engraftecl on the tree, ,vhich, as a branch of the tree 
bore blossom and fruit, so that blossom and fruit, although not 
products of the life-power of this tre~, still in reality belong to it. 
But, to speak ,vithout metaphor, the proto-adamitic humanity 
could not beget a sinless man, but it could receive the Son of God 
becon1ing man and sinless man, so that he as a real nwniber of 
tli1~s race, partaking in its nature and in the consequences of 
death, could bear the fruit, nay could be hi1nself the fruit, which 
the race ought to have borne. Accordingly it is 1nanifcst that 
,vhat is here spoken of is not n1ercly a satisfactio vicaria passiva, 
but chiefly a satisfactio vicaria activa, ·which again fonns the basis 
of the satisfactio passiva. 
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(Chap. iii., iv.) 

THE SON AND 1\IOSES. 

From ,vbat is said in chap. ii. 17, 18, the author might have 
proceeded forthwith to the comparison of the New Testament 
lVIessiah as the perfect High Priest, ·with the in1perfect High Priest 
of the old covenant. But after a brief recapitulation in chap. iii. 
1 of what is proved in the preceding, namely, that Christ unites 
the office of a high priest with that of a perfect messenger of God 
to men, he suddenly breaks off in ver. 2 into a co1nparison of 
Christ with J.1foses. This is not the result of caprice, but of an 
intrinsic necessity. 

First, the place held by the organs of the Old Testament 
covenant themselves, rendered it necessary that he should pass first 
of all to Moses. The instruments employed in the institution of the 

law ,vere not the 7NSi.J and Aaron, but the ,~so ~nd Moses. 
Not till the third line of succession did the permanent office of 
the high priest appear. Then, secondly, the intrinsic suitableness 
of the above arrangement of the principal parts, depends on the 
carrying out of the second part itself. The manner in which this 
second part is carried out is exactly parallel with the arrange
n1ent of the first part, so that the author also at the end of the 
second part (iv. 10) recurs again to the idea of the high priest. 
And thus, after having been conducted from the two terminal 
points to this idea as the central idea of the Messianic office, he 
can then proceed-in a third part-to develop this acknow
ledged central idea ( chap. v.) 

The angel of the covenant appeared in the name of God before 
the people of Israel, Moses in the name of Israel before God, the 
high priest stood in the name of God ( with the name Jehovah 

H 
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on the front of his mitre) before Israel, and in the name of Israel 
(with the na1nes of the twelve tribes on the breast-plate) before 
God (Ex. xxviii. 9-29, and 36-38.) 

Now the N e,v Testament l\fessiah is, according to chap. i. 2, 
superior to the angels ; a, because in himself as the Son he is 
higher than the angels; and, b, because in hi1n also, the ,vhole 
hun1an race is exalted above the angels to dominion in the oixou-

µ,~v11 /l,~A.t.OLJGCl, and this because the l\iessiah is not merely ,~so, 
but at the sa111e time agx,,,g,u;, not merely the messenger of God 
to man, but, at the same time, the atoning priestly representative 
of man before God. 

vVith this, now, the second part runs quite parallel. The 
fundamental thesis, iii. 3: for this rnan icas countecl 'WOrtliy of 
n1ore glory than JJ1 oses, is, even in respect of forn1, evidently 
analogous to the fundamental thesis of the first part, i. 4: being 
111acle so niucli better _than the angels. The New Testament 
l\iessiah is superior to ~'.'.I:oses, because, a,_ as a Son in the house (iii. 
6) he is superior to the niere servant of the house (comp.with iii. 
5, Osoai;;-c,J!I, chap i. 14 f..cl'i"Oi.JO"j'lr.a 'i.'Vf.6,ua-;-a) • and b because the 

:, • ' :) ' ' ' 
,vork of conducting Israel to its rest, which Moses had not com-
pleted, was first completed by him ( chap. iv. 1, ss.) This work 
Christ has accomplished, in virtue of his not having been n1erely 
a ]}.foses, a leader and lawgiver, but at the same time an atoning 
representative, a high priest ( chap. iv. 14, ss.) 

But so exact is the parallelism between these two parts even in 
n1inute details, that as the bvo sections of the first part, so also 
those of the second, are separated from each other by an inter
n1ecliate passage of a hortatory kind : 

I. 'l'HE SO:N" AND THE ANGELS. 

et, The Son of God is, in 
himself, superior to the ininis
tering spirits of Goel, i. 5-14. 

(I-Iortatory passage, ii. 1-5.) 
b, In him 1nan is raised 

above the angels, ii. 6-16. 
For: he was at the same tirne 
high 1Jriest. 

II. 'l'HE SON AND MOSES. 

a, The 6yon of the house of 
Israel is, in himself, superior 
to the servant of this house, 
iii. 1-6. 

(Hortatory passage, iii. 7-19.) 
b, In him Israel is conducted 

to its rest, iv. 1-13. 
Therefore he was at the same 

tinie high priest, iv. 14-16. 
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SECTION FIRST. 

(Chap. iii. 1-6.) 

THE NE\V TESTAI\IENT l\IESSIAH IS IN HIMSRLF, AS SON, 

SUPERIOR TO MOSES. 

115 

Vers. 1, 2, form the transition. This transition takes the form 
of an exhortation. This exhortation, however, is not, as some have 
thought, connected by 1neans of the ,;:-16;-6;, iii. 2, with the idea 
expressed in the r;:16-:-6;, ii. 17; for in chap. ii. 17 ,;-;i<fro; denotes 
one who is the object of another's confidence, the "trustworthy;" 
while in iii. 2 it denotes active " faithfulness ;" the link of cori
nection is rather in the words &,-::66:;-01 .. of and &gx,1~gsu;, in ,Yhich 
the substance of the train of thought in chap. i., ii. is recapitu
lated, in o~·cler from this point to proceed further. Ka;-av6:iv 

does not mean to lay anything to heart, but to sub1nit anything 
to the v6ricr,;, to consider, to ,veigh. The more proxi1nate object 
of this verb is 'rr;crouv, which, however, is already provided ,vith 
tbe attribute ':'"OV a·::o6TOAOV x.a} agx,ffg;a, ,;-~; 0//JOA.Oyfu; 'rj/)JWV. 

Its more remote object are the words i;:1c1To11 011ra, &c. " Consider 
the (this) messenger of God and high priest of our ·profession 
Jesus (as hi11i), who is faithful in his house to him who appointed 
him, as l\1oses was faithful." The attribute rnessenger and high 
vriest, &c., thus serves to recapitulate the attributes ,vhich the 
readers already kneiv to belong to Jesus ; the appositional clause, 
1oho 'Was .faithful, &c., serves to introduce a new attribute ,vhich is 
now predicated of Jesus, and which is henceforth to be the object 
of their attentive consideration. The imperative xa-;-avo~6a,;-s 

does not, however, in this context involve an i'ndepcnclent practi
cal exhortation which flows from the theoretical passage chap. ii., 
but a mere charge to the readers now immediately to accon1pany 
the author to a new idea. 

But this charge, at the sa1ne time, certainly implies the 111oral 

duty of laying permanently to heart ,vhat is further to be said. 
rl1his is evident fro1n the n1anner in which it is introduced, holy 
brethren, partalcers of tlw heavenly calling. On the idea expressed 
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by a1JO;, see chap. ii. 11. rrhe mention of the heavenly calling 
entirely corresponds, in the place it occupies here, ,vith the mention 
of the so great salvat,£on in chap. ii. 3. The motive to the earnest 
consideration and heed ,vhich is enjoined, lies in the excellent 
and heavenly character of the object which is to be considered. 
By the x1-.~cr,; is meant the calling explained in chap. ii. ti-8 
to the dominion in the oli!.oup.,£vr; /1.EAi•.oucra. It is idle to inquire, 
,vhether this calling is designated heavenly because it proceeds 
fron1 heaven, or because it calls and conducts to heaven. The 
two things are inseparable. A calling which comes forth fro1n 
heaven to man, has, eo ipso, for its object and import the relation of 
n1an to heaven. Moreover, what is spoken of here specially is 
that call which has come to men through the eternal Son himself, 
the incarnate one, ·who has come fro111 heaven, and which invites 
1nen to become children, fello,v-heirs with him of the heavenly 
inheritance. He who is a partaker of this calling, that is, in 
whose ears soever this call has been sounded, is thereby laid under 
obligation attentively to consider and give heed to all the elements 
of this calling. 

Let- us now consider more particularly the attribute rov ar;r6-

r1ro1.ov xai agx1sgsa T~; 0/J.Ol,oyia~ ~/J,WV. Jesus is called (/.,']j'()()-

i:-o"Ao;, fro1n the analogous relation in which he stands to the 

'"' 7~½0 as messenger of God to ?nen, agx1sgsJ;, from the analogy 

between hin1 and the Si,.:)it iilJ as representative of men before 
T - •• 

Goel. This signification of a--::6r1;-01-.of, following so simply from chap. 
i., ii., ·would certainly not have been missed, although the author 
had written flyys1-.o; instead. It is, however, easy to see why he 

,vas not at liberty to use llyysi.o;. In the Old '.I.1estament j~½~ 
there lies a double signification,-first, the etymological appella
tive, according to which it means 1nessenger, and according to 
which, ,vhosoever held the place and office of a messenger of God 

to men might be called 7~SD ; and, secondly, the usual Gentile 
signification according to ,vhich it means angel, and denotes 
only a certain lcincl or class of beings (viz. the angels). N o,v it 
is true, that these two significations belong also to the Greek 
word ayysi,o; ( comp. 1 Tim. iii. 16, where ayysA(Jf, 'lnessenger, 
is used of the disciples). But after the authot had in chap. i., ii. 
used throughout the word llyys1-.o; in its Gentile sense, to denote 
the species angel in opposition to the human species, he could 
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not well, ,vithout causing confusion, apply the same word to 
denote the n1ere vocation of a messenger of God. After having 
in chap. i., ii. so ~trongly urged, that Jesus has perfectly and 
absolutely fulfilled the calling of a messenger of God, just in 
virtue of his not belonging to the species flyysA.01, it ,vas neces
sary that here, when he again ascribes to Jesus that calling, the 
office of a messenger of God, he should choose a ·word which 
expresses only the appellative, and not at the same tin1e also the 

Gentile sense of 7N~~, a word ·which might without ambiguity 
he rendered only by "messenger," and not at the same time by 
"angel." For this, no better, and generally speaking no other 
word offered itself than a'7io6ToAo;, formed from the verb a'Tl'MTE'i-.

A,1v, which is so often employed by John (iii. 34 ; v. 36 ; vi. 29 ; 
* x. 36; xx. 21), and else,vhere also in the Ne,v Testan1ent (for 

example, Gal. iv. 4), as the technical term for the sending of the 
Son into the ,vorld. 

All the difficulties which critics have hitherto found in the 
expression a'7i~6ro1.o;, from their not observing the relation of' 
chap. i., ii. to chap. iii., iv., thus fall of themselves to the ground; 
and we are also saved the trouble of considering one by one 
and refuting the 1nany unsuitable explanations of a,;r6c;-roAo; 

that have been given. Some have expressed their surprise that 
Jesus should be placed on the same level with his apostles-but 
it is the sending of Christ by the Father that is here spoken of, 
not the sending of the twelve by Christ, and, consequently, not 
the special signification of the ,vord a'7io6roAo; as the official 
name of the twelve. Others thought that the author should 
rather have said 'llgo~fi,rr;; or o,uxovo;, but the analogy of the 

office of Jesus to that of the '"' 7NS~ could be expressed 
neither by 'i:'goqJr;-rr;; nor by oulxovo;. A third class sought to 
explain the idea expressed in a'7io(froAo; by that of the o/.LoAoyfa, 

or ( as Olshausen) by that of the ,c1,n<11; ; a fourth, to ,vhich 
Bleek belongs, thought that Jesus is called a'7i6troAo; on account 
of his analogous relation to l\1oses, &c. &c. Even the significa
tion " high priest" ·was contended for by son1e, because, in a 
passage of the Talmud, the high priest is on a single occasion 

• 
called i'':T n':J. n'?cj ! . .. . : 

The genitive ~~; op,oi-.oyfa; ~11,wv has for its object, simply to 
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distinguish Jesus as the New Testament messenger of God and 

high priest, from the Old Testament '"' 7Nt,O and ii1::)it He is 
the a'ii. and agx. of our confession. This docs not require that 
with Thom. Aquinas, Luther, Calov., Storr, &c., ,ve should 
gran1matically resolve the genitive into • the clause ov lp.o"Av

yo~p.sv. The sa1ne sense is obtained without this procedure, if 
we take the genitive sin1ply as expressing the idea of "belonging 
to." The 111cssenger of God belonging to our confession is there-. 
by also the object of out confession.-Thc rendering of op.,&"Aoyfa, 

by " covenant," ,vhich some have proposed, is contrary to the 
grammatical usage. 

Let us proceed no,v to the appositional sentence ver. 2, in 
which is specified the neiv quality and office to ,vhich the attentive 
consideration of the readers is to be directed, -~1Gdv o~'Ta, &-c. 

I [&1e.1v here, as in Acts ii. 3G, Mar. iii. 14, is used to express 
not the calling into existence, hut the appointing to an oJfice, 
here the office of }iessiah, which is rcprese1!tcd under the figure 
of the establislunent and government of a household. In this 
his of-ficc J csus ·was faithful to hin1 who had called him to this 

_[';-. 01nce. 
rrhe ,vords ?:.i oi-~J 'T'f 0/X~J c.drvu arc referred by Cbrysostom, 

r:rheoph., Bolnnc, l{uinocl, and De VV ctte to the words ~J; xui 

~foJ:iu~f, so that no comma is placed after l\foJ:iu~;, and the sense 
is as follo-w-s: "Jesus was faithful to him ·who appointed him, as 
also 1'1oses ,vas faithful in all his house." The. genitive aurou ' 

cap., in this case, be referred either to 1\'Ioses or to Jesus, or ( as 
the majority are of opinion) to God. But this construction ap
pears unnatural~ especially ,vhen we con1pare it ,vith ·vers. 5, 6, 
where the idea is n1orc fully brought out, that as l\foscs in his 
(l\ioses') house ,vas faithful as a servcpit, so, in like 1nanncr, was 
Jesus faithful in 'his (Jesus') house as a son. VV c, therefore, 
,vith Calvin, Scb. Schmidt, Paulus, Bleek, and others, place a 
conuna after l\foJ~u~;, and refer the words s:i 01.~, &c. to ,;-;1G·-ro'.I 0117a. 

"Who is faithful in his house to hiin ,~ho appointed him, in like 
1nanner as l\ioses was." Logically, the sentence would of course 
have to be extended thus : 'I~6ou; ,;-;,uri; fo,;-,v ~w ,;:o,~Ga11i;-1 au;-611 s1 

I 

.,. ~ J/ , .... ' ' l\ .. ~ I 7' , ,, J/ ' ~ TI 
Of\W 'i'f.JJ vixw av;--o'J, vJC %a1 foJ:iari; rr1G:;-o; '11 v ev oAf.JJ 'TW vlXf.JJ aurou - 1e 

' • ' .. 'I • ' ' • 

genitive uui;-&u is already, on account of the parallel accusative 
aur611, not to be referred to God, but to be taken in the reflexive 
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sense. Christ was faithful in his (Christ's) house, as l\iloses in 
his (lYioses') house. Only, the difference between the two houses 
is not yet urged here. All that is meant to be said is, that each 
was faithful in the sphere of office assigned to him. Hence also 
the genitive is not a gen. possess., according to which the house 
of Christ would be represented as Christ's jJroperty, and the house 
of l\Ioscs as the property of Moses-ibis ·would, indeed, be in con
tradiction to ver. 5, where it is plainly said that Moses was not 
lord but only servant in his ·house-but the genitive auTuu is (just 
as in the words iv oA!f rf.J o'fr..ltJ aurou, ver. 5) merely a genitive of 
appertainnient or locality. " His house" signifies " the house 
to which he belonged, in which he was placed." 

What house, or what t,vo houses, are here meant will more 
particularly appear in ver. 5, s. In the meantime, the simple 
answer will suffice with reference both to Moses and Christ, that 

the author had in his mind the ~Nit!J'•n'!l. 
•• T: • 

Ver. 3. As the author in chap. i. 4 introduced the principal 
theme of the first part in the form of an appendix, an apposition, 
so here, he introduces the principal theme of the second part in 
like manner, in the form of an appendix, nan1ely, an explana
tion. rag is not argumentative; for the statement that Christ 
exce~led J\,ioses in glory, contains no argument for the statement 
that he ,vas like him in faithfulness. rag is explicative ; it is 
not, however, the idea in ver. 2 that is explained, but a ne'Y 
motive is adduced for the exhortation in ver. 1. So much the 
more must the relation of Jesus to Moses be considered and laid 
to heart, as Jesus excelled l\ioses in honour (whom he resembled 
in faithfulness, ver. 2.) 

'H~f,,na,. The subject here is, no more than in chap. i., the 
Son of God qua pre-existent logos, but here, as there, the Son of 
God manifest, incarnate. The author does not set out from the 
eternity of Christ, and come clown to his incarnation, but sets 
out fron1 his historical appearance upon earth, and ascends fron1 
this to his eternal being ,vith the Father (ver. 4.) Here, first 
of all, it is predicated of the human historical person of the New 
Testament l\iessiah, Jesus, that he has been counted worthy by 
the Father of higher honour than Moses. Wherein this higher 
honour consisted, it was not necessary for the author to bring to 
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the remembrance of his readers. This had already been done 
impFcitly in chap. ii. 9, 10. J\ioses has not risen again, Moses 
has not ascended to heaven, Moses has not been crowned as leader, 
and first-fruits in the kingdom of exalted and glorified humanity; 
Moses, in the transfiguration of Christ, rather took a subordinate 
place next to Christ. All this was so familiar and so clear, that 
the author could feel satisfied in laying down the proposition, 
that Christ has been counted worthy of higher honour than 
l\1oses, as one which would be unquestioned by all his readers. 
(And what an argu1nent ha1e we in this silence for the historic 
truth of the evangelical history !)-But upon 1what this elevation 
to higher honour ivas founded, the author proceeds to mention in 
tl d 0,,, ">.' \'1 ~JI t / ,, 1e wor s xa o6ov 'l:'11.s,ova 'l'I/J.l'IJV Exs, ':'Ov o,xou o xa-ra6xwar:Ja; a;;rov. 

It is founded on this, that Christ was the incarnate eternal Son, 
he by whom are all things, by ·whom also the house of Israel, the 
theocracy, ,vas ~stablished. The train of thought thus runs ex
actly parallel with that of chap. i. The train of thought in the 
4th verse of that chapter we found to be this: Jesus the incarnate, 
was ( after his sufferings) made higher than the angels, because 
he is the incarnate eternal Son. 

The xa0' or:Jov is to be explained precisely in the same way as 
the similar, sv cf; ii. 18. The author does not n1ean to say that 
Christ is superior to Moses only in a certain respect, or only in· 
a certain degree; he does not mean to deny that Christ is abso
lutely superior to l\1oses ; in short, he does not intend to limit 
the thesis, Christ has 1nore honour). but he draws out the three 
logical propositions of which the proof of this thesis consists-the 
1tniversal or n1ajor proposition : "the founder of a household has 
more honour than the household founded by him "-the particular 
or minor : " Christ was founder of the household to which lvioses 
belonged as a part or mem~er "-and lastly, the conclusion : 
'' therefore Christ has more honour than lV[oses." Or to express 
this in one sentence: "Christ has so much the more honour than 
Moses, by how much the founder of a household has more honour 
than the household founded by him." The ita0' o6ov thus serves 
merely to compare a particular case ·with a general principle. 

We have, in this explanation-follo,ving the Peschito, Chrys., 
Theodoret, Calvin, Beza, Erasm1,1s, Capellus, Bengel, Bleek, 
Olshausen, &c.-understood the genitive Tou o,xou as the genitivus 
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comparativus, and referred it to ~i-efova,. '11he conclusion thus 
arrived at may, however, appear unwarranted, as the intern1ediate 
idea, namely, that Moses ,vas a part of the house itself, seems 
to be not so easily supplied. 1Yiany, indeed (with the Vulg., 
comp. Luther., 1\1:ichaelis, Heumann, Semler, Ernesti, Paulus), 
have 3ippealed to ver. 5, where 1\1:oses is spoken of not as part of 
the house, but as 0Egar,rwv in the house, and have therefore con
strued rou o,x.ou as dependent on the verb sxE1, and rendered thus: 
'' By how much m0re honour fro111 the house the founder of 
it has," where we must supply: " than the servant in it." But 
this supplement is exceedingly harsh, and all the more so, as the 
idea that Moses took the place of a servant has not yet come 
before us. Besides, it is not even true to say, that Jesus bore 
so much honour in, or from the house of Israel ; for, from the 
house of Israel in which he was placed, he bore nothing but 
sha1ne and contempt ; he had his honour not ( a'i:'o) 'Tou o,xou, but 
ci.-;ro rou -;rarg6~. But, finally, the text gives not the slightest 
occasion for this forced construction. Let it be observed that 
the author does not speak of the oi'l..ooop,:111, but of the x.a,G'.O'r.Eua

~E,v of a house. The xw,acrxwa~rn1, the foundiI1g and equipment 
of a house, comprehends not merely the setting up of the stones 
and beams, but also the entire regulation of the household;· the 
CJiXOOO/J,EIV is an act of the builder and the oT:x.o~ olxooo,u,ouµ,svo; is the 

' rodificium ; on the other hand, the iw,racrxrna~E,v is an act of the 
young husband or householder, who not only builds or causes to 
be built an rodificium, but sets up a familia in it, and the oTxo; 

r.a-:-aa-xwa~oµ,ao; is the household;° hence oTxo; here n1ay be 
translated "household." But that l\1oses belonged to the house
hold of God was no far-fetched idea, an idea to which the subse
quent designation of l\1oses as a 0ega'7ic1J11 is nowise contradictory, 
but which rather confirms and explains it. 

Ver. 4. The further explanation which is added in ver. 4 by 
a yug is somewhat strange. It is impossible that the design of 
this can be to bring before the readers the two trivial ideas, that 
every house is built by so1ne one, and that God is the creator of 
all things. vVherefore such undisputed truisms in this connexion? 
The contents of ver. 4 must evidently rather be fitted in to the 
reasoning, and must form a necessary organic member of the 
argun1ent. One would expect a priori to find in ver. 4 the 1ninor 

' 
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proposition, that Christ was in reality the founder. And, indeed, 
all the more ancient theologians explained the verse in this sense. 
In support of it, the absence of the article at 0s6; has been urged, 
and Osei; taken as a predicate. The proposition contained in the 
,vords o os 7'a i;.uv,.-a, i!.a'T'u6xwu6u; Os6; (scil. icrriv) .would accor-
dingly not be declaratory but descriptive, not an answer to the 
question, who he is who has founded all things, but an ans,ver 
to the question, ivhat he is who has founded all things. It 
would be said that Christ ,vho has found.ed all things is God, that 
divinity belongs to hin1. 

But there are ,veighty objections against this interpretation. 
What is desiderated as the explanation of ver. 3, is not the 
statement that Christ as the founder of all things is God, or an 
answer to the question whether he is Goel or a mere man, but 
that Christ is related to the' house of Israel as its founder. 
l\1oreover, the substitution of all things in this verse for the 
house of Israel, ver. 3, would be a doubly perplexing interruption 
to the train of thought. But above all, the words b os .;;-av'ru 

za-ra6xrnucru;, viewed as the subject, would, ju this context, be an . \ 

exceedingly indefi,nite designation of the person (?f Jesus, as thus, 
between ver. 3 and ver. 4, those necessary middle terms would 
be c1itirely wanting. And, moreover, it ,vould be impossible to 
perceive in this case ,vhat could be intended by the preceding 
statement, every house isfoilnded by sonie nian / this ,vould only 
have n1eaning on the supposition that the author's intention ,vas 
to represent both l\ioses and Christ as founders of houses, and, 
accordingly, to represent only the houses themselves as differing 
in honour. This he certainly might have done (for Moses might 
quite properly be considered as the founder of the Old Testament 
econon1y); this, however, he has not done, but rather has farther 
carried out in ver. 5, 6, the opposition introduced at ver. 4 
between Christ as the son of the house, and Moses as the servant. 
If, then, we would not bring total confusion into the author's 
train of thought, ,ve must depart from that interpretation, and 
detennine with Olsbausen, &c., to understand 0£6; as the subject 
(the article, it is ,vell kno,vn, is often ,vanting at B~6;), and o 
::av'r(I, X,(l,,a,uxr.vu<1'u; as the predicate. " He, who has founded 
all things, is God." 

rrhc old difficulty, however, here recurs,-what these appar-
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ently trivial staten1cnts have to do-in this context. l\ieanwhilc, 
their purport and significance becomes clear: ivhenever ive unde1·
stand ve1·. 4 not as an explanation of ver. 3 alone, but of vers. 
2, 3, taken together. In ver. 2, the faithfulness of Christ towards 
h~n1 who had appointed hiin was spoken of, and then in ver. 3, 
Christ was called the xa'7a6X$Ua<Ja~ '7ov o'f xo'I. This might appear 
to involve a contradiction. It might be asked: how can Christ 
have been a faithful curator if he filled the place of a 1naster ancl 
founder? N o,v the author sho,vs in ver. 4, that the one does not 
exclude the other; that it is true evety house has a founder, but 
that above all such founders Goel ever stands, consequently, that 
Christ, although xa'7a<J¼ei.Ju6a;, was yet,in a situation ln which 
he rnight exercise faithfulness toivards one still superior to him.1 

In vers. 5, 6 there follows a second proof of the thesis laid down 
in ver. 3, namely, that Jesus is superior to Moses. It was said 
quite generally in ver. 2, that Christ was faithful in his house 
(i.e. the house intrustecl to hiin), as also l\foses ,vas faithful in his 
house ( i.e. the house in trusted to him.) Nothing ivas dcterniinecl 
in ve1·. 2 as to whether the house intrusted to Christ is identical 
with the house intrustecl to lV[oses. There ,vas not a single word 
to indicate that t,vo different houses ·were 111eant, so that· it wa.s 
still in ver. 2 left open to the reader to understand one house as 
ineant, ,vhich had been intrustecl for achninistration, first to 
1'1:oses, and subsequently to Christ. The sole difference ~vhich 
as yet, nan1ely at ver. 3, has been_ spoken of is, that, Christ 
in the house intrusted to hin1 filled the place of the Y.ara6-

%$iJU<Ja;, but lVloses that of a part of the fiunilia. And herein 
lay, the· first proof of the greater honour of J esus.-A second 
proof of this is now adduced, namely, a second point of con1pa
rison or difference, so stated, however, that the first is again 
repeated along ,vith it. Now also in vers. 5, 6, the two houses 
themselves are distinctly represented as t,vo different houses ; in 
the o_ne house, ~foses serves for a testi?nony of the futitre rcvela-

1 Similm·ly, but less exactly, Bleck : God is indeed the prope1· x.u,;-a(l

"waffaG, the primus autor, but still the place of a Y.,a<;affxwdffaG belongs also to 
Christ. This is inaccurate. 1Vhat is meant to he said in yer. 4, is not that 
a kind of xu,;-affY.wd~siv might be predicated of Christ although his Father was 
the xa<;affxwcJ,ffa;, but that the being faithful might be predicated of Christ 
although he was the JG{t,7'(t,{fXStJa{fa;, 
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tions of God ( so that this house itself exists ei; µ,ag,;-ugrnv), the 
other house, the house of Christ, are 1,1;e ;· the other o,xo; is a 
living house, built of living stones. Thus there is a twofold 
difference which appears in vers. 5, 6; to the difference in the 
place occupied by the two curators is added the difference in the 
dignity of the houses themselv.es. Moses is Osgai:.vJV in the house 
committed to his care, and this house is of a typical nature; 
Christ is vi6; in the house committed to his care, and this house 
is a living house composed of liv·ing stones. (Olshausen gives the 
train of thought in like n1anner thus: "J\:foses is a servant in the 
tabernacle, but Christ is lord over the new temple.") 

This second proof, taken from the essential nature of the Old 
and the New Testament economy, bears the same relation to the 
first proof which was drawn from the abstract dignity of the 
persons, as (in chap. i. vers. 7-12) the proof drawn from the 
essential nature of angelic revelations bears to that dra-wn from 
the name angel and Son, (vers. 5, 6.) Here, however, in this 
passage, as has been already observed, the first proof is at the 
same time recapitulated. The designation of Moses as a servant, 

' explains in ,vhat respect Moses belonged to the house ( according 
to ver. 3) and formed a part of it ( of the familia); in the desig
nation of Christ as a son, a son of the house, are comprehended 
the t,vo stateinents in ver. 3 and ver. 4, namely, that Christ in 
relation to the house filled the superior place of the founder, but 
that nevertheless in relation to Goel, he occupied the subordinate 
place of a faithful fulfiller of the divine co1n1nands. Both these 
are involved in the idea of the son of the house,-the superiority 
over the fan1ilia, and the inferiority to the Father as the supreme 
lord of the house. 

J\1any commentators, however, have been of opinion, that a 
1 

third antithesis between Christ ancl J\1:oses is indicated in these 
t,vo verses, namely, between a~7ou, ver. 5, and aurou, ver. 6. 
Either the second of these ,vords ,vas read a~'T"ou, in ,vhich case 
au'T"oii, ver. 5, as the direct antithesis of a0 .. ou, ver. 6, would have 
to be rendered by efus, and referred to God, and could not be 
taken in a reflexive sense-or else (so Dleek), ,vhile the reading 
au,ou ,vas retained in both places, in the forn1er it was rendered 
by eJus, in the latter by suus. The 1neaning was held to be, 
that l\ioses was a servant in the house of God as a house not his 
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ou;n, but Christ a son in his own house.-Jnrst of all; it is evident 
that in reality no new idea results fro1n thts ; for if l\ioses ,vas a 
serYant and Christ the son, it js i1nplied in this, that the house in 
,vhich l\foses exercised his office was not in the same sense /;./is 

house, as the house of Christ ,vas Christ's • house. ~rhe only 
question is, whether the author, when he wrote au,.ou, aui:-o:; meant, 
by 1noans of these two genitives, to express and give ernphaS'is to 
this idea, which was already apparent ,vithout the1n. vVe think 
this question must be answered decidedly in the negative. Had 
the author meant tlps, he must at least have used the e1nphatic 
Eav':"ou at ver. 6, and not have left the choice of the spiritus asper 
or Jenis to chance, or the caprice of the reader. But even a 
mere saiJrou at ver. 6 ,vould not be sufficient for this. At ver. 
5 the idea of not hi's oimi ·would necessarily have to be expressed 
positively and explicitly, not 1nerely implicitly by an aui;-ou (in 
itself, 1noreover, ambiguous, and capable of being understood 
reflexively) ; it must have been said distinctly that l\ioses was 
servant in a house not hi's own. Of all this, the author has said 
nothing and indicated nothing. But finally, in addition to this, 
the interpretation ,vould involve us in a positive difficulty. If 
the author means to say, that Moses acted in God's house as a 
house not his own, but Christ in God's house as his own paternal 
house, this ,vould imply that the house in ·which Moses acted is 
presupposed as identi'cal ,vith that in ,vhich Christ acted. '.l1his, 
however, would do a,vay ,vith that secon~l point of difference ou 
,vhich the author purposely lays special emphasis in vers. 5, G. 
His design, evidently, is to distinguish the house of Christ '' which 
we are," as one different from that in which J\foses served, Ei; 

/1.,agi:-6g10v 'TWV Aoct.r;OrjGop,EVvJV. 

All these considerations lead us to the conclusion, that no such 
opposition is intended between auTou, Yer. 5, and au,;-ou, ver. 6, as 
would represent the house of l\'Ioses as not one belonging to hi1n, 
ver. 5, and the house of Christ, ver. 6, as his own property. ,i\T e 
understand au,;-ou in both places reflexively and precisely in the 
same sense as at ver. 3, the genitive being neither with respect to 
l\foses or Christ a gen. possessoris, but only a genitive of relation 
in both cases. l\1oses ,vas faithful as a servant in his house, 
£.c. in the house the care of ,vhich was enjoined upon him; Christ 
as a son in his· house, i.e. in the house the care of wl1ich was 
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enjoined upon him. The difference in the place occupied by 
both is first expressed in the words 0Egai:rwv and ui6;, 

This entirely ne,v idea in vers. 5, 6, is introduced by xaf-/LEv. 

and is thus connected with what is said in ver. 2, so as to appear 
to be a limitation of what is there said. In ver. 2 it ·was said that 
both Christ and 1'1 oses, each in the house committed to his 
management, was faithful. In vers. 5, 6, it is shown ,vhat differ
ences obtained in respect to this. 

The words 0Ega•;rwv and uU;, in ,vhich the first difference 
(already specified in ver. 3) is repeated, need no further explana
tion than they have already received. On the other hand, we 
must consider more particularly those words in which the 
new, the second difference, that which obtains between the 
houses, is represented, namely, the words El; 11;a;-:-ug1ov i;wv i.(/.),,ri-

0rit10/u11wv and (J3 (Jfa6; foµ,Ev ~/J,E~. AaAri0r;11dp,<:w., does not, as some 
expositors have unaccountably explained it, denote those re
velations ,vhich J\1:oses ·was still further to receive. This explana
tion could only have any n1eaning, if in the context mention 
were made of a certain period in the life of Moses from which 
the " still further:, was to be reckoned. The word rather de
notes those revelations ( on this wide sense of i.aAe7v comp. what 
is said on chap. i. 1) which Goel purposed to give after the 
tim,e of JJfoscs)· in particular, the revelation in Christ is meant. 
rrhe ,vhole office and service of Moses was comprised in laying 
clown a testi1nony, ,vhich pointed to the necessity of a future, 

' . 
111ore perfect revelation of God.-To what extent ,vas this testi-
n1ony given? The author himself replies to this in the subsequent 
chapters of the epistle. At present, ,ve n1ay be allo,ved to make 
only the follo,ving observations. 'J.lhrough Moses Goel gave his 
law·, first the ten commandments, and then the la,vs respecting 
the tabernacle and sacrifices. The ten commandments, even in 
the Pentateuch itself, bore the name of the testi1nony (n1~¥,), and 

they were to be deposited in the ark of the covenant, in the 
presence of Goel, as a. testimony bearing ,vitness before God 
against the sins of the people. But that the holy and righteous 
anger of God n1ight not be provoked by the sight of the testimony 
to Yisit the people with just punishn1ent, that testin1ony must be 
covered (i~~) before the eye of God; and for this the golden 



EPISTLE 'L'O THE HEllRK\VS III. 1-6. 127 

mercy-lid (niB.::J) alone was not sufficient, but God's eye must 
·: . 

ever rest on the blood of the propitiatory sacrifices, sprinkled 
with which the 1nercy-lid could then only truly "cover" the sins 
of Israel. But the necessity of ahvays from time to time offering 
these propitiatory sacrifices anew, testiffod most clearly that those 
animal sacrifices could not take away guilt, and that a future 
more perfect priest and sacrifice was necessary. Thus was the 
service of ]\loses, ancl at the same time also, the house itself 
in whi~h l\rloses ministered-the tabernacle-et testtniony of the 
things that ivere afterwards to be spoken. In a gram1natical 
point of view, indeed, the words sl; p.ag,;-ug,ov belong, of course, 
not to o'fx.'-f but to 0sga-;;-C1.Jv. But logically, they are placed so 
as to form the antithesis to the words fJu fJix6; fop.,EV ~P-~7r;. If 
l\.ioses as lawgiver and builder of the tabernacle served for a 
testiniony, this implies that the entire tabernacle itself existed/or 
a tesl'iuiony. It ,vas not yet the true perfect house in ,vhich God 
could truly dwell with men, but was a dead, a symbolical, house 
in ,vhich ·was represented the relative approximation between God 
and the people of Israel ,vhich ,vas preli1ninarily possible, and in 
,vhich was tesfijied the necessity of a more perfect revelation and 
atonement. 

Christ's house on the contrary are ive. (Comp. Eph. ii. 
19-22; 1 Pet. ii. 5.)-The reading 8s olxo; is not warranted 
critically, but would yield the same sense. The absence of 
the article at olr..fJr; is analogous to the passages Luke x. 29 ; Heb. 
xi. 10; LXX. Ps. cxliv. 15, and is explained by the uncon
scious style of expression peculiar to the native Hebrew, who 
,vould think the noun sufficiently determined by the accompany
ing genitive. It is quite as unnecessary, therefore, as incorrect 
and contrary to the sense, to render the ,vords : " a house of hirn 
are ,ve," as if th~ author meant to ascribe n1ore than one house 
to Christ, one identical with that of :Thioses (!) and another 
besides. No, the one and the only house of Christ is the true 
New Testament Israel, and this is 1neant to be expressly distin
gidslwd from that house in which l\1oses servedjoJ' a testirnony, 
&c. 

The threefold difference befaveen Christ and ]Hoses, vers. 5, 6, 
entirely corresponds in the arrangement of_ the epistle, to the 
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threefold difference between Christ and the angels, chap. i. 
7-12. 

The li1nitation expressed in the ,vords r £all ,;;-r;g ~~v r,raggri-

61a11, &c., forms the transition to the exhortation in vers. 7-19 
(which, again, in the place it occupies, corresponds to that 
exhortation in chap. ii. 1-4, which stands between the two sec
tions of the first part, inasmuch as it comes in between the two 
sections of the second part). This limitation is not necessary to 
the completion of ,vhat is said in ver. 5. The house of Christ is 
in itself, objectively, and in its very nature-not conditionally 
upon our continuing faithful-different from the house of Moses, 
as a living house; it has this superiority unconditioned. But 
,vhether the author can express this in itself unconditional supe
riority under the subjective form: "whose house are we"-whe
ther he must not rather say: "whose house are Clzr-istians (to 
,vhich class, ho,vever, you. do not belong ")-this depends on 
,vhether the readers of the epistle continue in the confidence and 
in the rejoicing of the llope.-ITaggri~fa is nothing else than the 
i;;-fun; itself in its n1ost direct and 1nost practical expression, 1nani
festing itself as the inward power of the peace which dwells in 
the heart, in circumstances of outward difficulty. vVhile: there
fore, ~oov~ denotes rather that felt gladness and joy, the experience 
of ,vhich is R\vakened within a man by means of favourable circum
stancesfi·o1n ivitllout, '7iagg'1u1u is precisely the reverse, and denotes 
that joyful boldness which flowsfi~o1n ivithin, and is victorious over 
itnfavourable circumstances; it is joyfulness felt in situations in 
which others ivoulcl clespair ;· hence it is the immediate fruit of 
the objective peace obtained ,vith God through the atonement. But 
,vhy does the author so emphatically require the maintenance of 
this i;;-aggri~fa? If ,ve compare the admonitions in chap. ii. 1-4, 
iii. 7-19, vi. 1, ss., &c., ,ve fin cl in them all earnest warnings 
not so much against direct apostacy, as against the neglect of the 
doctrine that the -institiitions of the old covenant have found their 
.ful.filrnent in the new covenant and by it are niade sitperfluous. 
The readers do not appear to have been already suffering perse
cution, but as likely soon to encounter dangers and persecutions. 
Now, in the introduction (to chap. i. 1) we have found it to be 
probable, that the Epistle to the Hebrews is not an epistle 
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properly so called, and ,vas not addressed to a church, but is a 
treatise intended for a circle of J e,vs ,vho were about to pass 
over to Christianity: })erhaps, according to chap. vi., in part 
already baptised, but ,vho ,vere still catech1-t1nens, and Y\Tere now, 
through fear of being' excon11nunicatecl fron1 the tein1)le and the 
temple ,vorship, in danger of being estranged and turned aside 
fro1n their resolution to becon1e Christians, because, na1nely, they 
had not yet accusto1ned the1nselves to regard the Old 'resta1nent 
institutions as things that 111ight be dispensed with, and had not 
yet been able to convince the1nselves that they ,vere superfluous. 
Hence the author ever3~vhere sho,vs, ho,v all that is peculiar to 
the Old Testa1nent is inferior in excellence and in internal signi
ficance to the New Testan1ent revelation in Christ, and is related 
to it merely as the imperfect, the typical, is related to the perfect 
f ulfihnent. The sa1ne circumstance also accounts for the reg~lar 
alternation of purely doctrinal and purely hortatory passages, 
such as ,ve find in none of the epistles properly so called. Per
haps also, it ,vould not be too bold in us. to explain the ,vords 
/1,sx,g, -:-i1-.uu;-lvhich some have 111ost unsuitably referred to the encl 
of the ,vorld, and others, better, to the death of the individual
as referring rather to the end of the crisis of decision in ,vhich 
the readers ,vere placed at that ti1ne. For, if he only Yfere truly 
a stone . in the house of Goel ,vho had held fast his confidence 
until death, then none of the living ,vould be at liberty to regard 
then1selves as such. It occurs to me, therefore, that the author 
intends rather to say, that the readers ,vould only then have a 
right to consider themselves as belonging to the house of Christ 
when they had kept the rraggrio-fa to the conclusion, i.e. until the 
final resolution ,vere taken to go over to Christianity. 

The second thing in ,vhich they are to continue steadfast is the 
xuux"l;fJ,x .,ri~ Ji,.rrfcJus. 'rhe J e,vs also had a r.auxr;/1.,a; they boasted 
of their descent fro1n Abrahan1 (John viii.), of their temple and 
priesthood, of their being the chosen people of God, all palpable 
and manifest advantages. The poor Christians had nothing of 
the kind in which they could glory. Regarded by the Gentiles 
as a Jewish sect, by the J e,vs as apostates from the people of 
Israel, for111ing no state, no people, without rulers, without a head 
except one ,vho ,vas crucified, the refuse and offscouring of the 
people, they had nothing of ,vhich to. boast but the glory ·which 

I 
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they hoped to receive. Since that period the same has been 
substantially true of Christians. Hence, it is their duty now, as 
it was then, to hold fast the hope in which they glory. 

INTERMEDIATE PASSAGE OF A HORTATORY KIND. 

(Chap. iii. 7-19.) 

In vers. 7-19 follows the exhortation itself, for ·which we are 
prepared by what is said at the ~nd of ver. 6. The particle o,o 
closely connects it with ver. 6. Because salvation and sonship 
are to be obtained only under the condition mentioned in ver. G, 
therefore must they not be obstinate and disobedient, as the 
Scripture says, or the Holy Ghost, through ·whose impulse it 
Yvas that the holy men of God spake. '"rhe passage in Ps. xcv. 
7-11 is here cited according to the Sept. The Sept. has 
given substantially the right rendering. In it the t,vo names of 
places, M:J.'iw and i1iD, are rendered by the appellatives <::ugo.,;.-,x-

T •: TT 

gr.l.,(f/1,6r; and '7iugarJ/.1,6;, not improperly, but rather ,vith happy tact, 
as, indeed, these names ·were not properly nomina propria ,vhich 
belonged to those places before the time of l\tioses, but appellative 
designations of otherwise unkno,vn localities, and designations 
which o,ved their origin and occasion to the actual occurrence of 
a, tc?nJJlation and provocation ( con1p. Ex. xv. 23, xvii. 7). The 
words i1.)tv O'YJ. iN are referred by the Massorites ( doubtless 

TT • T : -

,vith reason) to the 10th verse; "tnp~, by the LXX. (not so 
T 

v;ell, although of course ,vithout any substantial alteration of the 
sense), to 1Ni, verse 9.-The n1eaning of the passage here cited 

T 

is evident, and needs no further explanation than is furnished in 
Ex. xv. and xvii. 

The citation, as has been already observed, is connected gn1111-
n1atically ,vith the end of the Gth verse by means of o,6, but is 
nevertheless so selected as in its entire contents to form an 
inference from the ,vhole train of thought ver. 3-6. Not n1ere1y 
from the statement that ,vithout holding fast the confidence and 
hope no so;iship and participation in the lVIcssianic salvation is 
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possible, but also fron1 this, tl~at Christ is superior to Moses, it 
follo·ws, that if obduracy to-wards the servant ·was already so 
severely punished,_ all the 1nore earnestly should men be,vare of 
obduracy to,varcls the ,Son. 

The 6~,usgo!/ euv, in like manner as the 0~ Oi'Cl of the original 

text, has the general 1neaning ,vhich our author ascribes to it 
( chiefly in ver. 13, in the ,vords r.C/40' Exacr..-nv r;p.~gav, flxg1; OU ',(j 

6TJ.ueiov r.uAfi1-:-cu). Even the Psahnist evidently does not indicate 
any particular day in the calendar on ,vhich the people should 
not be obdurate; still he might presuppose that on the san1e day on 
which he composed the psahn they ,vould hear it; ,vith him also 
-more 111anifestly even than in the Greek translation-the Oi·'iJ 
ClN has the more general sense : " the day, ,vhen" = " ,vhat 

day ; " ON Oi~il is = 01':l, Gen. ii. 17, iii. 5. The sense is, that . - : 

if any one receives an admonition fro1n God, he should co1np]y 
·with it without aelay, and not put off the required obedience till 
the mo1TO"\Y. 

Ver. 12. It is some,vhat inconsistent with the spirit of the 
Greek diction, that ;31.fr,:-s;-s here is not connected ,vith ver. 11 
by an 0311 or oi, and the more surprising in our author, ns he 
generally studies elegance of style. The difficulty is not helped 
by supposing, ·with rrholuck, that the ,vords of the citation from 
cr~/ugo11, ver. 7, on to xara,,:-:-aucrf11 11.,ou, ver. 11, are dependent on 
the words xa0c,'i; P.Eys, ,;o r,:-1s':J/.1,a ,;-o r1y,ov, and thus 1naking 
r.:1.0w; the protasis to wh~ch an apodosi's is to be supplied: ,u~ 

axAr;gu11ri~s. (" Therefore, as t!ie Holy Ghost saith, be not 
obdurate," &c.-so be not obdurate.) For a new period begins 
again vtith (3Af:::n ·without any connecting particle, and: more
over, the supplement which is proposed is very forced and. 
tautological. 1\1uch more preferable is the explanation proposed 
by Eras1nus, Calvin, Grotius, Bengel, W etstein, Carpzov, Ernesti, 
~u1d others, to which Bleek also inclines. These join the ,vhole 
citation also ,vith x,a0w~, so as to form one member ,vhich they 
regard as the protasis, and do not supply an apodosis, but 
consider this as given in vcr. 12, " Therefore, as the Holy Ghost 
saith, be not obdurate, &c.-so take heed." 1\1.ean,vhile, it may 
reasonably be asked, ,vhether so long a citation attached to the 
protasis, ,vhich cannot be rea<l in one breath, not to speak of a 

• 
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raised breath ( as the nature of the protasis requires )-whethey 
such be not a greater offence against good style than the want of 
an 0011 or oE in a ne-wly-begun sentence. The latter may rather 
be explained satisfactorily enough by supposing, that the author 
here purposely leaves the smoothly flowing train of thought, and 
with intentional liveliness and directness, interrupting hi1nself, as 
it were, breaks in on the flo,v of the address by exclaiming: 
" Take heed, brethren," &c.1 I hold it, therefore, n1ore natural, 
,vith Schlichting, Capellus, Heinrichs, I(uinoel, I(lee, &c., to 
understand the citat!on as dependent, not on 1,iyH but on o,6, 
and to explain the words xu0wr; . . . . &,'°11, not as a protasis, 
but as a parenthesis-" therefore (as the Holy Ghost saith), 
harden not your hearts," &c.-and then to begin a new period 
wit:p_ ver. 12. 

BAE:;;-Hv, in the sense of prospicere, occurs also in Mark viii. 
15, xiii. 9. Of what are they to take heed? Of this, that none 
amongst them have an evil heart of unbelief. The genitive a'i:'16-

riar; serves to determine the manner in ·which, and in how far, the 
heart is evil ; the words ev ,;-rji &i;;-o<5'<r~vcu express the manner in 
,vhich this unbeli'ef manifests itself. In departing, namely, from 
the ,vay of conversion to Christ once entered upon. 

In ver. 13 a positive ad1nonition is added by ·way of warning, 
the ad1nonition, nan1ely, that they should daily exercise the ,;raga
xt.'l)<nr;. This word denotes both the practical application of the 
law in adn1011itory discipline, and that of the gospel in quickening, 
refreshing comfort. rrhe author, especially at this part of his 
exhortation, avails hi1nself of the ·word 67Jfugou in the passage 
fro111 the Psahns (the sense of ·which is given above on ver. 7). 
He directs attention to the i1nportance of the daily, ceaseless, 
practical application of the Christian doctrine to the heart and 
1nind. And ,vhat avails all speaking and studying, where this 
po,verful, living purification of the heart through the law and 
gospel of God is neglected ? 

"Iva p,~ 6xt..r;guv0fi, &c. 'l1he idea ex1Jressed by crxi.nguvs,v is to 
be explained from the figure involved in the word. The figure 
is derived fi·on1 a circumstance in physical nature, namely, fi·om 

1 In ver. 15, vrherc the absence of a ~s cannot be explained in this 
way, Bleek nevertheless admits that a new period begins. 
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the gradual stiffening of bodies originally soft. Still n1ore 
beautiful and striking is the figure involved in the corresponding 
German expression verstocken ; it is taken fro111 a circumstance 
connected ,vith organic life, nan1ely, fro1n the growth of trees, 
in ,vhich the pliant branch becomes by degrees an unbending 
bough or stein, a stock. The stiffened body no longer takes on 
any impressioi1, the hough no,v grown into wood can no longer 
be dra,vn and bent at pleasure. Just as the living plant gro,vs 
until it reaches some fixed limit of development, so does the soul 
of man, by its ceaseless clevelopn1ent of life, form itself into that 
fixed state to which it is destined. In itself, and in general, 
there is nothing bad in this progressive development of the soul ; 
in the season of youth and education a certain genn will and 
must shoot forth in the soul, the personal character and destined 
life-vocation of the individual ,vill and must form themselves ; 
in his twentieth year the 1nan should already be something, 
should be not merely a single individual, but one who_ has become 
of such or such a nature or disposition. Nay, the last and 
highest step which the Christian takes fro1n the stage of formal 
freedom to that freedon1 of the children of God, in which holiness 
has become altogether another nature to hi1n, can be explained 
from that general funda1nental law of the progressive growth of 
the soul. But this growth and deyelop1nent can take place also 
in reference to what i·s evil, and it is this to which the ,vord '17..Ar;

guvsH-as a vox niala non a1nbigua-is specially applied in the 
Holy Scripture. Such a process, by ,vhich the soul becomes 
firm and unbending, can take place, firstly, in the sphere of the 
will, as a ,vilful obdurateness against particular co1nmancln1ents 
of God, as in Pharaoh (Ex. _iii. ss); then, in the sphere of the 
entire disposition and 1noral character, as an abandonment' to 
sins and vices, in ,vhich case the 1nan has no longer in hi1nself 
any strength to effect a change in hi1nself, but there re1nains for 
him only that salvation ,vhich is offered through the quickening 
and electrically kindling influence of grace and recleinption ; or 
finally, a hardening of the heart 1nay exist also in reference to 
this offered salvation itself, the obduracy of positive 1-tnbelicf)· this 
is its absolute fonn, in ,vhich the last power of the soul to 
substantiate itself is exhausted, the last possible step in the 
kingdom of freedom is taken, and this is properly the 1nos~ 
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li1nited idea expressed by 11r.i.1Jg~~-Ori11a1, as it appears in the Ne1v 
Testa1nent. 

It is, moreover, a fine proof of divine wisdon1 that this figure 
of hardening is applied only in 1nale1n partern, and that nothing 
is ever said in Scripture of a 11x11.'1JguveuOcu in what is good. For 
although that develop1nent of the soul, as ,vc have seen, takes 
place also in the sphere of the good, it could yet be but very 
inadequately expressed by the figure of a hardening, as the good 
oven when as pe1-fcct holiness it in1plies the i1npossibility of 
8inning, consequently the highest degree of internal fixedness, 
still preserves throughout the character of the free, lovz'ng ,vill, , 
and therefore of the highest internal 1novableness and 1noven1ent. 

This state of obdurateness is not ahvays reached by one leap, .. 
and ·through intentioi1al wickedness, but quite as often, nay 
oftener, through a-;;-a,;-i'J, i.e. through being deceived and self
lleception. Thus the readers of the Epistle to the Hebre,vs, by 
their foolish, one-sided attacluncnt to the Old rrestament forms of 
the theocl'acy-by overvaluing ,vhat was relative, and regarding 
it as absolute-,vcrc in great danger of making co1nplete ship
wreck of faith, and sinking into this 1niserable state of obduracy. 
The re1nark 1nay here be n1adc, that in our o,vn clay an analogous 
overvaluing of things in the1nscl ves in1portant, but still only 
relatively so, as, "for cxan1ple, of differences in confessions, or, it 
1nay be, of the extraordinary gifts of the apostolic ti1ne, is possible, 
and 1nay possibly lead to the sa1ne issue. 

This ai;;aTrJ, ho,vcver, is never such as that, under it, the man 
is guiltless and purely passive, purely one who is deceived. On 
the contrary, our author speaks with good reason of an a,;;-ac;-1J 

or~; a,uag...-fa;, consequently of a bci1~g deceived, ,vhich implies 
guilt on the part of him ,vho is clecei ved, a self-deception. The 
convictions of 1ncn are, in general, only apparently determined 
by argun1cnts ,vhich address the reason alone; in reality, they 
arc ahvays substantially deternuned through the will. Man's 
po,ver of perception docs not resemble a 1nirror which 1nust take 
up all the rays that fil.11 on it ; it rather resembles the living eye, 
which can open and shut itself, turn itself hither apd thither ; • 
which also, on account of its being a relative light, can let itself 
be blinded and daz7.lecl, and rendered incapable of receiving the 
light of the sun, the absolute truth. In vcr. 14 the author 
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recurs to the idea contained in the Gth verse, in order from it to 
pass in ver. 15 to a new element in the practical application of 
the passage fro111 the Psalms, cited in vers. 7-11, nan1ely, to the 
application of the word ':iaga':i1xga<1/1.,o; (in vers. 12, 13 he had 
chiefly availed himself of the ,vord G'/JfL~gov). 

In ver. 14 there is a repetition of the idea, that because the 
salvation in Christ is so great, it is of so much the more in1port
ance to keep hold of it; or more exactly, mention is made here, 
as in ver. 6, of the greatness of the salvation ; and as in ver. 6, 
the condition is here stated under ,vhich alone we can be par
takers of it. vVe are fLST'OXOJ Xg1<1;-ou-the meaning of this ex
pression is explained by ,vhat ·was said on chap. ii. 10-13 ; but 
,ve are so only if ive hold fast tlie beginning o.f the confidence 
firin u·nto the end. The word u':i6<1ra61; signifies ( comp. i. 3) base, 
bottom, foundation, then substance; lastly, also (principally in 
the usus lingum of the LXX.), .fiducia (the act of resting one's
self on or confiding one's-self to anything). '11his signification, 
also, best suits the passage xi. 1 ; faith is there described as a 
confident trusting in unseen future things ,vhich ,ve cannot yet 
grasp, but for which ,ve must hope. So also here it cle{.1-otes the 
confidence of faith. The readers have already a beginning of 
this. If, as is commonly suppqsed, the Epistle to the Hebre-ws 
were an epistle addressed to a circle of churches in Palestine, it 
would be impossible to explain ho,v the author should have been 
able to say of his readers collectively, that they had a beginning 
of faith. For in the churches in Palestine, ·where indeed ,vere the 
congregations of longest standing, there must have been a number 
of persons who had reached the maturity of the Christian life
individuals ,vho had belonged to the personal circle of Jesus' 
disciples, and in reference to whom it ·would, to say the least, 
have been harsh to put it do,vn as questionable ,vhether they 
·would continue in the faith steadfast to the encl. For the sav 
,:;-,g does not, as el, express a simple objective condition, but 
places before us a decision according as either of the two · events 
shall happen, and thus puts both events seriously in question. 
On the other hand, this style of address finds a perfect explana
tion, if, as ,Ye have supposed, the Epistle to the Hebrevrs was 
directed to a certain circle of_ catechumens and neophytes, in 
regard to ,vhom it ,vas really a matter of serious question ,vhethe~· 



13G EPISTLE TO THE HEBRE,vs III. 7-19. 

they ,vould eventually join themselves to the Christian Church, 
or would let themselves be estranged, through fear of being ex
co1nmunicated fron1 the temple worship. 

Ver. 15. The chief difficulty is in the construction. On, 
what verb does h depend, in the ,vords i11 ,;-ij; i.iysr;Ow? Chry
sosto1n, Grotius, Rosen1niiller, and others, have taken vers. 
16-19, as a parenthesis, and connected i~ rijJ "Asysr;0a, ·with the 
,vorcls cpo(3r;Ow/u11 ouY, chap. iv. 1. But in this case ,ve should 
expect to find a particle, a a;,, or some such, at E11 Tf; "A~ysr;Oa,, 
although no great ,veight can be laid upon this, a~ at ver. 12, 
also, the transition particle is ,vanting. A stronger objection is, 
that according to that interpretation, a particle (nan1ely, the oov) 
at chap. iv. 1, ,voulcl be too 1nuch. (]Tor it cannot_ be explained 
as a resumptive (Jov, as it could only be so in the case of the 
words iv -.ijJ 1,{,sr;Ow being again taken up at chap. iv. 1, thus: i11 

r:-(f; i.s,srIOa, ()~1/ ':"r.1UTO cpo{3r,Owp/:V.) But the strongest objection of 
all to this mode of construction is, that it ,vould entirely destroy 
the train of thought, seeing that in chap. iv. 1 the author, as ,ve 
shall soon find, passes from the intennediate hortatory part to an 
entirely ne,v didactic section, so that chap. iv. 1 cannot be joined 
into one period ,vith chap. iii. 1 G. Others, as Flacius, Capell us, 
Carpzov, l(uincel, have been of opinion that only the half of 
the ,vords cited in ver. 15 are dependent on i,e1Et10w, and that 
the other half, fro1n /~~ a'x."Ar;gu~,r;n on,vards-,vhich clearly forms 
a part of the citation-is the principal c1ause on ,vhich the 
iv must be 1nacle to depend ! ('''hen it is said: " To day, if ye 
,,ri.11 hear his voice : " then harden not your hearts. )-Sen1ler, 
l\iorus, Storr, de vV ette, Bleek, Olshausen, &c.," supply "A~,c,J 

before ver. 16. (Seeing that it is said: "To-clay," &c., I ask, 
,vho then has hardened hi1nself ?) r.rhis rendering, also, and the 
connection of thought ,vhich results fro1n it, no one ,vill affirm to 
be natural, besides that in this case, if the author in ver. 15, s., 
passes to a ne,v turn of thought, the o~ at ver. 15 could not be 
dispensed ,vith. Bengel, l\Iichoolis, Zacharia, and others, ex
plained ver. 14 as a parenthesis, and construed i11 ,;-0 i,.gyrn·Jcu 

,vith r,-:agaxai.E7:-s, as if the author meant to prescribe the forn1s 
of ,vords ,vith w"11ich they ,Yere to admonish one another daily : 
,: r.ro-day, harden not," &c. Not much better is the connection 
with xan}.r1x,fJJ/.h:v proposed by Luther, Calvin, Beza, and r.rho-



EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS III. 7-19. 137 

luck: they will hold fast the faith most effectually by repeating 
to then1selves at ti1nes the ,vords in Ps. xcv. 7.-It is certainly 
preferable to all these artificial constructions, to suppose a simple 
anacolauthon; as if the author had begun a ne,v period at ver. 
15, but had not finished it, having allo,ved hi1nself to be inter
rupted by the question rfv-c; ycl;, &c.,. and thus led to another 
idea. But here, like·wise, ,ve stun1ble at the ,vant of the oi, 
which cannot, in the case before us, as at ver. 12, be explained 
by the emphasis of the address. 

It appears to me the 1nost natural way to take iv Tfj; 1-.}-

1 :<10a1 as dependent on the ,whole of the 14th verse, i.e. as 
grammatically dependent on p.eroxo1 1:y6va/LH, and to render " as 
it is said." We arc partakers of Christ if ,ve keep the faith, in
asniuch as it is said, &c. Ver. 15, therefore, does not ( as accord
ing to the interpretation of Luther, Calvin, &c.) lay clo,vn the 
n1anner in ·which ,ve must act in order to keep the faith, but 
simply a reason or proof that ,ve n1ust keep the faith, in order to 
be partakers of Christ. 

This proof is no,v developed in vers. 16-18, and then in vcr. 
19 the san1e thesis as ,ve have in vcr. 14, only in a negative fonn 
( that the Israelites on account of their itnbel,z'.ef ca1ne not into 
the rest), is repeated as a quod erat de1nonstrandu1n. rrhe 
carrying out of the proof connects itself ,vith the ,vord ,r.aga,r.1-

x1;a6/1,6;, on to ,vhich the. author had quoted the passage fro1n the 
Psahns at ver. 15. Still, only the first link in the chain of 
proof is connected ,vith this ,vord. It fonns only the point fro1n 
which the ,vriter sets out. After,vards he deals in like n1anner 
with the other ideas and ,vords of the passage in the Psalms, 
chiefly specifying the forty years' munnuring ( ,r.go6ox0i~w fro1n 
r,;-gorfox,~ec,J fro1n ox,O;c,J, indignari, this again fro1n ZxOn, a cliff, a 
place of breakers, hence ox,OalV, to surge against, to be vehement 
against any one), and the ,vords -cl 'ci6:t.eu6ov,;-a1 -ci; rriv xaru.'iiauu!v 

,u.ou. 

The follo,ving are the successive steps in the proof. At 1\1:arah 
(Ex. xv. 23), and at l\iassah and l\'.[eribah (Ex. xvii. 7), certain 
sins ·were co1nmitted ; the people had 1nurmured on account of 
the want of ,vater; it ,vas not, ho,vever, these sins, but sins 
committed at a later period at I(adesh (N u1n. xiv.) that brought 
upon the people the punishment of the forty years' ,vandering in the 
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,vilderness, ,vhich the Psaln1ist poetically connects with those sins 
at lVIarah and Meribah; nor ,vas it at these places, but at 
Kadesh, where it is expressly recorded that the entire people, ,vith 
the sole exceptions of Joshua and. Caleb, murmured and sinned. 
Therefore our author finds hirnself necessitated. to form a bridge, 
so to speak, from those particular sins n1entioned in the passage 
in the Psahns, to the general sin of unbelief I-Ie asks, therefore, 
first: . "vVho 1 ·were they ,vho did provoke Goel? C\Vas it those 
only ·who had. sinnned at l\1eribah ?) Did not all do this who 
came out of Egypt by l\1oses ? " Thus he remembers that that 
special act of sin, taken by itself, does not find its fit and proper 
designation in the ,vord provocation, but the disposition as a 
,vhole, ·which all Israel eve y~vhere 1nanifested. Hence, secondly, 
it is evident, that the Psahnist ,vas justified in connecting the 
punish1nent of the forty years' ·wandering ·with the sin of the 
"provocation." "But ,vith ,vho1n was he angry forty years? 2 

Was it not ,vith them that had sinned?" From this it ,vas 
to be inferred that all must have sinned. Finally, in the third. 
place, he n1ust notice the chief and funda1nental sin, that dis
obedience ,vhich refuses to be led in the gracious ·ways pointed 
out by Q-ocl, that disobedience ·which is therefore substantially 
one and the sa1ne thing ·with 'Unbelief)· for in I(aclesh nothing 
,vas said of a disobedience against the la,v, but of the disobe
dience ,vhich-as ,vas ·well kno,vn to all the readers of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews-had its source in the unbelief described 
in N um. xiv., ·which led the people to think that, in spite of 
God's help, it ·would not be possible for thein to conquer the 
land. Thus the author, in ver. 18, adds the third. 1neinber of 
the proof, and. returns again in ver. 19 to the thesis ,vhich ,vas 
to be proved.. 

1 It is evident, even fron1 n1e train of thought, that the true reading is 
r:-/ya,, ,.:o-,, and not (with Oecu1~1., Theoph., Vulg., Luther, Calvin, Grotius, &c.) 
d~H ,;-uri (': only some"). (Comp. Bleek on this passage, p. 471. ss.) The 
author could infer only fr01n the universality of sin in the time of l\:Ioses that 
the Israelites entered not into their rest, and therefore that the promise still 
awaited its fulfilment; he could not have inferred this from the fact, that 
" only some" had sinned at that time and had been punished. 

2 IIere he shows, by the way, that he was well acquainted with the 
original text of the passage. IIe here connects jtjrlf D'J!:J.it{ with 
tJip~, just as is done in the original. 
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In S}Jeaking, ho·wever, of the entrance into God's rest, the 
author has introduced to his readers a new ele1nent of which he 
further avails hin1self as the theme of the following d1~dactic sec
tion. It ·was to be ascribed-he shows in chap. iv.-not merely 
to the subjective unbelief of the Israelites, but also to the objective 
imperfection of the Old Testa1nent revelation, that Israel could 
not enter into the true rest. He then sho,vs, ho,v the highest 
fulfihnent of the pro111ise of rest still lies in the future, and is 
offered through Christ, and that we have therefore now to be 
doubly on our guard against unbelief, as this is now doubly inex
cusable. 

SECTION SECOND. 

(Chap. iv.) 

IN THE SOX ISRAEL HAS ENTERED INTO ITS TRUE REST. 

'rhis section· belongs to those of ,vhich, as ':l1holuck justly 
remarks "fe,v cOJnmentators have succeeded in clearly tracing 
out the connection of the ideas." rrhe fault of this, ho,vever, 
belongs not to the passage, but to the co1111nentators, who have 
brought too much their. own ideas vvith the1n, and have not had 
the self-denial simply to surrender then1selves to the words of the 
,vriter. 

For exan1ple, it has been taken for granted at the very outset, 
vers. 1-3, that the author here proceeds to warn against the 
subjective sin of unbelief. It is all one whether the ,vords can 
bear this sense or not,-this must be their n1eaning ; nor does it 
alter the case, although what follo,vs in ver. 4, ss. should in no 
·way be suitable to such a sense. 

Ver. 1. In the sentence p.~,;:o,;-£, &c., it is self-evident that "n; • 

is the subject, ooi~fi the predicate, uung;-iilE~at the object to oozfi, 
as also, that the ,vorcls siutAl)t7"iJ Ei; .,riv i1-aTai;.au<J111 aur-oV are 
dependent on Ji;.c1.:'11~i.ia;. Further, it appears pretty clear, on a 
co1nparison of chap. ii. 11 ,vith 18, that au;-ou here is not to be 
understood in the reflexiYe sense, but as pointing back to God, 
who ,vas the subject at chap. ii. 17-18. The only thing about 
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which there can be any question is, upon what the genitive, -xa,;-a

Ae1r,;-011.fn1; ii;:ayyei.fa; depends. 
The great 1najority of co1n1nentators understand this genitive, 

-without n1orc adq, either ( so Cran1er and Ernesti) as a genitive 
of relation dependent on the verb u<1:-sg?ix~va1 (" that no one 
among you appear to re1nain behind the pro1nise ,vhich is still 
left," i.e. appear as one ,vho neglects the pro1nise ,vhich is still 
left, i.e. the fulfilment of it )-a construction ,vhich is impossible 
owing to the position of the ,vords, and the absence of the 
artiele at h:a1y£"A.fa;-or, they take the ,vords xu,raA£1-;:o,rksv?j; 

J'l:ayysi-.fa; as a gen. abs., but still regard this genitive abs.· as 
dependent on ut1ng?jY.eva1, ,vhile , ut1;-egr;:xevc1.,J is considered as the 
principal idea, and oor.,f(, w:hich is taken in the sense of vicleri, as 
a pleonastic accessory idea (so Bleck, Olshausen, and the greater 
number). The_ sense then is: "Let us take heed, that no one 
amongst you sho,v hi1nsclf as one 1-vho conies too late, seeing that a 
pro1nise is still ,vith us," i.e. that no one a1nongst you appear, 
in reference to the pron1ise still existing ( still to be fulfilled), as 
one who co1ncs too late. 1 In support of the purely pleonastic use 
of oor..e,v ,vhich is here supposed, the only authority that can be 
adduced is a passage of the bo1nbastic Josephus (Ant. ii. G, 10). 
The signification putare, opinari, which coxe,:1 usually has (for ex
ample, chap. x. 29; Acts xxvii. 13), ,ve arc asstuecl ,vill not suit 
the context here;· as the author evidently intends to ,varn his 
readers not against the thought of being too late, but against the 
actual coming short itself. 

1\1:ean,vhile, this is not so clear and manifest as for exa1nple 
Bleek hi1nself thinks. First of all, apart fro1n the purely pleonastic 
use of ooY.ff in that interpretation, the use of the verb u<1,eg1:iv 

already strikes us as strange. If it is the aim of the author to 
·warn against trifling a,vay the fulfihnent of the pro1nise still left, 
i.e. the subJccti·ve participat-ion in this fulfilment, ,vhy docs he 
select a ,vord for this purpose ,vhich in no,vise contains the idea 
of a subjective trifling a,vay, but of a purely objective being too 

I Still more unsuitably, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Gerhard, de W cttc 
explain 1ta-,a) .. 1-r.ayy· by contemta promissione=promissionem contemnens. 
Ka.,ra:)..s,,r.s,~ might indeed h::we this meaning (Acts vi. 2), but in this case, the 
article could not be omitted before s,r.a:yy!A1as-. , The only natural way of 
expressing this it.lea in Greek would be this : µ,ri,;ror.s ,r,; i~ uµ,wv x.rPut.i-.s:,r.wv ,,;,.,, 
, I ~ - t I 
S?I'CG'}'')IEAICG'il x.)... 00.iG;J Uu'TS~nxsvv..1. 
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late ? vVhether the readers lived before or after the fulfilment 
... 

of the still remaining promise, was not a 1natter depending upon 
their choice ; how then could the author admonish them to take 
heed, lest they came some ti1ne after this promise, ,vhich ,vas still 
left, ,Yas also fulfilled ? Did this fulfilment then take place in 
one definite moment of time ?-'V\T e must therefore take the verb 
~urEgE7v in a very ·weakened signification, some·what in the signi
fication of" neglect," and iii addition to this suppose a double 
figure in e'i:'ar1EAfa~; in the first place, " pro1nise" nn1St stand for 
"fulfiln1ent of the promise;" and, secondly, the ·words" subjective 
interest in the fulfilment of the promise" 1nust be supplied at u<r;·e

ei"Ev. Take heed-this ,vould be the idea-seeing that the fulfil
ment of a promise still ren1ains, lest any of you should lose by 
delay his interest in this fulfilment ( or should neglect the right 
time at ,vhich to obtain an interest in it). 

But a second inconvenience now presents itself, namely, the 
perfect u<1'TEgr;%.~!ia1. 'Tcrngel!I already means "to con1e too late ; " 
and why should the perfect be used in a passage where warning 
is given against afut1.tre coming too late? 

For all these reasons, ·we agree with the interpretation given 
by Schottgen, Baun1garten, Schulz, v,Tahl, and Bretschneider, 
according to ,vhich oor.,n receives its proper and natural signifi
cation, which beside the inf. perf. is the only suitable one ( as in 
Acts xxvii. 13), while the pr£ncipal idea is in 00%~, and the gen. 
abs. is regarded as dependent on oox.~. " Let us take heed, there 
fore, lest while there is still a pro1nise to be fulfilled, any one of you 
should nevertheless imagine that he has con1e too late" ( na1nely: 
that he lives in a time ,vhen all pro1niscs are long since fulfilled, 
and that no further salvation is to be expected, or has any claim 
on our earnest endeavours to attain it). The author says 
purposely not //.,~ Q(;XW(.J.r,') o:S v~· but <pr,f3ri0w/UV oO II f1,'Yj·7:0':'S ':"I<; ooxp ; 

he ,vill represent this error not n1ere1y as a theoretical one, 
but ( chap. ii. 12), as one that was practically dangerous. This 
idea harmonises exactly with the context. 'rhe author here, as 
indeed everY'vhere throughout the epistle, designs to impress 
upon his readers the consciousness that the new covenant is not 
,vorse than the old, that Christianity is not son1ething super
fluous, something with which, at any rate, they n1ight dispense 
if only they have their beloved Judaism, but that the latter 
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rather has been made dispensable by Christianity. I-Ie, there
fore, in ver. 1, and in the beginning of ver. 2, places Christianity 
on a level ·with Juclaism,-·we too ·wait for a pron1ise to be ful
filled : then in the second half of ver. 2, he ,_begins to show how 
Christianity is even far superior to J udaisrn. 

Ver. 2. The first ·words are clear. We too, as ,vell as those 
who lived in the time of l\foses, have received a blessed n1essage, 
a pro1nise that ,ve shall be introduced into a pro1nisecl land of 
rest. Nay, ·we have received this in a higher· and better sense 
than they. The word ,vhich has been given to us is infinitely 
better than the ·word which the Israelites received by l\foses. 
In the first 1:>lace, the Yrord spoken by l\1:oses could not bring 
the hearers to the faith ; it ren1ained son1ething external to 
them, it proffered a promise indeed~ and annexed a concli
tion to it, but it i1nparted no strength to fulfil this condition 
(vers. 2-5 co1np. vers. 12, 13); and secondly: the promise con
tained in that word even in respect of its irnport, ,vas not the 
true and right pron1ise, for it was an earthly rest that ,vas there 
proffered, ,vhereas it is a spiritual and eternal rest that is nov{ 
promised to us (vers. 6-10). 

Let us look, now, at the first of these two argun1ents which 
begins ,vith the ,vords ver. 2, aAA'. oui!. clJCp§"J..riu=v, and is after
,vards repeated more fully in vers. 12, 13. It is not to be 
wondered at, that a false interpretation of vcr. 1 should have 
led the 111Djority of comn1entators into an entire n1isunderstand
ing also of ver. 2. rI'hey conceive that here ( as in chap. ii. 16-
19) it is still the subjective 'unbelief of the Je1.vs that is adduced 
as the reason of their not having attained to the rest, ·whereas, 
in the passage before us, it is rather the objective imJJe'1fection of 
the Old ~I.1esta1nent revelation that is given as the ground of the 
imperfect fulfilment of the promises. Only thus, too, can the 
connecting particle a11.Au be accounted for. In the ·words i'..al 'i·ug 

£5µe 11, &c., the ne,v covenant is only placed on a level with the 
old, and in the purely objective point of vie,v, that in the one, 
as in the other, a gracious message is given. 'fhe staten1ent now· 
1nade, that the word of God in the old covenant dicl not JJrofit, or 
,vas inefficacious, stands in an antithetical relation to that ,Yhich 
precedes it. (Had the writer n1eant to ray, that the Israelites 
under the old covenant ,vere unbelieving, as also many under 
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the new coYcnant are inclined to unbelief, he would have used 
only the connecting particle c£, or, better still, xal-µ,Ev.) 

But the view ,vhich ,ve have given of the train of thought 
finds its justification chiefly in the ,vords themselves. The read
ing of these ,vords, ho,vever, ,vavers, and that in three points. 
Firstly, in one portion of the codd. the attic form <1vyr.sxgap.,sv 

. . . . is found, in the other the later f onn <1uyxrn.sga6p.,sv . . . . ; 

that the latter is the true reading, while the fonn o,ves its origin 
to a correction, is self-evident. Secondly, a single cu,rsrive manu
script ( Griesbach N ro. 71) has &x.o:J60s7u,, instead of &xo:J<Ja<J,; 

and more recent critics, on the authority of the Vulg., have con
jectured a reading axoUfJ/J.,au, ( dat. plur. of l1x.ou6p.,a) ; here a.gain 
it is self-evident that the reading &xo6rru<1,, confirn1ed by all 
sources, considered merely as the more difficult, is the genuine 
reading ; and ·we shall soon see that &xou<10:1u1, as also the ren
dering of the V ulgate, ex illi"s qum auclierant, o,ves its origin to 
the en1barrassment arising fron1 not being able to extract any 
suitable sense fro1n the other. The dif-ficulty is greater in the 
third point. The Pesch,ito (1lo~; ~ 2001 ~~ ~? ~ 

~J~ 01.o~o )?) and the 1lulgate (sen110 auclitus non ad-
1nixtus ficlei ex eis qum auclierant) point to the reading <Juyi:.~½-

1:ga<1p.,svo;, ·which is found also in Chrysoston1, an<l has been re
tained in several cursive JHSS. On the other hn,ncl, the codd. 
A B C D E, the versio Copt., Aeth, Arn1en, Philoxen, Slav., 
have the accusative plural <1uy7.sx.sgwrp,ivouq; (resp. cuyx.sxgaµ,fv

ou~). Ahnost all the 111ore recent com1nentators (with the ex
ception of Olshausen and Tholuck) consider the latter as de
cidedly the fa·ue reading, on account of these ,veighty· external 
proofs. But the point is not, therefore, to be regarded as sum
marily settled. The fact of the nom. sing. occurring only in the 
cursive 1tl:SS., ,vhile the uncial MSS. have the acc. plur., by no 
n1eans proves that the 1101n. sing. is not the a1~cient reading. 
Let us take into Yie,v the authority of the pri1nitive Peschito, 
cerfainly the 111ost ancient source of the N e,v Testament text 
,vhich ,ve possess, the circun1stance that Jerome, ,vho, ,vith the 
utmost care, con1pared good manuscripts which already in his 
time ,vere old, gave the preference to the no1n. sing. ; finally, 
that Chrysostom read the 110111., and ,ve shall have no difficulty 
in coming to the conclusion, that the no1n. sing. is a reading 
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of pri1nitive antiquity, beside ,vhich, ho-wever, there stood a_lready 
in the first centuries another reading, and ·which ,vas soon ahnost 
entirely supplanted by this other reading. 

vV c have no,v only to ask ,vhich of the t,vo readings is, upon 
internal grounds, the 1nore suitable; and if,ve find, moreover, that 
this internally 1nore suitable reading n1ight, as the n1ore difficult 
one, be easily n1isunderstood, ,ve ,vill then have an explanation 
of the early origin and the subsequent general acceptation of the 
false reading. The acc. plur. yields the n1ore flat and less suit
able sense; the non1. sing. yields a finer sense, ,vhich, ho-wever, 
1night easily escape recognition on a superficial reading. 

If ,ve adopt the reading riu1Y.£7.!:gari/.1,~110.1;, the passage must 
then be rendered thus: " The ,vord heard ( co1np. 1 Thess. ii. 
13) did not })rofit those persons, because they did not unite 
the1nselves in the faith ,vith those ,vho obeyed" -viz. with 
Joshua and Caleb. According to this, it ,vould still be the sub-
Jective 1.tnbclicf of the conte1nporaries of l\1oses that is here blamed 
-a vie,v inconsistent ,vith the context. (So Oecum., Photius, 
I-Ia1nn1oncl, Cran1er, JY[atthai.) But as before, at chap. ii. 16-19, 
no distinction ·whatever ,vas made bet,veen those ,vho believed 
not, and Joshua and Caleb ,vho believed, and, in general, no 
reference at all ,vas 1nade to these t,vo men,-such an explana
tion of the passage as that just n1entionecl ,vould be unintelligible 
and arbitrary. Besides, it is inad1nfosiblc to take ax.o:.;E,v in the 
particip. axo~<1a6111, in the pregnant signification of " obey," 
,vhich it never has in the Epistle to the Hebre,vs ; and this is 
doubly inadrnissible here, ·where it stands so close beside axo~. 

Others have proposed, 1noreover, to connect the dat. axd<1a.<11v 

as the dative of possession in the sense of a genitive with '7:'fo-:-e, 

( through the faith belonging to the hearers, or beco1ning them), 
,vhich is a grammatical n1onstrosity. Even Bleek can find no 
other ,vay of escape than to conjecture axou<ff.Lari,, and in this 
he at least shows from ,vhat view the reading axouaBEJ(i111 has 
originated. 

The reading auyx:.x~;ari/J.EM; o:ff ers an exceedingly fine and 
suitable sense, but one indeed ·which might easily be overlooked. 
The author, in chap. iv., no longer speaks of the subjective unbe
lief of l\'.Ioscs' contemporaries, but of the objective imperfection 
of the Old Testa1nent institutions. The ,vord which ,vas given 
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by l\Ioses to the Israelites-consisting, a, of the prorr1,ise that 
ihey should come into the earthly rest, and, b, of the law as 
the annexed conclition-coulcl not be ·un·i"ted to the hearers by 
faith. (So also Olshausen.) This idea finds its clearest expla-
nation in its opposite, vcr. 12, ,vhere, according to the context, 
the Ne,v '~l_lestament 'Word of God is spoken of, and where it is 
< le scribed as penetrating into the irinermost 1narrow and Joints of 
the 1nan. The law remained as a cold command external to the 
rnan ; the ,vill of God and the will of man were not united ; 
therefore the l\1osaic word of Goel could not profit. The law, 
with its " thou shalt," could never bring about that surrender of 
the heart, that disposition and attitude of loving receptivity, 
,vhich can be awakened only by the love of Him "who bath 
first loved us," and ,vhich is called "faith," and leads to a fellow
ship of being and of ~ife with God. 

How easily no-w 1night this idea have been overlooked, as it 
lies not on the surface of the words ! Ho,v easily may it have 
happened to interpreters and transcribers, in the very earliest 
period, as it has to the majority of commentators till 'the present 
day, to fall into the error of supposing that the ,vriter still con
tinues, in chap. iv. 1, 2, to speak of the subjective unbelief of 
l\Ioses' contemporaries ! It ,vill not be disputed that the early 
origin, and the subsequent ,vide .extension of the false reading 
uu1¼Er.sgau/.1,~vou;, 1nay in this way be fully accounted for.-Thc 
antithesis, therefore, to faith, ver. 2, is not unbelief, but ivories, 
and this antithesis is, in fact, expressed in ver. 3. 

Ver. 3. " For ,ve enter into the rest as believers.'' It is quite 
evident that those are wrong who paraphrase the words thus: 
'' If we do not n1erc]y hear,. but also beli'eve." '.l1he r,r1u;-s6~1v has 
its antithesis in the 'igyo,~. It is not a condition-equally belonging 
to the old and the ne,v covenant that is here described, but the 
cl(ffcrcnce of the condition of the Ne,v Testament covenant from 
that of the Old Testament. In the ,vords, as lie said, the author 
proceeds to sho,v in ho,v far even the Old Testament itself points 
to the insufficiency of the law and its worlcs. For. this end he 
again cites a verse from the 95th Psalm, w·hich he had already 
cited in chap. iii. (although ·with a different object), namely, the 
,vords: "As I have sworn in my wrath: they shall not enter 
into my rest." These words, however, _in themselves contain 

K 
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no proof of the state1nent, that through faith alone ,ve can ,enter 
into the rest of God, but they cleri ve their argumentative force 
frorn the clause ,vhich is added : " Although the ,vorks ·were 
performed fro1n the creation of the ·world." It is self-evident 
that the 1.vorlcs here are antithetically opposed to faith. It is 
surprising ho,v all critics should have supposed that the works 
of Goel are here 1neant, and especially his works of creation. 
I'H170sli..-v)~ is understood in the pregnant sense of a part. pass., 
and 1i1vsr!0c1.1, moreover, in the sense of Tsi,.eiuOcu; and the ,vords 
are thus rendered : " Although the ,vorks ( of Goel) were already 
completed fro1n the 1noment of the (finished) creation of the 
,vorld "-i.e., in other ,vorc~s: "Although the creation of the 
,vorld was already finished from the 1noment at ,vhich it ,vas 
finished ! ! " A strange idea ! And ,vhen ,vns it that the con
cluding n1oment of an action came to pe denoted by arr6 ? Had 
this been the 1neaning of the author, he 1nust have expressed 
hin1self thus: %akor i;-wv 1gywv ,;-~; x.ai;-a/3oA~; %or!/1,ou ~011 <ren1.Eu/.Ls~wv. 

""\Vorks which are clone a'ir6 xa'1'a(3oi.~; x6uµ,ou, can be no other than 
such as are done since the creation of the world, from the crea
tion of the world onwards. 

And, if the above interpretation is ungran1matical, it is no 
less irreconcilable with the context· and the train of thought. 
The 1neaning ·which it yields would be this: Although God 
already rested, men did not yet rest. But the " although" is 
about as suitable in this place as it would be in the sentence: 
Although Quintus is already very old, Cestius is still young. 
Fro1n the fact that God has already co1npleted the creation of 
the ,vorld, to infer directly, and ,vithout any intermediate propo
sition, a ,varrant for expecting that the Israelites shall be intro
duced into the rest of Goel, is about as valid a sequence as, from 
the fact that Quintus is old, to infer the expectation that Cestius 
also shall be old. The ·com1nentators, too, have not been insen-
ible to this i1npropriety, and have soug~t to lessen it in various 

,vays. l\Iany of the older interpreters gave to xafro, for a change 
the signification et quidein-of this nothing further need be said. 
Other~ of more recent date, following Calvin, have songht to 
remove the difficulty by ingenious supplements. '11holuck, for 
exan1ple, supplen1ents the idea in the foHo,ving terms : The 
.Israelites were not pennittecl to enter into the rest J. and yet God 
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rested /£n heaven after the ,vork of creation ,vas finished, so that 
an objective resting-JJlace already existed. But what reader could 
find all this in the words r.afro,, &c. ? Bleek has sho,vn n1ost 
ingenuity in filling up the idea, and, if ·we have rightly under
stood hi111, it is in the following way : God rested from the crea
i'z°on _; but God's rest is reciprocal in its nature; then only does 
God really rest, ,vhen he has con1pleted the work of his manifes
tation to the creatures. And, accordingly, it is remarkable that 
for God tlie Sabbath has already begun ; and there arc, neverthe
less, creatures 1wlio do not lceep the l3abbath ivith lii~m, nay, who 
cannot keep it ,vith hin1. But ho,vcvcr true this train of thought 
1na.y be in itself, ,ve read nothing of it in the text ; and no one 
,vho reads this chapter, without beginning at the middle, and 

~-

coining back,vard, could possibly have in his 1nincl, in reading 
ver. 3, these intermediate ideas about the· Sabbath (which are 
to be found in ver. 9, s., and in a similar form to' that in which 
Bleek has given them). But, in addition to this, no indication 
is given, even in what follo,vs, of the antithesis implied in the 
words, that God rests indeed from the creation, bitt that he bas 
not yet finished the ivorlc of the 1nanifestation of himself to his 
creatures. \Ve must therefore reject this explanation also, 011 

account of the context, even although the interpretation on ,vhich 
it rests had been less untenable in a gra111n1atical point of view. 
The true and most simple explanation is to be drawn from ver. 
2. The author had there affinned of the word spoken by J\1oses, 
that it was not rnixecl or a1nalgamated with the hearers by faith, 
that it remained external and strange to them, and therefore that 
it could profit them nothing. He had, in opposition to this, laid 
it down in ver. 3, that we, the me1nbers of the New Testan1ent 
Israel, enter into that rest into ,vhich the Old Testa1nent Israel 
entered not, and that we enter by faith. What more natural, 
now, than that the reader should think of the well-kno,vn oppo
sition of faith and works, ·which indeed had already been impli
citly indicated in ver. 2? It was ahnost an ,example of the rule 
of three : the New Testan1ent word of Christ is related to faith 
as the word of lVIose~, the la,v, is to-the ,vorks. 

Only we must guard against limiting the idea expressed· in 
tgya to goocl works. Of such works, indeed, none ,vcre pcrfonne<~ 
from the creation of the ,vorkl. Nay, this is rather what the 
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apostle intends to bring out-that as" the ,vorks" were clone fro111 
the beginning, and yet notwithstanding Israel· did not enter into 
the Test, these works ,vcre none of them good, but evil, and at 
least imperfect, works tainted ,vith sin. 

In like m~nner, ,ve must guard against another improper re
striction of tgya to the ,vorks of the la,v, fulfilments of the Mosaic 
co1nmands. These were, of course, not performed from the 
creation of the world, but only after the giving of the law fron1 
Sinai. No ; the author speaks quite generally of the works of 
n1en, of the 'Work of the hunu1n race, of all activity, all endea
vours, better or worse. The idea is, in general tenns, as follows : 
all that can be cornprehended under the terni ivories, has been 
pe1:forned fro1n the tinie of the creation of the ivorld onwards, but 
has never been sujjic,font to bring 11ian to the 7..a'.a•;-;a'JuJC;, to a 
state of satisfied rest. r_l1he inference fro1n this is, that an entirely 
new ,vay of salvation, not that of hu1nan doings and hun1an en
deavours, but that of faith in the salvation ,vhich Goel hath pro
vided, is necessary in order to attain to the rest. 

,r er. 4, 5.-This idea is in these verses more fully explained. 
'rhe author shows here, that by lgya he meant not the works of 
God, but the works of men in opposition to those of God. " God, 
indeeJ, rested already on the seventh of the days occupied in 
the creation of the ·world : and still he says of men, they are not 
yet capable of entering into his Test.:' God's works, then, were 
finished-internally perfect, and therefore externally co1nplete
but the ·works of men were internally imperfect, and hence, ex
ternally there was no mention of a resting of n1en ; the work and 
labour still continued, and could not cease until the Tesult ·was 
arrived at; the result, ho'1rever, remained ever unattained. 

The first part of this idea is introduced by the words: Eig1ixE 

' ' ~ •13s-, 0 I h yag ·7:ou rrf:g1 ~n; ~ uop.,r;;. n r,;ou compare our remar r. on c ap. 
ii. 6. The author here refers beforehand to the U3o6,ur;, because 
he intends after,vards to graft a further idea on this preliminary 
1nention of it, which he does in ver. 9, s. . 

In ver. 6-8 the author passes to a ne1v sentiment, a ne,v 
point of con1parison between the work of Christ and the ,vork 
of JVIoses. r~rhe opposition between the ·work of both is twofold, 
just as was that in chap. iii. 2-G between the persons. The first 
i1nperfection in the ,vork of Moses consisted in this (iv. 2-5)-
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that his work in1parted no pow·er for the fulfihnent of it, did not , 
unite itself to the hearers through faith, and therefore could not 
conduct to the promised rest; the second consists in this-· that 
the rest itself into which the Israelites could be introduced by 
l\1.oses, and were actually introduced by Joshua, ,vas only an 
earthly, a typical rest; while Christ conducts to a real, a substan
tial rest, which in its nature corresponds to the Sabbath rest of 
God. But, as in chap. iii. the first point, of difference ·was 
repeated in the development of the second (:i\ioses was a 
servant in the typical house, Christ a son in the living house), 
so here also, ·when the author shows the opposition --behveen the 
Old and New Testament rest, he repeats at the same ti1ne the 
first point of difference, that, nan1ely, bet,veen the not being 
able to enter into the rest, and the being able to enter into 
it; nay, he finds in the second the full confirmation of the first. 

Ver. 6, 7, form a somewhat complicated period. The protasis 
consists of two parts, ·which depend on the verbs &,,;rr/Aef.7.s,;-a, 

and o~x elGrii-..Oov ; the apodosis consists of the statement, that 
God, in the old covenant: indicates by the Psalmist a future 
rest. The connecting link bet,veen the bvo is the particle s--;;-ei, 
. 

since. 
The ,vords, it remains that some enter into it, are evidently only 

a repetition of what is said in ver. 1 (a promise being left of 
entering into his rest), and express, therefore, the fundamental 
thesis, that the promise of a rest ,vas not fully or really fulfilled 
in the ·entrance of Joshua into Canaan. The second member : 
those to ivhoni i·t ivas first preached entered not in because of un
beli"ef fonn, again, only the negative reverse side of the first 
1nember, and who are the persons meant by those to ,vhon1 it ,vas 
first preached is explained in ver. 2, where it is said of the Chris
tians in opposition to the Old Testainent Israel : for to us hath 
the gospel been p,·cachecl as 1.vell as to thern. The ,;-fv~~, therefore, 
whose entrance into the rest is still impending, are the Christians, 
while tllose'to ivho,n it 1.uas first preacliecl are the J e,vs, and those, 
especially, to ,vhon1 in the ti1ne of l\ioses the gracious call to 
enter into the land of rest ,vas addressed. The ,vords through 
unbel£ef serve to ren1ind us at once of the subjective fault of the 
Jews mentioned in chap. iii. 16-19, and of the objective i1npo
tency of the la,v mentioned in chap. iv. 2-5. 
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The principal question here, ho,vever, is, in ,vhat logical rela
tion do the protasis and the apodosis stand to each other? The 
view generally taken of this relation is, that the apodosis contains 
the final conclusion at ,vhich the author ain1s, and ,vhich he 
wishes to prove, ,vhile the protasis contai~s the proof. The 
entire passage is viewed as containing an ans,:ver to the question, 
,vhy Goel nutst needs have defined and mentioned a second day of 
rest. The necessitating cause of this ,vas, that the Israelites ,vere 
<lisobedient the first tin1e.-To this interpretation the ,vords, since 
they to 1vlw1n it 'Was .first preached entered not in because o.f itn

helief, are certainly agreeable, but not the words: seeing it rernains 
that so1ne enter in.to it. That at present (in the author's time) a 
farther entering into the rest is about to be accomplished, cannot 
be the reason ,vhy God has, in the time of David, defined a more 
distant day of rest. (The n1ost that can be said is, that ai-;;011.fi

•:-:s.a, might be related to ogf~Hv as a kind of end or aim.) 
"\Ve think, however, that the protasis contains the ans,ver to the 

question, ,vhy it ,vas possible for God to determine a second day 
of rest. We 111ay give the sense periphrastically for the sake of 
clearness thus : only for this reason could Goel define a se9oncl 
day of rest long after the time of Moses, because, na1nely, as was 
said above in ver. 1, 2, the original promise still ,vaits for its 
fulfiln1ent, and the Israelites at that tin1e did not in general enter 
into the rest. The thing, therefore, to be proven lies in the pro
tasis, the proof in the apoclosis ( as if, for exa111ple, I wished to 
prove that one is a spendthrift and said to hin1: ~' because you were 
a spendthrift your father has not intrusted yon with any money 
= if you ,vere not a spendthrift he ,vould not have withdra,vn 
his credit from you). It is only .for1nally and apparently, that 
the protasis contains any reason for the apodosis ; the sinew of 
the proof lies in the conclusion drawn backward from the 
apodosis to the protasis. Had the author ,vritten logically, he 
,voulcl have said : " Only if the case so stands as was said in ver. 
1: 2, can ,ve comprehend how God could again define a day of 
rest ; but, as he has actually done this, the case n1ust stand so ; 
there 1nust still be a rest to be entered into, and Israel at that 
ti1ne must not have entered the rest." {Quite a similar fonn of 
logical inversion occurs in chap. v. 1, sec infra.) 

The absolute non-entrance of the Israelites ( oux slu~1 .. 0o'.I) now 
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prepares the way for the second point of difference between the 
work of Christ and that of 1\1:oscs. All that ,vas said in chap. iii. 
,vas, that the single generation consisting of J\foses' contemporaries 
did not con1e into the rest, but died in the ,vilderness. There 
was still room. in that chapter for the supposition, that the follow
ing generation did enter into the rest. But, already in chap. iv. 1, 
the author has tacitly presupposed, that even after the time of 
Joshua, even now, the fulfilment of that pro1nise of rest is yet at 
least in part to be acco1nplished, and in the 6th verse he speaks 
quite unconditionally of an uux e.icrE°11.0e/!J on the part of those to 
who1n it ,vas first preached, while in ver. 8, which is explanatory, 
he directly denies, disertis vcrbis, that Joshua brought the 
Israelites to the rest-denies that the rest into which Joshua 
brought the people ,vas the true rest. Thus, in ver. 6, ss., the 
Old Testament rest is OJJposed to that of the Neiv Testa1nent 
as the 1nerely typical to the substantial (just as in chap. iii. 5, 
the house in which Moses served for a testimony of future 
revelations is opposed to the house of Christ whose living stones 
we are). • 

Now this proposition thus modified and thus expanded, that 
the Old Testa1nent rest was in general not the true rest, is in 
ver. 7 proven fron1 the Old Testament. Only thus can it be 
explained, that God could point to a second future day of rest. 
And this God has done in the 7th verse of the 95th Psalm ( cited 
in chap. iii. for a different purpose). 

Three questions present then1selves here. First, ho,v the 
apodosis, ver. 7, is to be construed; secondly, whether the 95th 
Psalm is one of David's; and thirdly, whether the passage proves 
what the author intends it should prove. With regard to the first 
of these questions, the ,vords J11 .6.a.u,o • . • . 'iTgoef gr;Ta1 are a paren
thetical insertion, with ,vhich the author interrupts hi1nself after 
he had begun the citation itself, and ,vhich, gram1natically, 
stands in the relation of apposition to the subject involved in 
oo,r El. rrhe words /JJE'T'C/., 'T'OuOU'T'ull -vo6110'1 detennine the time of the ~ s ~~ 

1-syc,JV, and inti1nate that God spake thus so long after the time 
of Joshua, nan1ely, by the mouth, and therefore in the time, of 
David ; and the ,vords iU1.,Mi; 'iTgueig'ri;-a.1 like·wise connect gra1n
matically ,vith 11.~ywv, and indicate to the reader that the ,vords 
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here cited had already been cited above in chap. iii. 7, s., and 15.1 

... i\.s regards the third q1.lestion, it 1nust be acknowledged that 
the argumentatiYe force of the passage is very apparent. The 
Psahnist refers back to the time when Israel ,vas called to enter 
into its rest, and when Israel neglected this call by its disobedi
ence ; then he exhorts the Israeli'tes, on ,vhat day they should 
hear the voice of God again, to give a different response to it 
from what they did then, and to obey it ,vithout delay ( according 
to the Greek translation: if ye again hear his voice to-day, obey 
it to-day). The Psaln1ist, therefore, presupposes the possibility of 
Israel's being again placed in an analogous situation to ,vhat it 
,vas then, and achnonishes it not to forfeit again the entrance 
into the offered glory. 

And this, too, involves the answer to the second question. 
Whether David ,vas the author of the psaln1 or not, is a question 
on which no in1portant result depends ; the 95th psalm is not 
like the 2d and 110th, grafted on a special promise n1ade to David, 
but contains only the general expectation of future gracious calls· 
fro1n God, which, if Israel had already been conducted by 
Joshua into its absolute rest and satisfaction, ,vould no longer 
have been possible. All-that needs to be insisted on is, that the 
passage in the psalm ·was written" so long afterwai-cls ''-namely, 
after Moses and Joshua; its force of proof lay, not in its anti
quity, but rather in the lateness of the time when it ,vas ,vritten. 
In the Old Testament the psalm has no superscription, the Sept., 
which ,vas in- the hands of the readers of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews, ascribed it to David, and this comparatively late period 
,vas sufficient for the argu1nent ,vhich the author ,vould dra,v 
fron1 it, and therefore he could without hesitation adopt the 
statement of the Sept. Critical investigations into the genuine
ness or spuriousness of the superscription ,vhich the psahn bears 
in the Sept., ,vould certainly haYe been just as little in place here, 
as, in the address of Stephen, Acts vii. 14, an investigation into 
the accuracy of the number 75. It must not, however, be over-

1 Others take the first rrri1ueov as the object of .11.s.yc,.,v, "inasmuch as in David 
he cnlls it (the day) a to-day." Others, as Calvin, Beza, Grotius, Bicek, take 
<T'/JfG:ftJV as apposition to nµ,feav r,mJ,, "he defines again a d 1y, a to-day." This 
entire treatment of <iYif'-=eov is nwclern. 
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looked that our author, inas1nuch as he says n1erely "in David" 
( = in the book of David, the Psahns), and not by the 1nouth o.f 
David, sho"Ts plainly enough his intention, that no weight at all 
should here be 111ade to rest on the person of David. In ver. 8 
"'O have an extension of the proof contained in ver. 7, and, ,vith 
this, an explanation of ver. 7, in the clear and si1nple state
rnent, that such a reference to a f utnre call of Goel and ivord o.f 
God ,votdd not have been possible, if 'h1uou; ( i.e. in this context 
of eourse Joshua) had already truly led the Israelites into the 
rest. This, ho,vever, involves the inference, that Joshua did not 
truly lead the Israelites into· the rest; the earthly possession of 
the land ·which ,vas not even completely conquered under Joshua, 
,vhich under the J uclges ,vas oppressed by heathen kings, which 
had in Saul a bad king, in David one who had little rest fron1 
war, in Solon1on one ·who fell from ,visdom into folly, and which, 
after the death of Solomon, sunk clown fro1n its high e111inence 
of typical glory-that earthly possession of the land such as 
,vas brought about by Joshua, ,vas not yet the true rest of 
God. Thus has the writer returned to the thesis contained in 
ver. 6: ~Phe Old Testa1nent had no true rest, and therewith to 
the thesis in ver. 1, 2: rVe have still to expect the entrance into 
a rest, and that the true rest. 

This last inference is no,v clnnvn in ver. 9. • The author, 
however, does not here say 111erely that there is still a x.a:ra

:;·:au<r1;, a state of rest to be looked for, but he denotes this 
r.a'T'ai;-;CJ.u<rr; by the higher na1ne uaf3(3a•nu/1.,o; ( a ,vord which occurs 
besides only in Plutarch de superstit. 3), as the celebration of' 
a Sabbath. And thus he carries out here an idea wh1ch he 
had indicated in ver. 4 ; he carries it out here, after having in 
vers. 6-8 sho,vn, that the rest into which Joshua led the Israelites 
,vas no true rest. Now, he shows, on the other hand, that the 
rest into ,vhich the people of Goel were _to be led at a future 
tirr1e, and the ref ore by Christ, is true, because it bears the 
character of a Sabbatical rest, and thus truly corresponds to 
the rest of Goel, after the ,vork of creation ,vas finished. If ere, 
therefore, after having suitably prepared the way, the author.first 
brings out the idea ,vhich the co1nmentators have thrust into 

c...; , 

ver. 3, where it could have suggested itself to the mind of no 
reader. 



154 EPISTLE TO THE HEBilE\VS IV. 

God rested on the seventh day of the creation, because he had 
finished his ,vork not 1nerely outwardly, but because his work 
,vas, internally and qualitatively, a finished and perfect ,vork 
(ver. 4). But men could not in Moses', nay, even in Joshua's 
ti1ne, attain to any rest from their activity, labour, pains, and 
exertion (ver. 3), ,because their ,vork and activity ,vcre W1ternally 
imperfect, stained ,vith sin. The true rest lies in the future; 
this must be the rest analogous to the rest of God, a holy, a Sab
bath rest). it 1nust consist in this, that man is able to rest from 
his works, in like 1nanner and in the same way as God did fron1 
his; in other ,vords, that 1nan has finished his ,vork internally, 
and can appear before God with the result of his ,vork undefiled 
by sin. 

Ver. 10. And this ,vork man has acco1nplishecl ,in the person 
of his Saviour and substitute, Jesus Christ. This verse is gene
rally understood as containing a general sta.tement (" he who, 
quisquis, enters into his rest, rests from his ,vorks :,), and it is 
supposed that the aorist r.a .. ~'ii'au<fsv is used here, by way of 
change, instead of the present, or (Bleek), that the aorist is 
occasioned by the aorist to be supplied at w<f•:rsg. But with all 
this artifice, nothing 1nore is gained than a statement in great 
1neasure tautological. vVhen we translate the words ,vith gram
matical exactness as they stand (" for he ,vho has entered into 
his rest, himself rested in like manner fro1n his ,vorks, as God 
fron1 his '') they yield the finest and the most Rtriking parallel to 
the corresponding member . in the first principal part of our 
epistle at chap. ii. 9. In the second section of the first principal 
part t?1e three n1embers of the argument ,vere the following:-

1. 1\1:an is destined to the dominion over the universe. 
But 2. l\1an is not yet so highly exalted. 
But 3. Jesus is already exalted. 
Quite analogous to this (with a difference only in the formal 

logical connection of the three 1nen1bers) is, ,vhat ,ve find in this, 
the second section of the second principal part:-

1. Man has received the call to enter into his rest. 
2. He has not yet been led into this rest by Joshua; there is 

still a rest to be expected. 
3. And that a Sabbatical ?'"est: for Jesus, ,vho is entered into 

his rest, rests in a Sabbatical manner as God does. 
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The state1nent in vcr. 10 is therefore not general, but special ; 
by the ,vords o yag sl<1:1.0wv the author meant Jesus, and every 
unprejudiced reader ·must also, on account of the aorist xa':'s

t;;"C/.t16~!1, understand the verse in the same way. The author does 
not expressly add the name 'I~lf<JuG, because in ver. 8 this name 
,vas used to designate Joshua. In evident opposition to the 
Joshua ,vho could not bring the people to the rest, the author 
speaks in ver. 10 of "that one who hath entered into his rest." 
( A~7 oil refers to Osou, according to the analogy of chap. iii. 
11, 18.) 

Jesus has internally finished his works, nay, the works of all 
1nankind, and therefore has brought them to an external com
pletion. With the Sabbath of the resurrection, on ,vhich, after 
his ,vork and humiliation ,vere ended, he entered into his state of 
exaltation and glory, on which he left the state in ,vhich the 
soul ,vas separated fron1 the body, the Sheol, and entered into 
the life of glorified body; ,vith this Sabbath began the second 
Sabbath of God, the Sabbath of God the Son, as with the future 
setting up of a new heavens and a ne,v earth, the Sabbath of 
God the Holy Ghost ,vill begin. vVhen, therefore, in accord
ance with the eternally binding co1nmand ,vhich requires that 
after every six days of activity in our earthly calling, one day of 
rest should be devoted to the sacred Sabbath activities of our 
heavenly calling; Christians everywhere reckon the seven days 
not from the creation-Sabbath of God the Father, but from the 
creation-Sabbath of God the Son-this mode of reckoning finds 
its justification in the passage before us. 

Ver. 11. J\1an has not yet entered into the rest, but Jesus 
has entered into the true Sabbath rest; what remains, then, 
but that ive al,so should seek by hir,i to enter into this <ra{3{3a
nlf,r1.,o;? This exhortation follows in ver. 11 : Let us strive, there-
fore, to ente1· into that re,st, ,vith the accompanying ,varning not_ 
to let it be ,vith us as ,vith those contemporaries of n1oses, who, 
because they listened not through unbeZ,z"e._f and disobedience to 
the gracious call ,vhich was then addressed to them, were after
wards held up by the Psa1n1ist as an example of wa1:ning to us. 
Let us be,varc, therefore, says the author, lest ·we neglect the 
second more excellent and more powerful call of grace, and lest 
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,ve also should, in our turn, becon1e a sad exan1ple of ,va~ning 
to others. 'rr::iosv'//1,a, a later Greek word instead of the attic 
.-;:agaosiyp,a. 'E11 0,;-;uosfy/1,ae;-1 " as an exa111ple," a proleptic use of 
the iv, "that ,ve do not turn out to be an exa1nple." 

Ver. 12. The ,varning, however, is rendered still 1nore pointed 
and impressive by the statement, that the excuse which ( accord
ing to ver 2.), the contemporaries of I\Ioses had, no longer remains 
for us. The ground of 1.tnbelief in their case lay, not 111ere]y in 
the perverse ,vill of the n1en, but in part, also, in the objective 
impotency of the ivorcl brought by l\ioses, the law, ,vhich could 
awaken no confidence of faith, no joy, ,no love, and which could 
not open the heart. 'I.1his extenuating circun1stance, however, 
does not hold in our case ; in our case, there is nothing ,veak or 
deficient in the ,vorcl of Goel ; for the word of God is quick, 
powerful, penetrating into the soul ; if w·e fall into unbelief, the 
blame rests with oitrselves alone. 

By the ivorcl of God is therefore clearly to be understood, as 
the context shows, the ·word of the New· 'I.1estan1ent revelation. 
Only, it is not to be supposed that in the genitive 'Tuu OerJu is 
expressed the antithesis to the 1.6yo; <rri; &~or;; of ver. 2. The 
genitive ,:-ou Owu fonns rather merely the antithesis to the first 
person plural ,;:r.oiJOClv(JJ/.J.,H, "Let us strive to enter into that rest, 
for nothing any longer fails on the part .of God-the ,vord of 
God is powerful." Only fron1 the context is it to be inferred as 
a thing self-evident, that the author speaks here of the word of 
God ,vhich we have heard, and not of the hrw of l\'.Ioses. 

And thus ver. 12 certainly forms a supple1nentnry antithesis 
to ver. 2, in respect of the 1natter (though not in a fonnally 
logical connection). This deep and fine connection has, ho,v
ever, by all comn1entators hitherto been overlooked. A portion 
of these commentators ( 1nany of the Fathers, Olericus, Bertholdt), 
have understood o i.6yo; in the sense in which it is used by John 
of the Son of God as })re-existent, and find ju ver. 12 a reason 
why we ought to fear-because Christ, ,vho as the pre-existent 
i.tyo; punis~1ecl the Israelites, is so severe ; an explanation which 
is not consistent ·with the nsus lingum of the Epistle to the 
Hebre,vs ( c01np. i. G, ·where Christ ns pre-existent is denoted 
rather by <:.'"gv}'.O~()i!u; ). Another section of the critics ( almost all 
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fro1n the l-leforn1ation downwards) J understood by the i,oy&; i;-&u 

tlEou the vVord of God in respect of its minatory declarations, 1 and 
find in the verse this senti1nent: vVe 1nust ·therefore beware of 
beco1ning an example, because the threatening predictions of 
G-od were so surely and po,verfully fulfilled. But, according to 
this, we should rather expect to find in ver. 12 the ,vords: '' for 
the ,vorcl of God is killing and 1.vounding as a sword." Instead 
of this, ,ve read of the quickness and 1Jenetrating sharpness of the 
word, a sharpness penetrating into the innermost joints ar{cl 
1?-arro,v, into the soul and spirit. ~I.1hese predicates fonn evidently 
an antithesis to the ,vords of ver. 2 p.,~ u'J1;,,,sx:gaGp.,~~·o; ,;-ff ';;'1un1 

The predicates, no,v, according to our interpretation, explain 
then1selves ·without great difficulty. The ·word of God (,vith 
,vhich ,ve have to do in the N e,v Testament), the word of the 
revelation of the gospel in Christ, is livi"ng, chiefly in opposition 
to the stiff, dead law, co1np. Gal. iii. 21. The law is a dead 
fixing of the comn1ands of God upon us,-as it stands, so it is. 
'l1he gospel is nothing but an embodying of living love itself in 
living ·words, ,vords ,vhich i1nn1ediately take captive the heart. 
The la,v kills because it is itself a dead letter, because it makes 
demands which it does not give strength to perfonn, the gospel is 
itself a living breath of love, and therefore it makes alive, there
fore it works out what it aims at, it is ev;gyn;. 

The nature of its efficacy is no,v 1nore particularly described 
as an innermost penetration of the innennost n1an, as a genuine 
u:.r1%Ega,,,ViJ//.,/ ( con1p. ver. 2). It is sharper than every two-edged, 
sword ( ofuro11.,o;, that ,vhicµ. has two mouths, then that ·which has 
t,vo fore-sides and no back, thus used of a sword: two-edged 
co1np. Rev. i. 16, ii. 12; LXX.; Is. xi. 4, &c.). Not the deadly 
efficacy but the penetrating sharpness, is that which is 1neant to 
be set forth. 'l1his appears somewhat more clearly in the follolv
ing men1ber oi·1r.H,6,u.Ho;, &c. "It (the ,vord of Goel) penetrates 
even to the dividing asunder of soul and spirit, of the joints and 
the ma1To,v." The first question that presents itself here is, 

1 Only Grotius says: Convcnit hoe omni vci·bo Dci, sed prmcipue Evaugclio, 
still without explaining more part.iculnrly the connection with Yer. 11. 
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whether this language is to be understood as figurative or not; 
i.e. ,vhether in ,vhat is here predicated of the ).6yo; -:-. 0., we are 
to understand the language as properly a continuation of the 
figure of the sword (so that logically it ,voulcl have to be extended 
thus: it penetrates as a sword 1which JJcnctratcs to the dividing 
asunder of soul and spirit, of joints and 111arro,v), or ,vhether we 
are to understand a real and literal efficacy of the ,vord of 
God as such to be set ·forth in the words : the ,vord of Goel 
pierces into soul and spirit, into 1na1To,v and bone (in which 
case only the latter expression ,vould have to be taken as me
tony1nical, or, better still, as a proverbial expression). No,v, 
prin1a facie, it seems to be <lecisivo against the latter and in 
favour of the former interpretation, that according to the latter, 
the author ,vould be guilty of the inelegance of passing from a . 
staten1ent which is proper and definite-viz. that the word of 
God penetrates soul and spirit, to one which is vague and pro
verbial-that it penetrates 1na1To,v and bone. But the forn1er 
interpretation also is attended ,vith a difficulty by no n1eans 
inconsiderable. N an1ely: can the figure of a sharp Rword be, 
generally speaking, represented in the words, the s,vord pene
trates even to the dividing asunder of soul ctncl spirit? S,vords 
have to do surely ,vith bodies, not with souls and spirits ! The 
1nost that can be said for this sense is, that the expression, 
" separation of soul and spirit," 1nay be understood as so1nething 
equivalent to the separation of the body fron1 the soul, and 
therefore as a mere designation of bodily death. In this case, ,ve 
n1ust either suppose that the expression is to be extended thus: 
"to the separation of the soul and the spirit fro1n the body" 
(which, however, would destroy the parallelism with the following 
n101uber CJ,'/1,wv n /w.,i 11,uE11.wv, while it cannot be l)erceived whv ' ~ ~ 

the author should have named the spirit together ,vith the 
soul, and why he did not rather sin1ply say : -'1,,ux~; 'TE x.al ~w-
11,aro;). Or, ,vc must, ,vith Olshausen, have recourse to the 
conjecture that the author, under the idea of bodily death, had 
in his mind the consuu1mation of a trichotomy, the separation of 
the soul ·fro1n the spirit as ,vell as fro111 the body. 

This leads us, ho,vever, to a second question, the determination 
of ,vhich is indispensable, ere ,ve arc at liberty to return to the 
first. r:rhe question is this: l\1ust we understand as connected by n 
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iuxf t-wo things closely 1.tnitecl 1with each other by nature, or tivo 
tliings 1.vhich have gro1vn 'ltJ? together, betiveen ivhich the s,vord 
( or the wore]. of God as a sword) penetrates, and ·which it is to 
separate fro1n each other? So that the soul should be viewed as 
having gro,vn upon the spirit, the agµ,t; on the µ,uEi~o;, somewhat 
in the same ·way as the bark on the ·wood, and the s,vord cuts 
through between them somewhat in the san1e way as a knife sepa
rates the bark from the ·wood. Or, are we to understand n r.-af 

as connecting two things lying deep, of which, however, the second 
lies still deeper than the first, so that the s,vorcl ( or the divine 
word as a s·,vord) first of all, generally speaking, penetrates to 
them, and then, moreover, penetrates through the first to the 
second? Thus the spirit ,voulcl be viewed as being in somewhat 
the same relation to the soul, as the innermost kernel of a fruit 
is to the core, and the s,vord as a knife ,vhich euts into the core, 
nay, into the innermost kernel itself. The ·word ,U,tgu1µ,6; is not at 
all decisive in favour of the first interpretation; ,vhat is spoken of 
is a separation as icell of the soul as of the spirit, as 1well of the 
joints as of the nunTo,v1 but not a separation of the soul fi 1 om the 
spirit, of the joints fron1 the 1narrow. This very Ts x.af is rather 
in favour of the second interpretation. 

But a certain solution of the question must be obtained, first 
of all, from a closer consideration of the two pairs of things 
themselves. Could the author have had before his mind a 
separation of the soul fi 1 oni the spirit in general? In support of 
th~s, reference is 1nade to the biblical trichotomy of body, soul, 
and spirit ,vhich n1eets in 1 Thess. v. 23. There is undoubt
edly a trichotomy in that passage; but whether by this is to be 
understood any such 1nechanical construction of 1nan out of three 
parts or subtances ; whether it involves the possibility that the 
soul and the spirit can be cut asunder fron1 each other, so that 
each may stand by itself, is indeed very much to be questioned. 
'Jlhe I-Ioly Scripture certainly distinguishes the soul from the 
body, and the spirit from the body, and the soul fron1 the spirit. 
But no,vhere does it represent the body as outivardly separable 
from the soul. The present body is a <JW/.JJa -}u%1zov (1 Cor. xv. 
44), and the +ux1%ov sl vC1..1 belongs to its essence. Separated 
fro1n the soul, it is no longer "body," but " corpse / every aton1 
in it is qualitatively different as soon as the soul is severed from 
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it; the body is throughout a quickened, animated, living, active 
1naterial ; the corpse is but a material subject to chemical laws. 
No,v, as a "body" separated from the soul is a non~ntity, much 
less can we conceive of a soul separated from the spirit. The 
same ,+uxn ,vhich, by its sep~ration from the body, has changed 
it into a corpse, is called as such also ,;;~F.up,a (Luke xxiv. 37), a 
sure proof that soul and spirit are still more identical than soul 
and body. But how are we to explain the circumstance, that in 
1 Thess. v. 23, and Heb. iv. 12, soul and spirit are cli'st-ingu1~shr,cl 
from each other ? Soul is the designation of that life-centre of 
individuality given by nature, proceeding from natural generation, 
and bringing with it from nature ( as being a thing not free, but 
subject to the influence of nature) certain definite qualities and 
dispositions. The irrational ani111al has also this physical centre 
of life. But that of n1an is, according to his nature, immortal ; 
the chief cndow1nent which he has brought along ,vith him is 
that of self-consciousness in the higher sense, and with this, the 
consciousness of God; thus his nature possesses the internal 
necessity of developing itself on the basis of indiviclucdity giYen 
by nature, to a self-cletennining personality, to .fill itself with an 
endless existence. And thus the sa1ne centre o.f life, viewed as 
self-conscious, bears the na1ne of 'irvsur.1,a, 'I1he r;:-vF.u/1,a is -+uxn in 
respect of its fundamental quality derived from nature, the -+iJ%'7 

is r;;v£vµ,x in respect of its perf3onal development. ~l1his, then, affords 
also a con1plete explanation of the passage in 1 'I1hess. v. 23. 
The ·whole man-spirit, soul, and body-is to be preseryecl 
blameless. The keeping blameless of the soul can certainly be 
distinguished fro1n that of the spirit, without its being necessary 
to infer from this, that the soul is a second substa,nce separable 
fro1n the spirit. The body is kept blameless, when it is shielded 
fron1 disease and preserved fro1n vicious defilen1ent ; the soul, 
.,v hen it is preserved fron1 insanity ( distraction of the soul, frenzy), 
and pollution through unregulated instincts and passions ; the 
spirit, ,vhen it is protected against error and sin. 

We cannot, therefore, speak of a separation ·of the soul from 
the spirit (and with this the possibility falls to the ground of 
co1nprehending the /1,eg,G/ho;, &c., under the figure of the sword). 
On the other hand, an excellent sense is evolved when we regard 
the soul as something lying deep within n1an, the spirit as lying 
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still deeper, and the ,vord of God as penetrating into the soul, and 
thence. still deeper, even into the sp-irit. For, the first and more 
superficial effect of the gospel is, that it in many ways stirs and 
1noves the mind,-the complex assemblage of feelings derived 
from nature,-it involuntarily seizes the mind, binds and disturbs 
it. This stirring and arresting effect on the +ux~ it exercises in 
wider circles also among the una,vakened, it exercises this effect 
in national churches upon the nation, sinks itself into the heart 
as a still slumbering seed-corn, keeps hold of the man although 
he mny not yet, by any free act of his own~ have decided in 
favour of the gospel and its reception, and works on in the sphere 
of the soul, produces a strange and unaccountable uneasiness, and 
again gives comfort like a soft balm ; in all this, it is only the 
-+ux~ which has experienced its jJoiver. Soon, however, it pene
trates still deeper, ,vorks no longer merely in the sphere of the 
involuntary activities of the soul, where no conscious resistance is 
made to it, but penetrates into the watchfully conscious life of 
the thouO'hts })asses fron1 the iv0:.1/.1J~G=1; to the ev?101a1 obtains for 

0 ' ' 

itself a place in the sphere of the conscious will and voluntary 
thought, and carries on its plea with the old Adam in the clear 
light of day, until the man is driven to a final decision for or 
against the gospel. 

The second men1her, ug,u.,wv i;-s ;f.ai ,uusi.wv, serves most fully to es-
tablish the interpretation we have given. "'\Vith as little reason 
can it be said that the ag:1-of have grown upon the p.,uf1-.of, as the 
soul upon the spirit. Mue1-.6; is the marro,v, 1-we"Aof are the 
pieces of marrow in the cavities of the bones. • Ag11,6;, 1·iterally 
joint, can be taken either in the signification of limb or of joint. 
The marrow grows neither together ,vith the limbs nor the joints, 
but forms the inmost kernel of the limbs, and, if V{e adopt the 
signification limb, we have, here again, two things na1ned which 
are concentrically related to each other. It is not meant, there
fore, that the marrow and the limb are severed from each other, 
but something is spoken of which cuts not merely into the 
members, but through the bones into the inncnnost marro-w. 
Or, if we prefer the signification Joint, something is spoken of, 
which not merely pierces as a common sword into the place of 
the cartilaginous joint, and in this way separates, for example, 
the under from the upper part of the arm at the elbow, .but 

L 
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which penetrates also through and through to the marro"· 
tubes. 

But ,vhat is this something which has this penetrating power? 
rrhe separation of soul and spirit must, as we have seen, be taken 
in the proper sense, and referred to the word of God, not, in a 
figurative sense, to the sword. Can, then, this separation of 
joints and 1narroiv, which is grammatically included ,vith the 
foregoing in a single µeg1up,6~, be referred to anything else than 
to the word of God? And yet can it ,vith any propriety be said 
of the ,vord of God, that it cuts into the joints, nay, even into the 
n1a1To,v? This brings us back to the first qitestion, ,vhich, as it 
·will be remembered, ,vas left undeter1nined.-I do not think ·we 
are ,varranted in charging the author with an inelegant recur
rence from the thing to the figure ; but the ,vords in question 
Heern capable of the easiest explanation, by supposing a rhetorical 
intern1ixture of t,vo ideas ,vhich are logically to be separated, such 
9s we have already observed in chap. ii. 18, iii. 3. With logical 
precision, the idea ,vould be expressed thus : " The word of God 
is still sharper than a sword ; for a s,vord cuts generally only into 
the soft flesh ( soft, offering less resistance)', but the ,vord of God 
cuts not only into the (passive) soul, but even into the ( free and 
conscious) spirit; it therefore rese1nbles a sword which pene
trates not merely into the 1ne1nbers, but ( through the bones) into 
the 1narrow." This chain of ideas the author puts into a 1nore 
concise form, thus : " The ·word of God is sharper than every t,vo
cdgecl s,vord, inasmuch as it penetrates to the dividing asunder 
as well of spirit as of soul" (thus resembling a s,vord ,vhich pierces 
even to the separation of the parts), '' as ,veil of the marrow as 
of the joints." 

Kg1nr..c; li;0up.,f;ue~v x.ai i111101w11 7.agoia~-in these words lie the 
explanation of what ,vas meant by the cutting asunder of soul 
ancl spirit. 'Ev0up.,f;as,; are the natural desires and passions 
(not the evil only) which involuntarily and undisturbed find 
play in the natural 1nan. The ,vord of the gospel falls into 
these like a leavening, a A6"f(J; xg1nx6;, i.e. not as a i<.g1,;-f;;, a 
judge, but as having a critical or separating effect upon then). 
It causes a movement, a fermentation, an unavoidable disquiet 
a1nong the more unconscious and slumbering impulses and pas
sions; the 1nan feels hi1nself no longer happy, no longer inno-
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cent in the indulgence of inclinations to which he yielded before 
,vith undisturbed pleasure ; he feels himself no longer satisfied 
with enjoyments and delights, which before ,vere the ideal after 
,vhich he • strove. The word of God, however, exercises this 
sifting, rebuking, awakening, and comforting power, not 1nerely 
on the iv0u,tJJ~riu;, but also on the s vvo1a1 (1 Pet. i. 12), the opinions, 
the maxims, and principles ·which have been formed on the basis 
of the natural man, as the result of the conscious and free exer
cise of the mind. This power it has, because, as the word of 
that grace in the highest manifestation of which the holiness 
of God remained altogether unscathed, in both forgives and 
judges the same sin in the heart of man, at one and the sa1ne 
time, and by one and the same act. On the cross of Christ the 
guilt has been atoned for, and the sin which brought Cprist to 
the cross at the same time condemned, and held up as an object 
of abhorrence to all who love the propitiator. Thus has this 
,vord of wonder, the wonder of all ·words, the power to comfort 
,vithout seducing into levity, to shake ,vithout plunging into 
despair. It dra-ws ·while it rebukes ; it sifts ,vhile it draws: the 
man cannot set himself free from it who has once heard it; its 
gentleness will not allow him to cast it from him, and as he holds 
it fast he escapes not also fro1n its suting severity. It has, in one 
word-a barb. The law of Moses rebukes the deed done; the 
,vord of the gospel works upon the source whence actions proceed
the mind, the heart; it judges before the deed is done, not after: 
it is living; its judging consists in making better, in sanctifying 
the inner man of the heart, and thus extending its efficacy to 
the outward life. 

Ver. 13. In these words, in which a power of vi"sion is ascribed 
to the word of God (" nothing is hid from its eyes"), we have an 
instance of that familiar tropical application of this faculty, which 
is wont to be made to any illurninating body, and are by no 
means under the necessity of recurring to that unsuitable inter
pretation ,vhich explains the 'Word of Goel of a person. We can 
say with perfect propriety: " the sun looks on us, before the sun 
everything lies open, nothing is hid from it ; the stars look into 
the night"-we can say this ,vithout representing the sun and 
the stars as personal beings. So here ; all things lie open before 
the ,vord of the gospel, simply because this word throws -its l-igld 



164 EPISTLE TO 1'HE HEBREWS IV. 

upon and illuminates all things, ev~n the most secret motions of 
the heart. 

Tgax,~°Af~w, to bend the neck, is said, according to the view of 
the later critics (since Perizonius), to have received the signifi
cation '' to put in the 1Jillory" (be~ause those 1_Vho ,vere put in 
the pillory had their neck bent downwards), and from this came 
the signification, to lay open. There is no necessity, however, 
for such an explanation. The explanation given by old Greek 
scholiasts is the, true one: ,;-gax,r;°Af~w, to bend any one's neck 
baclcivards, and thereby to lay bare the throat; hence in general, 
to lay bare. 

A u,;-uu refers, of course, back to -;..6yo;, not to Bsou, by which the 
thought would be entirely destroyed. With as little reason can 
it be regarded as pointing forwards to r,;-gb; 8v (in the sense of 
iY.sfvou), so that ,ve should have to translate the ,vords thus: "all 
things are open to the eyes of that with ,vhich we have to do," 
and as if this were to be distinguished from the -;...tyo; 'l'uu Bsou, 
ver. 12, as something different. It is self-evident that both 
genitives au;-ou point baclcwards to o -;...610; -rou Bsou. 

The relative clause i:.go; gv ~/J.IV o °A61 o; is therefore dependent 
on an aui:-ou already sufficiently definite in itself, and does not 
serve the purpose of giving a definiteness to at1,,-ou, but contains a 
new and additional idea. That °A61 o; docs not here again denote 
the word of God, but has a different signification from what it 
has in ver. 12, is likewise evident. Luther, Schulz, Yater, and 
others take it in the signification "speech, address," and rrgo; in 
the signification "in reference to/ and the ·whole clause is analo
gous to the ,vorcls in chap. v. 11, r,rsgl ou ('ii'oAu;) ~µiv o -;...610;. They 
rendered it, accordingly, thus: "before the eyes· of the word of 
which ive spealc." But this additional clause would be altogether. 
insipid, superfluous, and useless. Others, therefore, sought to find a 
,veightier 1neaning in the ,vords. :Following the Peschito Chrys., 
Theophyl., Theodoret, Schmid, Michaelis assigned to the word 
i.~yo; the significatioi1, '~ reckoning," which it has in the phrase 
i.6yoi, a'iiuo,06va1 (for exan1ple xiii. 17), and rendered, "of which 
we have to give account." This sense is not even suitable to the 
right explanation of o -;...6yor; r. B., nor is it consistent with the 
right explanation of ver. 12, in which, as we have seen, it is not 
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the judicial threatenings of God's word that are spoken of. 
l\1oreover, this sense ·will not admit of being justified on gram
n1atical grounds, as i-..610; i.6ri alone can stand for 1,6yo; u,;;-0-

00,;-so; s<J,;i. vVith much more reason Calvin, Kuinoel, and De 
"\Vette take i-..6yo; in the general signification, res, negot,iit1n, and 
render, " ,vith ,vhich ,ve have to do." This explanation is 
doubly recommended if ,ve ,vere justified in finding in ver. 12 a 
material antithesis to ver. 2-the antithesis, namely, between the 
i-..6yo; T~; axoijG" ,vhich ,vas spoken to the contemporar,ies of 
JJ[ oses, and could not profit them, and the 1.6yo; Toti Osou, ver. 12, 
which is living and powerful, and by ,vhich, acco1·ding to tlie 
context, is to be understood the N e,v Testan1ent ,vord of God in 
Christ. "\Ve have just observed in ver. 12, that this antithesis is 
in no ,vay expressed in the words i-..6yo; T(JLJ Osou (inasmuch as 
the genitive 0s(Ju must be referred to a totally different anti
thesis). We see no,v, ho,vever, that the author has by no means 
left that antithesis without marked and definite 'expression. vVith 
intentional emphasis, he places quite at the end (and this very 
position gives it a peculiar force) the relative clause ,;;-go; 011 np]v 

o 1,6yo;, " with ,vhich ive have to do," in ,vhich _the emphasi8 
must be laid on the ~/J,J'J. (In the German translation the au;-(Ju 

must be rendered not by '' desj enigen,'1 but only by the possess. 
pron. On this, ho,vevei·, no relative can, according to the rules ot 
the German language, be dependent, so that this relative clause, 
even in order rightly to express the emphasis ,vhich rests upon it, 
must be connected ,vith the subject of the clause in ver. 12.) 

Ver. 14-16. In the las_t verses the striking comparison--
between the dead, outward, legal word of l\tioses, ,vhich could not 
take away the disobedience of the Israelites, nor lead the1n to the 
true rest, and the riving, penetrating word of the new covenant, 
was brought to a close. From this no-w flows as a direct conse
quence, that ,ve have therefore ( 1J011) in Christ not merely a 
second 1\ioses, that ,ve have in him more than a lawgiver, that 
we have in him ,vho has gone for us and before us into the 
eternal Sabbath rest of the heavenly sanctuary, a High Pr-iest. 

This conclusion of the second section of the second part is, 
as we have already observed, on chap. ii. 17, completely parallel 
with the conclusion of the second section of the first part. In 
the first part it ,vas shown that the Son is SUJ_Jer-ior to the angels; 
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u., in his person, because in him the eternal i;:gwr6,.or.<J; became 
1nan ; b, in his ivorlc, because in him as the first-fruits man is 
raised to the dominion over the universe, and over all heavens; 
and, c, this is effected, because Christ, as the messenger of God 
( &.-~6~-.r/Aor;) in things pertaining to 1nen, united with this the 
office of kigh priestly representative of rnen ( agx1fgeu;) in things 
pertaining to God. In the second part, it has now been shown 
that the Son is SUJJerior to lJioses ). a, in his person, as the Son in 
the perfect house to the servant_ in the typical house). b, in his 
wo1·k, because he first opened up the ·way for man to the true 
Sabbatical rest into which he himself entered before ; and from 
this it follov,1s, c, that he joined to the office of a second J.Hoses
a divinely-co1nmissionecl leader out of captivity-the office of a 
kigh priest. The author having thus been led fro1n these two 
different starting-points to the idea of the agx,,sgeu;, no-w pro
ceeds to place upon the two first parts, which may be viewed as 
the pillars of the arch, the third part, which forn1s the keystone, 
chap. v.-vii. 

It ,vill appear from ,vhat has been said that the particle 0~11, 

ver. 14, is to be taken in its usual signification, as 1narking 
an inference to be dra,vn from the foregoing, and as closely 
connecting ver: 14-lG with ver. 10-13. Those err furthest 
fro1n the right understanding of the passage, ,vho think (as 
''11holuck and Bleek) that the author left his proper tlie,me at chap. 
iii. 1, lost himself, so to speak, in a digression which had no 
prOJJer connection ,with the subJect, and that he no,v takes a sudden 
leap back to the path he had left, so that {1311 here is to be taken 
in a resu1nvtive signification, and as referring to the end of chap. 
ii. (" Seeing then that we have, as has before been said, an 
high priest," &c.) With more reason it was already perceived 
by Calvin, that the author has compared Christ first with the 
angels, then ( according to his plan) with Moses, and that he now 
intends to pass to a third point; only he failed to perceive that 
the idea with ,vhich the 14th verse begins, really follows as an 
i"nferencej. from ver. 10-13, and thought therefore that oi511 must 
be taken in the signification atqui ). '' now further," which the 
word never has, and of ·which, as has been already said, there is 
no need. 

N o,v it is not, of course, to be thought that all the epithets 
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which are assigned to Christ in ver. 14-16, arc enu1nerated 
,vith the view of exhibiting the di·ssimilarity bet,veen Christ and 
the Old Testan1ent high priests, and the inferiority of the latter; 
for a comparison of this kind between Christ and the Old Testa
ment high priest first begins at the third principal part, which 
immediately follows, and is there ( chap. v. ] , ss.) expressly in
troduced by the general enumeration of the necessary requisites 
for the high priesthood (for every high priest, &c.). Here, on 
the other hand, ,ve have simply the inference drawn fron1 ver. 
10-13, that to Christ belongs in general the high priestly calling 
( together ,vith that of a second Moses). All the epithets that 
are here assigned to him have rather the object, therefore, of 
sho,ving the shnilar-ity bet\veen Christ and a high priest, or, in 
other ·words, to vindicate the subsumption of Jesus under the 
idea of high priest. Ver. 14-16 do not at all belong to the 
third part, but quite as much to the second as chap. ii. 17, 18 to 
the first part; and Hugo von St Cher showed a much truer and 
deeper insight into the meaning and aim of the passage than the 
1najority of later critics, ,vhen he commenced a new chapter ,vith 
the ,vords '7.a; 1ag agx,,egd,;. 

1 Agx1egEa /-Leyav; agx,1ig:u G signifies by itself '' high priest ; ' 
1.tsya; does not therefore serve to complete the idea of high 
priest (as is the case when it stands along with a mere i:g:u;, 
when o iige0; o f.keya; = Si7jiJ i;"11Ji1 is to be rendered by 
" the high priest," as for example, chap. x. 21), but /-Lsya; has 
here the independent force of an attribute. It follows, however, 
from ·what has before been iaid, that Christ is not here by the 
adjective f.kE1 a~, as by a cliff. specif., placed in opposition to the 
Old Testament high priest, as the great high priest to the small, 
but that P-~ya; here simply takes the place of an epitheton 
naturale (just as in chap. xiii. 20, in the words 'T'ov t;:01/-Lsva 'T'~v 
<7:go/3arwv ',OV /.tsyav). In like manner, the words OISA1)AU06Ta ':'Ou; 

ougarnJ ;, ·which point back immediately to ver. 11 ( comp. ho,vever 
also chap vii. 26, ix. 11), serve simply to indicate an act of 
Christ ,vherein he appears analogous to the high priest ; which 
also justifies the author in calling him an agx1Egeu;. These ,vords 
o,e"Ar;"Au06 .. a, &c., contain therefore a supplementary explanation 
of the vis conclusionis indicated by o~v. Because Christ has gone 
before as the first-fruits of humanity through the heavens into 
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the eternal substantial rest, there to prepare a habitation for us, 
therefore, and in so far, was his act analogous not to ·what was 
done by l\1oses, but rather to the business of those high priests 
who in like manner entered into the earthly holy of holies. 
(That the entrance was again also d([ferent from that of the Old 
1\~stainent high priests is indeed implied in these w·ords, although 
it is not here itrged. It is rather the difference between Christ 
and ].'.loses that is here urged; all that is here urged is that 
Christ, in virtue of his being at the same tiine also a high priest, 
is superior to l\{oses.) 

On the ougr1.voi comp. our remarks on chap. i. 3. -The o0ga'.lof in 
the plural, through ,vhich J esns has passed to the right hand of 
God, are here the different spheres of the creature, the atmos
pheric, the planetary heavens, the heavens of the fixed stars and 
the angels. He is gone into the dwelling-1Jlace in space of the 
absolute, finished, absolutely undisturbed revelation of the ;Father. 

Jesus the Son of God, a brief repetition of the idea unfolded 
in chap. ii., that in the person of the incarnate -;-:gei;,;-6'1'o7.o;, ,vho as 
incarnate is called the Son of God, 1nan is exalted to the right 
hand of Goel. 
, Because, • therefore, ·we have in the person of this Jesus an 
high priest, and not a mere l\Ioses redivivus, because he is, in 
virtue of this, so much superior to l\f oses, ,ve 1nust " hold fast" 
t~e N e,v Testament confession, and arc not at liberty to give this 
an inferior and subordinate place to that of the Old Testament. 
K gani:i, not "seize," but "hold fast," the op1Josite of '7:agagi£';i, ii. 1, 

, • 6 '7:aga•;:-1;-;-n,v, Vl. • . 

In ver. 15 there follows not an argun1ent or n1otive for the 
exhortation xgarw;uv; for this has already its motive in the 
,vords having an high priest). besides, the circu1nstance that 
Christ sympathises with our ,veakness, and ,vas ten1pted like 
us, contains no motive for that exhortation ; for this being 
ten1ptecl is not a peculiar characteristic of the N e,v Testa
ment high priest, not ~ prerogative of the ne,v covenant, but 
a quality which belongs to him in co1nmon ,vith the Old Testa
n1ent high priests. In ver. 15 ,ve have rather an explana
tion of the clause, We have an high JJriest. The author shows 
that Christ ,vas not wanting in the chief requisite necessary to 
an high priest in general. (In ver. 15, therefore, there is no 
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such thing as a comparison between Christ and Aaron. The 
Old ~l1estament high priests ,vere in like ma:r;iner able to sympa
tliise. Comp. chap. vi. 1. "Every high priest enters into office 
as one ta,ken fro1n among men, for the benefit of men in their 
relation to God.") 

But to ,vhat extent Christ was able to sympathise ,vith our 
infirmities, and what is to be understood by these infirmities, 
appears n1ost clearly from the ,vords ,vhich follow: Havi"ng been 
tenipted in all thinr,s lilce as ive are, ivithout s1:n. (At o.1.1.,01o~rr.c1., 

the np.:tn, which of course is to be understood, is omitted, as in 
Ephes. iii. 18.) vVe must here, first of all, endeavour to obtain 
a--clear idea of ·what is meant by being tenipted. Being tempted 
is, on the one hand, something different from being seduced ; 
on the other hand, however, it is something different from mere 
physical sitffering. He ,vho is seduced stands not in a purely 
passive relation, but ,vith his o,vn will acquiesces in the will 
of the seducer ; he who is tempted is as such, purely passive. 
This, however, is no n1erely physical passivity ; headache as such 
is no t;;e1gar;,1~rJ;. In order rightly and ful1y to apprehend the 
idea involved in rre,gafJp;o;, ,ve 1nust keep in view the opposition 
bebveen nature and spirit, bebveen involuntary physical life and 
freely conscious- life, natural dispositions and culture, original 
temperament and passions and personal character, a given situ
ation and the manner of conduct. Christ as true man had a truly 
human physical life, experienoed the affections of joy and so1To,v, 
of pleasure and aversion, of hope and fear and anxiety, just as 
we do. He ,vas capable of enjoying the innocent and tranquil 
pleasures of life, and he felt a truly human shrinking fr0m suf
fering and death; in short, he was in the sphere of the involuntary 
life of the so1tl passively susceptible as we are. But there is a 
moral obligation lying upon every man, not to let himself be 
mastered by his natural affections, ivhich in themselves are alto
gether sinless, but rather to acquire the 1nastery over them. This 
,vill be n1ost evident in reference to temperaments. That one 
man is naturally of a sanguine temperament is no sin ; but if he 
should allo,v hi1nself to be hurried into rage by his temperament, 
instead of laying a check upon it, this is sin. To l;>e of a phleg
matic temperament is no sin ; but to fall into habits of sloth, by 
giving p1ace to this temperament, is sin. Thus ~very tempera-
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ment involves 11eculiar temptations. The case is similar with 
reference to the affections. That I feel joy in an innocent 
and quiet life is no sin; but were I placed in a position in 
which such happiness of life could be acquired or maintained 
only by the neglect of a duty, then it is my duty to suppress 
that feeling ,vhich is sinless in itself-that innocent sensation
and to sacrifice my pleasure to duty. And in as far as I shall still 
be susceptible of that natural affection of pleasure which I have 
sacrificed, in so far ,vill it be to me in my peculiar position a 
teniptation. rrhat a poor rnan loves his children, and cannot 
bear that they should perish of hunger, is in itself a natural sin
less affection ; but let him be so placed as that ,vithout danger of 
discovery he could steal a piece of money, then that natural affec
tion becomes to him a temptation. 

Now, it is quite clear that a man may, in this way, find him
self in the situation of being tenipted, ,vithout its being necessary 
to suppose that there is therefore in him any evil inclination. 
The poor man 1nay be a truly honest Christian man; the objec
tive temptation is there ; the thought is present to his mind in 
all the force of the natural affection : '' If I ,vere at liberty to 
take this gold, ho,v I might appease the hunger·of my children ; " 
but at the same time he has an immediate and lively conscious
ness of his duty, and not a breath of desire n1oves within hirn to 
take the gold ; he knows that he dare not do this; it is a settled 
thing with him that he is no thief.-So lvas it in reference to 
Christ's temptation ;. he was tempted " in every respect," in joy 
and sorrow, in fear and hope, in the most various situations, but 
ivithout sin; the being tempted ,vas to him purely passive, purely 
objective). throughout the whole period of his life be renounced 
the pleasures of life for which he had a natural susceptibility, be
cause he could retain these only by compliance ,vith the carnal 
hopes of the Messiah entertained by the 1nultitude, 3:nd he main
tained this course of conduct in spite of the prospect which became 
ever 1nore and more sure, that his faithfulness and persecution 
would lead him to suffering and death, of ivhich he felt a natural 
fear. That susceptibility of pleasure and this fear ,vere ,vhat 
ten1pted him-not sinful inclinations but pure, innocent, natural 
affections, belonging essentially to human nature.1 

1 Hence the error of the lrvingites in thinking that it is impossible to hold 
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It is evident, that a distinction is to be drawn bet,veen this 
being teni1Jted ivitliout sin and that temptation in ,vhich the sinful, 
fallen 1nan "is drawn a,vay of his own lust and enticed" ( i.e. the 
subjective operation of a sinful desire, in an objective situation 
,vhich den1ands the suppression of a natural affection in itself 
good). That this species of temptation found any place in the 
sinless one is denied in the words, ivithout sin. Christ, as 
Olshausen ,vell observes, possessed in his state of humiliation 
not indeed the non posse peccare, but certa}nly like Adam the 
posse non peccare. 

Ver. 16 brings the second s~ction of the second part, and, 
therewith, this part itself, to a full and formal conclusion. We 
have here, however, not 1nerely the old admonition of merely 
general import: not to l9se the benefits of the ne1.v covenant from 
a false attachment, to the forms of the old covenant ; the admo
nition is given here in a special form, namely, to hold fast the 
grace of God, and to co1ne ,vith joyfulness to the throne of grace. 
In speaking of this throne of grace, the author had certainly not 
in his mind the nib:l (which indeed is called" n1ercy-seat" only 

·: -
in Luther's translation, but not in the original, nor in the Sept., 
and which ,vas in reality a sin1ple " cover" or " lid"); the author 
in an exhortation to hold fast the specifically Christian element 
in the atone1nent of Christ, ,vould assuredly not have expressed 
himself in a form peculiar to the Jeivish cultus. r.rhe throne of 
grace is simply the throne of God, but of God as a reconciled 
fathe1· in Christ : They are to dra,v near to God, not as a judge 
but as a gracious father, for Christ's sake. 

"I11u Aa/3w,usv fl-.SOll r.ui x,a'g111 fUfW/..l.£l/ sh f;,Ji(,(i,Jgo11 /3o~0£1all, that we 1nay 
receive mercy and find grace to a seasonable help (as season
able help). E;;xa1go;, opportunus, not " in time of need," but 
simply the opposite of an !lr.a1go; (3o~Os1a, a help which comes 
too late. El; cannot, grammatically considered, introduce the 
time of the receiving and.finding, but only the end and result 
thereof. (" That we may receive mercy, &c., to a seasonable 
help " = that the mercy which v;,re receive may take the form of 
a help coming still at the right time; 1i.e. to give the sense in 

the real temptation of Christ without the supposition of an inward evil in
clination. 
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other words: that ,ve, so long as it is yet ti1ne, and ,ve have 
something still to help us, may receive mercy and find grace.) 

This concluding exhortation to have recourse to grace, forms 
also at the same ti1ne the transition to the folio-wing part. "Let 
us come to the throne of grace," the author has just said. Forth
,vith he himself follows his own admonition, and goes with l1is 
readers before the throne of grace, and begins the consideration 
of the liigh priestly calling of Christ. 
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P 1l RT T II I RD. 

(Chap. v.-vii.) 

CHRIST AND THE HIGH PRIEST. 

Hugo von St Cher has, here again, shown a happy tact in 
making a new chapter begin ,vith the words 'i'ia; yag &,x1sgfuG;. 

On the first superficial vie,v, one n1ight be tempted to connect 
chap. v. 1-10 with chap. iv. 14-16, because in both passages 
·we find a comparison between Christ and the Old Testament 
high priest (a comparison, too, which has respect to the points 
of similarity). But: to say nothing of the formal conclusion in 
iv. 16, a closer vie,v of the contents will sho,v us that a new part 
begins with v. 1, which (as before at ii. 17, s.) was merely inti
mated, and for which the way was prepared in iv. 14, ss. In 
chap. iv. 14 the writer had already come'to speak of the highest 
and last point in the high-priestly work of Christ; the compari
son with Moses and Joshua had led him to the high-priestly 
entrance of Christ into the Sabbatical rest of the heavenly 
sanctuary. In chap. v. 1, on the contrary, he begins agai~, so· 
to speak, at the lowest point and goes up,vards, specifying one 
by one the requisites for the office of High Priest, and proving 
whether these requisites are found in Christ. (Every high priest 
must, in the first place, be taken from among men, ver. 1-3; 
secondly, ho,vever, must be called of God to his office, ver. 4. 
Christ was truly called of God, ver. 5, 6, but at the same time 
he ,vas true man, ver. 7-9.) These 11oints of sinularity, ho,v
ever, lead him of themselves to the points of difference between 
Christ and Aaron, to the }1elchiscclec-nature of the priesthood 
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of Christ, ,vhich new theme he intimates in ver. 10, and, 
after a so1newhat lengthy digression of a hortatory character, 
treats it in detail in chap. vii. In chap. vii. he then takes up 
the threads of argument laid down in chap. ii. and chap. iv., and 
is at length led back to the idea, ,vhich was already only briefly 

' intimated in chap. iv. 14 (the entrance of Christ into the heavenly, 
the true holy of holies), as the highest point at ,vhich he aims. 
The entire i:>art, therefore, chap. v. I-chap. vii. 28, forms the 
exposition of the theme that was merely intimated in chap. ii. 
17, and chap. iv. 14. And thus ,ve are convinced that chap. iv. 
14-16 fonns in reality the conclusion of the_ second principal 
part, in like n1anncr as chap. ii. 17, 18, that of the first part, and 
that the true and proper commencement of the third pa.rt is to be 
placed at chap. v. 1. 

,¥ c infer also from what has just been said, that the third part 
is, as a ,vhole, parallel in its arrangement ,vith the two first parts. 
It, too, falls into two sections (1, chap. v. 1-10, similarity between 
Christ· and Aaron; 2, dissimilarity between Christ and Aaron, 
sinularity ,vith Melchisedec) and here also ; these two sections are 
1narkedly separated frorn each other by an admonitory piece 
inserted bet,veen the111 (chap. v. 11-vi. 20). That this hortatory 
piece in the third part is longer and fuller than in the t,vo first 
parts can create no surprise. Already was that of the second 
part ( extending from the 7th to the 19th verse of chap. 3) longer 
than that of the first part ( chap. ii. 1-4); in this third part 
it extends to twenty-four verses, and thus shows itself even 
outwardly as the last part of an admonition, ·which frorn its 
commencement on-wards, gradually beco1nes more urgent and 
more full. But in its internal character also, as ,ve shall see, it 
stands in very close connection with the chapter ,vhich follows. 
And a longer resting-place ,vas necessary before this seventh 
chapter, not merely on account of the greater difficulty of its 
contents, but chiefly also because chap. vii. does not connect 
in1rnediately w~th chap. v. 10, but at once points back to the 
train of thought in chap. i.-ii., iii.-iv., and ·weaves into an 
ingenious web all the threads fonnerly laid do,vn. Chap. vii. is 
not merely the second section of the third part, but forn1s at once 
the keystone of the first and second parts, and the basis of the 
fourth part (the argument that the sanctuary into ,vhich Christ 
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entered is the true sanctuary, of which the Old Testament temple 
and worship were only a type). Nay, the seventh chapter may 
thus be said to form properly the kernel and central point of the 
whole epistle. 

SECTION FIRST. 

(Chap. v. 1-10.) 

CHRIST AND AARON. 

Ver. 1. rag is not argumentative, but explicative, and intro
(luces the exposition of the theme intimated in iv. 14-16, to the 
closer consideration and laying to heart of w-I1ich a charge was 
i111plicity given in ver. 16.-0ther interpreters have understood 
yag as argun1entative, and entirely misapprehending the clear 
structure of thought in these ten verses, have taken ver. 1 as 
helping to prove what is said in iv. 15. " Christ must have 
sympathy ,vith our infirmities, for even human high priests have 
sy1npathy ,vith sins." Thus the high priests taken from among 
1nen would here be opposed to Christ as one not taken from 
among men, and an inference drawn a minori ad 1najus. But if 
this interpretation is to be received, we miss here, first of all, a 
7..a, or 7..af,;.:.g before the words ;~ avOgwi;rw11 1.a,u,/3av6p,evo; ; then the 
"'ords LJ'ii'sg avOgw,;;-wv 7..a0/6':'CJ.,';'C/.,,J and 'T'IZ ,;;-go; 'T'OV Ostv would be quite 
superfluous; thirdly, ,ve should expect 1.ri~Bd;, and finally, the 
,vords E~ avOow-:.wv i-.a~(3av6p,svo; ,vould not even forn1 a clear anti-- :::, 

thesis to Christ, who also was to be included among those born 
of wo1nan. Nay, even the· vis conclusion is in that argun1. a 
1ninori would be very doubtful ; from the fact that sinful 1nen 
are indulgent to,vards the ay~o~p,w:-a of others, it cannot be all 
at once inferred that the sinless one must have been much more 
indulgent. 

\Ve therefore understand the proposition in ver. 1, not as a 
special but as a general one. Nothing is intended to be said of 
the human high priests in opposition to Christ, but the intention 
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rather is to enumerate the requisites which every high priest must 
have. That these requisites were found in Christ, and in hovv· 
far they belonged to hin1, is then shown in ver. 5-10. Thus 
then ver. 1-4 form a sort of major proposition, ver. 5-10 a 
minor proposition (,vhich implicitly contains the self-evident 
conclusion). 

Of course, the words ;~ av0gw-;;-,,n Aa,u{3av6:iHo; cannot be the 
attribute belonging to the subJect of the sentence, but must be 
viewed as in apposition to the predicate. The right rendering is 
not, " Every high priest taken fro1n among men is ordained for~ 
men;" but, " Every high priest is as one taken from among men, 
ordained for 1nen in their relation to God." And it is further to 
be observed, that the words, talcen fro1n a1nong 1nen, express the 
principal idea, while the proof of the necessity of this is given in 
·the ·words, is ordained for 1nen. The form in ,vhich this proof 
is given is, that the being talcen fro1n a1nong men expresses' the 
ground of the possibility of the being ordained for men. Ex
pressed in a logical fonn, it would stand thus: Every high priest 
can appear before God for men, only in· virtue of his being ta]cen 
froni aniong 1nen. (\tVe found precisely the same . logical form 
at chap. iv. 6, 7.) 

It is 1nen whom the high priest is to represent, and that "in 
their relation to God," <ra <:igo; <rov 0i6v ( co1np. chap. ii. 17, 
where the same idea ,vas briefly hinted ,vhich is here ex professo 
carried out) ; therefore 1nust every high priest hirnself be taken 
out of mien, out of the number of men; this is the first requisite of 
every high priest. This requisite is now further explained.· He 
is ordained or appointed for 1nen as their representative before 
God, not as Moses, to receive the la,v in their stead, but to offer 
sacrifices _for them. ~wga is not the n1ore general, and &LJa-,.u 

the more special term, for u<:i~f a,uag,,wv refers to -;.-g0<1~Eg?7, and 
therefore also to both owc,a and Ouufa,. These two terms are 

~ 

(just like ,;-~ga,;-a and 61)/uh) only two designations of one and the 
san1e thing, regarded from different points of view. Sacrifices 
are called owga, because the person for whom the atonement is 
to be made gives them to the priest for God ; they are called 
&u6ia,, because they must be slain in order to have an atoning 
efficacy. The person whose guilt is to be atoned for must take 
the victim from his own property, that it may appear as a repre-
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sentative of himself; and then the victim must. suffer the death 
which its owner had deserved. 

In ver. 2, 3 this first requisite of the high priest is still fur
ther illustrated. Every high priest is set up as one taken from 
an1ong men, that he may offer sacrifices as one ivllo can rightly 
judge rcs1Jecting the slnners ivho bring them. The mechanical 
offering of the sacrifices is not enough; a psychologically just 
estimate of the particular case of him for who1n the atonement 
is to be made, must precede the offering. 

Now, this is a point which, so far as I know, no commentator 
has rightly understood. To look at" the passage, first of all, 
gramn1atically, the word µ,errg,o.-;:aBsJV is a term invented by the 
Peripatetics, which afterwards passed into the general language. 
The best explanation of the term is given:by Diog. Lmrt., v. 31, 
when he represents Aristotle as saying that the wise man is 
not a<:7'a0ri; but /u-:-gJOr;;aO~;. The tern1 involves an antithesis at 
once to the want and the excess of the passions; it denotes the 
application of Aristotle's cardinal virtue 1u<10-:-'1J; to the sphere of 
the r;.a0'1J. Hence, it may quite agreeably to the context signify, 
''firm" in relation to suffering, ''mild" in relation to the offender, 
" indulgent " in reference to the erring. (So in Appian, Josephus, 
especially in Philo and Clem. Alex.) l\iany commentators would 
therefore, without much ado, understand the term here also as 
signifying " to be indulgent," but, as we shall soon see, improperly 
so. The term &yvorJ/ha does not denote sin in general, but a 
particular class of sins. It is well known, that by no means all 
trespasses and cri1nes were, under the old coven~nt, atoned for 
by sacrifice, but wilfully wicked transgressions of the law (r;;~ga

/3ci.t1s,;) were required to be punished, and could be expiated and 
atoned for only by the endurance of the penalty. Those sins 
alone which had been committed ii.:1.:1~:i, i.e. without the purpose 

"f T • 

to do evil, in which the man had been hurried into evil by his 
nature, by the ebullition of passion, could be atoned for without 
punishment, by sacrifices or sin-offerings ( according to the degree 
of the trespass). Now, &yvoou~nG iw,i r;.yavwµsvo, in our passage 
corresponds precisely to the idea of the i1JJfU. (Some wrongly ... : 

explain ayiJ6rip.,a of" sins of error." Such sins are not meant as 
proceed from lzabitiial errors, but such as in the moment of their 

M 
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being cornmitted were not accompanied with a clear consciousness 
of their culpability.) 

"\Ve have now the explanation of the idea as a ·whole. A priest 
was not at liberty all at once to receive and slay a sacrifice which 
one brought to him; but he 1nust first make inquiry into the act 
that had been committed, and n1ust examine whether it belonged 
to the category of the n.t:irv to which sacrifices were appropriated. 

TT: 

rrhis, of course, he could do only by kno,ving from his o,vn 
experience the passions of hu111an nature; i.e., i-;rsi r..ai au,;-of 

r;:sg!z:JTCI.I acr0ivrnzv. (I!Eg1xel60af -:-1, to be clothed ,vith anything, 
to be burdened ,vith.) 1 

The third verse contains a farther explanation. In order to 
den1onstratc how necessary it is that a high priest should partake 
in the infirmity of the men who1n he represents, the circu1nstance 
is added, that according to the ordinances of the Mosaic law, the 
high priest ,vas required to offer sacrifice for his own sins. It is 
this idea chiefly that has given occasion to the false interpreta
tion of ver. 1. Such a thing, it has been thought, could be said 
only of" human high priests." But this is altogether unneces
sary, for the author in ver. 1-4 speaks just as little of human 
high priests in opposition to Christ, as of Christ specia\ly. He 
simply lays down the two requisites which belong to the idea of 
high priest, as historically represented in the la,v, and ver. 3 
contains a proof of the first requisite taken from the law. Let 
us leave it to the author himself to inquire in ver. 5, ss. how far 
these requisites ,vere predicable of Christ. He will himself 
kno,v the proper time and place, ver. 8 ( and later, chap. vii. 27), 
for showing in what respects Christ was itnlike those Old Testa-
1nent high priests. 

In ver. 4 we have the second requisite qualification of every high 
priest. He must be taken from a1nong 1nen; he must not be or
dained by nien, nor usurp the office himself, but must be one 

1 The idle question why the author does not use (J'V/J-'7tad£iv instead of 
,u.,•7'010?:'adEiv, as well as the false solution of this question connected with the 
fal;e interpretation of vcr. 1, namely, that a pure sympathy can be ascribed 
only to Christ, but a weak " indulgence " to "human high priests " both fall 
of themselves to the ground. "2.11/J-'lfad'iirra, could not be used; we might say 
Q'IJ/J,'7tadri.-ra, rrai; v..rrdm:a,;, but not fTI.J/.l.'7.'adnrra, r;oi; "')IVOGUlfl ; the latter would mean, 
to partake in the feelings of sinners-therefore, for example, in thoso of un 
evil conscience. 
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called of God ( at ai.Aa Y.O.AOU/J,S~o; i)•;-;'0 ':"OU Osou is to be supplied 
1.ap,(3ar£1 ',riv i:-1;.1Jr;v, "as one called of God he receives this honour"), 
us was the case also with Aaron (and therefore with his posterity 
who were called ,vith him) .1 

At ver. 5, 6 the inquiry begins whether, and in how far, 
thes.e two requisites belonged to Christ. The words in them
selves are clear. At c1'1.A, o AaAr;r;a; is, of course, to be supplied 
io6;ao-av alr:·6v. The sentiment, ho,vever, is variously interpreted. 
Some, as Grotius, Limborch, Tholuck, &c., understand the 
cited passage, Ps. ii. 7, as if the author intended to adduce it 
as a proof that Jesus was called of God to be an high priest. 
The words ai.1...' o 1.ai.r;r;a; would accordingly have to be logi
cally resolved thus: "But God, inasmuch as he has spoken to 
hiin." Others, however, object to this, that in the passage of the 
psalms neither is the person of J csus addressed, nor is anything 
said of the high priestly dignity. Now, that in the psalm Jesus is 
not personally addressed, would of itself have little weight; the 
verse that is cited contains an address to that Son of David who 
came soon to be identified with the nfessiah; and that Jesus is 
the Messiah was, as we have before seen, a thing undoubted by 
the readers. If then it was said in the Old Testament that the 
Messiah must be an high priest, this ,vas eo ipso true also of 
Jesus, because he was the n1essiah. But another question is, 
,vhether in Ps. ii. 7 there is any mention of a high priestly 
dignity as belonging to the Messiah ? In the most ingenious 
way has it been attempted to introduce this into the words, 
,vhile the expression, This day I have begotten thee, refers, as ,-re 
have seen at chap. i. 5, to the prophecy of Nathan, 2 Sam. vii., 
which is regarded by the Psalmist as, so to speak, a generation 
of the future seed. Grotius, Lim.borch, Tholuck, &c., would 
accordingly understand this statement, arbitrarily as I think, of 
the future installation of the second David into his kingdom; and 
,vith this again the resurrection of Christ is said to be denoted, 
and this again is said to involve a calling to the office of high 
priest. It is therefore not to be ·wondered at that others, as 
Carpzov, Bengel, Bleck, &c., have renounced that interpreta-

I Tholuck begins a new section with ver. 4. But ver. 7-10 refers to 
ver. 1-3 precisely in the same way as ver. 5, G to ver. 4. Ver 5-10, 
forms the logical minor proposition to ver. 1-4. 
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tion of &11) .. ' o "Aa"Ar;ua; as a whole, and following Theophylact and 
Erasmus, have taken these words, together with the citation 
from Ps. ii. 7, as a niere circumlocution for o t:ta;rn g. Jesus did 
not make himself an high priest, but he who has called him his 
Son. 'l,he same who, in another place (Ps. ii. 7), called him his 
Ron, has called him also priest (Ps. ex. 4). But convenient as 
this escape from the difficulty is, it can still hardly be justified. 
rrhe author 1nust in that case have said at ver. 6: "A~ys, yag 
s~ s;-&g~;, or at least (with the omission of the xal): xa0CJ1; iv srEg<tJ 

).syr:,. But as it stands, the passage cited in ver. 6 from Ps. ex. 
is clearly added as a second proof to the passage from Ps. ii., the 
-/i,·8t proof of the divine calling of the l\fessiah ( consequently 
of Jesus) to the honour of the priesthood. 

And, in reality, the second psalm ·will be seen to involve such 
a proof, whenever we look at it in its historical connection. The 
l\fessiah ·was called, 2 Sam. vii., to build an house for the Lord 
1nore perfect than the tabernacle built under the direction of 
J.\tlos~s and Aaron; through him, nay, in his person, God was 
really and perfectly to dwell ,vith men ; through him, mankind 
was to be exalted to the honour of being children of Goel ; he 
hin1self was to be raised to the honour of being a son of Goel 
r_ro this Ps. ii. refers. Thus was given to him indeed the calling 
to be 11iore than a mere ruler; by a truly priestly mediation he 
,vas to transact the affairs of men in their relation to God. 

This is expressed undoubtedly more plainly and distinctly in 
the passage Ps. ex. 4, which is cited in ver. 6. The emphasis in 
this passage rests on the words thou art a priest, not on the ,vords 
according to the order (Hebr. i1i:J.1) of JJielchiseclcc. Some 
wrongly suppose that the author here already designs to pass 
to the dissimilarity bet,veen Christ and Aaron, the J\ielchiseclec
nature of the priesthood of Christ. How can such an assertion 
be made in the face of the fact, that the author first in ver. 10 
formally lays down the comparison between Clu:ist and J\felchi
:-;edec as a ne·w theme ( of whom 1.ve have much to say), to the 
detailed treatment of ·which he does not proceed, until he has 
prepared the way by an admonition of considerable length, v. 11 
-vi. 20? In our passage, those concluding words of the 4th 
verse of the psalm are cited, simply in passing along with the rest 
of the verse, partly for the better understanding of the verse in 
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general, partly, because the author has it in his mind after
wards (ver. 10) to bring into the foreground this new element 
involved in the name l\felchisedec; partly, in fine, because, in 
general, l\1elchisedec offered a suitable example for the eleme,nt of 
,vhich he treats here in the 6th verse-the union of the priestly 
"'ith the kingly dignity of the l\Iessiah. Here then, as already 
observed, all the emphasis lies on isg:o;. That to the promised 
seed of David (to that form which was then, so to speak, obscure 
and wavering, but which afterwards consolidated itself into the 
de:fini te form of the l\iessiah) it was said : " Thou art a priest "
in this lay the .most sufficient proof of the statement that he who 
was the 1\iessiah was therewith, eo ipso, also called of God to the 
honour of the priesthood. vVe have already seen ( on chap. i. 13) 
that Ps. ex. refers to that same prediction of Nathan, 2 Sain. 7. 
And that the Psalmist could not but see in that promise of Na.than 
the pro1nise of a priest-king, has appeared from our remarks on 
the 5th verse. A king who ·was called to build God a temple, w·as 
called to something more than the kingly office,-to son1ething 
more than the governrnent of n1en in their human and civil 
relations; he ,vas called to a direct interest in the Racred relation 
of men to God. Now in Ps. ex. 1 it was expressly said, that 
that seed shall sit ,vith God upon his throne, take part in 
the dominion of God, be the most im1nediate fulfiller of the will 
of God among the Israelites, and thereby serve the Lord in a 
priestly character, not, however, in that of the Aaronitical priest
hood. vVhat better form could present itself to the Psalmist as 
combining all these features, than the form of that Melchisedec 
who had been at once king and priest on the same hill of Zion, 
and in ,vhose name even ,vas expressed all that was expected of 
the future second David ? ( comp. Ps. xlv. 6, and our remarks 
on chap. i. 9, ss.) Thus came the Psalmist to the designation of 
the 1\1:essiah as a priest. 

Therefore: Jesus, ivho is tlw 1.lfessiali, is in the first place 
similar to Aaron in this, that like him he is called of God to the 
high priesthood, called in the prophecy of Na than itself, and in 
the two psalms which refer to that prophecy, which represent 
the future l\'.lessiah as mediator of 1nen ivith God, and the second 
of which even names him "priest." In ver. 7-9 the author 
now proceeds to prove that the first requisite also-taken froni 



182 EPISTLE TO THE HEBnE,:vs V. 1-10. 

arnong men-belonged to Christ. The farther treatment of this 
requisite carries hiin naturally to the point in ,vhich Jesus is 
superior to Aaron, to the the111e of the second section (hence he 
has given this requisite, which stands first in the major proposi
tion, the last place in the minor). 

By n1eans of o; this senti1nent is loosely connected with ver. 
f5, 6. Grammatically, o; refers back, of course, to o Xg,tr::-6~ or 
(':-:go;) aur6v, ver. 5. The ,vhole period, ver. 7-9, can be con
strued in two ways. vVe may either, A, take the participles 
,;;-gouE}s17.a; and duaxoutrOSI'; as appositions to the first principal verb 
~,11,a~£v alone ( consequently to the first part of the predicate ) ; 
or B, those two parHciples 111ay be taken as appositions to the 
subject o; (in which case the two verbs 'ipjafr1 and i,~v,;-o are 
logically- to be referred to the t,vo ideas expressed by ,;-;-g0ucvfyxa; 

and ~iGoxoutrOsl;). 

2 \ , / J/ , Y.a, E1:n7"o a,,no; 

In order to be able to decide which of these two constructions 
deserves the preference-for, grammatically, both are equally 
possible-,ve n1ust look n1ore closely at the n1eaning of the 
several parts of the period, and 1ve begin ,vith the first part ~f 
the predicate, i.e. the ,vords i'.,(J,J,;;Eg WV uio; 1p,a0sv a:p' c,~v ~r,;'(J.,~: 

n;v v,;-;-axofiv, " Who . . . . although he ,vas a son, learned obedi
ence in that which he suffered." The concession in xaf.-:;-~~ refers 

::, 

not to f,uaOe, as if ·what is strange consists in this, that a son can 
learn)· 1 but it evidently refers especially to u,;rr1.,xofiv. Although 
a son, he must learn to obey. Of course, ho,vever, u,;:axo~ cannot 
be used here in its general sense, as denoting obedience to tlw 
conunands of God in general, but finds its natural limitation in 
the words a<p' c:jv ;,;;-a0E, beside which is the verb lp,aOE. vVhat is 
spoken of is obedience to the sjJecial decree of the Father who laid 
upon the Son the necessity of suffering). or, otherwise expressed, 

1 This would be admissible only if u,o~ ·were used by our author in the sense 
of tlie Nicene creed to denote the Logos qua pre-existent, which, however, as 
we have seen in chap. iv. 1, is not the case. "tlo;, in the Epistle to the HcbrC'\YS1 

always denotes the Son of God qua incarnate. 
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a special 1nanifestation of general obedience to the Father con
sisting in this-that Christ swerved not from that general obe
dience even when it entailed upon hi1n inevitable suffering. And 
thus the E/.1,a&s explains itself. By this cannot of course be 111eant 
a gradual transition from disobedience to obedience, but only a 
development of the virtue of obedience itself, the progress of. 
which runs parallel to the difficulty of the situation in which Jesus 
·was placed; consequently, the transition from easy obedience to 
rnore difficult, and thereby, more perfect obedience. In propor
tion as the choice for Jesus either to become unfaithful to the 
will of his Father, or firmly to encounter unavoidable- suffering, 
became more definite and critical, did he decide with ever 
increasing :firmness and clearness of consciousness on the side of 
suffering, and against that of disobedience. Thus was~ every 
successive step rendered more easy by that which preced€d it. 
When, at his entrance on his public labour, there was objectively 
set before him in the temptation (Matth. iv.) the possibility of 
his yielding to the carnal expectations of the J e,vs with refer
ence to the M~ssiah, the choice which he then made ,vas, 
outwardly indeed ( as no definite suffering threatened him as 
yet), easier, but, inwardly, more difficult than that ·which he made 
at the temptation in Gethsemane, ,vhen indeed his impending 
suffering appeared to him in its most definite and threatening 
form, but ,vhen he had already made such progress in the ,vay 
of obedience, that he must have cast aside and negatived his whole 
past history had he now chosen the path of disobedience. vVith 
every step which he took in the way of obedience this became 
more and more a part of his nature, the law of his being. This 
is what the author will express by the words, he learned 
obedience. 

The next question now is, on what word the determination of 
time fl/ ,.-a,; r;µ,sga,, 'T'~, <1agxo; aU'TOU depends, whether on '7i'go<11:11Eyr.a~ 

or on 't,uaOs, whether therefore we are to place a comma after 01=

or after rragr..o~ au,;-oi'i. If iv r;µega1q, &c., js referred to 'tµaOe, then 
E!J r;pJ~gw;, as the chronological determination of the fu·st principal 
verb E/.LaOs, corresponds to ..-sA1:1w0sI, as the chronological determin
ation of the second principal verb iysvsi:-o. We should then have 
to adopt the construction above denoted hy A, [s, 1 U~ ,.-a;; 
~pJsga,~, &c., rrgocrSY~yxa; xai e'fcraxou(l0sl~, 'it.La0iv, 2) xai TS/\Hw0si; lysvs,;-o 
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a,.,10; ]. For, if sv .,a,; ~11,5ga1;, &c., belongs to E/La0s, then rrgocrHsyx.a; 
x.ai slcrax.ou<J0d; cannot of course be in apposition to o;, but only 
to the predicate contained in 'l.µa0s. If, on the other hand, Jv 
~/1,sga,;, &c., be referred to 'i':';O<Jsvsy_x.a::, in this case both the con
structions A and B are possible. But against this reference of 
iv r,;1,sga1;, &c., to r,:-gocre11£1xa;, is, in general, the circumstance, that 
the words r,;-gocrs11syza; os~cre,; xal izsr~gfa;, &c., evidently point to the 
struggle ,vhich Christ under·went in Gethsemane, for the chrono
logical determination of ,vhich, ho-wever, the words ev 'Tai; r;µ,Egw; 

,;-~; cragxo; auTou would be too vague and indefinite. 
};ag~, different from crtJp.a, denotes the creature in contradis

tinction to the immaterial, invisible Gocl,-then in its opposition 
to God,-finally corporealness, as lying under the effects of 8in, 
subject to death. In the future kingdo1n of glory there ·will be, 
according to 1 Cor. xv., crwp,ara, but no longer crwp.a,ra crag7.,1xa.1 

The ~11,~ga, i;-ri; cragxo; aui;-ou are, therefore, the days of the life of 
Christ even to his death. They fonn indeed the most suitable 
anHthesis • to n"As,w0sf;, and quite as suitable a chronological 
determination of 1µ.a0s t'7:'azo1111, but, on the other hand, not so 
suitable a chronological determination of the })articular event 
denoted by the ·words r,;-gMevsyzas oeri crs,;, &c. For this reason, 
even if there were no other, the reference to iµaOEV recommends 
itself as the preferable, and with it, that construction of the whole 
period which we have denoted above by 1\... 

This is confirmed, however, ,vhen ·we turn to consider the t"·o 
participles r,;-gO<JHi17.a; and eldaxnucr0Ei; with that which is depen
dent on the1n. 

That in the first of these participles there is a reference to the 
suffering of Jesus in Gethesmane, is unmistakable. (So Theo
cloret, Calvin, Bengel, Carpzov, Paulus, Tholuck, Bleek, and 
the most of co1nmentators.) On xgauy~ comp. Luke xxii. 44, 
although xgau1 ,i is a rhetorico-hyperbolical expression descrip
tive of the inward intensity of that struggle. It is doubtful, 

1 It has been justly doubted, on the other hand, whether the expression 
"resurrection of the flesh" in the Symb. apost. of Luther, &c., is one that 
altogether corresponds to Scripture phraseology. And in the oldest recensions 
of the Symb. apost. it is not an a.varT(J'afi,, ,;-n; (J'aex.o,, but '7fd.(J'ri, (J'aex.o, that is 

spoken of (=itv:!.·~,, all men, righteous and ungodly.) 
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however, whether Oa11c1.:ro; here denotes death in a wider sense, 
-the danger of death-or death as having already actually 
taken place ; ·whether therefore the sense is, Jesus prayed to him 
who could save from death, preserve from death, or, J csus 
prayed to him who could save from death, i.e. raise hi1n up. (Estius, 
Bamngarten, Schulz, sup11ose the latter ; l\iichaelis and Bleek 
take both ; the most of commentators the former alone.) In as 
fill' as that prayer of Jesus contains sin1ply the request that be 
may be saved from the threatened cup of suffering, but has no 
special reference whatever to a future resurrection, in so far 
does the first interpretation reco1n1nend itself prima facie. 

This is confirmed again by the fallowing words : -xai sfoaxou<1-

0si~ a'i:'o ,;-~; su1 .. a(31:fa~. Critics are, indeed, here also, not agreed 
as to the ·way in which these ,vords are to be explained. Chrys., 
Phot., (Ecum., Theophylact, Vulgata~ Luther, Calov, Olshausen, 
Bleek, and some others, understand suAa81:,a in the sense of fear 
of Goel, piety a•i."o in the sense of pro, propter = o,a c. acc., and 
make the sense to be-that Jesus was heard on account of his 
piety. (In this case, crw~~,v ix, Oava-rou must be referred to the 
resurrection of Christ ; for his prayer to be _preserved fro1n c1eath, 
as every one knows, could not be heard.) But the meaning here 
given to &i:r6 is unnatural, and the sentin1ent itself 1nuch more 
unnatural. In this place, where the desjgn of the author is to 
sho-w that the first requisite of every high priest-that namely of 
being taken froni aniong 1nen, and clothecl 1with in.fir1nity-was not 
wanting in Christ, there was assuredly no occasion for n1entioning 
the special piety of Christ. lviore correctly the Peschito, Itala, 
Ambrosius, Calvin, Beza, Grotius, Gerhard, Capellus, Limborch, 
Carpzov, Bengel, Morus, Storr, I{uinoel, Paulus, De vVette, 
'11holuck, and a ·whole host of critics besides, render euAa(3E,a by 
fear, anxiety, which signification has been vindicated on philolo
gical grounds by Casaubon, vVetstein, and I{rebs. Eieia;c,ou6-

Bsi; is now, of course, to be taken in a pregnant sense, which 
pregnancy ( this Bleek has entirely over looked) is here fully 
explained by the foregoing ·words : ,;;gotrEV~yxa; a~~trs,; 'iigo; '7011 

ouva1.t.=vo11 crw~Hv, Christ ,vas, in reference to his prayer to be 
preserved, heard, and thus saved, &,;;o ,;-n; suAa/31:fa;, But then 
there is in these very ,vords a'i:'o T1J; 1:u1 .. a(3sfa; a limitation of 
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d<Ja'J.(JLJ<J0d;. He prayed to be preserved from the death which 
threatened him, and was heard and saved from the fear of 
death.1 

At all events, it ,vould be altogether unnatural to explain si<Ja

r.ouwB(l.,1 a-;.o 'T~; suAa/3sfa; of the resurrection (" to save from 
all anxiety and trouble"). For this would certainly be a very 
indistinct way of denoting a thing for which many distinct 
expressions were at hand. 

If, however, sl<Ja,.ou<J0~i; a•~o -:-~; suAa(3sia; is still ex plainecl 
of the resurrection from the dead, then must also the words <Jw~s1v 

sr. Tou 0av(J.'.'(JIJ be, of course, explained of the same. In this case, 
things that were clone in the days of lzi"s flesh ,voulcl be spoken of 
not in both participles, but only in the first (r,;-gousieyx~;, &c.) 
Then must the chronological determination in the days be referred 
to r,;go<JstJsyxa; alone, and thus we should come to the construc
tion B. 

vVho, 
.After he, a, cried in the days of his flesh to him who could 

raise hin1 up from death, 
and, b, was then freed (by the resurrection) from all 

distress, 
1, learned obedience by his suffering, and, 
2, after he was perfected, is able to save others. 

But against this interpretation there are all possible reasons ; :first, 
the unsuitablene·ss indicated above of the second chronological 
determination 1in the days, &c., to this single event; secondly, the 
circumstance that J esus_did no(pray in Gethsemane ,vith reference 
to his restoration fro1n death; thirdly, that the words si<Jax. ar,;-o 

,;-~; su1.a/3sfa; cannot be understood as denoting with any distinct-
ness the resurrection. • 

If, on the other hand, we abide by the explanation given above, 
and understand si<Jaxouu0si;, &c., of the strengthening of Jesus 
by the angel, there results a far finer and more suitable sentiment. 
Jesus prayed to be preserved from death. This was not sin, but 
infirmity. His prayer was not unheard; it was so heard, 

1 Perhaps it will be still more simple not to take e1d«.xouddd; in a pregnant 
sense, but to give a?/'o the signification on the side of, " in reference to." He 
was heard in so far as regards the fear of death. 



EPISTLE TO THE HEBRE"WS V. 1-10. 187 

however, as that Jesus was divested of thefca11 of death. 1 vVhat 
a significant example of learni·ng obedience! 

According to this interpretation, things are spoken of in both 
participles which were clone "in the days of Christ's flesh." vVe 
can no,v refer in the days to that to which alone it is suitable, 
and to which it is more suitable than to r.gousv~'yxa;, namely, to 
Jp.,a0sv. Accordingly, we render the passage thus :-

\¥ho, 
1, In the days of his flesh, 

a, ,vhen he prayed for the ·warding off of death, 
b, and was heard in as far as respects the fear of death, 

learned obedience in that which he suffered, and, 
2, after he was perfected, 

became the author of eternal salvation, &c. 
\ 1lhat a beautiful harmony and ·sy1nmetry does the sentiment thus 
receive! 

On ver. 9 only a little ren1ains to be observed. T:i,::1w0Ei; 

finds its explanation in its corresponding antithesis : in the clays 
of his flesh. In the days of his flesh he was a men1ber and 
partaker of humanity still lying under. the effects of sin, and not 
yet arrived at its destination, and he himself had therefore not 
yet come to the destined encl of his actions and history. This 
was first attained when, raised fro111 the dead, he entered in a 
glorified body into the heavenly sanctuary, as the first-fruits of 
exalted hun1anity ( chap. ii. 9). Thither he dra,vs after him all 
,vho allow themselves to be drawn by hi1n, and ·who reproduce in 
themselves his priestly obedience in a priestly form, as the obedience 
oj~faith (Acts vi. 7 ; Rom. i. 5). But as Christ himself was not 
sa:ved from bodily death, but from the/ear of death, so also is the 
salvation which he gives to his followers not a preservation from 
bodily death, but an eternal salvation, a deliverance from the/ear· 
oj~ death and the power of him who has the poiver of deatli (ii. 14), 
from eternal death. 

\T er. 10. Some ho~d with great incorrectness that ver. 10 
contains an explanation of ver. 9, and is designed to sbo,v how, 
and in what ·way, Christ is the author of salvation, na1nely, by 

1 This would do away with the objection of Bleek (ii. p. 78) : ,: that Christ 
was freed fro1n his solicitude, stands in no intelligible connection with the 
principal clause, that he learned obedience by suffering. '1 
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his priestly intercession with the Father. Not a word is here 
said of the priestly intercessio in opposition to the priestly satis-
factio. Nor docs the comparison ,vith Melchisedec point to this, 
as J\1elchisedec never interceded for any one. The truth is, that 
the first section of our third part has at ver. 9 fully reached its 
conclusion, and at ver. 10, just as at i. 4, iii. 2, the inti1nation of 
a new the1ne is gram1natically (but not logically) connected with 
what precedes.. Logically, ver. 10 points back only to ver. 6, 
inasmuch as a ,vorcl which formed part of a passage there cited, 
but the import of which has not yet been developed, is no,v placed 
in the foreground as the title of a ne,v section. That the author 
intends in ver. 10 not to give an, explanation of ver. 9, but to 
intin1ate a new theme, appears plainly, indeed, from the relative 
clause ver. 11. 

INTERIUEDIATE PART OF A HORTATORY KIND. 

(Chap. v. 11-vi. 20.) 

Ver. 11 connects grammatically as a relative clause with Yer. 
10. ITEgl 06 r,:oA~; ~p/,v (scil. i<J'T11.,) o A6yo~ ; the use of the article 
in this manner is familiar. But why is this comparison of 
the priesthood of 1\1:elchiseclec with that of Christ hard to be 
understood? '11he first reason lies evidently in the subject itself 
The thesis of the similarity of Christ ,vith l\1elcbisedec is, as ·we 
have already seen, not merely a third principal clause beside the 
two foregoing, but is an inference fro1n these two. From the 
fact that the l\:'Iessiah must, on the one hand, be more than an 
angel, on the other hand, 1nore than l\'.Ioscs-from the fact that· 
his priesthood is grafted, in like manner, on his im1nediate oneness 
with the Father, as on his humanity, it follows of itself that he 
is not n1erely equal to Aaron, but that he is more than Aaron ; 
that as the perfect high priest he is partaker of the clivine nature. 
Thus the author rises in chap. vii. 1, 2, directly to the doctrine of 
the divinity of Cbrist.1 

1 The Epistle to the Hebrews thus affords, at the same time, an important 
testimony in a critical point of view, for the original and intimate organic 
connection of the so-called :, Johanneic" doctrine of Christ's person, with the 
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A seconcl reason, however, why that "Aot--o; ,vas. outJ:gp.~11w,;o;; 
difficult to be made intelligible, is given in the clause which follo1'cs, 
and was of a subjective nature. rrhe difficulty lay not certainly 
in the fitness of the writer to set it forth, but in the capacity of 
the readers to understand it. N(IJ0goi ysy611a,;s ,;ai; axoa7;, they 
had become obtuse and dull of hearing. Those are ,vrong who 
take rysy611wr£ in a weakened sense = E<rri. From the words of 
ver. 12: ¼'d"A,v x,gsia11 ix,srs and ysy6vae;-s x,gsfav ix,011n;, as well 
as fr9m the admonition in chap. x. 32, ai;a11.,1/.L11~uxs<rO: ,;-a; 

t;;"godga; r;/J.,Egas, it is evidently to be inferred, that the readers 
had exposed themselves to the charge not n1erely of a want of 
progress in the development of their knowledge, but were even 
on the point of making a 111elancholy retrogression. 

What was the nature of the retrogression we are told in ver. 
12. " According to the time ye ought already to be teachers, but 
no-w ye 11111st be taken again under instruction." The 1najority 
of co1nmentators have passed very cursorily over these iinportant 
\VOrds ; only Mynster (Stud. u. l{.rit. 1829 p. 338) has deduced 
fi.·0111 them the right negative inference that the Epistle to the He
brews cannot possibly have been addressed to the church in 
Jerusalem. Ho,v is it possible that the author could have 
,vritten in such_ tern1s to that 111other-church of Christiit11ity, 
containing several thousand souls, among ·who111 ·were 1nany who 
had grown old in Christianity, and certainly individuals still ,vho 
had known the Lord hi1nself, ,vho since the period referred to in 
Acts vii. had undergone a 1nultitucle of persecutions ? How 
could he then have ,vritten to a large church ,vhich 1nust neces
sarily have had in it 1nany teachers, to ·whom the ,vorcls ye have 
neecl that ive teach you-and again many Neophytes, to whom the 
,vords ye ought, according to the ti1ne, to be teachers-would be 
altogether unsuitable? \Ve agree, therefore, ,vith 1V[ynster when 
he finds that the Epistle to the Hebrews cannot have been 
·written to the church in Jerusalem, and are of opinion that the 
suggestion of Ble~k that James w-as then no longer alive weighs 
nothing against this; while the supposition "that the author had 
not before his mind at the time the whole circumstances of the 

"Pauline ,, doctrinal system of Christ's work, and • of the influence of both 
on the Jewish Christians. 



190 EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS V. 11-VI. 20. 

church to which he ,vrote," ,veighs less than nothing. Mynst€r 
should only have gone a step farther and perceived, that our epistle 
can have been designed in general for no church ,vhatever, con
sequently for no church in the neighbotu·hood of Jerusalem. 
For every church, fron1 the very nature of the case, consists of 
earlier and later converts; our epistle, on the contrary, is ac~dressed 
to quite a definite circle of readers who had passed· over to Chris
tianity together at the sa1ne tin1e, and because they had let 
themselves go astray from the faith, had been talcen anew under 
instruction-for that the ,vords ye have need agai'.n that son1e one 
teach you are not 1nere words, but indicate a fact, should not 
certainly be doubted. The author does not 111ean to say, Ye had 
almost need that one instruct you again; but upbraids his readers 
with this as a thing of which they ought to be ashamed, that 
those who, considering the ti1ne, 1night already be teachers, yet 
need to receive instruction from others. That, then, which ·we 

have already, at an earlier stage, seen to be probable, finds here 
its fullest confirmation : the Epistle to the Hebreivs u;as written 
for a definite c,ircle of catechurn,ens, who, UJJOn their co1~version, 
having been per1Jlexed by a threatened excom1nunicat,ion from 
the comniunion of the Jewish theocracy, had been subJectecl anew 
to a careful instructi"on. The author had received information 
of this, and had doubtless been specially r~questcd by the teacher 
of that people to prepare a writing that 111ight serve as a basis 
for this difficult instruction. 

This defect of knowledge related to the cr,:-o,x,e/C/., i:-~; agxri; 
... , ... o ... , ' ' • " th " rrc,;v Aoy1vJv ~ou ECJu. ACJy1ov n1eans a saying, en an ora-

cular saying," then in biblical and Christian usage, " revelation" 
(Acts vii. 38); hence at a later period , ... 6y1a is used to denote the 
theopneustic ,,7.·itings generally (Iren. i. 8 ; Cle1n. Al. Strom. 
vii. 18, p. 900, s. ; Orig. comm. ad l\1:atth. v. 19 ; Joh. Presb. in 
Euseb. iii. 39). Here, it has the quite general signification "re
velation of God" = the doctrine revealed by Goel; the same as, 
in chap. iv. 12, vi. 1, is termed o Aoyo; ~ou·0sou, Tori XgJCtirou. Ac
cor~ing to the context, it is of course the Ne,v Testament 
revelation that is meant (as at iv. 12), not the' Old Testament, 
as Schulz will have it. Ta u:-01xe1a -rij; agx_,i; is a cumulati\e 
expression similar to the Pindaric crx.,a; Zvag, or as at Eph. i. 19, 
0 ~Hgyefa '.OU i'.gaT(JiJf 'in; htxJJCJ;. -:S-ro1x/ia. 1neans by itself 
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"beginnings/' "elements." The idea of beginning is, however, 
intensified. "Beginnings of the beginning," = the very first 
beginnings. 

T,11a is acc. of the subject " that some one teach you" = that 
one should teach you. (Luther, Bleck, Olshausen, &c.) r~I.1he 
Peschito, Vulg., De W ette, &c., accentuate d11a, " that one teach 
you ivliich be the first elements." But this is unsuitable. In 
the first place, an accusative of the subject would thus be want
ing to 0106.0-x.£111 ; and, secondly, the readers were not ignorant of 
,vhat doctrinal articles belonged to the <1:;-01xe/(/.,, but did not rightly 
understand the irnport of these <1,;-orx/Ja. 

The author repeats the same idea by means of a figure in the 
,vords : and are become such as have need of 1nilk and not o.f 
strong 1neat. 

Ver. 13, 14 contain an explanation from which it already 
begins to appear 1vhat doctrines the ,vriter understood by the 
milk. Ila; yag o /.1Je-:-~xCJJ11 yu.:Aax,,;-o;, whosoever still partakes of 
1nilk, still particeps lactis est, still receives and needs milk for 
his nourishment. Of every such one it is said that he is unin
formed, and has no share in the Aoyor; o,xwoo-uvr;q. Calvin, Grotius, 
l\Iorus, Schulz, Olshausen, I(uinoel, De v"\T ette, &c., take the 
genitive 01xa10<1{nr;; as the genifti°ve of quality, and 01xa100-611'!J = ni.e,i-, 

'TrJ;, so that i.6yo; 01x.a100-LJ11r;r; would be equivalent to " the l}erfect 
doctrine/' the con1pleted, higher knowledge ( or, according to 
Zecharia, Dindorf, and others, '' the proper, true instruction ,:) . • 
But apart from the intolerable tautological circle which would. 
thus be introduced into the train of thought between ver. 13 and 
ver. 12, apart, further, from the insipid triviality of the 13th 
verse, as thus explained, the author ,vould assuredly have used 
and applied other and less £'1r-fetched expressions for the '' per
fect doctrine" than the strange expression 1.oyo; 01x.w0Gu11r;f. 

1 The 
n1ajority of commentators have therefore rightly understood 
01za10Gu11rjr; as the genitive of the object, "the word of righteous-

1 The IIebrew P1¥.·'r:t~ r (durr,a., ~,xa.,00-Jn-1;) Deut. xxxiii. 19, &c., would . . . . 
no~ even form an analogy. For Pll'!::•'n:ir are in reality such sacrifices as 

correspond to the statutes, to which, therefore, the property of p11, i.e. of 
perfect legality, can be ascribed, while, on the contrary, in our passage, ~,xi:w;

o-uYn must be taken in the altogether heterogeneous sense of "perfect derelop
rnent, '' which it never has. 
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ness," in which, ho,vever, o,xa1Muv11 is not (with Theophylact, 
Chrysostom, Oecumenius, a Lapide, Primasius, Bretschneider, 
&c.) to be explained of the perfect morality, and consequently, 
/\oyo; o,xa,o<ruv'l};, of the 111oral law, but, as in the whole New Tes
tament, of the righteousness before God in Christ ; and °A.6yo; 

a,xa,o<ruv11; is the doctrine of justification (Beza, J. Capellus, 
Rambach, Bengel, Storr, I(lee, Tholuck, Bleek, &c.) which, as 
is well kno-wn, is also not strange to the Epistle to the Hebrews 
(co1np. chap. xi. 7, xiii. 9). 

This explanation, however, is accompanied ·with a difficulty in 
respect to the logical connection with ver. 12. vVe should 
rather expect as an explanation of ver. 12 the words in an 
inverted form : Ila; yag O O.,•;n,go; °A.6you 0/XC/,JO<J'U 1111; yaAaxro; 

1u,;exe1. This would explain in how far the persons addressed 
are as yet babes. The train of thought ,vould be this : " You 
still need milk ; strong meat does not agree ·with you. For 
whosoever (like you) has not yet apprehended even the funda
mentaJ doctrine of righteousness in Christ (whosoever still makes 
his salvation to rest on the services and sacrifices of'the temple), 
needs as yet 1nilk, being yet a babe, and standing still at the first 
elen1ents of Christian knowledge." This is what we should 
nattll'ally expect the author to say. Instead' of this, however, he 
says: "· Every one who still needs milk, has as yet no part in the 
doctrine of justification." Bleek thinks that vcr. 13 contains an 
explanatory repetition of the vvords not of strong meat: " You 
could not yet bear strong 1neat, for whoever still nourishes him
self with milk cannot yet understand the doctrine of justi
fication." According to tlii8, the author 1nust have meant 
by the strong meat the doctrine of justification. But this 
is plainly against the context. By the strong meat, of which 
the readers were not yet capable, is rather to be understood 
that °A.61o; ou<reg1.1,~veuro; concerning the similarity between the 
priesthood of 1\1elchiseclec and Christ, the deep insight into the 
Old Testament type, the doctrine of the divinity of Christ. On 
the· other hand, the doctrine of justification, the doctrine of 
repentance and dead ivories, of faith, and of baptism, are rather 
reckoned a~ belonging to the elements, chap. vi. 1, s. ; the doc
trine of justification is itself the milk which must first be taken 
into the heart and the understanding., in order that a foundation 
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1nay be laid on which the more difficult theologoumena can be 
built. Bleek's explanation is therefore not fitted ~o remove the 
difficulty. 

This difficulty is rather to be ren1oved simply by regarding the 
proposition in ver. 13 not as descriptive or declaratory, not as 
determiningthe import, but the extent or comprehension of the idea 
expressed by 11.,srex~v ya1-.CGxro;. It is not an answer to the ques
tion: '' What are the characteristics of hi1n who still nourishes 
himself with 1nilk?" but an ans,ver to the question: " Who 
nourishes himself ,vith 1nilk?" The ,vords contain a conclusion 
backwards from the consequence to the presupposed condition. 
Whosoever still needs milk, o.f hi1n it is presupposed that he must 
not yet have rightly apprehended the doctrine of justification : 
= whosoever has not yet apprehended this doctrine is still at 
the stage at which he needs n1ilk. vVe found similarly inverted 
conclusions at chap. ii. 11, iv. 6. This interpretation also affords 
a most satisfactory explanation of the ,vords, for he is still a 
babe. Not ,vithout a stroke of irony does the author explain 
in these ,vords, in ho-w far it 1nust be presupJJOsed of a spiritual 
suckling that he ,vill be itnslcillcd in the word of righteousness. 

The 14th verse also no,v runs perfectly parallel with the 13th. 
He ,vho still needs 1nilk will doubtless not yet have comprehended 
the doctrine of justification; but that strong and more difficult 
meat ( of the higher typology). is adapted not to such, but only 
to mature Christians ,vho have come of age, and who are exer
cised in distinguishing between the true and the false ,vay. 
Tet.£rn;, as the opposite of 11~•;r10;, is a term familiar to the Apostle 
Paul (1 Cor. iii. 1, xiii. 11; Rom. ii. 20; Eph. iv. 14). Ts1-.efwv 
finds here its special explanation in the ,vords which stand in oppo
sition to it, 'T'W'I o,a 'T'~V e'.~iv CGiO'OrJTrjg/CG r-,·syuµ11at1p,~VCG EXOll'T'WII, 

&c. "E~,; is a term proceeding from the Aristotelian school
pbraseology, denoting the given natural condition or habitus, in 
opposition to the o,aOio-,; (r,;-ga~1;), the sphere of self-determina
tion. In general use it denotes frequently the condition as re_
spects age-hence age = -i;, .. ,xfCG ; and so in our passage the spiritual 
age, the degree of in,vard maturity. Aio-Orir~gw., are the organs of 
feeling, the nerves of feeling. ru11.,va~s,v, in the well-known sense 
of " exercise," occurs also in chap. xii. 11, further in 1 Tin1. iv. 7 ; 
2 Pet. ii. 14. The distinguishing between the r.rx1-.ov and xrxx6v 

N 
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does not, as some strangely suppose, belong to the sb·ong m,cat ). 
but the habit already acquired of distinguishing the true frorn 
the fa1 se, is rather the in1mediate fruit of the right understanding 
of the "Ar;yo; 01xa106:;vr;;, and forms, together with the latter; the 
indispensable condition which must be fulfilled ere strong 1neat 
can be once thought of. He ·who has taken the m_ilk of the 
Gospel, i.e., the fundamental doctrine of justification, so in 
succum et sanguinem, that he can spontaneously, and by im1ne
tliate feeling, consequently without requiring any previous long 
reflection or reasoning, distinguish the right from the wrong, 
the way in ·which the Christian has to ,valk from the Jewish 
by-paths, the evangelic truth from the Pharisaic righteousness 
of the la,v, so that he could, as it were. find out the right path 
though asleep-he ,vho has so thoroughly seized and digested 
these elenients, that he no longer needs to be instructed in them 
( the 1nilk), consequently is no longer rnf ,;;-10;, but 'TEAE10;-may 
no,v have strong 1neat offered to him-the difficult doctrines of 
the higher typology of the old covenant, and of the eternal 
l\Ielchisedec-nature of the New Testament high priest. 

In chap. vi. 1, therefore, the author admonishes his readers to 
t:itrive after that pe1fection, and to exert then1selves in order 
finally to pass beyond the elements. 'A1~~n; 7'ov ';"~; &fx,r,; -:-o:i 

Xgur7ou ,.o1o!i-this, of course, signifies ( as appears already frmn 
v. 12) not " the doctrine of the beginning of Christ," but "the 
beginning or 'elementary doctrine of Christ." Tr;; agx,~; is an 
adjectival genitive, and to be closely connected with Ao,o;, so 
that 7'ou XgHri:-ou is dependent not on ag%,~G", but on , .. ~yov. The 
great n1ajority of interpreters do not take 1sgw,u:Oa as the in
sinuative first person plural, and the whole passage as hortatory, 
but understand the first person plural as co1nmunicative, and the 
whole as an intiniation on the part of the author that he no,v 
intends to pass to the consideration of the strong meat. But that 
,vhich, first of all, is opposed to the common interpretation, is the 
particle 016. How, from the fact that the readers, according to 
chap. v. 12-14, could as yet bear no strong meat, but needed the 
n1ilk of the ele1ncnts, could the author ,vith any appearance of 
reason dra-w the inference: "Therefore, let us lay aside these ele
ments, and proceed to the more difficult doctrines?" Secondly, 
that interpretation leads itself ad absurdnm, for, according to it, 
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':'t1.:1on;; must be taken in a completely different sense fron1 
,;--~Af,of, chap. v. 14. In chap. v. 14 .. ~At/Of denoted the subJec
tive state of those who are already exercised in the ivord of 
righteoitsness, and in the discerning between good and evil, in 
order to be able to understand what is more difficult; in chap. 
vi. 1 ,;-sA:16n:; is suddenly made to d~note the obJective difficult 
doctrinal statements respecting the similarity befaveen the priest
hood of Melchisedec and Christ ! Hence Chrysosto111, Theo
doret, Photius, Gennadius, Theophylact, Faber Stapul., Calvin, 
Schulz, Bolnne, and Bleek, have ,vith reaso_n understood the 
first person plural as insinuatory, and the ·whole as an admoni
tio1i to the readers; they are to strive to get at length beyond 
the ele1nents (in the partic. &ifvn; there lies then, at all events, 
a, prolepsis: strive after the nAtio=rri;, ,,so that you may then 
be able to lay aside the agx~; i.dyo;), and to arrive at that 
'TSAs,o,;-rJ; described in chap. v. 14. 

If, ho,vever, this explanatio_n is right, then by consequence 
1nust the ,vords /J-~ xa-;-a/3a,.i-.d,u,tvo,, &c., be• understood differ
ently fro1n ·what they have been by all c·o1nmentators hitherto 
(Calvin, Bleek, &c., not excepted). All take xa-:-a/30.Ai-.sCJ'Bcu 
in the sense " to lay a foundation," a sense in which this verb 
also actually occurs. (Dion. Halic. iii. 69, Tagx"Jv1(J; -;-(Ju; n: 

0:/1.,s,.fou; x.a-;-t{3aAsro ; see other passages in Bleek, ii. p. 14~).) 
N o-w this sense would c_ertainly suit ,vell that false interpreta"'" 
tion of the preceding words (" I design, laying aside the funda-
1nental elements, to hasten to what is more difficult, and not 
again to lay the foundation of repentance," &c.) But, on the 
other hand, this sense of xa'ia(3d,.J-.t6Ua, does not suit the true and 
only possible explanation of ~tgw,<u0(j,. If the readers were still 
deficient in the elements, in the apprehension of the doctrine of 
justification, the true means of attaining to the n1.E10TrJG did not 
assuredly consist in their neglecting to gain ane,v the foundation 
,vhich they had lost, but, on the contrary, "in their using the 
most strenuous endeavours to secure again that foundation of 
all kno,vleclge ·which they had lost. We are therefore reduced 
to the necessity of taking xara/3aAt.tCJ'0a, in another sense, in 
the signification which is the original one and the most common, 
namely, " to thro,v down, de1nolish, destroy," which the ,vorcl 
has in all the Greek classical ·writers, and which it cannot sur-
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prise us to find in our author, who writes elegant Greek. 
"Strive after perfection, while you do not again demolish the 
foundation of repentance and faith, and the doctrine of baptism, 
the laying on of hands, the resurrection, and the judgment." 
The genitives 11,s,;-avofa; r;;,6nCJJ; are also suitable to this expla
nation. The author does not speak of a foundation of the 
cloctr,ine of repentance and faith-o,oax~ is first introduced in 
connection ,vith the third 1ne1nber-but of the foundation· of 
repentance and faith themselves. The apostle ,vould assuredly 
not have dissuaded fro1n laying again the foundation, in the case 
of its having been destroyed! According to the right explana
tion, he rather advises them not to destroy whatever of it may 
still remain. Dai.iv means, of course, no~ iterum, " a second 
time," but is used here in the privative or contradictory sense, 
as at Gal. iv. 9 ; Acts xviii. 21. That the article is wanting at 
Os,u,;"A,ov cannot cause surprise; it is in like manner wanting in 
chap. v. 13 at "A6tou o,x.woauv'lj;;. chap. vi. 5, at Bsou f~p .. a, &c. 
The word is sufficiently determined by Hs genitives. 

N o,v, the foundation which the readers are to preserve from 
destruction, in order to attain to pe1fection, consists of three parts. 
The first is the µsrravo,a, the subjective turning of the vou;, the 
mind, the conversion from selfishness to the love of Christ, from 
self-righteousness to the consciousness of guilt, from contempt of 
the will of Goel to the accusation of self. And this p .. sr;-avo,a is 
here called a /J.E'ravo,a arrb vsxgwv Egyc,;v, because that state of the 
natural man had, in the persons addressed, taken the special 
fonn of a Jewish pharisais1n which led them to believe that, as 
regards their relation to Goel, they might rest satisfied with 
certain works which were severed from the root of a heart right 
towards God, and ,vere therefore "dead." (It is, moreover, not 
to be forgotten, that not 1nerely the Jew, but every one has the 
tendency to stamp certain actions, outwardly praiseworthy, as 
meritorious works, and witl?- this dead coin to discharge the 
demands of his conscience, and to still the accuser in his breast.) 
The positive and supplementary part to this µsr;-avow., is the 
'7:'ia,.,; sr;;i Oiov. That faith is here denoted not in the historico
dogmatic form of faith in Christ, the Messiah, but in the philo
sophico-religious form of faith in God, is not undesigned, but 
belongs to the fineness and delicacy of the thought. That the 
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author means the Christian faith, was already self-evident, and 
needed not to be expressed by circumstantial description ; on the 
other hand, this he ,voulcl and must say, that the Christian, 
as by the 11.,:ravoJCI., he renounces dead works, so by the ,r,fu,n; 

he enters into a living relation to the living God. 
The third member is the o,oax,~, i.e., not here, of course, the 

act of instruction, but the object gained by instruction, the know
ledge of doctrine thereby acquired. On o,oax,ij; are dependent 
th £ •t• (3 ,..,, ' A 1 ,..,, , I ,1 e OUr genl lVeS Cl.,t;;'T'J<J/MJJV, Et;;"JUSrfHJJ; 'T'S xs1gwv, ava<f'Ta<fSWG 'iS 

vexgwv xai xgi,1JJa1ro;. It is evident of itself, that the three last 
of these genitives cannot be directly dependent on 0sµE"AJOv, 

for as the resurrection and the Judgment are things to be 
looked for in the future, the readers cannot be admonished to 
retain these things themselves, but only the doctrine respecting 
them. (Those 'interpreters \vho understand cpsgw:.u0a, ver. 1, as 
an intirnation of the author's design, and ,vho render ,.,a,,a{3r1.J1.

As60a, by ,, lay," as they would supply o,oax,ij; at µsTavofa;, 

r,-;1<1,;-aw;, J.:i,0E<>ew;, chau:-a<JH,J;, and r.gfµaroG, 1nust then, as a matter 
of consequence, supply a second o,oax,ijG at (3a,-;:;-1<1/1,wv o,oax,~;, 

,vhich ,vould be nonsense. To make o,oaxij; dependent on 
,'3a•-;:,;1u11,wv-" the doctrine of baptisms" in opposition to mere 
lustrations-as is done by Bengel, Winer, and Michaelis, yields no 
meaning whatever, as it is not the doctrine ,vhich forn1s the dis
tinguishing feature bet,veen the sacrament of baptism and the 
mere lustrations, but the forgiveness of sins and regeneration. 
(With a,s little reason can ,ve ,vith illcumenius, Luther, Hyperius, 
Gerhard, take o,oax,ij; as an independent co-ordinate genitive 
beside {3a<7r:r1<f,uwv ; for ,vhat then would be the meaning of &va<1-

cra<1sw; and xg~ua,;-o; ?) The right construction has been given 
by Calvin, Beza, Schlichting, Storr, Bohme, Paulus, and Bleek. 
They supply o,oax,~; at E1ri02usw;, &va<f'Ta<rsw;, and xg"uaro; re-
spectively. 

The ,vriter therefore specifies four p~incipal objects of the 
o,oax~, baptism and laying on of hands, ,vhich belong to the 
beginning of the Christian life, and with which are connected the 
forgiveness of sins and bestowal of gifts of the Holy Spirit, 
and the resurrection, together with the judgment, in which the 
life of the Christian Church finds its consummation, and which 
form tJ.e object of the Christian hope. 
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\T er. 3. Those who understand <f,£gw,usB0,, ver. 1, as an inti
n1ation of the author's intended plan of teaching, must, as a 
n1atter of consequence, understand ,;:01~<Jo,1uv, ver. 4,. also in the 
same way, and refer the 'i'ov-;-o to the intimated transition to 
1nore difficult subjects, so that the author would here say, he 
designs, "if God ,vill," now in fact to pass to what is n1ore diffi
cult. But it will be difficult to see how what he says in ver. 4 
-6, namely, that ·whosoever has fa1len a,vay from the faith can
not be again renewed, is subservient to this design either as 
nrgument or illustration. vV c who have understood cpsgw,us0a, 
vcr. 1, as fnsi·nuativ·e, i.e., as an exhortation, understand, of 
course, 'i:OIYJ<Io/J.f.v also in the same way, and refer 7'ou-;-o to the 
,vhole of what precedes, as well to the '' striving after perfec
tion" as to the not destroying the foundation of the µr.u1.'IGw., 

t7:fo,;1;, and o,oax~-" V\T e thus obtain a sentiment with which 
Yer. 4 connects in the closest and finest 1nanner. The author 
~eriously considers it as still a problematical thing whether the 
conversion to faith a~d the attainment of perfection be as yet 
possible for his readers. ]for, he says, he who has once./ allen 
froin the state of grace, can no more be renewed. Still, he 
adds, ver. 9, the hope that ·with his readers it has not yet come 
to an entire falling away. He therefore sets before them in ver. 
4-8 the greatness of the danger, but gives them encourage
n1ent again in ver. 9, ss. Both taken together-the danger as 
,vell as the still existing possibility (but only the possibility) of 
returning-fonn the exegesis of the ici'ltJ:=t· The thing rests upon 
the edge, but it is still upon the edge. 

Ver. 4-6. 'l1he impossibility of being renewed is declared of 
those who, a, were enlightened, ,vho had tasted the heavenly gift, 
had beco1ne partakers of the Holy Ghost, and had tasted the 
gospel together with the powers of the future ,vorld, and then, b, 
have again fallen away. The first four particulars describe the 
various steps from the beginning of conversion, on to the perfect 
state of faith and grace. The beginning is described in the ,vords 
rltJ:a~ cpc,1n<10ev;s;, the general designation for the know ledge of 
the truth. Conversion begins with this, that the man ,vho ivas 
blincl. as regards lli1nself, blind in respect to his relation to God, 
his obligations to God, his undone state, his need of salvation, 
and therefore all the 1nore blind in respect to the o.ffered salvation 
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which he knew not and wished not to kno,v, is no,v cnUgldened 
as to his o,vn condition and the truth of the salvation in Christ ; 
that he begins to perceive and to feel, that there is something 
more than deception and superstition in ,vhat is declared to hi1n 
of the Nazarene. Has this know ledge been once gained ; then 
it must be progressive-or the man must be lost ; for this light 
arises upon any one only once.-The second step is, that the rr1an, 
taking hold of the salvation now, has the actual experience in and 
for himself, that in Christ a heavenly gift-grace, forgiveness, 
and strength-is offered to him.-If he accepts these gifts in 
humility and faith, he receives, thirdly, the gift of the Holy Ghost; 
his Saviour begins by his Spirit to be a living principle ,vithin 
him ; and this has as its consequence a tivofolcl fruit. He learns 
and experiences in hi1nself the xai-..bv Bsou f~,u,a ( = :i i~•i.:J., 
Josh. xxi. 43, xx.iii. 14; Jer. x.~ix. 10, &c.)-God's ,vord of 
promise, i.e. of course the fulfihnent of this word, consequently 
the whole riches of the inheritance of grace promised to the 
lVIessianic Israel-peace, joy, inclination to ,vhat is good, a new 
heart, &c. ; and then, as a second fruit, he experiences in hi1nself 
the powers of the ivorld to co1ne. To these powers belong not 
merely those extraordinary miraculous gifts of the apostolic 
age ( which may certainly be viewed also as anticipations of the 
final victory of the spirit over the flesh), but all those gifts of 
sanctification and glorification which, even here belo,v, give to 
the Christian the victory over the o1d Adam, and death.-This 
passage repels the slander of the young Hegelians and their 
associates ,vho hold, that the Christianity of the Bible is a reli
gion of the future ·world and not of the present. No ! because 
it is a religion of the future state, it has power to elevate the 
present and to free it from the evils of sin ,vhich is the ruin of 
mankind. But the young Hegelians and their associates, because 
they have no future world, cannot do otherwise than corrupt 
and destroy the present. 

Now, of him ·who has already passed over those stages in the 
Christian course and then falls away, it is here said that "it is 
impossible again to renew hin1," i.e. the state of grace out of 
which he has fallen ( the 11Js,,r:ivo1a conversion) 1 cannot be again 

1 Others foolishly think that the state of Adam before the fall is here meant. 
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restored in him; he is and re1nains lost. \Ve n1ust not shrink 
from these ,vords or atte111pt to explain them a.,vay. The author 
assuredly does not mean ( as some of the more ancient commen
tators thought) that such a one is not to be again baptised, 
although he may notwithstanding be saved ; just as little docs he 
mean that only men cannot save hi1n, but God notwithstanding 
may. He lays it down quite absolutely, "it is i1npossible to 
renew him again to conversion." 

This is one of those passages ,vhich speak of the so-called sin 
against the Holy Ghost, or more correctly of a fall that leads into 
irrecoverable perdition. It is ,vell known, that on this subject 
there ,vas a difference between the predestinarian Calvinists and 
the Lutherans, a difference extending even to the exegesis itself. 
The Calvinists founded their view on the passage in 1\1:att. xii. 
31, s., in which Christ warns the unbel1£eving Jeivs against com
mitting the sin against the Holy Ghost ,vhich can never be 
forgiven; further, on the passage 1 John ii. 19, where John says 
of certain individuals who had fallen away fron1 Christianity to 
Gnosticism: '·' They are gone out fro1n us, but they were not of 
us ; for if they had been of us they would have continued ,vith 
us." Both passages ,vere used by the Calvinists as a proof of the 
theoren1 that, a, one ,vho is really born again cannot fall a,vay, b, 
consequently he ,vho falls away cannot have been really born 
again-a theore1n ,vhich, ,ve may observe, is not necessarily a 
consequence of the absolute doctrine of predestination, but is 
also conceivable independent of it. But how no,v is this to be 
reconciled with our passage Heb. vi. 4-6 ? ,vith this passage in 
which we are taught, that there may be a falling a,vay from a 
state of faith in the fullest and most proper sense of the term. 
Calvin laid emphasis on the ,vord 1rnGa/;,=~o, ). individuals are 
here spoken of who had but tasted a little of the gifts of grace, and 
had received only " some sparks of light." But whoever is 
not blinded by dogmatical prejudices must perceive, that the aim 
of our author is evidently and assuredly not to say: the less one 
has tasted of the gifts of grace the more easily may he be 
irrecoverably lost, but precisely the reverse-: the 1nore one has 
already penetrated into the sanctuary of the state of grace, by so 
much the 1nore irrecoverably is he lost in case he should fall 
away. 



EPISTLE TO THE HEBRKWS V. 11-VI. 20. 201 

Our passage, therefore, un111istakably declares the possibility 
that a regenerate person_ may fall away. But does it not herein 
contradict what is said in 1 John ii. 19 ? Not in the least ! If in 
our own day a Christian preacher should ·write or say of people 
,vho had been corrupt member.J of the Church, and had becon1e 
the prey of Ronge and other lying apostles: "They have fallen 
away from us because they never belonged to us," &c., who 
,vould infer from this, that that pastor virtually denies the 
possibility that those who are really regenerated may also fall 
a,vay ? So it is with John. Of hin1 ,vho could become the 
prey of such 1nanifest babblers and lying prophets as the 
Gnostics were, it must be inferred, that he had not pene
trated far into the substance of Christianity. From this, how
ever, it does not at all follo,v, that one also ,vho has really 
attained to a state of grace in the fullest and most proper sense, 
may not, by becoming indolent in the struggle ,vith the old 
Adam, and allowing a bosom sin to get the mastery over him, 
suffer ship,vreck of faith. 

In opposition to Calvin, then, ·we must lay do,vn the follo,ving 
as the doctrine of the Holy Scripture on the sin against the 
Holy Ghost. 

There are three diJjerent ,ways specified in Scripture in ,vhich a 
man 1nay be eternally lost. 1. The sin against the Holy Ghost 
properly so-called, Matth. xii. 31, s. ,vhen a man obstinately resists 
the call of grace, and repels all the first ·motions of the~Holy Spirit 
in his heart and conscience; 2. 1 John ii. 19, when one e1nbraces 
Christianity outwardly and superficially, ,vithout being truly born 
again, and then becon1es a prey to the seducing talk of some 
vagabond babbler; and, 3. I-Ieb. vi. 4-6, when one has been 
truly born again, but gives place to the evil principle in his heart, 
and being ,vorsted in the struggle, suffers hi111self to be taken 
captive by so1ne rnore refined temptation of Satan, sorne more 
refined lie (as here by a seemingly pious attachment to the insti
tutions of the old covenant). 

\\Thy such a one is irrecoverably lost, we learn from the ·words 
in apposition to those ·we have considered: &va<1craugor;vnx;, &c. 
Such a one con1mits, in a more aggravated degree, the sin which 
the unbelieving Jews connnitted against Christ. The Israelites 
crucified in their madness a pseudo-Messiah, or at the ,vorst a 
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prophet. But he who has lcnown and experienced Jesus as his 
Saviour and Redeen1er, arid yet after all falls away from ChTis
tianity, actually declares hini whoni he has lcnoivn as the Son o..f 
Goel to be a pseudo-1\fessiah, and contemns him. 

If now by ouv&p.&1; are meant the gifts communica~ecl by the 
laying on of hands, then ( as the laying on of hands took place 
after baptism) the readers n1ust have been baptised, and only 
taken again under instruction afterwards. Still ou•Hx/1,r;.1; may 
mean also the powers of sanctification in the wider sense. The 
forrner is ho,vever the more probable. 

-Ver. 7, 8. The apostle here remembers Christ's parable of the 
different kinds of ground. In this parable, ho,vever, we find the 
best refutation of the Calvinistic exegesis of ver. 4-6. The 
fruitful as well as the unfruitful soil received the sa1ne rain and 
blessing; it'is the fault of the soil if the seed is choked by thorns 
or evil rusts. The cause of the falling away lies not in the want 
of an abstract clonum JJerseverantice ·withheld by God, but in a 
shortcon1ing in the struggle with the old man. In the ·words x~"7a
ga; E11u; the author cannot intend to say that the curse is still 
uncertain (this is forbidden by the words that follo,r), they simply 
1ncan " it goes to"rarcls the curse," "the curse is in1pending over 
it." (Con1p. chap. viii. 13. )-' El; x.au<t,~ for the non1inative xauc11; 

is a Hebraism= iJJ.:J.S with the S substantire, con1p. LXX. 

Is. xl. 16 ; • xliv. 15. The meaning of the author is, of course, 
not that the thorns and thistles merely, but that the W'hole laud 
itself, shall be burned up ·with fire and brimstone ( comp. Deut. 
xxix. 22). This is, then, a type of the eternal destruction of the 
individual ·who ,vas co1npared with an unfruitful ·field. 

Ver.• 9-12. The author now turns to the other side of the 
subject, to the comforting hope that in the case of his readers it 
has not yet come to a falling a,vay. " If ,ve thus speak to you 
(in this style of earnest ,varning) we are yet persuaded of better 
things concerning you, of things that pertain to salvation." ('Exo'
/.J.,EYa <tw,;-r;gia;, a classical amplification of the adjectival idea = 
haud insalutaria. ''Exw0af rH·o;, pertinere ad aliquid, to be con
nected ·with anything, to have part in anything. The expression 
is purposely left indefinite, and it is wrong to atte1npt to find in it 
one or another precise sense. 'E;co/u~a a:,J~'Yi~ia; fonns only the 
general antithesis to x.aniga; iyy6;. The change here from 
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severity to gentleness re1ninds us of the pauline passages Gal. iY. 
12 and_19; 2 Cor. x., xi. 

Ver. 10. The more that the new life has already shown itself 
to be efficacious in a Christian, the more that the fruits of holiness 
have already been visible in him, so much the more safely may it 
be concluded that his has been a tru~ central, fundamental, and 
deep conversion. The more that his Christianity consisted only 
of theory and head orthodoxy, so much the more reason is there 
to fear that the ,vhole 1nan has not been converted, so much the 
greater danger is there of a seen1ing conversion and a subsequent 
falling a·way. "\Vhat the man has gained by mere dialects n1ay 
again be entirely lost by mere dialects, amid the te1n ptations of 
the flesh and the trials of suffering. The only sure mark of con
version is the presence of sanctification ; the only sure mark of 
continuance in the state of grace is progress in sanctification. 

Upon this t~·uth the sentiment of ver. 10 is founded. Because 
the readers have already evinced, and do still evince, the visible 
fruits of faith in ,vorks of love and of service, the author cherishes 
the persuasion that Goel will not let them fall, ,vill not ,vithdra w 
his Spirit and the help of his grace fro1n them. It is striking, 
however, that he here appeals to the Justice of God. The Roman 
Catholic theologians have n1ade use of this passage by "ray of 
confirn1ing their theory of the meritu1n condign£. The natural 
man can indeed perforn1 no good and 1neritorious works; but the 
converted man can, by the assistance of the Holy Spirit, perforn1 
,vorks perfectly good, and therefore meritorious, ,vhich God 
re-wards by the communication of new gifts of grace. The evan
gelical theologians have justly opposed to this theory the truth, 
that the best works of the regenerate are still stained ,vith sin and 
imperfect, and, in fact, that nothing is said in our passage of 
re-warding particular ivories. But the evangelical theologians 
have, in general, been able to find no other ,vay of explaining this 
passage than by supposing, that the good ,vorks of the regenerate, 
although irnpe1fect, yet received a re,vard of grace from God. 
This, ho,vever, is a contradictio in acl}ecto; ,vha.t God gives out 
of grace in spite of our imperfection ,vants precisely for that 
reason the quality of a reivard.-The truth is, there is nnothcr 
righteousness besides that which recompenses or re1.uarcls. r:rhe 
righteousness of God spoken of in our passage is that ,vhich 
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leads, guides, and governs, every man according to the particular 
stage of development ·which he occupies. It is here affirmed of 
God that he does not give up to perdition a man who can still in 
any ·way be saved, in ·who1n the new. life is not yet entirely ex
tinct, and ·who has not yet entirely fallen a,vay; but that he seeks 
to dra,v every one as long as they will allow themselves to be 
drawn. ~I.1his is not a judicial or reco1npensing righteousness 
to,vards n1an (for man has no right to dernancl the assisting grace 
of-God as a thing deserved), but it is the righteousness of the 
Fatlier towards the Son 1.vho lias bought nien witli his blood, and 
to wlio11i 1.ve JJoor sinners still belong itntil 1ve have fallen aivay 
froni hi1n. Not to,vards us but to-ward Christ ,vould the Father 
be &o,r.o;, were he to ,vithdra,v his gracious assistance from a 
man ere he has ceased to belong to the peculiuin of Christ. 

Ver. 11. 'rhe ,vriter no,v expresses his earnest wish that his 
readers 111ay advance in the Christian life ,vith renewed zeal; 
that "each one of them 1nay no,v 1nanifest, even to perfection, 
the sa111e zeal in striving after the full assurance of hope," as they 
had hitherto shown in the &1 dr,;-r;. The full assurance of hoJJe is 
opposed to the ,vavering and uncertainty which they had hitherto 
sho,vn, as to ,vhether they 1night rely entirely and undividedly on 
the salvation and pron1ise of Christ, or whether they required, 
together with this, the tcinple service, and Levitical priesthood. 

Ver. 12. rrhe result of that zeal which the readers are to sho,v 
is, that they 1nay be no longer ',lc,JOi(j; ( as they have been hitherto, 
chap. v. 12), but may be equal to other Christians, not only in 
the a1ci-;:ri 01ar.o'.11CJ., but also in the ¼fo;-,; and 11,a7.g(;Oup~i:x. l\lai!go

Ou,uia, ho,vever, by no 1neans denotes merely passive patience, the 
passi,;e endurance of suffering, but as at Rom. ii. 7 even u,;-r6/U',/~ 

serves to denote active constancy, this is still more denoted here 
by /.kar..g60vp,i /. 

Ver. 13-15. Here comrnences a somewhat more difficult train 
of thought ,vhich, by means of the particle 1ag, is connected ,vith 
the foregoing as an explanation. The question presents itself: 
What is said in ver. 13-15, and ,vhat is intended to be proven 
by it or to be inferred from it as an explanation of ver. 12? 
What is said, and said in ,vords grammatically quite clear, is: 
God has s,vorn to Abrahan1 ( comp. Gen. xxii. 16, ss. with chap. 
xvii. 1, ss.) that he will bless him and multiply him. And from 
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this it is inferred in ver. 15, that that ancestor of the covenant
people was thus also made a partaker of the promise through 
/.LC/.,r..goLhJt1.Ja. This idea of the 11,a7.goOup.e1Y is evidently the con
necting link between ver. 12 and ver. 13-15. On the other 
hand, the words, God hath sworn by hi1nself, ver. 1~, are at 
first only cited as an accessary circunistance which is after-:
,vards brought into prominence in ver. 16, and made use of 
as a new and independent idea. rrhe ,vords xai;-a ':"~V ,;-a~IV 

l\JsAx1crsc£x, chap. v. 6, are found to be cited quite in a similar 
way, and then, afterwards in chap vii., made to form properly a 
ne,v theme. Similarly also the citation chap. iii. 7-12 compared 
with ver. 15, ss. and chap. iv. 3 and 7.) 

The principal question then in the explanation of the three 
verses under consideration is, how far does the fact that God bas 
sworn to Abraham that he will bless hi1n and multiply him 
involve the inference, that Abraham attained to the ( fulfilment 
of the) pro1nise by p,axgoOu/.JJfa ? Bleek is certainly ,vrong when, 
in spite of the xal CiUr"", he will still not allo,v ver. 5 to be an 
inference from ver. 13, 14, but finds in it a statement to the effect 
that Abraham deserved that promise of the blessing and multi
plying, by his constancy (in the faith) evinced at another ti·me, 
namely, in the offering up of his son Isaac according to the 
command of God. The ,vriter, indeed, does not in a single word 
point to the strength of faith sbo,vn in con1plying with the 
command to off er up Isaac ; but from the circumstance that God 
swore to Abraham to bless him and to rriultiply hi1n, he infers 
that Abraham obtained the promise (namely, the fulfilment of it) 
through the constancy of his faith. N o,v, ·whoever ascribes to 
our author a rabbinical method of exegesis which cleaves to words 
and to the letter must, here again, find hin1self greatly embar
rassed; for here, as ahvays, the vis argun1entationis lies not in the 
letter, but in the thought. There are two particulars on which 
the force of the proof rests. First, God promised to Abraham 
with an oath J. thisalreadyimpliedthat the fulfilmentofthe promise 
was to be looked for at some future time, for there can be no need 
of confirming with an oath the promise of a gift which is forthwith 
and immediately besto,vecl ; an oath is then only necessary, when 
the fulfilment is so remote as to make it possible that doubts 
might spring up in the mind of the receiver of the promise from 
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the long delay. Secondly, the subject-matter of the promise, the 
pro1ni'sed obJect itself, ,vas such as from the nature of the citse 
could only be realised after the death of Abraham. He was to 
be blessed, and that by an immense multiplication of his seed; 
this could, from the nature of the case, be fulfilled only many 
generations after Abraham. Thus Abraham throughout his ,vhole 
life saw nothing of the fulfilment of the })romise ,vhich had been 
made to hi1n ( comp. chap. xi. 39); he ,vas directed to continue 
until death in the constancy of the hope o.f that ivhich he saiv not. 
So also are the readers of the Epistle to the Hebre,vs admonished 
not to rely on the earthly, visible, J e,vish theocracy and its 
institutions, but ,vith the constancy of Abraham's faith to build 
their hope of salvation on the crucified Jesus ,vho has gone into 
the heavens, ,vhose follo,vers still fonn a scattered flock, and ,vho 
have nothing on earth but the hope of ,vhat is pron1ised for the 
future. 

Ver. 16-19. The author no,v brings into prominence the 
accessary ideci indicated in ver. 13: that God can s,vear by none 
greater than he is hi1nself, and 1nakes use of it for a nc·w turn of 
the thought, namely, for the inference that, just because Goel is 
in himself unchangeable, a promise ,vhich he has not only given, 
but has, 1noreover, s,vorn by himself in confirn1ation of it, is 
absolutely sure and settled. In this certainty of the, promises of 
God there lies a second motive for the readers to continue steadfast 
in the hope of the glory promised to the JVIessianic Israel ( already 
in Abraha1n's tirne). And fi·on1 this the author, having inwardly 
prepared his readers and opened their hearts, dexterously retraces 
his steps to his then1e respecting the sin1ilarity bet,veen the New 
'I1estament l\1essianic priesthood and that of 1\1:elchisedec. 

Ver. 16. ''Tuien swearbyonewhoisgreater (than themselves), 
and the oath is for certainty beyond all strife" ( for indisputable 
certainty.) This idea is in itself plain. Men s,vear by a being 
,vho is greater than they, ,vho possesses 01nniscience enabling him 
to know the pe1jured person, and power and justice to punish 
him. The oath consists in this, that the person ,vho swears calls 
the higher being to ,vitness at once the promise and its fulfilment 
or non-fulfihnent, and to be the eventual avenger of the latter. 
(Hence with the ptll'ifiecl Clu·istian every ,vord is a tacit oat~1, 
inasmuch as it is spoken in the consciousness of the testimony of 
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the all-present and all-knowing God. And hence Christ forbids 
swearing by inaniinate things (l\1atth. v. 34), and puts that state 
of mind in ,vhich every yea is a yea-i.e. in ,vhich every ,vord, 
,vhether God be expressly called to witness or not, is spoken in 
the consciousness that God is witness-in the place of that 
s,vearing which ,vas alike superstitious and false. Christ therefore 
does not for bid the oath, but he wills that the Christian should 
speak only oaths, and that in this way the difference between 
s,vearing and not s,vearing should find an end.) 

Ver. 16. N o,v in God, the possibility of wavering, or the want 
of veracity, and thus the necessity of a higher guarantee, falls 
absolutely to the ground. He is true, not on account of another 
or from fear of any other, but by his o,vn nature. Therefore he 
can s,vear only by himself, he can produce only himself and his 
own nature as the ,vitness and guarantee of his veracity. It is 
true th~t for this very reason God's swearing by himself is an 
anthropopathisn1, or more correctly a condescension to hu1nan 
infirmity. On his o,vn account he needs not to swear ; on his 
o,Yn account the fonu of swearing, the form of a promiser and a 
·witness, might be dispensed ,vith. But so long as to man the 
kno,vledge of the unchangeableness of God ·was still hidden or 
imperfect, G-od condescended to swear. vVith ,vonderful ·wisdo1n 
he stooped to the human presupposition of the possibility of change 
in God, therefore he sware ; but inasmuch as he s,vare by himself, 
he in the same act lifted man up,vards to the knowledge that he 
has that in his own nature which hinders him from change. This 
idea, which v1as already briefly indicated in ver. 13, is further 
developed in ver. 17. 

'Ev ~:i, literally " in which circumstances," = in these circum
i,tances, qure cum ita sint. Hence it n1ay be rendered by 
"therefore" (Theophylact, Erasmus, Schlichting, Grotius, l{uinoel, 
Olshausen, De W ette, Tholuck, Bleek, &c.) 'Ev ii does not, 
ho,vever, belong to Doui-.oµ,Ho;. Ra1nbach and others ·have ex
plained thus : as no-w by this (by conf orn1ing to the practice 
among men of swearing) God would show, &c. ; the s,vearing <?f 
God is evidently, however, not placed parallel ,vith the swearing 
of men, but in opposition to it, as already appears from the words 
c'l;vOc;c,J,;;01 ,.1.,l: v 1va:>. 'Ev J belonbo-s rather to i

1
u<:61n"Ja-sv. 

;, I I ~ I 
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" Therefore (because 1nen swear by one superior to themselves) 
God, when he ,vould show to the heirs of the promise the immu
tability of his ,vill in a superabundantly sure way, placed himself 
in the 1niddle" (between himself qua the promiser, and men). 
-1\Iea'JT!:uc,J, se interponere, to place one's-self as mediator between 
two parties. Then specially in promises in the form of an oath, 
to place one's-self as ,varranter, as fidejussor or security between 
the pron1iser and the receiver of the promise, in order to under
take the security for the fulfilment of the promise. God does this 
when a man s,vears by him ; he then lets himself be called by 
both men as a witness and guarantee. vVhen, however, God 
swears by himself, he then as it ,vere comes in behveen himself 
and men. In other ,vords, he is his oivn witness. 

Ver. 18. " Therefore we have firm consolation by two inde
structible things, in both of ,vhich it is impossible for God to lie 
-we ,vho flee for refuge to lay hold on the hope at the future 
goal." As Goel is in himself unchangeable and true, and needs 
not to swear, so his pro1n1·se is in itself alone already sure and 
indestructible. But ,vhen, moreover, he appears not merely as 
promiser, but (inasmuch as he swears) also as 1u.u1nuc,Jv, as his 
own ,vitness and security, then must the fulfihnent be doubly 
sure, or, more precisely, a double testimony is given to the divine 
immutability. 

In the words which stand in apposition to the subject oi ri.aTa

<puy6vn;, &c., the author repeats the condition upon ,vhich a 
subjective interest is obtained in the promise ,vhich is in itself 
and objectively sure. Nothing is wanting on God's part; but we 
on our part, forsaking all false consolation, must flee to lay hold 
on the i1vi:h rrgoxs,p.~~ri. (On the partic. aor. comp. chap. iv. 3. 
-Others less naturally understand xa-:-acpuy6'J.E; as an absolute 
idea, and make 7.ga-:-nua, dependent on 'iiagaxA1;<J1;, and give this 
latter the signification "admonition, injunction.") The hope 
involves here both the object of the hope ( comp. the adjective 
r,;-goxs,µ; 'JrJ) and the act of it ( comp. xgwrriua,). Kai;-acpuy6:i,e~ is 
well explained by Calvin thus : Hoe verbo significat, non aliter 
Deo vere nos fidere, quam dum prresidiis omnibus aliis destituti 
ad solidam ejus promissionem confugimus. The readers were to 
flee from all false J udaistic props of hope in the concern of their 
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salvation, and to direct their eye alone to the invisible goal of 
future glory pro1nised in Christ. 

Ver. 19. This firn1 hope resting solely upon Christ is "a sure 
and firn1 anchor of the soul, and such as enters into the inner 
l_)lace behind the vail.'' Two figures are here, not so much mixed 
as, in a very elegant 1nanner, combined. The author n1ight 
con1pa11e the world to a sea, the soul to a ship, the future still 
concealed glory to the covered bottom of the sea, the re1note firn1 
land stretching beneath the water and covered by the ·water. 
Or he might compare the present life upon earth to the fore
court, and the future blessedness to the heavenly sanctuary, 
·which is still, as it were, concealed fron1 us by a vail He has, 
ho"~ever, combined the tv{o figures. The soul, like a ship-wrecked 
n1ariner, clings to an anchor, and sees not. where the cable of the 
anchor runs to, where it is n1ade fast; it knows, however, that it 
is finnly fixed behind the vail which conceals from it the future 
glory, and that if it only keeps fast hold of the anchor, it will, in 
due time, be dra,vn in ,vith the anchor by a rescuing hand into 
the holiest of all. Thus there is in the liope itself that which the 
fidfilnient certainly brings about. 

Ver. 20. The holy of holies is now? more particularly described 
as that "into which Christ is entered as our Forerunner." In 
these words the author touches on the second section of the first 
part (chap. ii. ver. 16, con1p. with ver. 17), and at the same ti1ne 
on the second section of the second part ( chap. iv. ver. 10 and 
14). In both passages, but with more distinctness in the second, 
the inference ,vas dra,vn from this going before of Christ as the 
first fruits and preparcr of the ,vay to heaven, that his office is a 
high-priestly office. Thus the sentiment of ver. 20 leads the 
author naturally and ·without constraint back to the theme begun 
at chap. v. 1-10, na1nely, the coniparison of Christ 'With the high 
priest, and now, after having prepared the hearts of the readers 
for what he is about to say, he proceeds exactly from the place 
vd1ere he broke off at. chap. v. 10; he repeats the new then1e 
already intin1ated there: Christ is a priest after the order of 
Jielchisedec, and this similarity between his priesthood and that 
of Melchisedec culminates in the eternity of it. 
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SECTION SECOND. 

(Chap. vii.) 

THE l\1ESSIAH, AS A HIGH PRIEST AFTER THE ORDER OF J\IEL

CHISEDEC, IS A SUPERIOR HIGH PRIEST TO AARON. 

rrhe train of thought in this chapter is most clearly al'ranged. 
First, it is sho,vn in ver. 1-10 that Melchisedec's priesthood ,vas 
of a higher order than the Levitical ; then, in ver. 11-19, the 
inference is drawn from this, that the Levitical priesthood, and, 
in like manner also, the Mosaical law upon which it Vv?as grafted, 
,vas i1nperfect ; and finally, in ver. 20-28, that the 1\1:essiah, 
because according to Ps. ex. he must be a high priest after the 
order of Melchisedec, was greatly superior to the Levitical priest
hood as well as to the l\'.Iosaical l::nv. 

rrhe first of these three parts divides itself again into two lines 
of thought ; in ver. 1-3 it is shown that the priesthood of 
1\Ielchisedec is an eternal priesthood, in ver. 4-10 that l\iel
chisedec took tithes from Levi. 

Ver. 1-3. Ot1'i'(J; points back to chap. vi. 20. This l\iel
chisedec, nan1ely, he who is spoken of in Ps. ex. The principal 
nerve of the passage lies, of course, in the principal verb /--~sv:, 

El; ,.6 o,,111Exi; (not as Storr would have it in the words sg/.1.,,1vE~o-

1uvo; {3a111AEu; a,xa,orruvri;). It was already intimated in chap. vi. 
20, that Christ is like l\1elchisedec, an eternal high priest. 
And, 110,v in ver. 1-3, it is explained in how far Melchisedec's 
priesthood ·was eternal, and in like manner it is then sho-wn in 
ver. 20-28 in how far Christ's priesthood ,vas eternal. J t can 
therefore not be doubted that the words p,E!IE1 si; To o,riv:r.i~ 

contain the principal idea of the sentence. All the other parts 
frorn ver. 1-3 are only accessary members of an explanatory 
kind. 

The question, however, still remains, in what relation does this 
principal idea stand to the thesis, chap. iv. 20? Are we to take 
the 1ag in an argu1nentative sense; and is it the intention of the 
author to prove in ver. 1-3 that Christ ,vas a high priest after 
the order of l\'.Ielchiscdec ? And does the proof consist in this, 
that l\Ielchisedec ·was an eternal priest, and that, in like manner 
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an eternal priesthood belongs also to Christ, so that in virtue 
of this tertium co1nparationis-cternity-Christ can be called a 
high priest after the order of l\ielchisedec ? '11his cannot possibly 
have been the author's intention. He 1nust in this case have 
left out the words sl; -rov alwvu in the thesis chap. vi. 20, and 
instead of this, must have introduced in11nediately after vcr. 3 
what he says from ver. 20-28. (The train of thought must 
then have been: Christ is a high priest after the manner 
of l\Ielchisedec; for, l\fclchisedec's priesthood was eternal, 
Christ's priesthood was also eternal, ergo. )-In reality, ho·w
ever, the author was under no necessity whatever of proving 
that Christ's priesthood ·was ~ncl must be after the order of 
l\1elchiseclec. This had already been settled at chap. v. 1-10, 
and· settled on the ground that the prophetical psalm, Ps; ex., 
contains the calling of the 1\1:essiah to the priestly dignity, 
and that the Psaln1ist had therefore before-hand ascribed to 
the l\:1essiah the priestly in conjunction with the kingly honour. 
No, it is not the ain1 of the author to prove in chap. vii. 1-3 
that the priesthood of Christ is of the same order as that of 
iielchisedec, but, from the thesis ah·eady established, chap. vi. 
20, to dra'w ·inferences, the inference, namely, that the priesthood 
of the JJiessiah is sitperior to the Levitical 1Jriestliood. 

vV e must therefore take yrlg in an explicative signification in 
the sense of namely. The weighty import of the thesis, chap. vi. 
20, is no,v to be evolved, the author will, so to speak, unfold to 
the reader the fulness of meaning that lies in the simple expres
sion, after the order of JJ.f elchisedec, and sho,v him with ,vhat 
important results it is fraught. 
' A series of clauses in apposition follows the subject of the 

sentence, which; however, do JJ.Ot all belong to the subject, but 
in part to the predicate. Those which belong to the predicate 
begin with first being by interpretation; that they begin here 
and no,vher~ else is evident fro111 this, that the first hvo attributes 
are here repeated by 'Way of being explained. 

l\1elchisedec, . . . . first being by interpretation king of 
righteousness, 

king of Salem, ... then king of Salem, i.e., king of peace, 
priest of God, &c. 

"\Ve have therefore to render the sentence thus : " This l\Iel-
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chisedec, king of Salem, priest of the most high God, ·who met 
Abraha111, &c., and blessed him, abideth for ever as one ,vhose 
na1ne signifies king of righteousness, &c." The first group of 
appositional clauses serves to denote and to describe the subject ; , 
the second serves to sho,v, ,vhat ground there is for ascribing to 
this subject the predicate abideth for ever. 

Let us consider the first group. lJ!lelchisedec, the ,vell-kno,Yn 
king of the Amorites, Gen. xiv. The conjecture of Jerome, 
Luther, &c., that Melchisedec was no other than Shein, the son of 
Noah, is no,v ,vith reason universally rejected. Equally unten
able is the view of Molinaus, Hottinger, &c., that l\felchisedec 
was no man, but a temporary incarnation of the Son of God. 
1\ielchisedec ,vas doubtless, according to the Scriptures of the 
Old and N e,v Testament, none other than an Amoritic prince of a 
tribe among ,vhom (just as in the house of Laban) the ancient 
prirnitive 111onotheism was still preserved, and who, according to 
the old patriarchal fashion, still offered sacrifices as the priest of 
his tribe to the invisible God in heaven.-The words ivho met, 
&c., as also the words to whom he gave a tenth, &c., serve here, 
first of all, to recall to the minds of his readers the few incidents 
that have been preserved from the life of this man, and to give 
them a more distinct presentation of the form of Melchisede~, 
although these incidents are afterwards, ver. 4 and 6, again 
taken up and n1ade use of for farthe~ inferences (just as at chap. 
vi. 13 the words Ji;-;-,;, &c.) 

Pass ,ve no,v to the seconcl group of clauses in apposition. 
lV[elchisedec remains a priest for ever, he whose na111e being 
interpreted is King of righteousness, whose title signifies King of 
peace. '11he author was fully entitled to lay stress on these 
names, as they were not 111erely arbitrary, but ,vere really expres
sive of the nature and character of that man. If our author had 
drawn similar inferences from the na111e of the later king Adoni
zedec of Salem (Josh. x.), this might justly have been character
ised as a rabbinical proceeding; but every reader of sound sense 
,rill feel ho,v impossible such a proceeding ,vould be to the author 
of the epistle to the Hebre,vs, ho,v harshly it would contrast with 
the usually profound character of his reasonings. In Melchisedec 
the no11icn et omen truly met and harmonised. The tribe of 
people ,vhich had built Sa.le1n n1ust have been really a peaceable 
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tribe, otherwise they ,vould not have given to the city the rn:nne 
" Peace," " city of Peace," and, in fact, the king of this city had 
not involved hi1nself and his people in that ,var ,vhich: considering 
the tin1es, was a pretty extensive war. This king himself showed 
really a sense of justice in syn1pathising with the righteous cau~e 
of Abraha1n, and he showed 1nore than this, in con1ing to meet 
Abraha1n in a friendly spirit ,vith presents of refreshment. 
Abraham, the chan1pion of faith, offers to him gifts of homage ; 
nay, in giving hi1n the tenth, he thereby places himself under his 
sovereignty, he takes refuge beneath the sceptre of this king . 
who served the living God, in order that under his protection 
he 1nay henceforth live unmolested by hostile bands of heathen. 

The na1nes p,~ 'JSo and oSru 7So, therefore, really ex
press only in a concise ·way the features of character ancl forrn 
w11ich distinguished that priest-king. And ,vhen David (Ps. 
ex.) in the spirit of prophecy sees and expects of the seed pro
mised to hi111, that, like 1\ielchisedec, he ,vill unite the priestly 
with the kingly dignity, he surely does not predict in these words 
a 1nerely outward and n1echanical conjunction of the t,vo dignities, 
but he has before hin:1 the figure of a man in who111, as in l\iel
chiseclec, the kingly po,ver would be consecrated and penetrated 
with the sanctifying virtue of the priestly dignity and work, the 
forn1, therefore, of a king who ,vould truly govern in peace 
(comp. 2 Sam. vii. 11) and righteousness (comp. Ps. xlv. 8). 

From this alone, ho,vever, it does not follo,v that Tuielchisedec's 
priesthood is eternal. In order to prove this other attributes are 
still necessary. l\'.Ielchisedec is 'Without father, without 1notlier, 
,withoill clescent. What does the author mean by this? Schulz 
and Bohme have i1nputed such abstu·dity to him as to suppose, 
that he really meant to say that l\ielchisedec came into the world 
,vithout parents, and ,vith some this strange idea even yet finds 
acceptance. But is it seriously believed that the author meant 
to ascribe to Melchisedec a really eternal priesthood ? Christ 
then ·was not the only eternal priest ! Such an interpretation as 
this ,vhich cleaves to the letter, carries only in itself that rabbi
nical narrowness ,vhich those ,vho employ it think they find in 
the Holy Scriptures. 

Our author reasons in quite the reverse ,vay. He turns 
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entirely away fron1 all investigation respecting the other unknown 
events in l\Ielchisedec's life, and views hi111 only in so far as 
David in the 110th Psalm has n1acle use of hin1, and could make 
use of him as a type of the l\Iessiah. The individual l\Ielchiscdec 
who 1net Abraham had indeed a father and a mother, possibly a 
bra,Te father and a gentle mother-for all ,ve know. But just 
because ,ve do not kno,v this,.and because David also could know 
nothing of it when he used the words, " Thou art a priest after 
the order of l\f elchiseclec," he cannot have intended to say : the 
JWessiah ,vill have a brave or not brave father, a gentle or 
ungentle n1other, &c: ,-in other ,vords, he could not me~n to set 
forth the individual ·with his other characteristics as a figure of the 
future 1\1:essiah, but must have referred to the figure of l\icl
chisedec only in so far as it stands outfro1n obscurity in Gen. xiv., 
,vhen he said of the promised seed that he shall be a priest after 
the 1nanner of Melchisedec. 

But this and this alone is justly important to our author. The 
Lcvitical priest had to legitimise himself as a priest by his 
(lcscent from Levi and Aaron; l\'.Ielchisedec's priesthood had 
certainly nothing to do ,vith his race and his descent, as nothing 
at all has been recorded of his descent. J\:Ielchisedec stands alto
gether outside of the great theocratical lineage, ,vhich runs from 
Abrahan1 upwards to Ada1n and downwards to· Levi and Aaron, 
&c. He comes forth from the darkness, like a streak of light, 
only to disappear immediately in the darkness again. And yet
although he cannot have been a priest by thcocratical descent
the I-Ioly Scripture adduces hi1n, l\Ioses himself adduces him as 
n '' priest of God on high," and acknowledges him as such. If 
now the l\Iessiah is to be a priest after the order of lVIelchisedec, 
then to hin1 also is ascribed not the Levitical hereditary priest
hood, but an independent p;riesthoocl having its root in h,z's own 
JJerson. 

That the ,vords a-r.a<rC1Jg, ap/f;rvJg mean here really nothing more 
than parentibus ignotis appears, partly from the analogy of 
profane writers (for example, Horace serm. I., 6, 10: 1\iultos 
~repe viros, nullis majoribus ortos. Liv. iv. 3: Servium Tulliun1, 
captiva Corniculana natum, patre nullo, matre serva, Oic. de 
oratore II. 64: Quid hoe clamoris? quibus nee pater nee mater, 
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tanta confidcntia estis ?)-partly from the explanatory &y=11Ea1.6-

1rJ7o;, which, as is well known, signifies not "without generation., 
but " without pedigree." 

Now this also points already indirectly at the eternal nature of 
the priesthood of 1\ielchiseclec ; the full proof, hO"wever, is first 
given in the words having neither beginning of clays nor end o.f 
life, but a({H;/.M;JW/.Ll"Jo; os rrji uic;; '7'ou 0Eou. How this is to be ex
plained appears from what has just been said. The individual 
lvielchisedec had, in truth, a beginning and an end of life; but 
of this nothing is recorded in the Pentateuch, and therefore 
David could not refer to it in the 110th Psaln1. It is of in1port
ance to the author that nothing is recorded of 1\ielchisedec's birth 
and death. As he has explained ivithout father ancl iv-ithout 
·m,other by the term ivitlioid genealogy, so no-w he explains having 
neither beginning of days no11 end of life by a~o/JJ01w,1-L~vD;, &c. 
Calvin has already observed with reason that the author does not 
say o/.JJoro;. Melchisedec was not like to Christ, but ,vas repre
sented in a manner like to Christ. But that nothing is recorded 
in the Pentateuch of the beginning and end of l\Ielchisedec's life, 
and that, notwithstanding, l\ielchisedec is acknowledged as a 
priest of God, and that this his priesthood-·without predecessors 
and successors-was set forth by David as a type of the future 
Messianic priesthood-this, again, has properly for our author a 
positive significance. This is to be explained by the antithesi"s to 
the Levitical priesthood). for all these characteristic features of the 
priesthood of 1\i elchisedec are adduced as bearing on the compa
rison ,vith the Levitical priesthood, and in proof of the inferiority 
of the latter. The Levitical priest or high priest beca1ue a priest 
by his birth, and left the priesthood at his death to his son; his office 
,vas, from the nature of him who held it, not a continuing one, 
but one that moved onwards from member to member, and t1u·s 
succession was expressly prescribed and regulated in the laiv. 
,,Then therefore the Psalmist ,vill describe the priestly glory of 
t~1e pro1nised seed, and seeks to concentrate this in a corresponding 
type, he selects not that of a ritual Levitical high priest-one of 
those high priests who, from generation to generation, ceased 
from their office and gave place to each o~her-but that of 1\1:el
chise<lec ,vho, a, ,vas a priest not by formal, legal investment, but 
because his internal character, his qualities of 11 ighteousness and 
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peace i1npelled hi1n to bring sacrifices to God, and to consecrate 
the po,ver of the king by the internal qualities of the priest ; who, 
b, was a priest not by descent but in hiinself; and ,vho therefore, 
c, was not a link in a chain of predecessors and successors, but is 
represented as alone in his order, and thus far as one who con
tinues a priest (yields up his priesthood to no one). 

It is therefore truly no play upon words or artifice of ingenuity, 
but the divine ,visdom and illumination of the Holy Spirit, by 
which our author obtains the inferences ,vhich he builds on those 
particulars in the forn1 under which 1\1:elchisedec is represented 
to us. The vindication of his procedure lies in this, that l\Iel
chisedec does not appear as in himself (Gen. xiv.) a type of 
Christ, but is first stamped as a type of Christ by David in 
Ps. ex., who in this could not certainly refer to all that l\Ie1-
chisedec was, but only to the little that ,vas recorded of 
hin1 in Gen. xiv.-Seeing then that David, ,vhen he ·would 
describe in its highest form the glory of the seed promised to 
hiin, selects not the form of a Levitical high priest, but that of 
l\felchisedec as represented in Gen. xiv., our author 1nust needs 
inquire, ,vherefore and on what grounds this of l\felchisedec 
appeared to the Psahnist the most glorious form, more so than 
that of a Levitica1 high priest. These reasons ,vere not difficult 
to discover. rrhe Levitical high priest ,vas such by investinent, 
altogether apart from his personal character; but the l\tiessiah -n,~as 
to be a high priest ( comp. i. 9, ii. 17, iv. 15) from his o,vn internal 
character, through his personal holiness, co1npassion, righteous
ness, and truth; just as l\Ielchisedec ,vas a high priest through his 
ov?n independent free act and piety. The Levitical high priest 
held his office in virtue of his descent from Levi and Aaron ; the 
l\iessiah was to descend not from Aaron but fro111 David ; like 
l\ielchiseclec he ,vas to stand outside of the hereditary Levitical 
succession of priests. The Levitical high priest n1ust give place 
to a successor ; the 1\1:essiah was to be a priest-king without end 
(2 Sam. vii. ; Psahn ex. 4) ; to this corresponds in l\tf elchisedec 
the circumstance that we are nowhere told of his successor in 
the priestly office. In the manner then in ,vhich the account 
respecting l\ielchisedec is given Gen xiv., lies the reason ,vhy he 
must have appeared to the Psalmist as 1nore exalted than the 
Levitical high priest. None of those li'niitations which were 
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essential to the latter are ascribed to the former. It is precisely 
in the 1nysterious way in ·which the Pentateuch represents hin1 
as en1erging fro1n the darkness, and standing above the theo
cratical race, that ,ve are to seek the ground of that impression 
of 1nore exalted majesty ,vhich induced the Psalmist to set hi1n 
forth as a type or exa1nple of the 'priest-kingly glory belonging to 
the future Messiah. It ,vill, accordingly, be evident that those 
expositors are entirely mistaken who maintain, that the words, 
re1naineth a priest for ever, inti1nate merely that the priestly office 
of Nfelchisedec ·was everlasting. 'I.1he office ·was also, in the case 
of the Leviti·cal high priests, abiding and lasting. No ! the person 
of 1\1:elchiseclec-not precisely his person in its individual reality 
but in the outline of it ,vhich ,vaH presented to the Psahnist
,vore the aspect of a priest ,vhose priesthood had its root in hir,18e~f, 
and 1vho resigned his q_ffece to no successor. The substance of ver. 
1-3 is therefore this : Already the Holy Scriptures of the Old 
Testament ascribe to the Messiah a priesthood ·which, in virtue 
of its internal and external independence and freedom fron1 lin1i
tations, is far superior to the Levitical priesthood. 

Ver. 4-10. A second proof now follo,vs of the superiority of 
the priesthood of lVIelchisedec to the Levitical priesthood. ~I.1his 
second proof is drawn fro1n the incidents in the history of 
J\''Ielchisedec already mentioned casually in ver. 1, s., who '1net 
Abraham, &c. The ,vhole argun1ent in ver. 4-10 moves in the 
form of a sorites. This sorites consists of two principal parts. 
In ver. 4-7, fron1 the circu1nstance that Abraham gave to Mel
chisedec the tenth and received his blessing, it is inferred that 
1\1:elchisedec was superior to Abraham. In ver. 9, 10, fro1n the 
fact that Levi was then yet in the loins of Abraham, it is inferred 
that Levi also ,vas subordinate to Abraham. 

The first part of the sorites will in a scholastico-logical form 
stand thus :-

:i\1aj or: The receiver of tithe and bestower of the blessing is 
superior to the giver of tithe and receiver of the 
blessing. 

l\iinor: But Abraham gave tithe to 1\1:elchisedec and received 
the blessing fro1n hi1n. 

Conclusion:. Therefore l\ielchisedec is superior to Abrahan1. 
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The author does not, ho·wever, '111erely 01nit the conclusion accor-.. 
ding to the fonn of the sorites, and forthwith proceed to the 
second principal part, but he makes the omission of the conclu
sions still 1nore easy by the simple process of placing the major 
after the minor proposition. 

Ver. 4 is the first half of the minor: l\Ielchisedec receiv~cl 
fro1n Abraham the tenth. In ver. 5 a subsidiary remark follows, 
to the effect that Melchiseclec received the tenth from Abraha1n 
in a much 1nore striking and distinguished manner than the 
Levites now receive it fron1 the Jews. In ver. 6 the first half 
of the niinor, enlarged by the antithetical reference to ver. 5, is 
reJJeated, and the second half of the minor.· that l\Ielchiseclec 
blessed Abraham, is added. 

In ver. 7 the 1naJor propositi'on ( already involving the con
clusion) no-w follo,vs the 1ninor; forn1ally, however, it is adduced 
only in reference to the blessing. (The same thing ·wa.s already 
self-evident in reference to the levying of the tithe chiefly fro111 
ver. 5.) 

After it has been sho,vn ~hat Melchisedec is superior to Abra
ha1n, the receiver of the promise, and the progenitor of all the 
Levitical and non-Levitical Je,vs, the author, now glancing 
back to ver. 1-3, makes the transition in ver. 8 to the second 
principal part of the sorites, ver. 9, 10-ver. 9 containing the 
thesis, ver. 10 the proof 

Ver. 4. The particle lH serves si1nply to denote the transi
tion to another subject. "But now observe further." IT~i-.1.%0; 

ho,v great, how highly exalted, namely, in comparison with the 
Levitical high priests. The ; does not serve first to determine 
,vho is meant by ob;-o; ; but o3;-o; refers back,vards to the 
lVIelchisedec na1ned in ver. 1-3, and ; is confirn1atory, cui 
= quum ei. The apposition o r,ra-:-g1agx~~ is, on account of the 
e1nphasis, placed at the end of the period. He ·who, as the 
progenitor of all Israel, also of the Levites,. is superior to Israel 
and to the Levites, nevertheless paid the tenth to l\1elchisedec, 
and thus placed hin1self in a subordinate position to him. This 
finishes the first part of the minor proposition (placed before the 
major in ver. 7). 

Before, ho,vever, the author adds the other part in ver. 6, he 
n1ust first meet an objection. The objector might say, Why is 
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f,'O 1nuch stress laid on the circunistance that :l\ielchisedec took 
tithes? Diel not the Levitical priests also take tithes? The 
author n1ust needs sho-,v, therefore, ,vhat an important difference 
there is between the t,vo cases. He does this in a subsidiary 
ren1ark at ver. 5. He first of all introduces the objection itself 
in the fonn of a restriction, "~ncl indeed the Levites also take 
tithes;" he, ho,vever, at the same time, joins to this restriction 
or concession all the particulars in ,vhich the inferiority of the 
Levites in this respect shows itself, so that he can then forthwith 
set forth, in opposition to this, the higher form of tithe-tal~ing 
in the case of 1\ielchisedec, and ,vith this can, at the san1e tin1e, 
repeat in a more enlarged and 1nore definite form, in the 6th 
verse, the idea of the n1inor proposition of ver. 4. 

VV e 1nust first of all consider 1nore closely the sub.feet: oi 11,ri 
~ ,._, r'""' , \ r .1 j, B I Tl t t i. (3 I • sx. ':"'~Jv u1wv Ami' 'TrJII 1sganw,11 r.a(1,1 avc111':"'s;. 1a 01 ,.ap., a:iovn; 1s 
really the subject, and that the ·words Jx rwv uiwv AstJi° depend 
on Aa11,/3civo11n;, is evident of itself. If oi iil ':"'w11 uiwv Asui" by 
itself ,vere taken as the subject, and '7"~11 hganiav 1.x11,/3a11ovre; as 
a n1ore special cleternrination of tl:ie idea in the predicate, ,ve 
should then obtain the unsuitable sense that the Levites then take 
tithes ·when they receive or enter upon the priesthood. " This, 
however, ,vould not be agreeable to historical fact. With as little 
reason can ·we, with Bleek and others, render thus : those a111ong 
the Levites who receive the priesthood (in opposition to those ,vho 
,vere Levites 1nerely without being priests)-for, accorcling to 
the Mosaic la,v, all Levites received tithe (Lev. xxvii. 30). 
The emphasis rather lies on Aa,1J.,(3a110'.l-:-s;, and the Levites are 
placed in a twofold antithesis to 1\ielchisedec: first, as those ,vho 
,vere descended from Levi; secondly, as those who received the 
priesthood (in virtue of this their descent). "Those ,vho, being 
of the sons of Levi, received the priesthood," stand in opposition 
to l\'.Ielchisedec, who, according to ver. 1-3 was without gene
alogy, and had neither predecessor nor successor; but ,vhose 
priesthood flo,ved independently, as it ,vere, fro1n his own person. 
(So substantially also Reland, Pierce, Wolf.) 

The ,vord Aaµ,(3avovrs~, then, already indicates one point of infe
riority in the Levitical receiving of tithes. A further point of infe
riority is given in the ,vords i~::-oA~v 'ix,ou,11. The Levites received 
by a command the right to lift tithes, and the rest of the Israelites 
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give tithes because they rnust do so. Abraha1n, on the contrary, 
gave tithe to Mclchisedec volitntar-ily. Tliere there was a third 
party ( nan1ely, God) ,vho is superior to the Levites, as well as to 
the rest of the tribes, to whom the tithe properly belonged, and 
,vho assigned it to the Levites. Here it "ras the rersonal dignity 
and majesty of Melchisedec that n1oved Abraham to give tithes. 
The same antithesis is repeated in the ,vords xanx ,;--011 v6p,oY. 

But the author does not overlook the circumstance~ also, that 
the right of the Levites to exact tithes extends only to the 
1.a6;, ,;--0~;-ur-;1 ,;--ou; uo'c1-.~ou;. a~)wv, ,vhile l\'.Ielchiseclec's superiority 
stretches beyond his tribe, even to Abraham, who was quite a 
stranger to hi1n. In like manner, also, that the descent fro1n 
Abraha1n as, on the one hand (in the case of the Levites), it 
confers the right to take tithes, so, on the other hand (in the 
case of those ,vho are not Levites), it does not protect from the 
burden of paying tithes. This latter lies in the "rords, though 
they carne out of the loins of A braha1n. Is Melchisedec, then, 
superior to the progenitor of the race ,vhose me1nbers divide 
themselves into tithe-receivers and tithe-payers, it is therefore 
evident that the right of these latter (the Levites) to take tithes 
is of a far inferior nature to the right of lVIelchisedec. Or, 
in other ,vords: that l\'.Ielchisedec stood higher above Abraham, 
than among his descendants the Levites stand above those who 
are not Levites. The relation 1night be mathen1atically repre
sented thus :-

1\ielchisedec ~ 7" [Abraham ""7' (Levites "7" not Levites)]. 
~l1hen in addition to this, con1es the other difference indicated in 
the ·words ev;-011.1111 and xa;-& 116µ,ov, between the right of the Levites 
to take tithes as a dependent right, and conferred by the la-w
giver, and that of l\1elchisedec as independent and flowing fro1n 
his personal dignity. 

In ver. 6 the other side of the con1parison between Melchi
sedcc and the Levitical priests is presented, and special e1nphasis 
laid on this feature of it that lVIelchisedec received tithes front 
one who, in respect of descent, was connected ,vith hi1n. In 
this the first part of the 1ninor proposi'tion is repeated, but in a 
1nore full and definite fonn. To this is added here the second 
part of the minor proposition-viz. that Abraham, although he 
had rccei vecl from Goel the theocratical pron1ise, was yet lJlessecl 
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of l\ielchiseclec. The designation i;-ov ix,u:i,;-a i;-a; E•;-;ayys1,fu.; 

corresponds in its logical position to the designation o ,;-;a-:-g,ag

xri ~, vcr. 4. At both a r.af•-::Eg might be supplied instead of the 
article. 

In ver. 7 the 1najor 1Jroposition now follo,vs the 1ninor, ancl 
here ,ve do not indeed find both parts of the minor referred ,vith 
scholastic accuracy to corresponding general propositions, but 
only the second part of it, ·which was adduced immediately 
before. " vVithout all contradiction the less is blessed of the 
higher," = he ,vho blesses is ahvays superior to him who is 
blessed. The parallel me1nber: The tithe-receiver is ahvays 
superior to the tithe-giver was so self-evident ( especially after 
,vhat ,vas said from ver. 5 onwards) that the author might safely 
omit it. 

Equally unnecessary was the formal staten1ent of the conclit
sion: Ergo 1'1Ielchisedec is superior to Abraham; and so much 
the 1nore, as he bad placed the 1najor proposition, ,vbich involved 
this conclusion, behind the minor. 

He therefore, in ver. 8, forthwith n1akes the transition to the 
second princi'j_Jal part of the sorites, to the argument, namely 
(for which also he had already prepared the ,vay in ver. 5), that 
if Abraham is inferior to ifelchisedec, so much the n1ore inferior 
to hin1 is Levi. He, however, makes this transition precisely in 
such a way as to introduce an accesso1~y re1nark which connects 
substantially ,vith the accessory reinarks of the 5th verse. 

The idea, namely, that liere (under the Levitical la,v) it is 
dying 1nen ,vho receive tithes, but there, he of whom it is testi
fied that he liveth-this idea fonns no link in the syllogistic 
chain, does not follo,v fron1 ver. 7, and proves nothing for ver. 
8, but is in reality an accessory idea, serving only to lead the 
attention of the reader a,vay fro1n Abraha111 to the Levites. In 
respect of its import, this verse merely points back in a brief 
,vay to ver. 3, and only in this vie,v is it, in general, intelligible. 
If ver. 3 had not gone before, ver. 8 1night then really be so 

I 

understood as if the author there 1neant to ascribe an endless 
]ife to the individital JJfelchisedec (for, ,vith J ustinian, Capellus, 
and others, to consider Christ as the subject of ~n, is 1nere non
sense). But, after what was said in ver. 3 (as in the main Bleek 
also has rightly perceived), (Mzgrugo{p,Ho; 0'7"1 ,n can be nothing 
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else than a concise representation of the idea : /.J.,'l)'Ts agx~11 
~p,sgwv P.-';/.s ~vJ~; ':'£11.0; 'l7.,c,Jv, and is therefore to be explained thus: 
'' Of whom only his life is recorded, not his death" (Bleek) ; 
or, in other ,vords: it is again not the individual Melchisedec 
who has the testimony that lie liveth., but it is again the typical 
figure of l\Ielchisedec, as it appeared to the eye of the Psalmist 
in the frame·work of Gen. xiv. Ver. 8, therefore, contains 
n<?thing new, but n1erely re1ninds the reader of the· inferiority of 
the Levitical priesthood, already shown at ver. 3, and this ,vith 
the vie,v, as has been already observed, merely of turning in thiR 
,vay the attention o_f the reader from Abraham to the tribe of 
Levi. 

Ver. 9, 10. In these verses we have now the second princ,ipal 
part of the sor,ites itself. In ver. 9 a thesis is laid down, a minor 
proposition to ·which the major proposition of the foregoing syllo
gism implicitly contained in ver. 7 (the tithe-receiver is superior 
to the tithe-giver) stands directly related ; na1nely, the minor pro
position: Levi also in a certain sense paid tithes to lVIelchisedec; 
so that here, neither the major proposition nor the conclusion 
needed to be specially adduced. In ver. 10 the minor proposition 
of ver. 9 is proven. The words in both verses are perfectly clear. 
In the mode of reasoning, however, many co1nmentators have, 
with a greater or less display of 1nerriment, found here a.gain a 
thoroughly crass specimen of the rabbinical manner of interpre- • 
tation and reasoning, while others again ( as Olshauscn, Bleek) 
have sought to vindicate this reasoning by viewing it merely as 
an '' argu1nentatio ad homine1n directed against the J e,Yish 
esti1nation of 1nere bodily descent" (which might properly be 
called cleductio ad absurdum), and thus to defend it against the 
charge of unsuitableness. Even Olshausen thinks that this argu
ment is " not to be understood literally, and that the author 
means to indicate this by ~J; 1'ho; slr;:sJV;" but how then is it to be 
understood ?-r~l1he argun1ent would indeed be rabbinical, if the 
author had inferred from Levi's being still in the loins of Abraham 
that Levi participated in Abraha1n's giving tithes considered as 
an indiv1idual act of .Abraliarn. For example, it ,vould be strange 
and absurd ,vere I to reason thus: "The Margrave George of 
Brandenburg ,vith great courage protected the Refonnation in 
Baireuth; but Frederic \i'lilliam IV. was then in the loins of 
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George, therefore Frederic vVilliam IV. "rith great courage 
protected the Reformation in Baireuth." Our author, on the 
contrary, infers from the fact that Levi was then in the loins of 
.,..'\ .. braha1n ( i.e. let it be observed, that neither Levi, nor Isaac, nor 
Jacob ,vere at that time begotten-for so soon as Isaac ,va.s 
begotten Levi was no longer in Abrahan1's loins) only this, that 
the legal relation in ·which Abraham placed hiinself to Melchisedec 
held good also with reference to Levi. That he does not mean 
an absolute participation by Levi in the paying of tithes, but only 
such a participation in a certain sense, not a participation in the 
act as such, but only in the results and legal consequences of it, 
seems to me to be indicated by the clause w; ;,;;-o, Eli;rE7v ,vhich is 
added to OEOEY.a:;-t1Jr-a1. He therefore take8 care not to say of 
Levi osi:.a .. 17 11 fchJitE11, and purposely makes use of the passive 
o~o:r.aTw:-a,. In this vie,v the argument is fully justified. If, 
for example, I obtain the freedo1n of the city of Ham burgh, and 
have already a son arrived at majority, 1ny invesfanent with this 
right ,Yill not affect the position of this son ; on the other hand, 
those of 1ny children ·who are still minors, and those whom I may 
afterwards beget, participate in this right of citizenship which I 
have acquired. Or, if the !(night of I(ronenburgh has placed 
himself in subjection to the Duke of Nassau as vassal, his already 
grown up and independent son does not participate in this act, 
but the children ,vho are begotten after this act of subjection 
n1ust acknowledge the sovereignty of the Duke of Nassau. So 
also here. If, at the period referred to in Gen. xiv., Isaac had 
been an independent man, he would have had a right to say to 
his father: You may, if it pleases you, subject yourself to this 
nielchiseclec; that does not affect me; I am free. Isaac, ho,vever, 
,vas not begotten until after Abraham had entered into this rela
tion of subjection. vVith perfect justice, therefore, is the inference 
drawn from the dependent character of the descendants to their 
participation in the act.of subjection. Of course, however, it is 
not an outward political relation of subjection that is here 1neant 
(for such could only be spoken of, if the posterity of Abraham 
had continued all along to be. subjects of the Amoritic kings of 
Salem), but an ideal subordination of the theocratical race to the 
priestly f onn of lvlelchisedec.1 

1 Strange to say, many commentators have found a difficulty in this, that, 
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In ver. 11-19 ,ve have the second train of thought in this 
section. In ver. 1 ~ 10 the priesthood of l\1elchisedec was 
con1pared ,vith the Levitical, and the inferiority of the latter 
de1nonstrated. In ver. 11-19 the author de1nonstrates, as a 
further inference from this, the i1npe1fection and inco1n1Jleteness, 
not of the Levitical priesthood alone, but also of the JJfosaical laiv. 

Here, again, the ideas of the writer move in the form of sorites. 
Ver. 11 involves the ne,v thesis: in the Levitical priesthood there 
,vas no 7's°AsfoJ'1JC;. This, however, is not laid do,vn formally as a 
thesis, but the transition is made in the follo,ving manner. In 
ver. 1-10 had been already shown the inferiority of the Levi
tical priesthood. In ver. 11 the author no,v says: Ho,v too could 
this be otherwise ? If a -rs1.sfwf11; had been given by the Levitical 
}Jriesthood, then in general there had been no necessity for that 
pro1nise of another priest, a priest after the order of Melchisedec. 
He thus shapes the ne,v thesis into the form of an argument. 
And as in ver. 1-10 he dre,v inferences from the import of the 
prophecy Ps. ex., so here, he draws an inference from the fact of 
its existence. He then in ver. 12 adduces a collateral argu-
111ent, or rather he again disposes of an objection (just as abo_ve 
at ver. 5). He has conceded in parenthesi ver. 11, that the 
Levitical priesthood forms the inner basis of the l\1osaical la,v ; 
fro1n this the inference might have been drawn: by so much the 
111ore must the Levitical priesthood be perfect ; for the law is 
perfect. This objection the author in ver. 12 removes by the 
explanatory remark that, vi·ce versa, fi·om the imperfection of the 
priesthood follows that also of the la,v. ·In this, however, there 
is i1nplicitly contained a second thesis, ver. 12. 

This second _thesis: tlw J11osaical laiv has no JJerfection, is 
proven in ver. 13-19. (For the first thesis there lay already 
an argument in ver. 11.) 

A, Ver. 13. The 1\1:essiah is High Priest, and yet not of the 
tri'be of Levi ( consequently the Messianic idea as such 
involves a going beyond the law). 

Proof: a, Ver. 14. The lt istorical fact : Jesus was of the 
tribe of J ucla. • 

,Jesus, as the descendant of David and Abraham, must also have stood below 
l\'.Iclchiscdec. Did Jesus then proceed from the loins of a. human father ? 
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b, Ver. 15-17. The cliristological necessity. 
l\fajor. Ver. 15 : the :rv1essiah was to be a priest 

after the order of Melchisedec. 
l\1inor, Ver. 17: Melchisedec is a priest for 

ever. 
Conclusion, Ver. 16: the Messiah must not be 

born according to the law of the flesh. 
B Ver. 18, 19. Fron1 the fact that the la,v could be abro

gated, it follows that it was imperfect. 
Ver. 11. Ei with the Imp. expresses the abstract possibility of 

a case already 1..,iown as not actual. "If perfection ,vere." As 
the logical intermediate member between ver. 10 and 11, the 
idea supplies itself: "It follows that the Levitical priesthood ,vas 
also imperfect. And how naturally! For if, &c." 'Iagwa-uv'I), 
also in ver. 12, denotes originally the priestly condition, the 
priestly office, the priestly dignity, while i1:garEfa denotes ori
ginally the service to be performed by the priests. But in this 
chapter ( comp. ver. 5 and 12) both words are used promiscuously 
to denote the priestly condition as a ·whole-person, office, and 
service taken together. The expression re"Aefw<11; n II o,c'G is pur
posely of a quite general character ; it denotes not the per
fected atonement nor the perfected sanctification, but, quite 
generally, the completion of the saving acts and saving ways of 
Goel, i.e., of the theocracy. 

The. parenthesis o ,.ao; yag, &c., serves to explain how some 
1night be led to see in the Levitical priesthood the completion of 
the theocracy. Upon the basis of this priesthood the people 
received their law. 'E1r' aur~; is the reading in A.B.C.D.E. 
Cyr. and the cursory manuscripts ; in like manner, Grotius, 
Lachmann, Bleek; i'7."' aurff is less authorised, and yields the 
trifling sense that the people received their law with the priest
hood, i.e., either contemporaneously ,vith it (Erasmus, Luther, 
Calvin, Beza, &c.), or over and above the priesthood (Gerhard, 
Bengel, Limborch, &c. Wolf, Storr, and others, interpret the 
J ,;:-J " on condition of the existence of a priesthood," which is 
equally unsuitable, grammatically and in point of fact). If ,ve 
adopt the reading 1:-ri' au•6i;, then e'iii is c. gen., and used in the 
same way as at ix. 17; 1 Cor. ix. 10," "upon it," "upon its basis." 
The Levitical priesthood, although considered externally and in 

p 
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respect of ti1ne, it ,vas first instituted in the law and through the 
lalv, yet formed, internally, the basis and presupposed condition 
i'n the giving of the la,v, nay, for the giving of the law. In the 
giving of the law ; for the entire plan and arrangement of it rests 
on the la,v of worship, on the representation of the people before 
God by the priests, and like,vise all its other ordinances are most 
closely connected with the institution of the Levitical priesthood. 
For the giving of the law ; inasn1uch as this la-w ,vas necessary 
only to awaken within the Israelites a sense of their need of a 
priestly representation before God ; in itself the Mosaical law 
was not necessary, but only a pedagogical preparatory step 
correlative with the period of the Levitical priesthood. Son1e, 
therefore, n1ight be led to infer, from the i1nportant part ,vhich 
the LeYitical priesthood plays in the Thorah, that the Levitical 
priesthood ,vas certainly complete in itself, in like manner as the 
Thorah ,vas considered as perfect by the J e,vs. On this latter 
supposition, and the inquiry vvhether a ,;-,i .. sfoJG1; was given by 
the laiv, the author does not yet enter here, but, in the first 
place, proves his first thesis-that no perfection ,vas given by 
the Levitical pr£esthood-altogether independently of the other 
supposition; and he proves this simply by sho,vin_g, that other
wise there ,vould assurelliy have been no promise of another 
priest, ,vho should be a priest not after the order of Aaron, but 
of Melchisedec. The construction of the passage is as follo,vs : 
'I,, ,, , tl • , \ \ '/;; -:\, "\ ~· , , 0 ' 

,; c'l'I x,g,ICI.,, s-:-,gov ,egEa 7..CJ..'T(,l, <;'1)11 i;-asJII lrl,r,xlucu:¼ (,l,IIJ(JTa6 w, xa, 

( au;-011) (JU xara 7'~11 ',"(,l~JV 'Aagw11 i.ey,60a, ; vVhat necessity ,voulcl 
there in that case have been, that another priest should arise after 
the ordc1· of Melchisedec, " and that he" ( = "this one") should 
not be called after the order of Aaron? (Schleusner and others take 
1.E1 ,u0w unnaturally in the sense of "to be chosen." Luther, 
B & t , I/ , ., " 0 Cl t , , , aun1garten, Tc., cons rue: <;'/f ET/ i(,gEJa, i-..=r=6 w· engCJ11 1:g,a Cl,1116-

0 \ \ I.,, l\11' "\ ~\ ' , \ 'A I t i;-a6 aJ 'X-ara 'T1)11 i;-at;;,111 ie11.x16W:¼ Xa1 OiJ Xa-ra, 'T. ':', agw11, a COnS rUC-

tion ,vhich necessarily presupposes a very unnatural arrangement 
of the w0rds.) That xai i-..sys6Bx, stands for o; i-..Ey,-rw, ,vill explain 
,vhy the author-having o; i-..~ys:rw in his mind-has put (JLJ for //Jr;. 

In ver. 12 the author now proceeds to obviate the objection 
contained in the parenthesis of ver. 11. Will some infer fron1 
the perfection of the la,v that the Levitical priesthood, which 
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stood so closely connected ,vith the la,v, ,vas also perfect? He 
infers, vice versa, fro1n the iinperfcction of the priesthood, that 
the la,v also ,vas imperfect. As a proof of the iinperfection 
of the former, he has just adduced in ver. 11 the fact, that the 
Levitical priesthood ,vas to be superseded by one after the order 
of l\felchisedec, and no,v he proceeds to say: '' But ,vhero the 
priesthood changes, there of necessity also the law changes." 
This, however, involves the assertion that the la-w also ivas irnper-
fect, as a seconcl or auxiliary thesis; and this is no,v in ver. 
13-19 circumstantially proven. 

Ver. 1:3-17 forms, as has just been said, the first principal 
part of the proof. In ver. 13 we have the argurnent, that he of 
,vho1n this was said (namely, the pron1isc 1nentionecl in ver. 11 
of a priest after the order of l\felchisedec) ivas member of 
another tribe (than the tribe of Levi), a tribe none of the n1en1-
bers of ,vhich had ever anything to do with the altar. The 
words are clear. ri1he author does not say: It is prophesied in 
the Olcl Testament of the 1\.fcssiah, that he should be of another 
tribe, but he si1nply lays down in ver. 13 the fact, that he to 
,vhon1 that prediction applied-therefore the }fessiah-'was of 
another tribe. Not till ver. 14 and ver. 15-17, does he sepa
rate the fact of the fulfilment from the prophetical christological 
necessity. In ver. 13 he still mentions merely the fact of the 
case viewed as a ,vhole. The l\fessiah, the Son of Davicl ( conse
quently, one ,vho ,vas not a Levite ), was to be priest. Thus a 
priesthood out of the tribe of Levi ,vas ordained. A passing 
beyond the la,v, a fLsr6.0srr,r; v6µou, ,vas therefore predicted. 

, That Jesus is he of ichom these things are spoken, the author 
does not prove, and needs not to prove. His readers did not 
doubt that Jesus was the Messiah ; the question only ,va8, 
·whether by this l\Iessiah the Old Testament cultus ,vas abo
lished, or ,vhether it still continues.1 

In ver. 14 the author, by ,vay of confirming what is said in ver. 
13, appeals to the manifest historical fact that " our Lord" ( so 
h~ evidently designates Jesus as the historical person) " sprang 

1 I cannot understand how even Bleck (ii. 351) should still deny this grnnd 
practical aim of the whole }Jpistlc to the I-Icbrews. 
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from the tribe of Judah." Those therefore are altogether wrong, 
·who find in our passage a proof that the Christians had first 
inferred from the prophecy of the Messiah's descent from 
David, that Jesus must certainly have sprung from the tribe of 
Judah. No ! the author introduces this inference first in ver. 
15-17, after having previously in ver. 14 laid it down as a 
1nanifest fact not of the Xg1<1rd;, of the l\iessiah, but ( as Bleek 
also rightly perceives) of " Our Lord," of the person of the Lord 
and Master historically known to the Christians, that he "has 
sprung" from Judah ( ai'arE'TaA,cev perfect). vVe have here 
therefore rather a most significant proof, that the descent of Jesus 
fron1 the tribe of J uclah ,vas a well and universally known fact 
before the destruction of Jerusalem. In the same years in which 
the Gospels of ~iark and Luke were written, the descent of Jesus 
from David was already universally known. 

IIgoorJAov is stronger than o~Aov. A~Aov is what lies open and 
manifest, r,:g6orJAov is what lies conspicuously manifest among 
other manifest things.-' Ava'TEA/1.1:111 is a term. techn. for the rising 
of the sun ; also in Luke i. 78 the expression avaToAn is used of 
the birth of Jesus. In the words el; nv <puA~v, &c., it is again 
emphatically repeated that, according to the law, the tribe of 
Judah had no right to the office of the priesthood. The author 
here delicately expresses in the form of a litotes, the. strict prolii-

. bition laid on all who were not Levites from serving as priests: 
"In reference to which tribe Moses has said nothing of a priest
hood." 

In ver. 15-17 the author shows that the Messiah, as he was 
in fact not a Levite, so in accordance with the prediction could 
not be a Levite. He adds the christological necessity to the 
historical reality. In proof of the former, he might simply have 
appealed to the predictions of the Messiah's descent from David, 
already n1entioned in the preceding chapters; but his r.anner is 
not to grasp at what lies nearest and ,vhat every reader must 
himself have been able to say. He goes deeper. He proves in 
ver. 15-17, not merely that the Messiah must in respect of his 
humanity spring fro1n David ( this was already implied in ver. 
13), but that it follows fro1n the nature of the priesthood of l\'.Iel
chisedec, that the Messiah 1nust be born, rin general, not according 
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lo the laiv of a carnal c01nniand1nent, but according to the power 
of an indestructible life. 

The sentence beginning with si cannot, of course, fonn the 
subject to xaTaOrJAov fo·T,, as £1 cannot stand for o,;-,; equally un
necessary and unjustifiable is it arbitrarily to invent a subject 
to r..aTao11A6v ( as is done for example by Oecumenius, Limborch, 
Tholuck, Bleek, &c.: "that, with the priesthood, the law also is 
abrogated, is so much the more manifest," &c.); all that we have 
to do is simply to bring down from ver. 14 the clause s;, J~ 
• fouoa &va,;-~ui,AxEv, &c. That Jesus sprang from Judah is already 
in itself an aclcnowledged fact ( ver. 14) ; but this is all the more 
manifest, as (ver. 15) it follows from Christ's priesthood being 
after the order of l\1elchisedec, that he coilld not be born r..a~a 
116~011. This reference is drawn syllogistically. From the major 
proposition, ver. 15, the conclusion is directly dra,vn in ver. 16, 
and then, in ver. 16, the minor ,vhich connects the t-wo is added 
in the form of an explanation. 

The major proposition, ver. 15, is clear; it is a mere repetition 
I 

of the prediction already adduced in ver. 11. In the idea ,vhich 
logically forms the n1inor premiss, ver. 17, the emphasis lies 
on sl; Tov alwva. Therefore the inference f ollo,vs from the nature 
of the Messianic priesthood (its being after the order of 1\1:el-, 

chisedec), that the lVIessiah must be born according to the poiver 
of an· , indestructible life, because the el~ Tov alwva belongs to 
the characteristics of that priesthood of Melchisedec.-Is nov, 

the conclusion thus made good?. Does the word oSiy',, Ps. 
ex., form really the tertium comparationis in which the future 
heir of David is to agree with lVIelchisedec ? No ; tert. comp. 
lies rather in the union of the priestly ,vith the kingly power. 
But neither (as Bleek thinks, ii. p. 62) has our author by any 
means adduced the el~ To~· alw'.la as a tert. comp., but only as 
an inference which appeared to the Psahnist to follo,v, and ( as 
is proven in ver. 1-3) must follo,v, from the general idea of 
a priest like to l\ielchiseclec. The pro1nised posterity ,vhich ,vas 
described to David, and was conceived of by him as a JJriest
king, and therefore as a Melchiseclcc-like figure, could not for 
this very reason be, like a Levitical high priest, a single mem
ber of a genealogically connected series of priests, but, as the 
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only one of his kind excluding every possibility of succession, 
1nust consequently appear as holding his office for ever. 

Ver. 16 contains the conc]usion ,vhich follows from the 
everlasting duration of the lV(essianic priesthood. He who, dif
ferently from the Levitical priests, is to remain a priest for ever, 
1nust have been 1nade a priest differently from the Levitical 
priests. The latter ,vere 1nade priests according to the la"r of a 
fleshly con11nandment. zagx,xd; (good ancient manuscripts here, 
and in other passages, have the form <1agx,116;, ,vhich, ho,vever, 
in like manner as the reading in the received version, forms 
the antithesis to r.:vw/1.,ar:-,r.6r;, so that no difference is thus made 
out in the sense) is not to be understood as designating the 
cornn1andment in so far as, in Tespect of its in1port, it refers to 
bodily descent (Theodoret, Grotius, Li1nborch, Tholuck, Bleek); 
for then those l\1essianic prophecies ·which say that the l\fessiah 
was to descend fron1 David had also been fleshly ! The tern1 
is rather to be explained ( as already Carpzov and ICuinoel rightly 
pcrGcived) from the antithetical word aY.ar:-a1-.u,o;. The passage 
contains a threefold antithesis; 06va~1; is antithetical to 1/0/M>;, 

~")'1 to e~'r:-oAn, and axwraAuTo; to a'agi!-1%6;. The meaning of these 
antithesis ,ve shall best be able to explain by the following 
questions : a, Ho,v did the Levitical priest originate ? First, 
and in general, according to a la-w ,vhich ordained that the 
posterity of Aaron should he priests, whatever might be their 
inward character and qualifications. How ,vas the Messiah 
n1ade priest? Independently of the law, nay, contrary to the la,v 
(ver. 13, 14), purely in virtue of the poiver ,vhich dwelt within 
hi111 personally, ,vhich entitled and qualified him to represent 
n1en before God.-b, vVhat ,vas the nature of that la,v ?-It ap
peared as a single external statute, an Jvr:-oAn. Ho,v did that 
a6va1.uc; sho,v itself? As a ~w~, as direct po,ver and actuality of 
life.-c, vVhat was the character of that lvr:-o"An ? It belonged 
to that 11edagogicnl preparatory stage ,vhich had as yet nothing 
to do with the irnplanting of spiritual life in man ,vho was dead 
through sin, but only with the setting up of out,vard barriers 
against sin, and ,vith types of salvation for the. natural, carnal 
1nan. (This is the meaning of a'agr.1x6;, co1np. Gal. iii. 3.) What, 
on the other hand, is the character of that ~w~ ? Indissoluble, 
-i.e., possessing in itself the power of perpetuity. In the one 
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case, therefore, that separation of n1en fr0111 their l\Iaker, in which 
the divine being appears to man only outivarclly in the forn1 of 
.fixed co1n1nand11ient ·without entering into in,varcl fello,vship with 
him ( comp. chap. iv. 2), still continues; in the other case, on the 
contrary, God has united himself ,vith man, implanted hin1self 
within man as the beginning and beginner of a ne,v life, inas
n1uch as he has assumed the nature of 111en, and sho,vn hi1nself 
to be the true and perfect high priest, inas1nuch as he proved his 
divine po"rer in his vicarious sufferings, and in the victory of the 
resurrection. 

In ver. 18, 19, the author now draws fron1 the proposition laid 
do,vn in ver. 12 and proven in ver. 13-17-viz. that the l\fosaic 
la,v ,vas destined to be annulled by the J\iessiah-this last infer
ence: that this la,v was a mere pedagogical preparatory stage, 
and therefore not the final perfect consu1n1nation of the divine 
revelations. The mode of argumentation is retrogressive. That 
a&fr'lia-,;, the actual fact of ,vhich was ·already shown in ver. 
13-17, is explained only on the presupposition of the a0'0HE; xal 

al'~J~=i,e;. The author n1ight have logically connected in the 
scholastic form the separate ideas of ver. 18, 19, in the following 
,vay: "But (atqui oi11) no,v the annulling of a co1n1nanclrnent 
only then takes place vd1en the com1nanclment in question has 
shown itself to be weak and 'unprofitable. Consequently ( ergo, 
flga), that la,v must have been ,veak and unprofitable, must have 
left its task unfinished, and must only have been an introclitction 
to a better hope." But, as always in such cases of reasoning in 
this inverted order, he despises this scholastico-pedantic fonn, 
and chooses the easier form of the explicative ycig. 

The principal _sentence and the last inference lies in the word8 
, ~' ' , .... / • , , \ ~ \ I , i. , ~ At 

OUUE!I ,ag E7"cf..EIWO'H O Vu/JJO;, Et;;EJO'aywy'"IJ U xgEl':'TO!IO; E/\7.'/UO;. 

i.-7.Eiua1 CJJ1~ we have not to supply 7/11s-:-u, fro1n ver. 18 ( as is 
done by Theocloret, Luther, Gerhard, Bengel, Tholuck, Ble~k, 
Olshausen, and others) ; for the ,vorcls, in respect of their irnport, 
form no antithesis to &0~'T1-Ju1; p.,h ,ag 1,~s,;-a,-(what sort of anti
thesis ,voulcl this be : " An annulling of a law is ,vont" to take 
place only on account of the ,veakness and unprofitablenessJ of 
that la,v ; but an introduction of a better hope takes place." -
Nothing is said as to how or "·hy this introduction takes place !) 
Nor are ,ve to supply sni.sfoJosv (with Schlichting, 1\'.lichaelis, 
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Semler, Ernesti, and others), for then, first of all, the article 
1nust have stood before frrs1'5aywyr;, and further, it is not possible 
that a r;-iAS1CJJu1; can have been effected by the introduction to a 
hope. The right construction is that ,vhich supplies at f'i'is1uaywyi;, 

either n V (Eras1nus, Vatable, Calvin, &c.), so that E'i'iSJuay(JJY'IJ be
comes predicate to v6p.,o;, or sysvs,o o/ auro[J (v6µnu ),-" the law 
has made nothing perfect, but an introduction was given through 
it to a better hope." That the omission of such a verb is not 
elegant Greek is of s1nall 1noment; the supposition that our 
author, who usually ,vrites correctly, has here again written with 
somewhat less care, must always be more tolerable than a con
struction ,vhich yields a senseless idea. 

Something negative and something positive, therefore, is 
affirmed of the la,v. The negative is: ouoh frs°AF.iwrsv. Ouofv 

is not here in the sense of ouofva, as Theophylact and others have 
supposed. What is here said is, not that the particular individual 
could. not be led to perfection by the law, but that the la,v in 
every respect opened up and imposed a number of problems 
,vithout solving any one of them. It set up in the decalogue the 
ideal of a holy life, and yet gave no power to realise this ideal ; 
it a,vakenecl, by means of its la,v of sacrifice, the consciousness 
of the necessity of an atonement, and yet could provide no true 
valid offering for sin ; it held forth in the institutions of the 
priesthood the necessity of a representation of the sinner before 
God, and yet it gave no priest who ·was able to save men d; ro 

'iTallrs"1.s; (as it is said, ver. 25). In short, "it left everything 
unfinished."-But one thing the la,v did accomplish; those who 
submitted to its rebuke, and did not allow then1selves to be 
seduced into the base and delusive hope of a pharisaical self
righteousness, ,vere led on by it to the better hope through 
,vhich ,ve (Christians) come nigh to God (in truth). This is 
the positive thing which is affirmed of the law in the words ; .. r.s1ua

ywyri, &c. 
• Ver. 20-28. In these verses we have the third part of this 

section. It ,vas shown in ver. 1-10 that the priesthood of 
l\1elchiscdec, ,vhich was represented in Ps. ex. as the type of the 
1V[essianic priesthood, is more exalted than the Levitical. In 
ver. 11-19 it was proven that this Levitical priesthood, together 
with the l\-iosaic law so closely connected with it, ,vas destined 
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to find its end and its abolition as an imperfect preparatory stage 
in the l\'.Iessiah. In ver. 20-28 it is no,v sho,vn that Jesus the 
l\iessiah, in opposition to the i1nperfect Levitical priesthood and 
lVIosaic law, is the perfect priest of a new and perfect covenant. 
r_rhe mention of the imperfection of the Mosaic law, ver. 19, leads, 
by an easy transition, to this new thought. 

In ver. 20 and 22 we have the principal sentence : " Inas
much as Jesus (was n1ade a surety) by an oath, insomuch was 
he made a surety of a better covenant ( or, insomuch is the cove
nant, ,vhose surety he ,vas made, a better covenant). There are 
here (just as at chap. ii. ver. 18, also ver. 17, chap. iii. 3) three 
members of a syllogism brought together in one sentence. The 
idea expressed in a strictly logical form would run thus: A cove
nant, "rhose surety has been 111ade a surety by an oath, is better than 
a covenant in ,vhich this is not the case. Now Jesus ,vas made 
such by an oath, but not so the Levitical priest. Therefore, &c:' 
The minor proposition implicitly contained in ver. 20 and 22, is 
now further explained and confirmed by the parenthesis in ver. 
21. Let us first look at ver. 20 and 22. 

Only the tenns o:acJr;xri and lyyuo; need here any explana
tion. ~,a0rJx11, from 01a,;-f0f<50a,, has in classic Greek the 
signification testct1nent, last ivill; then also the further sig
nification contract; hence also covenant, also foundation, insti
tution. If now we consider that the LXX. al 'r~ays renders 
by o,a0fJx,rJ the fully developed Old rrestament religious idea 
n'i:i, it will be evident that the Greek o,a0rJ%rJ must also 

have developed itself into a .fixed dogmatical idea, and that, 
consequently, whenever the ,vord occurs in a religious con
nection in the writings of Jews and Christians, we must, as a 
matter of course, take it in this sense as = n'1:l, covenant. It 

1nay appear as if the context imperiously forbids this interpreta
tion in the passage before us. This, however, is by no means 
the case; on the contrary, the mention of a surety is strongly in 
favour of the rendering by " covenant," and against that by 
" testan1ent." For it is no,vhere the custom for a testator to 
appoint a surety for the actual fulfiln1ent _of his last will ; he 
him.self is the surety for this, if, of course, he does not retract his 
will before his death, and he gives no security that he will not 
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do this. On the other hand, "'hen two parties enter into a 
covenant-agree1nent, in which the one party binds himself to an 
act ·which is not to be perfonned till so1ne future tin1e, there is 
then son1e reason in his appointing a surety ,vho 1nay give secu
rity in his person that the thing promised shall be truly and 
rightly performed. Luther, Bohme, Bicek, &c., "rould hardly 
have allo,ved the1nselves to be n1isled into the rendering "testa
ment," had they not believed that the signification '' covenant" 
,voulcl not correspond ,,ith a subsequent passage of this epistle 
(ix. 16), as, indeed, Bleek ii. p. 390 has quite frankly confessed. 
vVe must, ho,vever, interpret our passage in the sense in ,vhich 
alone eYery reader could understand it, who reads the epistle 
onwards fi·on1 the beginning, 'and not in the reverse ,vay. vVe 
,vi11 then have to deal with the subsequent passage in its proper 
place. 
, "Eyyuo; clenon1. fro1n eyyu~ sponsio, signifies s1)onsor, fide
jussor. Christ is called a surety here, not because he had stood 
before God as surety ( that is, as the vicarious fulfiller of that 
,vhich men ought to have perfonnecl), so Calov, Gerhard~ 
Crarner, &c., but (so Schlichting, Grotius, Olshausen, &c.), 
because God on his part gave him to the human race as a surety 
for the actual fulfihnent of his covenant promise. For this, and 
this alone, is ,vhat is spoken of in the context. Because God 
has made hi1n a surety by an oath, he is therefore the surety of 
a better covenant. (Con1p. the similar idea in chap. vi. 
17, 18, ,vhere it is said that God hiniself interposed as fide
jussor between himself and men. )-The author here, with good 
reason, calls Jesus not /L~df'Tri; but iyy;;o;. Fro111 the fact, 
that God confirmed ,vith an oath the promise that he ·would 
send a niediator or founder of a covenant, it follows only that 
such a 1nediator would come, and that such a covenant ,vould, in 
general, take place, but not that this covenant ~1as already taken 
place, and ,vill continue for ever. Has Goel s,vorn, on the other 
hand, that he will appoint a surety ?-i.e., a guarantee for the 
niaintenrpice of the covenant-the permanent validity of the 
covenant itself has been thereby guaranteecl.-In ho,v far God 
has pro1nised to appoint a surety .for the eve1·lasting rriaintenance 
of the covenant to be established, is no,v shown in the paren
thesi'.s, ver. ~1. The subject is oi /IJ~v o ce, the Levitical priest and 
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Jesus. The lVlessiah, Jesus, has been 111adc priest ( con1p. vi. 16, 
ss.) by an oath of Gocl-i.e., God pro1niscd and swore that the 
l\Iessiah should be a priest according to the order of l\1elcbiscc1cc. 
The descendants of Aaron ,vcre constituted priests in quite a 
different way, nan1ely, in consequence, and by 1neans of the 
carrying out of a simple, ordinary legal co1n1nand. If, then, 
God has, by that promise on oath, sworn that a priest-king after 
the order of l\1elchisedcc ( consequently eternal, comp. ver. 1-3, 
and vcr. 17), should stand as representative bet,veen him and the 
people, he has thereby clearly pron1ised, not 1nerely one who shall 
set up a covenant, but one who shall set up and everlastingly 
niaintain the covenant-a surety. 

Ver. 23-25. As the superiority of the new covenant is mani
fest in the appointment of a surety by an oath, so also does it 
further appear in ,vhat is closely connected with this,-the un
changeablcness of the New Testament priest as compared ·with 
the change of the Levitical priests. Ver. 23-25 is, in its 
position as ,vell as in its fonn ( oi f.L~v-o oi-), parallel with ver. 
2-1 ; ver. 21 contains a first, Yer. 23-25 a second illustration of 
,vhat is said in ver. 22: that Jesus is the surety of a better 
covenant.-o; /1.,5~-o os is again '.the subject. Elcri 1syov6n; is 
the copula of ol /.L~"J, ,vhile hgs,; is predicate, and '7.'··Asfov:; a n1ore 
special dctennination of the subject. (Not: they were made 
several priests, but: they, as being 1nore than one, "rerc n1adc 
priests, i.e., they ,verc made priests in their plurality.) The 
author docs not, however, allude here to the circu1nstance, that 
coteniporarily with the high priest there ·were also a num bcr of 
subordinate priests ; he has, up to this point, taken no notice of 
this difference bet,veen the ordinary priests and the high priests, 
hut rather views the entire Levitical priesthood ( the h;(J1uuvri, 

ver. 11) as a whole, in con1parison with the priesthood of 1\fclchi
sedec, although, of course, all that is. said of the Levitical 
priesthood applies also and pre-eniinently to the Levitical high 
priest. For this very reason, however, the <;'il-.~fovs; here refers 
not to those several priests ,vho existed siniultaneoitsly ,vith the 
high priest, but ( as appears fro1n the words o,a -cro xwf.6SG0a,, &c.) 
to the successive phua1ity of priests who fol1o,ved one another 
(and chiefly high priests). The priesthood of Christ, on the 
contrary, is, according to ver. 1-3 and ver. 17, a•-;;a.gu{3a7o;, 
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such as cannot pass to a successor, because he ever lives. On 
the one side, we see the weakness of mortality, on the other, the 
power of an endless life)· comp. what is said in ver. 16. 

From this no,v proceeds the inference, ver. 25, that Christ, 
because he ever lives, is able to save to the uttermost all ·who 
co111e to the Father through him. Ei; r;o r,;-avnt-.s; does not signify 
" evern1ore," but " to completeness," i.e., perfectly ; it forms, both 
in its ety1nology and its place in the context, the precise antithesis 
to the ·words ver. 19, the la1v m.ade nothing perfect. There is 
still another inference dra ,vn from the ever liveth; Christ is 
therefore able to make intercession for them. ( El; c. inf. need 
not be understood in a final sense, comp. 2 Oor. viii. 6 ; Rom. 
vi. 12 ; ,viner Gram1n. § 45, 6.) 'E!!Tuyxchs,v is a genuine 
Pauline term, con1p. Ro1n. viii. 34 ; to appear in the stead ot 
another, in order to represent his interests, at the san1e time 
taking upon one's-self his guilt. 

In ver. 2G, 27 the author proceeds no,v, in conclusion, to state 
·what was properly the material difference bet\veen Christ ancl the 
Leviti9al priesthood, inasmuch as he shows wherein lay the ouo~v 

ir;st-.sfwrsv of the one, and the fi; -ro 'i."avrsAEG of the other. He 
states, in a concise and condensed f onn, the principal points of 
difference between the person and the o,,ffece of both high priests, 
and thus the difference bet,veen the t-wo covenants. 

Kai E'i."gsrrsv, he says, and thus ver. 2G, 27, connects itself ,vith 
ver. 24, 25, in the sa1ne way as ver. 15-17 ·with ver. 14. ·As, 
in ver. 14, the fact of the non-Levitical descent of Jesus ,vas 
laid down, and in ver. 15-17 the christological necessity for 
this, so in ver. 24, 25, the fact of the singularity and perfecti<?n 
of the Ne,v Testan1ent high priest is stated; ·while in ver. 26, 27, 
the soteriological necessity for such an high priest is declared. 

It had been sho,vn in chap. v. 1-10 that Christ, by taking 
part in hu111an infirmity, ,va_s an high priest-th~t ~e had this 
similarity to the Levitical high priest. Here, it is shown, that, 
for the same end, the representatio~ of men before God, he 1nust 
also at the same time be different fron1 the Levitical high priests, 
nan1ely, sinless. 'rhis sinlessness is expressed, however, by a 
series of attributes, all of ,vhich are to be explained fron1 the 
antithesis with the Levitica.l high-priesthood. The Levitical 
high priest ,vas also all that is here predicated of Christ: he was, 
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however, not petfectly, not truly so, but only in a symbolical 
way, and therefore imperfectly. The high priest bore upon the 
plate on his forehead the inscription, Holiness to the Lorcl (Ex. 
x...~xix. 30); he was, however, not truly holy, but had holiness in 
hi1nself only in that symbol. Christ, on the other hand, was t;uly 
and inwardly holy ; this is expressed by ou/0; ; for lJ,no; form~ 
the antithesis to" sinful" (while ay,o;, as we saw before, is opposed 
to "profane)." The Levitical high priest, farther, ,vas, only as 
a sinless person, qualified for bringing the blood of the sacrifice 
of atonement into the holiest of all for the people; he 'Was, how
ever, not sinless, but required first to atone for his o-wn sins by a 
sacrifice (Lev. xvi. 2-14), and this atonement too was no real 
one, but only symbolical, typical. Christ, on the contrary, was 
truly aiu1,x.o;, therefore ( con1p. ver. 27) he needed not fitst to 
offer for himself. The Levitical high priest must,· thirdly, be 
undefiled and pure in order to be able to represent the people 
before Goel; he was, however, not inwardly im1naculate and 
pure, but had only the outward symbolical representation of 
purity, the Levitical purity. Christ, on the contrary, was 
inwardly and truly undefiled. The Levitical high priest required, 
finally, to be ever on his guard, lest by contact with one who 
was Levitically unclean he should hin1self become unclean, and 
therefore had always to keep at a distance from such, Lev. xxi. 
xxii. especially xxi. 12. Nay, the Talmud ordains (tract. Jomah 
i. 1) that, for seven days before the sacrifice of atonen1ent, he 
must refrain fro1n all intercourse ·with his fan1ily. This separation 
was, however, again only outivard. Christ, on the contrary, in 
his intercourse with sinners remained in1.vardly free from all par
ticipation in their sirifulness, inwardly untouched by its contagion; 
notwithstanding that he mingled with men in all their varieties 
of character and situation, he yet never let drop, for a moment, 
that inner veil of chaste holiness which separated him from 
sinners. This is what is meant by the expression separate fro1n 
sinners (Theophylact, Calvin, Gerhard, J:\iichaelis, Storr, Boehme, 
Kuinoel, Olshausen, &c.), which need not therefore (with 
Grotius, Bengel, Tholuck, Bleek, &c.), be 1nade to refer to Christ's 
departure from the ,vorld, i.e., to his ascension, which comes first 
to be spoken of in a subsequent place. (Besides, his being 
separate from men after the ascension, would form no parallel with 
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the separation of the Levitical high priest before the clay of the 
sacrifice of atonement. Not till the very last is his exaltati°on 
above all heavens aclducecl as a sealing proof that he ,vas holy, 
sinless, undefiled, and unconta1ninated by the sin of the race,
that exaltation in which, as is then sho,vn in chap. viii., his high
priestly ·work co1npleted itself. 

Ver. 27. The inner difference of his person sho,vecl itself also 
in the fonn and manner of his functions. The principal idea of 
ver. 27 lies in the ,vords: "who needeth not daily as those high 
priests to offer up sacrifice. For this he did once." It is clear that 
the this here refers to the principal idea, the o.ffering UJJ sacrifice, 
and cannot refer, at the sa1ne time, to the ,vordsfirst for his ou;n 
sins. There is, ho,vever, a subordinate idea inserted into that 
principal idea, namely, that Christ did not need to offer first for 
his own sins, ere he offered for those of the people. A twofold 
difference, then, is found to exist bet,veen his priestly service and 
that of the Levitical high priest. First, and chiefly in this, that 
Christ offered only once, ,vhereby he has, once for all, ver. 25 sl; 

;-o r,i(MTs11.s; saved all who come to God by him, ,vhile the Le
vitical high priests al ,vays atoned only for one generation, and 
this always but for a year, and this only typically. Secondly in 
this, that he needed not first to offer for his own sins. 

li difficulty lies in the statement, that the high priests offered 
dat'.ly. For, the comparison with the atoning sacrifice of Christ 
offered once see1ns to require that, here also, in reference to the· 
high priests, ,ve should understand the yearly-not daily-great 
sacrifice of atonement as meant, and so it would be really doubly 
unsuitable to take oi ao-v,sosi; here in the ,veakened sense = :,/,.., :, 

oi isg=7; ; doubly unsuitable, as precisely here, for the first time, the 
author uses this expression. Two solutions of this difficulty have 
been atteinpted. Some have understood either the daily incense 
offering (Ex. xx...x. 6, s.) which the high priest had to present
but ·with this the expression OuG,a will not at all correspond; 
or (as Gerhard, Calov, l\fichaelis, Bleek, Tholuck, &c.) the daily 
burnt offering (Ex. xxix. 38-42; Num. xxviii. 3)-this, ho"~
ever, ,vas not brought by the high priest, although ( according to 
Jos. bell. J ud. v. 5, 7) he might so1netirnes voluntarily take part 
in this offering, namely, on the new moons and Sabbaths; the 
expression Y.a0' YJfl,E?a'), ho,vever, ,vould still be unsuitable. (One 
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n1ight rather suppose that the author intends to oppose to the 
one offering of Christ, not 111erely the oft-re1Jcated offerings of the 
~acrifice of atonement, but also the various kinds of offerings-if 
only oi agx;,sgs,~ did not stand here.) Others ( as Schlichting, 
Piscator, Olshausen) are for taking xa0' ~/JJ&gav in the signification 
die ·statuto ( = once every year), or else in a ,veakened signifi
cation ( = frequently). The former ,vill certainly not do; had 
the author intended to express the definite idea that the high 
priest brought the offering yearly on a certa·in clay, he ,vould have 
said ( as at chap. ix. 25, x. 1-3) xr/.,-r' iv,aurov. On the other 
hand, I do not see ,vhat well-grounded objection can be brought 
against Bengel's view that our author here-where nothing 
depended on the bringing into vie,v the length of rime that inter
vened bet\veen each day of atone1nent, but ,vhere all the emphasis 
lies 111erely on the repetition of that sacrifice-should have used 
the so1ne,vhat hyperbolical expression, na0' iwAgao;, " one day after 
the other." Looking back on a series of centuries, he fixes his 
eye 111erely on a successive series of days, upon ·which the high 
priests again and again brought the appointed sacrifice. He takes 
no notice of the intervening days. Enough, that " day after clay " 
such sacrifices were offered. In one ·word, the author intends 
here not to nieasure but to count. He does not lay before hi1n 
the calendar of the days in the year, and inquire upon what 
days an atonement festival fell, and ho,v 1nany days intervened 
bet,veen each, but he sets before hin1 the immense number of 
clays on ,vhich these fasts were observed, and lays stress upon 
this, that on one such daY. after the other the high priest n1ust 
o-ffer the sacrifice. (In like n1anner Olshausen.) He treats 
these days, in other ,vords, as a discrete, not as a concrete quan
tity. So might a teacher say to an unruly pupil : " day after day" 
or '' day by clay I must punish you," without meaning by this, 
that he is wont, regularly every clay at a certain hour, to punish 
him, but only, that, ayain and again, punishments are necessary, 
although not merely the Sundays, but, no,v and then, ,vhole 
weeks should .intervene between them. So much, at any rate, 
is beyond alr doubt, that our author did not say xa0' ~11,sgav 

fi·om any ignorance of the law; for, in chap. ix. 7 (,vhere he 
expressly distinguishes the yearly service in the holiest of 
all from the daily service in the sanctuary), he himself mentions, 
that th~ sacrifice of atonement ·was brought once in the year.' 
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HO"w far the once offered sacrifice of Christ was to consist in 
this-that he offered himself Ec.wrov rrgo(J'e11~yx.a;-is explained 
in the follo,ving principal part of our epistle, so that we do not 
need here to anticipate ·what is there said on this question by any 
subjective reasonings of our own. 

Ver. 28 is a concluding explanation, but, at the same time 
also, a recapitulation of the whole of ou1~ third vrincipal part. 

As an explanation andfurtlier development of what goes before, 
this verse connects itse]f (by 1neans of an explicative yug) with 
ver. 26, 27, the connecting link being the idea, that through the 
oath of promise the Son of God was 1nade an high priest for ever. 

It is, however, a reca1Jitulation o..f the 1whole part, in virtue of 
the antithesis implicitly contained in it between o 110µ0; and o 
Aoyo; 'T'~; ogx(JJµO(J'J(I.,;. 

J\1eanwhile it may be asked, ,vhether ver. 28 is really a reca
pitulation of chaps. v.-vii., or merely of chap. vii. This verse is 
generally so understood as that the ·words o 116µ0; yag . . . . a(J'0E-

11::uz11 refer to the Levitical priests, and accordingly, that something 
is here declared of the law as no longer valid, as abrogated by and 
for Ghrist, consequently, that we have only a repetition of what is 
said, chap. vii. 11-19. The idea ,voulcl be as follows: The (no 
longer valid) l\io~aical law could make no better high priests than 
men enco1npassed ioitli infir1nity ). on the contrary, by the promise, 
Ps. ex., a better high priest has been appointed, namely, the/or ever 
perfected Son (scil. of God as at chap. i. 1, ss.). But there are 
serious objections against this interpretation. If this were the 
author's idea, he would then, in the .first place, deny here what 
he himself had formerly maintained and taught, chap. iv. 15 ; vii. 
5-10, nan1ely, that Jesus also was encompassed with infirmity. 
And, in addition to this, we are by no means ,varranted in under
standing by a<10evs1a here the imperfection of the Levitical 
priesthood, thus giving it a different signification from ,vhat it 
has in chap. iv. The solution given by Bleek is preferable to 
this, that in this passage Christ is regarded only in his state of 
exaltation in which he had laid aside the a(J'Bs11::1a; as the one 
ivho had ascended into heaven, as the perfected one, there is no 
necessity for hi1n to repeat his sacrifice. Meanwhile,-not to 
mention that the author, had be meant to say this, must of neces
sity have said it more plainly,-it would, even then, not be in 
accordance with his teaching elsewhere; since, according to 
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chap. ix. 9-14 and 26, the sacrifice of Christ ,vas a perfect one, 
excluding all repetition, not in virtue of the exalta~ion 1.vhich 
folloived it, and the laying aside of the a<r0svt,a, but already in 
virtue of its o'wn quality. To this is to be aclclecl, that according 
to this, the com1non interpretation of our verse, the author would 
not merely deny that Christ had injinnity, but, secondly, that he 
,vas a'10;CJJr.o;.. For, he would plainly put the uio; (in the serise 
of chap. i. 1) in opposition to the avOgwr.o;. I a1n of opinion, 
therefore, that the ,vhole verse must be taken in a different 
sense. The author docs not intend to deny that Jesus was an 
agx,,egeu; av0gwi;:o; WV it.al a<r0~ve,av lx,c.,n; but he takes it for granted 
as known that Christ ,vas both these things, on the one hand, 
av{1gvJ,;;'O; &aOivwxv fxw~· according to chap. v., and, on the other, 
ui6; -:-e,:-e1.£1CJJµ~vo; ei; 'TUv aiwva according to chap. vii., and he re
capitulates both here, the fundamental idea of chap. v~ 1-10, 
and the fundamental idea of chap. vii. 1-27. He shows that 
Christ 1nust have answered the requirements also of tlie laiv, and 
in hoiv far he 1nust have done so. That the legal requirements 
of Levitical descent; of daily sacrifice, &c., do not apply to 
him; that in these respects he abrogated the la,v-this is 
proven ; but one requirement of the la ,v had an internal, an 
everlasting validity, and, according to chap. v. 1-10, was 
applicable also· to the New Testament high priest, namely, 
that he, as every high priest, must be a 1nan having infirmity. 
To this of knmanity and in.fir1ni'ty ,vas added, in the case of the 
:i\'.Iessiah, a second requisite contained, not in the law, but in the 
promise, Psalm ex., that he must also be a Son JJe1fectedfor ever. 
Thus, then, the words o 11611,0; . . . &<rOi11e,av contain a concession 
pointing back to chap. v. The idea is this: The law (in so 
far as it has not been abrogated) requires of all high priests 
( consequently also of Jesus), that they be 1nen liaving infirmity; 
the word of promise, ho,vever, con:finued by an oath given after 

" the law and stretching far above it, constitutes the Son, ,vho is 
perf ectcd for ever an high priest. 

Thus understood, the 28th verse therefore contains really a 
recapitulation of the ivlwle tliird part. 

Q 
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P 1\_ R T F O U ll T I-I. 

(Chap. viii.-x.) 

'l1HE l\10SA1C TABERNACLE AKD THE HEAVENLY S.AKCTUAHY. 

Fron1 the nature of the two covenants is no,v shown the 
difference between their respective sanctuaries, their i,f1..-o:;gylw: 

and the result of their respective services. This, the ·last of the 
theoret"ical parts, as it introduces us to the fifth practical part, in 
which all the rays fro1n the hortatory parts are concentrated into 
one focus, is not itse]f interrupted by an intervening exhortation: 
as was the case with the three foregoing parts. And, as it does 
not stand parallel ·with these three parts, but ( as is ·expressly inti
n1ated in chap. viii. 1) is placed as a Jr,eystone upon the1n, so also 
the introduction to it does not run parallel with that of the for~
going parts, but is independent and peculiar. Our fourth part 
<livicles itself into four sections. In a .first introductory sect.iou, 
chap. viii. 1 it is shown, in general, that the tw .. o tabernacles, the 
lVIosaic and the heavenly, correspond to the two covenants. In 
a second section, chap. ix. 1-11, the construction of the hn.) 
tabernacles is compared, and it is shown ho,v, in the l\iosaic 
tabernacle, there lies an in1perfection in the separation of the 
holy place from the holy of holies. In the third section, chap. 
ix. 11-chap. x. 13, the two tabernacles are comparecl,-a, sirn/
larity: chap. ix. 15, ss., that for the fulfilment of the perfect 
covenant in general, the death of Christ ,vas .necessary,-b, clissi-
1nilarity: chap. ix. 25-chap. x. 13, that this death was a pe1:fcct 
sacrifice once offered, in opposition to the Old Testa1nent aniinal 
sacrifices. Finally, in the fourth section, chap. x. 14-39, the 
rcsillt of thes8 1·espective services is compared, and it is shown 
ho,v, by the offering of Christ, the pe1fect atonement and tlw 
access to God in the spir£t has been accon1plishecl in a "·ay 
which renders all auxiliary nieans· of any other kind superfluous. 
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SEC TIO N FIRST. 

(Chap. viii.) 

'l'HE TWO TABERNACLES CORRESPOND TO THE T"\VO COVE.NAN'[:,. 

In chap. viii. 1, preparation is n1ade for the then1e ,vhich lies 
in ver. 2. Ks;pai.wov of is not to be taken as- an apposition to the 
,yhole sentence that follo,vs ; it is better, as son1e do, to supply n 
i.~yw -rou'io ( not an J<Jn, as Bleek does, for then it 1nust have 
been To xe~a;.a1011).-Ke~o..1.a1ov, used for the classical expression 
x.sqx1.i-.~, signifies su-ni, or also JJrincipd

1

l JJoint. Either significa
tion ,vill do here, provided that the rendering " sum" be not 
understood of a recapitulation of former particular points (thif-> 
belongs rather to chap. vii. 28), but of an organic con1bination~ 
a product resulting from all that goes before; and further, that 
tl1e rendering "principal point" be not understood of a parti·cular 
principal proposition ·which stands only side by side ,vith the 
former 1iropositions ( much less of a "principal thing" taken 
fro1n the ideas developed at the conclusion of chap. vii., upon 
which, as a point of special importance, emphasis is again laid), 
but of the principal point of the whole book, at ,v1ich all the 
for1ner parts aimed. The n1eaning of the ,vord is best and 1nost 
co1nprehensively rendered by the expression '' key stone." 'E-:-;,' 

ro,; i-.tyop.,~vo,, 1neans, besides, not "i·n ,vhat has been hitherto 
said, under what has been hitherto said'' (this or that is especially 
important); but '' to ·what has been hitherto said" (the author 
will now add the keystone). 

In the sentence .. o,ou .. ov, &c., all the emphasis_ lies, of course: 
on the ·words ev oet,cZ -rou Ooivou, &c. That Christ is such an 

_, I I :, 

high priest as has entered not into the earthly bitt into the heavenlp 
sanctuary; or, as it is still more plainly repeated in ver. 2., fulfils 
his service in the true tabernacle,-this n~w sentence, ,vith its 
further development in ver. 8-10, forms the key stone of ::ill 
that has gone before. The two tabernacles, together with their 
services, are forthwith compared. 

vVhat now are ,veto understand by the expression on the rz~yht 
hand of the -1nqjcsty in the hca1.:c1is? Instead of occupying them-
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selves here with dogmatical discussions on ubiquity or non
ubiquity, the critics ought to have explained these words solely 
from the antithesis. The 0. T. high priest went into the earthly 
holy of holies as the place iv here Goel revealed his presence. Still, 
this revelation of the presence of Goel in the holiest of all, was 
not such as if this co1npartment of the tent had been the true and 
proper chvelling-place of God ; but only in gracious condescen
sion to the wants of men did God, by means of theophanies 
and manifestations. in the light-cloud, consecrate this abode 
as a place of his presence for men. The holy of holies, therefore, 
,vas not the place of God's presence in itself, but only the aborle 
of his presence for the Old Testament Israel, and therefore, 
secondly, rather a place where God sy,nbolically represented his 
nearness than one in ·which he really was. For, l'the entire dis
tinction of profane places and holy places, the entire distinction 
of world, fore court, holy-place, and holy of holies ( as also the 
separation of a particular people-Israel-from the rest of man
kind; or, again, the separation of the Levites from Israel, or of 
the Aaronites from Levi)-all this rested on the real truth, that 
Goel could not yet in truth dwell with n1en, because sin and the 
power of sin as yet hindered him from revealing himself among, 
ancl in, and before men, as be can already reveal himself in the 
sphere of the angels, and of the just made perfect, in that heaven 
·where his will is perfectly fulfilled (l\1att. vi. 10). And there
fore, thirdly, this same holy of holies, in ,vhich the nearness of 
Goel ,vas emblematically represented, was, at the same time also, 
an einblematical representation of the distance of God fr01n men. 
rrhe need of a special place, where God revealed his presence, 
intimated that he ,vas, in general, as yet separated from, men. 
(Comp. with this John iv. 21-24.) This was the holy of holies 
into ,vhich the high priest might enter once every year, and in 
,vhich he was not permitted to abide, but must i1nn1ecliately 
again leave it. In opposition to this, Christ has, a, sat down on 
the throne of the majesty on high; in him (comp. Heb. ii. 9), 
1nan has entered on the everlasting, abiding enjoyment of the 
presence of Goel; the state of separation, of banishment from 
God in which 1nan was before, is now done away with ; God 
is there in heaven truly present to man, because n1an is present 
to him, and thereby has a beginning been made upon earth -of 
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the real presence of Goel. b, Christ has sat cloivn at the right 
hancl of the throne of the divine niaJesty ). he has not appeared 
before God, like the Levitical priests, as a poor sinner ·who must 
dra,v near to the presence of the divine majesty-even its 
sy1nbolical representation-only with fear and tren1bling, but so, 
as that he himself fully participates in the divine majesty and 
dominion. 1 c, Christ has not entered into that symbolical holy 
of holies, ·where Goel represented quite as rmuch his distance 
from men as his presence with them, and the latter only as a 
presence for 1nen ( more particularly for Israel), but into that 
sphere ,vhere Goel, without hindrance or limit; really reveals 
before the sinless angels his entire being, and the entire presence 
not merely of his ,vorld-governing on1nipotence, but of his whole 
being manifested on all sides. 

This universal view ·which we thus take of the , idea in the 
words before us, shows us, now already, that ,ve must regard the 
expression to sit down on the right hancl of the throne as figura
tive= enter on an abiding participation in the sovereign autho
rity of any one, and that the author did not entertain the crude 
conception ( as has n1ost recently been laid to his charge by the 
young Hegelians), that a throne stands in the heaven, with a place 
on the right hand and on the left! Such a conception ,voulcl in
deed be in direct contradiction to the ground-idea of the author, 
who makes the divine element of the New Testament high 
priesthood to consist in this, that Christ has done a,vay ,,11th the 
limitations of place and time. Carefully, however, as we are 
here to guard against a crass materialistic exegesis, we must 
equally be,vare of a false spiritualistic exegesis in the explanation 
of the oLJgavoi, as if the heaven were the 1nere ·absence of space, 
and the state of being above or beyond space regarded as an at-

1 The more recent deniers of the divinity of Christ, though they maintain 
that "nothing is to be found in the Bible about the divinity of Christ," 
are yet wont at least to acknowledge with the Socinians, that the exalted 
Christ participates in the Godhead according to the doctrine of the holy 
Scripture ! But he who acknowledges so 1nuch, must, if he will not give up 
all claim to the name of a rational being, also acknowledge the eternal divin
ity of the incarnate. For that a finite, created being should take part in the 
world-governing dominion of the Omnipotent and Omnipresent-this were 
indeed the very climax of unreason. An absolute being can limit itself, 
because it is absolute and its own lord; but a finite being can not be made 
absolute. 



EPISTLE TO THE HEBRKWS VIII. 

tribute of Goel. .That this is never denoted by tPOrll ,ve have 
already seen at chap. i. 3. The heaven is that sphere of tlw 
creation in ·which the ,vill of God is perfectly done (l\'.latt. vi. 10), 
and ,vhere no sin hinders I-Ii1n fron1 the full and adequate, reve
lation of hi1nself. Into that S]Jhere of the ivorlcl o.f SJJace has 
Christ ascended, as the first-fruits of glorified humanity, in 
order to bring us thither after hirn ( chap. ii. 10). 

Ver. 2. The principal idea of vcr. 1 is no,v repeated ,vith 
1nore di!:itinctness, in the form of an apposition to the subject of 
iu1.01asv, and, there,vith, the proper thenie of the fourth part for-
111ally laid do,vn. Christ has sat clown on the right hand of the 
Majesty, as one who (in this) completes the service in the true 
sanctuary and the true tabernacle. Tw11 a1fon is, of course, not to 
he taken (,vith Oecumenius, Schulz, Paulus, &c.) as gen. plur. 
1nasculine (Christ a servant of the saints),' but as gen. plur. 
ncut., and ~c>., ayw., does not signify (as Luther and others render 
it) "the holy possessions," but ( as at chap. ix. 8, 12, and 24, 
s. ; chap. x. 19 ; chap. xiii. 11) "the holy place," or specially 
the " holy of holies " (Theophylact, Eras1nus, Calvin, Bleek, 
rrholuck, and the most). As the author ·wished to place the ad
jective a;.r;On16; after the noun, for the sake of the en1phasis, he 
eould only 1nake it to agree in case and nu1nber with t1%r;1i~; ; 

in respect of the sense, irwll ai,r;0n1wv is to be supplied also at 
-;-;;v CJ.1 fc,n (Bleek, &c.). A similar use of the adjective is made 
also in German, ,vith the exception that it is placed before the 
noun. "Ein Diener des "'vahrhaftcn I-Ieiligthums und der (scil. 
,vahrhaften) I-Iiitte." 

The true sanctuary, the place ,vhere God is really ancl truly 
united ·with n1en, js "not 1nade ,vith 1nen's hands.'' That tent, 
covered with curtains and skins, cannot, of course, be the place 
,vhere heaven and earth are united. 

In ver. 3-4 the author now adduces the first argument, to 
proye that the sanctuary into which Christ entered is the true 
sanctuayy, and different from the tabernacle of nioses. The 
steps in the reasoning logically arranged are the following: A, 
Only the Aaronitic priests were qualified and permitted to offer 
sacrifice in the l\'.Iosaic tabernacle. Christ being not an Aaronite 
could not offer there. B, But he must offer ( so1newhere and 
Ro1nething), because every high priest must offer sacrifice. Con-
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Requently, he needed another tabernacle than th?,t of lvioses (the 
only one that existed on earth). The author no,v, ho,vover 
(just as at chap. vii. 15-17), passes forthwith fron1 the thesis to 
the second ancl more ren1ote member of the })roof (B), and then 
brings in after it the first member of the proof, in the form of an 
explanation ( of how far there lies in B an argument in proof of 
the thesis). The idea, therefore, takes this form : Thesis : Christ 
is minister in the true (namely, heavenly) tabernacle. Argu-
1nent: For every high priest n1ust offer sacrifice ; therefore Christ 
also must offer. (Supple: from this follows, however, the above 
thesis, that Christ needed another tabernacle) ; for, had he been 
priest in that- earthly tabernacle, he would then have been no 
priest, as there were already priests there, who brought their of
ferings in conformity with the la,v. 

The words in detail have no difficulty. Awg(/,, -rs x.-~.J 0uuiar 

as a general designation of the offerings, we had already at chap. 
v. 2. The author does not, of .course, say of Christ that it ,vas 
necessary for hin1 to brin °· owe,(/,, ,;-s x(/,,1 0LJufa, different kinds of 

0 ~ ' 

offerings, but only that he n1ust have somewhat to offer. 
Ver. 5. Although grammatically connected with ver. 4 by a 

o'fr,vs; (,vhich, however, may be ,vell enough rendered by " and 
these"), ver. 5 contains an independent idea, a new argit1nent for 
the thesis ver. 2, so stated as that this thesis itself, only in a more 
definite form, is first repeated (the tabernacle in which the 
Levitical priests served is called an image and shadow of the 
heavenly things), and then the passage Ex. xxv. 40 is adduced 
as a new argument for the inferiority of the Mosaic tabernacle. 

Aa,-;-gsus,v ·with the dative of the person whom one serves is 
frequent ; it more rarely occurs with the dative of the thing in 
·which one serves (besides this passage, comp. chap. xiii. 10). To 
take the dative in an instru1nental signification ,vould yield no 
sense. The Le:vitical high priests served in a tabernacle which 
,vas an emblem and shado,v of the heavenly things. "Ay,a is not 
( with Bleek and others) to be supplied at ~cl e-::ougav,a ; the 
author has evidently rather, on purpose and ,vith good reason, 
avoided placing a heavenly tabernacle in opposition to the earthly. 
'~l1rue, in ver. 2, ·where in stating the thesis he wished to make an 
evident antithesis, he spoke of a " true tabernacle," a "true 
sanctuary;" from that place onwards, however, he aYoicls with 
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intentional care every expression ,vhich 111ight have led to the 
conception of a local sanctuary in heaven. Also in chap. ix. he 
again sets in opposition to the " holy places made ·with hands" 
only " the heavenly things" ancl " the things in the heavens," 
ver. 23. And, moreover, the whole reasoning in chap. ix. shows, 
that he considered as the archetype of the tabernacle not heavenly 
localit,ies, but heavenly relat1-'ons an~ heavenly facts. (The holy 
life of Christ, in his state of lnnniliation, is the heavenly sanctuary 
through which Christ n1ust pass ; the rending of his body is the 
rending of the vail that separates him fro1n the holiest of all, &c. 
Comp. belo,v on chap. ix. 11, and on chap. x. 20.) N o,v, to 
these heavenly relat1-·ons and facts of salvation the Mosaic taber
nacle. stands in the relation of a urr60Ev';p,r1., and <1x,a. The verb, 
from which ui;-;6oe,,/.1.r1., is derived, u'iioo<cfil1,1up,,, has two significa
tions ; first, it signifies to sho,v something })rivately to any 
one, to let son1ething be seen in an underhand way, hence {;.-;;·6-

o:,yp,u, a private sign, secret token, and, in general, a mark 
or token ; secondly, it signifies also to illustrate something by 
examples, to clra,v from a pattern, to copy, hence u-;roo:,y/1,r1.,, a 
copy, or also (in the profane writers as ,vell as in Heb. iv. 11) 
= rr.ag&o=,y1.1.r1.,, image, model, example. In this passage, however, 
it has 11ot the less proper signification of image in the sense of r,-;aga-

0£,y/.1.rJ., moclel, pattern, but the proper signification of copy, so that 
it was not the 1\1:osaic tabernacle that ,vas the r,rr1.,ga0Ev•;/.1.r1., (the 
original from ,vhich the copy ,vas taken), but the heavenly things. 
rrhe same idea lies in <1x,J., but in a still stronger form. The 
shaclo,v of a body represents not even a proper i1nage of it, but 
only the colourless contotu'. _ 

Now, that the lviosaic tabernacle was not an origin.al but the 
copy of a heavenly original, the author proves from Ex. xxv. 40. 
In Ex. xxv. 40 Moses is told to build the tabernacle according 
to the rl'??O, that is, plan (not 1nodel, comp. Is. xliv. 13, wl~ere, 

ver. 13, the draught is first sketched, and then, ver. 14, the ,voocl 
is sought for co1npleting it; also 2 Kings xvi. 10; 1 Chron. 
x..~viii. 11, ,vhere the signification " })lan, sketch," is perfectly 
suitable, better certainly than the signification " model")
according to the plan ,vhich Goel showed to him in the mount. 
'I1hese ·words already lead (as I7'J:J.n never denotes an indepen
dent original building, but ahvays only a JJlan on a small scale by 
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which one is to be guided in the construction-and, even according 
to the common false explanation of the term, only a nioclel in 
1niniature)-these ,vorcls, I say, already lead, not to the conception 
that there had been sho·wn to Moses on Mount Sinai a large real 
tabernacle; still less, can the author's opinion of Ex. x~v. 40 be, 
that the original of the tabernacle stands permanently on lVIount 
Sinai ( as later Rabbins fabled), and least of all, that l\'.Ioses looked 
forth into the heaven from the top of Sinai, and sa-w there in 
heaven the original structure. Either the ,vords in Ex. x..~v. 40 
are to be taken as a figurative expression (so that the description 
in words, Ex. x..~vi. ss., ,vas called figuratively a plan ,vhich had 
been sho-wn to l\1oses), or, there was really shown to l\1oses in et 

propllet1ic vision the draught of a building ( comp. Ex. xxvi. 30) ; 
but still a draught or plan which, beyond his vision, had no 
existence.-The question now presents itself, whether our author 
understood the passage in this, the right way, or ,vhether he 
misunderstood it after the manner of the later Rabbins. N o-w, 
it is first of all to be observed) that there are throughout no 
positive inti1nations that might necessitate our adopting this 
latter supposition. The whole reasoning retains its full force on 
the supposition, that he rightly understood the passage in ques
tion. The heavenly things themselves (the Ne,v Testarr1ent 
facts of salvation ,vhich were delineated in the tabernacle) were, 
indeed, not shown to 1\1:oses, but only a plan according to which 
he was to build that hypocleigmatic tabernacle, and be had as 
yet no consciousness of the prophetical signification of this build
ing. But, indeed, the force of the author's reasoning depends in 
nowise on whether l\1oses understood the typical signification of 
the tabernacle or not. Enough, that Moses himself clid not make 
or invent the plan of the tabernacle, enough, that God gave lllim 
the plan-God, ,vho knew well the symbolical signification of 
this plan. That the plan for the tabernacle ,vas given by God 
-in this circinnstance lies the nerve of the argmnent ; }or thi·s 
reason is the 1\1:osaic tabernacle a reflection of heavenly thoughts, 
ideas, relati~ns.1 

1 Faber Stapulensis, Rivet, Schlichting, Storr, and Bleek, go still farther, 
and suppose even, that our author did not at all understand the word -ru'Jl'o~ 

in the sense of groitncl-plan or model, but in the sense of copy, and that his 
object was expressly to say, that the model which was shown to .Moses was 
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But fitrlher, there are even distinct reasons at hand for reject
ing the supposition, that the author conceived of an original 
tabernacle standing pern1anently in heaven, oi· on J\Ionnt Sinai. 
If ho had conceived of this as in heaven, then he must either 
have said 1nore plainly, J\1oses ·was permitted to look forth into 
the heaven fro1n :!vf ount Sinai, or he must have said n1ore plainly 
( con1p. the ren1arks above) : that which Moses sa,v on Sinai ,vas 
itself again only a copy of the heavenly original. If, ho,vever, 
he conceived of tl1is as standing on Mount Sinai, then this 
tabernacle would not have been Jr,;ougav,a, but i-;d ,-~; ,.~;, which 
·was precisely denied in ver. 4. But that neither of these fantas
tic ideas had any place in the n1ind of the author, appears n1ost 
evidently frorn the ninth chapter. If the separation of a holy of 
holies fro1n a holy place is there expressly represented as an 
":1npe1fection, in which the Mosaic tabernacle is clistingitishecl from 
the heavenly original,-ho,v, in all possibility, can the author 
have regarded that model shown to Moses-which corresponded 
with the l\'.Iosaic tabernacle even in the minutest detail, and 
therefore had also a holy place separated fro1n the holy of holies 
-as that heavenly original itself? So much then is beyond all 
doubt-that those heavenly things, ·which in the J\1osaic taber
nacle 'were delineated in a faint shadow-sketch, did not them
selves, according to our author's vie,v, consist of a locality, a 
tabernacle ·with skins, eurtains, fore-courts, holy place, and holy 
of holies. 

Thus, then, the force of the reasoning in ver. 5 lies in reality 
only in the negative circun1stance, that the tabernacle was not 
an independent orig1·nal, but ,vas built according to a pattern 
given by Goel, the object of which, therefore, must have been 
synibolically to represent divine ideas. 

In vor. 6 the thesis, contained in ver. 2 and repeated in a n1ore 
n1odified form in the beginning of ver. 5, is once rnore repeated, 
and this time in a forn1 still more complete; so, namely, that 
not 1nerely the two ideas contained in ver. 2 and ver. 5 are 
uni"tecl, but a third is added. In ver. 2 it was s~id positively: 

it.self the only copy of the true f.'?J'our;dvu~. Accordingly, he intends to repre
sent the tabernacle as the copy of' a copy. This, however, could hardly be 
justified on exegetical grounds. 'l'hc author "·ould assuredly haYe expressed 
this idea more distinctly. 
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Christ is 1n iniste1· in the true tabernacle, in ver. 5 negatively : 
the Levitical high priests served in a tabernacle which ,vas only 
an irnngc and shado,v. N o,v, in ver. 6 it is said: the niinistr11 
o.f Christ is 1nore glor·ious ( tlian that of the Levitical h-igh priests), 
ancl in so niuch 1nore glor·ious as the neiv covenant is niore glor·ious 
( than the old). Here, therefore, not 1nercly are the t,vo Af1Toug

yia, con1pared with each other, but they arc, 1norcover, placed 
parallel ·with the two o,a0~%w~. Thus ver. 6 forms the proper 
thesis of the entire fourth part, and ver. 1-5 serves only as a, 

preparatory introduction to this thesis. ~A.s the author in ver. 6 
not merely co1nbines the ideas in ver. 1-5, but, at the same 
tiine, also passes to a new idea, to the comparison of the services 
with the covenants, he has therefore connected vcr. 6 ,vith ver. 
5, not by a particle of inference, but by a particle of prog,·cs
si'on (vuvl o;). 

In respect of form, ver. 6 has the greatest rese1nblance to 
chap. i. 4. Here, as there, the comparatives x.gsfrn,n and o,a
~ogwc:-sgo; are used in the co1nparison of what belongs to the 
Old Testaincnt with ·what belongs to the lf c,v. Instead of ASJ

crougyfa the author 1n.ight, by all 1neans, have put uY-riv~, but, • 
as has already been observed at ver. 5, he henceforth industriously 
avoids placing a heavenly tabernacle in opposition to the l\1osaic 
tabernacle. 

The ground-idea of ver. 6 then is this, that the ministry of 
the Levitical priests in the l\Iosaic tabernacle stands related to 
the n1inistry of Christ in the heavenly things precisely as the old 
covenant does to the ne,v. In what the old covenant is excelled 
by the ne,v, ,vc are informed in the relative clause ~,;-1;, ·which 
finds farther explanation in ver. 7-12. This explanation, at 
the same tiine, already contains the idea, that the old covenant 
,vas destined to vanish and to be replaced by the nc,v. This idea 
is then in ver. 13 formally expressed as an inference: Does the 
Levitical priestly service in the te1nple bear the same relation 
to the 1ninistry of Christ ( according to ver. G) as the old cove
nant bears to the nc,v, and again, is the old covenant ( according 
to ver. 13) to be abrogated by the ne"~-in this lies already 
in1plicite the final inference (which is then in chap. ix.-x. 
explicitly developed in detail), that the Levitical temple service 
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is in like manner abrogated, rendered superfluous by the rninistry 
of Christ, as the old covenant by the new. 

So much on the train of thought in general. • Let us lool~ 
now, first of all, at the relative clause : ~ r,G s,;r) xg=fr<rori,v 

Jmxy1s"A,a,; vevo/JAJ0iTrirw. Nop,o0sTs7v, here evidently in the ·wider 
sense = to establish, to enact authoritatively ; for that the new 
covenant also has to do with the giving of et laiv is expressly 
sho·wn in ver. 8-12. The ne,v covenant is founded on better 
promises; for (comp. ver. 9, 10) the old covenant pron1ised 
salvation and blessing only to hirn ,vho perfectly fulfilled the 
law; the new covenant, on the other hand, gives first before it 
a.slis. 

Ver. 7 serves, first of all, to obviate an objection that might 
a1:ise in the minds of the readers at ver. 6. They ,vere ,vont to 
consider l'doses, and the covenant of God with l\1oses, as the 
proper and n1ost sacred kernel of the Israelitish true religion. 
Had not the l\Iessiah himself, according to their vie,v, been pro-
1nisecl and given precisely to the me1nbers of the JJf osaic covenant 
1Jeople I N o-w, to say that this covenant of God with Moses ,vas 
lo,verecl in value by another covenant, must have appeared to 
the1n as aln1ost frivolous. Therefore the author explains to 
them, that he is at liberty to depreciate, nay, to find fault with 
the old covenant, and ,vhy he is so. " If that first covenant 
had been faultless, then there had been no room for desiring a 
second." This was certainly the author's idea, but instead of 
saying Otli(. av 'TO•::o; n V 'TOLJ ~r;-:-eiv OELJ':"Egav, he has with uncon
scious conciseness ( or by blending the two ideas : CJuz &v ri v ,.-6'7.o; 

and OLJil av 'e~r;'Te77o "orn,.-Ega) joined '.O•::o; also ,vith E~r)':'t/70 as 
the obj~ct. (The explanation of Bleek and others is not 
natural: then Goel ,vould have had no need to seek in the hearts 
of n1en a better place for his covenant than ,vas the place on the 
tables of stone. Equally unnatural is Olshausen's " -:-6r.:ov -:-1lio; 

~r;r:iv = to will that s01nething should take place.")-The turn 
of the thought in general is quite parallel ,vith that in chap. vii. 
ver. 11 (and ver. 18). As in that place, fro1n the established 
fact that a new and different high priest is promised, the infer
ence is clrawn that the old high priesthood 1nust have been 
insufficient (and sirnilarly at vii. 18 of the law), so here, from the 
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fact that God-as is sho,vn explanatorily in ver. 8-12-has 
promised a ne,v covenant, it is inferred that the old covenant 

, ,, 
,vas oux. a,u,:/1.,r;;,;-o~. 

The meaning of this oux. a/1.,s/1.,r;;-:-o; is ·well explained in the 
expressions used in quite a similar ·way in chap. vii. 18, &c;OHs; ?..ai 

&vw~s '-~~- The author does not 1nean to find fault ,vith the old 
l\1osaic co"ilenant as being not of divine origin, or, although con
stituted by God as being insufficient even for its relative object, 
and un,visely framed ; he only means, that it lies open to· the 
c4arge of being faulty, when human folly, contrary to the divine 
purpose, gives it out as being everlastingly sufficient, while yet 
God himself, inasmuch as he has promised to give a new, another 
covenant, has thereby declared the old one to be imperfect. It 
is, therefore, not the author, nor generally speaking a man who 
presumed to find fault with the old covenant, but God hi1nself 
has found fault with it. (Co1np. the repeated 1~£1 £1 x.ug,o;, ver. 8 
and 9. It w·as not the ,vord of Jeremiah, but the word of the 
Lord to Jeremiah.) 

Ver. 8-12. The author in those verses cites the passage in 
,vhich God has promised a new and a different covenant, and 
thereby has found fault with the old covenant ( not as one that 
,vas not divine or not ,vise, but as insufficient and destined to 
cease). The passage is in Jer. xx..~i. 31-34. The author quotes 
literally fro1n the Sept., and the rendering of the Sept. is right.
In the whole of the Old Testa1nent no passage is to be found in 
,vbich· the view is expressed 1nore clearly and distinctly, that the 
la,v was only a r;;a,oayfJJyo;, than in this. And, if some con11nen
tators have thought that in this passage no fault is found with 
the old covenant itself, but only ,vith the Israelites, they merely 
sho,v by this, that they have not understood the simple sense of 
the passage. It is true, that fault is found with the Israelites 
,vho " abode not in the covenant ( of 1\1:oses) ; " but ,vhen the Lord 
is induced by this consideration to determine, that he ,vill frame 
a different covenant, in ,v hich he ,vill write the la,v not upon 
tables of stone but on the hearts of his people, he surely 
acknowledges thereby expressly and clearly, that a part of the 
fault belonged also to the old covenant. (In like 111anner Ols
hauscn. Comp. also our explanation of the passage chap. iv. 2, 



254 EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS VIII. 

in which we encounter a similar 1nisunderstanding on the part of 
the critics.) 

'rhe train of thought in the passage J er. xx.."'i:i. 31-34 is as 
follo,vs: A first principal ,£dea lies in the words loou •••• ,;;; 

_,\Jyu•;;-~ou. The Lord announces to his people, that he ·will, at a 
future tin1e, make a nc,v covenant with them, ver. 8.. I-Ie calls 
this covenant ne,v, however, not in the sense of its being only a 
confinnatory rene"ral of the old covenant; but in precise and 
express opposition to the covenant ··which was n1ade on their 
rcn1oval fro1n Egypt, it is to be a nc·w covenant not n1erely nun1e
rically, but qualitatively ( ver. 9, o~ z(Jsu • • . • Ei!. yr,; Alyu¼";-Du). 

rrhcn follo,vs a second principal i'dea ( OT/ au;-o} O~il •••• 1uO'.J':'C/.I 

pJo, ei; 1.a6v). ,Ve are no,v told vrhat it ,vas that ,vas imperfect 
in the old covenant, and ·why there Yvas need of a ne,v covenant, 
and ,vhcrein this should be different fro1n the old. The prin
cipal i1nperfection of the old covenant lies in its in~ffecacy, which 
has been dcinonstrated by actual experience. The cause of this 
is to be traced not n1erely to the Israelites not continuing in that 
covenant, but to the mutual relation that subsisted between the 
people and their Goel, ,vhich is expressed in the two members: 
they continued not, &·c., and I regarded theni not. The people, 
on their part, rc1nained not in the covenant, fulfil]ed not the co1n
n1ancls enjoined as the condition of the covenant, and God, on 
his part, punished the people, inas1nuch as after, and in consc
q nonce of, the transgressions, he accepted then1 no 1nore. :Phc 
conduct of God regulated itself then according to the conduct o.l 
nien. Goel first clernancled before he gave ). he first i1nposecl his 
co1n1nands ·without regard to the cnpacity and po,ver of 1nen ; 
then he rejected the people because they fulfilled not these con1-
1nands. (It needs not, of course, to be sho"rn here for the first 
ti1ne, ho-w wise this stage of legal enactment in the training of 
I~rael ,vas, ho'"r necessary it was in order to awaken the know
ledge of the infinnities of sin. Nor does our author deny that it 
,v-as necessary for its t,irrie. But he proves from this announce
n1ent of God hin1sclf to J eren1iah, that this stage ·was only a 
preparatory one, ,vhich could not confer blessedness and brought 
110 pe1fect-ion.) It is different with the ne,v covenant ·which God 
prornises to make □'N:li1 u'D'. In this covenant Goel wiU not 

• T - • T 
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write his la,v outwardly, as a cold requirement, on tables of stone, 
but he will u;rite it in the hearts and in the minds of his people ; 
he will, thcref ore, first give to the JJeople arid then ask frorrt 
them). he ,vill first give them a new heart, a regenerate spirit, 
pleasure, love, and joy in God's will, and then he will require 
of then1: nor will he then require in vain, for he will then be 
truly the people's God, ·worshipped and beloved by then1, 
and, in consequence of this, the people can then also be truly 
his people, protected and blessed by hin1. In a third pr,in
ci'pal idea (ver. 11-12), it is no,v shown still 1nore plainly, ho-w 
the fulfihnent of the la,v is under this ne,v covenant to rest 
on the iivard disposition, and on what ground this disposition is 
to rest. In the old covenant, God had connnissioned l\Ioses and 
the priests to read the law to the people, and to lay before them 
the command to ackno,vleclge Jehovah as their God. There is 
to be no such ont,vard process under the new covenant. '11hen 
,vill every one personally, and fro111 his o,,·n inn1ost experience, 
kno,v and acknowledge ,the Lord,-ancl ho"r? by ,vhat means ? 
Because lwforg£1:es their sins, and rerncnibers not the-ir iniqu£ties. 
rrhc difference, then, between the old and the new covenant if-

~ 

traced eYen to this innennost centre-point in that evangelical 
announcement of God to J ereiniah. 'I.1here it is the law that 
i-;tands first, and lays do,vn its reqniren1ents, ,vhich man cannot 
fulfil, because he ,vants the pov,er and the spirit, the po,ver of 
love and the spirit of love. Here it is free grace, the forgivene~s 
of sins, and reconciliation that stands first, and in the heart 
,vhose sins have been forgiven love springs up, and fron1 lcH"e 
springs the strength ancl the inclination for holiness, and t1 te 
personal experience of the knowledge of God. 

'l er. 13. rrhe author has no,v sho,vn that, according to Go(r s 
own announce1nent, a new, a hjgher covenant ,vas to be fonned= 
which rests on better pron1ises (na111ely, pro1nises not first con
ditioned by the conduct of 1nen). From this is no,v dra,vn the 
further inference, that for ,the old covenant a time 1nust also at 
lengih co1ne, ,vhon it ,vould no longer be 1nerely relatively the 
old in opposition to the neio, but 'also, the absolutely wealc thro1-tyh 
age in opposition to the new covenant con1ing into operation with 
the fi·eshness of yoi&th. 

r_rwo ideas ·are to be distingui8hecl from each other in this 
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verse. First, with the promise of God to make in general a 
(relatively) new, different, second covenant, the covenant made 
,vith J\ioses ceases to be the only one, and becomes a (relatively)· 
old covenant. Secondly: But of two things, that ·which is the 
relatively older 1nust also, at some time, become the absolutely 
old, he survived and pass away. 

We have here, first of all, to obtain a clear idea of the two 
categories, olcl and neiv, aged and young. Ka,vo; 1neans new, 
new in the relative sense, that which is added to a thing already 
existing as a new, i.e. a different thing, novus. (In the same 
sense might one, who at an entertainment brings first ,vine of 
vintage 1846, and then of 1811, say he will no-w bring a new 
wine, that is, a new, another kind.) The opposite of this in 
Greek is ,;;aA.aio;, that which was already there, rr.&."Aa,, the old 
= the earlier (relatively old), antiquus (from ante), what does 
not come after something else. The application of ,;;aAa10; to 
old persons is secondary, and these also are so called, not in the 
sense of their being infirm through age, but only in the sense of 
their having been earlier in the world than those who are young. 

Ns6;, on the other hand, 1neans young, fresh, recens, that 
,vhich ( at any given time) is still absolutely new in res1Ject of 
its exi"stcnce (not in comparison with another), that which has 
not yet existed long, still stands in fresh vigour. (So is that 
wine of 1846 the young ,vine.) In opposition to this, 1 £ga,6;, as 
the Latin vetus denotes what is absolutely olcl, ,vhat has no 
lbnger in itself the strength to exist much l~nger. (Thus a man 
of eighty years of age may be a neiv me1nber (xwv6;) of a legis
lative assembly, and still be a ysgwo;, and one of thirty years of 
age may be an old (r,rai,aJO;) member of the assen1bly, and yet 

l\'.Iost unjustly, therefore, Bleek, Tholuck, and others render 
,;-:-aA.a,eiuv by sene1n reddere, "to render antiquated." Only thus, 
Bleek thinks, can a natural connection of ideas be made out 
between the two members; it gives rise rather, ,ve think, only 
to a tautology. ITaA.aluUV is rather simply "to 1nake the older" 
antiquuni 'reddere ( not to antiquate in the modern sense, 
which would be equivalent to "abrogate"). Inas1nuch as God 
speaks of a zw~~ o,aO~xr;, he has (the use of the perf. is to be 
noted) thereby n1ade the covenant of l\foses the old covenant 
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i.e. the relatively older. That, ho,vever, ,vhich has been made 
the antiquitni, the older, is, for this reason-because it is des
tined to be displaced by a novum-also far on the way towards 
an absolute point of old age, i.e. it is a yr;ga<1xo11, it is old in 
res11ect of its o,vn capacity of existence, and approaches there
fore, step by step, the impending a1av1<1µ,6;. (' Eyyu; is used 
in the same way as at chap. vi. 8. As, in that place, syyu; xa

,:-aga; does not mean "nigh to the curse," but "approaching 
step by step nearer to the curse," so here, Jyyu; &1av1<1µ,ou, 

"approaching step by step nearer to dissolution.") Thus, from 
the fact that God has promised, in general, a new, i.e. second 
covenant, and has declared the covenant of Moses to be the 
earlier, it follows, that this earlier covenant must, at some time, 
be old and cease. Now as, according to ver. 6, the relation 
between the ministries is the same as that between the covenards, 
ver. 13, therefore, already implicitly contains the idea ( as has 
been already observed) that the Levitical i,u-rougyfa is destined 
to become old, to be survived and to cease. 

SECT ION SECOND. 

(Chap. ix. 1-10.) 

THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE MOSAIC TABERNACLE. 

According to the train of thought in the foregoing section, we 
are prepared to expect here two ideas which Zuingle has already 
,vell denoted in the words: Docet, ceremonias testamenti veteris 
uonnisi typum fuisse novi. Atque ita rursum probat, novum 
testamentu1n, sacerdotium videlicet Christi, excellentius fuissc 
levitico. First, the author ·will have to prove in detail the idea 
expressed in chap. viii. 1-5, that the Old Testament tabernacle, 
in general, ,vas a copy of the heavenly things, i.e. the ministry of 
Christ,-then, the idea in chap. viii. 6, ss., that, as a mere copy, it 
corresponds to the nature of the old covenant as distinguished 
from the ne,v. And indeed we do find both of these things in 

R 
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this section, only (as was to be expected) not treated successively, 
but blended together. 

In ver. 1 the first thing to be asked is, what substantive is to be 
' supplied at rrgwe;-r;. The Con1plut. and Steph. editions read ~ ,;:gwr'li 

<1xr;11n, but this <1xr;11~ is not found in the majority of the oldest and 
best codd. and versions, it rests, therefore, n1erely on a conjecture, 
and this conjecture, moreover, is groundless. In chap. viii. 6-
13 it was the tivo covenants that ·were spoken of throughout, and, 
even at ver. 13, the ,vords i°·n that he saitli, et neiv, &c., pointed 
back to the citation in ver. 8 (I will 1nake a ne,v covenant), and 
thus, at ver. 13 also, the substantive, covenant, ,vas to be supplied 
at the ,vords-he hath niacle the .first old. This of itself would 
sho,v, that the sa1ne substantive n1ust be supplied at ~ ,;:gw;-r; 

in the verse before us. And, indeed, uxr;ll~ would in no,vise 
be suitable. For in ver. ~, where the expression ~ r,:gwrn ui!.r;11r; 

actually occurs, it serves to denote not the Old Testa1nent 
sanctuary in opposition to that of the Neiv Testament, but the 
fore-co1nparf1nent of the Old Testament tabernacle (the so-called 
"holy place") in opposition to the hi"nd-compart1nent (the "holiest 
of all"), and, therefore, has a signification ,vhich ,vould not at all 
be suitable in ver. 1. vVe have, therefore, to' supply om,B?1xn ( so 
Peschito, Chrysostom, Luther, Calvin, Beza, Grotius, Bleek, 
Olshausen, and, in general, all the more recent commentators) . 

. l:i1Y.u1wpJc1sa 1-.a,;-gsfa;,-o,x.afCJJ/J.,a denotes the result of the act 
expressed by 01iCa10~11, and signifies, therefore, the making just or 
right. In the N cw Testa1nent it occurs in a threefold sense : 
first, it signifies the fu?filli"ng of righteousness ( as applicable to 
the perfect man Christ), Ro1n. v. 18, viii. 4; secondly, the 
declaring of the s£nner to be righteous by God for Christ's sake, 
Rom. v. 16 ; thirdly, it denotes an act whereby certain things are 
declared to be right and therefore obligatory, i.e. ordinance, la1v 

= u~~'?, ph, Rom. i. 32; Luke i. 6. Here, of course, only 

this third signification is suitable. To understand o,xa,w/u1.,ru 

of the holy vessels is contrary to all usage. Luther, Grotius, 
and others, take Aa-:-gsfa~ as the accusative, and suppose a comma 
between 01Y.a1wµJara and Aa<rgsfa;, so that the three things ,vould 
be co-ordinated, " ordinances, services, and sanctuary." But, 
first of all, n is n1ostly used in the case of things connected by 
pairs ; besides, the use of the_ plural in )..a,;gsfa; ·would be strange, 
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and 1-.. ae;-gs!a;, moreover, ,vould express nothing else than the 
perfor1nance of the o,xa,w,uae;-a, ,vhich ,vould give rise to a 
tautology. We therefore agree ,vith the i1nn1ense majority of 
both ancient and modern commentators in taking 1-..r:1.:rgEfa; as the 
genitive to o,xa,w,ua-ra. We thus obtain tivo ideas (" ordinances 
respecting the service," and "the sanctuary"), which correspond 
precisely to the t,vo ideas of the foregoing chapter, service ancl 
tabernacle. 

By -ro ay,ov, as already appears fro111 the epithet r.Ou/1J1r..6v (which 
forms the antithesis to s'7;'ouga111ov), is to be understood the entire 
Old Testament fanurn (not the "holiest of all," which in the 
Epistle to the Hebre,vs is denoted by -ra ay,a, ver. 3 and 8, or 
&y,a ayfwv, ver. 2 ; nor the so-called "holy place," ,vhich our 
author always designates by the expression ~ i;;gwi;-r; c1xr;v~).-The 
epithet xoc1,urx6v, as already said, finds its explanation in the anti
thesis to ,..a ir,rougav,a. The ,vriter intends evidently to say this: 
" the old covenant, too, had indeed a service and a sanctuary, 
but it had a service determined by ordinances, and a sanctuary 
belonging to this icorld." rrhese two things he has concisely 
put together in one clause. He, therefore (as already Olshansen 
has rightly observed), expresses by x.o~,a,x6v nearly the sa1ne 'thing 
that he had already expressed in chap. viii. 4 by si;;'/' y~;, ,vith 
this difference, that in xo<5/1J1x6v lies not 1nerely the locality but 
also the quality. S01ne of the older critics have strangely mis
talten the sense of these si1nple ,vords. Luther and others take 
To ayrnv = ..-~v ay16crr;<ra _; Hornberg rightly interprets <ro a1JOv, but 
renders xou11,1x.6; = x6c1{J;10;, "adorned ; " Chrysoston1, Theophylact, 
Oecumenius, Kypke, explain xu<5f1;1xo; = for the 'Whole ,vork1, 
destined for all nations (but one of the principal imperfections 
of the Old Testament sanctuary lay precisely in this, that it 
,vas not destined for all nations, but only for one people) ; Theo
phy lact, Grotius, Este, vVetstein, explain: '' representing a type 
of the ,vorld-structure '' (but the tabernacle represented this in 
no possible ·way). Even among those commentators ,vho rightly 
explain zuc1/MZ6G as antithetical -with lrrougavw~ (It., V ulg., Calvin, 
Beza, Cramer, Storr, I{uinoel, Tholuck, Bleck), it is still un
necessarily disputed, ,vhether the ,vriter intended by this to 
denote the i1npcrfection or the materiality of the Old Testan1ent 
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8anctuary. Ko<I/Mx.6; signifies neither "imperfect" nor " material." 
but "belonging to the world." 1 The Old Testament sanctuary 
,vas an integral part of this ivorld, this r.66/~o;, which exists as 
a world separated from God, and in which, therefore, even 
,vhen what was heavenly appeared, it must needs take the form 
of the liinited, the particular, i.e., under the distinction of 
fanum and profanum. In this is involved at once the ma
terial, local, external, and emblematic character of the Old Tes
tament ay,ov, and, at the same time, also, its imperfection. 

Ver. 2-5. vVhat is no,v to be proven is not that, in general, 
a service and a sanctitary existed under the old covenant, but 
that that service ,vas one according to ordinances, and that sanc
tuary one pertaining to this world. In proof of this ( comp. the 
yag), the principal idea is no,v laid down: '' There was built 
the first compartment of the tent ; behind the second vail, how
ever, ,vas the holy of holies." In this construction, which 
rendered it necessary to pass through two vails into the holiest 
of all, was plainly expressed that cosmical imperfection, that 
state of separation between God and the sinful world. 

This separation ,vas not, however, in any ,vay merely acci
dental or outward, but ,vas most closely connected with the 
entire nature, and with the collective symbols of the Old Testa-
1nent cultus. The writer shows this by specifying the particular 
pieces of furniture in each of the two compartments of the taber
nacle, and the acts of worship _which were performed in each. 

Before entering here on the explanation of the text, ,ve must 
not omit taking a short_ survey of the local construction and 
symbolical significance of ·the tabernacle. 

On entering by the door of the rectangular fore-court (which 
stood on one of its smaller sides) into the fore-court, one ,vould 
then have had the tent innnediately before him (again its smaller 
side), but in entering it, he would yet have to pass the altar of 

( 

burnt-offering and the basin of water which stood just at the 
entrance to the tent. On entering into the tent itself (therefore 

1 Bleek renders the word by "worldly." But this word has acquired in 
common usage a different meaning. It no longer forms the antithesis to 
heavenly, but to spiritual, and has.become almost synonymous with "profane.'' 
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passing through the first vail, which formed the entrance from 
the fore-court (outwards), he would then have found. himself in 
the holy place (,;rgwTrJ 6'.%rJ11n), a rectangular space which, again, 
had greater depth than breadth. On the right hand, in this 
space, stood the table ivith the show-bread, on the left, the golden 
candlestick, and furthest back:, immediately before the entrance 
to the holiest of a1l (Ex. xxx. 6), the altar of incense. On enter
ing (through the second vail, which separated the holy place 
from the holiest of all) into the holiest of all, he ,voulcl then have 
found himself in a square space which had no other entrance but 
the one from the holy place. Here stood the arl;, of the covenant. 

This holy of holies was the place ·where God sometimes mani
fested his presence in a bright light or a cloud of smoke. This 
·was the place ,vhere God was to be conceived of as always 
present, even although he, should not be visibly manifest. He 
,vas present here, however, not as the Creator and Governor of 
the ,vorld ( as such he dwelt in heaven), bu~ as the covenant God 
of his people. And therefore was the act of the covenant kept 
here in the ark of the covenant. This act of the covenant 
contained the mutual contract ·which God had made with his 
people. He reqitired of the people the ful:filn1ent of his eternal, 
absolutely holy wil1, which he had expressed in the "ten words ; " 
the decalogue was the condition of the cove1J,ant; if this 1vas 
fulfilled, then ,voulcl the Lord, on his part, fulfil the promise of 
the covenant, and be the Goel of this people. 

But, not only did the people break that condition from the very 
first; they had never the power to fulfil a command in which even 
an evil desire was forbidden. Hence God had never: given this 
law to the encl that it should be fulfilled, but to the end that the 
people should by this testimony (rl1ip) be led to the knowledge 

of their sinfulness. And this is not an idea to be found first 
in the New Testament, in the writings of Paul, but one which 
had been, in the clearest manner, expressed in the ceremonial 
law and ivorshiJJ. 

The "·words of the testin1ony" (i.e., the decalogue) must needs 
be covered (i~~), so that the eye of the God ,vho was present in 

the holy of holies n1ight not fall upon these wo1~ds, which ,vere 
an act of accusation against the people. (From this is to be 
explained the frequent form of expression "to cover sin.") A 
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aolden cover the r,i9:J, was to be laid upon the ark; this dead 
~ ~ 

cover, however, did not suffice of itself to turn away the eye of 
divine penal justice fron1 the record ,vhich testified of the guilt of 
the people. For this there was necessary an actual atone1nent for 
this guilt. Therefore the high priest must, once every year, on 
the great day of atonement, slay the great sacrifice of atonement, 
and carry the blood into the holiest of all, and sprinkle it on the 

I 

cover or lid of the ark, that the eye of God might fall upon this 
w·itness of the accon1plished atone1nent. (Of course this atone-
1nent ,vas, in like manner, only symbolical and typical, as "·as 
the representation of the presence of God, and the beholding of 
God.) Thus, then, there was represented in the holy of holies 
the absolute relation of the absolutely holy God to the sinful 
people. It will appear from ,vhat has been said,' ho,v very super
ficial is the vie,v of those who ,vould place the clecalogue in the 
same category ,vith the ceremonial la,v, and regard it as given 
only for the J e,vs. The ,vhole ceren1onial la"r had rather a 
significance, only on the supposition that the decalogue ,vas not 
a relative thing suited to the capacity and develop111ent of the 
tin1e when it was given, but the purely absolitte representation 
of the eternal, inde1Jendent ,vill of God. 

Let us no,v look at the cultus of the holy place, the t;j'gw~'ti 

oxrivfi. After the clecalogue God gave, at the same tin1e, to the 
Israelites (Ex. xx. 22, 23, 33), a second laiv, ,vhich did not 
require absolute holiness, but rather, on the contrary, ,vas suited 
to an unholy sinful people, and which presupposed the non-ful
filn1ent of the decalogue. In the clecalogue it is said : thou shalt 
not kill ; in chap. xxi. 12, ss. it is taken for granted that, not
,vithstanding of this, murder would occur, and ordinances ,vere 
given ho,v this should be punished. In the decalogue it is said: 
thou shalt not steal ; in chap. xxii. 1, it is presupposed that still 
thefts would be committed, and the civil punish1nent for the 
thief is specified, and so forth. In short, the decalogue was a 
law which could not be kept by a sinful people; the law, on the 
other hand~ chap. xx. 22, ss. was instituted precisely to meet the 
capacity of observance belonging to a sinful people. ~rhe deca
logue required absolute holiness; the second (the civil) la-w 
required merely civil propriety of conduct, therefore only a 
holiness of a very relative kind, only a justitia civilis.-Now, Just 



EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS IX. 1-10. ')69 
- u 

as this civil lau; stands related to the clecalogue, so does the cultu8 
o.f the holy place to that of the holy of holies. While, in the one, 
the absolute will of Goel as accusing the people needed to be, 
as it ,vere, hid fro111 the eye of God by the lid sprinkled "ith 
the blood of the sacrifice, so, in the other, the people brought 
before G·od the temporary fruits of the land-bread and oil-as 
symbols of their relative services, their relative holiness-they 
did not, ho,vever, present these immediately before the eye of 
God, but only in the fore-chamber of his house. The sho·w
bread was no lectisternium, no meat for God (but as already the 
name O'ltl-on.S intimates), ,vas i~tended only to be looked upon 

• T ._. ••• 

by God; in like manner, in the candlestick ,vhich was filled 
with the other chief produce of the land-oil-the people made, as 
it ,vere, their light to shine before God. In the holy place, 
therefore, ,vere represented the symbols of the temporary relative 
piety, ivhich the Lord, in the 1neanivhile, until the JJeople shoulcl 
beconie entirely and inivardly holy, graciously accepted, and 
·which he could graciously accept only because, at the sa1ne ti1ne, 
in the holiest of all, the sins against God's absolute requirements 
,vere, from time to time, coverep. by the sacrifices. Thus, then, 
,Ye see how this twoj'old character of the cultus really pointed to 
a future removal of the difference bet,veen the absolute require
ments of the covenant and the merely relative services of the 
covenant. 

The fore-court ,vas the place for the sinful peo1Jle. Here the 
sacrifices, namely, the atoning sacrifices were slain and burnt. 
This slaying and burning ,vas a symbol of the death and the 
condemnation which the sinner properly had deserved, which, 
however, was transferred from him to the victim. Of course, 
therefore, neither the holy place nor the holy of holies ,vas the 
fitting place for these acts of judicial punishment (the great 
sacrifice of atonement ·was therefore commanded to be burnt 
,vithout the fore-court, nay, without the camp) ; only the bloocl 
of the slain sacrifice of atone1nent ,vas brought before the eye of 
God, i.e., into the holy of holies, as a testimony that the atoning 
vicarious act of punishment had been executed. The general 
mutual relation bet,veen God and his people resulting from the 
sacred rites of the holy of holies, from those of the holy place 
and of the f ore-court,-the result, that God in general still 
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accepted the homage and worship of this people, was symboli
cally represented in the incense-oJfering. The incense-offering 
was burnt in the fore-court, in the fire of the altar of burnt
offering-only in virtue of this connection with the expiatory 
side of the cultus ,vas it acceptable-it was not carried into the 
holy of. holies itself, but (just because it represented only the 
ternporary, relative peace that subsisted between God and his 
people) into the holy place; but the altar of incense on which it 
was placed stood (Ex. xxx. 6) just before the entrance t·o the 
holy of holies-" over against the ark of the covenant,'' and thus, 
the incense-o:ff ering referred to the God who W3$ present in the 
holy of holies ; the smoke of the incense was to penetrate into 
the holy of holies itself, and, because it belonged to the cultus 
of the holy of holies, it was offered not by the priests but by the 
lii"g 7i priest. 

,vith this explanation of the sy1nbolical meaning of the 
tabernacle and its worship in general, the question is already 
solved, why the author in ver. 2-5 nam_es and enumerates 
these pieces of furniture ( a question which, moreover, is answered 
by himself in ver. 6, ss.). But, at the same time also, a d(fficulty 
is thus by anticipation re1noved, which Calmet has declared to 
be the niaxima totius epistolce dftficultas. If, however, there 
existed no greater difficulties in it than this, then would the 
Epistle to the Hebre,vs belong to the easiest books of the N e,v 
Testament ! It is the difficulty arising from the fact, that the 
author in ver·. 4 reckons the golden altar_ of incense as belonging 
to the holy of holies, while it stood undoubtedly in the holy 
place. 

Commentators have had recourse to a threefold solution of 
this difficulty. 

First, some have dircc.tly expressed their opinion, that the 
author ivas mistaken. This, however, is too gross to be for a, 
1noment conceivable. The position of the altars must have been 
known to every Israelite from the book of Exodus, much more 
must he have kno,vn it, who set himself to reason from this 
against the Jewish Christians. This vie,v has therefore been 
supported by auxiliary con;jectures. Some say, the author may 
perhaps have lived and written in Alexandria, and therefore not 
have had an exact knowledge of the arrangements of the temple 
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in J erusalen1. But the question, whether one lived in Jerusalem 
or elsewhere, is here altogether irrelevant, as, even in Jerusalem, 
the layman could not enter into the temple, and could only 
beco1ne acquainted ,vith the internal arrangements of the temple 
from ,vhat he read in the Pentateitch or in 1 Kings. This infor
mation could be obtained, however, quite as easily in Alexandria 
as in Jerusalem, by a layman or a non-layman. l\,foreover, it 
is not the temple that is here spoken of, but the tabernacle, and 
specially those arrangements which found place only in the old 
tabernacle (thus in ver. 4, Aaron's rod and the pot of manna are 
mentioned, both of ,vhich, according to 1 l(ings viii. 6, even at 
the time of the building of Solomon's Temple were no longer to 
be found) .-And this ,vill, at the same time, afford an ans,ver to 
a second auxiliary conjecture (that of a reviewer in Rhein,vald's 
Repert. 1842, vol. 9. p. 193), according to ·which, the author had 
in his n1ind, and before his eye, the arrangements of that temple 
,vhich the Egyptian Jews, under Onias, 150 n.c., built at Leon
topolis. This conjecture is the more untenable when we find 
that Onias built his ten1ple with great exactness after the pattern 
of that at J crusalem, so that, at Leontopolis, the altar of incense 
assuredly stood nowhere else than it did at Jerusalem. 

Side by side ,vith the first solution is to be placed also that of 
Bleek, according to ,vhich, the altar of incense did really stand 
in the holy place, but the author allo"red himself to be lecl 
into the mistake of placing it in the holy of holies by the passages 
Ex. xxx. 6 and 26; Lev. iv. 7, ss. (where it is said the altar of 
incense stands " over against the ark of the covenant"). This 
hypothesis is, however, simply refuted by the 7th verse of our 
chapter, where the author expressly and definitely says that the 
high priest entered into the ow ... iga 11x~v~ only once in the year, 
which he could not have said if, in his opinion, the daily offering 
of incense had been brought into the holiest of all. 

vVith this also is refuted a second hypothesis (,vhich has been 
put forth by Tholuck, only problematically, however, on the 
alleged ground of 1 l(ings vi. 22; Ex. xxvi. 35), that, in reality, 
the altar of incense may have stood in the holy of holies. We 
are not under the necessity of having recourse to Ex. :xxx. 6 
(" thou shalt put it before the vail ") in order to prove, that the 
altar of incense really stood in the holy place, and by no means 
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in tl1e holy of J,lolies,1 as it clearly appears fro1n the 7th verse of 
our chapter that, in the opinion too of our author, it stood in the 
holy place antl not in the holy of holies. The question, no,v, is 
no longer one of a contradiction between our author and the 
Penta,teuch, but of a kind of contradiction into which he seems 
to have fallen with hin1self. 

By how much the less conceivable such a contradiction of 
the author with hi1nself is, by so 1nuch the more might the third 
principal solution seem, on a superficial view of the question, to 
recon1rnend itself, the solution, namely, of those (as the Peschito, 
Vulg., Theophylact, Luther, Calov, de Dieu, Reland, Deyling, J. 
G. l\1ichaelis, Bolune, I(uinoel, Stuart, Klee, &c.) who would 
translate 0upJ1ar~g10v here by censer. That Ou!.1J1a-r~g10,; may actually 
mean censer is proven ( from Thucyd. vi. 46 ; Diod. Sic. xiii. 3 ; 
LXX. Ex. viii. 11; 2 Chron. xxvi. 19; Joseph. Ant. iv. 2, 4). 
It has even been 111aintained that it must be rendered here 
by censer ; for the altar of incense is never denoted in the 
LXX. by Oup.,1ar~g10,;, but always by 0u<J,a<J,;~g,o,; 0upArl,ua,;-o;. But 
this ground is not conclusive, as in Josephus, Philo, Clemens 
Alex., and Origen, the altar of incense, in spite of the usage 
of the LXX., is very often called eu1Ma-:~g10,;. Moreover, our 
author, in the designation of the parts and vessels of the 
sanctuary, does not at all confine himself to the terms of the. 
LXX.; he calls the holy place for example not -:o cJ.,-•;10,; ( as 
LXX. Ex. xxvi. 33, &c.) but r; r,;gwrri <Jxri11~, while he uses ,;-o 

&/·;10,; ( ver. 1) in a far ,vider sense to designate the entire sanc
tuary; to designate the holy of holies he uses, besides the 
expression of the LXX. ay,a ay,~v, also the- expressions h osu,;-iga 

uiO'iv~ (ver. 7) -:a ay,a (ver. 8), &c. It is thus quite possible 

that in the designation of the altar of incense he may have 
departed from the circu1nstantial term of the LXX., and fol
lo,ved the usage of Josephus and Philo. The ,vord 0up.,,a,;-~;IO'I, 

therefore, in itself determines nothing. 
Just as little is determined by the predicate xguuor;,;, Some 

have understood this as a differentia specifica distinguishing a 

1 For the opposite opinion it has been contended, that Origen also (horn. 
8 in Exod., 9 in Levit.). Occumcnius and Augustine (qu. 177, in Exod.) 
assigned the altar of incense to the holy of holies. But none of these three 
Fathers saw the temple themselves; they, all of them, drew their informa
tion solely from our passage, Hcb. ix. 4, so that their testimony here is en
tirely without weight. 



EPISTLE TO THE HEBRE"\VS IX. 1-10. 267 

golden censer from a silver one, and in support of this, have 
appealed to a passage of the rralmud, according to ,vhich, there 
,vere many silver censers and only a single golden one-at the 
sa1ne time also, to the oniission of the article at xgutSuu11 0u/Ma

ir~g,ov. But' if the author had intended to distinguish that one 
particular censer fron1 the n1any, he must precisely then have 
used the article. But the epithet xgua-ou11 can, just as little, be 
a differentia specifi~a as is the parallel epithet 'i:'igrx.sxa"Aup41.,~.,riv 

-;;-a11;-00t11 xguuf'fl. Or, will the author distinguish the gilt lid of the 
covenant fron1 a nun1ber of others, namely, of covenant lids not 
gilt! 

The t,vo following considerations are unfavourable to this third 
solution of the difficulty. In the first place, the holy of holies 
,vas no store-roo1n in which all possible vessels were kept; 
though it were granted, then, that there ,vas a particular golden 
censer ,vhich ,vas specially set apart for the incense on the day of 
atone111ent in the holy of holies (Lev. xvi. 12, s.), this censer 
,voulcl still not be kept, the ,vhole year through, in the holy of 
holies, as in that case the high priest must needs have entered 
into the holy of holies before the fonnal presentation of the sacri
fice in order to bring out the censer. • But, in the second place, 
it is purely inconceivable that our author should have passed 
over the altar of incense, this essenti'al part of the sacred furni
ture, and have 1nentionecl, instead of it, any kind of incense
vessel whatever ! Tholuck, it is true, observes that Jose
phus, in describing the entrance of Pompey into the te1nplc 
(Ant. xiv. 4, 4) mentions, a1nong the objects ,vhich Pompey sa,v 
in the holy place, merely the table, the candlestick, and cen
sers ). these, however, were certainly not placed upon the 
ground, but standing on the altar of incense, so that, fron1 
this passage of Josephus, it can in nowise be inferred, that 
at' the time of Pon1pey there was no longer any altar of 
incense. But granted even that there was then, in reality, 
no altar of incense, still our author speaks not of the temple, 
least of all of the temple as it existed after the captivity, but 
of the tabernacle. Aaron's rod and the pot of manna ,vere 
no longer in the ten1ple ( they ,vere not there since the time of 
Solomon, 1 l(ings viii. 6), and yet the author docs not ornit to 
mention the111 ! 
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We need, in fact, to have recourse to none of these artificial 
expedients. The solution is exceedingly simple. The altar of 
incense stood, indeed, in the holy place, but referred to the holy 
of holies. (So, substantially, already Mynster and Olshausen.) 
The smoke of the incense was not intended to spread backwards, 
in order to dim the light of the candlestick, or to impart an aro
matic flavour to the sho,v-bread, but was intended to penetrate 
into the l~oly of holies, as a symbol of worship and homage. 
N o,v, our author, as has already been observed, mentions all 
these things, not with the aim of giving a local description, but 
in order to show (ver. G, s.) how the entire cultus of the taber
nacle divided itself into two JJarts, which pointed to a future 
union and reconciliation. Regarded from this point of view, 
the table of show-bread and the candlesticlc, the cultus of which 
consisted in their being symbolical of the relative covenant ser
vices of the people-belonged to the holy place ; the altar of 
incense, however, the smoke of ·which referred to the God pre
sent in the holy of holies, and in which the total result of the 
entire cultus of the tabernacle was represented, belonged most 
properly to the holiest of all, although it stood qefore the en
trance to it (just as the sign-board of a shop, although outside 
the shop door, yet belongs not to the street, but to the shop). 
Nor was this a refinement first invented by the author of this 
epistle, for in Ex. xxx. G, it had already been expressly said, that 
the altar of incense, although without the vail, was yet to stand 
" before the ark of the covenant" cniD:Jil '.)DS) ; nay, in 1 
I{ings vi. 22, this connection of the altar of incense ,vith the 
holy of holies is yet 111ore strongly expressed in the ,vorcls 

,,:i,~ ,~~ n:J.T?ji1. By what other word could the author . . - ... -= - ·:: . -
render this ~ than by 'tx,rn1? We are under no necessity to 
understand ixHv in a local sense. Being in a place locally, the 
author everywhere expresses, ver. 2-4, by the preposition i11 

U11 f) ; ,vhile ix,~111 is used in a local sense just as little in ver. 1 
as in ver. 4. We therefore render the words thus: "the holy of 
holies to ivhich the golden altar of incense belonged." The 
author had the less reason to shrink from this use of the Zx,e,11, as 
he n1ight ,vell take it for granted that the local position of those 
vessels was familiar to all his readers; and, moreover, vcr. 7 
showed that it ,vas not unknown to himself. 
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'E11 p u~a/Mo; x~;;crij, &c. It will be necessary to inquire here, 
first, whether the pot of 1nanna, together with Aaron's rod, really 
stood in the ark of the covenant, and then, why these two objects, 
,vhich had no significance in respect to the cultus of the taber
nacle, are here mentioned. 

vVith regard to the first of these questions, the passages Ex. 
xvi. 33; Nun1b. xvii. 25; and 1 l(ings viii. 9, have been 
strangely ref erred to in support of the vie,v that those t,vo 
things had their place not i·n, but before, or besfde the ark of the 
covenant. The two first of these passages, it is said, expressly 
affirm that they were placed before the ark; the third as ex
pressly denies that they were placed in the ark. But the very 
opposite of this is true. In Ex. xvi. 33, it is said, quite gene-

rally, that Jehovah commanded Moses to lay up i1ii1'•'JDS, a 
T . • ••• . . 

pot full of n1anna for a memorial. Now, so much, certainly, is 
true, that this expression does not positively affirm that the pot 
of 1nanna was to be laid precisely in the ark of the covenant, for 

it1il'm'JDS is often used of any one who enters into the holy of 
holies, nay, even into the tabernacle and its fore-court ; and so, 

,vhen it is said of Moses, he came n1i1'--'JDS, it is assuredly not 
meant that he went into the ark of the covenant. But neither 
does that expression forbi"d our associating it with the holy of 
holies, and the ark of the covenant. And, if the pot of manna 
was kept at all in the holy of holies, it must have been kept in 
the ark of the covenant; for, placed on the ground, it would soon 
have been spoiled (it is ·not to be forgotten that the tabernacle 
was daily moved from place to place), and there v;as no niche in 
the wall, as the walls consisted of hangings. N o,v, as the ark 
,vas the only vessel in the holy of holies, it is reasonable to sup
pose that the pot of 1nanna tvould have its place nowhere else 
than in it. 

If we are led to this conclusion already, a priori from Ex. xvi. 
33, it is expressly confirmed, with respect to the pot of manna, by 
ver. 34, and, ,vith respect to Aaron's rod, by N um. xvii. 25. For 

it is said there, of both these objects, that they ,vere laid '?.~'., 

n,Yil " before the testimony." Expositors have yet to produce 
._ •• T 

a p~ssage in ,vhich the a.rlc ,vas designated by niv. The ark is 
called ,;i~;::t or n'i?,•iii~, n'1.~~-1ii~; on the other hand, 
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n,:v is ahvays, and every,vhere, used to designate the decalogue 
·· ... 

or the tables of the laiv, ,vhich, as is ,vell kno,vn, lay in the ark. 
If now, for exa1nple, I have a 1nicroscope standing in a press, 
and I ,vere to say, I have laid some article before the microscope, 
no rational man ,vould understand me to say that I had laid it 
upon the ground, before the press in ·which the 1nicroscope stands, 
but every one ,vould understand that I have laid it in the press, 
and before the 1nicroscope there. Just so is it ,vith the pot of 
manna and Aaron's rod. If they ,vere laid before the tables of 
the la,v, then must they have been placed on the same level with 
these, the ref ore on the bottom of the ark, not on the ground be
fore the ark. Bleek hi1nself admits it to be possible (ii. p. 458) 
that Ex. xxx. 6 may have the n1eaning, that the altar of incense, 

because it was nis~il ,.1nS, stood in the holy of holies, notwith-... - - .. : . 
standing of its being expressly said shortly before that it stood 
" before the vail," and yet, he all at once" repudiates the very 
natural interpretation of Ex. xvi. 34, that the pot of 1nanna and 

Aaron's rod because n1:Vi1 'j£)S, had their place in the ark. 
••• • .. • T •: : • 

vVe have still to look at the passage in 1 l(ings viii. 9. It is 
here said, certainly, that "there was nothing in the ark except 
the two tables," but what tin1e is it that is here spoken of? The 
ti1ne of Solomon ! N o,v, that in the ti1ne of Solomon the golden 
pot of 1nanna and Aaron's rod should have been lost will not 
seriously surprise any one. Had not ~11e , ark been long in the 
hands of the Philistines, and carried about from place to place? 
l\Iight not the Philistines have thro,vn aside the seemingly 
·worthless rod of Aaron, and taken away the rnore valuable pot 
of 1nanna? Let us now, however, inquire finally, why then in 
general the circumstance is 1nentioned in 1 Kings viii. 9, that in 
Solo1non's time, ,vhen the ark ,vas brought into the temple, 
" nothing ,vas in it save the two tables." Certainly not for the 
purpose of obviating any idea that there n1ight, }Jerhaps, be in 
the ark, besides these, some bo,vls, plates, caps, &c. &c. It is 
quite evident that the statement has then only a meaning when 
it is suppose~, that there ·was something else besides the tables 
belonging properly to the ark, ,vhich one might justly and reason
ably ex1Ject t~ find in it. Now, let any one search through the 
whole of the Old Testament, and he ·will be able to discover no 
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other objects that could be expected in the ark besides the tables, 
except the pot of manna and Aaron's rod mentioned in Ex. xvi. 
and N um. xvii. Thus, then, the passage 1 l{ings viii. 9 speaks 
not of what belonged to the ark in Moses' ti1ne, but of ,vhat ,vas 
found in it in the time of Solo1non. vVith an emphasis expressive 
of surprise, it is observed, that "the tables only were found in it," 
i.e. that the pot of manna and Aaron's rod had been lost. This 
very passage, therefore, contains a decided testi1nony, that both 
of these objects, so long as they yet existed, had their place in 
the ark of the covenant.-The second question is, ,vhy the author 
in general, mentions these objects ,vlucb, in reference to the cultus, 
had no special significance? In ver 5 he says expressly, that, 
in so far as his object was concerned, he might pass over the more 
particular description of the cherubi1n; surely then, he must have 
had a special reason for not passing over the pot of manna and 
Aaron's rod ? This reas~n consisted, on the one hand, perhaps 
in this, that he ·wished to show how, in the innermost sanctuary, 
there "'ere not merely the tables of the la,v but also memorials of 
divine 1niracles of n1ercy; 1 on the other hand, ho,vever, and • 
chiefly, in this, that the manna ,vhich fell fro1n heaven, and the 
1niraculously budding almond-branch of Aaron fonned a contrast 
,vith the ordinary earthly products of the land ,vhich were daily 
and ·weekly brought to the holy place. 

The cherubic forms n1entionecl in ver. 5, which (two in 
nu1nber) were brought to the 1nercy-lid, have no independ
ent symbolical signification. They served only the mstheti
cal purpose of mediating between the accusing testin1ony which 
lay beneath them, and the cloud that hovered above then1, in 
,vhich God at tin1es n1anifested himself. Thus, below, theyfor1ned, 
as it were, the guardians who kept watch over the records of the 
law, and, above, with their ,vings they formed, as it were, the 
throne upon ,vhich the cloud of revelation 1noved ,vhen it appeared. 
Hence, as Tholuck rightly observes, God is spoken of in the 
Psahns now, as "he ,vho sitteth on the cherubim ; " again, "a 
throne of the glory of the Lord" is spoken of, i.e. a throne of 

1 Olshauscn finds in the pot of manna a symbol of the heavenly spiritual 
bread of life, in Aaron's rod (less happily) a symbol of regeneration. Comp. 
on this our remarks on the words n).."o,,.{ea, (f?.'7vr,;, infra vcr. 11. 
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that cloud,-from which it is evident that the cloud, when it 
appeared, appeared over the cherubim. (The rabbinical doc
trine of the " Shekinah" is fabulous only in so far as they 
considered this cloud to hover per1nanently over the cherubim. 
In opposition to this co1np. 1 I(ings viii. 10, but on the other 
side also Ex. x.,~v. 22; N um. vii. 89 ; 1 Sam. iv. , 4, and 22 ; 
2 San1. vi. 2). The genitive o6g'7; is, therefore, also (with )Iam
mond, Deyling, Braun, Schottgen, Michaelis, Bohme, ':rholuck, 
Bleek, &c.) to be explained of the cloud, which, indeed, is in the 
Old r:restament frequently called 1i:i::Ji]. They arc called 

'I' 

'' cherubim of glory," because they bore " the glory of the 
Lord." Beza, Kuinoel, Olshausen, and others, have taken 
oc:g'1; as the gen. expressive of quality (" glorious cherubim"), 
but to ·what purpose would be such a predicate here, as in its 
vague generality woulcl not even be parallel with the descriptive 
epithets golden, oveJ·laid with gold, ver. 4 ? 

Ver. 6, 7. The author, having thus noticed the construction 
of the tabernacle, proceeds to consider the significance and desti
nation of its t-wo compartments. And in ver. 6, 7, he simply 
notices the acts of ,vorship whi9h were performed in each. 1 

H 

,;,;-gwn1 <fxrJvn, as at ver. 2 the holy place. .6.1ar,ravr6; is explained 
by the antithesis a•;iag -rou ev,auTou, and signifies, therefore, not 
continually, absolutely ,vithout interruption, but without such 
interruptions as, according to ver. 7, characterised the worship 
in the holy of holies, which ,vas perf armed only once in the year. 
The acts of ,vorshi p in the holy place were perfonned, in part, 
daily, and, in part, weekly. Daily the high priest presented the 
offering of incense on the altar of incense, daily was the candle
stick supplied ,vith the oil; ,vhile the sho,v-bread ,vas laid 
out weekly. The pres. eh;fa<f1v ( comp. ver. 9, xcMgo; ivtcri;w;, 

r,rgoufegov:;-a1) can be explained only the supposition, that whe:n 
the Epistle to the Hebre,vs was ,vritten, the Old Testament 
temple worship was still in existence, consequently, that this 
epistle was ·written before the destruction of J erusalen1. In the 
description of the construction of the sanctuary, the author, for a 
very intelligible reason, has not had in view the Heroclian 
temple, but has adhered to the description given in the Penta
teuch of the original sanctuary, the tabernacle; here, however, 
when he speaks of the acts of worship, he describes them, ,vith 
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equal reason, as still continiting; for the acts had remained the 
same, and also the distinction bet·ween the holy place and the 
holy of holies, changed only in its outward·form, had been main
tained unaltered in the temples of Solomon, Zerubbabel, and 
I-Ierod.1 

The high priest went once every yea1" into the holy of holies. 
It is needlessly asked, whether the high priest, on the great day 
of atonement, did not enter twice in succession into the holy of 
holies. He certainly did this, as we learn, not merely from 
Philo, but also from Lev. xvi. 12-14, and ver. 15 ;2 but this is 
not in contradiction to our passage. Our author himself 
indicates in the words,/or his oion sins and the sins o.f the people, 
that this act, ,vhich was done once in the year, consisted of t,vo 
parts.-On a,~•or;1ul<rwv comp. what is said at chap. v. 2. 

Ver. 8-10. From the fact that the worship of the taber
nacle consisted of two parts, as described in ver. 6-7, the author 
infers, in ver. 8, that the division of tlie tabernacle into f.wo JJarts, 
as described in ver. 1-5, implied an imperfection. This ,infer
ence, however, finds its link of connection and its explanation in 
the relative sentence ver. 9, 10. The connection of the thought as 
a whole is very subtle, and can be apparent and intelligible only 
to those who have understood all that lies in ver. 6, 7. For 
ver. 6, 7 has a twofold reference. In it, first of all (as is quite 
evident), the section v.1-10 on the constrt1ction of the taber
nacle is brought to a close, and an inference dra,vn backwards 
fi·om the service of the tabernacle to its construction and des-· 
tination. But in this verse, also, the way is prepared, at the 
same time, for the idea which follows, that the Old Testament 
sanctuary as a whole ,vas merely of a relative character. In ver. 
6, 7, then, first of all, notice is taken of the difference between 
the (relatively) holy place and (absolutely) holy of holies, and 

1 Bleek infers, on the contrary, from the connection of the pres. with the 
words <;ou<;r,,n ~s o:ftrf.,Js, &c., that the author must have believed that all the 
things which he names were still to be found in the temple! Why does 
Bleek not go just a step farther, and charge the author with believing 
that there was as yet no temple, but ~hat the old tabernacle was still 
standing? 

2 The statement of the later 1\-Iaimonides, that the high priest entered into 
the holy of holies four times on that day, is of no value against the testimony 
of Philo. 

s 
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then it is at the same time also indicated, that, just on account 
of this distinction, the tabernacle as a ivlwle ,vas of a merely 
relative character in comparison with the New Testament ful
filment. First, notice is taken of the distinction between the 
(relatively) holy place and the (absolutely) holy of holies. In 
the one place there ,vas a daily service ; this service is not more 
particularly described here, but its general character appears 
from the antithetical expression in ver. 7, not without blood. 
The service in the holy place was without blood). the priest 
brought oil and bread, never an offering of blood. No atoning 
act was ever performed in the holy place, but always only a 
representation of the occasional relative holiness or conformity 
to the law. 

But ,vhat follows from this distinction? That the people 
·were relatively holy, but regarded from an absolute point of 
view, were 'unholy, and remained so in spite of the atonement 
,vhich was repeated every year. (Comp. the preceding general 
observations on ver. 2.) It followed therefore, in other words, 
from the continued existence of a holy place (a symbol of rela
tive holiness) side by side with the holy of holies, the place of 
atonement, that the atonement itself was as yet merely relati-ve, 
that the true place of atonement had not yet been, opened, or 

I 

that "the place of atonement had not yet been truly opened." 
vVhat is subjoined to this by means of the gen. absolute 

(" inasmuch as the Holy Ghost thereby showed" is easy and 
intelligible. That Holy Ghost, according to whose eternal 
plan ( comp. chap. viii. 5) the tabernacle was built, intended to 
indicate by the separation between the holy place and the holy 
of holies, a seco.nd, a further t~·uth (besides the distinction of 
relative holiness and absolute atonement), namely, that here, in 
the tabernacle, the absolute also was as yet relative. 

This is the idea in ver. 8. 11 

A,y,a ( comp. ver. 3), the holy of 
holies; the genitive is the genitive of direction (as in Matt. x. 
f> ;. LXX 2 Sam. xvi ii. 23). 'l,he way into the holiest of all 
,vas not opened (literally, not yet shown, revealed 1), the holiest 

1 The author seems here to allude to the event, recorded in Matt. xxvii. 
51. Otherwise, he would have said simply : (J,~'fft,J W!"1x,dn11a1 .. ~II .,;II ayitu11 O~OP. 

]lut, in the manner in which he expresses himself, he points to a time when 
an event had not yet taken place, which, again, only emblematic.ally indi-
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of all was still shut; consequently the access to fellowship ,vith God 
still prevented, the separation still subsisting, mar" not yet truly 
reconciled. Why so ? Ho,v does this follow fro1n what is said 
in ver. 6, 7 ? Various conjectu~·es have been made in reply to 
this, instead of attention being directed to the fact, that the icle:t 
which is presupposed as the connecting link bet,veen the 1najor 
proposition and the conclusion is first expressed in ver. 9. Son1e 
have found the vis conclusionis in this, that the existence of a, 

holy place separate from the holy of holies pointed to the dis:.. 
tinction between priests and the laity (but the existence of a· 
holy of holies, as distinguished 1nerely from the fore-court, would 
have pointed to the same distinction, even had there been no 
'i:g.!J::-ri a'x1111~ between). Others sought the vis conclusionis in 
this, that a chamber which has an antechamber, cannot be said to 
be an open chamber! or in this, that it ,vas not open, because 
the high priest alone might enter into it (but the question still 
recurs, whether this had any connection with the existence of a 
'i:gw,;-ri a'x1111n). Others, again, sought the vis conclusionis in thP, 
vail which separated the holy place from the holy of holies 
(but this vail is only the manifest separation itself bet,veeu 
the two axriva,, ; nothing, therefore, is thereby explained). The 
true reason is given by the author himself in ver. 9. Tlze holy 
place is related in respect of place, }ust as, in res1Ject of tirne, the 
tabernacle as a 'Whole is related to- the priestly service of'Ohrist ~-

., , ,, · , [ ., , ,, · , J chr· t 'i:fW'irJ a'ilrJlirJ : ay1a a11~V = '7igwn7 <1XrJV1) + ay1a ay1M' : • IS . 

The holy place was a symbolical representation of relative 
holiness, outward conformity to the la,v, while the holy- of holies 
was a symbolical representation of the re-establishment of the 
absolute relation bet,veen the merely sinful people and' the abso
lutely holy God. If, now, the holy of holies had been a true holy 
of holies, if it had truly answered its purpose and tr2(;ly opened the 
way of access to a real and true fellowship with God, then the 
people had been a truly redeemed and sanctified people, nor ,vould 
there have been any state of merely relative, outward, typical holi
ness which needed to be represented in the holy place. From the 

cated the opening up of the way. "At that timc,'t' he says; "it Jiad not 
yet been shown by God (as has now been done) that the way into the holiest 
of all is open." 
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fact, therefore, that there was still a state of typical, relative 
holiness, to be represented-i.e. that there 'Was such a state-the 
author is fully warranted in drawing the inference, that the abso
lute restoration of the relation to Goel (the place of which was the 
holy of holies) had not yet been ?"eally and truly attained and 
,vrought out, but that this absolute relation to God was even· in 
the holy of holies only represented, only typically shadowed forth. 
Or, as he expresses it in ver. 8, the entrance to the presence and 
fellowship of Goel 'was not yet truly open. 

The connection of the ideas 1uay very simply be 1nade evident 
in the following way :

IIgcJ rri <1xri11i 

Representation of 
relative holiness. 

,, ' / 

CJ./'/'a ayunv 

Representation 
of absol111te perfection. 

:fiiere representation : New Test. fulfilment. 
Or : because, in the holiest of all, the restoration of the abso-
1 ute relation to God ·was me_rely represented (for the relative 
conformity to the law still subsisted side by side 1with i·t, and was 
still the object of representation side by side ivith it, namely, in 
the i;;-gwn1 <1xri1111), the holiest of all itself was therefore not yet of 
an absolute but of a relative character. As the holy place, in a 
looal respect, stands related to the holy of holies, so does the latter 
stand related, in respect of time, to the fulfilment in Christ. 

Let us now see whether the author has really adduced this 
argument in ver. 9, 10. 

In ver. 9 he says plainly and pointedly, the 'ijg(J5,.,ri <1xri,n1 is a 
<:7aga(301.11-(i.e., likeness, comp. chap. xi. 19, denoting, however, 
as well the figurative representation of a thing in words as in 
things )-a i;raga(301.,f of the present time, in which the Old 
rrestament sacrifices are still presented. . That ~ ,.,,~ refers 
to ;;-gw,.,ri crx.riv,f should never have been doubted.1 What 
the author means by the " present time" is made plain by 

1 Erasmus and others, among whom is Bengel, have explained the U-r,) as 
connected by attraction with '7faeaf3oi..~, so that [./,r,; would stand for ;J, r:1. The 
existence of a 'lfedirrri crxri~n before the holy of holies is a figure of the time when 
the author wrote, in so far, namely, as at that time the Israelitish theocracy, 
which still subsisted, formed as it were the outward space for the Christianity 
that had arisen in its bosom. Ingenious but artificial! 
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the relative clause r.a0' rJv owga, &c. A, B, and D, it is true, 
have the reading r.a0' rf v (scil.. 1ragaf3o·A~v), and Lachmann, 
Olshausen, and Bleek, give the preference to this reading. But 
how forced would be the idea thus obtained: "the anterior 
tent which was a figure of the present time, according to which 
figure sacrifices ,vere brought ! " In ,vhat sense was the presen
tation of the sacrifices perf orined in accordance with the figure 
,vhich was represented in the r,rgw,rJ ir,criv~? There were no sacri
fices at all offered in the 'r.'gwTrJ irxr;v~ I Moreover, the reading ~ v 

would deprive the expression o xa,go; o h!<rrw, of all its clear
ness and definiteness; for, separated from its relative clause, this 
expression might denote, as ,vell the New Testament as the Old 
Testan1ent time. vVe may therefore confidently suppose that 
the reading ,if v o,ves its existence to an error in the writing, or c1 

misunderstanding. vVe therefore adhere to the reading r.a0' ov, 

and thus get the necessary deter1nination of the idea o r.wgo~ 
a svsG-:-w;. The author might have called the time of the Old 
Testament temple worship also '' the past," and he ,vould doubt
less have so designated it had he intended to speak from his own 
point of view, but, with practical wisdom, he here speaks from 
the stand-point of his readers who still joined in the temple 
,vorship, and for whon1, therefore, the period of the sacrifices diq 
not yet belong to the past. In another antithesis o alwv o ivsc;rw; 

( Gal. i. 4) is used. e 
Thus, then, the holy place is called a figure of the Old Testa

ment time, the time of the i1nperfect sacrifices of animals, which 
could not make man perfect, xa,:-a <iuvsfor;u,v. ~uvsiorJ<r1; is used 
here in the widest sense; it denotes the inner part of man, his con
sciousness (including certainly the conscience specially so called), 
and finds its best explanation in the antithesis ver. 10. 

At /Lovov Jr,.; {3gw1~air,, &c., it is simplest to supply the words 
ouvrl1~sva, ,;sA£1wG'a1. 'Er,;-, c. dat. denotes ( as at Acts v. 35, 
and in our chapter ver. 15) the object on which, or in reference 
to which, the act in question is performed.1 Those sacrifices 

1 Grotius, Bengel, Olshausen, Bleek, De Wette, and others, give to ,~; the 
signification together with, which it nowhere has. It signifies in addition to 
this and that, but not t'bgether with this and that. And what could be meant 
by the µ,oyoy 1 "The sacrifices which could not make inwardly perfect only in 
addition to meats, drinks, and washings "-what does that mean? 
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could make the man complete and perfect, only in that ,vhich 
concerned meat, drink, and washing; i.e. the purity which 
,vas thereby obtained was no other than that Levitical, that 
typically outward purity which ,vas acquired and maintained 
by observing the laws and ordinances about meats and ·wash-. 
1ngs. 

Hence, those owga 'T'~ xai Ouafw are called also o,xa,wµ,a-:-a 

6agx6; ( comp. what is said at ver. 1) ordinances of the flesh, of 
the old natural man, the 1~~1 av0gw-;;-o; ( comp. 2 Cor. iv. 16). 
'fhat the reading o,xwwpJara, authorised by all the versions 
( only cod. D reads o,xaf wµ,a), deserves the preference before the 
received reading xai 01xwwjt.1Jau1 (so Olshausen reads), is already 
established on external grounds. (So also l\fill, Bengel, Gries
hach, ~rholuck, I(napp, Lach1nann, Schulz. Ho,v easily may 
the reading 01xa1w/1.,rxu1 have arisen from a copier mechanically 
and carelessly putting it in the sa1ne case with the preceding 
,vords ?) On external grounds, also, the reading o,xa1~f1.,a-.a is 
the more suitable ; for 017:,ww/.1.,ara is much too general an idea 
to form a fourth co-ordinate class along with 1neats, drinks, and 
1vasliings. Besides, no one kne,v how Er,.1xs1µ,sva was to be con
strued ; this nom. plur. neuter must be taken as an apposition 
to the nom. plur. fe1n. µ,~ ouvaµ,sva, ! If, no,v, we read o,xa,w

t.Lara, the simplest way will be to understand this word as in 
apposition to owga 'T'~, Aai 0u<Jfw. (It is unnecessary to take it 
as an anacoluthic apposition to the datives.) 'E,;;-,xF./1.1.,sva /./.,EX?' 

za,gou o,og0c,;<J's'1J;, the ordinances of sacrifice, were enjoined until 
the time of a better state of things. This ti1ne forms the anti
thesis to xa,go; Jvsu':"c,1;. The expression o,og0wlJ'sc,1; explains 
itself fro1n chap. viii. 8, s. ; it is the time ,vhen God had promised 
to make a better covenant. 

If now we look back on the connection of the thought in ver. 
~-10, and, tracing it baclnvards, resolve it into its particular 
parts, we will find them to be as follows:-

1. In the Old Testament time sacrifices and gifts were brought 
,vhich do not make the inner man perfect, righteous, and holy, 
but produce only that Levitical purity, that state of outward 
conformity to the law,· which is especially .shown also in the 
observance of the laws and commandments respecting meats and 
washings (ver. 10). 
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2. The ..-gw~n <rxr;vh ,vith its service is a figure of this rela
t-ive, because typical, holiness ( ,vhile, in the holiest of all, the 
restoration of the absolute relation to God is represented)-(ver. 
9). 

3. The fact, however, of there being such a relative holiness 
to represent ( consequently, that the absolute is not yet in exist
ence, b1.1:t is only typically re1Jresented even in the holy of holies), 
involves the inference (ver. 8), that the true way of access to 
God does not yet stand open, that the holy of holies itself still 
belongs to the category of the relative and the typical. Thus 
we find that reason in proof of the proposition in ver. 8, which 
we mentioned above as the right one, actually expressed and 
deve~oped by the author. 

But, it having thus been made out, that the holy of holies 
itself also was merely relative and typical, this idea leads, forth
with, to a new theme, to the comparison of the New Testa1nent 
CLCt of atonement with the Old Testament acts of atonement. 

SECTION THIRD .. 

(Chap. ix. 11-chap. x. 18.) 

THE SERVICE OF THE TABERNACLE. THE BLOOD OF THE 

BULLOCKS AND THE BLOOD OF CHRIST. 

In this section the author, first of all, lays do,vn the princiJJal 
tlie1ne, ver. 11, 12, namely, that Christ has offered liis otvn blood. 

From this it follows 1, ver. 13, 14, that his sacrifice wa~ of 
an internal, szJiritual character ; 2, ver. 15-24, a sacrifice by 
which the ne,v covenant promised, chap. viii. 8, ss., was ratified ; 
3, ver. 25-chap. x. 10, one ,vhich needed not to be repeated. 
In chap. x. 11-18 all the funda1nental ideas of the whole part 
are recapitulated. 

Ver. 11, 12. By means of the particle ag the idea in ver. 
11 forins an antithesis, first of all,· certainly, to the im
mediately preceding train , of thought ver. 7, ss.-,-Christ is 
introduced in opposition to the high priest,-but thereby, at 
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the san1e time, also an antithesis to the whole preceding section, 
ver. 1-10. Nay this a~ points not exactly to the 7th verse, ·where 
there is no p,s v to correspond with it, but to the /1,ev of ~the first 
verse ,vhich logically corresponds to it. True, the old covenant 
also had a sanctuary; but (as was shown in ver. 1-10), even 
the holy of holies in this sanctuary was no true holy of holies. 
Christ, on the contrary, as the true high priest, has entered into 
the true holy of holies through a better tabernacle, in order 
to effect a not merely relative, and typical, but an eternal re
demption. 

This idea forms, however, only the transition to the new theme. 
This ne,v theme lies in the words of the 12th verse : by his oivn 
blood; for it is this idea ,vhich is after,vards further developed, 
and which forms the proper subject of the section. 

Three points are contained in the period ver. 11, 12: a, 
Christ is the present high priest of existing good things; b, 
Christ has entered through the perfect tabernacle into the holy 
of holies: and that, c, by his oivn blood. The two first points 
form the transition. • 

Let us consider the first. II I , ' ,,,,.,_ I agaysvop.svo; agx1egw; 'l"c,JV "'jSVO/UV-

WV clya0wv forms an apposition to the subject Xgur~o;. Critics are 
not, indeed, agreed upon this construction. Tholuck, Bleek, 
and others place r,ragaysv6p.1cvo; in apposition to the predicate 
iioW1.0sv, and resolve r,;agayt:v61uvo; t:lcr~A0£v into ir.agt:yevt:ro xcd 

elcr~1.0av : " But Christ has appeared as a high priest of . . . good 
things, and entered, &c.'' l\ieanwhile, not to say that such . 
an e1nphatic announcement .is more of a modern cast than in 
accordance ,vith the plain and homely style of the New Testa
ment, even in a grammatical point of view, it is to be objected 
to this construction that the rragay~v6/uvo; would then have to 
stand first, and the sentence to run thus: IIagay£V6µ,t:vo; o~ h 
Xg1d<ro;, o agx,1t:gt:u;, &c. It will therefore be better, even on 
this ground, to connect '7:'agayt:v61uvo; with clgx,,t:gt:u; as an ad
jectival attribute, and to bring this again into apposition with 
the subject of the sentence. Still stronger reasons than this, 
however, are furnished by the sentiment itself. But before 
,ve can attend to these, ,ve must first determine the reading. 
The reading wavers bet,veen 'l"Wv yt:vo~~vwv clyx0wv and T"wv f.lJSA-

1.ov-;-c,Jv clya0wv. The former reading is found in cod. B and D, 
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in Lat. D.E., in the Peschito, the Philoxen., and in Chrysostom 
and Oecu111enius. It is certainly also a very ancient reading, 
,vhich soon gave place generally to the easier reading 11,si.i.ov,;wv. 

Bleek thinks that yHoµevwv may have easily arisen from a mis
take of the transcriber, on account of the 'iragay£voµ,Ho; preceding, 
but would such a mistake have spread through so many families 
of l\fSS. (Peschito, B, D, Philo:xen)? It is far more comprehen
sible that the more difficult 1':.voµ,svwv should have been misi1n
derstood, and the copier have confidently put /J.sAAov,;wv in its 
stead, because, in chap. x. I also, "future good things" are 
spoken of. But in chap. x. I µ,sAAovrwv is suitable; here, however, 
it is by no means suitable. In chap. x. 1 it is said of the Old 
Testament that this and that were types of the New Testament 
good things; here, on the contrary, it is 1neant to be said of 
Christ that he did not, like the holy of holies in the tabernacle, 
point nierely 'typi'cally to a future salvation, but that he brought 
about the fulfibnent of this salvation. l\'.IsAAov,;wv &ya0wv as said 
in reference to Christ would only then be tolerable, if here (as 
for example at chap. vi. 5) the antithesis were bet,veen the 
present ~ufferings of the church and its future glory, or between 
the present faith and the future vision. But nothing of this is 
said, even in the remotest degree, in the passage before us. The 
author does not speak here (as in chap. iv. l and 9) of this, that 
it is the privilege of the Christian to hope also for something future, 
but he mentions in ver. 12 and 14 only such good things belong
ing to the Christian as had already been, once for all, obtained 
for him. In one word, he places the true high priest who has in 
his hand the already secured and existing good things of grace, 
in opposition to the Old Testa1nent high priest who had only to 
fulfil the emblems and types of future good things. We therefore 
give the decided preference (with Lachmann) to the reading yHo

µgvwv, and then it will be self-evident that we must connect 
~agay£v6/1.Ho; ,vith agx,1':.gsu; as its adjective. The Old Testament 
high priest was not present as regards the salvation to which his 
service referred, and as little was he present in regard to those 
for who1n he was to make atonement; but he performed the 
duties of his office-separated, in respect of place, from the people, 
in respect of time, from the salvation-alone in the holy of holies. 
Nor was he present as rega~ds God, but represented the people 
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only in the place where God was symbolically present. Christ, 
on the contrary, is, in every respect, a present high priest, present, 
as regards his Father, to whom he has entered into the true 
heavenly holy of holies ; present, as regards his people, with 
whom he is ahvays, even unto the end of the world, after having 
once appeared on the earth for their salvation; present, as 
regards the salvation, ,vhich he does not need to look for from 
the future. 

The second idea lies in the words o,a Trj; ,t1.sf~ovo; iu1.i -rs,,s,o7"sg(I.,; 

ax.n~n;, &c. We have here that use of the article which might best 
be termed the proleptical; the idea is properly this: by a tabernacle 
,vhich ( of the two) is the better. Similarly Acts ii. 47, tJrgo<IsTf0u 

-rfJu~ uw~op.,Evou;, "the Lord added s-uch to the church as (then and 
on this account) belonged to the saved." John iii. 10, <Ju do o,oau
,-:aAo; Tou 'I<Iga~i-., "thou art one (such a one) who stands here 
before us as the teacher of Israel." Compare also Heb. xii. 25. 
The import of the clause is this: Christ entered into the holy 
of holies by a n1ore perfect tabernacle than that was by 'which 
the Old Testament high priests entered into the holy of holies. 
(By the axnv~ is, of course, to be understood spec·ially the 'iTgwn1 

<rxnvn, as it is distinguished from the holy of holies.) In what 
respects that holy place by which Christ entered into the holy 
of holies ,vas better than the holy place of the l\iosaic tabernacle, 
is now shown in the words not 1nade ,with hands, that is, not be-. 
longing to this creation. In opposition to the Mosaic typical 
'i,gc,1rn uxnvn is placed a real 'irgw-rri <Ixnvn, which bears the same· 
analogous relation to the l\;fosaic as the New Testament holy 
of holies into ,vhich Christ entered, bears to the 1\iosaic holy 
of holies. This r,rgc,,i:-r; <J'XrJVn is not described positively, but 
negatively, namely, as one "not made with hands, that is, 
not belonging to this creation." If this last clause, that is, 
not belonging, &c., were not there, one might be contented to 
understand this Ts1-.g10-riga <IxrJvn (with Zuingle, Bucer, Tho
luck, Bleek, and the most of com1nentators) of the canopy 
of heaven (th_e sidereal heavens), through which Christ passed 
into the upper heaven, into the sphere of glorified corporality, 
subject to no death or change,1 But that clause which is added 

1 Calov, Vriemont, and others explain it 1nost unsuitably of the New Tes-. . 
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renders every explanation of this kind in1possible. l\'.Ioreover, 
the parallel itself between the heavens and the 1\1:osaic "'gwT71 

u7.1J"'1 ,vould be altogether without significance or meaning. In 
,vhat would the analogy between the two <Jx'l)vai consist ? At 
1nost it might be said, that there is an analogy in the outivard 
circumstance, that the Mosaic rrgwr1J ax1Jvn stood locally outside 
of the l\riosaic holy of holies, and the visible heavens are outside 
of the heavenly holy of holies ! But such frigid parallelisms are 
not in accordance ,vith our author's manner. vVe must rather 
seek the key to the solution ·of ver. 11 in the profound and subtle 
thoughts of ver. 8-10. It was there shown that the Mosaic 
holy of holies was itself only typical ; the antithesis between the 
JJfosaic and the heavenly holy of holies, is essentially not so rnuch 
one of place, as rather of time and quality; it is not the heaven 
vie,ved as a place that makes the true holy of holies, but the 
heaven and throne of God as the scene of the finished true atone
ment and reconciliation of God ,vith rnan. The true and prope1· 
antithesis between tlie lJI osaic and the heavenly holy of holies is 
that betioeen the JJrOJJhetic type of an atonement ancl the actual 
fulfilment of it. N o,v the opposition between the Mosaic rrgw'.?i 

6X1J11~ and the .. s1.e,or~ga ('7igw'i1J) <Jx,iv'1 must be analogous to this. 
vVe have here, as it were, a question in proportion to solve 
(lVIos. holy of holies: heavenly holy of holies = Mos. holy place: X.) 

The Mosaic holy place symbolically represented that relative, 
ten1porary, outward, purity, conformity to the law and holiness 
which was described in ver. 10. The true, moral, iinvard holiness 
must form the antithesis to the sy1nbolically holy place-the 
thing to its eniblem. Is the holy of holies into ,vhich Christ 
entered not the place in heaven vie,ved as a place, but the act 
of his exaltation and the time of his being exalted, then ,vill also 
the 'i:'gW'T'lJ <Jx1J11n, through ,vhich he passed into his state of exalta
tion, be not a place but an act and a time. In ver. 9 the Mosaic 
holy place was actually called a figure of the time of the old cove
nant. Through that tirne in ,vhich the old covenant ,vith its 
ordinances still subsisted Christ has passed, inasmuch as he was 

tanient church. But this was rather first founded by Christ's entrance into 
the holy of holies. How then can he have gone thithc·r through it? 
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made under the law ; his act of passing through this state, his 
act of living in a state of humiliation, i.e. therefore, his JJe1fect 
iriward fulfilment of the laiv, or his holy life, was the 'iEf.E1(J~Ega 

uZ?'JII?? through ,vhich he passed into his state of exaltation.1 The 
real fact of holiness (in the life of Jesus upon earth) stands op-

':/ 

posed to the syrnbolical representation of holiness in the Mosaic 
,;;-gwn1 a-z1J1111. All that ,vas emble1natically represented in the 
lVIosaic holy place has by him been actually accorrlJJlished. vV as 
the earthly sho,v-bread laid out there-he was the bread of life 
that came down from heaven; did the candlestick burn there 
·with earthly oil-he ivas the light of -the world. Nay, we can 
now, for the first ti1ue, rightly understand why the author at 
ver. 4 has not omitted to mention also the pot of manna and 
Aaron's rod. Diel the pot of manna in the holy of holies point 
to a better bread than the earthly sho,v-breacl, to a bread from 
heaven-Christ ,vas this better bread from heaven. Diel Aaron's 
rod reviving again from a state of death point to a new light out 
of death-Christ brought, and was, this life which arose out of 
death, and gave life again to dead humanity. 

The third idea, not by blood, &c., doe~ not need here a more 
detailed explanation, as the author hin1self develops it, in the 
form of a ne,v theme, in the verses ,vhich follow. The following 
points, only, are briefly to be noticed. Side by side with the 
absolutely holy life of Christ as the passage through the. ~Ei,e,r;_ 

iregu i:rgwrr; u¼r;11~ stands the holy death of Christ (together with 
his resurrection and ascension) as the entrance into the eternal 
holy of lwli'es. The cJ1d is, of cou-rse, not to be taken in a local 
sense here (as if Christ had passed to the Fathe1· through his 
blood poured out, and then everywhere diffused, as certain old 
Lutheran theologians have explained); thi~ is inadmissible, 
already on the ground, that in the ·words o/ a7µ,aToG r:-guywi; 

x.al' µ,0<1xw11, the o,a cannot evidently be so understood. The ou;, 
is to be understood in an inst1'umental sense. Ai,ua stands by 
metonym for "death" (as the Heb. 01); the death of the victim 

T 

,vas the condition, and, in so far, the means, of being permitted 

I Augustin, Calvin,. Beza, Grotius, Bengel, and others, approximate the 
true explanation when by the 'l'e)..e,o'l'~ea. o-"""" they understand t.he body of 
Christ. 
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to enter into the holy of holies.-The adverb iq,ar,ra; introduces 
a natural consequence of ·what has been said. Types must, from 
their nature, be ever repeated until their fulfilment. The fulfil
men itself needs no repetition, just because it is the fulfilment, 
i.e., 'the adequate satisfaction, of the existing need. An ex
planation of E~ai;ra; lies in the ,vords aivJV/(1,,V Au,;-gc,J{f/V Euga/U'J(J~. 

Eugap,Ho; is a part. aor. 2 forn1ecl after the analogy of aor. 1 ; 
an Alexandrine peculiarity of dialect which had already passed 
into the LXX., and had thence been i1nparted to the idiom of 
the Helleni8ts (Jews and J e,vish Christians who spoke Greek). 
Et.1g1<1Y..w in the sense of "to discover, to bring to pass," occurs 
also at Rom. vii. 18. Aurgw<11; signifies literally ransoming, used 
of a slave ·who has no money ,vherewith to redee1n himself, and 
for ,vhom, therefore, another pays the ransom in his stead (hence 
substitution is the principal idea in Aurgw<11;). 

Ver. 13, 14. The third of the ideas contained in ver. 11, 12, 
namely, that Christ has by his own bloocl opened up the true 
entrance to the holy of holies, is now further explained. What is 
said in ver. 13, 14, is mainly and substantially this: The a1ninal 
sac1~ifices give outward pitrity ;· tlie 1noral sacrffice of Ghrist puri
fies the conscience. These t,vo n1e1nbers, however, are not siinply 
placed antithetically to each other, but in the form of an infer
ence a minori ad majus ( Ei-i;.0<1~; µ/aAAov.) The f or1n of this 
inference is confirmed by this, that the Levitical symbolical 
purity followed from the sprinkling of the blood of animals by an 
internal necessity far inferior· to that with which the real cleans
ing of the inner man results from the sacrifice of Christ. The 
causal ~onnection between the n1eans of purification and the 
purification is, in the one case, much more loose, more arbitrary, 
because it is symbolical, while the cleansing of the conscience 
from dead works by the sacrifice of Christ is effected by a neces
sity of the inmost and strongest kind. 

Pass ,ve, no,v, to the particular parts of the first member of 
the sentence. TgayfJ,, goats, were offered by the high priest 
for the people, i;-augo,, bulls, for himself (Lev. xvi. G-11). 
Besides these, also, the ashes of the (reddish) cow are mentioned 
(Nu1n. xix.), by·the sprinkling of which such as had contracted 
uncleanness by contact ,vith dead bodies were made Levitically 
clean. One reason why the author particularises this ordinance 
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,vas, that it afforded a special and n1anifest example of the exter·nal 
character. of the relation subsisting bet-ween the means and the 
re~ult. A deeper reason ,vill appear from the antithesis in ver. 14. 

Of Christ it is said, ver. 14, that lie cleanses the conscience 
from dead ivorlcs to serve . tlie living God. The idea expressed 
by <r:;11Efo~<11; finds its explanation in ver. 9, and the remarks 
there made. The opposition is that between what is really 
experienced in the consciousness, and ,vhat is only outwardly 
and in the outward 111an syn1bolically portrayed. The inmost 
religious consciousness is cleansed by Christ, and that fro,m 
d,ead ivorlcs. Many have all at once understood by these, sinful 
and evil ,vorks, and have explained this, either of the cleansing 
from the guilt of these evil works (justification), or of the 
clea1ising fron1 the sins themselves (sanctification). Others, 
on the contrary, as Bleek, understood by the 'tgyo1; 11sxgoi; the 
outward ,vorks prescribed by the l\!Iosaic law, and by the cleans
ing from these works conversion to Christianity. I think that 
both of these explanations are too narro,v and too scholas
tic. The idea involved in the expression comprehends these 
hvo things, first, that in the state of mind of the person to be 
cleansed the whole question ,vith him is one of ivorlcs (there
fore of a righteousness of the law); and secondly, that all tho&-e 
,vorks ,vhich a man does in order to acquire merit before God are 
dead ( i.e. not merely '' outwardly and symbolically," but "in
,vardly dead," "not proceeding from love,'' and therefore "tainted 
·with sin." By the concise expression lgya 11e¼ga js denoted, a, 
not subjective sinfulness or guilt as such, b, nor the objective defi
cien·cy of the ceremonial law, but c, the state of heart in general 
of hin1 "rho, as yet, knows no other way to righteousness than 
that of works, and who, therefore: as a natural unregenerate 
man, is able to perform only clead ,vorks, i.e. '\\~orks ,vhich are 
viewed separately fro111 the clisposition of the heart, ·works each 
of ,vhich by itself is considered as an objectively valuable legal 
tender to God, while, in reality, it is not only imperfect and 
tainted with sin, but also, on account of its standing isolated and 
by itself, a dead and worthless thing. 'I1he opposite of this state 
of heart is that of hiin, who does n0t at all imagine that he is 
able to pay God or to earn a re,vard fron1 God by particular 
,vorks and meritorious acts, but who seeks to become righteous 
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only through Christ-who has died for him and now Jives in him, 
and whose member he no,v is-and ·who, tlzereby, receives the 
power to consecrate his ,vhole self, his whole personal life, to 
Goel ; and to let himself be penetrated and sanctified by the 
spirit of Christ. This state of heart includes both justification 
and sanctification in their organic combination. It is denoted by 
the words All'l'gsos,v Osf ~WV'l'I, AaTgs6e1v is used in the Sept. 
of the holy service of the priests and Levites, and denotes, there
fore, in the New Testament the priestly consecration and offering 
up oftlw whole man to the service of God. The idea expressed by 
1.args6s1v is therefore quite different from that of oou"Asus,v; tl1e 
latter signifies oouAo; sTva, and denotes simply subjection, obecli
ence, ·be it slavish or willing; Aargs6s,v, on the contrary, the 
,villing priestly offering of oneself to God. The expression living 
(-J-od forms a logically proper antithesis to dead ivorks. The 
unregenerate legally righteous 111an sets not Goel before liim, but 
rather the require1nents and serv·iccs of the laiv; his eye is not 
directed immediately to the living God ; he does not con1pare 
himself, his whole person, with the person of the living God; he 
sees not his personal organic corruption in the mirror of the 
divine holiness ; but he 1neasures and compares himself only with 
the particular isolated requirements of the law, and directs his 
regard and attention only to his peculiar, falsely supposed me
ritorious works, and feels perfectly satisfied if only he has 
performed a certain number of such ivorks. The regenerate man, 
on the contrary, gives up his own personality to the person of 
the living Goel. 

It will now, moreover, be evident, why the author has in ver .. 
13 mentioned particularly the ashes of the heifer. There, it ,vas 
a (Levitically outwal'd) cleansing that was effected from conta
mination caused by contact with the dead bodies of otliers ). here 
it is an inward and real cleansing from one's own inner death that 
takes place, and a consecration of oneself to the living God. 

What that act of Christ was, by which he has rendered _this 
inward purification possible, we are now told in the relative 
clause, ivho through the eternal spirit offered himself iv,itliout spot 
to God. Instead of ah,nfou, the reading ayfou is to be found in 
D, Co1)t., Basn., Vulg., Slav. and Lat. D, E, and in Chrysostom. 
But there is still stronger external authority for aiwvfou in A, .B, 
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Peschito, Philoxen., Armen., Ambrosius, Theodoret, and Theo
phylact ; for, besides the Alexandrine and Byzantine families, 
there is here the oldest authority, the Peschito, against the 
Italian family. Besides, it is easy to understand how the read
ing ayfou may have arisen, through a gloss or correction, in place 
of the more difficult airiJvfou.-But what, now, does this mean : 
Christ has offered himself through -the eternal spirit as a spotless 
sacrifice to God? These words have received some very strange 
interpretations; Nosselt has rendered '7:V:LJ,U,(I., by victima. ; Doe
derlein by status beatissimus; Storr and Olshausen understand 
by '7i'vsu1.1,a aic/2111011 the heavenly life of Christ, the holy moving 
principle of love in Christ ; '-l'l elcker has declared the whole pas
sage to be inexplicable, and supposed that the author did not 
know himself what he would say, upon which Tholuck well ob
serves: "It is bad, indeed, when the conceit of an interpreter 
leads him to impute the product of his own fancy to his author." 
But many, also, of the most judicious critics, go too hastily to 
·work, when ( as Bleek, Tholuck, and others) they all at once 
explain 'i.vsup,a aic,' v1ov as synonymous with ,;:vsu,aa ay10v. Bleek 
thinks that the Holy Spirit has here the designation of Eternal 
Spirit, " because he imparts to hin1 in whom he dwells an eternal 
imperishable existence." But in ver. 14 it is not the eternal life 
with God as the result of the sacrifice of Christ that is spoken of; 
it is Christ's offering himself to death that is there spoken of. 
Tholuck and others think that the Holy Spirit is here designated 
as the impelling po,ver which constrained Christ to offer himself 
to the death. But surely the author must have had a reason 
for not saying o,a 'Tou 'ii'vs6/u1.,-ro; ayiou ? We shall most safely 
escape the necessity of having recourse to such guesses and con
jectures by explaining the words in question from their o,vn con
text, i.e., from the antithesis to ver. 13. Let us, first of all, 
suppose that the adjective aie,JVfcu is not there, then o,a 'lrvsu1u1.,

To; forms the simple antithesis to o,a 11agx6;. The ashes of the 
heifer })roduced the cleansing of the flesh, because this heifer (so is 
the sentence to be extended) was offered o,a (1agx6;. In this 
sacrificial act it ,vas merely the 11&g; of the priest, i.e., the na
_tural n1an, that took part. A particular disposition or state of 
heart, a r,.vsu1.1,a Osou, was not at all necessary in order to bring 
that offering. Whatever the priest's internal state might be: it 
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was enough if he outwardly performed the prescribed cercn1ony. 
Christ, on the co~1trary, cleanses the <5u'.ldor;<51f, because he has 
offered himself o,a, 'i:'1Jsu11.,ar:-o;. He ,vas not slain through 1ne
chanical compliance with a carnal ordinance, i.e. an ordinance 
·which every natural n1an is capable of fulfilling; he was not 
struck down by any priest, stabbed with a knife and burned; 
that ·which performed the sacrificial act in hi1n ·was his '7i''.1GufJ;a. 

His making himself by his holy life an object of aversion and 
hatred to the sinful and obdurate rulers, his patiently bearing 
this hatred, his not allowing" himself to swerve-through fear of 
the persecution which threatened him on account of this hatred
fro1n his fidelity to the will of his father, and from the fulfihnent 
of the work cominitted to him ; all this was that through ,vhich 
he offered himself; consequently, it was by a moral act, an act 
of his '7i'v:u/1.,a (,vhere '7:'vsu/./Ja is to be taken in the New Testa-
1nent sense, in ,vhich it denotes not the understanding, but the 
disposition of 1nind or heart). And hence, in the sacrifice of 
Christ, the most iinportant element, and that in which the 
atoning virtue lies, is not the outward physical shedding of 
that substance which we call blood, but it is that inward act 
by w·hich Christ 'willingly endured unmerited su.fferings. For 
the death of Christ is a holy death, precisely in virtue of its being 
pure suffering. Chri~t dicl nothing directly towards his o-wn death, 
he did nothing actively to b1~ing this aboitt ; he did not kill him
self either directly or indirectly, he merely forbore to witlidraiv 
hiniself from suffering by disobedience to his Father's 1will. He 
did not offer himself as a fanatic does, ,vho, under the influence 
of some illusion, lets himself be nailed to a cross-this would 
indeed have been to offer himself o,a, uatx6;-but he offered 
himself as, for example, a faithful minister of the Gospel does, 
"~ho faithfully declares the truth, notwithstanding that he thereby 
exposes himself to suffering and persecution, or as a martyr, 
,vhen he is reduced to the choice bet,veen martyrdom and 
denial, and will not choose denial. 

But, thus far, Christ is not the only one who has offered him
self through the spirit. vVhen a Codrus, a Leonidas, an Arnold 
of vVinkelreid ,vill rather give up life, than prove unfaithful to 
his country; when a Socrates does not choose to ward off the 
threatened cup of poison by denying that measure of truth to the 

T 



290 EPIS11LE TO THE HEBRE"WS IX. 11-X. 18. 

knowledge of which he had attaincd,-these are like,vise offer
ings o,u ,;-:vsu11.,a;-o;. And yet there· is an i1nmense difference 
between Christ and all those, and also between Christ and the 
Christian martyrs. This difference the author expresses . by the 
aclJective aiwv,oiJ. Others, too, have offeredt hemselves " through 
the spirit," but only in the struggle for good things of a rcla
ti1.:e nature ; the triun1ph or downfall of a country, a relative 
knowledge of the truth was at stake in their case. In Christ, 
it ,vas the absolute salvation of the 1-vorld, it was eterni'ty itself 
that TITas at stake. Hence, a relative r,:vsuµ,a was sufficient for 
those others, the spirit of patriotism, or of the love of truth, 
&c.; but the sacrifice of Christ could only be offered in the 
power of eternal spirit. Only the eternal Spirit of absolute love, 
holiness, "1~isdom, and compassion was capable of enduring that 
sacrificial death. Because, then, Christ's giving himself up to 
death w,.as a 1noral act, and not a moral act of relative value and 
significance, but- the absolute moral act, the act of all acts, the 
angle of the ·world's history, the finished n1anifestation of the 
fulness of the eternal being of Goel in time, the absolute fulfil-
1nent of the eternal decree of God-therefore, says the author: 
Christ bas o:ff erecl himself to God, o,a ''l'iv,6µ,a,ro; afoJvfou. 

And he offered himself " as one who was faultless," !J.1.Lw/1.,;v. 
The animal sacrifices under the law behoved _also to be faultless, 
and so it may be said, there lies in IJ./Lt1Jp.,ov first of all, only a 
sirnilarity befaveen Christ and the animal sacrifices. But the 
,vorcls, he has offered himself 1-vitliout spot, cannot of course be 
separated here from through the eternal spirit. Has Christ 
offered himself ,vithout fault through the eternal spirit, he thereby 
obtains another and higher faultlessness, in con1parison with 
·which those animal sacrifices were oux. /J.p,sµ,r.:::-01. (Comp. chap. 
viii. 7). 

The 14th verse is, in a })ractical point of view, one of the 
most important in the whole New Testament. For, as directed 
against the doctrine here taught concerning the value of Christ's 
sacrifice, all that calu111nious talk of old Rationalists and new 
German Catholics about a. theology of blood and ,vouncls, and a 
tyrannical Goel, who ",vould look only on blood," is put to n 
shameful silence. The main thing in the sacrifice of Christ is 
not the blood, this reel substance-for then might the blood of 
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the animals under the first covenant have sufficed,-as· little is it 
" the spirit" alone, if by the spirit be understood an abstraction, 
a misty ideal of virtue, or freedon1, or of man-deification (in 
which case, it is too often the mere <1ag~ that falsely boasts of 
possessing "the spirit of Christ ")-but it is that eternal spirit of 
absolute eternal holiness and eternal love which has ef-ficaciouslv .., 

manifested itself in time, inas1nuch as it endured the __ real bloody 
death for the sinful ,vorld. 

Thus much our author says, in general, on the opposition 
between the sacrifice of Christ and the Old Testament animal 
sacrifices. Fro1n ver. 15, onwards, he dev_elops particular sides 
of this comparison. 

In ver. 15-23 he shows how, by the atoning death of Christ, 
a ne10 o,u0~Y.'i1 also has been ratified. Thus this section points 
back, at the san1e time, to chap. viii. For there, it was said, in 
general, that God has promised to make a new covenant, and 
that by this new covenant the old must be annulled. This, too, 
had already been said in chap. viii., that the priestly service 
("-H':'ougy,a) of Christ bears the san1e relation to the Levitical 
priestly service as the ne,v covenant bears to the old. The. author.., 
then in chap. ix. entered more at large into the consideration of 
the old covenant, and had sho,vn ho,v the structure (ver. 1-10) 
as ·well as the service (ver. 11-14) of the tabernacle pointed to 
something future and 1nore perfect; in ver. 11-14 he has shown 
how, in the death of Christ, the 1nore pe1fect Asr;-ougyfu consists ; 
now in ver. 15-23 he shows that, by this very death of Christ, 
also the (pro1nised) niore JJe1fect covenant has been ratified. 

!::..,u -;-CJu:;-o, --in ver. 15, does not point backwards to ver. 14, 
but forwards to the clause beginning with o•;:c-J; _ ( although this 
final clause itself certainly involves substantially a repetition 
of the former idea. This final ·clause is, ho,vever, differently 
construed). First, it must be asked, ,vhether the words d; 

(1.r,;'(J/1,LJ';'gC,JC,/',/ belong to Ouva,;-ou ·yHO/JJSVOLJ or to Aa(3C1J6/V~ The 
former is the 1nore natural according to the position of the 
,vords, and has also been ackno,vledgecl as the right con
struction by almost all critics. But, secondly, there is the 
question, ,vhether the genitive ,;-n; ait1Jvfou ilA'tJ;ovo1JJ1a; is de
pendent on J.;:ay1si-fu'I or on r.rn1--.np.,svo1. In the latter con
struction (Tholuck and others) not only must a strong hyperba
tion be presupposed, but a1so the idea which it yields (" that 
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those "rho are called may receive the promise of the eternal 
inheritance") is not quite suitable, seeing that this promise, as a 
promise, had already, according to chap. viii. 8, ss., been given to 
the n1e1nbers of the old covenant. It is better, ,vith the majority 
of commentators, to take that genitive as dependent on r.sr.ArJ-

11.,~,;01. Those who are called to the eternal inheritance are, 
accordingly, those members of the old covenant, ,vho, according to 
chap. iv. 1 and 9, had hitherto only attained to a te1nporary rest. 
T1i11 frrayysAfav denotes not the act of promising, but ( as at chap. 
x. 36 ; chap. xi. 13 and 39) the pro1nised object, the thing pro-
1nisecl to them. The sentiment then is this: that those who are 
called to the eternal inheritance n1ight receive the t:hing promised 
to them ( the fulfilment of the promise). 

Ho-w this was done is shown in the words 0ava,;-ou yEVo~svou 
' ' ">. I "' ' ; ~ ,I ~ ", (3 I A l s,; w-;:o/\ iJ'l'O(JJ<f1v ,;-wv e'i. ,;-n -;;-c,w,;-n '.J1au~r.rJ 'ii'aoa ua-sc,Jv ccorc -

:, ' :, ' ' ~ . 
ing to ver. 13, s., the anin1al sacrifices under the old cove
nant had not the power to redeem the sinner from trangressions 
(i.e. from the guilt of these). They procured from him, not right
eousness before God, but that relative oufavarcl purity or con
formity to the law, which itself was only an emblem and symbol 
of the righteousness of God. In order truly to redeem from sins 
committed under the old covenant, a death rriust be undergone 
( a different one of course from that of bulls and goats). 

Nowthe entire sentiment becomes clear. In orderthatbya death 
-through which, at the san1e time, the sins committed under the 
olcl covenant first found their true atonement-those members of 
the olcl covenant who are called to the eternal inheritance 1night 
be enabled to receive the thing promised to them (namely, the 
eternal inheritance itself): Christ must establish a new covenant. 
rrhe internal ground of this connection of ideas is manifest. It 
had already been sho-wn in chap. viii. and ix. of the old covenant, 
that its priestly service could not blot out the guilt of sin. If the 
old covenant still continued to subsist, then its priestly service 
also continued, and thus, so long as it continued, there could be 
no rede1nption, no possibility of at length truly entering into the 
long promised inheritance. There is here, therefore, an inference 
clraiun backwarcls fro1n the necessity of a new priestly service 
(t.ff:·ovgyfa) to the necessity of a neio 01u0~x11. 

But closely connected with these principal points is the second 
idea of the passage before us, 0avai;-ou 1 Ho~svou ~l; &.'iT'oAu1-gfJJ0'111, 
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that it was possible to accomplish this only by an atoning sacri
ficial death. 

• This second point is further developed in ver. 16, ss. A cove
nant cannot be made -without death ; the sinner cannot enter into 
a covenant with the holy God without dying ; hence, also, in the 
making of the first covenant, substitutionary burnt-offerings must 
needs be brought by the Israelites ,vho entered into covenant 
with Goel. 

This passage, in itself so easy-easy ,vhenever one has patience 
to read to the encl of it, that is, to ver. 22-has by most critics 
been regarded as a real crux. J\iany have been led by what 
seems to be said in ver. 16, to suppose that the signification 
covenant here is by no means suitable, and thus have rendered 
o,a0~r..,i either, already at ver. 15, by testarnent (thus completely 
breaking the connection between chap. viii. and ix.), or, they 
supposed a play upon the ivord1 in ver. 16, as if o,a0~½rJ meant 
covenant in ver. 15 and 18, and testament in ver. 16 and 17; 
in other ,vords, they here again imputed the product of their own 
fancy to the author. vVe will show that the signification testanient 
is throughout the ,vhole passage, not only not necessary, but even 
unsuitable. 

Already, at chap. vii. 22, ,ve found that o,a0~x.rJ, in the sense 
of the Heb. 11'iJ., ·was a long-established religious idea among the .. 
J e,vs and J ewisli Christians. It is very doubtful, on the other 
hand, ,vhether the Hebrews knew anything in general of testa
ments ( comp. the 1760 of Rau's disput. de testamenti factione 
Hebraeis veteribus ignota). The passage Dent. x..,~i. 16 affords 
an argument against the possibility of there having been volun
tary dispositions of-inheritances, and the whole l\iosaic right of 
inheritance was, in its nature and basis, an intestate right of 
inheritance. The most that can be said is that, under the influ
ence of the Romans, testaments may have come to be used. here 
and there among the Jews, but it is still prima facie very i1npro
bable that the author should have selected a thing so foreign 

' 1 The rendering "testament" is given to 75,ad~"n throughout by Chrysostom, 
Vulg., Luther, and the older Lutheran theologians; that of'' covenant" by 
the-most of the Greek fathers, the most of the reformed theologians, especially 
Grotius, then by i\Iichaelis, 11holuck, and others; a change in the signification, 
or a paronomasia, is supposed by Bleek, Olshauscn, and several of the more 
recent commentators. 
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and so little known, ,vith ,vhich to compare God's highest act of 
atonen1ent. Now it is, 1noreover, a fact, that in that passage from 
tTer. xxxi. 31, ss. cited in chap. viii. 8, ss., which forms the founda
tion of the ,vholc of this part of the epistle, om0nr.7J is the trans
lation of the Hebrew r"l'i:J. It is also a fact, that chap. ix. 15 

connects closely ,vith the ideas of chap. viii. ; and, besides, that 
in chap. ix. 15 a 1nediator of the o,a0r;x71 is spoken of, ,vhile in a
testament there cannot, fi·om the nature of the thing, be a medi
ator ; there may be such, ho-wever, in a covenant ·which t,Yo 
separated parties make. From all this, so n1uch, at least, is 
evident, that so long as the si'gnification covenant can be shou;n 
to be suitable, 1,ve are not at liberty to depart fro1n it. 

And why should t~is signification not suit in ver. 16? "Where 
a covenant is, there must, of necessity, the death of the person 
1naking the covenant be proven." ( <P2g:uOa, never signifies 
existere, as Schulz and Bohme ,voulcl have it ; it certainly signi
fies versari, for example, Jv 'l''Er;ag'u.,,·1p.,§vo1; t;;ga1,t1.,au1 q;eg'cu0w, to firul 
one's-self in decctyed circumstances; but, ,vhen it stands by 
itself, it never has the independent substantial signification, to 
exist. Quite as little does it ever signify intercedere, as Beza 
understood it. But either: sermone ferri, fama clivulgari, i.e. to 
be generally known; or, what suits still better here, afferi coram, 
judicious to be proven, authenticated.) Therefore: ,vhere a 
o,a0~io1 is, there must the death of the cua0£11.,S1Jo; be proven. vVhat 
had these commentators to do but to conclude, all at once, that 
it is evidently a testament that is here spoken of? But is it 
true, after all, that a testan1ent cannot exist until the testator is 
dead? vVould this inference be just: 'where a testanient is (!), 
there must the death of the testator be shown?" It ,vould be so 
if the author had said: where a testament is to be opened or 

\ I 

i1nplementecl I The signification testan1ent therefore is not even 
suitable. Let us try how it goes with the signification covenant. 
"vVhere a covenant is, .there must of necessity the death of him 
who makes the covenant be proven." This idea is certainly not 
so self-evident as that of the testa111ent seerned to be on a :-;uperficial • 
consideration of it. This idea is rather enign1atical, obscure, 
almost paradoxical. But should ,ve shrink from it on this 
account? ,Vas it not also paradoxical, when the author, ver. 8, 
from the fact that the high priest enterecl once every year into 
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the holy of holies, all at once inferred, that so long as there was 
a holy place, the holy of holies ,Yould be inaccessible ? "\Vas it 
not also paradoxical, when in chap vii. 15, fron1 the statement 
that the l\fessianic high priesthood ,Yas to be after the order of 
l\:Ielchisedec, he inferred that the 1'1essiah must proceed fro111 the 
tribe of Judah ? He has not failed to explain the former para
dox in chap. ix. ver. 9, 10, and the latter in chap. vii. 16, 17. 
He is fond of 1naking at once a bold leap from the major propo
sition to the conclusion ( or, as here, from the conclusion to the 
major proposition), and to bring in afterwards the connecting 
ideas. vVhy should he not be allowed the sttme privilege here ? 
'' vVhere a covenant is, there the covenant-maker must be dead" 
-certainly an enign1atical statement ; but patience only for n, 

few verses, and the author will not fail to explain it. 
In ver. 17 he again repeats the idea. "A covenant is valid 

in the case of persons who are dead, as it never has force if he 
·who makes the covenant be alive." Again very enigmatical, 
and again have the commentators, ·without delay, had recourse 
to the testamenti factio. A testament niay, indeed, be over
turned or revoked so long as the testator lives. But it would 
be too much to affirm that a testament is never (11.,~r,:on) valid so 
long as the testator lives. And so, to favour the explanation 
" testament," the signification of ,'-L~r:rvJ has been actually given 
to µ,~ 'h'on here for a change ! 

In ver. 18, ss. the author gives the solution of all these enigmas. 
'' The first covenant also ·was not consecrated without blood" 
(Eyxr/.,/vi~e,v not " to renew," but literally, to bring a new thing 
into existence, into use, hence to consecrate). Did ever any one 
hear of the consecration of a testament? and does not the author 
speak of the first o,a0~ XrJ as a thing ,vell known ? But does the 
expression " first testan1ent," or " testament" in general, any
where occur in the Old Testament? Is it not rather quite evi
dent, that in the passage Ex. xxiv. 6-8, to ivhich the author here 
refers, it is the consecration of a· 11'!? that is spoken of? " For, 

after I\ioses had spoken every precept to all the people according 
to the la,v, he took the blood of the calves and goats, ,vith ,va.ter 
and scarlet ,vool and hyssop, and sprinkled the book of the law· 
itself, and all the people, saying : this is the blood of the covenant 
(n'~~) ·which God hath enjoined (upon me to ratify) in relation 
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to you. l\1oreover, he sprinkled likewise with blood both the 
tabernacle and all the vessels of the ministry. And all things 
are by the la,v purged only with blood, ancl 1without shedding of 
blood is no forgiveness." 

Three things fall to be observed here. The first- is of an anti
quarian character, nan1ely, that particulars are here 1nentioned 
(as the mixing of the blood with water, the scarlet wool on the 
stalk of hyssop) ,vhich are not to be found in Exodus, but only 
in Josephus. Josephus followed in this doubtless an ancient 
and general tradition~ and our author too might, without hesita
tion, follow this tradition, especially as nothing depended here on 
archmological exactness in the statement of the event referred to, 
his object being only to bring that event to the n1inds of his 
readers in the way in ·which it ,vas familiar to them, and to call 
it up vividly before them by a picturesque description of it. 

Secondly, vV e are here perfectly satisfied that the signification 
'' testament" for o,a0~ XJ1 ,vill not do. In ver. 18 ow,0~ XJ1 is to be 
supplied at n ,;;gw,'f1. If o,a0~x" meant "testa111ent," then the 
author would have had to show at ver. 19, ss. that already in 
1lioses' time also the testator, God, 'Was dead, or, at least, he must 
have regarded these burnt-offerings mentioned in ver. 19 as 
sacrifices which had been slain in 1Jlace of Goel! 

Thirdly, ,vhat seemed obscure and paradoxical in ver. 16, 
17, is now fully explained. "vVithout shedding of blood there 
is no forgiveness." rrhe author, therefore, has considered that 
covenant sacrifice described in Ex. xxiv. 6-8 to have been ono 
of an expiatory atoning kind. S01ne, indeed, have thought that 
they kne,v better, and have raised the objection that that sacri-

fice consisted of niSiv "burnt-offerings," and that burnt-offer
ings had no atoning _significance. But ,vhile this may be true of 
the burnt-offering generally, it is not true specially of the burnt
offering used in ratifying the covenant. This could not but be 
evident to the native Israelite ,vho was familiar with his Old 
Testa111ent. It is chiefly apparent from Gen. xv. 1, ,vhere God 
for the first time ratifies his covenant ,vith Abraham. Abraham 
there receives the command to bring sacrifices ; he offers tho 
animals in sacrifice, and falls then into a deep sleep, and while 
he sleeps, birds of prey come clown and make for consuming the 
sacrifice; but 110,v fire falls from heaven and licks up the sacri-
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flee. Upon this it is shown to him, that as it happened to the 
sacrifice so will it happen to his seed; it too will be affiicted and 
disquieted for a time, but will then be led into glory by God him
self. Thu_s was that burnt-offering an emblem of A brahani 
hi1nself and his seed ivlth ivhoni God made the covenant. vVe 
have here, therefore, the syn1bolical meaning of the burnt-offering. 
As the sacrificer slays the substitutionary victim and commits it 

I 

wholly to the flames, so ought he to give hi1nself to God as one 
dead to his former life. Thus the ;,Sil' was, in reality, quite as 

T 

expiatory as the " sin-offering" and " guilt-offering," the only 
difference being this, that by these latter only certain 11articular 
sins were atoned for, while in the former the atonement extended 
to the sinner's 'whole JJ~rson. Ho.;w much also the element of 
atonement belonged to the burnt-offering appears in this, that, 
according to Lev. xvi. 24, on the great day of atonement a burnt
offering formed the conclusion of the services "to atone for 
his o,vn sins and the sins of the people." This is perfectly evident 
in the case of the covenant burnt-offering. The man who will 
enter into a covenant with Goel is a sinner, and as such incapable 
of entering into fellowship with the holy God, nay, even of appear
ing before God's presence (Dent. v. 26). He must die on account 
of his guilt,_ if a substitutionary sacrifice be not offered for 
him. But he must also die to his former life, in order to 
begin a new life in covenant with God. In short, from 
a simple view of the symbolical import of the covenant-burnt~ 
offering described in ver. 18-22, the follo,ving may be stated 
as the result: " vVhere a sinful man will enter into covenant 
with the holy Goel, the man must first die-must first atone for 
his guilt by a death ( or he must produce a substitutionary burnt
offering)." But this is precisely the idea which the author has 
expressed in ver. 16, s., and ,vhich there appeared so obscure 
and paradoxical. 

It is altogether different in the case of a testament. There, 
the testator dies and gives place to the heir. Here, it is rather 
the heir, the man that is called to the possession of the heavenly 
good things who must die, in order to be able, as a pardoned 
and purified man, to enter into the new life with God. From 
this it is clear, that the author could only have used the com
parison of a testan1ent, if it had been his object to represent the 
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death of Chxist on the cross as the " death of God, the testator.'' 
But this would, in the first place, have been in itself absurd ; 
secondly, there is not the slightest trace of any such reference to 
the death of Christ as the testator; .thirdly, the author could 
not then have said that, already in the tin1e of 1\foses, the rule 
expressed in ver. 16, s., hacl found its application. 

On all sides, then, the interpretation of the word o,a0i;x.r; by 
covenant is confir1ned. The only circumstance ·which in ver. 16 
nright lead the com1nentators astray. is, that the author there 
lays down the principle not in the limited fonn (" "\\rhere any 
one ,vill enter into a covenant with God") but generally 
(" where a covenant is"), seeing that an atoning death is neces
sary, not to every covenant, but only ,vhen a sinner ,vill enter 
into a covenant with God. • But this· limitation, according to 
which it is only religio-theocratical covenants that are here 
spoken of, is evident enough fro111 the context, ver. 15. 

Ver. 23 now forms the conclu~ion. That the old covenant 
could not be ratified w~thout shedding of blood, without substi
tutionary sacrifices, was shown in ver. 18-22. That the sa1ne 
la,v is applicable also to the new covenant, is shown in ver. 23. 
'·' It was necessary, therefore, that the sy1nbols of the heavenly 
things should be purged by this (by the goats and calves men
tioned in ver. 19), but the heavenly things themselves by better 
sacrifices than these." Those sacrifices by which the old cove
nant ,vas ratified, belonged to the category described in ver. 13, 
of those acts by which the conscience was not expiated and 
purified. The fulfilment, the new covenant as the heavenly 
archetype whose sy1nbol was the Mosaic tabernacle (for, here 
also, as at chap. viii. 5, there is no heavenly crx.r;11~ placed in 
opposition to the Mosaic 0:1.r;v,i) required for its formation and 
consecration, also a death, but a death of a different kind. A 
death; for here as in the old covenant 1nan comes before Goel 
as sinful, laden with guilt, and can, in that state, enter into no 
covenant with God ; here, as in that covenant, the past guilt 
must be expiated by an actual death, and the sinful life must be 
judicially destroyed ere a new life ,vith God can be begun, a 
life in ·which God can manifest his love positively to men, i.e., 
as grace; here, as in that covenant, if the man does not undergo 
the death himself, he needs a substitutionary sacrifice. But 
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here he needs another sacrifice than in that covenant, namely, 
that of Christ, ,vho, as was already sho,vn at ver. 14-and did 
not need to be repeated at ver. 23-has offered hi1nself a sacrifice, 
not through the flesh, but thTough the SjJirit, and through the 
eternal SjJirit. 

At a0~a oa 7Cl S·;;'OiJgav,a xgefr,:-0<11 Ou<Jfa1;, the verb xaOr1.,gf~:<10a1 

is of course grammatically to be supplied ; but logically 
this will not be suitable, because the heavenly archetype, in 
virtue of its being not relative, outward, imperfect, but perfect
needs no purification. vVith reason, therefore, have Luther. 
Calvin, Beza, Grotius, Clericus, Bleek, and others supposed 
that ,.,a0agf~e110a1 is used as a kind of logical zeitg11ia, and that 
merely the idea of i17.cuvf~e110w is to be take1i fro1n ila0agf~ea-0a,, 

and supplied at the second me1nber. ]Tor, in the ne-w covenant, 
the act. of reden1ption does not need a purification, but only the 
men ,vho are to be redeemed. 

'l1hus that second idea contained in ver. 15 : that the neiv cove
nant could be 1nacle only by an atoning death has, in ver. lG-23, 
been fully proven. Ver. 16, 17: He ,vho ,vill enter into a 
covenant ,vith God 1nust first atone for his sins by a death (by 
his own or that of a substitutionary sacrifice). Ver. 18-22: 
Hence it was necessary that the covenant of Moses should be 
consecrated by atoning sacrifices. Ver. 23: In like 1nanner, 
also, the ne,v covenant,-only, that here a better sacrifice was 
necessary (the death of Christ o,a t;;v=61u1.,-;-o;). 

Ver. 24 forn1s the transition to the next train of thought. First 
of all ver. 24 is connected ,vith ver. 23 by ycig, as explanatory 
of the antithesis between the symbols and the heavenly things 
theniselves. Christ has not entered into an earthly tabernac]e, 
but into heaven ( co1np. on this ·what has been said at chap. i. 3) ; 
fro1n this it is evident, that it ,vas not a symbolical purging of 
outward figures that he had to do ,vith, but the initiation and 
confinnation of a ne,v relation between Goel and 111an. vVith 
this idea, ho,vever, the author connects a ne-w theme by one of 
those easy turns ,v hich are peculiar to the Epistle to the He bre,Ys 
(co1np. i. 4, ii. 5, iii. 2, &c.). 

In vcr. 25-28 is shown how, fron1 the fact that Christ offered 
lds 01.vn blood, it follo,vs that the sacrifice of Christ was made 
only once, and with this, that other sacrifices besides that of Christ 
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are superfluous. In this the author clraivs a third·inference front 
the old principal the1ne at ver. 12. He had laid clown at ver. 12, 
as principal theme of the section, the proposition that Ghrist 
offered his oivn blood. In ver. 13, 14, he had drawn a.first infer
e~ce from this, namely, the internal and spiritual nature of Christ's 
sacrifice. In ver. 15-23 is a second inference: that through 
Christ's self-sacrifice, that long-promised new covenant mentioned 
in chap. viii. 8, ss. had been founded. In ver. 25 he now brings 
in a tliircl inference, that of the once offering of Ghrist' s sacrifice, 
which likewise follows from the proposition, that Christ entered 
into the presence of the Father, not with the blood of another, 
but with his own blood. 

" He entered, not that he might off er freqitently as the high 
priest who entered yearly into the holy of holies with the blood of 
another." The main emphasis lies evidently on the ,vords h 
a7,'ha,;, aAAo,;gf~ ; hence they are placed after (just as, at chap. 
vii. 4, o i;;-a,;g,agxn; is placed at the encl of the sentence). The 
reason why the high priest had to offer frequently ,vas, that 
he offered another's blood. Thus the idea is easily extended : the 
reason why Christ did not offer frequently was, that he did not 
off er another's blood. 

And it is this that is now proven in ver. 26. This verse is 
not intended to prove, that Christ has offered himself only once 
( for then it would be mere reasoning in a circle, thus : Christ has 
offered hi1nself only once. For otherwise he n1ust have off erecl 
himself repeatedly. But he has not offered himself repeatedly, 
ergo, &c.). In ver. 26 it is rather intended to be proven, that 
Christ needed not to offer hi1nself repeatedly, because he has 
offered hi1nself. How, from his having offered his own blood the 
once offering of his sacrifice follows-it is this which is to be 
proven in ver. 26.-The ,vords lr:.d- ½O<f/1,ou are not a lJaren
thesis (l\iill, De vVette, &c.), but belong to the substance of the 
reasoning; "for, otherwise (if he had not offered his oivn blood), 
he must often have suffered fron1 the foundation of the world 
onwards." vV e should rather have expected : '' then he must 
often have offered sacrifice.'' '11hat the sacrificial act is here 
denoted by suffering is logically inaccurate, as, on the supposition 
that Christ had not offered his own blood but another's, his 
sacrifice would not then have consisted of si~ffering. The author 
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has therefore put r,;-aB£iv here, unconsciously, because he was in 
the habit of using i;;aBs7ii and '7igoti<peg=1v pr-omiscuously of Christ. 
rrhe reason why Clu·ist, if he had offered another's blood, must 
have done this repeatedly-as the Levitical high priest: from of 
old ever and ever again-lies in ,vhat is said at ver. 13.-" But 
now he has appeared once in the encl of the ti1ne ( i.e. in the time 
of the fulfilment, the l\iessianic time, in opposition to the time of 
expectation and prophecy, comp. i. 2, and 1 Pet. i. 20), to take 
away sin by his ow11 sacrifice." As the sacrifice of Christ was 
not a typical sacrifice, but the fu!ftl1nent itself (for the time of the 
l\lessiah 'WClS to be the O'Ul/';"S/1.E/CJ, rn~ alwvo;, the final fulfilment), it 
needs not to be repeated. 

In ver. 26, then, fro1n the fact that Christ has offered his own 
blood, it is inferred, that he needed not to repeat this sacrifice; in 
ver. 27, 28, it is inferred from the sa1ne thing, that he could not 
repeat it. A man can offer the blood of another repeatedly, his 
oivn blood he can o.ffer-in other words, die-only once. This is 
the main point in ver. 27, 28. "As it is appointed to every man 
once to die, so was Christ also once offered for our sins." With 
this principal idea, ho\\7ever, is entwined a subordinate idea ,vhich 
has no close connection ,vith the argument, but is added only 
parentheticaUy, namely, that, after death, the Jitd1icari awaits the 
rest of n1en, but the Judica1:e awaits Christ.-The expression 
ivithout sin is explained by the antithesis, to bear the si"ns of many. 
Irving, therefore, had no reason to infer from the ivithout sin that 
Christ, at his first coming in humiliation, was not ·without sin but 
partook of the sinful fr:,Ou,afa. It is rather only the first coming 
to bear the sins of others, i.e. the guilt of sin, that is here opposed 
to the second appearing 1without sin. vVhen he comes again he 
has no more to do 1with sin;' he comes then not as the bearer of 
others' guilt, but as the holy judge of others' guilt, as a consum
ing fire, which stands in a hostile and negative relation to all 
that is called sin. 

In CHAP. x. 1-4, the author recurs to what is said in chap. L~. 
13, 14, in order to deduce from it also, that the sacrifice of Christ 
was offered only once. Thus ver. 1-3 contains an explanation 
of ver. 26 of the foregoing chapter.-The subject of ver. 1 is o 
vo,ao;; this subject has however the appositional clause <fx.1av 
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,, """ -,, -,, , A"" , , ' ' ' , ",I I ex;c,.H' ',(J)V f.J,SAI\O'J':'WV ayauCIJV, OiJ½ (.liJ·T7l!/ ,;-riv e1Y.CJI/(/., ',(JJ') t;.gay;.1,a'.CJJV. 

Ehwv does not signify precisely "substance" (Luther, Peschito), 
much less does. it denote the -" mere image" in opposition to the 
"thing" (Oecumenius, Gregory of N azianzum, Calvin, Tholuck), 
as if it were meant to be said that the la,v is the shadow of the 
gospel, the gospel itself again, however, only an image of the 
good things to com,e; sixwv denotes here si1nply the form, in oppo
sition to the mere shadoio. The genitive ,;-;';v ,-;;g,:;_,y,t1.,a,;-t1J'J is 
genitive of the substance. The form of the things then1selves 
= the fonn, namely, the things themselves. The ,vhole of this 
apposition is designed to sho,v, how far it was possible and allow
able to speak unfavourably of the Old Testament, and that this 
·was done not fro1n conte1npt of the Old Testament, but because, 
according to its divine destination, it was to be, and must be, 
imperfect. Comp. the remarks on chap. iv. 2, and especially the 
passages chap. vii. 18 ; viii. 7, ss. 

vVhat no,v is affinned of this v61.1,o; ? It was not able, year 
by year, with the same sacrifices which ·were continually offered, 
to make the comers thereunto perfect. Ka';'' ev,aur6v belongs of 
course to the verb. Year by year (the author here in the 
·word Ou6fw; has evidently in his mind chiefly the yearly 
sacrifice of atone1nent) the laiv remained incapable of making 
the comers thereunto perfect by its sacrifices, ho,v uninter
ruptedly soever these also were offered. (Lachmann and 
Paulus join £i; <ro o,ri 11sxs; with ,;-sAc1w6w ; but then the remain
ing part of the relative clause beco1ncs n1eaningless. Besides; 
the author says in ver. 3 also, not merely that those sacrifices 
were not able pernianently to make perfect, but that they effected 
no atonement ivhateve·t, that"they rather only pointed to the need 
of such an atonement.) Instead of ouva,;-a, A, C, many ver
sions ancl the Peschito (here, however, giving generally a 
free translation) read OUJ.1(/.;'/){L,/. Then 6r./Cl.,V ,ag zx~JV () v6;.1,o; 

must either be an independent clause with the partic. pro verbo 
finito, which, ho,vever, is altogether foreign to the style of our 
author. Or, ·we n1ust suppose an anacolauthon ; the author 
began the sentence with o v6r,,,o; and intended originally to 
,vrite o6va,;-a, ; in ·writing, however, he inverted the idea, and 
n1ade the subject of the relative clause also the subject of the 
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principal clause. But it is far 1+1ore probable that son1e trans
criber is to be charged with this carelessness than our author, who 
usually writes so correctly. 

In ver. 2 the reading wavers between fr,el o~x clv and ei;:-si clv • 
o0;~ is, ho,vever, already externally better attested (by A, C, D, E, 
Copt., Arab., Ital. Also a reading i'i:el 7;,IJ,v is explicable only 
from the 1natrix EIIEIOYKAN). It is, besides, easy to see how· 
transcribers 1night come to 01nit the o0z. The ,vhole sentence 
(with (J~x,) has 1neaning only when taken as a quest,ion (" would 
they not then have ceased to be offered? as the worshippers once 
purged would have had no more consciousness of sin"). But if 
a transcriber overlooked this, and read the sentence as a thetical 
proposition, he n1ust then, certainly, have held it necessary to 
cancel the oLJz.-The idea is easily understood. The Old Testa
rnent sacrifices did not take away the consci·o'llsness of sin, hut 
only brought to reniernbrance .(vcr. 3) year by year the presence 
of sin and guilt, and, thcre·with; the ( continual, still unsatisfied) 
need of a real propitiation. 

That the Old Testament sacrifices could not really atone for 
sin is, in ver. 2, inferred fron1 the fact of their repetition ; it 
would have been a n1eaningless ordinance if Goel had enjoined 
the repetition of a sacrifice which had already, the first time it 
,vas offered, really taken a-way the guilt of sin fro111 n1an or fro1n 
Israel. In ver. 4 the same thing, namely, the inefficacy of the 
Old Testament sacrifices to make real atonement is inferred fro1n 
the very nature of these sacrifices; The blood of irrational 
aniinals cannot possibly take away moral guilt. (Co111p. chap. 
ix. 14.) '11here is wanting in these, the t,vo things ,vhich arc 
necessary to a true substitution. A sacrifice which shall truly 
take upon itself the punishment of another's guilt 111ust, firstly, 
be able to bear the sarne sufferings ns ought to have been borne 
by the guilty person, therefore, not a niercly bodily pain or death, 
but an inward suffering of the man endowed with a rational soul. 
A true sacrifice must, seconclly, after having as a substitute 
endured the suffering, be able to remove again the element of 
substitution, i.e., to place itself in a relation of internal oneness 
,vith the party represented ; it is thus that the n1erit of Christ's 
suffering is appropriated by us, inasmuch as, although we stood 
beside him as other and different persons wl1en he suffered (so 
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that he did all that "·as necessary for us 'Without 01u assistance 
and co-operation), ,ve now no longer continue to stand bes-icle 
hin1, but, by his spirit on his part, and by faith on ours, become 
1nenibers of him, to whon1 all now· really belongs that belongs to 
him. For "·e beco1ne righteous, not as individuals, the descend
ants of the first Adam, but as those "'ho by faith have given up 
themselves, w110 have given themselves to the death, and are 
no,v "rilling to have any merit before God only in so far as these 
belong to Christ and he belongs to the111. Both these conditions 
,,·ere impossible in the aniinal sacrifices. 

-v er. 5-10. The "Titer in these verses sho,vs, that already 
also in the Olcl Testanient itself, there are intimations of the 
necessity of another, a better sacrifice than that of animals. In 
the citation fro1n Ps. xl. 7-9 the author follo"·s the Sept. As 
the Sept., ho'\levcr, deviates from the original, the question arises 
whether it has at least rendered substa,ntially the sense of the 
passage.-After enumerating the wonderful and gTacious acts of 
God, the Psahnist says : " Sacrifice and offering thou hast not 

desired ; ,S 11'7~ u' .:lt~ ; burnt-offering and sin-offerings thou 
, T . T .- : 

has not required." He evidently in these words " 0'.)TN intends 
to place in opposition to the external sacrifices one of an internal 
and better kind, and so1ne sacrifice or other of this kind n1ust at 
least in1plicitly be designated by those "·ords, "mine ears hast 
thou cliggecl out." The older commentators, as also Olshausen, 
referred this digging of the ears in general to that boring through 
the lap of the ear of ·which we read in Ex. xxi. 6. -v""\Then, 
namely, a se1Tant had it in his pow·er to become free, but pre
ferred of his o,vn accord to continue for the rest of his life in the 
service of the master ,,ith ,vhom he had hitherto been, he was, 
in token of this, to let (l!~i) his ear ( the lap of the ear) be bored 
through by his master. The majority of the more recent com
mentators (Hengstenberg, Stier, Hitzig, Tholuck, Bleek), on 

the other hand, take ili.:J in the sense of ilS j. To say that 
Goel has " cliggecl out the ears" of a man, is equivalent to saying 
that he has given him ears, 1nade ears for hiin." The creation or 
formation of an ear in the head is figuratively denoted as the 
digging out of an ear. And, indeed, the verb ni:, (used gene
rally of the digging of a well, a pit, and the like) ·would suit this 
representation. 'I'he meaning then ,vould be: "Thou wiliest 
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not sacrifice, but thou hast given me an ear, a capacity to hear 
thy commands, and thus has pointed out what sacrifices are 
acceptable to thee." Meanwhile, I am doubtful after all whether 
the author has not had in his mind that command in Ex. xxi. 6 ; 
the boring through the lap of the ear might poetically be denoted 
as a digging through it, and then the sentiment: " I have let my 
ear be bore~ through by thee, i.e. I have freely given myself to 
be thy servant for the whole of my life," forms, certainly, a finer 
and fuller antithesis t"o the words, " burnt-offering, &c., thou 
willest not," than that somewhat vague idea, " thou hast made 
ears for 1ne." But, be this as it may, one thing evidently lies in 
the words-the Psalmist places obedience, as the true sacrifice, in 
opposition to the animal sacrifices. 

The reading in the Sept., according to Bleek's opinion, was 
originally tJra or w-r,a ; ~wpAz is said to have first slipped in as a 
different reading, because the expression 6Jrra os xairr;g:.f~vJ /J;o, 

was not understood. But the oldest authorities for the reading 
J ,:-a reach only to the time of Ircnreus, while Bleek himself must 
ackno,vledge that our author read ~w:.La in his copy of the Sept. 
Indeed, it is much easier to understand how, if the free trans
lation ~w/.La were the original one, the reading J;-a might arise 
at a later period, in the time of Origen, from aiming at conformity 
with the Hebrew text, than that, vice versa, from an original 
reading 6J'ia the reading ~wt.La should have arisen. vV e con
sider, the ref ore, the reading <Iwp;a os xair'f)~rrfow µ01 as the 
genuine ~eading of the Sept. The Septuagint translator might 
easily take the expression as it stood to be unintelligible, and 
substitute for it the more general idea: "thou hast prepared my 
bcdy (myself) for sacrifice." The meaning remains substantially 
the same : " thou wilt not have animals for sacrifices, but my
self." But Bleek is certainly in error when he thinks, that our 
author cites the entire passage on account of this word uw/.La 

(in the opinion that this points prophetically to the bodily death 
of Christ). vVe have seen at chap. ix. 14 that our author does 
not lay the principal emphasis on the bodily side of the suffering 
of Christ ; his aim is rather precisely to show, that with the 
blood, qua blood, nothing has as yet been accomplished. And 
indeed, at ver. 9, where he makes use of and applies the citation, 

u 
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Ps. xl. 7-9, he entirely drops the words <>~µ,a, &c., and lays all 
the emphasis on the ,vords ~"(JJ 'T'ou ~o,r;ua1 ro Osi-r;/1,rl uou. 

The eighth verse of the psalm begins ,vith the emphatic words 
'r-liO~ TN "then I spake." What follows, are the ,vords which 

, : - T IT 

the Psalmist spake. "Lo, I am come" ('11~:J. n;)it, not "Lo, 
• • T •• • 

I come " N.:l '1:)il) ; " in the roll of the book it is "rritten of me ; 
T • • 

to do thy will, ~y God, is my delight ! " That the author 01nits 
the verb e/3oui.r;Or;v, so that now Tou '7io1~ua1 is dependent on ~ i'.,(JJ and 
the words·lv r..s<pai-fcu, &c., become parenthetical, is, as respects 
the sense, quite an inconsiderable deviation. More important is 
the question, how the words ev xs<pai.fo, are to be explained. 
Hitzig, Ewald, Bleek, and others, render in the Hebre,v the pre-

position :t ivitli, the preposition S~ for (" I come with the roll 

of the book which is written for me"). This idea would not only 
be unpoetical but ridiculous. The Sept. has certainly given a 
more correct rendering : " I come ; in the roll of the book it is 
written of me ; " although, instead of ~ i!,(JJ it would be more cor
rect to say si.r;i.uOa " I am come." The simplest explanation 
certainly is this, that the psalm, as the superscription says, is 
one of David's ; only, that it was ,vritten not after the prophecy 
of Na than pointing to the future, 2 Sam. vii., but before it, nay, 
before David's ascent to the throne, but after his anointing by 
Samuel-during his persecution by Saul ·(with Ps. xl. 2-4 con1-
pare ver. 14--18). David could and must at that time have 
combined the old patriarchal blessing that the prince over Israel 
should con1e out of Judah with the fact, that God h,ad rejected 
Saul and chosen him ; in him was the old prophecy fulfilled. 
"Lo, I am come," he says, "in the book (Pentateuch) it is 
written of me '' = in me is that prophecy fulfilled. And no,v 
he declares that, as opposed to Saitl, it is his delight to do ·the 
,vill of the Lord. In this way of obedience towards God he hopes 
to fulfil that propheey. 

But David as an individual did not carry out the full import 
of this his promise ; he did not wholly and purely offer his person 
as a sacrifice to God in unbroken obedience, but sinned griev
ously and in many ,vays. Hence the patriarchal blessing found 
in him only a prelin1inary, not a final fulfilment~ as, indeed, this 
·was afterwards (2 Sam. vii.) revealed to David himself, and ,vas 
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aeknowledgecl_by hi1nself (Ps. ii. and ex.). That, ho,vever, which 
David did typically and in1perfectly, the second David ·was to do 
perfectly. But that passage in the Psalms remained true, 
although it did not come to be absolute truth in the individual 
David. This individual spake, ho,vever, even there not fron1 
himself, not from his own sinful hu111anity or fro111 chance, but 
from his office, and from the idea of the theocratical King, and 
therefore under the guidance of the Holy Ghost. Hence it is 
not the individual David that is the true author of those words of 
the psalm, but the true heavenly Anointed made use of David 
as an organ, in ord~r to express a truth ,vhich applies in its ful
ness not to the first but only to the second David. Hence our 
author has sufficient reason for saying: the Son of God, ,vhen he 
entered into the ,vorld to beco111e man, spake these ,vords. That 
Jesus was not the author of the 40th Psalm, the author kne,v as 
,vell as ,ve. As little does he indicate that he regarded the 
psalm as a direct prophecy of David concerning Christ (Ps. ii. 
and ex. were such direct prophecies); but his 1neaning evidently 
is, that in David the Son of God spake by his Spirit. The 
psahn ,vas not a direct ,vord-prophecy pointing to Christ, but 
the Psalmist David was a fact-prophecy pointing to the second 
David, and ,vhat David pron1isecl in order to fulfil it iinperfectly, 
that has Christ promised by David in order to keep it perfectly. 

If now, according to Ps. xl., it belongs to the theocratical 
Anointed that he regards not animal sacrifices but the sacrifice 
of obedience as suitable to him, this expresses just what our 
author had laid down in ver. 1-4. 

Ver. 8, 9. The author here si1nply sho,vs, that obedience was 
put in the place of the animal sacrifices, and thereby, also, de
clared to be a sacrfice, and, indeed, the true sacrifice. 

At r::Egl C1./1.,ag;-1a;, ver. 6 and 8, Buda, is to be supplied. 'I'herc 
,vas no Greek noun for" sin-offering;" the idea must be rendcre<l 
by the circumlocution: (Ou<11a) r::2gl C/,/.1.,agr;1a;. 

Ver. 10. By the of) ... "IJ/./.,a here, as at ver. 9, ,ve may understand 
either the special ,vill of the Father, that Christ should suffer 
and make atonement for the world, or, the general will of God 1 

as, for example, it is expressed in the decalogue. Either: 
Christ came to fulfil that special cle·cree of rede1nption, and in 
this will (i.e. by the fulfilment of it on the part of Christ) we 
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are sanctified. Or: Christ came in general to live conformably 
to the ,vill and law of God, i.e. to live a holy life, and through 
this will of God (fulfilled by Christ, i.e. by the fulfilment of this 
,vill on the part of Christ) we are sanctified. But, as ver. 9 
belongs to the citation fro1n the psalm, in ,vhich there ,vas no 
1nention of the special decree respecting the suffering of the 
lVIessiah, the second explanation is preferable. (That the ful
fihnent of the general ,vill of God already involved the accom
plish1nent of the special decree is, of course, self-evident. If 
Jesus was obedient to the Father in general, he was so also in 
that special point.) 

t Hy1ua'11.,§vo1 here in the widest sense "to make ay101;," to take 
them from the profane world sunk in death, and to place them in 
the kingdom of Goel. Thus ay,a~s,v here involves both justi
fication and sanctification; that the former is not excluded 
appears already from the additional clause o,a r~; 'i:gor;rpogu;, &c. 

Ver. 11-18. The author here again sums up with all precision 
the proper quod erat demonstrandum (ver. 12, 13), and, inas
much as he r_epresents the one sacrifice as, at the same tin1e, the 
fulfiln1ent of the promise of a new covenant (Jer. xxxi. 32, ss.) 
cited in chap. viii. 8, ss., he derives froni this still another and 
concluding proof of the once offering of this sacrifice, and there
with of the superfluousness and dispensableness of tlie Lcvitical 
ritual beside this one sacrifice. 

Ver. 11. rrhe xCJ.f is not to be r~ndered "namely" (Tholuck), 
a signification which it never can have, and, moreover, cannot 
have here, as ver. 11 stands related to the foregoing not as an 
argument but as an inference. It means "and," "and so."
Instead of isgsu; A.O., Peschito, and several Fathers read agx,,sgsu~ 
(so also Grotius, Limborch, Lachmann, Bleek). But it is 
not likely that a transcriber should have changed an origiual 
agx,,sgsu; by ·way of correction into isgsu;, on the ground that 
th.e high priest performed no daily service; in chap. vii. 27 
mention is even made of the daily sacrifice of the high priest, 
and yet no transcriber has thought of substituting isgsu; for 
agx,1egd; there by way of correction. It is much more probable, 
that in order to bring our passage into conformity with that, an 
original isgsu; was changed· into agx1egsu;. (Especially might a 
translator, as that of the Pescbito, be easily led to do so.) In-
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ternal grounds are also in favon1: of the reading ii:gsu;. Bleek, 
indeed, thinks "the treatise of the writer is entirely occupied 
with the comparison between the high priest of the new covenant 
and that of the old;" we have seen, ho,vever, that only the third 
part chap. v. 7 is taken up ,vith this. There, at chap. vii. 27, 
it was quite in order to speak specially of the high priest as the 
highest representative of the Levitical priesthood, in opposition 
to the ~iessiah, the high priest after the order of ~ielchisedec. 
Now, however, when the author has already spoken in particular of 
the ritual of the old covenant and of all its parts-the ministration 
of the priests, ix. 6, ·and high priests, ix. 6-the sacrifice of atone
ment, ix. 7, and the oblations of the holy place, ix. 6-the cove
nant-burnt-offering, ix. 19, ss. and the various meat and sin 
offerings, x. 6 and 8-it was more suitable to speak of the Levitical 
"priest" quite generally. Especially is the attribute 'ira; agree
able to the reading icgsu;. The author places the single offering 
of the individual Christ in opposition to all priests ,vith all their 
different sacrifices. 

Ver. 11. Here the idea is recapitulated which was developed 
in chap. i.~. 13, 14 and 25; chap. x. 1-4 ;-in ver. 12 the prin
ciple idea of chap. ix. 25-28 is recapitulated in the words 11;,av 

ur,;sg, &c., and the idea of chap. ix. 24 ( compare i. 3) in the 
words El; <ro o,r;vEr.~; sxa0,6sv, &c. On oE;uz 0fou compare what 
is said on chap. i. 3. By the mention of the second coming- of 
Christ in judgment ver. 13 (recapitulation of chap. ix. ·28), the 
author prepares the ,vay for the sentin1ents of a hortatory kind from 
ver. 19, ss., to the effect that no,v the choice lies before them be
t,veen salvation and destruction. (On ver. 13 comp. Ps. ii. and 
chap. ii. 8, s.)-In ver. 13 the inferences are recapitulated, in ver. 
14 the reason; in ver. 14, namely, he expresses once more the 
central idea of this ·whole part. 'Ay,a~6p.svo; is used in the same 
\vide sense as r;yw.<1/1,Evo;, ver. 10. 

Ver. 15-18. In these verses he infers yet again, and finally, 
the once ~fferi11,g of the sacrifice of Christ-laid down in ver. 14, 
and already proven in chap. 9, 10-from the passage Jer. xxxi., 
and thereby brings together the ideas of the three portions, chap. 
viii. 8-13 ; chap. ix. 15-23 ; chap. ix. 25-. 28. God has 
promised a new covenant, in ·which he ,vill ,vrite the law on men's 
hearts by the forgiveness of sins ( chap. viii. 8, ss.); this nev1 
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coven~nt is ratified, this forgiveness wrought out, by the sacrifice 
of Christ ( chap. ix. 15, ss.); but where this forgiveness is, 
there is no need of a repeated sacrifice ( chap. ix. 25, ss.) The 
first of these ideas is repeated in ver. 15-17, and, with it men
tion is made of the second: the third is stated in ver. 18. Thus 
does the conclusion of this fourth principal part unite itself again 
with the beginning of chap. viii. 

Thus has the writer reached the inner1nost kernel of the 
Christian doctrine. Immediately from the consciousness of the 
forgiveness of sin on account of Christ's sacrifice-the point in 
which the subjective consciousness harmonises with the objective 
fact of the restored relation to God-he infers in ver. 18 the 
superfluousness of those sy1nbolical sacrifices which had only a 
subjective value, and could awaken only the subjective knowledge 
of the need of an atonement ( comp. ver. 3). (This is entirely the 
f unda1nental idea of the Pauline syste1n.) Let us no,v look back 
fi·on1 this, the highest point in the argumentation, to the way by 
,vhich ,ve have been conducted to it. In all the principal parts 
and particular sections, the author begins with the most out,vard 
and apparently accidental points of compar_ison and differences 
w~J.ich offer then1selves to view between the l\iessiah and the 
angels, the l\iessiah and l\!Ioses, the Messiah and the high priest 
(for exan1ple, that God calls none of the angels his son ; that 
1\Ioses ,vas a servant, the l\Iessiah the son of the house ; that 
l\ielchisedec's descent is left unkno,vn, &c.). But he everywhere 
shows how, in these apparently accidental things, essential rela
tions lying deep beneath them are expressed; he follo,vs out these 
relations, and reaches more universal points of comparison; it is as 
if one ,vere to follow brooks ,vhich lead him to rivers, and in 
the end to a ,vide stream. The Messiah 1nust be the pe1fect 
niessenger of Goel to men, because in him the holiness of God and 
not merely his omnipotence are manifest, because in him the 
Godhead is to beco1ne man and hun1anity is to be raised to union 
,vith Goel. The 1\iessiah must be the perfect representative of 
nien before God, because he is to be the Son of God himself, not 
1nerely a servant, and is truly to conduct 1nan to his true rest. 
rrhe J\1essiah must be a high priest, and indeed the proniised, true, 
eternal high priest afte1· the order of JJielchi'sedec, who represents 
man eternally and without change before God. This discovers 
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itself in the 1nanner of his priestly ministration; the sacrifice 
,vhich he offered is a spiritual, moral, and therefore more than a 
symbolical sacrifice; it is the fulfihnent of the typical things of 
,vhich the tabernacle consisted, and of the typical actions of 
which the service of the tabernacle consisted. Thus the author 
COJ¥eS to the doctrine of the atonement, and, with this, to that of 
the appropriation of the atonement which he handles in the con
cluding part. 



( 312 ) 

PART FIFTH. 

(Chap. x. 19-xiii. 25.) 

THE LAYING HOLD ON THE NE,V TESTAMENT SALVATIOS. 

That portion of the epistle ,vhich consists of speculative reason
ing has now reached its conclusion. What the author has now 
further to say, is intended not so 1nuch to be comprehended, as 
rather to be apprehended. The innermost experience of the 
innermost life is the cognoscens. To lay hold on the salvation is 
not an act of the head and the understanding, but the 1nost 
intensive act o.f the life,-that act in which the man has the 
courage to declare himself bankrupt. Hence the author, from 
this place onwards, no longer reasons, but addresses himself to 
the heart and the ,vill of his readers. 

Seven lines of thought or sections can without difficulty be 
distinguished in this part. 

1. In chap. x. 19-25 the author lays down the proper theme 
of the admqnition, that to (which he admonishes. 

2. In chap. x. 26-31 he enforces this admonition by a first 
motive, namely, by calling to mind the greatness of the danger of 
falling aivay, and the fearfitl consequences of tlzis. 

3. In chap. x. 32, xi. 1, he adduces a second 1notive, inasmuch 
as he reminds the readers of their for,ner f aitli. 

4. In chap. xi. 2, xii. 3, a third motive, inasmuch as the author 
shows ho,v all the illustrious and celebrated achievements, even 
under the old covenant, proceeded solely from this principle of 
faith. 

5. In chap. xii. 4-17 a fourth motive, inasmuch as the writer 
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shows that the very thing ,vhich now terrifies his readers, the 
suffering that threatens them, brings only blessing. 

6. In chap. xii. 18-29 a.fifth 1notive. The choice between 
Christianity and Judaism is simply identical with that between 
salvation and condemnation. 

7. Chap. xiii. forms the conclusion, containing special exhorta
tions and references of a personal kind. 

SE C T I O N F I R S T. 

(Chap. x. 19-25.) 

THEl\fE OF THE EXHORTATION. 

Ver. 19-25. In a long and finely constructed period, the 
author _developes the particular points in the practical applica
tion of ,vhat has been no,v theoretically proven. The particle 
ou11 is used in the conclusive sense. The admonition, ver. 19-25, 
flows as an inference from the result of the ,v hole previous 
reasoning, recapitulated antl concentrated in ver. 11-18. The 
words ex,011nG ••• 'i:011'1}gaG form the first member of the exhorta
tion. The apposition 1x;o11rEG 'if'aggr;<rfav, &c., belonging to the 
latent subject, forms, logically considered, a kind of protasis to 
the verb t;igo<rEgx,w1u0a ( as ,ve have boldness, &c., so let us, 
&c.). Let us look first of all at this protasis. 

T,vo objects depend on ex,011,;-£G. First, we have joyful confi
dence for the access into the holiest of all in the blood of Jesus. 
The words i11 njJ a'i/1.a,;-1 'I116ou 1nay, gran1matically, be referred to 
the verbal idea lying in the noun E1<roooG (Storr, Klee, Paulus, 
Olshausen, Bleck), according to the analogy of the passage ix. 
25. Others (many of ~he older expositors) make ~11 Trji a1,1J,a,.,, 

&c., dependent on ix;o1'nG; in ·which case, however, the deter
mining idea expressed in ~11 ,;-rji a1p,an can, according to the 
sense and the position of the ,vords, belong only to the :first 
member : lx,011nG i;;-agg11<rla11, and not also to the second : r.ai 
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(lxo11Ts;) i:g~a. The meaning in both constructions remains 
substantially the same. Still the latter construction, as ·will 
immediately appear, yields a finer sense. 'Ev is not to be 
explained as a Hebraism, and taken in an insiru1nental sense, 
but in its own proper signification "in." The style of concep
tion and expression, as a ,vhole, is figurative, borrowed from 
the Old Testament ritual of the atonement festival. In that 
festival the high priest must have died, if he had entered into 
the presence of God in the holiest of all ,vithout the sacrifice of 
blood; only when sprinkled with the blood, and thus as it were 
covered with it, could he dare to enter in, and even then only 
with fear and tren1bling, and no one durst follow him. \Ve, 
on the contrary, because covered ·with the blood of Christ (Ev 
a~uan therefore at lxo11rs;), have all of its full joyful confidence 
to enter into the, not figurative but, real holiest of all, i.e. to the 
opened paternal heart of God, after our high priest ,vho has gone 
before us on this ,vay, a ,vay ,vhich is everlastingly fresh and 
living. 'Eyxa111i~s111, as at ix. 18 in the signification "to conse
crate," " to bring into use for the first time." This entrance 
iohich he has consecrated for 'US is called a ooo; r,:-g6u,par:-o;. This 
word is fonned fro111 the rad. inus. cI>An, and signifies literally 
"fresh slaughtered," then "ne,v," "fresh." (So also Olshausen.) 
The signification "bloody" (Tholuck) belongs to it here just as 
little as else,Yhere ; nor would this signification be even suitable 
here, as then there would be no difference in this respect behveen 
the ne,v covenant and the old, seeing that the Levitical high 
priest also might not enter into the holiest of all ",vithout 
blood" ( chap. L"'\:. 7). ngdcr'Paro; rather signifies " fresh," which, 
ho"rever, is not the same as neio, novus, ,.,a,116;, as if it were 
intended to designate the ·way opened up by Christ a8 a new, a 
later, in opposition to the Old Testament ,vay ; nor is it equi
valent to recens, in the sense of this ,vay being nou; as yet ne,v, 
but one which would afterwards become old and obsolete ; 
the idea is precisely the reverse, namely, that ,vhile the Old 
Testament atonement festivals ,vere effectual only for a year, 
the entrance to Goel opened up by Christ is still ahvays neiv 
and fresh, notwithstanding the decades that have since elapsed, 
consequently, that in general, it re1nains everlastingly fresh.
That ·way, however, is called ~wua in opposition to the way by 
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"rhich the Levitical high priest had to pass to the holiest of all, 
,vhich was an earthly local way, a place of dead earth or stones 
,vhich the feet trod, ,vhile the ,vay to God upon ,vhich Christ 
has gone before us, and by ·which ,ve 1nust follow him, consists 
for hi1n and for us in a living act ( others, as for example 
Olshausen, explain ~wcr.x = ~c,io~o,oua-a, which is contrary to the 
usage as ·well as to the context). 

Christ has gone this ,vay before us tlirough the vail,1-an evident 
allusion to the fact that, at the death of Christ, the vail ,vas rent 
in t,vain, and the holiest of all laid open (l\1atth. xxvii. 51, comp. 
also our remarks on ~~<pavsewuOw, chap. ix. 8). Still, it is not 
to be thought that Christ entered to the Father through that 
vail of the Old Testan1ent sanctuary ,vhich was then rent, for 
the author adds the explanatory words: that is to say his flesh. 
By this is, of course, not meant that the body of Christ ,vas that 
which had separated us from God (Schulz and others); but that 
the fact of the violent killing of the body of Christ corresponded 
to the sy1nbolical fact of the rending of the sy1nbolical vail. 
Throughout, then, ·we find that ,vhat corresponds to the local 
earthly uxr;vi; is not a uicl}vi; in heaven in like 1nanner local, but 
that acts and relations correspond to the localities). the act of the 
s1)iritual entrance to the paternal heart of God corresponds to 
the local entrance into the holiest of all, the internal blotting out 
of guilt through the atoning death of Christ corresponds to the 
local rending of the vail. 

The second object belonging to sx,ov;-=;, the second thing 
which ,ve possess is "a great priest over the house of Goel." 
• r=gs;u µs1a; frequently occurs in the Sept. as synonymous with 
agx,,sg:v;, and hence 1nany (I(lee, Tholuck) have here also ren
dered it by "high .priest." But as our author elsewhere uni
forn1ly expresses this latter idea by agx1:gs6;, he must certainly 
have had a reason for using another expresBion here; he must 
have incant to say here, not that we have an high priest, but 
that ,ve have "a great priest." And, indeed, there is nothing 

1 This local signification of ~,a c. gen: (comp. Luke iv. 30; Rom. xv. 28) 
should never have been doubted in our passage. Olshausen is for taking ~,i 

in an instrumental sense, and a-a~~ in the sense of "suffering." But, granted 
that the latter were allowed1 still the ·words ~,~ .. ov ,casa.'7lf ,ao-f<-a.r;os remain un
explained. 
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said here of the high priests as opposed to the ordinary priests, 
but Christ appears as the one, great, exalted priest in ,vhom the 
entire idea of all iega .. s,a finds its realisation, in opposition to 
the Levitical priests as a ·whole, the high as ,vell as the ordinary 
priests. 

In ver. 23 the exhortation itself now follows: r;:go6sgxwp.£0a 

scil. sh ,ra ay,a. Does the true holiest of all stand open, it is 
criminal not to make use of this entrance. But ho,v that entrance 
is to be made, ,ve are told in the words 1with true heart, &c. First 
and above all, a true heart is required. This is the first condition 
and the ground of all faith, that the heart be true; that it be not 
biassed by self-deception regarding its ,vretched state by reason 
of sin, nor by self-deception also regarding all its endeavours, its 
inclinations, its plans. It is not that painful self-examination in 
order to search out sins which one has not that is required, as the 
victims of certain fanatical and morbid tendencies ,vould demand, 
who make the very greatness of the corruption of which they 
speak a n1erit, or a ground of self-elation. No ! it is enough 
if the man truly knows the sins ,vhich he has, and thereby comes 
to the kno\'\rledge that he has not n1erely sins, but sin, and that 
be is encompassed ·with it even in his best works. , vVhere this 
knowledge takes root, it will dispel the delusive fancy that God 
needs no atonement, that God is only a dead idol who knows not 
the anger of holy love ; it will dispel, too, all confidence in false 
self-made atonen1ents, all merit of ,vorks, it will destroy all self
deception about an atone1nent through other sacrifices than the 
sacrifice of Christ, in like manner, also, the self-deception ,vhich 
leads a man to regard as meritorious, and to rest his hope on, faith 
itself, or an institution of faith, a church, confession, &c. A true 
heart is such a heart as regards itself, the person in its totality, in 
the n1irror, not of a means of grace or an institution of grace, but 
in the mirror of the person of ,Jesus Christ, and asks itself whether 
it l~ves the Saviour above all things. 

Secondly, the 'ii'A'IJgocpogfa r,;-16,;-s(JJ; is required, the full undi
vided faith, not a faith such as the readers of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews had, ,vho to the questions: "Is Jesus the l\fessiah? Is 
he the Son of God?" &c., replied in the affirmative indeed with 
head and rnouth, but yet were not satisfied with the sacrifice of 
Christ, and thought it necessary still to lean on the crutches of 
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the Levitical sacrifices, and on these crutches would limp into 
heaven. In like manner, ,vc ,vill find still a half faith, ,vhen one 
belongs to the Ch1uch and attends divine service, and on a death
bed desires the ,vord of Christ ancl the consolations of his grace, 
but yet only measures off for Christ a certain port-ion of his time 
and his activity, instead of having Clu·ist at all times before his 
eyes and in his heart, and letting his whole being and life be 
penetrated by him. Christianity and the business of the present 
life are regarded as hvo things which, in respect of quantity, 
must be ,veighecl againt each other, lest by giving too much to 
the one (Christianity) the other (the earthly condition, honour, 
pleasure, &c.) should suffer and be prejudiced ; instead of its 
being remembered, that what ,ve are and do as men on the earth, 
,ve should be and do as Christians. But wherever there is such 
inco1npletcness of faith, such shrinking from a complete and 
entire devotedness to Christ, such earthly feeling and reliance 
upon so1nething else, as if happiness were to come from this 
quarter or from that, only from some other soluce than from 
Christ, there also, the clanger is great of becoming the prey of 
error, unbelief, and apostasy. 

'l1lrirdly, the fruit and effe~t of faith is required-viz. the con
sciousness of sin belng pardoned: 'Eggav,;-1<1,t1,svo1 ,...a; x.agofa~ a'iro 

o-uvs1or;<1sw; 'iiovnga;. The expression, again, is figurative, and 
finds its explanation partly, in chap. ix. 19 (in which is the figure 
of the gav~f~s,v), partly in chap. ix. 13, x. 2 (where we find the 
opposition between the symbolical cleansing of the body and the 
real cleansing of the cruvsforJ<11; or xagofa ). 'A'7i6 depends on the 
idea of '' cleansing" which is implied in the (pregnant) gavd~srv. 

~uvsior;<11; 'T.OV'1jga is the opposite of O'UVS/01']0'1; &yaO~, Acts xxiii. 
1 ; 1 Pet. iii. 16 and 21 ; 1 Tim. i. 5 and 19. Taken exactly, 
however, it does not signify "evil (rebuking) conscience," but 
" evil co1.1~~i9~~-l.~§::_ ,vl}_ere, indeed, '7iovJ1ga is to be resolved into 
a genitive of the object (';~o-nsc16us'nes-s of evilt CQ~~_ci9usness 
of being evil). 

The ,vords xai l,EAouµsvo, . • . . XatrS;(,CIJ/J.,SV, &c.' form a second 
1neniber of the exhortation. Kai i-.s") .. oup.svol cannot, of course, be 
any longer dependent on ':igo<1sgxw,r.uOfJ.,, as otherwise, an intoler
able asyncleton at x.wrsxw,usv would be the result. This participle, 
then, rather corresponds, in the place which it occupies, to the 
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ixovn;, ver. 1. (" Seeing that we have an entrance . . . . ancl 
a priest . . . . . let us enter ,vith true heart, in full faith, cleansed 
from the evil conscience. And if ,ve are no,v ,vashed .... let 
us hold fast," &c.) If AE"Aou11,!vo1 were grammatically connected 
with iggcxvr1a',uevo1 ( as Olshausen and others suppose), and con
nected, moreover, by a i;-ou,' for,, then might ,ve be justified in 
taking ·A=Aoup,f~o, ro <Jwp,ct., uocxr, %a0agcji as the explanation of the 
figure iggcxv'T'1<Jp,~vo1, ancl in understanding it in the proper sense 
of a washing of the bocly ivith 'water, i.e. of baptis1n. (" And 
as we are baptised: let us," &c.) So Bleek and others. But as 
1.eAou11,fvo1 is quite parallel ,vith ~ the figurative expression 1xovn; 

., ' , ' ' ,, ~ ~ , I cl ' ' t , l t r;;'(XOO'tj<JJ(J,V EJ; 'T'rjV uuouov ':'v)V (X"IIWV, an £?C-CI..V':'J6fJ,E'lOI a so was 0 
:,:, ' / ::,::, 

be taken figuratively, it is better (with Calvin, Beza, Ernesti, 
Limborch, &c.) to understand this 1,EA.ou11,e~o, also figuratively 
( with reference to Ezek. xxxvi. 25), so that the n1eaning is : 
"And if ,vc are now thus -n,-ashecl from our sins." Thus it con
tains that which connects it with the concluding ,vord of the 
first member. 
1 The exhortation itself is : 7.,(X;'~X(/J/J,:V <;'"~V 0/J,OAoyiav rn; ;A.r;;ioo; 
a~).,v~, let us hold fast the profession of the hope unmoved. The 
profession, that in Christ, and in him alone, is forgiveness of sins 
to be obtained, ,vhich the readers were steadfastly to maintain 
before the J e,vs, is here called a profession .of the hope, a desig
nation ,vhich finds its full explanation in chap. iv. 1. It is the 
profession that the Christian also, nay, the Christian alone, has 
the hope of the pron1ised rest). that he, although cast out from 
the theocracy and the temple, persecuted, destitute of all earthly 
good, of all carnal hope of a J\f.essiah, yet has the assured hope 
of inheriting the kingdom. To such a profession of hope belongs 
now, as it did then, the faith ,vhich regards an unseen and as yet 
unfulfilled word of God as a much surer and 111ore certain pos
session (,vhy? the parenthesis r;;-1~;-j~'---~.9.~? ~~9.'Y:~) _than all the 
visible and attni•-:: ~·le -~1~;y~~{ tl~~- !)resent world. But in our 

.1.1.r iv../P.~ ,t.hJ:1 1-,!,u.-ilUu b . 

own day, that profession of the hope has again beco1ne one of 
the highest and most important duties, inasmu~h as_ now oi 
xuv~; (Rev. xxii. 15), both an1ong Jews ancl Gentiles, as t~en 
ainong J evvs (Phil. iii. 2) are crying out, th~t " ~an ?Y be1n? 
amused ,vith fair promises for another ,vorld, 1s losing Ins happi-

ness in this." 
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The author, in the first member of the exhortation, has said, 
how the Christian is to conduct himself to,varcls God, in the 
second, towards the world ,vithout, and no,v in the thircl membei· 
of the exhoi·tation, ver. 24, 25, he says, how he is to conduct 
hin1self to,vards the brethren, the Church. There is a false 
considering of one another which proceeds from selfishness and 
pride, and is forbidden by the apostle Paul, Gal. vi. 4. But 
there is also a true considering of one another, which, as it pro
ceeds from love, has the tendency only to call forth " emulation 
iii love and in good ,vor ks," and this is recom1nended in the verse 
before us.-To this general duty, ho,vever, the special one is 
added, not to neglect attendance on the Christian assemblies, as 
many of the readers had already clone through the fear of 1nan. 
, E·7:l6U!Jaywyn, fonned fro1n frru1uvayrn1 to assemble, is distin
guished from ~uvayc,r'/n, inasmuch as, according to the usus linguce 
it ,vas not a designation for the Je,vish religious asse1nblies which 
are still called " synagogues," but had ah,ays preserved the more 
general signification '' assembly" (2 1\1:acc. ii. 7 ; 2 Thess. ii. 1), 
so that it 1night therefore be applied to the designation of the 
Christian assemblies. Calvin, Hunnius, J. Capellus, I(uinoel, 
and others, erroneously explain it of the " society of Christians," 
so that s1Y.a,:-a1-.£f1::1v )'"riv s'7:'1Guvaywyf;v ,vould be equivalent to 
"fall away fro1n Christianity," "to become Jews." ri1he great 
rnajority of co1nmentators underf!tand it rightly in a more special 
sense, namely, of beco1ning careless and shy in their attendance 
on the Clu·istian congregational assemblies. To this ren1aining 
away from the asse1nblies is now opposed the r,:agaxa1.:iv. At 
r,:agaxai.ou11n; it is simplest to supply ~au:;ou;, and the object of 
the ir.agaxat.:J°il may be supposed to be chiefly the attendance on 
the assemblies. (" But incite one another to attendance on these 
assemblies.") As a special motive to this, the v£s-ible approach 
of the day is adduced. 'I-I,t1,sga does not denote the finaljudgment, 
but the ·well-known Olcl Testa1nent idea of the n,;,, 01'. The 
prophets (from Joel on,vards) had predicted, that the Lord 
would, at one time, come to judge Israel and all the nations of 
the earth. Jesus had explained to his disciples that this clay of' 
the Lord divided itself into tico epochs or acts, into a judgment 
upon Jerusalem, which ,vas to be destroyed and to continue 
trodden do,vn, and a judgmcnt on the Gentiles, ,vhen their 
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season of grace was past (Luke xxi. and lVIatth. xxiv. ; J\iatthew, 
however, in his account of this address, has regard principally to 
the points that relate to Israel, comp. my critique of the evan
gelical history, p. 502- 513). Here the author speaks to 
Israelites, and therefore of the clay of the Lord in so far as it 
concerned the people Israel. That the predicted judgment upon 
Israel was now approaching with rapid strides, every one must 
in the beginning of the 60th year have " seen" (f31.~i;-;-e1Y), who 
was not as an obdurate J e,v already stupified by the intoxicating 
cup which preceded the judgment. A people torn asunder by 
raging factions would resist the Roman power which extended 
over the world! 

SECT ION SECOND. 

(Chap. x. 26-31.) 

FIRST :MOTIVE. DANGER AL"'ID CONSEQUENCES OF FALLING AWAY. 

Ver. 26, 27. The expression &XOUO'/G!J; apJag'l'aYEIV does not, ac
cording to the context, denote every kind of particular known 
sinful acts which a Christian commits even after regeneration 
(the 27th verse speaks definitely of adversaries, and in the pass
age from Dent. xvii. 6, cited in ver. 28, it is blasphemers of the 
law that are spoken of!), but neither, as regards the rnea1iing of the 
word, does it denote the special sin of apostasy itself. The former 
explanation is too general, the latter too narrow. The author has 
rather in his mind, as regards the general character of the expres
sion, many various kinds or forms of the a,uag,;-aYHv, as regards the 
context, however, only such kinds and forms as lead to apostasy, 
or which already involve a degree of apostasy. He, therefore, 
sinned Exouufw; in the sense of ver. 26 who from the fear of man 

' ' ' absented hirnself from the assemblies, or who, through any kind 
of denial of the truth, rendered it possible for him still to be 
allowed to take part in the worship of the temple, &c.-No'"-.-, 
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,vhoever, after having kno-wn the truth, co1nmits such sins, there
fore against better knowledge and against conscience, and thus 
implicitly contemns the one sacrifice of Christ, for hin1 there exists 
no second atoning sacrifice, by ,vhich he can be cleansed fro1n 
the guilt of this new and highly aggravated sin; but his portion 
is,, a, subjectively in himself, "a fearful expectation of a juclgment," 
b, on the part of God corresponding to that expectation, "the 
heat of a fire ,vhich is already about to consume the adversaries 
( of God)." <Po(3sga fa,oox,~ il;l<1:'1J; is not by liypcllage for EilOOX,rj 

xgf<1H,J; cpoBsga; ( J. ~ Capell us), but is to be taken literally. He 
,vho acts thus, has before him the certainty of being judged, and 
this certainty is fearful, it is already in itself a punish1nent. As 
the expectation of Judgment forms the antithesis to the existence 
of an atoning sacr{ftce, we shall therefore have to understand the 
}udgment not of the destruction of Jerusalem, but_ of the being 
Judged on the day of the second coming of Christ mentioned in 
chap. ix. 27, s. The scripture speaks of a threefold destiny after 
death. (Comp. our remarks on chap. x.i. 39.) He who, as one 
born again, as a member of Christ, has fallen asleep in Jesus, 
comes not into judgment (John v. 24), but goes to Christ in heaven 
(2 Tim. iv. 18 ; Phil. i. 23). He ·who has died without being 
born again, but yet without positive unbelief, consequently ·with
out having had the opportunity of believing, goes into the place 
of the dead, into Hades; he belongs not, however, to those whose 
sin is forgiven neither in this life nor in the life to come (Matth. 

~xii. 21-,-$~.), but is judged on the last day_ according to his works, 
'hnd if (Rom. ii. 7) he has perseveringly striven in well-doing after 
1 

immortality, he will be reckoned among the number of those sick 
ones, for ,vhose healing (0sgar,rsf(I.,), after the final judgment, are 
the leaves of the tree of life (Rev. xxii. 2). There is for him, 
therefore, in the interval bet,veen death and the resurrection, no 
fearful looking for of judgment. But he ,vho has had the oppor
tunity of attaining to faith, and yet with persevering obstinacy 
has put this opportunity away from him (Matth. xii. 21, ss.), and 
urther, he who has attained to faith and yet has fallen a,vay 
. eb. vi. 1; x. 26-31), goes into Sheol, but ·with the certain 

c )nsciousness that the xgfo,;, judgment and condemnation, a,vaits 
him, and that that eternal fire is prepared for him which is 

consume the adversaries of God (according to Is. lxvi. 24). 
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1.\ifost unjustly, therefore, do Romish theologians appeal to this 
passage, as a proof of that purgatory which is to purge away the 
guilt of all the particular sins which are committed by the re
generate. Nothing is said here either of every kind of particular 
sins, or of people who are still in a regenerate state and have the 
hope of being saved, or of a purging away of those sins. On 
the contrary, what is not atoned for by the one sacrifice of Christ 
remains, according to ver. 26, still unexpiated. 

That the author in ver. 26, 27 was not speaking of every 
particular kno,vn sin committed by regenerate ·persons, but only 
of such sins as led to or involved apostasy, is confirmed chiefly 
by ver. 28; for in the passage here cited from Deut. xvii. 6, it is 
not said that every one who had transgressed any command of 
God is to be punished ,vith death, but he only who was convicted 
by t1vo or three witnesses of having apostatised from God, served 
false gods, and brolien the covenant. If, then, the falling away 
from the old covenant was so severely punished, how much more 
the falling away from Christianity? This is denoted by the 
,vords r..a'ra'7:'an7v <ro11 uio11 ,;-ou Be0u (used in Hom. Il. 4, 157, as 
a figure expressive of the most insolent contempt and rejection), 
further, as counting unholy (xo,110~, as at chap. ix. 13) the blood 
of the cov_enant ( chap. i.~. 15-23)-for he who, not from error, 
but, against better knowledge, falls away from faith in the 
atoning death of Christ, thereby declares the death of Christ to 
be the just punishment of a malefactor and a blasphemer;
finally, this falling away from Christ is said to be a i\'3;1f- ag'ains~ 
the Holy Ghost, a wanton presumptuous casting out of thi. 
spirit, consequently an aggravated "sin against the. Holy Ghos-~' 
(l\1a tt. xii. 21, ss.). 

For such, God has prepared punishment, ver. 30, 31. The 
passage Deut. xxxii. 35 is ,vont to be adduced as a prohibition of 
revenge being exercised by the injured person him.self(" ven
geance is mine, saith the Lord, I ,vill repay"), but this is not it 
original sense. In the context it is not sins of men against men 
that are spoken of, but the future hardening of Israel against tl e 
saving and redeeming ,vork of God, and thus God speak.._': 

" Vengeance and requital are mine (t1~tll1 □rJ '~) = I know .to 
•• • : T T / 

requite/ I have the will and the power to do so; so that trhe 
emphasis lies not on i1J;of but on the word ir..ohr.r;v1;, and (l)Ur 
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1uthor has applied the passage quite correctly. The other 
passage, Ps. cxxxv. 14, needs no explanation, and as little does 
Ghe exclamation, ver. 31, which closes the section. 

SECTION THIRD. 

(Chap. x. 32-xi. 1.) 

SECOND MOTIVE. CALLING TO MIND THEIR FORMER FAITH. 

Ver. 32, 33. The transition is s~milar to that at chap. vi. 10. 
The readers have already at· an earlier period endured manifold 
trials for their faith; in this lies a double motive for them not to 
fall away from their faith now; first, because thereby all their 
former sufferings would be rendered vain; and, seconclly, that 
suffering itself was an experin1ental testimony to the power of 
faith.-<I>wr,irOE11re; denotes here, as at chap. vi. 4, the first step 
in conversion (see the remarks there made). "A0"Ar;ir,; a later 
Greek word for the classic aOAo;. The struggles they had 
passed through ,vere twofold; partly, they had already then1-
sel ves become to the mass of unbelievers and enemies a spectacle 
( of malicio·us pleasure, of contempt, of delight in cruelty), inas
much as they had endured shame and ignominy of all kinds 
( 011e,o,irµ,o,), nay, even actual afilictions ( OA,,+s,;) ; partly, they had 
become co1npanions of those who ·were so circu1nstanced ( ava6-

rgEqJe60a,, not pass. but mid. se gerere, versari. By this is gener
ally understood, that the readers must have seen many individuals 
of their acquaintance enduring contempt and affliction; but the 
expression 7.,011;w11oi yevr;0511<rs; (not o/'iYOfJ,sl/01) rather indicates, that 
they in the act of their conversion had, once for all, become 
members of the society, of which they knew that such things 
happen and are wont to happen to it. 

Ver. 34. Instead of o:.irp,fo,; (A.D.t Peschito, Philoxen., Annen., 
V ulgate, Chrysostom,. Theodoret, Oecumenius) many versions 
an<l the lectio rccepta read o:<111.,oi; µ,ou. The latter reading, how
ever

1 
has less of external testimony in its favour, and, besides, 
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1night more easily take its rise out of o,<If.L101; (from regard to 
conforn1ity with 2 Tim. i. 16, and its being taken for granted 
that Paul was the author) than vice versa. l\:foreover, os<1/MJ1; µ,ou 

is not even suitable; for granted that Paul was the author of 
the epistle, the Jewish Christians of Jerusalem were not, like 
Timothy, with the apostle in Rome, or in Crosarea, and there
fore, could only very indirectly be called compan£ons of his bonds; 
<1u.t1.r;:a0~<1a,;s is, however, by all means to be taken as explanatory 
of %0/VWVOI yevri0~v .. s;; this is evident from the xa} yag. vVe there
fore adopt the reading cerJp}o,; (with Grotius, Bengel, Semler, 
lVIichaelis, Griesbach, Lachmann, I{napp, Bleek, and almost all 
the n1odern expositors). Now, as x a) yag . . . . <JU/V7fa0f; <Iars 

is explanatory of XOJVC,J',10} ysn;Bsvrs;, so is xa} 'r~V agr,:ay~v, &c., explan
atory of 0sa,;-g,~oµ,Ho,. By the spoiling of their goods, we are to 
understand what Vi!e find still at this day taking place in the 
sphere of the Jewish mission ; ,vhen a Jew shows himself deter. 
1nined to become a Christian, he is disinherited by his relations, 
his share in the property is withheld from him, his credit and 
every source of gain withdra·wn ; he falls into a state of complete 
destitution. But in our own day there is not wanting, any more 
than there was then, that state of mind which is expressed in the 
,vords "knowing that ye have in heaven a better property and 
an abiding." Ho,v do such newly converted Jews put to shame 
those Christians who, for example, week after week, desecrate 
the Lord's day by manual labour and worldly business, rather 
than make up their minds to suffer a" trifling loss of earthly gain? 
rrhere is wanting in then1 the faith in the divine blessing and in 
that better 'wealth ! 

In ver. 35 the readers are exhorted still to maintain thatfoyful 
co1rfidence with which, assured of the better wealth, they had boldly 
encountered losses and sufferings; for this conficlence will not put 
them to shame, the recornpense of the hoped-for possession in 
heaven will assuredly be theirs. Here, of course, it is not a 
reward of meritorious ,vorks that is spoken of; the sole basis of 
that corl.fidencc consists in the faith which trusts in Christ, and 
only in him. He, again, who regards this faith and confidence 
itself as a meritorious ,vork, only shows by this, that he has not 
the true faith, and has not attained to the true cor1:ftdence. 

Ver. 36. The continuation of that joyful confidence is indis-
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pensable, because the readers are so situated as that,_ in order to 
be able to inherit the promised possession, they will still ha :ve need 
of great and long patience and steadfastness in suffering. But 
that patience and perseverance in suffering can grow out of no 
other root than out of confidence, is clear. He ,vho, from the first, 
encounters suffering with the bold assurance that bis enemies can 
kill only the body but not the soul, and that they can spoil hi1n 
only of the ·worthless earthly goods but not of the abiding pro
perty, will from the first be prepared for a cheerful endurance of 
suffering, and will not fail of perseverance. But he ,vho meets 
suffering without that confidence, full of fear and full of so1To,v 
for the losses that threaten him, will become more comfortless 
and more impatient under every new trial. Thus the necessity 
of patience ( the fruit) is a proof of the necessity of confidence 
(the root).-By the will of God, in this context, is to be under
stood his will that ,ve should confess Christ's na1ne before 1nen. 
If ·we do this, we shall obtain as the fruit of it the fulfilment of 
the promise, that he also ,vill confess us before his heavenly 
Father.-'E•iiCl.,Yo/s;,;CI., is used here as at chap. ix. 15, xi. 13, to 
denote that ·which is pro1nised. 

In ver. 37, 38, the author sho,vs· more particularly ,vhy the 
readers have need of patience, because, namely, the juclgment 
upon Jerusalem, from ,vhicb only faith can save them, is no,v 
near at hand. He expresses this idea in the words in ·which 
formerly Habakkuk had spoken (ii. 3) of the then impending 
judgment through the Chalcleans. The passage Habakkuk ii. 3, s. 
is therefore by no 1neans cited as a proof that no,v the judgment 
is impending 1 over Jerusalem ; but the ,vo:rds _of Habakkuk are 
only applied to an analogous case ( as if, for example, a preacher 
in a farewell discourse to a thoroughly hardened congregation 
should exclaim : '' Ho,v often ,vould I have gathered you as a 
hen gathereth her chickens under her wings, but ye would not"). 
-The first words i.,, yag p,,xgov oa-ov o6(Jv are a free introduction of 
the subject by our author (perhaps a recollection of LXX., Is. 
xxvi. 20). ;, Oirov, here in the adverbial signification of " only." 
The repetition of a word to strengthen the idea is rare in Greek. 

1 Falsely Theophylact; the author will prove, that if the judgment was 
already near in the time of Habakkuk, it must now be so much nearer (!)
'!'his idea is indicated by nothing in the text. 
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-" He who co1nes is nigh and delays not ; but the just ,vill have 
life from fatth ). if, however, he yields to fear my soul shall have 
no pleasure in hin1." In the context of the passage in Habakkuk, 
people are spoken of who do not believe in the threatenings of 

(' 

the prophet, hut carelessly pursue their course ; on the contrary, 
the term il:nDN denotes the state of mind belonging to those ,vho 

T •.. .. 
believe the prophet, and expect from Jehovah alone the punish-
111ent of the ungodly, and the deliverance of the godly from the 
juclgments. (Altogether against the context is the explanation 
of the words of Habakkuk: The just will remain alive because 
of his well doing, because of his good works.) The LXX. has 
therefore rightly translated ir,Ji~N:l by eil 'ir1t1'l'E(J1;.-The words 

I ' 

iav v,r.of!TEf"Ar;e;-w, again, are a free translation ; in the Heb. it is 

i17tV' NS nSsv i1;)i1 i:::l irttD.), " behold, he is puffed up, his 
T : IT T : \ •• . : -

soul ~s not upright in him'' ( denoting the pride of unbelief) ; 
the LXX. has rendered it by u-;roi1r~"A"Arn,; this means " to let 
do,vn" ( namely the sail), hence to be timorous, afraid. The 
LXX. has also put faint-heartedness in place of proud defiance. 
But, precisely in this form, the idea ,vas doubly suitable to the 
object of our author; and as he does not apply the passage as an 
argu1nent, but si1nply 1nakes use of and applies the words in his 
own name, so he might, with all the less hesitation, follow the 
LXX., which ,vas familiar to his readers. 

In ver. 39 h~ expresses the idea: "We will surely not go to 
destruction but save our souls ; consequently, we must not be 
afraid, but n1ust believe," by concisely blending the tu;o niembers 
of the sentinient (just as at chap viii. 6, &c., ,vhere also he has 
united the two 1neinbers in one sentence) thus : '' We belong not 
to those who are afraid unto destruction, but ,vho believe to the . . 
saving of the soul." ':Yux;n is used here in the Old Testament 
sense for life. According to the context, it -is the bodily pre
servation from the judgment impending over Jerusalem that is 
here spoken of. 

CHAP. xi. 1. The idea ends here. Ver. 35 : Yori must hold 
fast the confidence ; ver. 36 : for ye have need of the patience 
,vhich springs fro111 it; ver. 36-38: for the judgment upon 
Judea is near from ,vhich only the believing, not the fearful, are 
preserved ; chap. xi. 1 : but faith shows itself in that feeling ( of 
confidence) ,vhich holds fast the future promised good. 
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Several commentators indeed (Erasmus, Bohme, vViner) would 
put a comn1a after r,rfor,;, take 'fon as verb. substantivum, and 
u--::66,ra61; and eA1:7x,o; as apposition to r,;l6n;. But the sentin1ent, 
"Faith, however, really exists," ,vould be too strange. Who had 
ever doub.ted that faith really exists in the world? And ,vhen, 
in support of this construction, it is affirmed that ii1r, as copula 
cannot stand at the beginning of the sentence, such passages arc 
forgotten as Luke viii. 11 : ea~, oi aun1 r; r,;agrx(3r/J.n. In the 
preceding context of that passage it is said that the understand
ing of the parables is important, and then the transition is made 
to the explanation of the parables themselves. Just so here. In 
ver. 38 it ,vas said that .faith is necessary; in chap. xi. 1 the 
question is answered, what then is this faith. · 

vVe ta,ke E6':'1, therefore, with the great majority of co1nmen
tators, as copula. Ver. 1, however, does not contain a definition 
of faith (as ver. 1 does not form the superscription of a new 
section, but the conclusion of the foregoing), but a description of 
faith from a particular point of vie,v given in the context (x. 34 
-38). It is to be shown, in how far it is faith which gives that 
confidence described in v~r. 34. Faith is therefore viewed here 
not as opposed to works, but as opposecl to sight, and therefore so 
generally as to belong not only to the sinner who hopes for 
pardon for the sake of Christ, but to every one ·who rests more on 
the unseen and the future, than on the seen and present, hence 
also to the Old Testn,ment believers (chap. xi. 2-xii. 1), hence 
also to 0h1'·ist hirnself ( chap. :xii. 2, ss.). 

Now faith is a u'ir66ra61; EA'ir1~o#~vwv. On ur,r6t1ra61; com-
pare ,vhat is said at chap. iii. 14. Here it is, of course, to be 
taken in the sense of fiducia, fir1nly grounded confidence. All 
faith refers to the future, and has for its basis a present capa
bility and necessity of further develop1nent. The perfect n1an 
has no longer need of faith (1 Cor. xiii. 8, ss.), nor does the 
Son of God as eternal, or, Christ as exalted, need faith. 0 
the other hand, as he ,valked in lowliness on our account, an 
was partaker of the yet unglorified human nature, he needed fait 
in the glorious issue of his ,vork, over ,vhich a heavy cloud th 
hung ( comp. below on chap. xii.); and in like manner, t rn 
Christian needs faith, as, at present, he has nothlng more of t 

1

1e 
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victory over sin and death than the unseen ground of it, namely, 
Christ; everything else lies as yet in the future. 

As faith refers to the future, so also from its nature does it 
refer to the invisible, or, more exactly, to good things, -which 
are not seen e1-.1:yxo; ou (3Ai:t;;o/~evwv. "E)...i:yxo; does not, how·
cver ( as Olshausen thinks) signify " persuasion," " the state 
of being persuaded,'' but "demonstration," "actual proof." 
Faith is, therefore, not merely a subjective persuasion that those 
possessions although unseen are yet present; but it is an act 
·which itself gives the knoivledge and proof of the existence of 
those things not seen. The fact off aith is itself, the proof of the 
reality of its object. In faith the actual power of the thing 
believed is already manifest. Thus the author has bad a reason 
for using in the first member~ precisely the ,vord u'lro<f'ia<f1~, 

"grounding," " state of being grounded." He ,vill represent 
faith not as a theory but as a life-poiver, ,vbich, inasmuch as it 
actually grasps at the future and unseen possessions, is thereby 
actually assured of them. (And so Thon1as Aquinas is, although 
not exegetically, yet, substantially right when he explains §)...t;.1~0-

,u.,~vw11 u•7i6urar:,; from this, that faith is "the subsistence of the 
things hoped for themselves, the beginning of their possession 
already entered upon." 'T'iiouTau,; does not signify " subsist
ence," but the idea of Thomas Aquinas is quite the correct one.) 
For that is just the nature and characteristic quality of faith, that 
it begins not ,vith theories and arguments, but with acts. Credo 
ut intelligam. As the ne,v-born child does not first receive 
instruction on the necessity of breathing, and then resolve to 
breathe, but first breathes and then grows to the youth who 
learns to understand the process of breathing, so also niust that 
,vhich is born of the Spirit in us first inhale in deep inspirations 
the heavenly breath of life, ere it can grow up to full kno,vledge. 
Ancl as the drawing of the breath is itsel~ the surest proof of 
the existence of a life-bringing atmosphere which we breathe, 
so is the act of that faith ,vhich lays hold on the future and 
unseen possessions, and clra,vs strength fron1 them, the most satis
factory proof of the fact that these possessions are more than 
mere fancies and chi1neras. 
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SECTION FOURTH. 

(Chap. xi. 2-xii. 3.) 

THIRD MOTIVE. 'l1HE HISTORICALLY DEMONSTRATED POWER 

OF FAITH. 

In Ver._ 2 the theme of a new train of thought is connected by 
yag with the concluding ideas of the foregoing. 'E11 •rrJ.urr; yag 
ipAxg'iug~0ri<fx11 oi 'i:g£<f(3ur:go1. l\t1agrugEM0cu occurs in an absolute 
sense in Acts vi. 3 and other passages, in the signification "to 
have for oneself a good ,vitness," "to stand in good repute." 
Almost all commentators ·would therefore, here also, take ,uag,;-LJ

g£7u0a, absolutely, and Ell raurr; as indicating the ground of it, 
either by making E11 stand for o,a (" ou account of their faith 
the ancients received a good report"), or by supposing it neces
sary to supply an o!ln;; ('' as being in the faith they received a 
good report"). The former supposition is inadmissible as being• 
not consistent ,vith the good Greek style of our author; if, 
hO"wever, 011r£;; must be supplied, it would be much better 
to take Ell raurri 01/'i'E;; as expressing the import of the /.Latrugrn11. 

"They are testified of as being in the faith" = "it is testified of 
them that they were in the faith." And the particulars ,vhich 
follow ,vould correspond much more to this idea. For~ in the 
examples, ver. 3, ss., nowhere are eulogies mentioned ,vhich had 
been made upon the ancients on account of their faith, but it is 
1nerely sho,vn ho,v it appears from their history, that in no 
other state of mind can they have fo~nd the requisite strength 
for their achieven1ents, but in that descrtbed in ver. 1 (and in 
chap x. 35-x.i. 1, enjoined on the readers). 

And thus the sentiment : " in thi"s state of mind the fathers 
also stood and acted" connects sin1ply, by means of yag, with 
the exhortation x. 35-xi. 1 as a further motive. ~-

rrhere can also be no doubt as to ,vhat the examples ver. 
are properly meant to sho,v. It certainly is not meant merel 
to repeat in concrete examples the affinnation made generally i!n 
ver. 2 as such, as a 1nere ajfirniation. Still less can it be the 
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purpose of the author to prove so1ne such proposition as that faith 
has expressed itself differently at different times, and thus to 
justify the general character of the definition in ver. 1. This is 
evident, already, because the first verse is neither\a definition nor 
a, superscription to the section (it rather, as we saw, forms the 
conclusion of the foregoing section). These examples are plainly 
intended to prove the thesis laid down in ver. 2, to demon
strate its truth. The author had said: Of the ancients also it is 
,vitnessed that they had the faith described in ver. 1. This is 
now proven, however, not directly, for the word ilYlON is, in the 

T •:: 

Old Testament,· applied only in very rare cases to Old Testament 
persons. The author must therefore show that the thing is true; 
that, indirectly at least, the state of mind which distinguished 
the ancients is described to be such as is represented in ver. 1 
and denoted by the name 'ii1<rrr1;, na1nely, a firm reliance on 
the future and the unseen. And this the author -fully demon
strates. 

I 

In ver. 3 he shows that all religion, as such, the worship of 
a living God, an in visible Creator, is in itself nothing else 
than a rising above the visible to the invisible. " By faith 
( not : by means of faith, not : in faith, but = by an act 
of that i;;f6n;, that disposition of mind described in ver. 1) 
we perceive that the worlds were framed by a word of God." 
In 11oou11A:11 there lies a kind of oxymoron ; 116r;<r1; generally 
forms the antithesis to ,,rfaT1; ; 11671(>1; is perception obtained 
through the medium of vision. The idea therefore is, that 
that state of n1ind denoted by ~i<1r1; ( the demonstration of the 
power of the unseen in the man) qualifies the 1nan to perceive 
something ,vhich is properly not JJerceptible, namely, not 
perceptible by the senses_; that therefore a higher sensorium 
above the sensual sensorium is opened up in the man.-The 
worlds are created by God's word, " so that that ;which is seen 
(rro (3i,s-r.6p,e11ov according to A. D. E. Capt., Clem. AL, &c.) was 
made of that ,vhich does not appear." Beza, Bengel, Schulz, 
Bohme, Winer, de Sacy, l\iartin, Osterwald, the Portroyalists, 
Bleek, Olshausen, &c., refer /J,'YJ, as respects the position of the 
words, to ,eyo11~11(u, and render : " So that that ,vhich is seen was 
not ( again) made of that which is visible." But if this were the 
idea "'~hich was meant to be expressed, then the author would 
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not have used the two words /3"'J...e,-;;o,1.u11ov and rpa1116µ,e11a, but must 
necessarily have used /3"'J...~•;.:<rOa1 both ti1nes, or rpai11e(f0,x, both 
times, in order by t~1e repetition of the same word to express 
,vhat in Gennan has to be expressed by " wieder." Besides this, 
the sentiment in this negative ·would in general be unsuitable. 
That the visible cannot again have proceeded from ·what is visible, 
would be no affinnation of faith but one of speculation, a philoso
phe1ne.-The translators of the Peschito and Vulgate, then 
Ohrysoston1, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Erasmus, Lu
ther, Gerhard, Tholuck, and a great nun1:ber of other commen
tators, have therefore more properly supposed a transposition 
(1.1,~ eiC. for iiC. ,1.1,n), and with all the more reason as cxa1nples of 
analogous transpositions, precisely in the case of the preposition 
ix., are not wanting. (Especially comp. the example adduced by 
'I1holuck from Arist. Phys. v. 1 : ..-~11 ix /JJ7J ur,roxHµ,z11ou el; iJr,ro-

/ Q .., \ t \ \ , ..... C I , \ t / 

Y..://./,Sl/OY fl,S'r,'Xt-JOA'tj 11 . . . 'i] yag µ.,ri E~ tJ'i:OY.SifJ.,El/OLJ e,; /J,'IJ IJ'7':O'Y.EI/U11OV 

oux EGn µ,& .. a(30A'Yj.) It is ·wrong, ho\~ever (,vith Luther, J. 
Oapellus, Oalov, Bretschneider, &c.), to explain 7"a µ,~ rpa11161.u11a 
by .. a oux ov,.-a, " nothing," and quite as ,vrong to un~erstand by 
it chaos (Limborch, &c.). The explanation of /./,7/ rpa1116µ.,,E.va ·which 
refers it to the ideas in God (in the Platonic sense) is hetero
geneous, although an approxi1nation to the truth. The expression 
must rather of necessity be explained (with Tholuck) from the 
antithesis laid do,vn in ver. 1. l\1ost will depend, however, on 
our keeping in view the distinction bet-ween /l,'Yj and oux. Ou denies 
the existence, /J.,'Yj the quality/ ou says that a thing is not objectively, 
µ.,n denies a thing as conceived or conceivable. Oux 011 denotes 
that ,vhich does not exist, ,vhich is not ; 11,~ 011 that whose exist
ence, in respect of its quality, is a nonexistence, a thing unreal. 
In short, ou before adjectives is generally rendered by "not," 
11.,~ before adjectives generally by " un-." Thus tl~e ou (31,.e,;.6-
/J,Ha are things ,vhich are not at present seen ; µ,~ (3"'J...s'i.6µ,sva. 
would be things ,vhich, under no condition, and at no time, could 
be seen. Ou rpa"'61u11a ,:vould be things ·which (at the time or 
in the circumstances spoken of in the context) do not come into 
appearance ; /J.,~ rpa1v61uva are things ,vhich, fro1n their nature, 
cannot co1ne into appearance. By the plural /.1,'Yi rpa,~tl-u11a can
not, however, of course, be denoted blank nothing, and just as 
little can chaos be denoted, ,vhich is dark and confused, indeed, 
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but by no means lying beyond the sphere of appearance. rrhe /J,r'J 
~t/.1v61J;EVa must rather be qualitatively-invisible things or po,vers, 
to the v6r;a-1; of ,vhich the man raises himself in faith, fro1n look
ing upon that ·which is seen-. If, too, we are not at liberty to 
understand by this precisely the ideas in the Platonic sense, 
we are yet led by the expression, ivord of God, to think of the 
invisible creative po"rers which form as it were the import of 
his ivord. 

In Ver. 4-7 folloiv exa1nples taken from the time before A. bra
lia11i.-Through the disposition of mind denoted by r,r/,n·,; Abel 
offered a better sacrifice than Cain. Cain offered fruits of the 
field, ,vhich in themselves ,vere not adapted for sacrifice, for the 

atoning i1S1l! (comp. ,vhat is said on chap. ix. 19, ss.), and were 
also not so valuable as animals. Abel offered the firstlings and 
fattest beasts of his flock. He ,villingly gave up, therefore, a 
dear and valuable __ earthly possession for the invisible possession 
of the consciousness of reconciliation, and the manifestation of 
gratitude to God. He thus gave evidence that he had that state 
of mind which in ver. 1 was calledfaitli. Therefore (o/ n; refers 
to ,;r1uT1;, as also o/ au,;-~;, in respect of the sense, must refer to 
r,:-fo,.,;) it ,vas testified to him that he ,vas righteous ; for, inas
much as God ·was well pleased with his offering ( fire from heaven 
consu1ned it), he testified to Abel that he ,vas justified. And 
therefore, also, does Abel still speak after his death. Aa11.s1 is 
prms. hist. referring to Gen. iv. 10 (" thy brother's blood cries to 
n1e fro1n the ground") ; as appears evident also fron1 Heb. xii. 
24. Therefore did God take it upon hin1self to be the avenger 
of the n1tffdered one, because he had cFed in faith, nay, on 
account of his faith ; for Cain had envied him just on account 
of God's being well pleased with hin1. (The reading AaAeha,, 

'' he is still spoken of after his death/' is but ill-confirmed by 
external 1Jroofs, and yields a 111ost unsuitable sense; Cain is still 
spoken of too ! Already the passage chap. xii. 24 proves that 
i,.ail.e, must be the reading.) 

Ver. 5, 6 is a kind of sorites. By faith Enoch ,vas snatched 
a··way so that he did not see death (Gen. v. 24). Wherefore by 
faith ? He ,vas taken away, because he led a life ,vell-pleasing 
to God ; but God can be pleased only by f aitli.-in this f on11, 
however, the reasoning is still incon1plete, because built upon a 
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very general axiom ; hence the author in the words i;;,r;rsur;a, 

yag o:, . . . Sr, . . . mentions that in the case of Enoch also, it was 
that faith ,vhich was spoken of, and in how far it ,vas so. Precisely 
the faith that there is a God, and one ·who ,vill reward those ,vho 
seek after him, found place in Enoch, and could find place in 
hiin. Far from intending to ascribe to Enoch the New Testa.... 
ment faith, the author defines the '7f'fon; here in its general 
form as it applied to the ti1ne of Enoch. Enoch lived in that 
time when the descendants of Cain were i1nproving the earthly 
life by inventions (Gen. iv. 20, ss.), but amid the pleasures of the 
earthly life entirely forgot God, and when, already, the Sethites 
alsowere infected with the prevalent corruption (Gen. vi. 1, ss). In 
that time Enoch led a godly life. He forgot not the inv'isibie God 
amid the things and enjoyments that were seen ; he longed for 
that blessedness which God is ready to give to those vrho seek 
hin1. 

Ver. 7. nir;ru belongi-;, of course, again to the principal verb 
x.w:·£r;x.~6ar;s. In how far the building of the ark was an act oj' 

faith, we are told in the apposition XftJ/1.,an<10:.f;. Noah saw as 
yet nothing of the flood, when he began to build the ark; he 
acted ,vith respect to a mere prophecy;· but God's word was to 
him more sure and certain than the supposition which had 
become habitual by sight-that the course of nature would con
tinue ever the sa1ne,-and 1nore important to hi1n than all the 
scorn and mockery of an unbelieving wor ld.-Eu1-..a/3r;0ef; not 
= eui-..a/3~; y£Yo/uvo; ( co1npare Luke ii. 25 ; Acts ii. 5, viii. 2; 
I--Ieb. v. 7, xii. 28) but = " in wise foresight" (namely, in 
that which sprang from his obedience of faith). Prudence is 
not named as the source but as the reward of his conduct. By 
his believing obedience he came to be at last the one ,vho was 
truly prudent. A truth of great practical importance r He who, 
like a child, blindly fallows the ,vill of Goel regardless of all 
consequences, is the one who is truly prudent; for he builds on 
the Eternal, and He will never allow his own to come to shame. 
He, on the contrary, who, in the fear of man and from a wish 
to please man reckons when it "rill Le profitable to follow the 
Lord, he ,vho. first anxiously weighs the consequences, will with 
his false wisdom assuredly come to shame. Ho,v many 
Christians would there be no,v who, by the building of an ark 
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( should God command this), would take upon themselves 
the contempt of the whole world ? vVe would not seek 
them among those who already shrink ·with fear from the 
charge of "pietis1n."-By his faith "Noah judged the world." 
Noah by his faith (i.e. by the building of the ark) saved 
himself, and thereby left the ,vorld to the destruction it 
deserved. 

Ver. 8-19. A series of exa1n1Jles f ollo-ws, taken from the life
time of Abraham. If Abraham, at the call of God, left his home 
without even knowing whither God ,vould lead him, he rested 
more on things promised of God than on things present, more on 
the invisible faithfulness and power of the Lord than on what was 
visible ; he showed, therefore, that he had that state of mind 
,vhich the author in the foregoing section had required of bis 
readers, and which, in respect of its main substance, he had' 
called faith.-lt was a demonstration of the same state of mind 
when Abrahan1, as well as Isaac and Jacob (ver. 9), went into 
the land which was promised to him as into a strange land, so 
that ha had to dwell in tents (wander through it nomade-like), 
just where he found sufferance. He ( as well as Isaac and Jacob) 
might have gone back, and dwelt in Mesopotamia as a settled 
home (as is shown at length ver. 15). From what other motive 
did the patriarchs prefer wandering in a strange land to dwelling 
in their native land, than that believing in the promise of God, 
they obeyed the command of God ? Their eye was directed 
(ver. 10) not to the ·present and momentary, but to the future 
and heavenly, to the blessing which God had promised to the 
seed of Abraham, and through him to man, to the promised 
restoration of the relation of God to man which sin had dis
turbed. This promised blessing our author no·w designates as 
" the city having settled foundations whose builder and maker 
is God." The expression, must, first of all, be explained from 
the antithesis to the tents in which Abrahan1 lived. That which 
gave him strength to renounce a present and earthly home, and 
to pass his life in light unfixed tents, was the expectation of a 
future settled city. Many erroneously explain this city of the 
heavenly blessedness which Abraham (for his own person) hoped 
to find after his death. rrhis is altogether unhistorical; Abraham 
expected after his death to be gathered to his fathers in Sheol. 
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Grotius1 Clericus, and others some·what better refer the 'iroA,~ 

to the ( earthly) city of Jerusalem. This, doubtless, is the idea 
of ver. 10, that Abraham-on account of the glory promisecl to 
his seed (for E~eofxerro rag is epexegetical of 'T~!, E'ii'CI.Pj'"fEA.fa.;, ver. 
9), not ho,vever, on account of the individual blessedness sub
jectively hoped for by him-underwent the inconveniences of a 
life-long pilgrimage. But Grotius and Clericus err, when they 
limit this objective promise to the earthly building of the 
earthly Jerusalem. Our author, even for the sake .of his readers, 
who clung with a false tenacity just to the earthly Jerusalen1, 
,voulcl certainly not have said that the earthly Jerusalem was 
that, on account of which Abraham renounced a settled dwell
ing-place. He rather denotes by that "settled city founded 
by God himself," which he places in opposition to Abraham's 
transitory tents, the entire and total import I of the theocratical 
pro1nise, and he does this, so as that in the form of the designation, 
he does not confine himself to the undeveloped intuition which 
Abraham had in his lifetime- of the future blessing and salvation 
(for Abrahan1 had as yet, in general, heard nothing of a " city," 
of the earthly Jerusalem, as little as of the· heavenly), but takes 
up at the same time the developrnent of the promise ,vhich 
follo-wed from the time of Abraham to that of Christ. In David, 
the promise given to Abraham had found a fulfilment, prelimi
narily and symbolically in the founding of the kingdom and 
that of its principal. city in splendour; but that David ,vas not 
the true, last~ and proper J\iessiah, that a second David must 
come, was kno,vn to the readers from 2 Sam. vii. ; Ps. ii.; Ps. 
ex., and, finally, from. the history of Jesus Christ himself. 
Abraham ,vas not, of course, a,vare of the distinction between 
the first and second Anointed, the first and second Jerusalem
nor does the author mean at all to say that he was; but 
Abraham at all events looked for a future settled kingdom, for a 
state of things in which his posterity ,vould no longer wander in 
tents from place to place (Gen. xvii. 6 and 8), and on account of 
this hope, he bore the difficulties of a life-long state of pilgrim
age. He looked, therefore, in reality, for a settled city, ,vhich Goel 
,vould found for his seed. The Christian lcnows that the future 
Jerusalem in the future kingdom of Christ when he has co1nc 
again, ,vill form the true, full, and final fulfilment of this hope. 
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The words of ver. 10 are, however, not to be interJJreted: "Abra
han1 looked for the future J erusalern ," but the ,vords mean only: 
" Abraham looked for this, that God himself would found a 
settled city for his seed." 

Ver. 11, 12. By faith Sarah received strength for the found
ing of a posterity : if she had not overcome that paroxysm of 
doubt of which we have an account in Gen. xviii. 22-(she was 
immediately ashamed of it, ver. 15), she would, of course, not 
have yielded herself to the act of generation.-Ver. 13, ss. It 
,vas also an act of faith when the patriarchs died, one after 
another, ,vithout having received the promise ('er:rayysAfa as b~low 
ver. 39 and chap. ix. 15, x. 36), and notwithstanding, clung to 
the promise, nay, as it were, already saiv from afar and welcomed 
the pron1ised blessing. This latter they did, inasmuch as they 
called themselves pilgrims (Gen. xlvii. 9, comp. Ps. xxxix. 13). 
This ,vas an expression of their longing for a country, not in 
any way for the earthly country ,vhich lay behind them-
1\f esopotamia (ver. 15); for had such a longing taken possession 
of t~eir hearts (,aV'IJfl-Ovsuuv to remember anything, here in a 
pregnant sense as at 2 Tim. ii. 8), they might at any moment 
have returned thither. That they did not do so, that in spite of 
tl1e feeling that they ,vere strangers, they yet kept themselves from 
seeking again that earthly country, is to be explained simply 
fro1n their believing obedience to the instructions of God, and 
their believing hope of the future possession of Canaan promised 
by God. In ver. 16 this promised future country is again 
called by the author a heavenly country, just as, at ver. 10, he 
brings the kind of fulfil1nent known to the Christians at the same 
tiine into the prophetical hope. Here, too, he will obviate the 
false application of the words on the part of his readers, that the 
earthly Canaan as s1tch was the aim of the theocratical hope. 
That which the fathers hoped for their posterity was not the 
ordinary earthly possession of an earthly land or kingdom, but 
the setting up of the kingdom of God upon earth, which was 
to take place in Canaan. (Just as little as in ver. 10, however, 
is it in ver. 16 the individual blessedness after death that is 
spoken of.) 

Ver. 17--19. A. braham's readiness to offer up Isaac is men
tioned along with the rest of the acts of faith taken from the life 
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of Abraha1n. Abraham, who had received the promises when 
God tried hin1, offered up his only son, him in whose person the 
promise rested (ver. 18, comp. Gen. xxi. 12). As Abraham cannot 
hhnself have given up hope in the promises, although he was ready 
to offer as a burnt-offering the son through who1n, according to 
God's express declaration, they ·were to be fulfilled, nothing remains 
to account for this but the supposition which our author expresses, 
ver. 19 ( and in like manner Paul, Ro!ll. iv. 17), that God would 
call the dead back a.gain to life. And, on account of this faith 
which held the infinite power of God to be surer than the power 
of death, and which, therefore, blindly surrendered itself to the 
incomprehensible leading of God, he received as a reward bis 
son alive Ev 'ii'aga(301.ff. These words ~v 'ii'aga{3oAp are particu
larly difficult. Calvin, Oastellio, Beza, Schlichting, Grotius, 
Limborch, Kuinoel, Bleek, &c., r take -:raga/3oA~ in the well
known signification figure, but then refer Jv 'ii'aga(301.ff to 60sv, 

and obtain the sense : " thence as it were, namely, as it were, ix 
vs7.gwv, as it were fron1 the grave, he received him , back." This 
explanation is the harshest. For, in the first place, if 1:aga

/3oA.rJ signifies " figure," it cannot then signify " as it were ; " 
":figuratively," and "as it ,vere" or " not properly, in a certain 
way," are surely very different ideas. Secondly, it is very harsh 
to refer back o0sv to . Jr.. 111:xgwv instead of taking it as a causal 
particle "wherefore'' ( comp. Acts xxvi. 19), as the author 
assuredly intends to mention here, as at vers. 4, 7, 14, 16, the 
recompense which the believer obtained on account of his faith. 
Thirdly, however, it is besides impossible to refer lv rraga/3o"A~ 

to this o0sv ; the idea that Abraham received back Isaac " as 
it were from the dead," no one would ever express thus : 
'' whence he as it were received him;" the pregnant idea which 
is intended to be in oOsv must have been ex1Jressed, at least 
by a Y.ai J11<rau0sv, and the author' must have said: r.,al Jvirati0sv, 

w; &<:ro; sl,r,e7v, i-x.01.JJI<faro aur6v.-Others, as Theodoret, Erasmus, 
Luther, Calov, Bohme, Olshausen, take 'iiaga/301.~ likewise in 
the sjgnification "figure," but in reality give it this signifi
cation and explain : '' ·wherefore he received hin1 back as a 
8?Jmbol" ( or in symbol). This idea, is much more suitable ; the 
author shows that that re1naining-alive of Isaac, that deliverance 
from the danger of death, was a symbol or type of the resurrec-

Y 
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tion of Ohr-ist the only begotten of God, ,vhom Goel gave up as a 
sacrifice for the ·world ; that resurrection through ·which the faith 
of Abrahan1, that Goel ivas able to raise fro1n the dead, found its 
confirmation, and- ·was cro-wned with its highest fulfilment. The 
only thing in this explanation at ,vhich we might stumble is 
that, according to it, we should have expected rather sh r,:aga

f3o°A~'.I; but the Jv also yields a good sense. In a figurative act 
.A.braham received Isaac, that is, the act of the x(Jp,f~s,v was a 
figure and type of a later and more perfect act. The idea result
ing from this explanation harmonises with the ,vords J.(J,1<fa

/LHor; 5,.,~ &c., so adn1irably, and with such internal necessity, 
and at the same tirne the way is so prepared for it by the 
designation of Isaac as the only begotten, that ,ve hold this 
explanation to be decidedly the true one, and therefore have no 
need with a third class of commentators (Camerarius, Ernesti, 
Tholuck, &c.) to take iv ;;aga(3(J°Aff = r,:aga/3011.wr; or " against 
expectation" (comp. Roni. iv. 18), r,:ag' J11.r,:foa, a signification 
·which does not belong to the noun ,;.aga(3(JArJ. ITaga/3011.fi does 
signify " bold venture," but the signification " in bold venture" 
would not at all correspond to Jxo1.1.,fta'To. 

Ver. 20-22. Several examples follovv in which the patriarchs, 
by the act of blessing their sons and descendants, declared that 
they participated in the hope of the future fulfilment, or, by 
giving commandment that their bones should be carried along 
with their descendants from Egypt to Canaan, proved that they 
expected ,vith certainty the promised return (Gen. xv.). The 
first instance is that of Jacob, who blessed the sons of Joseph 
(Gen. xlviii. 15, ss.), by which he (ver. 21) distinctly expressed 
his hope of the return to Canaan. With this are connected the 

h t • t· d ' I , I ' ,, ~ • '/3~ some,v a enigma 1c wor • s r.a, r,;-gotsx.u!lrJlfEV £'iii ,o ar.gov ng ga uou 

aurr1u. We have here to inquire, first of all, why these ,vorcls 
are cited along with the rest, and then, whether the Sept. 
has here given the right translation. Assureclly the author did 
not cite these ,vords along ,vith the rest, merely because he ,vent 
on mechanically ,vith the quotation of the passage ; for the ,vords 
in question do not occur at all in that passage (Gen. xlviii. 15, ss., 
but are to be found in an earlier chapter (xlvii. 31). The author, 
therefore, had certainly a definite object in view when he quoted 
these words. vVhat then ,vas this object ?-In the Masoretic 
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text, the ,vords run thus nt)~i1 rl,i~i-Sv SNir!J' ,nnrv-,, "and 
T•- - ••T:• -: -

Israel leant (back again) on the head of the bed (pillo,v)," and 
this reading is not only very old (Onkelos, Jonathan, Symn1achus 
Aquila, Peschito), but is also plainly the more natural. The 
LXX. read i1~~n, and rendered just as our author cites. But .. - -
it can hardly be supposed, that in the word i:rgo6i:x.u11r;t1H, ,vhich is 
peculiar to the LXX., there lay the idea which induced our 
author to cite the passage ; he would hardly have cited the pas
sage on account of the circumstance that Jacob " prayed" ( as 
if in his habit of praying there lay a special proof of that faith 
described in ver. 1). I rather think that he quoted the ,vorcls 
in order to call to the 1ninds of his readers, who were fan1iliar 
with the Pentateuch, the context of the passage. In the context 
of that passage, Gen. xlvii., it is recorded how Jacob gave orderfJ 
to carry his bones to Canaan ; thus, then, these \'lords lead quite 
naturally to the analogous command of Joseph mentioned in 
ver. 22. 

In ver. 23-31 follow examples of faith from the time ofMosc8 
and Joshua. Ver. 23. The "rhole existence of Moses becan1e 
possible through the faith of his parents, who laid the child in 
the basket of reeds, confident that the infant which appeared to 
the1n as acrniov would be an object of care to the paternal eye 
of God ,vhich looks into the s1nallest things, and that God's 
power is superior to all, even the most evident, dangers, and is 
stronger than the frown of Pharaoh.-V er. 24-26. l\ioses 
himself had the choice, either to re1nain at the court as an 
Egyptian prince and to enjoy all the splendour of Eg}1)t-bnt 
then he must renounce his faith which his mother as his nurse 
had implanted in his heart, and his connection with his people ;
or to remain true to the God of his fathers-but then he must 
bid farewell to the court, and share in the difficulties of" hiR 
people. His God and his theocratical hope' were dearer and 
more precious to him. than all present earthly fortune. He 
preferred the crvyr..ai<.ovx,i:M0a, to the " enjoyment of sin ;" the 
"reproach of the Messiah" was dearer to him than all the riches 
of Egy1)t. In the expression, '' reproach of Christ," the author 
again puts into the gern1 the devcloprnent known to the Oliristian .. 
1\1:oses had as yet received no revelation of the "Anointed;" he 
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knew only the theocratical promise in the simple form in which 
it was given to the patriarchs. But the New Testament believer 
knows, that that simple hope was destined to find its fulfilment 
in the " Anointed of God.n And thus the reproach which Moses 
endured because it ,vas a theocratical was also a Messianic re.
proach-such as has received (l\::Iatt. xvii. 1), and will yet farther 
receive, its honourable reward through the Messiah. 

Ver. 27 does not refer to Moses' wandering to l\'.Iidian (Ex. ii. 
15), where he indeed " feared," but to the departure fr_om Egypt 
(Ex. xiv. 13). That the two parts of which this departure con
sisted, namely, the Passover, and the passage through the Red 
Sea, are afterwards speciaily mentioned, is no reason why the 
event as a whole might not also be mentioned first. The resolu
tion, in general, to undertake the dangerous work of delivering 
Israel from Egypt, ,vas a strong act of faith ( comp. Ex. iii. 11, 
ss. ). Moses had steadfastly before his eyes God, the invisible, 
just as if he saw him. To11 &6gaT011 is here, according to the 
position of the words, the object to exagrEg"Jo-E. Kag,..sgEiv as 
transit. "to bear anything steadfastly, or to do anything stead
fastly," hence generally in reference to any person or thing to con
duct oneself steadfastly. It is a pregnant idea to be explained 
here thus: 'TOI/ &6ga'TOII 'l'J/l.,WI/ exagrsgrio-s. (So also substantially 
Olshausen. The construction adopted by Bleek, Tholuck, &c., is 
forced : fa,agrsgr;o-E ,ag, iJ; 'TOIi &oga'TOII ogw11.) 

Ver. 28 is clear. Had the Israelites not believed that God 
,vould really slay the first-born, 1 or had they had no faith in the 
atoning po,.ver of the lambs, they would not have marked their 
door-posts with the blood of the Passover lambs. In like 1nanner, 
it was plainly a manifestation of faith (ver. 29), ,vhen they ven
tured into the bed of the Red Sea, between the 1nasses of water 
standing wall-high on either side, which, physically considered, 
see1ned every inopient as if they must close in upon them, as 
they afterwards in reality did upon the Egyptians. Not less was 
it an act of that faith which holds the command of God to be 
surer than any appearance of sense, when the Israelites marched 

1 Th • l t f t • ng • " ' ' ' " ' ", , , e s1mp es way o cons ruing ver. ~ 1s m.,, µ" o o).ouesu{,<)v "'Y~ Tu '7J'efurro,;-a11/,a 

ain;v, Others make ,;-et '7/'efu,:'(J'l'OX,ll, dependent on J).odesufuv, and a,;;,.;.,, on d,,yr,, in 
which, however, this ailrr;v would be by far too vague. 
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round the walls of Jericho (ver. 30) ,vith the blowing of trun1pets 
instead of laying siege to it (Josh. vi.). And Rahab, too, was 
saved by her fatth, she ,vho trembled before the mighty God,
" who is a Goel both above in heaven, and beneath on the earth," 
-and saved the messengers 'of his people, and ,vas therefore pre
served from the destruction of the city (in the power of thi~ faith, 
however, also changed her conduct, comp. Matth. i. 5). 

Ver. 32-34. '_l1he author by means of the rhetorical formula 
of transition, now breaks off from. adducing particular examples 
in detail, and passes to a sum1nary enumeration of names (ver. 32) 
and actions (ver. 33, 34). The opinion of Bengel and others, 
that the particular acts correspond to those particular nan1es 
(so that if.arrrr1(Jnfuav-ro {3aa-1Ae1a; refers to Gideon, sigyaa-a'l':'o 

" ' t B 1 " ;,; ' , t S ) • 01r.a1oa-uvriv o ara .. {, E<pgasav a--ro/.1.,a-ra AsovTwv o amson , 1s 
fanciful, and, in reference to ver. 35, not capable of being carried 
out. The relation of ver. 32 to ver. 33, 34 is rather to be 
understood thus : The author, first of all, passes from the 
detailed description of particular exa1nples of faith to a ( con
secutive) enu111eration of heroes of faith, then, ho,vever, as a 
longer continuation of the 1nere catalogue of nan1es ,vould have 
been dry, he breaks off from this also, and no,v (ver. 33, ss.) he 
groups together mere general classes of acts resulting from faith. 
Of course, the particular examples of these genera may be pointed 
out in the Old Testament history, but not so as that only one 
exan1ple always corresponds to each genus. Thus, the subduing 
of kingdorns was an act of which there ,vere frequent exan1ples. 
Certainly Gideon, also, subdued the po,ver of a kingdom, that of 
l\,fidian, and he did so by that faith in which, trusting n1ore to 
God's promise than to horses and chariots, he dismissed the 
d eatest part of his army (Juel. vi. 7). But Jonathan, too, ,vhen 
/.1one ,vith his annour-bearer, he climbed up the rock Sench, and 
I 

drove the enemies' host to flight, in the strength of ·the faith 
that it is easy for the Lord to help by 1nany or by fo,v (1 Sam. 
xiv. 6, ss.) ,-and David, ,vhen in the power of faith, he sle,v the 
giant (1 Sam.. xvii. 25) ,-and Samson, and 1nany others, 111ight 
here be adduced as exa1nples. T1Vrou'ght righteousness in their 
official station :-this did all the judges, 'chiefly Sa1nuel, in like 
m.anner the pious kings; and, in their private relations, all the 
righteous persons of the Old 'restan1ent ; still the author must 
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have had the first especially in vie,v. This achninistration of 
justice was also not possible without that state of mind ·which, 
apart from all regard to earthly advantage, has respect only to 
the ,vill of Goel, nor is it possible yet, in our own day, ,vithout 
this '' faith," hence, neither in the private nor the public adminis
tration of justice can a people be happy, if in the one case, as in 
the other, it be not achninistered by God-fearing persons. Ob
([j,inecl pro1niscs :-chiefly of David was this true (2 s~un. vii.), 
then, of course, also of the entire series of the prophets briefly 
1nentioned in ver. 32. (' E•-;;a1yE1,h, denotes here not, as at 
ver. 13 and 39, the promised thing, i.e., the fulfihnent, but the 
prophecies themselves. The proof lies precisely in veT. 39.) 
Stopped the 1nouths of lions :-Daniel did this (Dan. vi. 17, comp. 
ver. 23); less direct is the reference to Sa1nson (Juel. xiv. 6) 
and David (2 Sain. xvii. 34, ss.). Quenched the violence of fire:
this did the friends of Daniel (Dan. iii.); they, like Daniel 
hi1nself, steadfastly 111aintainecl the profession of the invisible true 
God, and held his almighty power to be greater than the might 
of the Babylonian and 1\1:edian kings (Dan. iii. 17; vi. 10 and 
20). Escaped the s1.vord :-David did so (1 Sain. xviii. 11 ; xix. 
10, ss. &c.), Elias (1 I(ings xix. 1 and 10), and Elisha (2 I{ings 
vi. 14, ss. and 31, ss.), but only in the case of Elisha ,vas the 
escape a positive act of faith, brought about by faith, hence the 
refeTence n1ay be properly li111ited to him (namely, the incident 
recorded in 2 I(ings vi. 14, ss., where he is represented as seefng 
the invi'sible hosts of God). Out of iveakness ivere made strong:
such was 1-Iezekiah (Isa. xxxviii. 3 and 5), and that in conse
quence of a believing prayer. Others, with less propriety, refer 
this to Sa1nson ( J ud. xv., xvi.), ,vhose strength Te turned to him 
unconsciously, and ,v.ithout an act of faith on his part. Jifl"axed 
valiant in fight,-almost all the Judges ,vere heroes in battle, then 
Jonathan, David, &c. KA,11:,v rrag=/1.,801-..a; a1,1 .. orgfvJ11 ( aciern 
inclinare )-the reference is, here agajn, to Gideon and Jonathan. 

In Ver. 35 the author places over against each other t~To 
kinds of manifestations of faith-the faith of those wo1nen (1 
l(ings xvii. 17, ss. ; 2 l(ings iv. 17, ss.) ,vhose sons were re
stored to bodily life by the prophets, and the still greater faith of 
the n1artyrs ( of the time of the l\iaccabees), who sacrificed the 
bodily life in faith, and on account of fait:h, for the sake of the 
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jitture resurrection to the glorified life. Hence he docs not 111crcly 
say : " Not accepting deliverance that they might obtain a better 
deliverance; " but, ref erring back to the first clause of the verse, 
he speaks of a better resurrection.-Tu,u.i;ravi~e,v co1nes front 
-:-u,w::avov, ·which signifies originally a kettle-drum, 2 l\iacc. vi. 1 ~) 
and 28, but occurs as the designation of an instrument of torture 
(probably in the form of a wheel), upon which the sufferers 
were stretched in order then to be beaten to death. They ac
cepted not the ar;;-011.u,;-g~Jt11;, namely, that deliverance ,vhich they 
might have bought at the price of denying their faith. At 
s; ava6ravsw; in the beginning of the verse, J~ is so to be ex
plained as that &va6:-a<11; denotes the act of rising again. They 
received the1n from the resurrection, i.e., as those ·who had just 
been raised up. 

Ver. 36-38. The ,vriter returns in ver. 36 to the mention 
of less violent sufferings, in order, fron1 these, to rise again 
in a new climax, ver. 37, to the greatest tortures. Then, at 
the end of 37 and in ver. 38, he sets over against the cruel 
death of some mart:yrs, the destitute life of others. JJf oclcings, 
and these of a public and 111ost abusive kind, were endured in 
the lVIaccabrean persecutions (1 ~1:acc. ix. ~G ; 2 1\1:a.cc. vii. 7); 
scourgings in the san1e persecutions (2 l\Iacc. vi. 30, vii. 1) ; 
iniprison1nents in tlu::, same persecutions (1 l\facc. xiii. 12), and 
also in the Old Testament (1 l(ings xxii. 27 ; J erem. xxxvii., 
xxxviii).-Death by stoning, 2 Chron. xxiv. 20, ss., co1~p. l\iatth. 
xxiii. 35. The torture consisting in being bound between two 
boards and sa,vn alive in tvto, is said, according to a tradition 
con1mon to Christians and J e,vs, consequently an old Jewish 
tradition, to have been undergone by the prophet Isaiah under 
:1\1:anasseh. N o,v follows L-:Hgacr0r;crav. The cursive 1nanuscript 
17 places this ·word before Jr;;-gf607i6av ). it is 0111itted altogether 
in the Peschito, Aethiop., Eusebius, and Theophylact ; but the::c 
inconsiderable deviations are easily to be accounted for by the 
internal difficulty which lies in the ,vord. For it is difficult to 
see what this jejune and general expression, "'they ,vcre tempted," 
can have to do in this connection,1 and as sure as sonic word 
must have 'originally stood in this place, so sure is it that tll'is 

1 Olshauscn thinks, that the temptation to apostatise from the faith is re
presented as the acme of all the suffering that can befall the Christ_ian. But 
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cannot haYe been t~e word. Of all the conjectures ·which have 
been 111ade, that of Sykes is the best : s-;;i.Jgi<rBric;av "they were 
burned" (comp. 2 i\iacc. vi. 11, vii. 4, s.; Dan. xi. 33). This, 
first of all, explains the early appearance of the reading ii;;ugac;

IJr,Gw1 ). but it accounts also for the omission of the word in the 
Peschito, A.ethiop., &c. For one transcriber might easily put 
for J.::i.JgiGOr,uav the s:ynonyrnous "Tord ii;;g~u0riua'I, "Thich a second 
might confound with fr:g!GOri<1a'I, or n1ight even read it so, and 
therefore omit it.-In sheepskins and goatskins, suffering, want, 
affliction, and every kind of evil, lived such men as Elijah (1 
I(ings xis:. 13 and 19; 2 E~ings i. 8, ii. 8, ss.) and other pro
phets (Zech. xiii. 4).-"}.\Ien of ,vhorn the world was not ,vorthy, 
,Yandered about in deserts and in caves:, ( comp. ] I(ings xviii. 4 
and 13, xix. 8 and 13; 1 l\Iacc. ii. 28, ss ; 2 l\Iacc. v. 27, vi. 
11). Two ideas are indicated in these words; on the one hand, 
the greatness of the "Torld's guilt in rejecting men of whom 
they had reason to be proud; on the other, the heavenly con
solation, that this world is also in reality unworthy of such souls. 
Let not any one who has to suffer for his faith forget this con
solation, when his displeasure arises at that guilt, and his suffering 
appears to him as a ,vickecl injustice on the part of the ,vorld; 
let hiin bear in mind ·what honour those are counted worthy to 
receive from the Lord, ,vho, on the Lord's account, are reckoned 
unworthy by the world. 

"'Ver. 39, 40. And yet all these (those adduced in ver. 4-38) 
had not ( aor. for the pluperf.) obtained the promise U~a,ysi-.,a, 

as at i.~. 15, x. 36, xi. 13), and, nevertheless, were so strong in 
faith. To the Chrz'.st1.'an readers ·who had aheaclv received so ., 

much, and for ,v horn, therefore, the hope in reference to the 
future ,vas so much easier, ,Yhat a humbling motive was pre
sented in this strength of faith shown by the Olcl Testanient 
saints, who had to ,valli: ahnost entirely in the dark, and had to 
look for almost everything from the future !-:uag::-i.Jgri0i'.l:-a; o,a 
-rr;; ,-;;fun:,;;-this expression has in itself ( o,a), and, according to 
the context, a different sense of course from ver. 2. In ver. 2 it was 
Eaicl by v.ay of i"ntimation: Already it ·was testified to the ancients 
that they were believers. Here mention is made retrospectively 

then ;¼a1ear;t1no-iz~ ought to form the conclusion, and stand at the end of -ver. 
38. 
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of" all those who through the faith (which they displayed) have 
gained a testimony (to their praise)."-In ver: 40 the re-verse 
side of the motive is presented. Do those Old Testament 
believers present an exan1ple fitted to shame the Christian 
readers, inasmuch as faith ,vas made so difficult to them and 
yet they believed, and does there ah·eady lie in this humbling 
example a motive for the readers to strive after that strength of 
faith,-so does a further motive lie in this, that the Christiaus 
ha,e before the111 a glory so much the greater. In order, how
ever, rightly to understand these words of the 40th verse
"that God in regard to us has provided so1nething better in 
order that they should not be made perfect without us "-we 

-must keep in view the doctrine of the Holy Scripture on the state 
after death ( ·which in the evangelical system of doctrine has not 
been fully developed). The Scripture does not teach, that in 
the case of all men the last and final decision takes place imme
diately after death, but very plainly teaches the contrary. The 
consequence and punishment of sin is, according to the Holy 
Scripture, not eternal condemnation (this is mentioned for the 
first ti111e in Is. lxvi. 24, and as the punishment of an obstinate 
rejection of the 1\Iessianic salvation, consequently of positive 
unbelief, and, in perfect consistency with this, the New Testa
ment teaches that the punishment of the eternal second death 
stands connected ,vith the positive rejection of the known and 
offered salvation, or the falling av{ay from the salvation ·which 
had once been accepted. Comp. our remarks on chap. vi. 4, ss., 
and on chap. x. 27). The punishment of sin simply considered 
is death, i.e., the separation of the man fro111 Goel, and of nature 
fron1 the man, and the body from the soul (which unhappy 
separation 1.vould indeed last for ever, and would increase; if no 
rede111ption had been offered; nuw, however, it lasts for ever 
only in the case of those who despise this offered salvation). 
The punishment of sin si111ply considered is that the soul goes 
into Sheol, into the kingdom of the dead, and thither go and 
have gone all who are born only of ivo1nan, "rho are only descend
ants of the first Adam, consequently all heathens who had not 
opportunity to hear of the salvation, and, in like manner, all 
Israelites ivho li1:ecl before Ghrist (with the exception of Enoch and 
Elijah). It is not. thereby denied, that, in this Sheol, there may 
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be a difference between the state of the l)enitent and pious who 
longed for the salvation, and that of the bold and hardened sinner. 
David hopes, that even in the valley of the shadow of death, God 
will still be ,vith hi1n and co1nfort hi1n (Ps. xxiii. 4), and the 
second David has evidently taught us in the parable of the rich 
1nan and Lazarus, that there is a gulf fixed bet,veen those ,vho 
suffer torment and those who are comforted ,vith Abraha1n (Luke 
xvi. 25, 2G), and, accordingly: ,vhen he himself ,vas about to enter 
into Sheol, he pro1nised to the penitent thief that to-day he would 
be with hin1 ." in paradise." The entrance into the heavenly holy 
of holies, on the other hand (Hob. x. 19, s. &c.), i.e., into the 
sphere of glorification and of glorffied nature, was first opened up 
by Christ's going before as the first-fruits through his resurrection 
and ascension, and opened for those ,vho are, not men together 
with Christ, side by side ,vith him, but, members of "the one 
,vho is in heaven" (John iii. 13)-not the posterity of the first 
Ada1n, but, by regeneration, sons of the second Adam. This 
the Old Testament believers were not. They had the subjective 
longing for the promised salvation, and subjective faith in it; 
but the real objective regeneration, the germ of ne·w life, proceed
ing from the exalted Christ, which is implanted in us by baptism, 
and is nourished in the holy sacrament of the supper-this they 
had not ; and ,ve must be on our guard against losing sight of 
the distinction which the Holy Scripture 1nakes in this respect 
between the old and ne,v covenant. First ivith 'US ·were they to 
be 1nacle perfect, and ·were they made perfect. Christ ca1ne to 
them to set open for then1 the gates of the place of the dead 
(Rev. i. 18), and to lead then1 forth along with him (l\1atth. 
xxvii. 53 ; con1p. John viii. 5G). Fro1n that tin1e the souls of 
all "rho die as living 1nen1bers of Christ go to hin1 in heaven 
(Phil. i. 23; John xiv. 2), in order, at his second coining, to 
be united again to their bodies (Rev. xx. 4), and then to reign 
with Christ in glorified body over the rest of 1nankincl, finally, 
ho,vever, to take not a passive (John v. 24), but an active part 
(1 Cor. vi. 3), in the judgi.11ent of the world. Those ,vho are 
then still in Sheol, arc, in like rnanner, awaked at the juclgment, 
and judged " according to their ,vorks," according to the rule 
laid down in Ron1. ii. G-8; lviatth. xxv. 31, ss., i.e., those ,vho 
by patient continuance in ,vell-doing have striven after and 
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i1npcrishable existence ·will no,v be n1ade acquainted with the 
salvation in Christ (for in their case, too, the words will hold 
good that there is salvation in no other than in Christ), and will 
beco111e ,vhole through the leaves of the tree of life (Rev. xxii. 2), 
the others, however, ,vill fall into everlastiug perdition.-It is 
time, indeed, that this biblical doctrine of the state after death 
,vere again preached to congregations). for the com1non hard and 
truly unscriptural doctrine ,vhich knows nothing further after 
death than happiness or conden1nation, is in its practical effects 
equally mischievous with the Ro1nan Catholic doctrine of Pur
gatory, in ,vhich a trace of the doctrine of Sheol, but only a 
caricatured trace of it, is contained. 

CHAP. xii. 1-3. An exhortation is here dra,vn fron1 all that 
has been said in chap. xi. To1yugovv occurs seldom in the New 
Testament, as it expresses a fine emphasis 111ore proper to classic 
Greek. To,yag. serves, like the German " cloch," to strengthen 
the o3v. The N e,v Testament authors, in the simplicity of their 
style, generally use instead of this a mere Jgu or o3v or 016.

Kal ~/JJs'j'; are the n1e111bers of the neiv covenant in opposition to 
the 1ne1nbers of the old covenant, mentioned in the 11 th chapter. 
'Hp,s;-; has for its apposition the words '.CuOV'TOV sxovrs; <;;!E;ii!EI/J;Zl/011 

~/;;iv 11!:rpo; ,uug-:-6gw'I; vfrpo; is used also by profane "vriters as the 
poetic-figurative designation of a crowd.-The exhortation 
itself: let its ritn 'With patience, &c., is expressed jn a figure 
taken fron1 those prize contests which, being of Gentile origin, 
,vere transplanted among the Jews also by the He1~odians, and 
,vhich must have made a strong impression on the i1nagination 
of that people, as Paul too makes frequent use of them as corn-. 
pansons. 

In order, however, to be able to come off ,vell in the race, one 
1nust lay aside oyxov ,;;-unu, " everything that encun1bers." It 
is insipid to explain this figure of corpulence, ,vhich indeed cannot 
be laid aside. Equally unsuitable is the interpretation by "bal
last;" it is not ii1:deed a race of ships, but a prize race of 1nen 
that is here spoken of! The expression rather refers to the prac
tice a1nong racers of laying aside ·whatever they had with thern or 
on the1n that "'as heavy, or 1night be a hindrance, even their 
very gannents, in order to be able to run ,vithout i111pediinent. 
If, however, it be asketl what is n1eant by this figuratiYe expres-
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sion, the author cannot have understood by the oy;-co; sin, as he 
immediately afterwards nan1es this as a special and principal kind 
of oyxo;. Hindrances in the struggle of faith and a public pro
fession ,vith the fear of peTsecution lie not merely in sin, but n1ay 
also lie in things ,vhich are themselves indifferent and allowed. 
Intercourse and friendship ,vith old Jewish acquaintances, the 
relations formed by trade and merchandise, might be hindrances 
of this kind for the readers, and, in such a case, it ,vas right and 
is still right to break entirely away from such relations, and to 
get rid of the fetters which they impose as soon as they threaten 
to become a snare, even though in theinselves they should be 
innocent. We, too, have many and various customs of life ,vhich 
in themselves are quite innocent~ but which through habit may 
become bonds that threaten to fasten then1sel ves round the heart. 
It is required of us also that ,ve be ,vatchful and keep ourselves 
unencumbered, in order that in the event of the profession of our 
faith becoming again a thing for ,vhich ,ve must pay dear, ,ve 
may not feel fettered by trifles, but may be able freely to sacri
fice all for our Lord. 

Sin, ho,vever, is by all means the greatest hindrance in that 
contest. Every bosom sin which ,ve cherish is a handle by ,vhich 
the ten1pter· can lay hold on us, a price for which we are sale
able. Hence our author gives to sin the predicate surrsgfo,;-a;ro;, 

,; encircling us, ,vrapping us round." (The readings of two 
codices : air.sgforarov and su-;;sgfo-iraGrov are in a critical point of 
view of no significance.) The ,vord is a ar,;-a~ "As1 tp.svov, and 
has been variously explained. Some derived it from r,;-sg,fo"r;p., 

in the signification " to draw fron1 a purpose," and rendered : 
"the sin from ,vhich one can be easily converted," a sense ,vhich 
is here altogether unsuitable. Others, as Ohrysostom, derived it 
fron1 r,;-sg,fo,.r;,11.,, in the signification " to encircle," but as an adj. 
verb. with passive sense, and rendered: "the sin ,vhich can easily 
be encircled," which is just as unsuitable. ICuster, Bohn1e, and 
others appealed to the signification of a-;rs~fo,.a'io;, " destitute of 
spectators/' and rendered: the sin ·which has 1nany spectators ancl 
ad1nirers. It ,voulcl thus be represented as a false ornament on 
the racer, which attracted the ad111iration of the spectators, but 
was an encu1nbrance to lJi1nself in the race. But this, too, 
,vould be an artificial and far-fetched idea. Still more artificially 
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does vVetstein, follo,ving the same etyn1ology, render sui:rsgf

<1Ta,:-o; by "seen of many" = "which does not remain hid, but 
con1es at length to light." The only two suitable explanations are 
-that of Salmasius and I(ypke, ,vho take it as denom. from ,;rsgi
<1,:-a<11;, "complication," and render "most complicated," and the 
still siinpler one of Oecumenius, Theocloret, Erasmus, Vatable, 
Cm,tellio, Tholuck, Bleek, &c., ·who derive it from the middle 
'1:eg11~Ta<10a,, "to surround," as adj. verb. with active (middle) 
sense, and render by insicliosus, " subtly encircling us." 

Ver. 2. In that prize race ,ve are to "look to Jesus, the leader 
and perfecter of the faith." 'A<pogflv, like a;;r(J{3i,.{:rs,v, denotes the 
looking away from the nearest object upon ,vhich we unconsciously 
look, to an object upon ,vhich the eye is consciously fastened. 
Jesus is mentioned here as that object, and he is here further 
called o agxri-,o~ zal 'T£ASIC,)'1'~~ '1'~~ ';;'/G'1'SCIJ;. 'Ag,criyo~ signifies 
not "beginner," does not therefore form an antithesis to 7'f:As,w

i'~~ ( as if it were intended to designate Jesus as the begin
ning and encl of faith.) He who does not, a~ an expositor, 
praetise that a<pogflv in a ·wrong way, who does not falsely look 
away from what lies nearest, the simple sense of the w·ords, and 
seek in the distance ,vhat lies quite at hand, will have little 
difficulty in finding out the signification of agxrJyo; ,.a; TsA.su,r 
n;~. A long series of " witnesses" had been adduced in chap. 
xi., beginning with Abel. The author and his readers along with 
him look back into the past, and see, at the extremity furthest 
back, Abel with his faith in the future and invisible as yet quite 
undeveloped. This faith.becomes ever clearer and more definite 
in Abraham, Moses, and the subsequent individuals in the series _; 
but the foremost in the line is Jesus, the leader who stands at the 
head, and in whom that faith appears in full and perfected glory. 
In that he renounced all the glory ,vhich he might have had if 
he had been disobedient to his Father and had followed the 
seducer, and chose rather the shame of the cross-gave up the 
peace and joy of life, gave up his little band of disciples to the 
danger of being scattered and led astray-and, seeing before him 
the apparent destruction :of his person and cause, still remained 
faithful to the wonderful will of the Father, fallowed his leading 
in the dark, and steadfastly maintained, in spite of hell, the sure 
expectation of faith that the Father would raise him up, and 
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through death destroy death-in all this, he has displayed the 
perfected faith, and leads in royal majesty the line of those 
witnesses. That which is required in chap. xi. 1, Christ has 
perfectly fulfilled. Nay, he not merely hacl but 1was the sub
stance o.f things hoped for I 

Instead, however, of understanding this idea of the 'i.'16'1'1; 

iu the general ,vay in ,vhich it is spoken of in the context of 
this section, a nu1nber of commentators have kno,vn no other 
meaning to give to ,;-:f<r:-1; than that dogmatically defined idea 
of "faith in justification through Christ," an idea which has its 
place in the Epistle to the Ro1nans, but not here. They under
stand by it, therefore, that special form and rnanifestation 1which 
the general state of mi"ncl clenoted by ':':fun; talces in the JJenitent 
sinner, in relalion to his Saviour. According to this explanation 
it must appear incomprehensible how faith can be ascribed to 
Christ the Saviour himself, as he neither required, nor was in 
a condition, to believe in the forgiveness of sins for Chrises 
sake. In order now to escape this absurdity, some (as Schleus
ner, l{napp, I{uinoel) explained, that Christ is the "beginner" of 
faith, because, by his redcn1ption-,vork, he has made faith pos
sible for us and for him; others (as Chrysostom) that he is 
called agxr;yo;, because he himself, by his spirit, works the 
beginnings of faith in us. In a similar way it ,vas attempted 
to explain Tsi,e1vJ;-fi;. (Schulz. Tholuck, and Bleek, who take 
agxri,6; = exemplar (for us) approximate to th'e true expla
nation; Olshausen, too, who indeed allo,vs that Christ receives 
tl1ose predicates in reference to his own faith, but renders 
&gi(,r;y6; by '' beginner," and, instead -of referring both to the 
series of 'Witnesses, rather finds in them a reference to this,
that it was necessary even for Christ himself, to struggle on fro1n 
the beginnings of faith to its completion). 

The relative sentence 8; u'v-:-1 T~;, &c., serves most fully to 
confirm the explanation we have given of &gx,rJyo; xai n"As,wrrn;. 

As in the case of all those individual examp1es of faith in chap. 
xi. 4-31, there was always specified some visible possession which 
they renounced, or some earthly privation and affliction which 
they endured, but, on the other hand, a future reward which 
they saw before them-so also ,vas it with Christ. He has 
endured the cross, and counted small and light the shame of tl1is 
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kind of death ; for this, ho-wever, he has sat down on the right 
hand of Goel. In hi111 the deepest ignominy was united with the 
highest absolute exaltation.-The only question here is, how the 
·words clvd c;-~; r,;-goxe111,evri; xaga; are to be explained. Either ( with 
the Peschito, Luther, Calvin, Calov, &c.) avd is taken in 
the sense of'' instead of," and by xaga is understood the earthly 
joy which Christ renounced, or (with Itala, Aeth., Beza, Bengel, 
Hunnius, Grotius, and t~1e most of recent commentators) &i;rf is 
taken in the sense of" for the sake of, for," and by xaga is under
stood the heavenly joy for the gaining of vvhich he endured the 
cross. But as xaga has the attribute '7igox.SIµ,ern', ?,nd this is the 
usual term for designating that which ,vas '' set before " the 
runners in a race (and such are spoken of in ver. 1-3), i.e., the 
prize set up at the goal, the second explanation is on this ground 
to be preferred. 

In ver. 3 yci.g, because standing beside an i1nperative, is not 
argumentative, but explicative: another side of that in which 
the loolcing to Jesus consists is here described. Ver. 3 indeed 
contains also an argu1nent, namely, the idea which forms the 
·connecting link, bet-ween ver. 1 and 2. "Let us run with 
patience-while ,ve look to Jesus the leader of the ·witnesses of 
faith (in what respects he is so ·we are told in the relative 
sentence 1vho for tlwJoy, &c.)--rerneinber, namely, that he had to 
endure so great a contradiction.'' This third idea serves to show 
plainly, in hoiv /cir the looki"ng to Jesus is necessary and benefici'al 
for them in tlze-i1" oivn r·acc. This ,vas not as yet shown in ver. 2; 
in ver. 2 Jesus was only compared ,vith the ivitnesses, chap. xi., 
and the fact that he encliired the cross and has sat cloivn on the 
right hand of God was stated only objectively, to demonstrate 
that Jesus has had the n1ost perfect faith. On the other 
hand, it is now shown in ver. 3, ho-w the looking to this .faith 
( of the great leader of those witnesses, chap. xi.) stimulates 
us also to a like faJth. The expression ivlw endured such con
tradiction is no longer p1u·ely objective, but involyes an implicit 
c0111parison of that which Christ had to suffer, with ,vhat the 
readers had to suffer. These (according to ver. 4, con1parecl ·with 
chap. x. 33, ss.) had not yet been persecuted unto blood. They 
had at most endured nothing further than contracli'ction; they 
had been denied the right of fellowship with the Israelitish 
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theocracy and of worshipping in the temple: they had been in 
various ways spoiled of their goods and insulted. By means of 
a litotes, the author no-w exhorts them to remember that Jesus 
who has endured such contradiction (as was described in ver. 2), 
a severer contradiction, therefore, t4an they have endured. The 
train of thought therefore is this: Run with steadfast patience. 
To the end of the course you must look to Jesus, who, in bis 
death on the cross, has proved himself to be the absolute cham
pion of faith. And if you f_tre required to look to him, then you 
are required to consider that man who has endured such a contra
diction-truly a ~reater and severer tlian you have been called 
to endure. Of this looking to Jesus and considering him, the 
consequence (and therewith also it aim), ·will be, that the readers 
do not become wearied through the flagging of their spirits. 
As ilaµVEJV is generally used absolutely, 'f'(J.,/G +uxa7G u,awv "rill 
therefore be dependent, not on xap,'IJTE, but· on E¾Auo,aEvo,. Kri/ME111 

and ix.Auur0a,, however, form no tautology. Ka,u,vuv denotes the 
state of being lJassively wearied and 'unable to do anything more 
as the effect of the br,1,UE<J0w; EilAUE<J0a, denotes the being relaxed 
and careless as a culpable act and cause of the zap,vHv. 'EitA1JE(J-

0w is not passive but middle. 

S E C T I O N F I F T I-I. 

(Chap. xii. 4-17.) 

FOURTH l\IOTIVE. THE BLESSING OF CHASTISEMENT. , 

Affliction and persecution have a t,vofold character; on the one 
hand, they may be regarded as trials off aitlz, as trials showing 
how much of the new man there is in the Christian and how 

' strong that new man is ; on the other hand, however, they are also 
c_,hastismnents and means of purification, which serve entirely to 
destroy the old nian-the latter, indeed, only ,vhen the trial of 
faith is overcome, when there is an invigorated new man already 
present, who, by bearing those trials, acquires neiv strength and 
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gains thereby new conquests over the old Adam. Fro111 this 
point of view, the author regards the threatening persecutions in 
this fifth section. He shows that that suffering has, at the same 
tin1e, the quality of a means of purification and discipline, but 
sho"~s also that it only then becomes a 'iiwod(I., ,vhen the Christian 
bears it in faith (ver. 4-11). He then (in ver. 12-17) repeats 
the old exhortation ( chap. x. 19-25, comp. chap. xii. 1-3), so, 
however, as that he gives prominence to certain special points. 

,r er. 4 forms the transition. The words '7igo; ..-~v af.hag,;-fav 

are dependent on av,;-ay(JJ111~6p .. svo1, not on av,;-1r.ad<rrr;Tc, as the 
latter is already determined by the acco1npanying expression 
µ..~x,g,; a'f/.1Jae;-o;, while the former would otherwise stand quite alone, 
and be an aimless repetition of the idea already implied in a~'i1-

,._a,;-fo,;-r;-:-(. We have, therefore, to render thus : You have not 
yet in the struggle with sin resisted even to blood.-First of all, 
the question presents itself what is meant here by sin, whether 
the sin of the readers ,vhich was spoken of in .ver. 1-in which 
case, the author in ver. 4 imputes it as a fault to the readers that 
they ,vere ren1iss in the internal struggle for sanctification, and, 
the expression unto blood 1nust be understood.figuratively= " you 
have not yet striven to the uttermost against your sins." Or, 
·whether the objective power of sin is here meant,-sin as the 
en1nity of the world against the gospel and its professors,-conse
quently, the contradiction of sinners mentioned in ver. 3-in 
·which case ver. 4 contains a simple statement of the fact, and the 
expression itnto blood can be taken in the proper sense = '' you 
have not yet needed to resist unto blood in the contest with 
sinners." The ,vords do not determine ,vhich of these interpre
tations is the right one. The former would certainly also be 
suitable to the contest. The author would, in this case, set over 
against the exhortation, given in ver. 1, to cast a,vay all sin fron1 
them, the state1nent by ivay of a reproof, that the readers had as 
yet not rightly done this. But then, we should have expected a 
so1ne,vhat more detailed and pointed statement of what sins they 
·were, to which especially they as yet gave place. Instead of this, 
the fault ,vhich he imputes to them in ver. 5, is not one having refer
ence to particular sins ( as the hindrances in the struggle connected 
with their profession), but only to their indolence in this struggle 
itself ( consequently, to the e.ffect of these hindrances), namely, 

z 
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the fault that they did not consider the persecutions as a bless
ing and a benefit. l\Ioreover, in ver. 1 the laying aside of sin 
did not form the kernel of the exhortation-this lies in the ,vords 
run with patience. On these grounds it appears to me more pro
bable, that the seconcl explanation of ver. 4 is the right one. 
"You have not yet needed to resist unto blood in the struggle 
against the power of sin, and (already) you have forgotten," &c. 
'rhis, at all events, is a less violent transition. That the author 
says here against sin, and not as in ver. 3, against sinners, 1nay be 
simply explained by this, that men collectively might as '' sinners" 
(the class sinners) be placed in opposition to Christ, ·while vice 
,versa, the enemies of Christianity could not be placed as '' sin
ners" in opposition to the readers of the Epistle to the Hebre,vs, 
who ,vere themselves sinners ( a/JJagrrfJJAoi). 

In Ver. 5, 6 the author c01nplains that his readers, although 
as yet by no means persecuted unto blood ( con1p. chap. x. 33, ss.), 
nevertheless already shrunk back with fear from every suffering, 
and must therefore have forgotten the truth ( expressed in Prov. 
iii. 11, 12) that to endure suffering and persecution is not incon
sistent ~Tith standing in the relation of a child of God, and is no 
token of the want of fatherly love on the part of God, but, on 
the contrary, is a proof of his fatherly love. Crhe trifling devia
tions of the LXX. from the original text make no substantial 
alteration in the sense.) 

In Ver. 7, 8 the author now expresses, first of all, the impor
tant truth, that one must bear the suffering in orcler that it may 
bring blessing, and have the quality of being a means of instruc
tion. El; rra,o=fa" u-;;011.,sis:rs. Only 'lvhen it is borne in a Chris
tian spirit as coming from the hand of God, does it produce the 
effect for which it is intended, i.e., the destruction of the old 
1nun. " Be patient in order to your instruction." 

n-iisunderstanding this fine sentiment, many comn1entator-s 
have, however, rejected the genuine ancl fully authenticated 
reading d~, found in the three uncial manuscripts, A, D, E, 
,vhich are generally collated for the Epistle to the Hebrews, in 
thirty other codd., in the Peschito, V ulgate, the Latin versions 
of the codcl. D, E, the Kopt., Sahicl., Aethiop., Armen, &c., and 
have preferred to it the entirely unauthenticated reading of s01ne 
versions d, which, it is held, yields a better sense. It gives a 



EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS XII. 4-17. 355 

more jejune and easier sense, and this accounts for its origin. 
A really apposite sense, ho,vever, it does not give. For ,vhat 
sort of sense is this : " If ye patiently bear your discipline ( or 
chastisement), then Goel deals ,vith you as sons ? " Surely God 
already deals ivith theni as sons' in sending suffering, and not 
first when the man pat-iently bears the suffering; hence Grotius, 
Li1nborch, Kuinoe1, Bleek, &c., have in reality felt necessitated 
to give ;;r::01.1Js1e1v here th~ weakened signification "to have to suffer'' 
(" if ye have chastisement to suffer/' &c.) ; but this is contradicted 
by the co°:text, in which ;;,-;;o/.JJ!')wi and u,;ro/J.,M~ is everywhere quite 
properly used as ter1n-inus technicus for the idea of patience in 
suffering. 

And ,vhat positive reasons can be adduced against the autho
rised reading Ei;? Bleek asserts that discipline is not the encl 
of patience, but the object of it. He confounds here, ho,vever, 
the idea of the r,;a,oEia ,vith that of the ,-;;flgavpJ6; or the Oi,f"'}I,;. 

Suffering certainly becomes then, and only then, a 1neans of in
struction ancl sanctification, ,vhen the Christian receives it ,vith 
patience, and submits to it w:ithout resistance. This is precisely 
what the author intends to say. The fact that suffering 1nay 
become t;ra10Eia to the1n, he n1entions as a neiv motive ,vhich 
should stimulate the readers to exercise u•;-;o,u.o~f;.-It is said, 
further, that if the words El; '7:'a,oEia'J ~•;iO/.LE!!s-:-G are taken as an 
independent clause, there arises, between this and the following 
clause, an asyncleton so harsh as to be inconsistent with the usual 
style of 01u· author. But what is there to necessitate our taking 
w; here as an adverb, and referring it to the noun uioi; ? vVe take 
w; as a conjunction either in the sense of '' as" ( as at Luke iii. 
23; Rom. i. 9 ; Heb. iii. 11 )-" endure patiently in order to 
discipline, as God then treats you as sons "-or, better still, in 
the sense of time, " when," " so long as" (as at Luke iv. 25 ; 
Gal. vi. 10)-" endure patiently in order to discipline, when God 
treats you as sons." 

The latter idea needs now an explanation, and this is given i1n 
the words ,;-J; 'lag .... xal oux uioi. " Every son needs discip
line; he who enjoys no discipline is no genuine"son."-Yiof, as at 
chap. ii. 10, is here used of Christians instead of the common 
expression -:-hc.va. Comp. -what is said in chap. i. 5. 

Ver. 9, 10. The author no,v proceeds to consider the subject 
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from. a new point of view. We must be patient under the 
divine discipline, and let it become indeed discipline to us, all 
the more that this discipline is for our highest good, and to 
train us for heaven.-ET,;-a cannot be connected with the ques
tion t;:(Jt-.Arji µ2lt-.°A(Jv ut;:(J-:-ayr;u6p.,e0a, so as to make e'f·x}1uv ½al 

.ive,;-;ec:r6/u0a a parenthesis ; this is inad1nissible, partly on ac
count of the harshness of the construction, partly because elra 

only occurs in questions of wonder or irony. ET-.a must rather 
be taken in the signification "further," and referred to e,x,op,ev. 

Further, we had our fleshly fathers as instructors, and obeyed 
them; ought we not now rather to be in subjection to the Father 
of Spirits, and (thereby) live? In the expression x.al ~~6()/1,H the 
writer thought in Hebre-w. };ag~ does not here, any more than 
else,vhere, denote the body (hence Creatianism appeals unjustly 
to this passage in support of the doctrine that the body alone 
is begotten by the parents, while the soul is created by God) ; 
but r;ag~ denotes there, as always, the natural life produced by 
creature powers, in opposition to the life which is produced by 
the saving gracious act of Goel in regeneration. By the natural 
generation we become &v0gw:.of r;agzrx.of; it is God who, by his Holy 
Spirit, causes our +uxaf to be developed into sanctified t;;'veu-

11,ara. (Comp. on chap. iv. 12.) True every soul, even that of 
the ungodly, develops itself into a spirit, inasmuch as it unfolds 
itself to a perso~ality with a fixed character and being; but as, 
in our passage, it is not ungodly persons, but Christians that 
are spoken of, whose "1,uxaf have, through the influence of God, 
developed t~emselves into i;-;veuµ,a .. a, the author can here, with 
perfect propriety, name God as the father of the ,;.ve6p,a,;-a, At 
all events, the expression t;:a':'~g .. wv r,:veu/J-arwv here is to be ex
plained fr0111 the antithesis oi r,:a-rege; .. ~; (fagx6;, and is therefore 
not to be explained from. the Old Testament expression 

itVJ.-S.:JS nin1ii1 ,;,.s~ (Num. xvi. 22) (Bleek), ,vith 
IT T T : T " •:: 

which it has nothing at all to do. (In that expression the prin-
cipal idea " Father" is wanting, and nini;, as the additional 

t • • 
words ,rv:i i.:J? show, stands in a much ,vider sense, and does 
not as here form an antithesis to i·tt,:i.) ,J t is, in like manner, a 
mistake to give tq __ ,;.a<ri;g (with Bretschneider, I{uinoel) the signi
fication "preserver," by ,vhich the parallel ,vith .-;;-adg£; .. ~; (fagxt; 

would be entirely destroyed. 
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In ver. 10 follo-ws the idea ,vhich forms, as it were, the n1inor 
proposition bet,veen the 111ajor s,x},uEv, &c., and the conclusion 
,;;orJr.p 11,aA"A.ov, &c., a peculiarity ,vhich ,ve have already often had 
occasion to re111ark in the Epistle to the Hebrc,vs (for exan1ple, 
chap. vii. 15, ss., ix. 15-23, &c.). The vis conclusionis in the 
inference ver. 9, clra,vn a 1ninori ad rriaJus, lies in these t,vo 
ideas, first, that earthly pare~ts too often educate their children 
according to their blind Judgnient-without wisdom, fro1n blincl 
partiality, to gratify their vanity, for the sake of their gains
while God, who is love, has in view only the real profit of his 
children ; and, secondly, that the earthly fleshly fathers ( of 
sanctified Christian fathers, nothing is here said) bring up their 
chilcb·en only for a period which is soon to pass away, i.e., for 
this earthly life, and the earthly calling, ,vhile God educates 
his children for the eternal life, for "participation in his own 
holiness." 

Ver. 11 is a precious verse to vvhich properly experience alone 
can furnish the true con1mentary. All discipline seems, during 
the time of its continuance, to be an object not of joy but of grief; 
aftenvards, however, it yields a peaceable fruit to those ,vho are 
exercised thereby, a fruit of righteousness. The gen. oo',a1orJ6,,'IJ; 

does not depend directly on 7.,ag--;rov slgr;v,x6v (" peaceable fruit 
of righteousness"), but another 7.ag--;r6v is to be supplied after 
a,;rooio(JJ<11 as apposition to the first ~ag--;riJv. Thus the idea "fruit 
of righteousness" is epexegetical of the idea "peaceable fruit." 
Elgrivo,6;, however, is not to be ex.plained from the Hebrew usage. 

of otSru = "health," so that slgr;v11.6; is = "wholeson1e ". (Luther, 
T 

Oastellio, Michaelis, Ernesti, Bretschneicler, Kuinoel), but it is 
to be ex.plained (with Calvin and Tholuck) from its antithesis 
to the idea of the yu,uvarrµ,svov sTvai. Exercise in hard bitter 
conflict brings peace as its fruit. From this, also, the idea of 
the o,xa,orJ6vr; explains itself. The righteousness of which the 
Christian first becomes a partaker in consequence of the finished 
conflict of purification and sanctificatlon, cannot be the 01ila10-

<1~vr; in the Pauline sense, the Justification, before God; this 
we have not to gain; it is already gained (comp. chap. x. 19, 
s.) ; it is not the reward of the struggle, but the coat of 111ail, 
which we must put on before the struggle, and which qualifies 
us for the C?nflict.-On the other hand, however, 017.a,orJuvr; does 
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not denote merely the perfected subjective sanctification as such 
-just because our righteousness does not lie in this-but the 
11erfect sanctification, ,in so far as it leads to the perfect undis
turbed appropriation of justification ; i.e., the (future) state of 
the ne·w 1.nan con1pletely purified fron1 the old Adan1, ,vho is 
therefore free fro1n all self-righteousness, and therefore rests 
entirely on the merits of Ghrist, because he is now entirely free 
from the old Adam, from sin. For it is not to be forgotten, 
that it ls not our holiness but oitr sin that 1nali,eS us self-righteous. 
Tho more disturbed the mirror is, the less do ·we see in it the 
spots ,vhich cleave to us; the purer the n1irror of conscience, 
the clearer does the s1nallest stain appear in it. The man whose 
conscience is asleep and benu111bed by sin, will rudely repel the 
charge that he is a poor sinner as an affront ; the more earnestly 
and successfully a 111an strives against his sin, so 1nuch the more 
clear does his 1nisery bccon1e to hin1, so much the more does 
pride and self-righteousness vanish, so much the more heartily 
docs he lay hold on the merit of Christ ; and ,v hen once ,ve shall 
haYe finished the struggle,. and, free fi·om the last motion of 
sinful inclination, shall enter into the Holy of Holies of our Lord 
and Saviour, we shall then entirely ackno,vledge and glory in 
this, that we are righteous before Goel only through hi1n ancl 
through hi1n alone). ,£.e., we shall reap that "fruit of peace," that 
"fruit of righteousness," the now entirely appropriated righteous,.. 
ness in Christ, because we shall then stand and be willing to 
stand entirely in-Christ and no longer out of Christ. 

In Ver. 12, 13 the exhortation of ver. 2 and 3 is repeated~ 
'l'he readers, forn1erly strong in the conflict and zealous in the 
race, bad now become feeble in the hands and slack in the 
knees; it was their duty to collect their strength ane,v. • The 
words 'TgoxJa; ogOu; r,:o,~r;a-:-e rroi; i;;-0<1Jv v/1.,wv form, as is well ~no,vn, 
a hexan1eter, certainly an unintentional one. The author rather 
intended only an in1itation of the passage in Proverbs iv. 26. 
Tr,i; t;;'oufv cannot be taken as instruniental (" describe straight 
tracks with your feet''), as this figure would have no reality to 
rest upon, inasn1uch as the feet describe no tracks, and even 
although rrgoxia, be taken in the wider sense ( = footstep), the 
footsteps do not properly make a line. T<,i; t;;oa-fv is rather the dative 
proper, and rgox/w stands in the sense of ''pathways." Prepare 
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straight, i~.e., even paths for your feet. rrhe opposilion is not 
between straight and roundabout, but bet,veen even and rough 
,va.ys, ns appears from the clause ''H/., /MJ ,.o _%!•)1.011, &c., ,vJ1ich ex
presses the end that is sought to be gained. r.rhe readers are 
not themselves to thro,v hindrances (stones as it were) on the 
way, " that that ,vhich is already lan1e may not be quite dislo
cated." By the xc,111.6!1 the readers themselves, of course, are 
meant, in so far as they had already grown slack in the race, and 
were thus ( speaking figuratively) la1necl. They are to take care 
not to break entirely or to dislocate their limbs, i~.e., to becon1e 
entirely incapable of going on in the race ; they are rather to 
strive to recover their original strength and vigour. CI1o ren
der Eili:-;~•-;;e60a1 by " turn aside fron1 the ,va.y" ,voulcl give no 
sense.) 

Ver. 14, 15.-The exhortation in ver. 14, to strive after 
peace with all n1en, is referred by many to the relation of the 
readers to the Jeivs. Boh111e seriously thinks that the author 
vvarns his readers against falling out with the J evvs, so that they 
may not have to expect persecutions from then1 t The explana
tion of Grotius is more tolerable: Debetis quiclen1 vobis, a 
J udaismo cavere, attamen non oclisse J uc182os ; but, in this case: 
a more distinct and explicit warning against J udais111 n1ust have 
gone before in ver. 13, and even then the author could scarcely 
have laid do,vn so absolutely the injunction, follo10 JJeace iv·ith all. 
It ·would be still better to understand o,wxs-;-~ elor;v't)v as a con-

:, 

cession (" you 1nay indeed strive after peace ,vith all, but only 
strive also, &c.); we should then, however, expect a /./,El/ • • • • 

6a . . . , and not holiness but faithfulness in their profession of 
the truth, must have • been specified as the antithesis to peace. 
It is better, therefore, ,vith 1\'.Iichaelis, Zacharia, Storr, Tholuck, 
and Bleek, to refer the whole exhortation to the relation of the 
readers to tlteir felloiv Oliristians, ·which is also spoken of in ver. 
15. They are to guard against clflferenccs a1nong themselves, 
they are not to quarrel ·with one another, but every one is to be 
earnestly intent on his own sanctification. It has appeared from 
the observations ,ve have rnade above at ver. 11, ho,v indispen
sable this sanctification is in order to attain to happiness, in order 
to see the Lord. In the 15th verse the tvvo exhortations of the 
14th verse are repeated, only in the inverse order. They arc 
carefully to see ( each one for- himself, and also the one for. the 
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other, by 111eans of that i;:ag&r..1'.rJ61~ described in chap. x. 24, ss.) 
" that no one remain behind the grace of God" ( an expression 
,vhich is still to be explained from the allusion to a race towards 
a goal). And they are likewise to take care " that no springing 
root of bitterness cause disturbance, and thereby many be defiled." 
For, in tin1es when the Church is threatened and assailed frorn 
ivitlwrut, nothing is 1nore dangerous than those internal divisions 
and factions, which usually arise from obstinately giving to n1inor 
differences of a merely relative value the importance of absolute 
differences, as, for exa1nple, is clone, ,vhen in times in which the 
fabric of the Christian Church is everywhere in fla1nes, and 
people co1ne ,vith the fire-engines of the home mission to .set 
about extinguishing the fire, others appear, calling out that 
the Lutheran engines must not be placed among the United and 
Reformed engines, in order that the Lutheran jets of water may 
not mingle ,vith the United and Reformed, and thus occasion a 
union of works. Each party is rather to work according to its 
own plan of operation, although these plans should even cross 
each other, although an incalculable a1nount of po\\rer and success 
should thereby be lost, although the house should burn down. 
The opposition of confessions is regarded as absolute, and treated 
as of greater importance than the opposition bet,veen Christ and 
Belial. Those Jewish Christians, also, to whom the Epistle to 
the Hebre,vs ,vas addressed, in their relation to other J e,vish 
Christians and to Gentile Christians, 1nay not have been free from 
this disease. They, too, may have had their hearts and their 
heads so filled and carried away ,vith some difference, ivhich 
reaches not into the frutitre Ufe, that they had eyes only for this, 
and cared not for the trouble and danger which they were pre
paring for the Church. They considered not that it is always a 
subtle idolatry, which leads a 1nan to treat a relative thing as if 
it ,vere the absolute. The purity of a creed even may be n1acle 
an E1oc,;1\011.-But ,vherever such perversity has found place, it 
becomes a root of bitterness). alienation, strife, bitterness, and 
confusion gro,v out from it; even those who stand on freer ground, 
and are opposed to the di visions, are yet easily offended and led 
to take a side and contend for it; but ,voe to him who gives the 
offence. 

In Ver. 16, 17 the author turns back to the principal ques
tion, ·whether the earthly or the heavenly is most loved. II6gvoq, 
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in this context is, of course, to be taken in that familiar sy1n
bolical sense in ,vhich it so often occurs in the Old Testament 
(especially I-Iosea i.-iii.; Ez. xvi. and xxiii.), and also in the 
New 11esta1nent (James iv. 4), to designate those ,vho violate the 
spiritual marriage-covenant with their God. Bij3r;"Ao~, as anti
thetical to ay,o;, designates the same men in respect of their 
profane, unspiritual character. A warning exa1nple of this 
character is presented in Esau, ,vho cared so little for the 
blessing of the first-born that he sold his birthright for a savoury 
dish, and in doing so friYolously exclaimed: "What profit then 
shall the blessing do to me ?n (Gen. xxv. 32.) Not until God 
in his righteous providence brought it about, that Jacob cheated 
him out of the blessing, did he "cry aloud and ,vas exceedingly 
grieved," and wished to have the blessing which Jacob had 
received. To this our 17th verse refers. Many co1nn1entators 
(Beza, Gerhard, Carpzov, Storr, l\iichaelis, Bohme, I(lee, 
Tholuck: &c.) rightly understand, therefore, by the 1~s,;-a,;ow., 

here, the changing of Isaac's rnind (Esau found no possibility 
of changing Isaac's resolution). Against this it cannot (with 
Tileek) be objected, that Isaac did really change his mind, for, 
in what did this change sho,v itself? He perceived his eiTor, 
but he adhered to the resolution that Jacob should keep the 
blessing which had been given to him, and Esau could in 
reality move him to no change in his purpose. To this also the 
words i:-6rro11 1~sr(l,,11ofa; oux; eugs are quite suitable. He found 
no more room (in his father's heart), where a change of mind 
might have taken place. Nor ,vas there any need of a ,;:a':"go; 

at 1u-ra11ofa; as already at the verb a•;:soor.,p.,au(Jr;, a ui;.o ~ot:i 
' ' 

,;:(1,,-:-go; must be supplied. Only according to this explanation 
also do the words 7.,afr.-sg /}J=TCI., oaxguc,111 Eil~'l)'l''76a; Cl.,U'T~II ( scil. 'l'~!I 

1u,;-a11ofa11) obtain a meaning. These ,vords contain a refer
ence to Gen. xxvii. 34.-If, on the other hand, ,ve understand 
by /UTdvow., Esau's o,vn in,vard sorrow and repentance, then 
the last words are meaningless and untrue ; meaningless, be
cause he who seeks repentance ,vith tears thereby already 
manifests repentance ; untrue, because in Gen. xxxiii. Esau 
sho,vs a changed heart, emptied of revenge and reconciled. 
No other .. way ren1ains, then, except (with Calvin, Bengel, 
Bleek, &c.) to take the words 1~s-ra11ofa; yag ~6--;;011 oux e3gs as 
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a parenthesis (but even then they give no tolerable sense), and 
to refer the au:;-~11 which depends on ex~ri.,f;cra; to su"A.oyir1,v-the 
most unnatural construction that can be imagined ! 

SECTION SIXTH. 

(Chap. xii. 18-29.) 

FIFTH l'ifOTIVE. THE CHOICE BETWEEN GRACE AND LAW ;· A 

CHOICE BETvVEEN SALVATION AND JUDGl\.IENT. 

The author here, once n1ore, states in bold poetical language 
tl1e substance of what has been said, and again presents the dis
tinction between the law as preparatory, and the fulfiln1ent in 
Christ, in all its sharpness, but at the same time in all its great
ness and n1ajesty. Both are divine, but the law is terrible; 
does it only terrify and shake into repentance the slun1bering 
deaf conscience,-it is intended for•nothing else; it is not given 
to confer blessedness, it is terrible ; the new covenant ·with its 
redemption is lovely and attractive. vVe have here quite the 
ground-idea of the Pauline system of doctrine, only, that Paul 
has developed this psychologically fron1 the subjective expe
rience, while our author, on the contrary, has' developed it 
historically from the obj_ective facts.-He shows, however (ver. 
18-24), not merely ho,v attractive and glorious the new cove
nant is, but also (ver. 25-29) ho-w much more terrible it is to 
despise the grace of this new covenant, and how much more 
terrible Christ ,vill be when he shall come again as judge, to 
those ,vho have preferred the law to grace and have provoked 
judgment upon themselves. 

Ver. 18-24 is also re1narkablc in respect of its form, on 
account of the exceedingly elegant (paratactic) structure of the 
period. For ye are not con~e . . . but are conie ... are the two 
main pillars upon ·which the other 111embcrs ·of the sentiment 
rest. The idea expressed in ~gor;sgx,wOa, is explained, on the 
one: band, from Deut. iv. 11., on the other, from Heb. iv. 16; 
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x. 1 and 22. The Christians are not come to the place ,vhere a 
law is given, but to the city or the kingdon1 of reconciliation.
rrhe description of the giving of the la,v from Sinai follows not 
tJ1e more concise account in Ex. xx., but the more detailed in 
Dent. iv., v. vVith respect to the reading ZgH, vcr. 18, is 
certainly spurious; it is wanting in A, C, in the versions 17 
and 47, in Chrysostom, in the Peschito, Copt., Acthiop., Latin 
D and Vulgate. It is at once evident, bow easily it might 
find its ,vay as a conjecture into those authorities ,vliich read 
tgu ; the senti1nent requires a Zgs, on t,vo grounds, partly, 
as antithesis to the words ~,~n Zg~,, ver. 22, partly, as noun 
to +11Aa1wp.,~v~, ,vhich, in respect of its signification, cannot 
possibly belong to 'i:'ugf. Those transcribers ·who have inserted 
o;H by way of correction, ,vere thus quite right ; they have 
just rectified an or£ginal 1nistake in the autograph. 1.1he author 
certainly had the ,vorcl tgs, in ld8 niincl, hut neglected to 1.vrite 
it. (For, only thus, is t+1e omission of the word in all the old 
authorities to be explained.) 'lV e have thus here the rare case 
of a reading externally spurious, and yet internally genuinc.-~71-
i.a'{Jw,u~vr.:i, touched, i.e., tangible ( = '\fJ1JAa'7'J1'io;) designates the 
mount (Sinai) as an earthly 1nount, consisting of masses of rock, 
in opposition to the heavenly Jerusalem, ver. 22, the ":Thiount 
Zion/' by which is n1eant not the earthly geographical hill Zion, 
but the I(ingcloni of Christ symbolically c~lled Zion.-KExaLJ

fJJ~vo/ cannot be the attribute to r,:ugf; for, to designate a fire a§ 
one that is "burning" is superfluous, unless it ,vere intended to 
oppose a burning fire to a painted one, which is, not the case 
here. Ksxaur.1.,svCf-1 is rather the second attribute to ogu, and ~ugi 

is dependent on zszau,11.,f vCf : " to the n1ount that could be touched 
and that burned with fire." rv6~r.:i, &c., depends, of course, 
again on r,:g<J(Jet.rJAt10c!-n and not on r..fr.aur1.,~r;r.:i. In addition to 
these sensibly terrible appearances, blackness, darkness, tempest, 
sound of trumpets, there ,vas "the voice of ,vorcls, which (voice) 
they that heard refused that any word more should be added," 
i.e., the voice of words ,vhich ,vas so fe,arful in its sound and 
i1nport, that the Israelites wished to hear no ,vord further (Dent 
v. 24-26). True, the ten co1nmanclments, themselves, had not 
yet been spoken ( cmnp. Dent. v. 26, ss. ,vith Ex. xix. 17 and 
20), but already the command (Ex. xix. 12, 13), that even no 
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beast should touch the 1nountain, put the people in terror. The 
words ✓..q,'v O~g,ov, ~c., fonn the in1port of the 01a(J;-,A1. 6µ,avo'I. 

The zai which follo,vs must belong to :iVIwuuij; el1rH, and the 
words oU;-c,J 10/3eg~v ri v i;-o 1a11Ta~6p .. Hov 1nust be parenthetical ; 
otherwise, there ,vould be an inexplicable asyndeton bet,veen 
1CJ.,v-:-a~6/uvov and l\foJ0°d~;. The circumstance here stated, that 
l\Ioses also said, " I exceedingly fear ancl quake," can hardly have 
proceeded from oral tradition (Eras~us, Beza, &c.), but is taken 
from the passage Deut. ix. 19 (LXX.). True, in that place it is 
not the moment before the giving of the la,v, that is spokon of, 
but a point of time cl1,1.,ring the giving of the law, when l\loses ,vas 
made a,vare of the golden calf (and this our author, ,vho is so much 
at ho111e in the Old Testament, must have perfectly well known); 
but his design, here, is not to speak particularly of ,vhat belonged 
to the giving of the law, but in general of the severity and fearful
ness of God as he appeared on l\1ount Sinai. So terrible were 
the appearances, so fearfully did Goel manifest his severity, that 
even lVIoses himself-not on account of his o,vn trespass, but 
on account of the sin of the people-was thro,vn into fear and 
trembling. (l(napp, Tholuck, &c.)-The Christians are not 
come to that earthly mount, where the severity of Goel was mani
fested, but to l\1ount Zion symbolically so called, which is the 
city of the living God, the heavenly Jerusalem. The kingdom 
of Christ is so designated also at Gal. iv. 26. This (already 
present) heavenly Jerusalem is different from the new Jerusalem 
in the Apocalypse of John, ,vhich is not to be set up on the 

earth till aft~r the second coming of Christ.-The ,vords which 
follo,v are variously construed. Beza, Calov, Carpzov, Storr, 
&c., make &yyf1-wv dependent on 1J;ug1au1'I, and take i:ra11riyuge1 

together with Ezz1-.ri(Jfq,, so that t;;-gw;-o,:-6xwv depends on these 
two substantives (" to hosts of angels, to the assembly and church 
of the first-born"). But, in this case, it is strange that the xai 

which unites all the other members is wanting before 'i.avr;yugi,. 

Oecumenius, Thcophylact, Erasrnus, Luther, Calvin, Grotius, 
&c., likewise take a11f1-w11 as dependent on f.Luguiu111, but under
stand 'i.a.:iriyugE, as a1)position to p.,ugul<f,v (" to hosts of angels, 
an assembly, and to the church," &c.); but one has only to hear 
this rendering, in order to be convinced of what a frigid sense 
such an apposition would have. The only right construction is 



EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS XII. 18-29. 365 

that of vV olf, Rambach, Griesbach, Knapp, Bohme, I(uinoel, 
Tholuck, Bengel, Laclunann, De W ette, Bleek, &c., according 
to ,vhich, &yye1-.(IJv is dependent on 'ii:xliriyugH. It is then 111ost 
natural to take the two 111e1nbers: a11eAc,n 'iiavr;y~g=, and faAA?'i

<rfq., r,;-gw;-o,r6zCJ.Jv as epexegetical of µugulu1Y. (" And to entire 
hosts: to the host of angels and to the church of ~he first-born"). 
The ,;-;,w,ro,r6x.01 are the fiTst-fruits of the ree-enerate the mem-

~ L.J ' 

bers of the ne·w covenant. As they are not described as "being 
in heaven," but " written do,vn in heaven" (Luke x. 20 ; Phil. 
iii. 20 ; also Ex. xxxii. 32, s. ; Dan. xii. 1 ; Phil. iv. 3 ; Rev. iii. 5, 
xiii. 8, xvii. 8, xxi. 27, xxii. 19), ,ve are to understand here 
not those Christians alone who ·were already dead, but those 
also ,vho ,vere yet alive, and the tJJvg,aos; comprehends both, the 
ecclesia pressa or militans, and the ecclesia triun1phans. In the 
new covenant heaven and earth are united and reconciled (Eph. 
i. 10), ·while in the giving of the law fro1n Sinai, a gulf w'as 
fixed bet,veen the trembling people and the terrifying 1ninistering 
8pirits (Heb. ii. 14). 

Kai x.g,:rff BEr.ji 'iia11Tc,iv,-Primasius, Theophylact, &c., have 
understood these words of Christ, which is altogether inadmis
sible, as Christ is afterwards specially na1ned. God the Father is 
certainly meant. In no case, however, can ,ve (,vith Eras
mus, l\ilichaelis, Knapp, Bleck, &c). take xg,,;j as a predicate 
idea (" and to the God of all as the Judge"), for the Christians 
do not come to God as their Judge, but as their reconciled 
Father. vVe must rather either (with Peschito, Vulgate, 
Luther, Kuinoel, De vVette, &c.) take ,;;-a11;-(IJ11 as dependent 
on r.g,,;-ff (" and to God, the Judge of all"), or connect 7.,g1,rf 

as an adjectival idea with Bsr.ji (" and to the judging of God of 
all"), ,vhich yields substantially the sa1ne sense. The nerve 
of the idea lies in this, that the believers of the new covenant 
may con1e near with boldness to the Judge of the ivorld, while 
the Israelites could not co1ne nigh to him, although he ,vas their 
own special laivgiver.-The Christians can come nigh to him, for 
they find with him already the spirits of the just 1nade perfect 
(through Christ), and the J\1ediator hi~self through ,vhom these 
were made just. T:.1,E1ot16Ba, does not denote death, as if in it 
the being made perfect consists (Calvin, I(uinoel, &c.), but is 
used, as at chap. vii. 11-19, x. 14, xi. 40, to denote theaccom-
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pl-ishecl reaUsed reconciliation. Perhaps the author in thes.e 
"just 1nade perfect" has had specially in his mind that host of 
Old Testa1nent believers described in chap. xi.-The cnln1inair 

\ 

ing point in the glory of the heavenly tT ernsalem is Jesus, the 
Jl!eclicdor ki1nseljwith his blood of reconciliation, ,vhich spealrs 
better than the blood of Abel ( co1np. chap. xi. 4). Abel's bloo<l 
cries for vengeance ; Christ's blood cries for grace. 

Ver. 25. "\\Tith this is connected the exhortation not to refuse this 
Jesus who by his blood cries for grace to us. vVhen the Israelites 
at Sinai (ver. 19) refused to hear God's voice and to fulfil his 
commands, they ,vere p:i,inished. He, n1oreover, who refuses to 
hear the voice of grace is lost.-El yag s?..e7vo, oux. lcp,ryo,,-to 
this must be supplied -;-~, TJ/M1Jgfav ; true, it is no,vhere said 
in the Pentat3uch that the Israelites had been punished because 
they dared not to hear the 'Words of God: they are rather com
mended for this (Deut. v. 28, 29). But the idea of the t;;'agw
nJ11 involves here not merely that praiseivorthy fear, but also the 
subsequent actual transgression of the comn1ands of God (Ex. 
xxxii. ), which was already noticed in ver. 21. At ,;;o"A.1,.r/i p,'cl1.11.uv 
~/Lei; is to be supplied, of course, ou q;w'f;,6p.,r:Oa. The expression 
o &,.;-;-' o~gavwv scil. i.a"A.~J'I finds a simple explanation in the 
Aa/\.(/~~;a at the beginning of our verse, and this, again, is 
e....~plainccl fro1n ver. 24. It is Christ, who in heaven cries for 
grace to us, and thus offers us grace from heaven. (Not: Christ 
in so far as he descended from heaven and became 1nan, not 
God the Father.) As no,v, it is said of him (Christ) in ver. ~6, 
that he shook the earth in the time of Moses (for 00 can of course 
be referred only to -:-ov a•;.' ougavou), we must also understand by 
the i'7:i y~; X;~/1.,Cl.,d~c,Jv Ghrist (as God the Son, God as reveal
ing himself, comp. 1 Cor. x. 1 ss.), not Moses, nor God the 
Father. 

Ver. 26, 27. The same Christ who has already revealed himself 
on Sinai as the Lawgiver, and who now speaks from heaven as 
JWediator, will come again as Judge. In proof of this the passage, 
Hag. ii. 6, is adduced, which, in its original import, really refers to 
the coming of Christ to set up his kingdo1n in glory. Our author 
plainly lays en1phasis on t,vo points in the passage, first on this, 
that at the second coming of the Itiessiah, not merely are local 
appearances of 1iature to take place on a part of the earth, but 
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heaven and earth, the whole visible created ·world, is to be shaken 
and unhinged; secondly, on this, that the shaking is to take 
place 'fr·, a-;-;-a~, consequently, is to be such a shaking as makes 
any repetition superfluous, such therefore as is to unhinge and 
change everything that, generally speaking, is in its nature 
changeable. The in &1ra~ is, indeed, not so explicitly expressed 
in the original text as in the LXX. ; but it is quite clear that 
the prophet meant a last final shaking of the world, which was 
at one time to take place, so that the LXX. has substantially 
rendered the sense quite correctly. 

Ver. 28, 29. That which cannot be shaken, which does not 
go down in the universal change, is the kingdom of Christ. For 
this is no ,;;0106/1,svov, does not belong to the creature, but is the 
organic assemblage of those who are born of, and filled ·with, t:hB 
Son of G~)(l and the Spirit of God. The Kingdom of God is 
the body of Christ.-nagai .. afhf3avw.1 signifies not to take actively, 
but to receive passively. As ,ve have received such a kingdom, 
as we have become partakers of it, let us "have gratitude" (not 
"hold fast the grace," this must have been expressed by 7.,a,;i
x,wr.1,sv )~v x,&,g,v), and serve Goel acceptably with reverence and 
awe. (A, C, D, and versions read /u.r' su°A.a{3da; ¼al osou;, others 
fl,ST~ osou; xcd sut-.a{3sfa;. The readings fhc'l'' a}oou; ila} sut-.a{3efa; 

and /.JJsr' su")...u{3-cfa; . ¼v.J cpo{3ou have very little authority on their 
side.) On ver. 29 comp. chap. :s:. 31. 

SEC TIO N SEVEN T H. 

(Chap. xiii.) 

CONCLUDING EXHORTATIONS. 

These exhortations are not abrupt and unconnected, but are 
1nost closely related to each other, and to the import and aim of 
the entire epistle. They are also of such a kind, as to cause us 
no perplexity in the view ,ve have taken, that the epistle is not 
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for a church, but for a circle of catechumens ; for they all refer 
to the individual, not to the church life. 

First, in ver. 1-6 ,ve have exhortations respecting the indi
vidual life as such, then, in ver. 7-17, respecting the relation of 
the individual to the doctrine and the profession, and finally, 
in ver. 18-25, the conclusion of the writing. 

Ver. 1-6. The first virtue ,vhich is required is brotherly love, 
by ·which is not meant the common Christian love of 1nan in the 
relations of the· natural life, at least not it alone, but chiefly, that 
love of the Christian to the Christian as a member with him of 
the body of Christ, which forms the antithesis to the root of bitter
ness, chap. xii. 15. That brotherly love which does not in the 
first place inquire : Art thou a Jewish Christian ? art thou a 
Gentile Christian ? art thou Roman or Grecian ? United · or 
Lutheran? Angelican or Presbyterian? what doctrine and vieio 
dost thou hold of the Sacra1nent ?"-but which first and fore
most asks : Art thou beco1ne by the act of the Sacrament a 
men1ber of the body of Christ? (for the church rests on the 
Sacrament, and not on the doctrine of the Sacrament; on the 
latter rests merely the confession)-and dost thou stand as a 
member of Christ in the life of Christ and in his love ?" He 
,vho can answer this in the affirmative is a brother, a brother by 
regeneration, although I may have a purer lcnoivledge on n1any 
points than he !-An essential manifestation of that Philadel
phian feeling is hospitality (ver. 2), of which we have· still, in 
these days, the finest illustration in the practice of the Philadel
phians. rrhe motive,/or thereby, &c., is explained fro1n Gen. xviii. 
-xix., and its applicability from l\'.Iatth. x...~v. 44, 45. If the Chris
tian is to e~ercise love even towards brethren who are strangers, 
how 1nuch 111ore towards suffering and perseci~ted brethren, 
ver. 3. Such exercise of brotherly love the readers required, in 
order most firmly to settle them in Ghristanity-morc firmly than 
by arguments. Chiefly 1nust they, although not yet persecuted 
then1selves, exercise the1nselves and prepare for the future perse
cution, by actively receiving those who were already persecuted. 
He who ·was afraid of doing so sho,ved by this act, that he ,vould 
shrink ,vith still n1ore cowardice fron1 his own persecution. This 
admonition the Christians of our own day may well lay specially 
to 1eart. For, in our day, it has become quite the fashion, even 
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among believers, to disown every brother, ·who by taking a firn1 
and determined stand, has brought inconvenience~ upon himself, 
and carefully to inquire ·whether so1nething not quite prudent or 
quite justifiable 1nay not be discovered in the ,vay in ,vhich he 
has conducted hin1self, and then to exclaim : '' Yes, but he has 
not done right in this and that." "\Vhen· the pastors of vVaadt
land ,vould not acknowledge as "bishop" a college of state coun
cillors which tolerated and encouraged the most blasphemous 
abominations, there ,vere not wanting ,vise people who clen1on
strated to a nicety, that those men had com1nitted a 1nistake, 
that they ought to have delayed for some days. l\i1ay God grant 
us a.II the grace to commit such niistakes !-Ver. 4 cannot be 
understood as a warning against an ascetical rejection of marriage 
(for then he must at least have said: ,rf1.uo; o ya11J;, &1.1,.' a/.hfa"J,;-o; 

~ ,.ofrr;), but the author exhorts that marriage be 111aintained in 
honour ( and thus honourable), and the 1narriage-bed undefiled. 
'He warns against those sins which, according to _John viii. 1, ss., 
,vere at that time so fearfully prevalent among the Jewish people, 
that all idea of punishing then1 had to be given up. The same 
corruption of the national life has spread through all Europe. 
The members of Christ are not to be led by such a state of things 
to think lightly of, and easily to excuse, such sins; for let hi1n 
who has one member belonging to hell take care lest he do not 
altogether belong to it. He is like a bird ,vhose foot the fowler 
has bound ,vith a thread; he can fly about apparently free, but 
still he is in the fo,vler's power, and if he does not break the thread 
while it is yet tin1e, the fowler dra,vs him to himself by n1eans of 
it at the fitting 1noment, catches him and kills him. Every bosom 
sin is a stone ,vhich the devil bas in the board; 1 a poison which, 
chiefly in times of persecution, paralyses the strength of faith.
Nor is it otherwise in respect to avarice, ver. 5, that national sin 
of the tTewish people, the disposition to traffic ,vhich they have 
inhe11ted fro1n the natural life of their ancestor Jacob ( con1p. 
Gen. xxv. 31, ss. ; xxx. 31-43). He ,vhose heart cleaves to 
earthly possessions, ,vill be faint-hearted in persecutions. Anµ, 
in general, a family ,vhose chief concern· it is to do the 1will o.f 
God, and which commits the care for daily bread to .Him ,vho 

1 A German proverb meaning" to be in favour with." 
2 A 
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will not leave nor forsake us, ,vill lcacl a very different life (for 
example, in the sanctification of the Sabbath) fr01n a family 
,vhose chief i1npelling motive is the striving after earthly posses
sions and ,vealth, and ,vhich goes along ,vith Christianity only 
in so far as it will not interfere ,vith worldly convenience. 

Ver. 7-9. According to ver. 7, ~,06µ,svo, (not teachers but 
overseers-presbyters or apostles of th~ Church at Jerusalem to 
,vhich the readers belonged) had already suffered martyrdom (for 
the readers are to consider their 1xf3,.uu; and the faith thereby 
attested). However, during the period subsequent to the con
version of the readers no more bloody persecutions had taken 
place, according to chap. xii. 4. vV e shall therefore have to 
un<lerstand a reference to such men as Stephen, James the son 
of Zebeclee, and J a1nes the younger ·who ,vas stoned in a tumult 
in the year 62, men ,vhose death was kno,vn to the readers, 
and ,vhon1 they even noiv doubtless acknowledged as ~1DLJ/.LSYD1. 

vViesler thinks, there is a reference to the deaths of the two 
apostles, Paul and Peter, which follo1'recl close on each other in 
the year 64. These t,vo events had certainly made a great 
impression on the "rhole society of Christians, and if Paul, 
although not labouring in the Church of J erusale1n, was yet 
reckoned among the r;youp.,JYO,; ilp.,'wv, this is to be explained partly 
fro111 his universal apostolical authority, partly from the sym
pathy ,vith which the Christians of J erusale1n must have regarded 
his imprisonn1ent in J erusalen1 and Cresarea, partly from his 
close connection with Peter in Rome during the period immedi
ately preceding his death. 

Ver. 8 is not to be connected ,vith ver. 7 by placing a colon 
after 'iil6r1v, and supposing that ver. 8 states ,vhat is the imJ.Jort 
of the r,;fun; ; for, by 'i:J<f-:-1; is meant, in the whole hortatory 
portion of the epistle, not faith in so far as it is an acceptance of 
definite doctrinal propositions, but faith as that disposition of 
1nind which holds fast on the future, and in this aspect alone can 
faith be spoken of in ver. 7, ,vhen it is said that the· r,yDuµ_,sY01 

had attested their 'ir1<1T1; in their death. Ver. 8 is rather to 
be understood as an explanation of the author's, intended as a 
,motive to enforce the exhortation in ver 7. "Imitate their faith; 
(for) Christ is the same yesterday, to-day, and for ever." (' o 
ut1T6; is predicate.) The same Christ, trusting in ,vhom those 
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died, still lives to-clay, and is also our consolation (Calvin). 
Such explanations as the follo-wing are ·wrong: the Christin. n 
religion is everlasting, and ,vill not be abolished in favour of the 
J e,vish (V atable, lVIichaelis, l(uinoel, &c.), or : the eternity of 
the A61o; as such is here spoken of (Athanasius, &c.). 

To the statement that the Christ in ,vhom those men died still 
lives, and that the readers are to place their entire confidence in 
him, corresponds the warning in ver. 9, not to let themselves be 
led away by various and foreign doctrines. From the clause, Jar 
it is good, &c., ,ve perceive that the author must especially 
have had in his 1nind casuistic external doctrines regarding the 
lawfulness or unla,vfulness of meats. These doctrines ,vere 
<::ofx.,i,a,; one maintained that in the Christian freedom and 
deliverance fro1n the ceremonial law they n1ight go so far; 
another, somewhat farther; a third, not so far; every one drew 
a different line of li1nitation. The being occupied in general 
,vith such investigations, the fixing of the attention and interest 
on such questions, was, however, injurious and dangerous; for 
those doctrines were also "foreign;". they related to a point 
which ,vas irrelevant to Christianity, and led away from the 
main concern to things of secondary mo1nent, ,vhich ought to be 
entirely beyond the care of the Christian.' "For it is good, if 
the heart be established in grace, not in rneats." Thus and only 
thus are the datives xa~,n and (3gwp.,aa-, to be understood ( thi8 
us·e of the dative in ans,ver to the question in what or in refer
ence to -what an act takes place, occurs frequently, for exan1ple, 
1 Oor. xiv. 20 ; Rom. iv. 20; Acts ii. 37, &c. ; co1np. Winer'~ 
Gra1nm. § 31, 3). By taking these datives, as is generally done, 
in an instrumental signification (" by grace not by meats"), all 
logical connection with the first 1ne1nber of the sentence is 
destroyed. 

Ver. 10-~ 4. The sentiment is expressed in a much higherforn1 
in these verses. llitherto, it was sho,vn, in the entire epistle, that 
the Levitical ,vorship and the Levitical purity obtained by it, is 
dispensable). that it is no 1nisfortitne tq be ,vithout it; and, accord
ingly, it had just been shown at ver. 9 that the care of the Chris
tian is to be directed to this, that he be settled as regards grace, not 
as regards ordinances about meats, ,vhich pro.fit nothing. The 
author now rises higher; he leapsr as it were, fro1n the defensiYc to 
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the offensive ; he says: it is not ill with us in this respect, but with 
the Jews ; not ,ve but they are the excommunicated party ; we 
cat of the true sacrificial meat on ,vhich everything depends, and 
fron1 this the true, the JJf es8ianic, our piacular meal, the Jews 
are excluded. This is the simple and clear statement in ver. 10. 
" \V c have an altar, of ,vhich they are not at liberty to eat, who 
still perform their ·worship in the tabernacle (the Old Testament 
sanctuary)." The author evidently bas in his mind the holy 
supper, the meal of spiritual life-fello,vship, and union with the 
for us dead and now exalted Saviour. It is now shown in ver. 
11, 12, how that very Jesus ,vho was rejected of the Jews, not
'witlistanding that he was rejected, nay, because he was rejected, 
is the true sacrifice, and in ver. 13, s., that consequently, that very 
company of those who believe in him which is rejected of the 
,Jews, notivitlistanding that-nay, because it is so rejected, is the 
true Israel. The confirmation of this is profound, yet clear 
throughout. According to Lev. xvi. 27, the victim on the day 
of expiation, because it was ( sy1nbolically) laden ,vith the un
cleanness and guilt of the whole people, and was consequently 
unclean-not in itself, but by that transference of the guilt of 
others-must be taken without tlie camp, and there burned: This 
,vas done to the victim, although it was the same animal whose 
blood had atoning efficacy, and was carried into the holiest of 
all ! Nay, still n1ore, because this was clone to it, because this 
aniinal ivas regarcled as itnclean on account of the guilt of others, 
and as unclean was cast outside the camp, it liacl atoning 
po,ver. No,v the same thing, only not symbolically, but really, 
is true also of Christ. With respect to him also, we are not at 
liberty to infer from his having been regarded as unclean, and 

. cast out as a 1nalefactor, and killed at the place of execution, 
that he can be no true .sacrifice, and that his blood cannot be the 
true blood of atonement. But just as that goat, Lev. xvi., was the 
true symbolical atoning sacrifice, although it was regarded and 
treated as unclean, nay, because it was reckoned unclean on 
account of the guilt of others, so is Christ the true substantial 
atoning sacrifice, altliouylz-nay, because he ,vas led ,vithout the 
gate as a cri1ninal, ancl cast out and killed by the J ews.-From 
this, now, it follows, ver. 13, that those who are his have not 
to seek the true sacrifice in the camp of the Jews, but on 
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Golgotha·; that they are not to n1ol1rn, and be cast down ,vith 
sorrow and anguish, although, like their Lord; they should be_ 
cast out and treated as unclean ; their hope, vcr. 14, is not 
directed towards an earthly citizenship in the earthly J erusalcn1, 
but to,vards the heavenly citizenship in the heavenly J crusalem, 
( chap. xii. 22), the everlasting city. 

And accordingly it follows from this, lastly, that the Christians 
do not need, as the Jews, to continue to ofl'er ani111al sacrifices ; 
they arc not to bring Levitical sacrifices along 1with the sacrifice 
of Christ, but arc only s1Jiritually to re1Jroduce, in the 1nanner 
described at ver. 13, the sacrifice of Christ, by ,vhich they have 
once for all received atonement. I-Ience there remains no other 
sacrifice for the Christian to offer, but the sacrifice of thanks
giving and pi·aise. 

Ver. 15-17. This idea is further developed in ver. 15, 16. 
'l"he sacrifice of praise and of steadfast professi·on (just that repro
duction of the sacrifice of Christ described in vcr. 13), in,addition 
to this, beneficence and co1nmunication of gifts, are the sacrifices 
with which God is ,vell pleased. Ko111c,Jvia in this usage ( ,vhich 
first arose in the sphere of the Christian literature) occurs also 
at Rom. xv. 26; 2 Cor. ix. 13; Phil. i. 5.-vVith love to the 
brethren is connected by a natural association of ideas, ver. 17, 
obedience to the leaders of the Church. Thus the ideas fro1n ver. 
7 to ver. 17 describe in their succession a cornpletc circle. The 
author at ver. 7 began ,vith the i;youp.,svo,, and he returns to 
the1n again at ver. 17. He began ·with the mention of those 
leaders of the Church who had suffered martyrc101n; he had 
brought them forward as an example of faith; .fro111 then1 he 
passed to faith itself, as opposed to foreign doctrines, then to the 
obligation above all to be established in grace, to the grand 
develop1nent of the idea that the J e,v is the exco1nrnunicatcd 
party, ,vhile the Christian, preciseJy when he is cxcon11nunicated, 
then first truly enters into the true I-Ioly of Holies; finaUy, to the 
doctrine, that the intcr~al reproduction of the sacrifice of Christ 
-the bearing the reproach of Christ-together ,vith love to the 
brethren, are the only sacrifices ,vhich God desires fro1n the 
Christian (not as atoning sacrifices but as thank-offerings), and 
love to the brethren leads hi1n back, at last, to the duty toY\1'ards 
the ~yo6,uH01-those, namely, ,vho arc still Z.iving.-Directly, vcr. 
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17 contains the truth, that the 1nember of the church, if he has a 
faithful shepherd and does not follow hin1, is lost tlnough his own 
fault. Indirectly, there lies in it also the other truth, that it is 
the duty of the shepherd to ivatch over the souls committed to 
his care, and that he 1nust render an account of them all, of those 
also. who have been lost through his fault. This is a solemn 
,vord. Let every minister of the ,vord consider, that he· has 
voluntarily undertaken this a,vfully responsible office. No one 
can excuse his indolence. and negligence in this office by saying-, 
that he has been compelled to undertake it. How, moreover, 
,vill the thieves (John x. 10) justify themselves before Goel, 
,vho have undertaken and forced the1nselves into the office of 
those who are called to ad1ninister the 1neans of grace in Christ's 
stead, and have not as messengers of Christ preached His ,vord 
and gos1)e1, but their own conceits, or what might tickle the ears 
of the people? 

Ver. 18, 19 forms the transition to the conclusion. " Pray 
for n1e." ~I.1bis should be done at all times ; the pastors should 
be borne upon the prayers of their people; and it is well ,vhen 
the people are on the Sundays reminded of this duty, as is done 
for example in the Liturgy of Zurich, before i1nparting the bless
ing in the ,vords, "Pray for us, as we do also for you."-" For ,ve 
think that ·we have a good conscience, as ,ve endeavour to ·walk 
U})rightly in all things.;' He who possesses a good conscience in 
such a matter, has a right to demand intercessions on his behalf. 
But the author has special occasion for desiring these interces
sions, inasn1uch as he is in a situation which makes it not a matter 
depending on his will whether he ,vill return to his readers again. 
His hoping " to be restored" to the Jewish Christians in J eru
salem }Joints to an earlier personal relation to_ them. We do not 
need to suppose, on this account, that the author must have had 
the official charge of a congregation in J erusale1n; it needs only 
to be supposed, that the author had been in Jerusalem during 
the first conversion of those people ; so that the authorship of 
Paul would not be excluded by thi's verse. 

Ver. 20, 21. The epistle, properly speaking, closes with the 
i'nvocati'on of a blessi'ng upon the readers. " The God of p~ace," 
he is such to the Christian, who, by faith in the sin-forgiving 
grace of the Saviour, has attained to peace ·with God. "Who 
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has brought back from the dead the Shepherd of the sheep, the 
great one, in the blood of an everlasting covenant." The ·words 
iv a'ip,an do not belong to &vayaywv; for the raising of Christ 
from the dead ,vas not done in the blood of the everlasting cove
nant; nor does the position of the ,vords suit this; the words in 
question rather belong plainly to rov 11,syav; Christ is the great, 
true, chief, and superior shepherd, inasmuch as he has 111ade an 
everlasting covenant by hi~ blood ( con1p. chap. xi. 11, ss.). '11hc 
best couunentary on these ,vords is found in John x. He is the 
good shepherd, because he has given his life for the sheep.-N o,v 
the God who has raised up this chief shepherd, and has crowned 
his faith ( chap. xii. 1-3), has also power, strength, and will to 
make the me1n bers of Christ's body perfect. He is to 111ake then1 
exercised in every good thing to the doing of his ·will. This, 
however, is not effected by God's giving us new commandn1ents 
,vhich ,ve rnust no,v fulfil without him, but by himself fulfilling 
his will i'n us through Christ. Da, quodjubes, et jube, quod vis. 
In the new 1nan, his own , doing and the ,vorking of God are not 
to be separated; Christ himself living within us is identical with 
our sanctification. A hateful caricature of this truth is presented 
in Pantheism, in ,vhich the ,vill of the natural sinful man is 
identified with the ad111inistration of God, and the unsanctificd 
energy of nature is vie,vcd as the manifestation of the absolute 
energy of God. 

Ver. 22-25 is a postscript. It co1nes, at all events, from 
the same hand that ,vrote the epistle; the question, ho,vever, is 
whether only from the sa1ne hand (so that perhaps the amanu
ensis to whom the epistle had been dictated no,v added the post
script in his o,vn nan1e, and no longer in the na1ne of the proper 
author, as Tertius, Rom. xvi. 21-~4), or ,vhether fron1 the san1e 
subject ancl author. The one as well as the other 1night say, ver. 
22, that he had made 'Use of feiv wo1rds in the epistle ; the a111anu
cnsis might .also say this, if only ,ve suppose that the epistle was 
not verbally dictated to him, but that it ,vas le;t to him to carry 
out the ideas.-On account of this brevity he hopes that the 
readers ,vould take his exhortations in good part ; not as if a 
short epistle ,vould be more ,velco1ne on account of its srnaller 
quantity of 1natter as such, but because in condensed diction the 
author is entitled to reckon on being excused for 1nany a harsh-
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ness in the exhortations, which would not so easily have been 
comn1itted if he had time and leisure to be 1nore full. But the 
,vriting is indeed concise and co1npressed, even in its theoretical 
parts. The saying truly applies to it : quot verba tot pondera. 
Every little sentence, nay, every 1nember of a sentence, contains 
an exponent ,vhich might be developed into an entire series. 
Even in the choice of the themes and sections the strictest mea
sure is opserved. The author has pu!posely omitted 1nnch that 
he might have brought within the scope of his consideration. 
How ,vcll, for example, n1ight he ha~e carried out a comparison 
of Christ also with the Passover. But this he has only faint]y 
indicated in chap. xiii. 10. He was evidently pressed by tin1e 
and circu1nstances. Accordingly, he viTas obliged also in the 
hortatory pieces ( chiefly in chap. vi. and x.) often to lay down 
soleinn ·warnings shortly and almost unconnecteclly. For this he 
begs to be excused in ver. 22 ; he could not do other,vise ; he 
wrote shortly and could not but write so . 
. In ver. 23 he notices that Timothy has be~n set free. Tin1othy 

then had been imprisoned. When ? on this see the appendix. 
vVhen no,v he says, that in case Ua11) Timothy shall come soon 
he will see the readers together ,vith Timothy, this see1ns to 
imply, that he hi1nself ,vas not in prison, and that the hindrance 
to his return (ver. 19), for the removal of which he asks his 
readers to pray, cannot have consisted in an i1nprison1nent. For 
had he been in prison, he 1nust first have waited for his release, 
and then it had not depended on Timothy's coming soon, ·whether 
he ,vould see his readers with 'rin1othy or ,vithout hin1.-The 
23d verse, therefore, leads us to the supposition that the author 
,vas free, was already about to set out on a journey, and would 
have taken 'J.lin1othy, ,vho had just been released fron1 in1prison
ment, along ,vith hin1, on condition that he ·would come soon 
enough to his house, and fetch him a,vay. 

Nevertheless, a nu1nber of difficulties open themselves up here. 
How then could the author exhort the readers in ver. 19 to pray 
for hin1 that he might be restored to them, if he ,vas so free and 
ready for a journey ?-Further: why in general does he write 
at all, if he intends io co111e hi1nself to the1n ?-I find that the 
con11nentators, hitherto, have passed too easily over this difficulty. 
I can see only two solutions of it. Either ,ve 1nust suppose, that 
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the author wrote the postscript at a time somewhat later than 
the epistle ; ,dien he ,vrote the epistle he was still in prison ; not 
till after his release did he add the postscript. But then, ,ve . 
should certainly have expected that, in this postscript, he would 
make grateful mention of his own lately and unexpectedly 
obtained deliverance. (Such as: But Goel be thanked who has 
done above ,vhat we ask or think, and has delivered 1ne.) Or 
better, we suppose that the 1Jroper author of the epistle ,vas 
really in prison (yet according to ver. 19 not ,vithout hope of 
obtaining his freedom), but that the appendix ver. 22-25 pro
ceeds not from him, but from that helper, to whom he did not, 
perhaps, dictate the epistle, but gave him only the ideas, with 
who1n he had talked over the substance of it, leaving the· con
ception to hi1n. This helper had then, indeed, reason to ask 
excuse for hi1nself (ver. 22) on account of· certain harsh expres
sions. This helper relates the deliverance of Timothy. This 
helper is free and prepared for a journey-still, neither he nor 
Ti1nothy can have gone clirect to Jerusalem, in order to carry 
the epistle ; otherwise, the entire postscript or (if Ti1nothy ,vas 
th~ bearer) at least the notice respecting him had been super
fluous. But that helper hoped indeed to come soon to J erusale1n 
with Timothy-,vent, ho,vevor, some,vhere else before this-so 
that the epistle ,vas trans1nitted through some other person. 

From Ver. 24 it appears, that the helper was in Italy). for 
he ,vrites salutations from· the Christians of Italy. The expla
nation, "those ,vho have fled from Itali" .(Bleek, &c.), cannot 
,vell be admitted, because then it had been strange that only 
these and not also the other Christians who lived in the place 
where the epistle ,vas ,vritten, should have sent by the ,vriter 
salutations to the readers. 'I1he &•7io is easily explained; with 
less propriety could he have said iv, if he himself ,vas in Italy ; 
if he had said "the saints in Italy," he ·would thus have desig
nated these so objectively, as to 111ake it appear that lie hi'mse!f 
,was not also in Italy. Hence he chooses the preposition &.;.-6, 

"the saints of Italy salute you;" those ,vho are natives of 
Italy, those who are there at h01ne, as opposed to hin1self, ,vho 
indeed ,vas in Italy, but ,vas not of Italy. Thus the Greek 
says ( comp. Tholuck on the passage), oi ar,ro yr;; and oi a-::-d 

Ba.1.auun;, '' the travellers by land, the travellers by sea," so 
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Polyb. 5, 86, 10, oj a'i:'o •r%; 'A/1.E~avagsfa~ /3wri1-.ei;, The Alexandrian 
kings. Comp. also Acts xvii. 3. rrholuck, indeed, has still a 
difficulty. ,vhy does the author not say a'i:'o·'Pw1,i,~;? First, 
because he would write salutations from all the churches of Italy; 
secondly, because he hin1self, as we ,vill afterwards see, was not 
at Ron1e. 

The concluding verses of the Epistle lead us naturally to the 
critical inquiry respecting its date, ai?n, and author, which in
quiry, having now made ourselves familiar ,vith the contents of 
the Epistle, we intend to conduct in an 'appendix. 



( 379 ) 

APPENDIX. 

0~ THE DA'fE, DESTINATION, AND AU'l1ROR OF THE EPISTLE 

TO THE HEBRK\VS. 

CHAPTER FIRST. 

THE CIRCLE OF READERS. 

In the 'Want of a superscription or address, in the highly syste
rnatic cli'stribittion of the 1natter into very distinctly defined sec
tions, the themes of which are in every case forma1ly inti1nated, 
as well as in the marked separation of the hortatory sections 
from the theoretical, finally, in the difficulty of the diction, the 
terseness of the senti1nents, and that subtlety of argumentation 
in ,vhich much is really only indicated, and connecting links are 
left to be supplied by the reader's reflection ( and his diligent 
comparison of the Old Testament ,vith the epistle )-in all these 
respect~ th_e Epistle to the Hcbre,vs is distinguished fron1 all the 
other Ne,v Testan1ent epistles; and considering all these pect~
liarities ,ve may ,vell say (,vhat Berger 1 has said ,vith substan
tial truth, although in a ,vrong way), tliat the EzJistle to th~ 
Hebrcu;s ,£s no eJYistle in the true ancl JJroper sense, or at least is 
no e1n'stle in tlie ordinary sense. The author on his part has not 
surrendered hin1self to the free and unrestrained effusion of his 
thoughts, cares, wishes, and feelings in this ,vriting ( as Paul 
does even in the 1nost systematic of his epistles, that to the 
Romans) ; but he bas worked out and elaborated it according to 

1 Gottingcr_ Thcol. Bibi. part iii. p. 440, ss. 



380 APPENDIX. 

a well-considered plan, so that he evidently subordinates the 
subjective flo,v of his thoughts and feelings to this objective plan. 
The strict order of his argu1nentation is never broken in upon 
by overflowing emotions ( as is done for exa1nple in Rom. i. 22, 
ss. ; ii. 1 and 3, ss., an<l 24 ; iii. 5 and 9 ; vii. 24 ; xi. 33, &c.). 
The readers on their part could not possibly have understood the 
Epistle to the Hebre-ws if, like the rest of the New Testament 
epistles, it had been read a single tin1e before an assembly of the 
Church ; the Epistle to the Hebre,vs, in order to be understood, 
must be gone through section by section, slo,vly, carefully, and 
repeatedly, ,vith continual comparison of the Old Testa1nent 
passages cited in it and their connection. Upon this the author 
has evidently reckoned. 

It ,vas then no ordinary epistle ; it was 1nore than an epistle; 
it had in reality so1nething of the nature of a theological treatise, 
and in so far Berger is certainly right. But he evidently ,vent 
too far when he thought that the Epistle to the Hebrews ,vas a 
mere treat-ise, written not at all for a definite circle of readers 
but for the entire Christian, or at least Jewish Christian, public 
(something in the same way as the Gospel of Matthe,v). I-le 
found himself in this case driven to· the unnatural supposition, 
that the appendix, chap. xiii. 22-25, ,vas first added sup
plen1entarily by one ·who ,vas sending the treatise on to so1nc 
other churches. But by this nothing is gained. For not merely 
in the appendix, but also in the epistle itself ( chap. xiii. 19) 
JJersonal relations of the author to the readers are presupposed, 
and, moreover, the. style of the exhortation points to a quite 
definite class of readers. Not only is it a very special error or 
spiritual malady that is counteracted throughout the entire 
epistle, not only must an exact acquaintance with the spiritual 
state of the readers be presupposed in the hortatory parts, but 
in the passage, chap. v. 12, it is even indicated that the readers 
collectively had passed over lo Christianity together at one and 
the same time, and in chap. :vi. 10, and chap. x. 32 ,ss., reference 
is 1nacle to their former conduct, their former fortitude in the 
faith as contrasted with their present faint-heartedness,-limita
tions of so definite a kind that ,ve cannot suppose a ivhole church 
to be addressed, bnt only a very narro,v and definite circle of 
ind,ivicluals. 
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The Epistle to the Hebrews, then, deviates fron1 the nature of 
an epistle, in so far as relates to the manner in 1.vliicli its contents 
are represented). but it is an epistle in so far as relates to the 
destination for a defhiite circle of readers. 

That we are to seek for this circle of readers a1nong the 
J e,vish Cluistians is, in the main, self-evident from the con
tents of the epistle ; nay, n1ore, ·we are at liberty to seek these 
Jewish Christians only in Jerusalem. The import of the epistle 
as a whole, and in its particular parts, has indeed the one practical 
aim of convincing the readers that it ,vas no n1isf ortune, and in 
no way dangerous as regards the salvation of their soul, to be ex
cludedfr01n the temple and the ternple 1.vorsh{p,ancl to 1nake it clear 
to then1 that the central point for the Israelite who believes in the 
1\1:essiah does not lie in Israelitism or Leviticism, but in Mes
siaism. • The readers, therefore, did not only participate ·with 
many Jewish Christians living out of J erusale1n in the. co1n1non 
erroneous notion that the Jewish theocracy ,vith its ritual was 
tl~e 111ain concern, and that the Messiah ·was sent only on account 
of it, and therefore for those w-110 have part in it, not indeed 
as a secondary thing, but still only, so to speak, as a reward 
and a gift testifying complacency ·with this theocracy. Not 
only had they not yet comprehended that the Jewish theocracy 
was rather established on account of the l\!Iessiah, and the 
J\1essiah sent on account of the ,vhole ·world. But to this theo
retically erroneous vie,v there ,vas added, in their case, the 
practical danger of being really and truly shut out from the 
temple ,vorship ; nay, it was this danger, evidently, that first 
awakened and called out the theoretical error. For the "Thole 
polen1ical aim of the epistle is directed not against conscious 
heretics and blamable heresy ( as, for example, that of the 
Epistle to the Galatians), but against an aberration which had 
its root in ci..<10s11e,a.-The readers ,vere too ,veak, too unde-· 
veloped in faith and kno-wledge to be able to bear and to over
come the terrible .feeling of being shut oitt fro_m the olcl theocrati"cal 
sanctuary. Hence the theoretical statements of the epistle have 
an altogether unpolemical thetical form ; they are n1ilk for the 
weak ( chap. v. 12) ; what of polemical is in it is directed solely 
against the sin of faint-heartedness, never against intentional 
error.-But that practi·cal danger could exist in this form only 
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with such Jewish Christians as lived in Jerusaleni itself. Else
·where in Palestine and a1nong the dispersion errors might arise 
similar to that in the Galatian Church, but never could those 
circu1nstances exist out of ,vhich such an involitnta1"y fear of 
exclusion n1ight spring. For where no temple ,vas, there the fear 
of exclusion fron1 the ten1ple could not practically be felt. To 
he excluded from a local synagogue could in itself be 1~egarded 
as no 1nisfortune, as the constitution of synagogues ·was entirely 
a matter of freeclo1n ( they arose in Jerusalem between 460 and 
480), and the Jewish Christians very soon everywhere separated 
.themselves from the synagogal comn1union; besides, nothing is 
said in the Epistle to the He bre,vs of an excommunication fi:om 
Jewish synagogues, but of exclusion fro1n the temple and altar 
and the Israelitish theocratic church as a ,vhole. Such could be 
practically felt only in J erusale1n itself. (Comp. Bleek i. 1). 29.) 

True, in one respect the excommunication from the ten1p1e 
n1ight affect Je,vish Christians out of Jerusale1n, nan1ely, when 
they came to Jerusalem to any of the three great festivals, and 
then found the te1nple closed against them. But if the author 
had had such Christians in view, he ,voulcl certainly have given 
1nore prominence in the epistle to the feast of the Passover, of 
Pentecost, and of Tabernacles, and have sho,vn that these were 
dispensable; ,vhile he rather puts the ritual of those feasts quite in 
the background, and places in the foreground only the sacrifice 
of atone1nent. The readers, then, are certainly to be sought for 
in J erusale1n. 

But again, it cannot have been the entire church in J erusale1n 
for "~ hich the epistle was intended. Already do the passages, 
chap. vi. 10 and chap. x. 32, ss., forbid this; for it is scarcely con
ceivable that a church, the nu1nber of ,vhose members ~xtencled 
at all events to thousands, should forn1erly have been together as 
·one man bold, and true to their profession, and should afterwards 
have collectively as one 111an beco1ne weak and faint-hearted. 
Besides, the passage chap. ii. 3 leads us to think only of such 
readers as had been converted subsequent to the ti1ne of Christ's 
ascension, who, in general, lived at a later period, and ,vho there
fore had not then1selves been witnesses of the public labours of 
Jesus. l\1oreover, the passage chap. v. 12, in particular, forbids 
our supposing that the epistle ,vas addressed to that entire church 
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which was the mother church of all, ,vhich numbered a1nong its 
members at all events 1nany ,vho hacl grown grey in Christianity, 
1nany ,vho had been the personal disciples of Jesus, and again 
1nany ,vho hacl been added at a later period from year to year. 
1-Io,v could it be said to such a church: "According to the time 
ye ought already to be teachers, but yourselves need again to 
be instructed?" As regards the ti111e, the members of this 
church were not like each other in respect to the ti1ne of their 
conversion, but different to the extent of perhaps thirty years ; 
then it could not be presupposed of several thousands that they 
ought to be teachers; still less would this be said of a church in 
,vhose boso1n there existed in reality many teachers; least of all 
can it be supposed, that such a church should as a body have so 
retrograded that it again needed milk. All these circumstances, 
taken together ,vith the whole style of representation ,vhich 
characterises the epistle, must inrluce us to understand the ,vorcls 
uhap. v. 12, ye have need that one teach you, as implying that the· 
readers were in recdity agctin taken under instrucrion,1 i.e., that 
the epistle 'Was intended for a z,;111,itecl circle of neophytes in Jeru-
8aleni, ivho hctd become t1:1norous lest they should be excluded fro'fn 
the te-Jn_ple ivorship, threatened to withdrccw themselves frorn 
Cltr·istictnity ( chap. x. 25), therefore ,were talcen ctneiv itncler 
instritction, and for ivhose instrucl'ion the Epistle to the Hebreu;s 
ivas to fonn a sort of gui'cle. 

0 HAP T E R S E O O ND. 

'rl:M:E OF CO:\IPOSI'flOX. 

vVhen this epistle ,vas ,vritten can be determined only in
clirectly and by approxi111ation, and this too only by the 1nost 
careful consideration both of the import of the epistle as a ·whole, 
and of its particular inti111ations. ~I1he import of the epistle as a 
,vhole leads, as has been already sho·wn, to the conclusion, that 

1 'Phis teaching cannot be referred to the doctrines contained in the Epistle 
to the Hebrews 1·tse7J: For it has for its object the v-.-osx,7u, which are not 
taught in the Epistle to the Hebrews. 
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access to the temple and temple worship was either rendered 
difficult or altogether forbidden to the readers. This circum
stance, however, yields a pretty certain ter1ninus a quo,a point of 
time before ,vhich the epistle can certainly not have been ·written. 
vVe learn from Acts xxi. 28, 29 that in May 58, ,vhen Paul 
came to Jerusalem from his third mission tour, the Jews 
charged him ,vith having taken into the temple along ,vith him 
a Greek;, an uncircu1ncised person, nan1ely, the Gentile Christian 
Trophimus, and thereby having profaned the holy place. Now, 
whether this was an intentional pretext, or, as appears,. from 
ver. 29 (eYop,,~o!I), a mere 1nistake, so· much, at all events, 1nay 
be inferred fro111 the nature of the accusation, as also chiefly 
from ver. 24, that at that tiine Jeioish Christians, as circumcised 
and as native Israelites, were not prohibited from going into the 
temple. Tlie E1Jistle 'to the Hebreios must therefore have been 
·written after the year 58, but it cannot have been written very 
soon after the event recorded in Acts xxi. There must have 
been an interval during which the hatred of the Jews against 
Christianity rose to a degree considerably higher. 

As the extre1ne terrninus ad que1n, the year 66 offers itself, 
which ,vas the first year of the Jewish war. That the Epistle 
to the Hebre,vs was "Titten before the destruction of Jerusalem 
appears not only fro1n those particular passages in which the 
Levitical ritual is spoken of as still subsisting ( chap. L"'I{. 8, x. 1), 
Lut, even if ,ve had not those passages, might be inferred, with 
undoubted certainty, from the i111port and the practical aim of 
the epistle. We 111ust evidently come down a series of years 
from that extreme terrninus ad queni ;· it is not probable that the 
epistle was written immediately before the beginning of the war, 
·when the external feunentation and decomposition of the Israel
itish national life had already come to a height. The circum
stances presupposed in the epistle resemble much more the 
first beginning of that fern1entation than its completion. 

Certain ~youp,svo, had already, ·we kno,v, suffered martyrdom 
( chap. xiii. 7) ; the readers themselves, also, had already suffered 
loss in their earthly possessions ( chap. x. 34), and many of their 
fellow-believers had been !mprisoned ; they then1selves, however, 
had not yet needed· to strive even unto blood ( chap. xii. 4, comp. 
our re1narks on the passage). On the other hand, it is taken 
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for granted everywhere in the hortatory portions, that severer 
persecutions 1nay con1e, nay, ,vill come; the readers are systen1ati
ca.lly prepared for these, and exhorted to submit to the sufferings 
that ,vere before the111 as a discipline from God (xii. 5, ss.), not 
to beco1ne faint-hearted (x. 38, s.), to persevere in patience (x. 
3G), to i1nitate the faith of the martyrs (xiii. 7), and, like Christ 
and all the Old Testament saints, to keep fixedly and alone 
before their eye the future goal, the entrance into the holiest of 
all (chap. xi. and chap. xii. 1-3). Do ,ve find, no,v, traces of 
the condition of the J ew·ish Christians in Jerusalem growing 
worse after the year 58 ? First of all, the versecution under 
Nero in July 64 n1ay be mentioned, which, although it did not 
extend over the orbis terraru1n, must yet have reacted also on 
Palestine. vV ere the Jews already full of bitterness against the 
Christians, and was their fury restrained from arbitrary out
breaks only by the power of the Ro1nans, then the N eronic 
persecution ,vould certainly be a signal for them which would 
not require to be given a second tin1e. To persecute these 
Christians who ,vere now held to be criminals against Crosar, 
,vas no longer 1vTong, and would bring with it no danger. These 
Christians, whose leaders, Peter and Paul, had been n1urdered 
so shortly after each other as criminals and rebels, had no claim 
to, and no hope of, protection on the part of the Romans. Cer
tainly, then, there began in the summer or harvest of the year 
64 a season of aggravated persecution for the Christians of J eru
salem. 

But this aggravation was not the first since the year 58. 
Already, under the procuratorship of Porcius Festus (60-G2), 
according to the accounts of that period which Josephus has 
left behind him, the unbridled spirit of the Je~s rose to a height 
hitherto unknown. Already in the year 57 ( comp. Wieseler's 
Chron. d. Apgsch., p. 79) a first atte1npt at insurrection on a 
large scale ,vas made, that of the Sicarii, but ,vas put down 
(Acts xxi. 38 ; Jos. Antiq., xx. s,· 5, s. ; Bell. jud. ii. 13, 3, s.); 
under Festus, again, arose the multitude of Goetes and false 
:01essiahs; the fever of false :Th1accabeism raged ,videly, and ate 
into the vitals of a people become inwardly corrupt and n1orally 
dissolute. The Ro1nan scourge came down ever more heavily 
on the subdued rebels (Jos. Antiq. xxiv. 5 ; xxv. 8). "V\T e can 

2B 
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easily see now, how the Christians as "adherents of a lVIessiah" 
1nust have been exposed to the suspicion of the Gentile magis
trates, who it can hardly be supposed ·would investigate ,vith 
any great care into the nature and character of each particular 
l\iessiah, but in ·whose eyes all hope of a 1\1:essiah and all speak
ing of a lVIessiah 1nust soon have been sta1nped as unlawful, and 
scouted as a Je,vish association for treasonable purposes, after some 
dozen of Messiahs had, one after another, put themselves forth 
as agitators and rebels. • How easy, in these circumstances, must 
it have become for the Jews to blacken the Christians in the 
eyes of the Ro1nails, or to obtain a bill of inde1nnity for any 
arbitrary persecutions of the Jews ! It is certain, then, that the 
year 60 or 61 formed an epoch of increased trouble to the 
Christians, and Josephus expressly relates ( Antiq .. xx., ix. 1) 
that after the departure of lfestus, and before the arrival of his 
successor Albinus, the Apostle J an1es, the son of Alphreus, ,vas 
stoned at the instigation of the high priest, Annas the younger. 
rrhis 1nurder ·was certainly the signal for something further. 

Accordingly in the year 62, the difficulties of the Christians 
in J erusalern began to increase, and in the harvest of 64 there 
,vas a second and still greater aggravation of the1n. vVe can 
suppose, therefore, that the Epistle to the Hebrews ·was ,vritten 
either late in the summer of 64-in which case the passage chap. 
xiii. 7 ·will refer to the death of the Apostles Peter and Paul, 
which, as ·we have seen, is not absolutely in1possible-or it might 
have been ·written in the year 62 or 63, after the death of James 
the son of Alphreus-in ,vhich case the passage chap. xiii. 7 
,vould have to be referred chiefly to James the son of Alphreus, 
,vhose mere name must of itself, ho,vever, have reminded the 
readers of the earlier death of James the son of Zebedee. We 
111ay, in the mean ti1ne, choose either of these t,vo dates, although 
the passage chap. xiii. 7 is certainly capable of a simpler explana
tion according to the latter supposition, for then the author ·would 
allude to the martyrdo1n of men who had actually suffered death 
before the eyes of the readers, and ,vere therefore patterns to them 
of faith in the proper sense of the term, and ·who also in the 
strictest sense had been ry,1o~p.,srn, in the church at J erusalen1. 
(The readers might thus have witnessed the death even of James 
the son of Zebedee, although they ,vere still at that tirnc Jews. 
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And he, too, n1ight be reckoned a1nong the ~yo~p.,vo, 0p .. wv, be
cause he had laboured in the church with ·which the readers had 
since becon1e connected, and as one of the Apostles whose divine 
calling they acknowledged since their conversion.) 

Let us see, now, ,vhether the passage chap. xiii. 23 gives any 
1nore definite information as to the ti1ne when the Epistle to the 
Hebre,vs was written. Timothy had been in prison, and had just 
recovered his freedom when the epistle was written, or at least 
when it ,vas sent off. At the same time we have gathered fro111 
the passage chap. xiii. 23, 24, that the person who im·ote or 
1.vorlied out the epistle ,vas free, was in Italy, in a different 
place, however, from Timothy (if Timothy, ·who has just been 
set free, comes to him soon he ,vill set out ,vith him to the east), 
that on the other hand, the proper author of the 'epistle fro1n 
,vhom the material (but not the diction, comp. chap. xiii. 22) 
e1nanates, and in whose name the epistle on to chap. xiii. 21 is 
,vritten, ,vas by no means so independent as to be able to set out 
as soon as he 1night please to J erusale1n, but was so restrained 
by the circun1stances of some kind or other in which he ,vas 
involuntarily placed, that he exhorted his readers ( chap. xiii. 
19) to pray God that he might be again restored to then1. 

Noiv, iv lien coulcl Ti,mothy have been in p1;ison in Italy ?-Dur
ing the imprisonment of the Apostle Paul at Rome, several of his 
helpers ,vere involved in the judicial proce~ure against him and 
detained for a while in custody; so Aristarchus (Col. iv. 10) and 
Epaphras (Philem. 23). It is not impossible that Timothy, 
also, might have been kept in confinement at that time. vVhen 
the Apostle Paul wrote the epistles to the Colossians and Philip
pians, r11in1othy was actually with him (Col. i. 1 ; Phil. i. 1 ; ii. 
19). True, the Apostle does not precisely designate hirn as hi~ 
fello-w-prisoner, and makes no precise mention of an imprison1nent 
of Timothy; but even the circu1nstance that the Epistle to the 
Philippians ·was written precisely in the name of Paul • and 
Ti1nothy (i. 1), and that Ti1nothy, thereby, joins in the thanks
giving for the gift ,vhich ,vas sent sl~ x,gsfa~-this circumstance 
aln1ost ·warrants the reference, that ':I.1imothy ·was iniprisoncd
together ,vith Paul. - Just because the apostle throughout the 
whole epistle speaks in his oivn person, addresses his .exhortations 
in his o,vn na1ne, speaks chap. iii. 4, ss., of his own-exclusively 
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of his own-former circu1nstances, because, in a word, Timothy 
has no part in the contents of the writing,-that superscription. 
Paul and Tirnothy, servants of Jesus Christ, ,vould properly have 
had no meaning if it did not point to this, that the occasion of 
the epistle-the gift which had been received-equally concerned 
rrimothy and Paul,1 and this, indeed, is ~nly conceivable on the 
supposition that Timothy shared in the fate of Paul as a prisoner. 

' The analogous passage Col. i. 1 would then have a similar explar 
nation. This supposition is confirmed, however, by the passage 
Phil. ii. 19. Paul ho11es that he will be able soon to send Timothy 
into the East. v·Vhy is this an object of hope to him? If Timothy 
,vas free, then he might siinply have determined to send him 
thither. He hopes to send him, so soon as he ln1ows how it may 
go ,vith his o,vn case ( ver. 23), and, in the same way, he hopes 
or "trusts" (ver. 24) that the Lord will soon procure freo
do1n for hin1self " also." rrhese ,vords, that I also myself shall 
come shortly, are so parallel with the words I hope to send Timothy 
shortly unto you, that it is not too bold. to suppose, that Timothy 
also, ,vho "as a son with the father bath served with me" (ver. 
22), and ,vho alone of all has not sought his own (ver. 20, 21), 
'Was involved in the procedure against Paul and imprisoned. If 
rrimothy had been free, why did not Paul send him at once with 
Epaphroditus, ~r rather why did he not send him instead of Epaph
roditus, who (ver. 27) had just recovered from a deadly disease? 

It is not to be supposed that we adduce these passages as 
affording a conclusive proof that Timothy ,vas at that time in 
prison with Paul, but we think we have only shown fro1n them 
the possibility that he rnay have been at that time in prison. The 
Epistle to the Philippians ·was written in the year 62, at all events 
before the third year of Paul's imprisonment at Rome, where his 
situation beca1ne \Vorse. N o,v, if the setting at liberty of Timothy 
recorded in Heb. xiii. 23 is identical with that which Panl hopes 
for in Phil. ii. 19, then the Epistle to the Hebre,vs was ,vritten 
somewhere towards the encl of the year 62, therefore, just after 
the death of J a1ncs the son of Alphreus. 

1 The circumstance that Timothy may, perhaps, have ·w1·itten the Epistle t.o 
the Philippians as r:-uxunaq>o; does not suffice to explain the superscription Phil. 
i, 1. The tnchygraphist never wrote his name in the s'llperscription along 
with that of Paul. 



APPENDIX. 389 

If this were the only ti1ne when an in1prisonment of Ti1nothy 
in Italy is conceivable, then would the choice which ,vas left open 
above, behveen the year 62 and the year 64, be thereby already 
detennined. But Timothy, after having been actually sent. by 
Paul into the East, was urgently entreated by Paul (2 Tim. iv. 
21), whose case in the meanwhile (during the first half of the 
year 63) had taken a very serious turn, to con1e back to hin1 
before the harvest of 63. vV e may be sure that he complied 
with this request of bis '' father." Then, however, it is possible 
that he himself ,vas involved in the procedure against Paul,
possible also, that after Paul's death he was taken prisoner in the 
persecution under Nero (July 64). In short, an iniprisonment 
of Ti1notliy in Italy 1nay likewise ·be conce,i-ved of as possible in 
tlie year 64; only, that his being again set at ]iberty is less pro
bable on this occasion than in the year 62. 

vV e have therefore not yet got beyond the alternative between 
il1e harvest of 62 and late in the sun:uner of 64. The Epistle to 
the Hebrews might have been writte11 at either of these two points 
of time. The inquiry as to the author will, perhaps, be the first 
thing to throw a clearer light on the question. 

CHAPTER THIRD. 

"\VHETHER WRITTEN ORIGINALLY IN GREEK. 

Before we can proceed to the inquiry respecting the author of 
the Epistle to the _I-Iebrews there is still a preliminary question 
which 1nust be settled, namely, ,vhether this epistle was really 
im•,itten or,iginally in Greelc, or whether it is not merely a transla
tion or a reproduction of an A ra1na,ic or,iginal. There is nothing 
in the epistle itself that could lead to the raising of such a ques
tion ; but a series of Church Fathers speak of an original Aramaic 
,vriting, and therefore we are not at liberty entirely to evade the 
question. 

The 111ost ancient of these Fathers is Clemens of Alexandria, 
of whom Eusebius relates (vi. 14), that in his Hypotyposes he 
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has undertaken Et;;1'T'E':'/J,'IJ/1,iva; 01r;y-/2u:1; (investigations) respect
ing all the books of the lloly Scripture, and in regard to the 
Epistle to the Hebre,v~ has co1ne to the conclusion: Ilaui.ou /J.,£') 

~1,;a,, ysyga<pOa, CE 'E/3gafo,; 'E/3go.i"x,fi <pw~·ff, ADUi!.aV OS <p(Ao-rf,t.JJW; au'T'7i 

0 ' • ~ ~ "' "E-.-. ··o ' • • ,.., , ,, o /M. Sv/1.,'YJ'vS\J(JCl.,'v'T'C/., Silu(JiJ'val -:-01; '.,1\1'.rJ<fW O S'v ':'O'v aiJ':'O'v 'VO(IJ':'a SiJ016ilS6 a, :, /..,~ :, 

But the 
last ,vords of this citation show clearly enough ho,v Clen1ent 
arrived at this vie,v. It is not a tradition which he follows, but 
a scientific conjecture ,vhich he raises. The dissirnilarity in 
style between this epistle and the epistles of Paul, and its simi
larity to the writings of Luke, struck hi1n (justly); he perceived 
that the epistle cannot have come from Paul in this form; but 
as the general tradition of the East ( as ,ve shall see in the follow
ing chapter) named Paul as the author, Clen1ent ,vas led to ask: 
l\fay not the epistle in its present forn1 in reality, perhaps, have 
proceeded from another-from Luke? vVherefore not, he thought; 
ho,v very possible is it that Paul wrote1 to those Aramaic speak
ing Jewish Christians in their own language, and that a dis
ciple of Paul (for example Luke himself, ,vhose style so n1ucb 
resembles that of the Epistle to the Hebrews) afterwards worked 
out the epistle for a wider circle of readers.-But that Clement 
here in reality gives only a subjective conjecture, and not an 
ecclesiastical tradition, appears n1ost clearly from this, that his 
disciple Origen departs from the supposition of an originally 
Ara1naic ,vriting, although he retains the substance of Clement's 
vie,v. He, too, notices (in Euseb. vi. 25) the difference in 
style between the Epistle to the Hebrews and the Pauline 
epistles; he, too, does not venture to carry back that epistle 
in its present form directly to Paul; but he can explain this 
phenomenon by a si1npler ( and indeed a far more probable) 
conjecture, namely, by the supposition that Paul did not ver
bally dictate thi"s epistle, but only delivered in free oral discourse 
the thoughts. and the development of the thoughts, the com
position and elaboration of which he left over to one of his dis
ciples (,;a /.JJh vonp,ara 'T'OU (J.,;';(Ju'T'OAOU i<fTfv· ~ Cs <pga<r1;_ xa, i; uJv0e111; 

a 7Nif1,VrJ/l,O'vSU<frt'v'rO; T'IVO; 'TU ll'i:Ou'TOf.lXa if.a,' ~J<J''i:sgd <J'X,OA1oyga<pn<fav,;o; 

I 'Ef3eai'r..n qi(,,)vn denotes here of course not the ancient Hebrew, which indeed 
was intelligible only .to the learned Jews, but the Aramaic. Comp. Acts 

•. 9 
X:X:11 . .... 
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':'{l, sigrip.iva ;J,;;'() i:-of; o,oaG%aAou). Origen ,voulcl certainly not 
have fitllen upon this method of solving the question, if there 
had been in existence a tracliti'on in any degree to be depend
ed on in favour of an originally Aramaic writing ; for then he 
,vould not have at all needed this ne"r conjecture. That he 
thought it necessary to 1nodify the opinion of Cle111cnt can be 
explained only on the ground that this ,vas only an opinion, 
only a subjective supposition. We certainly n1eet this supposi
tion also in later Church Fathers. Eusebius himself also repeats 
it (iii. 38) ; he speaks, however, so entirely in the san1e ,vay as 
Clement-in like manner adduping th~ internal grounds which 
are in its favour-that it is apparent he is there only stating the 
conjectures of others. (' E(3gafo,; yag o,a -:-~; 'i7U.7gfou ,.,/A.r.fJ77''1]; 
' I ' i ., - II , ...,,, ' \ ' , i , ,..,, =11 ga~ :,J; (JJ,'JJI r.rJY..O':"O; 'TOiJ CGU /\OU, 0/ fl.,SV ':"OIi s u CG y y s /'1,, / (f '. rJ ',/ AO LJ % a v, 

oi os -:-ov KA~//,H'.a-Clement of Rome-Ef/hrJ11su<rw 11.s1ou<1,s nJ11 1gx~~.,. 
u ' ,..,, i .. ,, . '\\ , ... O' - ' ,, ,..,,, I ..__, I 

0 i!CG/ ,1.J.,CG11.AOIJ SlrJ all aNIJ =; ':'W ':"OV O,IJ.,OIOV -:-r;c O,::JCG(5S~J; ~/(,/,,OU.,X':'7iOCG 7'1)11 ':': 
I • r:i /.., :, ::, 

~ K..,. , • ..,. ' • ' ' • EB , , , r ) TI t rrou A'l'J/.1.,H,;-o; £•;;-1r;;-ol\r;11 7..a1 'T'fJ!I '7.'go; 1
1 

ga,ou; a"i.'o<rw~uv 7..'l'.'X. 1a, 
this conjecture ,vas one ,vhich he had adopted fron1 others and 
not the one which ,vas familiar to Eusebius, Bleek has already 
justly inferred from the fact that Eusebius else,vhere ·speaks as if 
the Greek Epistle to the Hebre,vs comes fro1n Paul. (In his 
Comm. on Psalm ii. 7 he says that Paul, in the Epistle to the 
Hebrews, has made use of the LXX., with ,vhich as a vo/hO/ui.O~;, 
he was ,vell acquainted.) 

Jerome, too (Script. Eccl. 5) says : scripser3:t Paulus, ut Heb
rreus Hebrmis, Hebraice, ut ea qum eloquenter scripta fuerant 
in Hebrreo, eloquentius verterentur in Grrecu1n; but Jeron1e 
also adds : et hanc causam esse, quod a ceteris Pauli epistolis 
discrepare videatur. (Later, also, we 1neet the san1e view in 
Oecumenius, Theophylact, and Johannes Damascenus.) But it is 
ahvays evidently the old conjecture of Olenient which in every case 
recommended itself on the simple ground, that every one noticed 
the dissimilarity in style bet,veen the Epistle to the Hebrews and 
the Pauline epistles. 

The Church Fathers infonn us respecting another book of the 
N e,v 'I1estament that it ·was written originally in Aramaic, namely, 
the Gospel of Matthew. But we must be,vare of placing these 
t"~o accounts parallel with each other. In the case of Matthew 
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the tradition respecting its Aramaic ong1n begins ,vith the 
Presbyter John ( comp. 1ny l{.ritik der evang. Geschichte, p. 767, 
ss.), and continues through the ,vhole series of the Church 
Fathers ,vithout being encumbered by the faintest trace of an 
opposite tradition; nay, it is confirmed by the abundant traces 
of the existence of a " Gospel to the I-Iebrews" distinct from the 
Greek one of l\1atthe,v, ,vhich was still used ,vithout hesitation 
in the first centuries even by the Catholic Church, and only 
graduaUy came to be the sole possession of the N azarites and 
Ebionitcs, and in their hands ,vas greatly vitiated ; finally, even 
the Greek Gospel of .Matthew bears, throughout, an Aramaic 
colouring, and has quite the nature of a reproduction of an 
1\.ramaic original, (although not of a verbal translation). Thus· 
for exa111p1e it has only one JJaranoniasici (1Hatt. vi. 16), and 
this, too, of such a kind as that it may have arisen uncon
sciously ( comp. 1ny I(ritik der evang. Geschichte, p. 764-
766). 

It is altogether different_ with the Epistle to the Hebrews. 
The scanty series of notices respecting its Aramaic original_ 
begins, as ,ve have seen, very late, and begins with an evident 
conJccture, which ,vas afterwards readily adopted by others on 
internal grounds. rrhere is nowhere the faintest trace of an 
Ara1naic original of the Epistle to the Hebrews, and our Greek 
Epistle to the Hebre,vs is, in fine, so original throughout, so 
evidently tliought in Greelc, both in form and import, that the 
supposition of its having_ arisen from an Aramaic original 
becon1es at once ap. impossibility. 

To begin with ,vhat is most external, ,ve ·would refer to tlie 
rnultititde of Grcelc paranoniasias and plays itpon ivords, of 
,vhich only some (for example, u,;.-o;-a~a, and ci.vui;;-6rar.)"ov, ii. 
8 ; (/4~(1,':'CAJg, (l.,{J//j':'CJJg, vii. 3; syyf~Of.J/cY, i,yuo~, vii. 19 and 22 ; 
rragap.,SYHV, p.,evuv, vii. 23, • 24 ; riyr;uafJ,E'Jo;, ~,,acr0r;, X. 29, &c.) 
could have arisen unconsciously in the hands of a trans
lator, while the 1nost are certainly intended (for example, 

"'I ~ I ' , • 1 '1 0 ' , 'c JI 0 8 "'I ~ '7:0rdJ/UgvJ; 7..a,1 ,;-;-01 .. u;-gorrc,J;, 1. ; :p.,a, sv a<p vJII ~-;.-a sv, v. ; 7..ar,ou 

7S 7.a,J ;iaxou, v. 14 ; Bgw/UUJI xa) ~6p.,a61, ix. 10 ; a6garov, ogwv, xi. 
27; µ~voucruv, /LEl,1.r.iuuav, xiii. 14, &c.). All that can be 'directly 
infe1Tecl, indeed,. fro1n this .mass of paranomasias is, that our 
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Epistle cannot be the literal translation of an Ara1naic original ; 
that it may have been a free reproduction of such an original 
is not thereby set aside. 

This reproduction, however, must have been executed in so free 
a. manner that, in the form and structure of the periods, as ·well 
as in the transference of the i'deas, tp.e ,vriter has not bound 
himself down to the original ; for the QOnstruction of the periods 
is so genuinely Greek, so rich, so fine, the language is so select, 
and expresses modifications of ideas so delicate. (for example, 
p,e'.gio•;.CJ.,Os'lil, eu'7iegfur,-xro;, /J,l<J0CJ.,•;.ooo<JfCJ.,, &c.) that there are no 
Ararnaic ideas and words ,vhatever to ·which these Greek 
ones would correspond. The ,vriter must, therefore, have en
tirely recast his original-and that not merely as regards the 
form, but also the matter. All the argumentations are so 
fine, so closely knit and interwoven ·with the grammatica~ 
form of the finely constructed period, that if this form ,vas not 
possible in the Aran1aic original, then must also the entire 
development of the thought have been different. Compare for 
example Heb. chap. i. 1-3; chap. ii. 2-4 and 9, 10, and 
14: 15 ; chap. iii. 1, 2, ss. ; chap. iv. 1 and 6, 7; chap. v. 7-
10; chap. vii. 5-12, and ss. Let any one only try to render 
back these passages into the poor Aramaic language, and he ,vill 
be convinced that more than the half of the • sentiments, but 
chiefly and entirely their· fine connection, ,vonld be lo13t. 

To this is to be added, finally, the use which is n1ade of the 
LXX. VVe have seen in the particular passages that the 
argumentations based on Old Testament citations are sitbstan
tially correct, and really founded on the sense ·which those 
citations have in the original. But we have in like mani1er 
seen that those argumentations, in respect of form, correspond 
to the words and expressions used in the LXX, even in those 
instances in which the Septuagint, although rightly rendering 
the sentiment as a whole, yet does not correspond to the most 
direct gra1rwnatical sense of the Hebrew original. Thus, for 
example, in chap. vii. 8 the argu1nentation is based on the 
,vord u'7io':'auas,v, ,Yhich does not occur at all in the Hebre,v 
oTiginal of the psalm. In like 1nanner chap. iv. 5, s. ; chap. x. 
5-7, &c. These argumentations also the ,vriter must have 
entirely recast. 
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In short, the entire Epistle to the I-lebrews is in forn1 and 
matter thought out in Greek. Granted thut it really had an 
Ara1naic ,vriting for its basis, our Greek Epistle to the Hebrews 
,vould still not be a reproduction of this original writing, but au 
entirely new and or£ginal ivriting, to ,vhich the Aramaic writing 
bore the relation of a mere preparatory work, and ,ve should not 
be at liberty to say: " The Epistle to the Hebrews ,vas ori
gina.lly written in Aramaic," but 1nore correctly ,vould have to 
say: '' The writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews n1ade use of 

I 

another ·writing of similar import, ,vhich happened to be ,vritten 
in Aran1aic, as a preparatory ,vork." But herewith the ,vhole 
co1~jecture vanishes. For there are no positive grounds for this 
conjecture, and, thus modified, it ,vould not even serve the end 
,vhich it ,vas intended to serve by Clement of Alexandria. If Paul 
had intended to deliver in ,vriting to the author of the Epistle to 
the Hebreivs a scheme of contents for the epistle which was to be 
,vritten, in order that this author might carry it out, he·would at 
least not have ·written this scheme in the Ara1na.ic language. If, 
ho,vever, Paul or any one else had.1 written and sent an Aramaic 
epistle to the Jewish Christians in Jerusalem, and some other 
(Luke or any one else) had set himself to translate it into Greek 
for the 111ore general use of all Christians, he ,vould have rea11y 
translated it, and not have n1ade something quite different out 
of it. 

The conjecture of Clement, therefore, is mere conjecture, and 
indeed it is not evenfitted to explain the coincidence of the un
Pauline style and the Oriental tradition of the Pauline author
ship. In no danger of being n1isled by this conjecture, ,ve can 
no,v pass to the inquiry respecting the author of the Epistle to 
the Hebrews. 

CHAPTER FOUR'rH. 

rrHE \VRITER. A) EX'l'EHNAL TESTIMONIES. 

On directing our vie,v, first of all, to the external testin1onics 
respecting the Epistle to the Hebre,vs, ,ve encounter the striking 
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phe1101nenon, that the entfre Eastern Church decidedly and fron1 
the very first holds the epistle to be Pauline, ·while the H7 estern 
either makes no use of it until the ti111e of the Arian controversy, 
or, if it uses it, does not reckon it among the Pauline epistles, or, 
finally, declares it to be tlecideclly un-Pauline. The Eastern 
Church had no ,other opinion tlia1_i that Pcl'ltl 'Was the author oj' 
the Ej_Jistle to the Hebrcivs. As the first ,vitness Cle1nens Ro1nanus 
( A.D. 96) is ,vont to be adduced, ,vho has certainly a greater 
number of allusions to the Epistle to the Hebrews than to any 
other epistle of the New Testa1nent. (In the 36th chapter of his 
Epistle to the Corinthians he gives pretty large and literal ex
tracts fro1n Heb. i. 4, ss. ; 111ore than once he repeats the words 
Heb. iii. 2, &c. &c. See the passages in Kirchhofer's " Quellen
sannnlung zur Geschichte der neutestamentlichen Kanons," 
p. 233-238.) But nowhere does Clernent name the Epistle to 
the Hebrews, nowhere does he nanie Paul as its author. N o,v, 
as there is no necessity for supposing that his partiality for this 
epistle was occasioned by his partiality for tlie person of its author, 
seeing that the contents of the epistle n1ight quite as well account 
for this partiality-further, as the person of the author might 
have been especially dear to Cle111ent even although he had not 
been Paul himself, but one of those felloiv-laboitrers n1entioned 
in Phil. iv. 3, it follows that no certairi conclusion can be dra,vn 
from Clen1ent's partiality for the Epistle to the Hebrews, that he 
recognised this epistle as Pauline. Still less, indeed, can any 
inference be drawn against its having been ,vritten by Paul frorr1 
the fact that Clement does not nan1e the title and author. For, 
in his allusions to the Epistles to the Thessalonians ( CleID:. 
I Oor. 38), Galatians (1 Cor. 49), Romans (chap. 33-35, 
38-46), , Colossians (chap. 21), Ephesians (chap. 46), 
Tin1othy ( chap. xxix.), &c., he also names not the title and 
author; only (in chap. xlvii.) when he cites the first of Paul's 
Epistles to the Corinthians does he remind the Corinthians
having special occasion to do so-of that ,vhich Paul had already 
written to the1n. 

The series of properly Oriental ,vitnesses for the Pauline 
authorship of the Epistle to the Hebrews begins with Pmntanus. 
Clement of Alexandria appeals to him, the p.,axag10; i;:gs<r{3J

c;-sgo;, for the information that Paul had put no inscription to the 
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Epistle to the Hebrews, because he did not ,vish to urge his 
apostolical authority on the Jewish Christians. ("Hori os ~J; o 

, ~ • o .... ' ,, 1 ' ' -.. ) I 1 • 1 D • • n1-.1 .. :1v E 11w11 r.'ligui!.a ovc:-a xa, a'iiou'Tol\.ov. n 1 ~e manner 1onys1us 
of Alexandria (in Euseb. vi. 41 : 'E~~r.All/011 as 7..(/.,J LJi;;'C/.,1/:xwgouv oi 

'~ ~ I , ' ' , \ """ t I t , , , 7' ' 
C/.,U:l\.~01" X,C/.,J 'T'rJII ag'ii'ayrJII 'T'CJJII i)r,rC/.,gx(Jll'T'CJJII, 0/J;OIWr; fi!.fil/OJ; 01; XC/.,J 

II ~-.. ' ' ' ~ ~, y H b C/.,UI\.Or; sµag,;-ugr;lis, 1U.1E'T'a xaga; i:rgoufufi:;C/.,ll'T'O, COlllp. e , X. 

34). In like manner, Alexander of Alexandria (in Socr. i. 3, 
Theodoret. h. e. i. 4). l\!Iethodius of Lycia (A.D. 290) conviv. 
decem virginum, oratio 10, pag. · 96 and 116, cites the passages 
Heb. x. 1 and xii. 1 with the words 7..arra ,;011 a'iioli,;-01 ... ov and 
xanl ..-011 01oarr7..a1-.011 IIauA011. A synod held in Antioch about 
the year 264 against Paul of Sarnosata, cites in its Synodal 
writing (in Mansi coll. cone. tom. i. pag. 1036) the passage 
Heb. xi. 26 as the words of Paul. That Clement of Alexandria 
held Paul to be at least the orig-inal aitthor of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews, nay, that it ·was just the tradition respecting the 
Pauline authorship that induced him to devise that conjecture 
about an originally Aramaic ,vriting in order to explain the dif
ference in style, we have seen fro1n the passage already adduced 
(in Euseb. vi. 14), in ,vhich, indeed, he appeals also to Pantro
nus in support of its having been "Titten by Paul. In another 
passage, also (Strom. vi. p. 645), he _cites the Epistle to the 
Hebre,vs as Pauline (' Errd iu1.1 IIau1-.or; iv Tai; r;;,c;,;01-.a7r; ou <p11-.o-

01' ~ (3'"1."I. , ., ,-.. ' , ,, 
60,IC/.,ll Ula (/.,r,,l\.~11 <pa.111s-ra1. • • . . • , H t;;'C/.,1\.III, </)rJtfl, x,gsia,11 :;(,ST'f 

'i'OU OIO<XliilflV up.a;, 'T'JIIC/., 'TU li':'OIXEJC/.,, &c., Heb. V. 12-~)(j'CJ.,tJTWf ,:al 

'T'OJr; ig t EAA?7,IIW!I S'7ilrf'l'gE({)OUlil KoA061iasuli/' /31,,s,;;sc;-s, &c.-Col. iv. 8). 
-Origen likewise cites the epistle as Pauline ( comm. in Joh. 

. 60 \ , ~ I t O , C • I II ........ opp. IV. p. : xa, £V 'l''j'J i;;;go; Epga,ou; o auror; aur .. o; <pnu111·-

then follows Heb. i. 1, 2 ;-in like n1anner in his comm. in ep. 
ad Roman. opp. iv. p. 579 and 659). Origen too ,vas driven 
only by this general tradition of th~ Pauline authorship to that 
conjecture which has been formerly _mentioned, and which (in 
Euseb. vi. 25) he expresses in the following ,vords : 'o x,agaxr~g 
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(l.,iJ7"(jl/ El')(J./ TW 
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, ";"" ., 1 0' """ ,. , ,..,, , ,, - , i ,..,, , , 
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I ,~ '0 , I ', i \ ,, ' 
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i , , ' ' , , ' """ .s- ~ Ii E'' '7' , I 
6X011./0I gc1.,({J'lj <Jal/':'O; ,;-a El g'l'J/1.,f: Ila iJ<';;O T'OiJ U/Uaux.a,,.OLJ. 1 I ';" 1; OiJ II E 7.,7.,/~r)<Jla 

,, , ' , .... \ t" IT , i fl , ~ .I ' , \ I 
EXSI c;-au 'i'rJ II Ti'J ll Et;;IO''i'Or, 'Yj II c,1; au r.oiJ, aiJ'irJ EiJuOXI f.l.,El'T'W ½al Et;;' 1 TOv T'f' 

, \ , .., ' ' .., J/ ~ ' IT I"). • ' • ~ ~ ,, All tl OU 1ag £17..'l} 01 agza101 avugE; w; aiJ r.OU aiJ'i1jV 'ii'agauEuWX.(l.6/, 1C 

following Greek Church Fathers name the epistle as Paul's: 
Eusebius places it in his canon among the Pauline epistles 
(Euseb. iii. 25, see farther on this belo,v) ; in like manner 
Antonius, Athanasius, Didymus, TheophHus of Alexandria, the 
t,vo Gregories, Basilius, Epiphanius, James of Nisibis (in Gal
land. bibl. patr. tom. 5, p. 16 and 53), Ephrai1n of Syria, the 
two Cyrils, Chrysostom, &c. 

Nevertheless, some have ventured to call in question the 
antiquity and unanimity of this Oriental tradition. Blcek (i. 
p. 108) thinks that by the ci.gxa7o, /111ogs; to who1n Orig~n refers 
might a\so be meant 1nerely, Pantrenus and Clement of Alexan
dTia; not only, however, is it improbable that Odgen should 
have designated these his in1mediate predecessors and teachers 
by so vague an expression, but the 'ltsus linguw is directly against 
this. (For exan11Jle, Eusebius ii. 1, ,vhere he narrates the death 
of the Apostles, says: xai ,;-aura µ,h ~J; f~ agx,af WI/ icr-:-ogfa; 

sig~60w; in iii. 24, he says, the Gospel of John has had the 
fourth place assigned to it rightly by the agx,a7o,.) Chiefly, 
however, is the context conclusive against that interpretation. 
For Clement of Alexandria had not 'ltnconclitionally held that 
Paul ,vas the irriraecliatc author of the Eristle to the Hebrews ; 
hov1 then can this Clen1ent be brought forward among those to 
,vhom those churches might appeal ,vhich held the epistle to be 
di1·cctly Pauline ? 'I1he sense of the passage is plainly this: The 
Alexanclrians cannot, indeed, believe that this epistle, with this 
style, ,vas thus con1posed by Paul hin1self; but whosoever will yet 
hold Paul to be the imrnediat~ nnd proper author (therefore in 
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opposition to Clen1ent !) ,ve can do nothing against him, since 
even the ancients have handed_ down the epistle to us as one of 
Paul's. 

And, accordingly, a second objection also is herewith refuted 
(Bleck p. 107). In the words e'f 1'1~ oJv fa,7..A'ljuia ixp i;-au,.nv 

i;-riv l-;-;1<1n/)...ri11 ~J; Ila:Ji-.ou there evidently lies the presupposition, 
that only ci few churches at that ti111e held the Epistle to the_ 
Hebrews to be a ·work of Paul. But the question treated of in 
the context of this passage is, not at all, whether the epistle was 
,vritten by Paul or ca1ne into existence without Paul having any
thing to clo 1with it. That the ancient tradition imputed it to 
Paul was a settled ,point, and only the certainty of this tradition 
could induce Clement and Origen to form those two conjectures, 
by which the un-Pauline style at variance ivith the tradition might 
be cxplained.1-The question ,vith Origen is rather, ·whether the 
epistle, precisely as 1.ve have it in Greek, can have come directly 
from Paul. The old tradition called it Pauline ; the un-Pauline 
style had, however, justly struck the Alexandrians; it had become 
the settled opinion a1nong them that the epistle in its present 
f onn could not be directly fro1n Paul ; either it is a translation 
of an Ararnaic original ( as Cle1nent ,vrongly supposed), or, ac
cording to the preferable conjecture' of Origen, Paul did not 
dictate the words of it but gave only the vof;,1.1Ja-ra for it. These 
views, under the influence of the catechist school in Alexandria 
and the neighbourhood, n1ay have been generally spread ; hence 
Origen carelessly mentions then1 ; but then it may have struck 
hi1n, that this hypothesis might give offence, that there 1night 
possibly be churches ,vhich ,vould zealously maintain the irnme
diately Pauline origin; against these, he says, ,ve cannot take any 
steps as the ancient tradition names the epistle simply as one of 
Paul's. That the ,vords exp a:ir~II w; DaLJl,O:J, according to the 
context, form the antithesis, only to the view of Origen, and not to 
an opinion according to ·which the authorship of Paul ,vould be 
absolutely denied, is indeed clear as the sun. 

1 How altogether untenable is the opinion of Bertholdt (Einleit. iv. 2!)14, 
ss.), that the Alexandrines-those who observed and always so strongly urged 
the itn-Pcmline character of "the style-were the first who raised the con;J°ecture 
of a Pauline authorship and that "on exegetical grounds!" 
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Origen, certainly, also presupposes an absolute denial of the 
Pauline authorship as possible, but only as possible, ·when (in 
.l\1atth. xxiii. 27) he says: Sed pone, aliquern abdicare epistola1n ad 
Hebrmos, quasi non Pauli . . . sed quid faciat in sern1one8 
Stephani, &c. ? The learned Father may have heard something 
of the vVestern vie-ws concerning the Epistle to the Hebre,vs ; at 
all events, he ,vould not have spoken thus (pone, alique1n) if (as 
Bleek will have it) there had been around bi1n entire churches 
and countries which held the Epistle to the Hebre,vs to be un
Pauline ! He there also as well as in ad Afric. chap. ix., distinctly 
takes it for granted that some might feel themselves compelled 
to doubt the authority of the Epistle to the Hebrews on internal 
groitnds, nan1ely, on account of the passage Heb. xi. 37 (where 
prophets are spoken of ,vho were sawn asunder, ,vhile no such 
case is recorded in the canonical books of the Old Testament). 

Again, reference h~s been made to the fact that Eusebius 
reckons the Epistle to the Hebrews among the antilego1nena, 
inasmuch as he relates of Clement of Alexandria that in his 
Strom. he made use of proofs also &r,;-o -:-wv &vn11.Eyof.L~v~v yga~wv, 

namely, from the Wisdom of Solomon, Sirach, the Epistle to the 
Hebrews, and the epistle of Clemens Rom., Barnabas and Judas. 
But that the epistle to the Hebrews is here reckoned a1nong the· 
antilegornena is very sin1ply explained from this, that Eusebius 
himself (vi. 25) knew and mentions that so1ne held Luke, others 
Clement of Rome, • to be the proper and immediate author of 
it, and that (Euseb. iii. 3 ; vi. 20) the whole W cstern church 
entirely denied it to be Paul's. In this sense he might call it an 
&v-.i"'J1.Ey6,t.uvov. But how firinly settled that tradition of the 
T'auline authorship in general ,vas in the East is evident from this, 
that Eusebius in his principal vassage on the canon (iii. 25) 
does not adduce the Epistle to the Hebrews among the antilego
mena, and was therefore conscious of having already included it 
among the " Jr,;-1uro"J...,x% rra6"J...ou ; " accordingly, the same Euse
bius cites it as Pauline in not less than twenty-seven passages. 
(Co1np. Bleek, p. 149, 150, Anm. 173.) 

Finally, the learned and extensively read J ero1ne, ,vho made 
use of the Library of Cresarea, and therewith of the entire 
ChTistian literature of the first centuries, says, that the Epistle 
to the Hebrews was ascribed to the Apostle Paul non solitrn ab 
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eccles iis orientis, sed ab ornnibus retro ecclesiasticis grcec i sennon is 
scriptoribus ( ep. ad Dard. p. 608). 

Thus, then, the thesis -is fully confirmed-that the pr-irnitive 
and general traditi'on of the East is in favour of the Pauline 
authorship. It is also confirmed by the remarkable circum
stance, that the Epistle to the Hebre,vs, as is still evident from 
the numbering of the I{ephalaia in the cod. B, originally stood 
between the Epistle to the Galations and that to the Ephesians, 
and ,vas not till a later period in the fourth century placed after 
the Epistle to the Thessalonians ( as in cod. A and C), and still 
later, after the Pastoral Epistles. 

It was altogether different in the 7:Vest. That bishop of 
Lyons, Irenreus, who ·was among the first to follow the prac-
tice of citing the N e,v Testa1nent ,vritings by their titles a.I).cl 
authors, has, as is commonly supposed, not at all cited the 
Epistle to the Hebrews, at least not by its title and author ; 
nay, there is a notice, certainly a very late one, to the effect tha.t 
Irenrous held the Epistle to the Hebre·ws to be un-Pauline. 
l\.Iean,vhile, these points would need a special examination. 
Only the second-viz., that Irenmus never na111es the Apostle 
Paul as the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews-is beyond 
all question true. There are serious doubts, on the other 
hand, against the first, that Irenreus was not at all acquainted 
with the epistle, and did not make use of it. Eusebius (v. 
26) !}Otices a writing ( no,v lost) of that Church Father with 
the express re1nark, that in it Irenmus "mentions also the 
Epistle to the Hebre,vs." 'AJ.f.a :,ag t;rgo; 'TOI; a,;:0000e1<fl'i Elgr;vuf<iU 

riuyyga//J(}JU~/ xul 'TUI; £'7:167'0/.CJ.J; <p~gsrw Y..ai f3,(3Afov 'TI QIU"}_ E ~SW V 

~ , , 'c ,._ \ C (3 , , '"I"' \ ~ '"I , , 
u.'u<potCJH, sv 'f' ,;-r;; ir.go; E ga,ouf E'7r'J6'i"0A1}f xa, Tr;; r.e1op.,sv'1); <torp,ar; 

:, .. ,,..,, ✓ ' I , y , ,,..,, ,.,., Th d '"ioAo/J.,CJ;v-ror; µ,v'1)µoveu e,, grj':-a -r,vu e~ auTCJJV 'iraga11~1uvo;. ese wor s 
may have a tv1ofold sense. Either the apposition ,;:aga0E/Uvo; serves 
to state more precisely lioiv and in how far he mentions the Epistle 
to the Hebrews (" he mentions it by adducing passages from it")-, 
and then Irenmus may not, perhaps, have so much as named the 
title "r::u;,ro°A~ '7i(J;(J; 'E{3gr1.,four;, "but only have cited particular passages . 
of the epistle-or ,;ragaOE/"Hof serves to specify the occasion on ,vhich 
he has really '' n1entioned" the Epistle to the Hebrews as such, 
i.e., has named it (" he mentions it on the occasions on which he 
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adduces passages fro111 it ")-and in this case Irenreus must in 
those citations have actually called the epistle by its na1ne 
"Epistle to the Hebre,vs." In favour of the latter interpretation 
is the circumstance, that a mere 1naking use of grrru from the 
Epistle to the Hebre"rs, 1without naminy this epistle, occurs also 
in the ,vriting adv. hrer., and could not be adduced as an 
exclusive peculiarity of the ·writing " o,a1.~ge,; ; '' 1neanwhile, those 
mere allusions are so fe,v in number, and, besides, so doubtful, 
that they 1nay easily have escaped the notice of Eusebius. 
Ho,vever this may be, little, on the ,vhole, depends on ,vhich 
of those t,vo interpretations is held to be the correct one. Ac
cording to each of the tivo, Irenceits at least knew the Epistle to 
the Hebreivs ). but from neither can it be inferred that he must 
have held it to be Pauline. That he kneiv the epistle, is certainly 
confirmed in so1ne measure by those allusions in the ,vriting 
·adv. hrereses. True, indeed, when he describes God as faciens 
omnia, et visibilia et invisibilia, et sensibilia et insensata, et 
ccelestia et terrena, JJer verburri virtutis suce, there might be in 

' 
this latter designation ( certainly a very unusual one) an acci-
dental coincidence ,vith the g~/..La rij; ouvaµ,ew; aur;ou, Heb. i. 3. 
As little can it be ,vith any certainty inferred fron1 the ,vords, 
" 'E \ , , ~ A ~ ' ., '0 ' I O'iTOU r= ~VW,C wag:u'r'lj6a; 'rf..(J ue~ EV <fWfJ,U'T"I µe,;-e;-, rJ, 'Tr} V µ£":'(I.-

BMIV ,;-wv o,xafwv t;;gofJ,rivuwv ( v. 5, 1), that the Bishop of Lyons 
,vas acquainted ,vith Heb. xi. 5, as these words might quite as 
well be explained fro1n our acquaintance ,vith Gen. v. 24 (LXX.). 
On the other hand, in a third passage (iv. 11, 4): Qure (mundi
tire exteriores) in .figuram fitturoru1n traditre erant, velut 1-tmbrcc 
cuJusdani descriptionem faciente lege, atque clelineante de tem
poralibus mterna, terrenis crelcsti·a, it would be difficult not 
to see a recollection of passages in the Epistle to the Hebre,vs 
(x. 1, <fi'.JUV yag ~xwv o VO/J,O; 'TWV /J,EAAOV'r(JJV araOwv; comp. viii. 5, 

~ ~ , , • 23 I ' S! , ~ , ,._, , ..._ ) 
rJY.ICf, 'TWV c'i':"OUga111C1J~' ; lX. , 'Ta U'iTOuEly,uara 'rW!J EV ,;-01; ougavOIG • 

The supposition that the Epistle to the Hebre,vs was entirely 
unknown to Irenreus is therefore quite untenable. On the other 
hand, there i's not the ~lightest trace of his having ever declared ·it 
to be Pauline. On the contrary, it is thought that there is ci trace 
of his having helcl it to be un-Pauline. Stephan us Gobarus (living 
in the sixth century) records (in Photii bibl. cod. 232, eel. Bekk. 
p. 291) that Irenrnus and Hippolytu.s held the Epistle to the 

2c 
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Hebrews to be un-Pauline. Hippolytus has manifestly (Phot.. 
cod. 121) denied the Pauline origin of the epistle ; but ,vhether 
this saying of Stephanus 1,'n reference also to Irenceus is founded 
on definite positive statements, may be very 111uch doubted. For 
had such statements been to be found in the ,vritings of Irenreus, 
then Eusebius would assuredly have adduced the substance of 
these statements in the passage (v. 8) in which he brings together' 
all that Irenmus had expressed respecting the biblical books. It 
is therefore far 1nore probable that Stephanus presurn,ed, from the 
rare and scanty use ,vhich Irenrous makes of the Epistle to the 
Hebre·ws, fron1 his silence respecting the author, and, finally, 
from the vie,v entertained by his disciple Hippolytus, that his 
teacher also, Irenoous, must have held the Epistle to the Hebrews 
to be un-Pauline. vVas this conjecture right? I believe we 
shall have to decide this question by a docta ignorantia. It is 
certainly not impossible that Irenoous held our epistle to be 
un-Pauline; but it is quite as possible that he had brought ,vith 
him from Asia Minor to Lyons the tradition respecting the 
Pauline origin, but that lie ivas u1iivill1-:ng to urge thi's on the 
J;Vestern Church. He may, therefore, have cautiously avoided 
citing the Epistle to the Hebrews as Pauline in contradiction to 
the universal opinion and tradition of the East ; for an ecclesias
tical tradition so general de1nanded respect and forbearance ac
cording to Irenoous' own principles ( comp. his second fragment 
on the Passover controversy in Eusebius v. 24). As he ·was, 
nevertheless, unwilling to deny the tradition ,vhich he had 

" brought with hi1n from Asia l\iinor, he therefore in general 
avoided n1aking any particularly frequent use of the Epistle to 
the Hebrews, and he might do so all the more easily as the point 
of this epistle was directed against Judaism, ·whereas the point 
of his own polemics ·was directed against Gnosticism, so that 
the Epistle to the Hcbre,vs was in reality for hiin not so indis
pensable. 

But that in the vVest this epistle, at the time when tradition, 
even that respecting the canon ( i.e., respecting the books to be 
read in the churches), ,vas fixed, i.e., shortly after 100, ·was as 
yet by no means generally known and spread, is apparent fron1 
numerous facts. In the N ovatian controversy (from 251 on-wards) 
N ovatian could have found in the ,vhole of the New Testament 
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no n1ore convenient proof of his principle, that Christians ,vho in 
persecution had denied the faith ought not again to be received 
into the fello,vship_ of the Church, than the passage Heb. vi. 4, 
ss. As N ovatian, not,vithstanding, makes no use of this passage 
in his writings (see these in Galland. bibl. patr. iii. 287, ss.), he 
1nust, therefore, either have not at all kno,vn the Epistle to the 
Hebrews or have held it to be no authority. Victorinus (A.D. 

303), the l\iiuratorian Canon, and the presbyter Gajus ( about 
190), count only 13 Pauline epistles. (On Gajus comp. Euseb. 
6, 20, s.) Cyprian says in t,vo passages ( adv. J ud. i. 20 and de 
exhort. mart. 11) that Paul ,vrote to seven churches; besides 
Ro1ne, Corinth, Ephesus, Colosse, Philippi, Thessalonica, and 
Galatia, there remains here no place for the "Hebre,vs." And 
no weight is to be given to the consideration, that Cyprian may 
not have counted the Epistle to the Hebrews because its readers 
)as ·we saw) formed no chim·ch; he reckons the province of 
Galatia as a church I Tertullian, in a passage ( de pudic. 20) 
,vhere everything depended on his being able to confirm the 
authority of the Epistle to the Hebre,vs, with great decision 
and candour names Barnabas as its author. Fro1n the second 
to the fourth centitry, then, in Italy as in Africa, the Epistle 
to the Hebreivs ivas held to be un-Pauline. As yet at the time 
of Eusebius, at least in Ro1ne, the doubt as to the Pauline 
authorship had not entirely disappeared, as Eusebius (iii. 3) 
records (" OTJ rs µ~v 'TJlli; ~OST~ ;cauJ 'T~V r,rgo; 'E/3ga/ou;, '7igo; -rri; 
'p , , ' ' \ , -;- , \ , ~ , 0 , vJ,u.,a1fJJII sxz1.r;tr1a; w; 11.,r; IIaut.ou outrxv au'T"r;v all'TJ,r..Eystr a1 <p'Y)trCJ...vn;, 

OU OlilCI.JOV a, VOEIV. Comp. Euseb. vi. 20 : f'i':'e; x.a) s;; 0 e ug O r..agrt

• PwµAl.,IWV ':'I u hr OU vo,u.,1~e':"C/.,J ':"OU a•i;'OtrT6Aou &i11a1). ;For, of earlier 
opponents of the Pauline origin of the epistle ( ~BsT~xatr,) he 
says, that they had appealed to " the Roman Church ; " of his 
own time he says, that so1ne in Rome held the epistle to be un
Pauline. 

First in the time of the Arian controversy, then, there took 
place a revolution of opinion on this question in the West, and 
a con11Jlete victory over the Western tradition by the Eastern 
brought about, doubtless, through the influence of the Oriental 
Nicenes, ,vho now indeed found their most fai_thful allies and fel
low-sufferers in the Western Church, and came into the most 
active contact with it. Hilary of Poictiers (A.D. 368), Lucifer of 
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Cagliari, A1nbrose (398), Philastrius, Gaudentius, Jerome, &c., 
consider the Epistle to the Hebre,vs as a ,vork of the apostle 
Paul. 

Now, just as the attempt has been made to overthrow the fact 
that the primitive tradition of the East declared the Epistle to be 
Pauline, so, on the other band, it has also been atten1pted to do 
away ,vith the equally certain fact, that the vVest, in the fourth 
century, held the epistle to be un-Pauline. Stuart has conjectured 
that the vVest ,vas originally at one with the East on this ques
tion, and that Marcion, ,vho came to Rome in the tiine of the 
presbyter Gajus, first infected the West with his doubts as to the 
Pauline authorship-a conjecture ,vhich needs no refutation. 
rrertullian, the energetic opponent of Marcion, who in his opposi
tion to the Gnostics, never fails to impute to l\iarcion as a crime 
his every doubt respecting the authenticity of a biblical book, 
tloes not in a single syllable charge him with holding the Epistle 
to. the Hebre,vs to be un-Pauline ( adv. l\rlarc. v. 20), and he 
himself declares the epistle to be a ·work of Barnabas! Assuredly 
he would not have adopted this view fron1 Iv.Iarcion !-Hug likc
,vise thinks that the YVestern Church originally possessed the 
EpiBtle to the Hebre,vs, but ,vhen the_ l\'.I ontanists appealed to 
1Ieb. vi. 4, SR. (I-Iieron: adv. J ovin. ii. 3), from opposition to 
them, it was first ignored (as was done by Irenreus), and then 
declared to be spurious. But Tertullian also, who ,vas himself a 
:01ontanist, or had been, had no other opinion than that the epistle 
proceeded fron1 Barnabas I And how, in general, ,vould the 
·whole immense church of the YV est have declared an epistle 
to be spurious, ,vhich according to tradition ,vas apostolical, 
1nerely in order to be able to get rid of a single argu1nent of a 
sect ! It might, on the same principle, have declared the entire 
New Testament to be spurious, on account of the Gnostics and 
Ebionites ! 

These two theses then n1ay be considered as thoroughly con
firmed, that the tradition of the East held the epistle to be P~uline, 
that, on the other hand, the fVest canie to lcnow it t'tn general at a 
laterperiocl, and then very decidedly held it to be un-Pauline. The 
question no,v arises, ·what critical inferences are to be drawn fro1n ; 
this phenomenon? Not a fe,v draw it from the simple result, that 
" the external testirnonies contradict each other, and, consc-
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qucntly, that the internal reasons alone must decide." Such a 
procedure, ho,vever, deserves to be characterised as hasty and 
groundless. The Eastern and the Western traditions are not two 
equal, but opposite, mathematical quantities which cancel each 
other and reduce each other to nothing, but they" are facts ·which 
are to be 'weighed, nay, more, which are to be explained. 

In ·weighing the two traditions against each other, that of 
the East is the heavier in the scale. First of all, it is reasonable 
to expect a surer and more general knowledge concerning the 
author of an epistle in the district to 1which that epistle ,vas 
,vritten, than in that froni 1.vliich it was written. In Jerusalem, 
whither the epistle had been sent, it 1nust have been kno,vn and 
learned who the author ,vas ; for, although he does not nam~ 
hi1nself in the inscription, the bearer of the epistle ,vou]d cer
tainly not deliver it with the words: "Here I bring you au 
epistle out of Italy from somebody; who that son1ebodyis, however, 
y9u must not know "-for then had the authority of the epistle 
been but il1 cared for! but the bearer must, in all probability, 
have brought to the teacher of that circle of readers an additional 
private writing, and to the circle of readers themselves have 
1nentioned and certified the na1ne of the author. From thence, 
along with the epistle (,vhich soon indeed came to have a high 
significance for the ,vhole of Oriental Christendom, being, as it 
,vere' a divinely authenticated document for the loosing of the 
band between Christianity and Judaism), the kno,vledge of its 
author, too, must have spread-first, and more surely, to Lesser 
Asia, Syria, Egypt! VVhat we learn there respecting the 
Epistle to the Hebrews we shall have to consider as the surest 
information. 

It ,vas altogether different in Italy, where the author ,vrote. 
"frue, he writes salutations fron1 the Italian Christians, but this 
surely does not necessitate the supposition that he first sent 
round everywhere to the Christian churches of Italy, an
nounced his intention to write to some Jewish Christians in 
Jerusalem, and obtained authority from them to send their 
salutations. The salutation, chap. xiii. 24, is in so vague and 
general a form as to lead to the supposition that the author 
ventured to write it at his own hand. Let it be granted, how
ever, that in the author's immediate neighbourhood the notice 
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v{ould be spread that he was writing to Christians in Jerusalem, 
this notice ,vould be forgotten in the next months, years, decades. 
rrhe vVestern Church did not happen at first to see the epistle 
itself. Very natural! The epistle, in respect of its import, had 
an interest only ,vhere there ·were J e,vish Christians who still 
from piety observed the Levitical law; such there ,vere in 
Palestine, Syria, Alexandria, doubtless also in Lesser Asia. In 
Italy the Jewish Christians ,vere sin.all in point of numbers, and 
gradually decreasing; there they ·were fro1n the commencen1ent 
1norc mixed with Gentile Christians. The Epistle to the He
bre,vs came also into the vVestern Church, but late and slowly ; 
it ·was not, so to speak, waited for and read ,vith avidity as 
a practically important writing. It came thither slowly, by 
1neans of copies. No Paul had nan1ed hi1nself in the inscrip
tion ; it ,vas therefore not at all in1agined that the epistle was 
Pauline. In the beginning of the second century it was not 
yet received into the ecclesiastical collection of books prescribed 
to be read (the canon) of the Western Church; now as fro1n 
the beginning of the second century, from the death of the 
last apostle, the Church clung with tenacity to all old tradition, 
the Western Church also made no change in its canon; the 
Epistle to the He brews indeed gradually spread, but the old 
tradition of the West had not reclconed it among tlie canonical 
epistles). consequently it ,vas allowed to stand outside the canon, 
and, least of all, was there any inclination to acknowledge it as 
Pauline. Now, that in the fourth century the vVestern Church 
follo,ved the Oriental tradition so soon as that Church came into 
1nore lively contact ,vith it, can only be explained fro1n the fact, 
that the Eastern Church n1ust have had 1.veiglity positive reasons 
1-·n support of it. In general, the Eastern differs from the vVestern 
tradition as regards the Epistle to the Hebrews in this, that the 
forn1er bears a positive, the latter a negative character. The 
forn1er ·went out from the kno,vledge that the epistle was 
Pauline, and only aftenvards were doubts awakened (in the 
Alexandrians) on account of the style, ,vhich, however, could 
not overthro,v that tradition, but only led to attempts to recon
cile them ,vith it. Nor ,vas there any doubt in Alexandria as to 
,vho ,vas the first and proper author, but only as to who was 
the translator, or who had ,vorked it out, whether Cle1nent of 
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Rome or Luke. It ,vas a settled point, that Paul ,vas the 
proper author. The tradition of the vV estern Church, on the 
contrary, ,vent out from an ignorance of the epistle, an ignorance 
of the author, and ,ve n1eet no,vhere any positive statement 
respecting the person of this author, ,vith the single exception 
of that of Tertullian. True, ,vhen he names Barnabas, Tertul
lian seems to express not a subjective conjecture but a tradition;· 
at all events, however, this tradition was only a local one, and in 
all probability rested, in its first origin, only on a conjecture. 
Origen (in Euseb. vii. 25), when he brings together all the 
opinions respecting the Epistle to the Hebre,vs, knows nothing 
of that of r_l.1ertullian; J ero1ne ( cat. 5) adduces it as "juxta 
Tertullianum," and has therefore regarded it as entirely a sub
jective vie,v of this Church Father. 

These considerations will suffice to convince us, that the 
critic-let him, if he ,vill, fonn an opinion respecting the author 
of the Epistle to the Hebrews only on internal grounds-is, at 
all events, not at liberty to set up any hypothesis ,vhich leaves it 
unaccountable, ho1v the Eastern Church came to the consciousness 
of having got this epistle as one sent by Paitl. 

And now if, in the second chapter, it was left an open question 
·whether the Epistle to the Hebrews was ·written in the year 62 
before, or in the year 64 after the death of Paul, the decision 
already inclines to the first of these dates. For, let it also be 
granted, that the Eastern Church had actually erred in con
sidering the Apostle Paul as the author, even this error ,vould 
cease to be explicable, if the Epistle to the Hebrews, generally 
speaking, ca1ne first into the East after the death· of the apostle. 
Think only of Heb. xiii. 19. 

CHAPTER FIFTH. 

CONTINUATION. B) INTERNAL REASONS. 

Let us now look at the epistle itself;· let us inquire whether it 
contains any special intimations respecting the person of its 
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author ; let us consider its doctrinal irnport, its cli"ction and style, 
that we' may see whether the epistle can be Pauline. 

A) PARTICULAR INTIMATIONS. 

Against the possibility of the Pauline authorship of the Epistle 
to the Hebrews is generally adduced the passage chap. ii. 3, 
,vhere the author d1:stinguishes lii1nself froni the Apostles, while 
Paul is else-where wont studiously to lay stress on his apostolical 
authority (Gal. i.; 2 Cor. xi. xii.)-But unjustly. The author, 
in that passage, does not distinguish himself from the apostles 
as one ·who is not an apostle, but, as one ,vho was not an eye
,vitness he distinguishes himself from the eye-·witnesses of the 
life and labours of that Son of God who brought the salvation. 
The author is not addressing those who cast doubts on_ his 
authority, and the question in the Epistle to the Hebre,vs is not 
·whether Paul derives his office as immediately as the twelve 
from ChriHt, or whether he has it from men; but the antithesis 
in that passage is between the word of the laiv, which ,vas spoken 
by angels on Sinai, and the word of 'the N e-w Testament salva
tion, which has been made known "to us" first by the Lor£l 
himself and then by ear-ivitnesses (therefore is perfectly sure
con1p. i(3£(3r1,1wOr;). Paul himself could not have written oth~r
wise here ; he too could and n1ust include_ himself, along with his 
readers, among those ·who had not the1nselves been witnesses of 
the life of Jesus. Accordingly, on the supposition of the Pauline 
authorship, the ~1u,; explains itself admirably even ,vhen tal~en 
as the 1 plur. com1nunicative ,vhich is not even necessary. For 
f;,t1;s,; is said in opposition to the contemporaries of l\ioses, and 
only denotes generally the Christians ; and if the author, in the 
course of the period v. 3, continues in the 1 plural ,vith ,vhich 
he had begun, he had in view there certainly, as appears fron1 
the context, not so much himself as his readers. "How can ,ve 
escape," &c., is only a milder form of, " Huw can ye escape?'' 
and the 1 plur. is not so much com1nunicative as insinuatory. 
rrhis passage, then, nowise presents any hindrance to the supJJ0-
sition of the Pauline authorship. Quite as little does the passage 
chap. xiii. ver. 19 ; comp. our remarks on that passage. 
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On the other hand, again, n9 inference can be drawn that the 
Apostle Paul ,vas the writer, from the circumstance that in chap. 
xiii. 23 the author speaks of his " brother Timothy." Paul 
certainly gives him the san1e designation in Col. i. 1. But ,vhy 
111ay not another helper of Paul-for example, a Luke, a lVIark 
-have given to Timothy as his fellow-helper the name "brother?" 
Only so much can be inferred from the postscript, chap. xiii. 20, 
ss., that the author n1ust have 

1
been a man ivho bclongccl to the 

specially-Paul-in~ circle, and ·was in Rome either in the year 6~ 
or in the year 64. 

B) THE DOCTRINAL IMPORT. 

The argument ,vhich some have founded on the doctrinal con
tents of the epistle against the authorship of Paul ,vill not stand 
the test. It is maintained that tliere is no trace of such an alle
gorical inter1:Jretation of the Old Testarnent in the Pauline ept'stles. 
There is already a mistake here, however, in speaking of an 
" allegorical" interpretation. That interpretation is called alle
gorical in which a symboli_cal sense is arbitrarily sought in a 
passage which is to be understood in the simple natural sense. 
When, in the account which is given of the feeding of the five 
thousand men, the twelve baskets full of the remaining fragments 
are explained of the twelve apostles ·whom Christ left over, or left 
behind to the world, as the t\velve bearers of that bread of life 
which he himself had not yet distributed-this is an allegorical 
interpretation. Such interpretations are certainly not found in the 
Pa·uline epistles, but as little are they to be found in the Epistle 
to the Hebrews. vVe have to distinguish the objective type from 
the subjective arbitrary allegorical interpretation. Types must 
arise from this, that preliminary and imperfect fulfilments precede 
the final perfect fulfilment of the promises of salvation. The 
deliverance from Egypt was really a fulfilment of the promise 
given in Gen. xv., hut it ,vas not yet the true fulfilment ; the 
promise that all nations should be blessed in the seed of Abra
ham ,va.s not yet fulfilled. The kingdom of David was really 
a higher and more perfect step in the_ possession of Canaan than 
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the conquests of Joshua, but still _not yet the last. Here, then, 
the preliminary fulfihnent is really in itself, and objectively, a 
type of the perfect, Just because both refer to one promise, and 
correspond to one JJromise. Thus, the intercourse between God 
revealing his presence in the Holiest of all, and the people repre
sented by the Levitical priests and sacrifices, ·was really a type 
of the perfect reconciliation of God ,vith the N e,v rrestament 
Israel, that divine community_ into ·which all nations of the earth 
,vere to be received, in order to be blessed in it ; but the one 
,vas a type of the other, just because, in the fonner, there ,vas 
only an imperfect fulfihnent of ,vhat ,vas perfectly fulfilled in the 
latter. The supposed " allegorical interpretation" of the Old 
Testament in the Epistle to the Hebre,vs, or, more correctly, the 
typology in this epistle, consists sin1ply in the author's sho,ving, 
that the types ivere only types, i.e., in other ,vords, that no pro
phecy found a pe1fect fulfiln1ent in the old covenant, that all 
fulfilments rather pointed always again to a further future. It 
was, for exan1ple, no arbitrary allegorising, but pure objective 
truth to say, that the state of separation behveen God and the 
people under the old covenant, the existence of t,vo compart-
1nentf; in the tabernacle, a Holy of Holies and a rrgwrrJ 67.rJv~, 

the necessity of ever-repeated sacrifices, pointed to a relation of 
1nan to God ,vhich ,vas not yet established. Tlii·s typology, 
however, ,ve find also in Paul's ,vritings. When Paul, Gal. iv., 
sees in the t,vo wives of Abrahan1 and their sons-of whom the 
one was by nature the elder, and yet was rejected, ,vhile the 
other, as the possessor of the pron1ise of grace, ,vas the heir-a 
typical foreshadowing of the relation between the natural pos
terity of Abraham, the legally righteous, natural Israel, and the 
N e,v Testament Israel holding fast the pron1ise, this is just such 
a typology as ,ve find in the Epistle to the Hebrew·s, nay, a 
bolder instance of it. But the fact that such typologies occur 
seldom, and, by the by, in Paul's ,vritings, while in the Epistle 
to the Hebrews they fonn the substance of the writing, is natu
rally accounted for by the ai1n and obJect of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews, ,vhich is, to consider the Old Testament institutions 
,vith the intent to discover ,vhether, and in ho,v far, they point 
forward to son1ething more perfect. But a difference which can 
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be explained by considering the obJect of a writing, ought not 
logically to be 1nade a ground fro111 which to infer a different 
author. 

Nor is it otherwise with reference to a second consideration
viz. that the doctrine of the resurrection 'which plays so i1nportant 
a part in Paul's ivr·itings, is not treated of in the Epi8tle to the 
Hebreivs. It "'as necessary that Paul should develop this doc
trine in detail ,vhen writing to the Corinthians, because they 
disputed it ; in like 1nanner to the Thessalonians, because they 
had false apprehensions of it. But in what part of the Epistle 
to the Galatians, for example, has Paul even made 111ention of 
the resurrection ? The objection would only have any force if, 
in the Epistle to the Hebrews, there "'as some indication of the 
non-existence of the resurrection being presupposed. But, in
deed, the antithesis bet,veen the hun1iliation and exaltation of 
Christ, the suffering and glorification of believers, fonns rather 
the ground tone upon ,vhich the whole symphony of ideas in the 
Epistle to the Hebrews is built ! Comp. Heb. i. 3, ii. 5-9, and 
10-15, x. 19, ss., xi. 5, xii. 1-3, and 18-24, and 26-29, 
xiii. 14. 

A third objection is founded on the circumstance of the 
Pauline doctrine, that the Gentiles also are called to the gospel, 
not being found in the Epistle to the Hebre,vs. Very naturally! 
This question had been settled in the year 51 in Jerusalem 
( Acts xv.) ; and in the year 55, in opposition to the Galatian 
false teachers. Fron1 the fact that this question is not again 
touched in the Epistle to the Hebrews, the only reasonable 
inference that can be dra,vn is, that the readers of the Epistle to 
the Hebre,vs did not doubt the lawfulness of the baptism of 
uncircumcised persons ; only the e1nancipation of native Israel
ites-of the circurnciscd, the Jewish Christians-from the ritual 
of the te1nple, ,vas not yet clear to the1n. But that the author, 
on his part, must have been convinced of the right of the uncir
cun1cised to be received into the Church, follows, as the n1ost 
necessary consequence, fro1n the whole doctrinal position of this 
epistle! If even the Jewish Christians are to go out fro111 the 
-;-;ag,p,(3r/Ar; ( xiii. 13), how 1uuch less could he expect the Gent?°le 
Christians to enter into this r.ag=,u,f3r/Ar; ?-But ,vhy does he, in 
chap. ii. 16, place the "seed of Abraham" in opposition to the 
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angels, and not hu1nanity as a whole? Just beca~se the "seed 
of Abraham" forms here the antithesis to the angels, and not to 
the Gentiles, it follows that this expression (which is therefore 
used there in reality not in the empirico-historical sense, but 
,vith evident reference to Gen. xxii. 18, consequently, in the 
prophetico-ideal sense) must embrace the entire 111 essianic Chitrcli,, 
the spiritual seed of Abraham, 1 and is itsed therefore quite in the 
Paitline sense (Rorn. iv. 16). 

A fourth objection, that the opposition between 'lgya and r,:fa,n; 

is not developed, has more apparent reason. But neither, for 
example, is this opposition deve~oped, nay, it is not even touched, 
in the Epistle to the Thessalonians. Tholuck, indeed, thinks that 
we were entitled to expect that antithesis precisely in the Epistle 
to the Hebrews, as the error of the Hebrews consisted in an 
unintelligent cleaving to the ivorlcs of the laiv. But this may be 
very much doubted. The Levitical ritual acts might certainly 
be designated as ivories of the law). but this could be done properly 
only in so far as any one considered these to be meritorious 
services on his part. rrhis the Galatia.n false teachers did. They 
,vere proud of their extraordinary perfect fulfilment of the ritual 
and ceremonial ordinances, and thought that they could thereby 
acquire righteousness before God, and deserve heaven. The 
readers to ,vhon1 this epistle was addressed appear in a quite 
different position. Their 1nalady was not pride and self-righteous
ness, but fear and scruples of conscience. They thought not 
that they did and deserved something great when they kept the 
law; but they believed that they needed the Old Testament means 
of atonement in order to be free from guilt. rrhey were not 
'Work-righteous, on the contrary, they were earnestly desiring 
atonement (nowhere does the author find it necessary to prove to 
them that an atonement is necessary), but theJ~ could not yet 
believe that the one sacrifice of Christ ,vas sufficient. Thus, in 
their case, the opposition could not be that between ig,a v6,tJJ(JiJ 

1 Those are certainly wrong, who think tha,t" the idea of a spiritual seed of 
Abraham is there expressed explicite; but it would, in like manner, be wrong 
to understand the word in the empirical sense ( = people of the Jews). The 
idea is evidently this~ God has not given such promises as Gen. xii. 15, 22, 
&c., to the angels, but to the seed of .A.braiwm, therefore to men. 
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and ,;:i<J;-1;, but only that between the <Jx1a ,;6p,CJu and the <;-EAaf :m51;. 

In dealing with such readers, Paul also could certainly not 
,vrite otherwise than is ,vritten in the Epistle to the Ifebrews. 
For no one ,vill fail to perceive that the difference betw~een the 
doctrinal syste1n of the Epistle to the Hebrews. and that of tl~e 
Epistle to the Roma~s is only a fonnal one. The Epistle to the 
Hebrews represents precisely the sa1ne •thi_ng in its objective
historical aspect as is treated in the Epistle to the Romans in its 
subjective-psychological aspect. lt[oreover, the latter is not alto
gether ivanting even in the Epistle to the Hebreivs. VVe refer to 
chap. iv., "the ·word which did not 1ningle itself in faith ,vith those 
·who heard it," and the '' living word ·with ,vhich we have to 
do" (ver. 2 and ver. 12, 13). Further, comp. our concluding 
remark at Heh. x. 1_5-18, and our introductory remark to the 
section, Heb. xii. 18-29. 

The last objection rests on this, that Paul ahvays represents 
Christ only as the sacrifice, not as the priest, ,vhile it is precisely 
the reverse in the Epistle to the Hebrews. But, here also, there 
is no n1aterial difference. For if Paul in Eph. v. 2 teaches that 
Christ gave himself an offering and sacrifice (in like manner Gal. 
ii. 20), and if the Epistle to the Hebrews speaks of a priest who 
ojJ'ered hi,mself (vii. 27, &c.), then Paul certainly considers Christ 
not merely as the offered but also as the offerer, and the Epistle 
to the Hebre,vs considers him not merely as the offerer. but also as 
the offered. One might really suppose that the two propositions, 
Christus sacerdos immolavit sc ipsurn, and, Iiostiarn immolavit, 
Christus sese ipse, come pretty 1nuch to the same thing ! There 
remains, therefore, at most only the question why Pa11l does not 
else,vhere also designate Christ as the true "priest," why he 
has not applied the word isgeu; to hi1n, if (as rrholuck says), 
,: he had become conscious of the idea of the l\'.Iessiah's priesthood 
in the lofty form in ,vhich it appears in our epistle."-But 
\Yhcther or not Paul might use the word isgeu;, he at all events 
opened up the view and the representation of a priesthood of 
Christ when in Eph. v. 2; Gal. ii. 20 he ,vrote : Christ offered 
himself as a sacrifice. Here certainly he did not think of Christ 
as a lay person, who offered himself to another priest instead of 
an ani1nal ! And in Rom. viii. 34 he ascribes also the priestly 
work of intercession to Christ.-But that the 1.vorcl i~gsu; is used 
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precisely in the Epistle to the Hebre,vs finds its natural expla
nation in this, that the point fro1n ,vhich the author of t!1e Epistle 
to the Hebrews started in his argumentation ,vas the priestly 
institution, and , he proved that tliis institution of the Old 
Testament also is fulfilled in Christ. In Eph. v. and Gal. ii., on 
the contrary, he starts fro1n the u;ork of Christ, and touches only 
slightly and casually on the analogy bebYeen it and the Old 
rrestan1ent sacrificial ritual-just as much so as, for example, in 
1 Cor. v. 7, he touches on the analogy bet,veen Christ and the 
Old Testament passover la1nb. 

There is, therefore, in the doctrinal systern o._f the Epistle to 
the Hebrews no peculiarity ·which forbids us from ascribing its 
authorship to the Apostle Paul. 

On tlie contrary, there are in the Epistle to the Hebrews a 
raultitiicle of niost peculiarly Pauline ideas. The designation 
of God as the one by . ,vhom and for ,vhon1 are all things, is 
Pauline (with Heb. ii. 10, ss. comp. Rorn. xi. 36 ; 1 Cor. viii. 
G) ; the idea of the Son as the exact image of the Father (,vith 
Heb. i. 1, ss. co1np. 2 Cor. iv. 4; Col. i. 15, s.); the exaltation 
of Christ above the angels ( with Heb. ii. 9 C?mp. Phil. ii. 9, 
ss.) into heaven (Heb. iv. 14, vii. 26, and Eph. iv. 10), besides, 
the remarkable and quite special idea that God the Father alone 
is excepted in the subjection of all things to Christ (Heb. ii. 8, 9; 
l C~r. xv. 27) ; that the exalted Christ intercedes with the 
Father for his o,vn (Heb. vii. 25 ; Rom. viii. 34) ; that he has 
destroyed death and its po,ver (Heb. ii. 14 ; 1 Cor. xv. 54, s. ; 
2 rrim. i. 10) ; again the rcmarlcably special ccnnbination of ideas, 
that Christ, having died once, cannot die again (Heb. ix. 26, ss., 
x. 12; Rom. vi. 9, s.); farther, that Christ died for every crea
ture (Heb. ii. 9 ; Epb. i. 10 ; Rom. viii. 22) ; that ·when he 
comes again, he ,vill con1e not as a Saviour but as a Judge 
(Heb. ix. 27, s. ; Tit. ii. 13 ; 2 r.rim. iv. 1 and 8 ; Rom. viii. 24, 
xiii. 11) ; that, till then, he rules and reigns at the right hand 
of God (Heb. i. 3, x. 12, 13; 1 Cor. xv. 25).-In like manner, 
~hat the law cannot save, and is destined to be abrogated ( ,vith 
Heh. iv. 2, vii. 16-19, ix. 9-13, viii. 7, x. 14, xvi. 20, comp. 
Ron1. ii. 29 ; 2 Cor. iii. 6, s. ; Gal. iii. 3, iv. 3 ~nd 9). The 
designation of the la,v as a shadoiv (Heh. viii. 5, x. 1 ; Col. ii. 
17). ~rhe putting together of the ii.'7.f; with the r,r,~'a; and 
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with the aya'ii11 (Heb. vi. 10, s., x. 22, ss. ; comp. 1 Thess. v. 8 
and 1 Cor. xiii. 13). The request to be interceded for (Heb. xiii. 
18, s. ; Phil. ii. 14, i. 25 ; Philen1. 22), and the antithesis be
tween rf1,£10; and vi;-r.10; (Heb. v. 13, 14 ; 1 Cor. iii. 1, xiii. 11 ; 
Ro111. ii. 20; Eph. iv. 14). 

Especially remarkable, ho,vever, is the agree1nent of the Epistle 
to the Hebre,vs with Paul in the reference to the second psalm 
(Heb. i. 5, ss. ; comp. Acts xiii. 33, ss.), and in the inference, 
<lra,vn fro1n Abraham's readiness to offer up Isaac, that Abrahan1 
believed in the possibility of a resurrection of Isaac (Heb. xi. 17 ; 
Ro1n. iv. 17). 

This Pauline complexion of the doctrinal system does not, in
deed, necessitate our coming to the conclusion that Paul ,vas the 
author of the epistle, but still leaves roon1 for the possibility of 
another author ; this other, ho,vever, 111ust at all events be sought 
for among the disciples and helpers of the Apostle Paul; our 
epistle must have emanated fro1n this circle ; only thus can the 
recurrence of Pauline ideas and con1binations of ideas-even in 
the minutest particulars-be accounted for. 

C) vVORDS AND PHRASES. 

1\'.Iany dogniat-ical expressions peculiarly Pauline are also found 
in our epistle. The doctrine that Christ intercedes for us with 
the Father (Heb. vii. 25 ; Rom. viii. 34) is expressed by the 
same word Jv..-uyxave1v, that of his having destroyed death by the 

' same verb ila..-agye111 (Heb. ii. 14; 2 rrim. i. 10). Further, the 
phrase o 0so; ~wv (I-Ieb. x. 31, used else,vhere only by Paul), the 
expression oii'.arn; xa..-a t;;'iG'.JV (Heb. vii. 25), the use of Y.auxau0a, 
(Heb. iii. 6; otherwise, for example, Jain. iv. 16). :Further, con1p. 
Heb. ii. 4 ,vith 1 Cor. xii.-1-Ieb. xiii. 20 ,vith Rom. xv. 33, xvi. 
20; 2 Cor. xiii. 11; Phil. iv. 9 ; 1 Thess. v. 23-Heb. xii. 1 
,vith 1 Tim. vi. 12; 2 Ti1n. iv. 7.-Finally, the genuine Pauline 
expression i::rg,crcro,;-f~(JJ;, Heb. xii. 19, and 'iif,;ro,0a, Heb. xiii. 18. 

rrhere are again indeed dogmatical expressions ,vhich do not 
recur in other Pauline epistles. The frequent use of <:"£A£1ouv 

can scarcely be adduced as belonging to this class, as the ·word is 
also found in Phil. iii. 12 ; the frequency of its occurrence in the 
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Epistle to the I-Iebrews is to be explained from the object of the 
writing, nan1ely, to show the fulfilment of all the Old Testament 
types, and does not therefore point to a different writer. In like 
manner, the designation of Christ as the r,1,--;:-66-,oi-.o; 0eof; to men 
(iii. 1) is explained from the context, as we have seen in the 
interpretation of the passage, and Paul himself would have been 

able to find no other ·word to express the appellative idea of 7NSO 
n,n, without, at the same time, expressing the Gentile idea 
" angel."-On the other hand, reference may justly be made to 
the use of oµ,oi-.oyi(:J, (iii. 1, iv. 14, x. 23), lyyi~Elv ,,.~ 0e0 (Heb. vii. 
19) and the allusion to John x. 1 (Heb. xiii. 20). These, how
ever, are still no conclusive proofs against the Pauline authorship. 
Particular expressions not occurring elsewhere are found in every 
epistle of Paul, and it must have been a strange and not very 
accountable solicitude on the part of the apostle, if, in any epistle, 
he had set himself to avoid all such expressions as he had not 
already used in former epistles. 

If, now, ·we look at the remaining phrases, in a dogmatical 
point of vie·w indifferent, ,ve are at once struck ,vith a great 
dissimilarity from the Pauline style, consisting in this: that far 
fewer and ,veaker Hebrais1ns occur in the Epistle to the Hebre,vs 
than elsewhere in the Pauline epistles. Hebraisms are, indeed, 
not altogether wanting also in our epistle ; but they are found, 
partly, only in those 1xtssages in ,vhich reference is directly made 
to Old rrestament declarations and expressions 1 (for exan1ple, 
xo-;;-~, vii. 1, peculiar to the usage of the LXX. ; iv 'i"fi 061ut dva,, 

vii. 10), or they are phrases which ,vere entirely naturalised in 
the speech of the Christians, and whose foreign origin ·was no 
longer felt by any one (yeus(j0ar 0aliarou, loe7v 0aYa'i"OY, oux eugf6xsro, /I.Cl,/1.SJV 

= ,~,, g~µ,(J., = prophecy). Or finally, but only seldom, there .. . 
are loose connections of sentences which are indeed conceived in 
Hebreiv, but are, at the same ti1ne, also tolerable for the Grecian 
ear, and cannot be said to be not G-reek, as, for exa1nple, chap. 
xii. 9, r.ar' ~r;6of.u.v for 'Jv(J., ~wp.,ev. '11here occur also the expressions 
'Aagwv, Xsgou(:51(1.J, 'Isg,xw used indeclinably ; finally, also, geni
tives of quality, for which the classical G-reek ·would rather have 

I I-Iebraisms in the citations properly so called from the LXX. (for example, 
chap. ,·i. 14) are, of course, not at all taken into view. 
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used acljecti ves. All these single instances, however, are very 
far fron1 giving to the ,vriting as a ·whole that Hebreiv colouring 
which belongs to the Pauline epistles ; in it all is thought in 
Greelc, in the writings of Paul the Semitic connection of the 
thoughts is everywhere apparent. No,v this can scarcely indeed 
be explained by the circumstance, that Paul has, in this writing, 
ca,refully elaborated a treatise, and not surrendered himself as 
elsewhere to the impulse of his feelings. It would be ·wrong to 
deny that a man of the mind of Paul, i£ he had made it his whn 
to wTite good Greek, such Greek as that of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews might have accomplished it. But it ,vill be all the 
more difficult to perceive, ,vhy he should have studied to attain 
so fine a Greek style in ,vriting precisely to the Hebrews. 

D) THE STYLE. 

This leads us now to the style as a whole. No small portion 
of the peculiarities which are commonly adduced as argu111ents 
against the Pauline authorship may, more correctly considered, 
be reduced to this, that the Epistle to the Hebrews is written in 
a more select style than the Pauline epistles. To this belongs 
the use of sonorous compounds, as f.k1u&a,7:oooufa, og7.,(JJµotrfa, then 
such turns as 00011-TououTy;, xo,v"ne7v with the genitive of the 
thing (while in Rom. v. 17; 1 Tim. v. 22, it is used with the 
dative), u½oro; as masculine (while with Paul it is always neuter) ; 
farther, the frequent use of the elegantly connecting adverb 50H 

(for which Paul uses o,d, o,a Touro), iavr,ng (for which Paul uses 
e'/')'r. and Eirreg), Ei; ro 011111Exs;, o,a. r,;av-rci; (for which, except in 
Rom. xi. 10, Paul always uses the more homely r,rall'.OT:, ,vhile 
this occurs only once in the Epistle to the Hebre,vs, chap. vii. 
25). Now, this more select style affords certainly an indirect 
argument against the Pauline authorship ; for, although the 
circumstance that the Epistle to the Hebrews has the nature of 
a treatise, and was ,vorked out with more scientific composure 
and care, may in sorrie measure account for the author's having 
paid 111ore attention to the diction than he did in other epistles 
properly so called, it still remains unaccountable, as has been 
already observed, that Paul should have ai1ued in so high a 

2D 
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degree at a fine style when ,vriting precisely to the Jeivish Chris
tians in Jerusale1n, while he gives hiinself free scope in "rriting 
to the Ephesians, Corinthians, Ro1nans, &c. That so elegant 
a structure of period as ,ve find, for example, in chap. i. 1-3 ; 
chap. x. 19-25; xi. 32-38; xii. 18-24-that so elegant an 
arrangement of the ,vords as ,ve find, for example, in Heb. vii. 
4 (Oewgehs os, <;i~AIXOr; ou,;-or;, ~ i'.,C/,,J OciGCl./,r}II 'A/3gixap.1 EOWXSII Eil ':-W~ 

cixg()O,vfwv, o rra,.gufgx"G), ,vas not natural to the Apostle Paul, is 
but too apparent from the Pauline epistles! In such passages 
he must no~ merely have written more composedly and carefully, 
but 1nust have made the style precisely the subject of artistical 
study, and that he should have done so is in the least degree 
credible in the case of a missive intended for the J e,vish Chris
tians in Palestine. 

In addition to this, there are certain expressions of a more 
trifling kind, which are all the more important precisely because 
they cannot be reduced under the general head of style, but have 
their origin, doubtless, in unconscious habit. The author of the 
Epistle to the I--Iebre,vs uses in comparisons '7r'aga with the accu
sative (four times), which never occurs in Paul's writings; he 
uses the ,vord /J,axgo0u/JJfa ( vi. 12 and 15) to designate an idea 
for which Paul always employs the proper favourite expression 
u,;-;op,ov~ ; he uses xaOf~rn1 intransitively, which Paul, with the 
exception of the single passage 2 Thess. ii. 4, always applies 
intransitively in the sense of "set ; " he says in seven passages 
'Ir;crnur; ( especially remarkable in chap. xiii. 20) ,. and 'Ir;crou; 

xg,cr,;-6r; only in two passages ( xiii. 8 and 21), while Paul never 
says 'Ir;crou; alone, but ( according to Stuart's enumeration) 'Ir;(J'ou; 

Xg,cr .. 6r; 68 times, and Xg,cr-r6r; 198 times, and o xugior; 147 times ; 
finally, he cites Old Testament passages with the words ,;rv:up,a 

Asyu, or, merely, 11.sys,_, while Paul usually introduces citations 
by ,~yga'7i'7C/,,I ( only in 1 r~rim. i. 4, and Gal. iii. 16 by rrvsv.ua 

·1-.~yu). The Rabbinical co;i.troversial formulas, too, so common 
in Paul's writings (for exan1ple ,vhen an objection is introduced 
,vitp. the ,vorcls a/\.1,.' }gei .,,r;), are entirely wanting in the Epistle 
to the Hebre,vs. 

r_rhat the Epistle to the Hebre,vs always strictly follo,vs the 
Sept. in the citations, while Paul often cites freely, is a circum
stance to ,vhich, considered in itself, no weight can be attached. 
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To account for this it has only to be ren1embered, that the 
author of this epistle 1vrote ivith the Sept. in his hancl, and ,vith 
the intention that his ,vriting should be for1nally stitdiecl by hi8 
readers and compared with the Sept. It is a circumstance of 
1nore importance that the citations of our epistle follolv the 
recension ,vhich is contained in the cod. Alex., while those of 
Paul, ·when he follows the Sept., for the most part agree with the 
cod. Va tic. (Bleek, p. 369, ss.). 

But ,vhat seenis more significant than all this is the 1nanner ,in 
ivhich the thoitghts themselves are arranged, and the proofs adduced. 
'rhe method of passing, immediately at the conclusion of a sec
tion, to the theme of a ne,v section, and in this way intimating 
that theme, is nowhere to be found in Paul's ,vritings. (v\Tith 
the transitions Heb. i. 4; ii. 5 ; iii. 2 ; iv. 1 and 14 ; v. 10, &c., 
comp. the abrupt transitions Rom. iii. 1 ; v. 1 ; vi. 1 ; vii. 1 ; 

viii. 1 and 12; ix. 1 ; xii. 1 ; 1 Cor. v. 1 ; vi. 1 ; vii. 1 ; viii. 1 ; 
ix. 1 ; xii. 1 ; xv. 1. &c.). Paul generally adduces his proofs 
i1111nediately, by appealing to the inner experience (for exalpple, 
Rom. vii.), or ,vhen he actually deduces propositions from propo
sitions, he simply makes one proposition fo1low another with a 
" because," and carries forward the chain of ideas without logical 
arrangement, now looking backwards no,v forwards ( comp. for 
exan1ple, Rom. i. 19, 20; ii. 14-16; iii. 4-8), and often 
interrupts himself by acces~ory ideas (for e~ample, Rom. v. 13 
-17). In the Epistle to the Hebrews we find everywhere a 
8trictly syllogistical arrangement of the 1nembers composing the 
proof, and that generally in such a form as that the conclusion 
is forth,vith inferred from one of the two premises, ,vhile the 
other connecting premiss is brought in afterwards ( comp. our 
remarks on Heh. xii. 10). 

All these considerations are so forcible and conclusive that 
,ve can say nothing else than this : By hoiv much the spirit and 
doctrine of the epistle is Pauline, by so little can it be SUJJposecl 
that this diction should have come froni the hand of the A postlc~ 
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CHAPTER SIXTH. 

CONCLUSION. THE PARTICULAR HYPOTHESIS. 

After having -without prejudice ascertained the particular 
phenomena external and internal, ,vbich fall to be considered in 
the question respecting the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
and after having carefully examined every one of them, it ,vill 
no,v be an easy matter to test the different opinions which have 
been put forth concerning the person of its author. We may 
divide these opinions into three classes. First, that of those 
,vho hold the Apostle Paul to have been the immediate and 
proper author of the epistle ( as Gelpke, Hugg, Klee, Paul1:1s, 
Stein); a second class embraces the views of those who exclude 
the Apostle Paul frorri all share in the production of the Epistle 
to the Hebre,vs; a third class is formed by the conjectures of 
those who, as already Origen, hold that the epistle was ,vritten in 
the name of and by commission fro1n the Apostle Paul, under his 
au~hority, nay, under his special influence, but not written with 
his own hand nor verbally dictated by him. 

The view ,vhich belongs to the first class has commonly been 
too roughly handled, and set aside as insipid. That no argument 
against it can be dra,vn from the external testimonies, ,ve have 
already seen at the end of the fourth chapter of this inquiry, and 
have come to the conclusion, that precisely in the supposition 
of a Pauline authorship does the pos£tive tradition of the East, in 
like manner as the negative tradition of the West, find its expla
nation. The inference also which is wont to be drawn from 
I-Ieb. ii. 3 against the Pauline authorship, has already ( chap. v. 
at the beginning) appeared to us to be of no weight. One 
argu1nent only remains in full force against that view-viz. the 
peculiarities of style. Only by a forced process may these pecu
liarities be broken down, and in this state, one by one, weakened 
of their effect; in fact, it cannot be ptoven with mathematical 
certainty that it ,vas absolutely impossible for the Apostle Paul 
to throw hiinself, for once, into a different kind of style ; but no 
positive reason can be discovered, by ·which the Apostle Paul 
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should l1avc been induced to ,vrite in a style so different fron1 
that to which he was accustomed, and a sound critical mind 
will be ever and again forced into the conviction, that in the 
Epistle to the Hebrews another hand than that of Paul held 
the pen. 

Nor is it otherwise with the second class of hypotheses, ho,v 
great soever the number of those whose views are to be ranked 
under it. Already n1ust reasonable doubts be awakened by the 
single circumstance, that criticism has arrived at no judg1nent in 
any 1neasure certain as to 'who the author can have been if it 
was not Paul. Criticism has split itself into many hypotheseH 
on this point, against every one of which there are substantial 
dou1ts. The most untenable of these is the conjecture ,vhich 
makes Clement of Rome the author; it remains untenable even 
,vhen separated from the auxiliary conjecture ,vith which it 
appears in ancient times to have been connected (in Euseb. iii. 
38), namely that Clement only translated the epistle fron1 an 
Aramaic original (it is so separated by Eusebius and Calvin, 
who, besides, expresses himself hesitatingly). This conjecture 
as a whole evidently rests on the circumstance that many ideas 
of the Epistle to the Hebrews recur in the Epistles to the 
Corinthians of Clement. But we have already seen ( chap. 

I 

iv.) that the relation bet,veen these t,vo epistles docs not re-
semble that bet,veen Paul's Epistle to the Ro1nans and his 
Epistle to the Galatians, or that between the Epistles to the 
Ephesians and the Colossians-in other words, that it is not 
one spirit and one doctrinal system from ,vhich the two epistles, 
our Epistle to the Hebrews and the Epistle of Cle1nent, have 
proceeded with equal originality-but rather that Clement, in 
particular JJassages of his epistle, alludes to particula1~ passages of 
the Epistle to the Hebrews, cites them, and thus places hin1self 
in a relation of dependence on the Epistle to the Hebrew-s, just 
as he places himself in dependence on the particular Epistles of 
Paul. The spirit of Clement's epistle-in so far as Clement does 
not give citations but writes independently-is altogether clif
ferent fro1n the spirit of the Epistle to the Hebre,vs. His relat_ion 
to it was evidently the relation in which one stands to the ,vrit
ing of another. 

In like 1nanner untenable is the opinion that J.lf arlc ·was the 
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._iuthor of the Epistle to the I-Iebrews ; not because lviark, as 
belonging to Jerusale1n (Acts xii. 13), must have been better 
acquainted with the temple than our author, from a false exegesis 
of chap. ix., is made out to have been, but because Mark did not 
belong to the Paurine circle1 either in the course of his outer 
life ( con1p. Acts xv. 37-40; 1 Pet. v. 13), or in his inner charac
ter ,-because he did not stand in the near relation to Timothy 
described in Heb. xiii. 23, and, moreover, as regards his style, 
tlcviates still more than Paul fi·om the Epistle to the I--Iebrews. 

Nor can Aquila, be thought of as the author, inasmuch as he 
was not living in Italy in the years 62 ss., but in Ephesus (2 
'rim. iv. 19), ,vhile the Epistle to the IIebrews ,vas written in 
Italy ( comp. our explanation of xiii. 24). 

vVith greater confidence have J. E. Chr. Schmidt, T,vesten, 
Ullmann, and recently Thiersch, declared Barnabas to have been 
the author. But, as ,ve have already seen ( chap. iv.), appeal 
can be 111ade in support of this hYIJothcsis to anything but ancient 
ecclesiastical tradition, ,vith the exception of Tertullian. On the 
other hand, it is not to be objected to this hypothesis, that such a 
811JJJJOsed ·want of acquaintance ,vith the temple as is found in the 
Epistle to the Hebrews ,vould not be conceivable in the case of 
a Levite (Acts iv. 36). Nor can any argument against it be 
drawn fron1 the so-called "epistle of Barnabas," ,vhich is alto
gether unlike the Epistle to the Hebrews, as this epistle, although 
,vritten by a man of the name of Barnabas, can hardly have been 
written by that Barnabas who is mentioned in the New Tcstan1ent. 
vVith more reason is reference made against this hypothesis to 
the circumstance, that Barnabas ( according to Acts xiv. 12) 
was inferior even to Paul in the gift of eloquence, ,vhile the 
author of the Epistle to the Hebrews far surpassed Paul in skill 
in the use of language. To this is to be added, that Barnabas, 
fro1n the tin1e spoken of in Acts xiv., completely retires fron1 
notice, and disappears fron1 history. In the Pauline epistles 
,vritten from Rome mention is nowhere made of him. 

Titus also ,vas at that ti1ne in Dalmatia (2 Ti1n. iv. 10). Even 
on this account, we are not at liberty to suppose that he can have 
been the author, nor has any one in reality suggested him. 

1 He was, however, for a while in Rome at the snmc time with Paul, ac
cording to Col. iv. 10; Philem. 24. 
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On the other hand, Luther, Clericus, Sen1ler, Dindorf, Zeigler, 
De ,Vette, Tholuck, Olshausen, and Bleek have conjectured that 
Apollos ,vas the author. He ,vas, indeed, an eloquent 1nan and 
1nighty in the Scriptures (Acts xviii. 24 ; con1p. 1 Cor. i.-iv.), 
·who fro1n the very first ,vas wont to dispute ,vith the J e,vR 
( .... i\_cts xviii. 28). And as exceedingly little is kno,vn of him, a 
nun1ber of conjectures. are 1Jossible ,in regard to him; he 1nay 
have laboured in Palestine, he may have acquired great iufluence 
there; he 1nay have had in view in the expression rny brother 
Timothy, Heb. xiii. 23, merely the general brotherlyrelation of the 
Christian to the Christian ; for, he cannot have stood in a special 
relation to Timothy before the year 64, ,vhich is the latest elate 
that can be supposed for the composition of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews; nor can he have been in Italy at the time of Paul's 
imprisonment, as Paul never 1nentions hi1n. And there arc 
certainly no inconsiderable difficulties ,vhich stand in the way 
of this hypothesis, and which can be obviated only by a very 
unnatural explanation of the passage Heb. xiii. 24. Besides, it is 
not very probable that Apollos can have coincided so thoroughly 
,vith the Pauline system of doctrine, fron1 the inti1nations ,vhich 
we find in the Acts of the Apostles, and in the Epistle to the 
Corinthians. 

,Vith much more reason may it be supposed that S,ilas or Lulce 
was the author. The form.er view has been defended, although 
but weakly, by Bohm.e and I\1.ynster, the latter by Grotius. 
Against Luke, something has been made of the circumstance 
that he,vas a Gentile Christian (Col. iv. 14, con11J. ·with ver. 10, s.), 
,vhile the Epistle to the Hebre,vs n1ust of necessity have been 
,vritten by a J e,vish Christian. This latter is inferred fron1 the 
fact that the author in chap. i. 1 speaks of the " fathers," ,vhere 
it is evidently the people of Israel that are meant, and that in 
chap."" xi. 2 he calls the believers of the old covenant (/; i;;-gs<J/36-

-;-sgfJ,. Had he spoken of " our fathers," then there would be sonic 
ground for the inference; but it is difficult to see why an author, 
writing to J e,vish Christians, should not have been able so far to 
forget. himself or his readers as to say: "Bcforeti1ne Goel has 
spoken to the fathers by the prophets." Surely the Gentile 
Christians, too, had ,vith Jesus the Messiah received also the 
,vord of prophecy ; surely they, too, had entered into the right 
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and relation of children a1nong the people of God ! And that sarne 
Luke speaks of the events which happened to Jesus among the 
Jewish people as ':.'fgl ,;-wv ':.'ga.r·11ulrrwv E v ~/Liv ':.'H';'ArJgo~ogrJ/.Livwv. 

Such 1Jassages, therefore, as Heb. i. 1, xi. 2, cannot be made 
to bear against the authorship of Luke. On the other hand, 
the circumstance speaks for Luke, that from the year 62 on
,vards he was ,vith Paul in Italy, and a fellow-helper ,vith 
Timothy (Philem. 1 and 24); Silas stood in the same relation 
to Timothy ( comp. 1 Thess. i. 1); true, in the year 62, Silas was 
not in Italy, but he was certainly there with Peter "sv Ba/3u11.wvi" 

in the year G4, imn1ediately after the death of Paul ( comp. 1 Pet. 
v. 12). Now, as the Epistle to the Hebrews must have been , 
,vritten either in the year 62 or in the year G4 ( see above, chap. 
ii.), in the fonner case Luke might be held to be· the author, in 
the latter case Silas. 

This hypothesis would certainly, so far as we have gone, be , 
the niost tolerable). but there is one reason also for rejecting it, 
the same by which this entire second class of hypothesis is over
thrown. The fir1nness and unanimity of the Oriental traditi'on 
re1nains altogether inexplicable, if it be not supposed that the 
Epistle to the Hebre1vs came to Jerusalem under the name and the 
aidhority of Paul. (See above, chap. iv. at the end). And thus, 
indeed, there is not ,vanting the " occasion" demanded by Bleek 
(p. 393) for supposing, that "precisely Paul" was, at least, the 
indirect author of the epistle. 

This brings us to the third class of conjectures, ,vhich, however, 
has received but small accessions since the time of Origen, so that 
·we are spared the trouble of enumerating various particular 
hypotheses, and instead of this, can immediately pass to a positive 
construction of the right view. 

The data at which ,ve have arrived in chap. iv. v. form the 
starting-point:-

(1.) r11he -tradition of the East is capable of explanation only 
on the supposition, that the epistle ,vas handed to the readers 
under the name of Paul. 

(2.) That the vVestern Church was at first unacquainted with 
the epistle, is fully accounted for by the circumstance of its 
having been designed fo1: the Jewish Christians of Palestine; ancl 
the ignorance of that Church, at a later period, respecting its 
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author, is explained by the want of an inscription, and the un
Pauline style. 

(3.) The author stood in a near personal relation to r.rimothy. 
( 4.) The doctrine is Pauline, the diction un-Pauline. 
Let us now call to mind a very remarkable circumstance 

already hinted at in the explanation of chap. xiii. 19 and 22, ss., 
but which has as yet been entirely unobserved-viz. that chap. 
xiii. ~2-25, cannot have been written in the name of the person 
who wrote chap. i. I-chap. xiii. 21, nevertheless, that it must 
have been written by the same hand. The postscript is not in 
the name of him in whose name the epistle was written; for the 
person in whose name ver. 19 is written was, against his will, so 
situated as to be prevented from setting out on a journey to the 
readers. This did not depend on his own will ; nor did he by 
any means hope to be shortly set free, but be adn1onished the 
readers to pray that he might be restored to them; he therefore, 
took it for granted that he ·would "be still in confinement when 
the readers should have received the epistle into their hands. On 
the other hand, the person in whose name ver. 22-25 is ,vritten 
is already about to set out on a journey, and it depends only on 
the speedier or later coming of Timothy, who had just been set 
free, whether he will set out to,vards the East' along with him or 
alone. . 

And yet the postscript is written and composed by the same 
liand that wrote and composed the epistle. For in ver. 22 the 
author of the postscript apologises for several harshnesses in his 
admonitions, and asks the readers to excuse these on acc0unt of 
the short and compressed character of the writing. . The post
script, therefore, does not proceed from an amanuensis to ,vhon1 
the epistle had been verbally dictated, but from one to whom the 
niaterial had been given ivliile the diction 1vas left to himselj: 

Who then ,vas the author? who the composer ? The com
poser was a friend or fellow-helper of Timothy (xiii. 23), but was 
not, precisely at that time, in the san1e place (xiii. 23, iav . . . 
~gx11-:-w) in which Timothy had, up till about that time, been 
imprisoned. Now, we found (see above, chap. ii.) in tlie Epistle 
to tlw Philippians the clearest traces of an imprisonment of 
Timothy. Paul ,vould like to send Timothy into the East, but 
cannot yet do so; he hopes, however, to be able shortly to send 
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him thither. fVhen Paitl 'wrote the Epistle to the Philippians, in 
the year 62, Tiniothy was accordingly in prison, but ivith the hope 
of being soon released. At that ti-Jne Luke ivas not precisely in 
Ro1ne itself; for Paul sends no salutations from him to the Phi
lippians, who ""ere so ·well known to him. Shortly afterwards, 
we suppose the Epistle to the Hebrews to have been finished, 
certainly a fe,v days after the departure of Epaphroditus (Phil. 
ii. 25). Paul, ,ve suppose, intended to have fully talked over the 
subject with Luke, perhaps to have given hii;n a scheme or pre
paratory ,vork in ,vriting; he hin1self was deprived of the leisure 
necessary for the con1position by the legal procedure against hin1, 
,vhich precisely at that time (Phil. ii. 23) had passed into a new 
stage. Luke ·worked out the epistle for Paul, and as in his name, 
uot however in Ro1ne, ,vhere perhaps he himself might have been 
involved in the procedure against Paul, but in another place in 
Italy, so111e,vhere in the neighbourhood of Theophilus. vVhen 
the ,vork was finished, ·the ne,vs reached him that Timothy had 
been set free in Rome. He himself purposed to set out for the 
East, though not directly to Palestine (for in xiii. 23 he takes it 
for granted that the Epistle to the Hebrews would be in the 
hands of the readers before he should. see them personally); 
r_rimothy, too, in company with whon1 he wishes and hopes to 
make the journey ( ver. 23) ,vas ( according to Phil. ii. 23) shortly 
to direct his course to Lesser Asia. Ho,v exactly do the n1ost 
particular, the 1nost trifling, notices harmonise here! 

I think I a1n even ,varranted in saying that this hypothesis 
leaves nothing unexplained. First of all, it completely explains 
the internal plienomenci of the epistle. Con1missioned by the 
Apostle Paul to ,vork out the ,vriting, Luke wrote in the na·me of 
Paul (xiii. 19), only, ho,vever, in that part where he added the 
personal concluding requests ( w'liich ha.d possibly been given to 
hin1 in ,vriting by Paul); nowhere did he affect to speak in the 
na1ne of Paul or to allude to events in the life of Paul; nowhere, 
indeed, with the exception of chap. xiii. 19, does a first person 
singular occur, while the omission of an inscription becon1es also 
perfectly intelligible. On the other hand, it becomes also per
fectly intelligible how Luke, writing in virtue of a com1nission 
fron1 Paul, 1night speak of the me111bers of the Old Testa1nent 
covenant sin1ply as "the fathers," the "elders." This hypothesis 
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explains the con1bination of thoroughly Pauline ideas and doc
trinal fonns of expression ,vith the un-Pauline diction ; it ex
plains, also, the circumstance that of all the N e,v rrestan1ent 
"Titings, precisely those of Luke have most similarity in point 
of style ,vith the Epistle to the I-Iebre,vs (in so far, na1nely, as 
Luke has not interwoven notices prepared by others into his 
Gospel and Acts of the Apostles). Ho,v similar in style are the 
t\\~o introductions, Luke i. 1-4 and Heb. i. 1-3 ! 

Secondly, the origin of the ecclesiastical tradition becomes 
intelligible on this hypothesis. The bearer of the epistle, ,vho is 
unknown to us, delivered it to the readers as an " epistle ,vhich 
Paul sends to them/' and thereby as a Pauline epistle. Assuredly 
he did not fail to communicate to them what ,vas necessary 
respecting the peculiar 1nanner in which it had been prepared, 
to tell them that the epistle was ,vritten by the hand of Luke, 
and at the same time not verbally dictated to Luke. 1'Vithoitt 
82tch et notffication none of the readers coulcl have understood the 
postscri1Jt, CSJJecially ver. 22 and ver. 23. But, in a ·way which 
is easily conceivable, the notification ·was soon lost. 

What the readers found in the epistle ,vas kept and considered, 
with reason, as the teaching ancl the admonitions of the apostle. 
And thus the epistle ,vas regarded as one of Paul's ; it was 
,vritten auctoritate Pauli, and, in reality also, Paulo autore,
,vheresoever the epistle spread, it carried ,vith it the infor1nation 
that Paul ·was its author. And ho,v highly important did this 
epistle, designed at first only for a very limited circle of readers, 
hecon1e, even in the course of the next ten years, for the ,vhole 
of Palestine, Syria, Egypt, for Asia :Thiinor, too, in short, for all 
quarters ·where were parties of J e,vish Christians ,vho had not 
yet raised themselves to the Pauline stand-point ! r.rhis epistle 
,Yas, indeed, a document which contained a divine ,varrant for 
the complete severance of Christendom fron1 the mother's lap of 
the bodily Israel! ]for the vVestern Church, which fron1 the 
first was entirely under Pauline influence, the epistle for the same 
reason did not possess this practical i1nportance; it had long be
fore been rendered superfluous here by the Epistle to the Romans ; 
the state of things as a whole ,vhich occasioned the necessity for 
an Epistle to the Hebrevrs in the East, had been obviated long 
before in Italy by the Epistle to the Romans. vVhat ,voncler, 
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then, that the Epistle to the Hebrews should have spread there 
late and slowly ; and jf it did not spread there until after the 
Church of the ,Vest had closed its canon (in the beginning of 
the second century), if it did not spread until the period when 
every Church carefully adhered to ancient tradition, it is then 
easy to co1nprehend how hesitation should have been shown in 
opening up again the closed door of the canon for the Epistle to 
the Hebrews, till then unkno,vn; it is perfectly conceivable how 
this epistle, ,vhich had no inscription and was un-Pauline in its 
style, should not have been acknowledged as Pauline ; and if 
no1.v there had actually been preserved, say in Rome, from the 
time of Clement onwards, a notice of the existence of this epistle, 
but at the same time also a notice that Paul had not composed 
it himself--does not the opposition of the Western Church to the 
Pauline authorship become doubly intelligible ? 

In the third place, the conclusion to which we have" come 
respecting the circle of read,ers for whom this epistle was intended, 
beautifully harmonises with our hypothesis, that Paul was, at 
least indirectly, the author of it. The question indeed has been 
asked, ,vhy precisely the apostle of the Gentiles should have 
come to ,vrite to Jewish Christians in Palestine. We know, 
however, that the epistle ,vas not ,vritten to churches, not even 
to a church, not to the Church of Jerusalem, but to a lirriited 
circle of individual Jewish Christians in Jeru.sale11i,1-vhose conver
sion had taken place not very long before. May it not have been 
such Jewish Christians as had been converted just about the time 
,vhen Paul was taken prisoner in Jerusalem. (Acts xx.i. ss.), who 
perhaps were first awakened by Paul himself, during those seven 
days when as yet he went out and in in freedom (Acts xxi. 
27), and were brought to embrace Christianity by his powerful 
address ( Acts xxii.) ? What a great and profound crisis arose 
in those days among the Jews themselves is evident from Acts 
xxiii. 9 ; even in the company of Paul's bitterest enemies there 
were those who sought to frustrate the plot which was formed 
to murder hiin, by betraying it to the nephew of Paul (Acts x..~iii. 
16). But, be this as it may, Paul was from that period so firmly 
rooted in his love f Gr the Church in Jerusalem ( Acts xxi. 17), 
and he so identifies his cause with that of this Church, that this 
of itself already suffices to explain, ho,v he may have addressed a 



APPENDIX. 429 

,vriting to -individuals among the Jewish Christians of Jerusalem. 
For, let it be granted also, that these individuals were not gained 
over to Christianity precisely through Paul's personal influence, 
still Lulce remained those t,vo years in Jerusalem (Acts xxi. 15, 
SS. ; xxvii. 1, SS. ; comp. Luke i. 3, i;ragrj7..0AOLJ0?p!,&TI ,;;-a(J'JV axg1(3w; ), 
and thus the readers were certainly well enough acquainted at 
least with him, so that at his suggestion, and through him, Paul 
might address a writing to them. The notice, too, respecting 
the former zeal of these readers (Heb. vi. 10; x. 32, ss.) thus 
obtains a sufficient explanation. 

Finally, this hypothesis throws light on the passages which 
refer to an impending persecution, as well as the reference to the 
martyrdom of the rr;ouµs')o1 (xiii. 7). The Epistle to the Philip
pians had been ,vritten in the year 62, and the Epistle to the 
Hebre,ys sent soon after"\\'"ards to the East. Just at that time the 
Apostle James, son of Alpheus, had, been stoned; the news of 
his death would just have reached Italy when Luke was ·writing 
the epistle.-Shortly afterwards Luke, as ·well as Timothy, set 
out on a journey eastward, first to Asia n1inor, but Luke (I-Ieb. 
xiii. 23), certainly, also to Palestine. Luke returned back to 
Paul earlier than Timothy (2 Tim. iv. 11), standing faithfully 
by his spiritual father even to his death. Timothy also received 
a pressing charge to return (2 Tim. iv. 21), and Vfould doubtless 
comply with it. Paul suffered martyrdom in the beginning of 
64. Among the revelations of the Holy Spirit, ,vhose instrument 
he ·was, and which • he has left behind him as an everlasting 
legacy, the Epistle to the Hebrews occupies a very i1nportant 
place. It is the knife which completely severed and deliver.ed the 
new-born church of the Ne,v Testament Israel from the maternal 
,vomb of the Old Testament. theocracy. And, therefore, it not 
merely had a significance for the Christian Church at the time 
,vhen the Lord visited "rith judgment the unbelieving seed of 
Abraham, but it has a permanent significance, as a writing which 
·will be lighted up anew in flaming characters every time the 
attempt is rnade again to drive back the Church, ·which has been 
perfected for ever by one sacrifice, within the limits of a Levitical 
sacrificial service and a slavish hierarchy, and again to hide 
behtnd a veil the access to the sacrifice of Christ, which stands 
freely an<l directly open to every individual. 
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