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PREFACE
BY THE GENERAL EDITOR.

TeE General Editor oft The Cambridge Bible for
Schools thinks it right to say that he does not hold
himself responsible either for the interpretation of
particular passages which the Editors of the several
Books have adopted, or for any opinion on points of
doctrine that they may have expressed. In the New
Testament more especially questions arise of the
deepest theological import, on which the ablest and
most conscientious interpreters have differed and
always will differ. His aim has been in all such
cases to leave each Contributor to the unfettered
exercise of his own judgment, only taking care that
mere controversy should as far as possible be avoided.
He has contented himself chiefly with a careful

revision of the notes, with pointing out omissions, with
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vi PREFACE.

suggesting occasionally a reconsideration of some
question, or a fuller treatment of difficult passages,
and the like.

Beyond this he has mnot attempted to interfere,
feeling it better that each Commentary should have
its own individual character, and being convinced
that freshness and variety of treatment are more
than a compensation for any lack of uniformity in
the Series.

DeANERY, PETERBOROTGH,
14th Feb. 1880.



ON THE GREEK TEXT.

In undertaking an edition of the Greek text of the
New Testament with English notes for the use of Schooly,
the Syndics of the Cumbridge University Press have not
thought it desirable to reprint the text in common use*.
To have done this would have been to set aside all the
materials that have since been accumulated towards the
formation of a correct text, and to disregard the results
of textual criticism in its application to MSS., Versions
and Fathers. It was felt that a text more in accordance
with the present state of our knowledge was desirable,
On the other hand the Syndics were unable to adopt one
of the more recent critical texts, and they were not disposed
to make themselves responsible for the preparation of an

* The form of this text most used in England, and adopted in
Dr Serivencr’s ediiion, i3 that of the third edition of Robert Stephens
{1550), ' The name *Received Text* is popularly given to the Elzevir
edition of 1633, which is based on this edition of Stephens, and the

name is borrowed from a phrase in the Preface, *Textum ergo habes
nunc ab omuoibus receptum.”
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entirely new and independent text: at the same time it
would have been obviously impossible to leave it to the
Jjudgment of each individual contributor to frame his own
text, as this would have been fatal to anything like uni-
formity or consistency. They believed however that a good
text might be constructed by simply taking the consent of
the two most recent critical editions, those of Tischendorf
and Tregelles, as a basis. The same principle of consent
could be applied to places where the two critical editions
were at variance, by allowing a determining voice to the
text of Stephens where it agreed with either of their read-
ings, and to a third critical text, that of Lachmann, where
the text of Stephens differed from both. In this manner
readings peculiar to one or other of the two editions would
be passed over as not being supported by suflicient critical
consent ; while readings having the double authority would
be treated as possessing an adequate title to confidence.

A few words will suffice to explain the manner in
which this design has been carried out.

In the dects, the Epistles, and the Revelation, wherever
the texts of Tischendorf and Tregelles agree, their joint
readings are followed without any deviation. Where they
differ from each other, but neither of them agrees with the
text of Stephens as printed in Dr Scrivener’s edition, the
consensus of Lachmann with either is taken in preference
to the text of Stephens. In all other cases the text of
Stephens as represented in Dr Scrivencr’s edition has been
followed.
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In the Gospels, a single modification of this plan has
been rendered necessary by the importance of the Sinai -
MS. (x), which was discovered too late to be used by
Tregelles except in the last chapter of St John’s Gospel
and in the following books. Accordingly, if a reading
which Tregelles has put in his margin agrees with ¥,
it is considered as of the same authority as a reading
which he has adopted in his text; and if any words
which Tregelles has bracketed are omitted by R, these
words are here dealt with as if rejected from his text.

In order to secure uniformity, the spelling and the
accentuation of Tischendorf have been adopted where he
differs from other Editors. His practice has likewise been
followed as regards the insertion or omission of Iota sub-
- seript in infinitives (as {jv, émripdy), and adverbs (as kpugi,
Adfpu), and the mode of printing such composite forms as
Swamavrds, dwarl, rovréore, and the like.

The punctuation of Tischendorf in his eighth edition has
usually been adopted : where it is departed from, the devia-
tion, together with the reasons that have led to it, will be
found mentioned in the Notes. Quotations are indicated
by a capital letter at the beginning of the sentence. Where
a whole verse is omitted, its omission is noted in the margin
(e.9. Matt. xvil. 21; xxiii. 12).

The text is printed in paragraphs corresponding to those
of the English Edition.

Althongh it was necessary that the text of all the

portions of the New Testament should be uniformly con-
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structed in accordance with these general rules, each editor
has been lett at perfect liberty to express his preference
for other readings in the Notes.

It is hoped that a text formed on these principles
will fairly represent the results of meodern criticism, and
will at least be accepted as preferable to ¢the Received
Text” for use in Schools.

J. J. STEWART PEROWNE,

Draxery, PETERBOROUGH,
20 April, 1881,
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INTRODUCTION.

THE old line,
“Quis, quid, ubi, quibus auxilits, cur, quomodo, quando?”
‘Who? what? where? with what helps? why? how? when ?

has sometimes been quoted as summing up the topics which are
mest necessary by way of “introduction” to the sacred books.
The summary is not exhaustive nor exact, but we may be guided
by it to some extent. We must, however, take the topics in
a different order. Let us then begin with guid? and cur?
What is the Epistle to the Hebrews? with what object was it
written ? for what readers was it designed? Of the «b¢2 and
quando ? we shall find that there is little to be said; but the
answer to quomodof “how?” will involve a brief notice of the
style and theology of the Epistle, and we may then finally con-
sider the question guis? who was the writer?

CHAPTER 1.

CHARACTER, ANALYSIS, AND OBJECT OF THE EPISTLE TO
THE HEBREWS.

It has been sometimes said that the Epistle to the Hebrews
is rather a treatise than an Epistle. The author is silent as to
his own name ; he begins with no greeting ; he sends no special
messages or salutations to individuals. His aim is to furnish
an elaborate argument in favour of one definite thesis though
varied by many side-lights of illustration ; and he describes what
he has written as “a word of exhortation” (xiii. 22). Neverthe-

HEBREWS 4



xiv INTRODUCTION.

less it js clear that we must regard his work as an Epistle. It
was evidently intended for a definite circle of readers to whom
the author was personally known. The messages and the appeals,
though not addressed to single persons, are addressed to the
members of a single community, and the tone of many hortatory
passages, as well as the definiteness of the remarks in the last
chapter, shew that we are not dealing with a cyclical document,
but with one of the missives despatched by some honoured
teacher to some special Church. It was the custom of the
scattered Jewish synagogues to keep up a friendly intercourse
with each other by an occasional interchange of letters sent as
opportunity might serve. These letters are still addressed to
Jewish communities, both by individuals, and by bedies of their
coreligionists ; and from the days of St Paul down to those of
Benjamin of Tudela, and from his time down to that of Dr Frankl
and Sir Moses Montefiore, they have always been conveyed by
duly accredited messengers. This custom was naturally con-
tinued among the Christian Churches, of which 8o many had
gathered round a nucleus of Gentile proselytes or Jewish converts.
If the letter was of a weighty character, it was read in the public
assemblies, and preserved among the archives of the Church to
which it had been addressed. It is certain that thousands of
such documents have perished, owing to the frail materials on
which they were written, their small size, and the numberless
perils and violences to which they have been exposed. The fact
that this and the other Christian Epistles which are included in
the Canon have defied the ravages of time and the accidents of
change, is due to their own surpassing importance, and to the
overruling Providence of God.

The Epistle to the Hebrews is one of many letters which must
have been despatched to the various Christian communities in
the first century. Passing over for the present the question of
the particular Church to whose members it was addressed, we
see at once that the superscription “to the Hebrews”-—whether
it came from the hand of the writer or not—correctly describes
the class of Christians by whom the whole argument wag specially
needed. The word “Hebrews,” like the word “Greeks,” was used
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in different senses. In its wider sense it included all who were
of the seed\of Abraham (2 Cor. xi. 22), the whele Jewish race
alike in Palestine and throughcut the vast area of the Dispersion
(Phil. iii. 5). But in its narrower sense it meant those Jews only
who still used the vernacular Aramaic, which went by the name
of “Hebrew,” though the genuine Hebrew in which the Old
Testament was written had for some time been a dead language.
In a still narrower sense the designation “ Hebrews" was confined
to the inhabitants of Judea. The letter itself sufficiently shews
that the Hebrews, to whom it is addressed, were Jewish converts
to ChristianityL Although the writer had adopted many of the
views of St Paul, and makes use of some of hig phrases, and
accords with him In his general tone of thought, especially as
regards the relation of the Gospel to the Law, yet throughout
this Epistle he ignores the very existence of the Gentiles to an
extent which would have been hardly possible in any work of
“the Apostle of the Gentiles” (Acts xviii. 6; Gal ii. 7,9; 2 Tim.
i 11), and least of all when he was handling one of his own great
topics—the contrast between Judaism and Christianity. The
word Gentiles (¢6v;) does not once oceur, nor are the Gentiles in
any way alluded to. The writer constantly uses the expression
“g Aads” (il 17; iv. 9; v. 3; vil. 5, 11, 27; viil. 10; ix. 7, 19;
x. 30; xi. 25; xiii. 12), but in every instance he means “the
chosen people,” nor does he give the slightest indication that he
is thinking of any nation but the Jews., We do not for a moment
imagine that he doubted the call of the Gentiles. The whole
tendency of his arguments, the Pauline character of many of his
thoughts and expressions, even the fundamental theme of his
Epistle, that Judaism as suchi—Judaism in all its distinctive
worship and legislation—was abrogated, are sufficient to shew
that he would have held with St Paul that “all are not Israel
who are of Israel,” and that “they who are of the faith are blessed
with the faithful Abraham.” But while he undoubtedly held
these truths,—for otherwise he could not have been a Christian
at all, and still less a Pauline Christian,—his mind is not so full
of them as was the mind of St Paul. Tt is inconceivable that St

Y wdou Tots &k wepiropdjs mioTeboaow ‘Efpafors. Euthalius.
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Paul, who regarded it as his own special Gospel to proclaim to
the Gentiles the unsearchable riches of Christ (Eph. iil. 4—8),
should have written a long Epistle in which the Gentiles do not
once seenm to cross the horizon of his thoughts; and this would
have been peculiarly impossible in a letter addressed “to the
Hebrews.” The Jews regarded St Paul with a fury of hatred
and suspicion which we find faintly reflected in his Epistles and
in the Acts {Acts xxi, 21; 1 Thess. ii. 15; 2 Cor. xi. 24 ; Phil,
ili. 2). Even the Jewish Christians looked on the most charac-
teristic part of his teaching with a jealousy and alarm which
found frequent expression both in words and deeds. It would
have been something like unfaithfulness in St Paul, it would
have been an unworthy suppression of his intensest convictions,
to write to any exclusively * Hebrew” community without so
. much as distantly alluding to that phase of the Gospel which it
had been his special mission to set forth (Gal. i. 11; ii. 2; Rom.
ii, 16, &c.). The case with the writer of this Epistle is very
different. He was not only a Jewish Christian, but a Jewish
Christian of the Alexandrian school. We shall again and again
have occasion to see that he had been deeply influenced by the
thoughts of Philo. Now Philo, liberal as were his philosophical
views, was a thoroughly faithful Jew. He never for a moment
forgot his nationality. Ie was so completely entangled in
Jewish particularism that he shews no capacity for understand-
ing the universal prophecies of the Old Testament. His Locos,
or WORD, so far as he assumes any personal distinctness, is
essentially and preeminentlya Jewish deliverer. Judaism formed
for Philo the nearer horizon beyond which he hardly cared to
look., Similarly in this Epistle the writer is so exclusively
occupied by the relations of the Levitic ritual to Christianity,
that he does not even glance aside to examine any other point of
difference between the New Covenant and the Old. What he
sees in Christianity is simply a perfected Judaism. Mankind is
to him the %%, the ideal Hebrew. Even when he speaks of the
TIncarnation he speaks of it as “a taking hold” not “of humanity”
but « of the seed of Abrakam” (ii. 16).

In this Epistle then he is writing to Jewish Christians, and he
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deals exclusively with the topics which were most needful for the
particular body of Jewish Christians which he had in view. All
that we know of their circumstances is derived from the contents
of the letter. They, like the writer himself, had been converted
by the preaching of Apostles, ratified “by signs, and portents,
and various powers, and distributions of the Holy Spirit” (ii. 3, 4).
But some time had elapsed since their conversion (v. 12). Some
of their original teachers and leaders were already dead (xiii. 7).
They -had meanwhile been subjected to persecutions, severe
indeed (z. 32—34), but not so severe as to have involved max-
tyrdom (xii, 4). But the afflictions to which they had been sub-
jected, together with the delay of the Lord’s Coming (x. 36, 37),
had caused a relaxation of their efforts (zii. 12), a sluggishness
in their spiritual intelligence (vi. 12), a dimming of the bright-
ness of their early faith (x. 82}, a tendency to listen to new doc-
trines (xiil. 9, 17), a neglect of common worship (x. 25), and a
tone of spurious independence towards their teachers (xiil. 7, 17, .
24), which were evidently creating the peril of apostasy. Like
their ancestors of old, the Hebrew Christians were beginning to
find that the pure spiritual manna palled upon their taste. In
their painful journcy through the wilderness of life they were
beginning to yearn for the pomp and boast and ease of Jewish
externalism, just as their fathers had hankered after the melons
and fleshpots of their Egyptian servitude. They were casting
backward glances of regret towards the doomed city which they
had left (xiil. 13). That the danger was imminent is elear from
the awful solemnity of the appeals which again and again the
writer 4ddresses to them (if. 1—4 ; iil, 7—19; vi. 4—12; x. 26—
31; xii. 15-—17), and which, although they are usually placed in
Jjuxtaposition to words of hope and encouragement (iii. 6, 14 ; vi.
11; x. 39; xil. 18—24; &c.), must yet be reckoned among the
sternest passages to be found in the whole New Testament,

A closer examination of the Epistle may lead us to infer that
this danger of apostasy—of gradually dragging their anchor and
drifting away from the rock of Christ (ii. 1)-—arose from two
sources; namely—(1) the influence of some one prominent
member of the community whose tendency to abandon the
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Christian covenant (iii. 12) was due to unbelief, and whose unbe-
lief bad led to flagrant immorality (xii. 15, 16}; and (2) from the
temptation to listen to the boastful commemoration of the glories
and privileges of Judaism, and to recoil before the taunt that
Christians were traitors and renegades, who without any com-
pensatory advantage had forfeited all right to participate in the
benefits of the Levitic system and its atoning sacrifices (xiii.
10, &c.).

In the communities of Jewish Christians there must have
been many whose faith and zeal—mot kindled by hope, not sup-
ported by patience, not leavened with absoclute sincerity, not
maintained by a progressive sanctification—tended to wax dim
and cold. They werc disappointed at the delay of Christ’s
coming, and at the frustration of all their glowing temporal
hopes. They had failed to see the necessity of suffering as
an element neccssary for the final glorification (i, 10; v. 9)
And if such men chanced to meet some unconverted Jew,
burning with all the patriotism of a zealot, and inflated with
all the arrogance of a Pharisee, they would be liable to be
shaken by the appeals and arguments of such a fellow-country-
man. He would have asked them how they dared to emanci-
pate themaselves from a law spoken by Angels? (iL 2; Gal. iii. 19).
He would have reminded them of the heroic grandeur of Moses ;
of the priestly dignity of Aaron; of the splendour and signi-
ficance of the Temple Service; of the disgrace incurred by
ceremonial pollution; of the arntiquity and revealed efficacy
of the Sacrifices; of the right to partake of the sacred offerings ;
above all, of the grandeur and solemnity of the Great Day
of Atonement, He would dwell much on the glorious ritual
when the High Priest passed into the immediate presence of
God in the Holiest Place, or when “he put on the robe of
honour and was clothed with the perfection of glory, when he
went up to the holy altar, and made the garment of holiness
honourable,” and *“the sons of Aaron shouted, and sounded
the gilver trumpets, and made a great noise to be heard for
a remembrance before the Most High” (Ecclus. 1. 5-16). He
would have asked them how they could bear to turn their backs
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on the splendid history and the splendid hopes of their nation.
He would have poured scorn upon them for leaving the inspired
wisdom of Moses and the venerable legislation of Sinai for the
teaching of a poor crucified Nazarene, whom all the Priests
and Rulers and Rabbis had rejected. He would have contrasted
the glorious Deliverer who should break in pieces the nations like
a potter’s vessel with the despised, and crucified, and “accursed”
Sufferer—for had not Moses said “Cursed of God is every one
who hangeth on a tree”? (Gal. iii. 13; Deut. xxi. 23)—whom they
had been so infatuated as to accept for the Promised Messiah,
and whose promises such a Jewish scoffer would have put upon
a par with the exploded allurements of a Judas or a Theudas.

We know that St Paul was charged—charged even by Chris-
tians who had been converted from Judaism—with “apostasy
from Moses” (Acts xxi. 21). So deep indesd was this feeling
that, according to Eusebius, the Ebionites rejected all his Epi-
stles on the ground that he was “an apostate from the Law.”
Such taunts could not move St Paul, but they would be deeply
and keenly felt by wavering converts exposed to the fierce flame
of Jewish hatred and persecution at an epoch when there arose
among their countrymen throughout the world a recrudescence
of Messianic excitement and rebellious zeal. The object of this
Epistle was to shew that what the Jews called “apostasy from
Moses” was demanded by faithfulness to Christ, and that
apostasy from Christ to Moses was not only an inexcusable
blindness but an all-but-unpardonable crime.

If such were the dangerous influences to which the Hebrew
commuhity here addressed was exposed, it would be impossible
to imagine any better method of removing their perplexities,
and dissipating the mirage of false argument by which they were
being deceived, than that adopted by the writer of this Epistle.
It was his object to demonstrate once for all the inferiority of
Judaism to Christianity; but although that theme had already
been handled with consummate power by the Apostle of the
Gentiles, alike (1) the arguments and (2) the method of this
Epistle differ from those adopted in St Paul's Epistles to
the Galatians and the Romans,
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(1) The arguments of the Epistle are different. In the Epistles
to the Galatians and the Romans St Paul, with the sledge-
hammer force of his direct and impassioned dialectics, had
shattered all possibility of trusting in legal prescriptions, and
demonstrated that the Law was no longer obligatory upon
Gentiles. He had shewn that the distinction between clean
and unclean meats was to the enlightened conscience a matter
of indifference; that circumecision was now nothing better thar
a physical mutilation; that the Levitic system was composed of
dofevi} xkai wroyd oroixeia (Gal. iv. 9); that ceremonialism was a
yoke with which the free converted Gentile had nothing to do;
that we are saved by faith and not by works; that the Law was
a dispensation of wrath and menace, introduced rév rapaBicewy
xdpw (Gal. iii. 19; Rom. v. 20); that so far from being (as all
the Rabbis asserted) the orpe thiug on account of which the
Universe had been created, the Mosaic Code only possessed
a transitory, subordinate, and intermediate character, coming
in (as it were in a secondary way) between the Promise to
Abraham and the fulfilment of that promise in the Gospel of
Christ. To St Paul therefore the whole treatment of the
question was necessarily and essentially polemical; and in the
course of these polemics he had again and again used ex-
pressions which, however unavoidable and salutary, could not
fail to be otherwise than deeply wounding to the inflamaed
susceptibilities of the Jews at that epoch. There was scarcely
an expression which he had applied to the observance of the
Mosaic law which would not sound, to a Jewish ear, depre-
ciative or even contemptucus. No Jew who had rejected the
Lord of Glory, and wilfully closed his reason against the force
of conviction, would have been able to read those Epistles of St -
Paul without something like a transport of fury and indigration.
They would declare that pushed to their logical consequences,
such views could only lead (as in fact, when extravagantly per-
verted, they did lead) to Antinomian Gnosticism. It was,
indeed, the reaction against Pauline freedom which tended
to confirm Jewish Christians in those Ebionite tendencies which
found expression a century later in the Pscudo-Clomentine
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writings, Those writings still breathe a spirit of bitter hatred
against St Paul, and are “the literary memorial of a manoeuvre
which had for its aim the absorption of the Roman Church into
Judaeo-ChristianityL” :

Now the arguments of the Epistle to the Hebrews turn on
another set of considerations. They were urged from a different
point of view. They do not lead the writer, except in the most in-
cidental and the least wounding manner, to use expressions which
would have shoclked the prejudices of his unconverted countrymen.
He does not touch on the once-burning question of Circumcision.
It is only towards the close of his Epistle (xiii. 9) that he has
oceasion to allude, even incidentally, to the distinction of meats.
His subjeet does not require him to enter upon the controversy
as'to the degree to which Gentile proselytes were obliged to ob-
serve the Mosaic Law. He is nowhere compelled to break down
the bristling hedge of Jewish exclusivencss? If he proves the
boundless superiority of the New Covenant he does not do this
at the expense of the majesty of the Old. To him the richer
privileges of Christianity are the developed germ of the Mosaie
Dispensation, and he only contemplates them in their relation
to the Jews., He wag able to soothe the rankling pride of an
offended Levitism by recognising Levitism as an essential link
in an unbroken continuity. The difference between the Law and
the Gospel in the controversial theology of St Paul was the dif-
ference of an absolute antithesis. In this Epistle the difference
is not of kind but of degree. The difference of degree was indeed
transcendent, but still it represented a progress and an evolu-
tion. ¥lis letter iy therefore, as Baur says, “a thoroughly original
attempt to establish the main results of St Paul’s teaching upon
new presuppositions and in an entirely independent way.”

All these advantages, which enabled him to conduct with
80 little antagonism his decisive anti-Judaic controversy, arose

1 8t Paul is characterised in the Clementines as ‘‘the enemy,”
and is surreptitiously compared to Simon Magus. There are also
secret attacks upon him in the Talmudic writings. (See my Life of
St Paul, 1. §77.)

? The famous AMNY 2D which it was the speeial pride and object
of the Rabbis of every school to render as impenetrable as possible,
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from the point of view at which he was able to place himself.
. ‘His Alezandrian training, his Jewish sympathies, the nature
of his immediate argument, led him to see in Judaism not
80 much A CODE OF LAWS as a SYSTEM OF WORSHIP. The fact
that the Jews who were trying to pervert his Christian con-
verts had evidently contrasted the humility and the sufferings of
Christ with the sacerdotal magnificence of the Jewish hierarchs, -
enabled him to seize on PriesTH0OD and SACRIFICE rather than
on Levitic ordinances as the central point of his treatment. Hence
his whole reasoning turns on a different pivot from that of St
Paul. The main thing which he has to shew is that Christianity
is the perfect fulfileent of a Type. It is therefore not only need-
less for him to disparage the Type, but he can even extol its
grandeur and beauty as a type. The antitheses of St Paul’s con-
troversy are of necessity far more sharp and hard. To St Paul
the contrast between the Law and the Gospel was a contrast
between an awful menace and a free deliverance; between
the threat of inevitable death and the gift of Eternal life.
To St Paul the Law was an ended servitude, a superfluous
discipline, a broken fetter, a torn and cancelled bond (Rom.
viil. 2; Qal. iii. 24, 25; iv. 9, 25; Col. ii. 14, &e.) : to this writer
the Mosaic system, of which the Law was only a part, was a
scaffolding—once essential, though now needless; a symbol once |
significant, though now obsolete. To St Paul the essence of

the Old Dispensation was suramed up in the words “He thar
doeth them shall live by them,” which, taken alone, involved
the exceptionless and pitiless conclusion “since none have ever
perfectly obeyed them, all shall perish by them”: to this
writer the essence of Mosaism was the direction which bade
Moses to. “male all things after the pattern shewed him in the
Mount” (Heb. viii. 5). Hence the contrast between Judaism
and Christianity was not, in the view of this writer, a contrast
between Sin and Mercy, between Curse and Blessing, hetween
Slavery and Freedom, but a contrast almost exclusively (so far
as the direct argument was concerned) between Type and Anti-
type, between outline and image, between shadow and substance,
between indication and reality., Thus St Paul’s argument may
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be described as mainly ethical, and this writer'’s as mainly meta-
physfcal. The Alexandrian philesophy with which he was’
familiar had led him to hold that the reality and value of every
material thing and of every outward system depended on the
‘nearness. with which it approximated to a Prae-existent ideal.
The seer world, the world of phenomena, is but a faint adumbra-
tion of the unseen world, the world of Nouwmena, the world of
Ideas/and of Archetyped (see infra v. § 4).

. (2): From this different line of his argument rises the complete
difference of his method. The attitude which 8t Paul was forced to
adopt was not, and could not be, conciliatory. At the beginning
of the warfare between Judaism and Christianity the battle had to
be internecine till the victory had declared itself on one side or the
other. It was as impossible for St Paul to dwell on the grandeur
and significance of the Judaic system as it would have been for
Luther to write glowing descriptions of the services rendered to
humanity by the Mediaeval Papacy. It was not until Luther
had published his De captivitate Babylonica that Protestant
writers, secure in their own position, might without danger dwell
on the good as well as on the evil deeds which the Popes have
done. Similarly, until St Paul had written his two great contro-
versial Epistles, a Jewish Christian could bardly speak freely of
the positive value and greatness of the Levitic Law. A Jew,
reading for the first time the Epistle to the Hebrews, would be
favourably impressed with the evident love and sympathy which
the writer displays towards the Tabernacle, its ministers, and its
ritual. He would without difficulty concede the position that
these were typical. He would thus be led, insensibly and with-
out offence, into a consideration of the argument that these
symbols found in Christ their predestined and final fulfilment
(x. 1. When he had been taught, by a method of Scriptural
application with which he was familiar, that @ transference of the
Priesthood had always been contemplated, he would be prepared
to consider the Melchisedek Priesthood of Christ. When he
saw that a transference of the Priesthood involved of necessity a
transference of the Law (vii. 11, 12), he would be less indignant
when he was at last confronted with such an expression as the
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- annulment of the Law (vii. 18).. The expressions wultimately
applied to the Law are as strongly depreciatory as any in St
Paul. The writer speaks of its “weakness and unprofitableness”
(vii. 18); describes it as consisting in “carnal ordinances”; and
declares that its most solemn sacrifices were utterly and neces-
sarily inefficacious (ix. 13; x. 4). But the condemnation is relative
rather than absolute, and the reader is not led to this point until
he has seen that the legal institutions only shrink into insignifi-
cance in comparison with the finality and transcendent supre-
macy of the dispensation of which they were (after all) the
appointed type. ’

The method adopted added therefore greatly to the inherent
effectiveness of the line of controversy. It involved an Irony of
the most finished kind, and in the original sense of the word.
There was nothing biting and malicious in the irony, but it re-
sembled the method often adopted by Socrates. Socrates was
accustomed to put forward the argument of an opponent, to treat
it with the profoundest deference, to discuss it with the most
respectful seriousness, and all the while to rob it step by step of
all its apparent validity, until it was left to collapse under the
weight of inferences which it undeniably involved. In this
Epistle, though with none of the dialectical devices of the great
Athenian, we are led by a somewhat similar method to a very
similar result. We see all the antiquity and glory of Mosaism.
The Tabernacle rises before us in its spléndour and beauty. We
see the Ark and the Cherubim, and Aaron’s red that budded,
and the golden pot of manna, and the wreaths of fragrant in-
cense. We see the Levites in their white ephods busy with the
sacrificial victims., We watch the High Priest as he passes with
the blood of bulls and goats through the sanctuary inte the
Holiest Place. We see him come forth in his “golden appare]”
and stand before the people with the jewelled Urima on his

1 There is a striking difference between the writer and 8t Paunl in
this. The writer goes back to the patriarchal age to shew the priority
and superiority of its Priesthood, bubt does mot allude to Bi Pahl’s
argoment founded om the priority and superiority of its ‘General
Covenant.
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breast. And while the whole process of the solemn and gorgeous
ritual is indicated with loving sympathy, suddenly, as with one
wave of the wand, the Tabernacle, its Sacrifices, its Ritual, and
its Priesthood seem to have been reduced to a shadow and a
nullity, and we recognise the Lord Jesus Christ far-above all
Mediators and all Priests, and the sole means of perfect, confi-
dent, and universal access to the Inmost Sanctuary of God’s
Presence! We have, all the while, been led to recognise that,
by faith in Christ, the Christian, not the Jew, stands forth as the
true representative of the old traditions, the child of the glorious
forefathers, the predestined heir of the Eternal Realities.

And thus the Epistle was equally effective both for Jews and
Christians. The Jew, without one violent wrench of his prejudices,
without one rude shock to his lifelong convictions, was drawn
along gently, considerately, skilfully, as by a golden chain of fine
rhetoric and irresistible reasoning, to see that the New Dispensa-
tion was but the glorious fulfilment, not the ruznous overthrow,
of the Old. The Jewish Christian, so far from being robbed of
a single privilege of Judaism, is taught that he may enjoy those
privileges in their very richest significance. So far from being
compelled to abandon the wiaticum of good examples which had
been the glory of his nation’s history, he may feed upon those
examples with a deeper sympathy: and: so far from losing his
beneficial participation in Temples and Sacrifices, he is admitted
by the blood of the only perfect Sap);\iﬁbe Aim{o the inmost and
the eternal Sanctuary of which the Temple-of his nation was
but a dim and perishable sign. “Thus, as Canon Westcott has
illustrated, the central conception of: Ghrist in this Epistle
is that of Christus Consummator, “‘Christ the Fulfiller1,”

The Epistle falls inte two divisions;—1I., chiefly Didactic (1.—
x 18); II, chiefly Hortative (x. 18—xiii. 25).

The general analysis of the Epistle is as follows:

It was the constant boast of the Jews that their Law was
given by Angel-ministers (Acts vii. 53; Ps. lxviii. 17), and on

1 This thought also is found in 8t Paul. Eph. i, 10 dracepaiaus~
° gaofar 78 wdrTa &y T XpoTeg,
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this ground, as well as on the historic grandeur of Moses, Aaron,
and Joshua, they claitmed for it a superiority over every other
dispensation. The writer, therefore, after laying down his mag-
nificent thesis that the Gospel is God’s full and final Revelation .
to man (i. 1—4), proceeds to compare the Old and the New
Covenants under the double aspects of (I) their ministering agents
(L—viii.), and (IT) their advantageous results (ix.—x. 18),

I. CHRIST SUPERIOR TO THE MEDIATORS oF THE QLD Covk-
NANT (L—VIIL).

a. The infinite superiority of Jesus to the Angels is first
demonstrated by a method of Scriptural illustration of which
the validity was fully recognised by all Jewish interpreters (i.
5—14). After a word of warning exhortation (ii. 1-—4) he shews
that this superiority is not diminished but rather enbanced by
the temporary humiliation which was the voluntary and pre-
destined means whereby alone He could accomplish His redemp-
tive work (ii. 5—18).

B. And since the Jews placed their confidence in the mighty
names of Moses and of Joshua, he proceeds to shew that Christ
is above Moses by His very nature and office (iil. 1—6), Then
after another earnest appeal (iii. 7—19) he proves more inci~
dentally that Christ was above Joshua, in that He led His people
into that true, final, and Sabbatic rest of which, as he proves
from Scripture, the rest of Canaan was but a poor and imperfect
type (iv. 1—10).

~v. DBut since he regards the Priesthood rather than the La.w
as the central point of the Mosaic dispensation, he now enters
_on the subject which is the most prominent in his thoughts, and
to which he has already twice alluded (ii. 17; iii, 1), that CaR1sT
13 our Hiem Priest, and that His High Priesthood, as an
Eternal Priesthood after the order of Melchisedek, is superior to
that of the daronic High Priests, The development of this topic
occupies nearly six chapters (v. 1—=x. 18).

He first lays down the two qualifications for every High
Priest, (1) that he must be able to sympathise with those for
whom he ministers (v. 1--3), and (2) that he must not be self-
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"called, but appointed by God (v. 4) : both of which qualifications
Christ possessed (v. 5—10). '

But it is a characteristic of his style,and it furthered his main
purpose, to mingle solemn passages of warning, exhortation,
and encouragement with his line of demonstration. Here, there-
fore, he pauses on the threshold of his chief argument, to com-
plain of their spiritual dulness and backwardness (v. 11—14);:
to urge them to more earnest endeavours after Christian progress
{vi. 1—3); to warn them of the awful danger and hopelessness of
wilful apostasy (4—8); to encourage them by an expression of
hope founded on their Christian beneficence (9—10); and to stir
them to increased zeal (11, 12) by the thought of the immutable
certainty of God’'s oathbound promises (13—18), which are still
further assured to us by the Melchisedek Priesthood of Christ
our Forerunner within the Veil (19, 20).

Reverting thus to the comparison of Christ’s Priesthood with
the Levitic Priesthood (to which he had already alluded in v.
6, 10), he shews that the High Priesthood of Christ; being “after.
the order of Melchisedek,” was superior to that of Aaron,

1. Because it is eternal not transient (vii. 1—3).

2. Because even Abraham paid tithes to Melchisedek (4—G).

3. Because Melchisedek blessed Abraham (7).

4. Because the Levitic Priests die, while Melchisedek stands
as the type of an undying Priesthood (8).

5. Because even Levi may be said to have paid tithes to
Melchisedek in the person of his ancestor Abraham (9, 10).

6. Because David’d reference tosMelchisedek shews the con-
templated transference of the Priesthood, and therefore of the
Law (11, 12). This is confirmed by the fact that. Christ was of
the tribe of Judah, not of Levi (13, 14). The Melchisedek Priest-
hood, being eternal, could not be connected with a Law which,
being weak and profitless, perfected nothing {15—19), -

7. Because the Melchisedek Priesthood was founded by an
oath (20—22).

8. Because (as before) the Levitic priests die, but CERIST, the
antitype of Melchisedek, abideth for ever (23-—25).
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II. Tae Ngw COVENANT BETTER THAN THE OLD.

Having thus compared the two orders of Priesthood, he pauses .
for a moment to dwell on the eternal fitness of Christ’s Priest-
hood to fulfil the conditions which the needs of humanity require
(26—28). Into this passage, in his usual skilful manner, he
introduces the comparison of the two forms of sacerdotal ministry
which he develops in the next three chapters (viii. 1—x. 18).

a. For the Tabernacle served by the Levitic Priests is—
even on their great Day of Atonement—only the shadow of an
eternal reality (viil. 1—G). The eternal reality is the New Cove-
nant, which had been promised by Jeremiah, in which the Law
should be written on men’s hearts, and in which all should know
the Lord; and the very fact that a new covenant had been
promised implies the annulment of the old (viii. 7—13).

B. The 0ld Tabernacle was glorious and symbolic {ix. I—5),
yet even the High Priest, on the greatest day of its ritual, could
only enter once a year into its inmost shrine, and that only with
the imperfect and symbolic offerings of a burdensome exter-
- nalism (6—10). But Christ, the Eternal High Priest, entered
into the Ideal Archetype of the Heavenly tabernacle (11) with
His own blood, once for all ; and for ever (12, 13) offered Him-
self as a voluntary and sinless offering, eternally efficacious to
purge the conscience from dead works (14); and so by His
death became the mediator of a new and final covenant, and
secured for us the eternal inheritance (14, 15). For a “Cove-
nant” may also be regarded as a % Testument,” and that involves
the fact of a Death (16, 17). So that just'as the Old Covenant
was inaugurated by the sprinkling of purifying blood over its
Tabernacle, its miuisters, its book, its people, and the furniture
of its service, in order to secure the remission of transgressions
(18—22), the heavenly archetype of these things, into which
Christ entered, needed also to be sprinkled with the blood of
that better sacrifice (23) which has provided for us, once for all,
an all-sufficient expiation (24—28). Then, in one grand finale,
in which he gathers the scattered elements of his demonstration
into a powerful summary, he speaks of the impotence of the
Levitic sacrifices to perfect those who offered thems—an impotence
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attested by their constant repetition (x. 1—4)—and contrasts
them with that perfect obedience whereby (as illustrated in
Ps. x1. 6, 7) Christ had annulled those sacrifices (5—9). Christ
sanctified us for ever by His offered body (10). He did not
offer incessant and invalid offerings Iike the Levitic Priests
(11), but one perfect and perfecting sacrifice, as & preliminary to

" His eternal exaltation (12—14), in accordance with the prophecy
of Jeremiah (xxxi. 33, 34), to which the writer had already re-
ferred (15—18).

III. ' The remainder of the Epistle (x. 19—xiii. 17) is mainly
hortatory.

He has made good his opening thesis that God “in the end of
these days has spoken unto us by His Son.” This he has done by
shewing Christ’s superjority to Angels (i. 5—ii. 16) and to Moses
and Joshua (iii. 1—iv. 16); His qualifications for High Priesthood
(v. 1—10); the superiority of His Melchisedek Priesthood over
that of Aaron (vii. 1—28); and the superiority of the ordinances
of His New Covenant over those of the Old (viii. 1—=x. 15). He

" has thus set forth to the wavering Hebrew Christians, with many
an interwoven appeal, incontrovertible reasons why they should
not abandon the better for the worse, the complete for the im-
perfect, the valid for the inefficacious, the Archetype for the
copy, the Eternal for the transient. It only remains for him to
apply his arguments by final exhortations. This he does by one
more golemn strain of warning and encouragement (x. 19—39),
which leads him into a magnificent historic illustration of the
nature of faith as manifested by works- (xi.). " This served to
shew the Jewish Christians, that, so far’ from being compelled to
abandon the mighty memdries of their past history, they were
themselves the true heirs and the nearest representatives of
that history, so that their unconverted brethren rather than
themselves were aliens from' the Commonwealth of Iirael and
strangers from the Covenants of promise. The Epistle closes
with fervent exhortations to moral steadfastness and a holy -
Christian walk in spite of trial and persecution™ (xii. 1—14),
This is followed by a warning founded on the great contrast
which he has developed between the Old and New Covenants

HEBREWS ) d
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(15—29), He gives them special directions to be loving, hospi-
table, sympathetic, pure, contented, and gratefully recognizant of
their departed teachers (xiii. 1—9). Then with one more glance
at the difference between the New and the Old Dispensations
(10—15), he adds a few more affectionate exhortations (16—19),
and ends with brief messages and blessings (23—25).

‘We see then that the whole Epistle forms an argument e
- minori ad majus. If Judaism had its own privileges, how great,
@ fortiord, must be the privileges of the Gospel! Hence the
constant recurrence of such expressions as “a better hope” (vii.
19); “a better covenant” (vii. 22); “a more excellent ministry”
(viil. 6); “a better and more perfect Tabernacle” (ix. 11}; “better
sacrifices” (ix. 23); “better promises” (viii. 6). It may almost
be said that the words “by how much more” (ix. 14; rogoire
kpeirrov...009 1. 4, xdd’ Sooy, vii. 20, fog, Viil. 6, méoe, X. 29) with
the words kpeigowor, Siathopidrepos, redeaidrepos are the keynotes of
the entire treatment. It was a style of argument of which the
Jews had often studied the validity; for the first of the seven
famous Middoth or “rules of interpretation” elaborated by the
great Rabbi Hillel was called “Light and Heavy” (71m L('P),
which is nothing but the deduction of the greater from the less;
a mode of argument which our Lord Himself had used, on more
than one occasion, in His controversies with the Pharisees
(Matt. x. 29).

‘We know nothing of the effects produced by the Epistle upon
the particular community of Christians to which it was addressed ;
but we feel that if they could retrograde into Judaism after
meditating on these arguments their apostasy must indeed have
been of that moral and willing character for which, humanly
speaking, there was little hope.
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CHAPTER I

WHERE WAS THE EPISTLE WRITTEN ! AXD TO wxo ?

1. Ubi? Where was the letter written ?

The question cannot be answered. The only possible clue to
any answer lies in the words “they of Italy salute you” (xiil. 24).
But this furnishes us with no real clue. 0i dro rijs "Irakias means
simply “the Ifalians,” The salutation might be sent from any
city in the world in which there were Jewish Christians, or even
Gentile converts, whose home was or once had been in Italy.
It is however a little strange that many, both in ancient and
modern times, should have assumed from this passage that the
letter was written in Ttalyl There would indeed be nothing
against this in the use of the preposition dmd, but if the letter
were written from Rome or Italy it would be strange to say
“those of Italy salute you” If I wrote from Paris or Vienna
to an English friend in Russia or elsewhere I might naturally
say ‘“our English friends salute you,” but hardly if I wrote from
London or any town in England. Nothing in the way of reason-
able conjecture can be deduced from a reference so absolutely
vague. Nor again can we found any conclusion on the fact that
Timothy was known to these Hebrew Christians. There was a
constant intercourse by letters and messengers between the small
and suffering communities of early Christians, and Timothy was
probably known by name to every Church in Proconsular Asia,
in Palestine, in Greece, in Italy, and in the islands and along the
shores of the entire Medlterranean

2. To whom was this Epistle written?

‘We have scen that the. writer evidently had some one com-
munity in view. This is proved by the specific character of his
messages and admonitions. Even if the last four verses were a

1 This eonclusicn, which seems {o me guite untenable, has been
adopted by Mr Rendall,

d2
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special postscript to some particular Church we should draw the
same conclusion. We must therefore reject the supposition of
Euthalius and others that it was addressed “to all the converted
Hebrews of the Circumecision”—“les Judéo-chrétiens en général
considérés au point de vue théorique” (Reuss). Where then did
these' Hebrew Christians reside ? To what city was the letter
originally sent? The genuine superscription gives us no help,
for it is simply “ To the Hebrews.”

a. The general tradition, originated by some of the Greek
fathers (e.g. Chrysostom and Theodoret), assumes that the letter
was addressed to the Palestinian Jews, and specially to the Church
of JERUSALEM. This was partly deduced from the erroneous
notion that the members of the Mother Church were exclusively
designated by the title of  the saints.” Ebrard supposes that it
was written to encourage Christian neophyles at Jerusalem, who
were rendered anxious by being excluded from the Temple
worship and from participation in the sacrifices. No doubt this
* gupposition would suit such expressions as those in xiii. 10, 13,
and much of the Epistle would have had a deep interest for
those who were daily witnesses of, and possibly even worshippers
_in, the services of the Temple. Yet the opirnion is untenable.
" The Judaists of Palestine would be little likely to welcome the
letter of a Hellenist, who apparently knew no Hebrew, and who
only quotes the Septuagint even when it differs from the sacred
text (e.g. i. 6; x. 5); nor would they feel any special interest in a
half-Gentile convert like Timothy. Further, it would hardly be
true of them that “they had not yet resisted unto blood” (xii. 4),
Again, they were little likely to have forgotten their dead leaders
(xiii. 7); they had received the Gospel first-hand, not second-
hand; and many of them may even have heard the Gospel
from the Lord Himself (ii. 3). Nor were they in a position to
minister to the saints (vi. 10), since they were themselves
plunged in the deepest poverty., Least of all is it probable that
an Alexandrian Hellenist, who in all main points agreed with
one so little acceptable to the Palestinian Judaists as was St
Paul, would have ventured not only to address them in a fone of
authority, but even to reproach these Churches of the earliest
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Saints in words of severe rebuke for their ignorance and childish-
ness (v. 11—14).

B. The Church of CorinTH is perhaps excluded by ii. 3,
which seems to refer to some community founded by one of the
original Twelve Apostles.

v. That the letter was addressed to the Church of ArExan-
DRIA is by no means improbable. It has been supposed that
there is an allusion to this Epistle in the Muratorian Canon
under the name of “an Epistle to the Alexandrians”; and in the
Manuscript D is a reading {év rj) marpi8:) in Acts xviii. 25, which
implies that Apollos, the probable writer of the Epistle, had been
converted to Christianity in Alexandria. Thig opinion, with the
modification that it was addressed to Jewish Christian ascetics in
Alexandria (Dr Plumptre), or o a section only of the Alexandrian
Church (Hilgenfeld), has been widely accepted by modern critics.
There are however several objections to this view. (1) The
Church of Alexandria is believed to have been founded by St
Mark, and not by one of the Twelve. (2) Alexandria wasa Church
with which neither St Paul nor Timothy had any direct con-
nexion. (3) The Epistle is not heard of in the Alexandrian
Church till nearly a century later. (4) The authorship of the
Epistle was not certainly known in the school of Alexandria,
which indeed did more than any other school to originate the
mistaken impression that it was written by St Paul.

8. Some critics have supposed that it was addressed to the
Jewish-Christian community at Rome. The suggestion suits the
references in 1i. 3; xiii. 7, 9; x. 32. It also suits the fact that
the writer seems to have been acquainted with the Epistle to the
Romans (see x.30; xiil. 1—6, 9—20), and that the Roman Church
was from the first aware that the Epistle was not written by
St Paul. But this view is excluded by the very probable con-
jecture that Timothy had been imprisoned at Rome during his
last visit to St Paul (xiii. 23); by the silence of St Clement of
Rome as to the auther; by the absence of any trace that Apollos
had ever visited Rome ; by the fact that the persecutions to
which allusion is made had, for some time, expended their
severity (x. 32); as well as by the certainty that the Church
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of Rome, more than any other, had been deluged with the blood
of martyrdom (xii. 4); and by the absence of all allusion to the
Church of the Gentiles.

& Mr Rendall (Hebrews, p. xvii.) argues that it was addressed
to some Church of Jewish converts in Syria, There is nothing
impossible in the suggestion, but neither is there any argument .
which makes it specially probable. It is not certain that the
title wpos “Efpalovs was given by the writer, and, even if it were,
the title (as we have seen) was applied in its wider sense to
Jewish converts, whether they spoke Aramaic or not; and this
letter was certainly written in Greek and. to Greek-speaking
Jews. Jewish converts, wherever found, would be liable to the
seductive fascination exercised by the representatives of their
old and deeply-venerated religion; and this would be specially
the case in days of despondency and threatened persecution.

¢ Other isolated conjectures—as that it was addressed to
Ravenna (Ewald), or Jamnia {Willib. Grimm), or Antioch (Hof-
mann}—may be passed over; but it may be worth considering
whether it was not addressed to the Jewish Christians at EpaE-
8U8. They must have been a numerous and important body,
and both Apollos and Timothy had laboured among them.

CHAPTER IIL

THE DATE.

Quandof 'The date at which the Epistle wes written cannot
be fixed with precision. The writer speaks as if Christianity
had long been preached (v. 12; x. 32). Episcopacy has not yet
been establighed, for the writer only speaks of the Church rulers
as of fyotuevar. All that we can say is that it was certainly
written before the Fall of Jerusalem, o.D. 70. This conclusion
iy not mainly founded on the use of the present tense in
speaking of the Temple services (ix. 6, 7; x. 1, &c.), because
this might conceivably be due to the same figure of speech
which accounts for the use of the present tense in speaking of



INTRODUCTION. XXXV

the Jewish ministrations in Josephus, Clemens Romanus, Justin
Martyr, and even in the Talmud. It is founded on the whole
scope of the argument. No one who was capable of writing the -
Epistle to the Hebrews at all (there being no question of pseud-
onymdty in this instance) could possibly have foregone all men-
tion of the tremendous corroboration—nay, the absolutely demon-
strative force—which had been added to his arguments by the
work of God in History. The destruction of Jerusalem came as
a Divine comment on all the truths which are here set forth.
While it in no way derogates from the permanent value of the
-Epistle as a possession for all time, it would have rendered
superfluous its immediate aim and object. The seductions of
Judaism, the temptation to apostatise to the Mosaic system,
were done away with by that awful Advent which for ever closed
the era of the Old Dispensation. We therefore infer that the
Epistle was written when Timothy was (apparently) liberated
from prison, soon after the martyrdom of St Paul, about the
close of oD, 67 or the beginning of A.D. 68, If so the state
of things in Palestine was as follows. The Jewish war had
already been begun by the general revolt of the Jews, which
by its earlier successes perhaps restored wild hopes of the
restoration of Judaism in all its independence. Agrippa IL
had been driven out of Jerusalem; Eleazar son of the High
Priest Ananus had persuaded the Jews to reject all the offerings
of Pagans and to discontinue the sacrifices for the Emperor,
The Castle of Antonia had been attacked and its Roman garrison
put to the sword. The Jews, exasperated by Florus’s massacre
of their compatriots at Caesarea, had retaliated on the Gentiles
in many cities. The Roman general Cestius had received at
the hands of the Jews a signal defeat at Bethhoron. Josephus
had collected an army of 100,000 men. Vespasian had appeared
in Galilee, and the Holy City was in the hands of the Zealots.
But two years more were to elapse before the occurrence of
that Advent, that Return of Christ to judge the world, which is
recognisable in all the- vast interventions of Divine Providence in
the History of the World, but was never so clearly to be recognised
a3 in the retributive collapse and final crashing fall of Judaism
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as an even possible religion. When the New, Eternal, Spiritual
Temple of Christianity had been reared into a visible and solid
superstructure, the ancient scaffolding by which it was partially
concealed fell suddenly,—and great was the fall of it. To
waverers who . were terapted to abandon their high calling of
QGod, the awful historic abrogation of the Mosaic Dispensation
would come a3 a Divine confirmation of the arguments of this
Epistle adequate to decide the controversy for ever. To those
who apostatised in spite of the warning and argument which
was here addressed to them, the Fall of Jerusalem would come
as a peal of doom.

CHAPTER 1V.

8TYLE AND CHARACTER OF THE EPISTLE.

1. TaE nDotion that the Epistle was a translation from the
Hebrew is found in Clement of Alexandria, and is repeated
by Eusebius, Jerome, Theodoret, and by many others down to
recent times. It seems to have originated in the attempt to
account for the marked differences of style which separate it
from the writings of St Paul. But this conjecture is wholly
devoid of probability. Clement couples it with the sugges-
tion that it was translated by St Luke, because the style has
some points of resemblance to that of the Acts of the Apostles.
But St Luke (as we shall see) cannot have becn the author,
and the notion that it was written in Aramaic is now gene-

" rally abandoned. No writing of antiquity shews fewer traces '
of being a translation. The Greek is eminently original and
eminently polished. It abounds in paronomasiae (plays on
words, i. 1; ii. 8; v. 14; vil. 3, 19, 22, 23, 24; viii. 7, 8; ix, 28;
x. 29, 3438, 39; xi. 27; xiii. 14, &c.). It is full of phrases, and
turns of idiom, which could scarcely be rendered in Hebrew
at all, or only by the help of cumbrous periphrases. The nume-
rous quotations which it contains are taken not from the He-
brew but from the LXX., and the argument is sometimes built
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on expressions in which the LXX. differs from the original (i. 6,
7; il 7; x. 5). It touches in one passage (ix. 15) on the Greek
meaning of the word diaéfry, “a testament,” which has no equi-
valent in the Hebrew Berith, “a covenantl.” The hypothesis
that the Epistle was not originally writter in Greek viclates
every canon of literary probability.

2. 'The style of the Epistle attracted notice even in the ear-
liest times. It is as different as possible from the style of St
Paul, “Omnibus notis dissidet” said the great scholar Erasmus,
More than a thousand years ago Origen remarked that it is
-writter in better and more periodic Greek. In its rhythm and
balance it has been described as “elaborately and faultlessly
rhetorical.” The style of St Paul, whenever his emotions are
deeply stirred, is indeed eloguent, but with a fervid, spontane-
ous, impassioned eloquence, which never pauses to round a
period or to select a sonorous expression. -He constantly min-
+ gles two constructions; digresses into personal allusions; does
not hesitate to use the roughest terms; goes off at a word;
and leaves sentences unfinished. He writes like a man who
thought in Aramaic while he expressed himself in Greek. The
style of this writer bears the stamp of a wholly different in-
dividuality. He writes impersonally while St Paul is always
intensely personal. He writes like a man of genius who is
thinking in Qreek as well as writing in it. He builds up his
paragraphs on a wholly different model. He delights in the
‘most majestic amplifications, in the most effective collocation of
words, in the musical euphony of compound terms (see i. 3;
viil. 1; xii. 2, &c.)2 He is never ungrammatical, never irregular,

1 Heb. iz, 16, Calvin says with his usual strong sense, *‘ Aiafdin
ambiguam apud Graecos significationem habet; berith antem Hebraeis
non nisi foedus significat ;. haec una ratio sani judicii hominibus
sufficiet ad proba.ndum quod dixi, Graeco sermone scriptam fuisse
epistolam.”

2 He uses the following compounds and other words which oceur in
no other New Testament writer. woluvuepis, wohvrpbrws, mposoxfifew,
cafBarwuds, Terpaxnhopdvos, Sureputvevros, perpomaldely, drardivros,
dyevealbynros, alparekyvaia, éviawlfew, cuvkakovyelobal, pavrafbueros,
rvpmavifew, podamrodosia, dAvoireXss, edmeploTaros, and a few more,
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never personal; he never struggles for expression; he never
loses himself in a parenthesis; he is never hurried into an
unfinished clause. He has less of burning passion, and more of
conscious literary self-control. As I have said elsewhere, the
movement of this writer resembles that of an Oriental Sheykh
with his robes of honour wrapped around him; the movement of
St Paul is that of an athlete girded for the race. The eloquence
of this writer, even when it is at its most majestic volume,
regsembles the flow of a river; the rhetoric of St Paul is like the
rush of 2 mountain-torrent amid opposing rocks.

3. The writer guotes differently from St Paul. St Paul often
reverts to the original Hebrew, and when he uses the LXX.
his quotations agree, for the most part, with the Vatican
Manuscript. This writer (as I have already observed) follows
the LXX. even when it differs from the Hebrew, and his cita-
tions usually agree with the Alexandrian Manuseript. St Paul
introduces his references to the Old Testament by some such
formula as xafas yéypamrar or Méyer § ypapy (Rom. i. 17; ix. 17),
whereas this writer adopts the Rabbinic and Alexandrian ex-
pressions, eime, Aéyer (i. 5, 6; v. 6; vii. 13), elppker (iv. 3);
Siepapripard wou ris Adyor (ii. 6) ; xafds Néye: 10 wvebpa 76 dyop
or paprupet (iil. 73 x. 15; vii. 17)—forms which are not used by
St Paul, and of which the form and the conception are due
to Philo {Quts rer. div. Raer. § 52; De Monarch. i. 9 &c.).

4. Again, he construcis his sentences differently, and com-
bines them by different connecting particles (see in the original
ii. 16 to iii. 16, &c.); and has at least six special peculiarities of
style not found, or found but rarely, in St Paul—such as the
constant use of “all”; the verb ékdfiser used intransitively
(i. 3; viil. 1); the phrase “even though” (éiwmep, three times);
“whence” (lfer, six times), used in the sense of “wherefore”;
€is 76 Suprexés ingtead of “always”; and his mode of heightening
the comparative by a following preposition (rapd)L

1 <« Tn the Epistles of St Paul elres occurs 50 times, efre 63, more (in
affirmative clanses) 19, elra (in enumeration) €, e/ 3¢ kal 4, elxep 5,
éxrds el ph 3, elye 4, whimws 12, upeére 10, pevobrye 8, édv 88 times,

while none of them are found in this Epistle except éiv, and that only
once or twice except in quotations.” Rendall, p. 27,
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B. Once more, St Paul usually speaks of the Saviour as
“our Lord Jesus Christ,” or “Christ Jesus our Lord”—forms
which occur sixty-eight times in his Epistles; this writer, on the
other hand, usually refers to Him as “Jesus,” or “the Lord,” or
“Christ,” or “our Lord” (vii. 14), or “the Lord” (ii. 3), or,
once only, as “our Lord Jesus” (xiii. 20), whereas the dis-
tinctive Pauline combination, “Christ Jesus,” does mot occur
once (see note on iii. 1). The explanation of this fact is that,
as time went on, the title “Christ” became more and more a
personal name, and the name “Jesus” (most frequently used in
‘this Epistle, ii, 9; iii. 1; vi, 20; vii. 22; x, 19; xii. 2, 24; xiii. 12)
became more and more connotative of such supreme reverence
and exaltation as to need no further addition or description,

CHAPTER V.
THEOLOGY OF THE EPISTLE.

THE author of this Epistle, though he is writing exclusively
to Jewish Christians, and though he shews himself eminently
Judaic in his sympathies, is yet distinctly of the same school
as the Apostle of the Gentiles.

Of the four great topics which occupy so large a place in St
Paul's Epistles—the relation of Judaism to Christianity; the
redemptive work of Christ; justification by faith ; and the call of
the Gentiles—the first forms the main topic of this Epistle;
the seécond occupies one large section of it (v. 1—=x. 18); and
the third is involved in cne entire chapter (xi.). ~ The fourth is
indeed conspicuously absent, but its absence is primarily due
to the concentration of the Epistle upon the needs of those
readers to whom it was addressed. He says expressly that
Christ died on behalf of every man (ii. 9),-and no one has ever
doubted respecting his full belief in the Universality of the
Gospel. As the circumstances which occasioned the composi-
tion of the Epistle furnished no opportunity to dwell upon the
subject he leaves it on one side. It is probable that even in
the most bigoted of the Jewish-Christian communities the rights
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of the Gentiles to equal participatien in the privileges of the
Gospel without any obligation to obey the Levitic Law had
been fuliy established, partly by the decree of the Synod of
Jerusalem (Acts xv. 1—29), and partly by the unanswerable
demonstrations of St Paul.

It need hardiy be said that the writer of this Epistle is at one
with St Paul upon all great fundamental doctrinesl. Both of
the sacred writers speak of the heavenly exaltation of Christ
(Eph. iv. 10; Heb. ix. 24); of His prevailing intercession (Rom.
viii. 34; Heb. vii. 25); of the elementary character of the cere-
monial Law (Qal. iv. 3; Heb. vii. 19); of Christ as “the end of
the Law” (Rom. x, 4; Heb, x. 4—7); and of a multitude of
other deep religious truths which were the common heritage of
all Christians.

But while he deals with the same great topics as the Apostle
of the Gentiles, he handles them in a very distinct manner, and
with considerable variation of theological terminology.

a. In his mode of dealing with the Old and New Covenants
we have already seen that he starts from a different point of
view. He does not mention the subject of circumcision, so
prominent throughout the Epistle to the (alatians; and while
his proof that Christ is superior to Moses only occupies a few
verses {iii. 1—6), he devotes a large and most important part of
his letter to the proof that Christ’s Priesthood is superior to
that of Aaron, and that it is a Priesthood after the order of Mei-
chisedek—whom St Paul does not so much as name. Indeed,
while in this Epistle the titles Priest and High Priest occur no
less than 32 times, in accordance with their extreme prominence
in the theological conceptions of the writer, it is remarkable

1 There are also_points of contact with Si Peter, both in general
position (comp. 1 Pet. i. 2, 5—10 with Heb. vi. 18, i. 14, ix. 28),
and in the use of “faith” for “trust,” and “righteousness” for “in.
tegrity,” and in special expressions, such as “blood of sprinkling”
(xii. 24; 1 Pet, i. 2), “shepherd” {xiii. 20; 1 Pet. ii. 25, v. 4), and
"Apxyds (. 10, xii. 25 Acts jii. 15) used of Christ, and others. Bee
Rendall, Theology of the Epistle to the Hebrews, 42-—45}, They
probably indicate no more than that the writer had studied the First
Epistle of St Peter.
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that neither word occurs so much as once in all the 13 Epistles
of St Paul.
" B. In speaking of the Redemptive work of Christ he is evi-
dently at one with St Paul (ix. 15, 22), but does not enter so
fully upon the mysterious aspect of Christ’s death as an expiatory
sacrifice (Maouds). As though he could assume all which St
" Paul had written on that subject, he leaves (as it were) “a gap
between the means and the end,” asserting only again and again,
but without explanation and comment, the simple fact that
Christ offered Himself as a sacrifice, and that man was thereby
sanctified and purified (ii. 11; ix. 13, 14; x. 2,10, 14, 22). In
his favourite conception of “perfectionment” (reAeiweis) he seems
to include justification, sanctification, and glorificationl. His
conception of Christ is less that of a Crucified and Risen
" Redeemer, than that of a sympathising and glorified High Priest.
And the result of His work is described not as leading to a
" mystic oneness. with Him, but as securing us a free access to
Him, and through Him into the Inmost Sanctuary of God.

y. Again, there is a difference between the writer and St
Paul in their use of the terms Justification and Faith, In St
Paul the term “Justification by Faith” succinctly describes the
method by which the righteousness of God can become the

. justification of man—the word for “righteousness” and “justifi-
cation” being the same (8ikatorivy). DBut in this Epistle the
word “righteousness” is used in its simple and original sense of
. moral rectitude. . The result of Christ's redemptive work, which-

1 Mr Rendsall, in an elaborate appendix.on the word relewodw
{Hebrews, pp. 158—162), would give to it in the Epistle the meaning
““ to consecrate.”” He argues that this is the technical meaning of the
word throughout those passages of the Pentatench which deal with
priestly consecration, and he says (p. 21) ‘“its close connexion in this
Epistle with the Priesthood of Christ proves conclusively to my mind
that it is used in the same sense.” The priest on consecration had
his hands filled with portions of the slaughtered ram (Lev. viil. 25—
28). Hence the phrase 7ehecdoar Tés xeipes (Ex. xxix, 9, 33), and
thus rexpogopeiy was cohnected with the motion of mortifying the
flesh (Philo, Leg. Alleg. m. § 23: comp. 2 Cor, iv, 10). Important
ag are the considerations involved in this view I see no sufficient
reason to abandon the sense given to rehewdr and its derivatives by
long prescription. . R
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8t Paul describes by his use of dixatocivy in the sense of “ justifi-
cation,” this writer indicates by other words, such' as dywaeuds
(zii. 14), kabapiapds (1. 3; ix. 14; x. 2) and rehelwats (vii, 11).
He does not allude to the notion of ““imputed” righteousness as
a condition freely bestowed by God upon man, but describes
“righteousness” as faith manifested by obedience and so earning
the testimony of God (xi. 4, 5). It is regarded not as the Divine
gift which man receives, but as the human condition which:
faith produces. The phrase “to justify,” which occurs 28 times
in St Paul, is not once found in this Epistle. The writer,
like St Paul, quotes the famous verse of Habakkuk, “The just
shall live by faith” (perhaps in the slightly different form, o 8¢
Sikaids pov ék miorews {foeracl), but the sense in which he gquotes
it is not the distinctive sense which it bears in St Paul—where it
implies that “the man who has been justified by that trust in
Christ which ends in perfect union with Him shall enjoy eternal
life,”—but rather in its simpler and more original sense that ©zhe
upright man shall be saved by kis faithfulness” Tor “faith” when
used by St Paul in the sense peculiar to his writings, means the
life in Christ, the absolute personal communion with His death
and resurrection. But the central Pauline conception of év
Xpiorg (Christ not only for me, but #n me, and I in Him)—a
conception so characteristic that it has been called “the mono-
gram of St Paul”—is scarcely alluded to by the author of this
Epistle. He uses the word “faith” in its more common sense of
“frust in the Unseen.” He regards it less as the instrument of
justification than as the condition of access (i, 14; iv. 2, 16; vi.
. 1; vil. 25; % 1, 22; xi. 1, 6).

5. Again, one of the characteristics of this Epistle is the
recurrence of passages which breathe a spirit peculiarly severe
(i, 1—3; iv. 1; vi. 4—8; x. 26—31; xii. 16~17), such as does
indeed resemble a few passages of Philo, but finds no exact
parallel even in the sternest passages of St Paul. Nor does the
writer ever encourage, even incidentally, St Pauls large and

1 The uov is found in the LXX. sometimes after * just,” sometimes
after ¢ faith”; and is read after * just” in N, A, H, and after «faith”’
in D, See note on Heb. x. 38,
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aplendid generalisations of a passionate hope (Rom. ix. 2; xi. 26).
Luther speaks of one of these passages as “a hard knot which
seems in its obvious import to run counter to all the Gospels
and “the Epistles of St Paul” Both Tertullian and Luther
missed the real significance of these passages, but the very
interpretation which made the Epistle dear to the Montanistic
- hardness of Tertullian made it displeasing to the larger heart of
the great Reformer, It must we fear be admitted that some of
the most ruthless inferences® of Calvinism with its “horrible
decrees,” and some of the darkest views of the ultimate fate .
. of sinners, are based on phrases of this Epistle. But the absolute
decisions of theology must not be made to depend on the idio-
syncrasy of a writer, or the appalling gloom of the circumstances
under which he wrote. They must be derived from the final
“result attained by the coordination of all the passages which deal
- with the disputed doctrine. - Undoubtedly the keynote of Chris-
‘tianity is gladness, and not gloom
e. But the most marked feature of the Epistle to the Hebrews
is its Alexandrian character, and the resemblances which it con-
tains to the writings of Philo, the chief Jewish philosopher of the
Alexandrian school of thought
1. . Thus, itis Alexandrian in its quotations, which are (1) from -
the Septuagint version, and (2) agree mainly with the Alexan-
" drian manuscript of that version, and (3) are introduced by for-
mulae prevalent in the Alexandrian school (see supra 1v. § 3).
2. Tt is Alexandrian in its unusual expressions. Many of these
- (e.g. wo)\u,u.epms- i. 1, &ﬂaﬂ'yao’pa 17 2, dméoracis L 3, Bspiifrdu
iil. 5, rémos peravoias xil 17, BeBaiwais vi. 16, &Baous xiil 7,
&c.), are common to this Epistle with the Alexandnan Book
- of Wisdom. So great indeed is the affinity between these books
" in their sonorous style, their use of compound terms, their rare
phrases, and their accumulation of epithets, that they are men-
tioned in juxtaposition by Irenaeus (Euseb. H. E. v. 26), and
nearly so in the Muratorian Canon. The writers of both had
evidently studied Philo, and it has even been supposed by some
_ that Philo, and by others that the writer of this Epistle, also
" wrote the Book of Wisdom, That this view is quite untenable
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I have shewn in the Introduction to the Book of Wisdom in,
that volume of the Speaker's Commentary which contains the
Apocrypha. The two writers have a few words in common, but,
the structure of their sentences, and the general bearmo of thelr'
thoughts, are widely different. :
3. It is Alexandrian in @s method of dealing with Scrzpture. )
In the important section about Melchisedek the whole structure
of the argument is built on two passing and isolated allusions fo
Melchisedek, of which the second was written nine hundred years
after the death of the Priest-king. They are the ouly allusions
to him in the Jewish literature of morve than 1500 years. Yet
upon these two brief allusions—partly by the method of allegory,
partly by the raethod of bringing different passages together
(iil. 11; iv. 8, 9), partly by the significance attached to names
(vit. 2), partly by the extreme emphasis attributed to single words
(vili. 13), partly by pressing the silence of Scripture as though it
were pregnant with latent meanings (i. 5; ii. 16; vii. 3)—the
writer builds up a theological system of unequalled grandeur.
" But this whole method of treatment jis essentially Rabbinic and
Alexandrian. That it was, however, derived by the writer from
his training in the methods of Alexandrian and not of Rabbinie
exegesis arises from the fact that he is ignorant of Hebrew, and
that the typical resemblance of Melchisedek to the Logos or
Word of God had already excited the attention of Philo, who
speaks of the Logos as “shadowed forth by Melchisedek” and as
“the great High Priest” (Ley. Alleg. 111, 25, 26 ; De Somn. 1. 38)L
4. " It is Alexandrian in s fundamental conception of the
antithesis between the world of fleeting phenomena and the world
of Eternal Realities, between the copies and the Ideas, between
the shadows and the substance, between the visible material
world and the world of Divine Prae-existent Archetypes. The
school of Philo had learnt from the school of Plato that “earth
Is but the shadew of heaven, and things therein '
Each to the other like more than on earth is thought.”

1 Philo is the undoubted souree, if not the mventor, of the alle-
gorising method, "Ef of olpa xal wds ¢ dAAyyoptxds 7is ypagfs év -ry
éexhnotg Ayos é‘a’xev dpxiw elopvijvar, Photius, Cod, 105,
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Hence (a8 I have said) the writer seizes on the passage, “See that
thou make all things xeré rév 7imor Tdv Seixférra oor év T
3pe” (viil. 5, comp. dmodelypara ix. 23). - To him the contrast
between the Old and New Covenants turns on the fundamental
antithesis between the Shadow and the Reality., Levitism
was the shadow, Christianity is not a shadow but a substantial
image; the absolute and final reality—to which Christianity
is so much nearer an approximation, of which Christianity is so
much closer a copy—is in the world to come. The Mosaic
system, as concentrated in its Tabernacle, Priesthood, and
Sacrifices, is only rimos (viii. 5); oxd (x. 1), mepaBoly (ix. 9);
" derirura (ix. 24); whereas Christianity is by comparison, and by
virtue of its closer participation in the Idea, ‘“the type,” “the
perfect,” “the genuine” (viii. 2), adry 4 elxar (x. 1). The visible
world (xi. 3) is “this creation” (ix. 11); it is *“made with hands”

., {ix..11); it.is capable of being touched and grasped (xii. 18); it

is but a quivering, unstable, transient semblance (xil. 27): but
the invisible world is supersensuous, immaterial, immoveable,
eternal. It is the world of “Heavenly things” (ix. 23), the
archetypal world, the true “House of God” (z. 21), “the genuine
Tabernacle” (viii. 2), “the City which hath the foundations”
(xi. 10), the true “fatherland” (xi. 14), “the heavenly Jerusalem”
(xii. 22), “the kingdom unshaken” and that “cannot be shaken”
(xii. 27, 28). And this invisible world is the world of the heirs
of the Gospel. It is so now, and it will be so yet more fully.
In the True Temple of Christianity the Visible and the In-
visible melt into each other. The salvation is now- subjec-
" tively enjoyed, it will hereafter be ob_]ectlvely realised (vi. 4, 53
xii. 28).

5. But the Alexandrianism of the prstle appears most
clearly <n the constant parallels which it furnishes to the writings
of Philo. We have already called attention to some of these,
and they will be frequently referred to in the notes. Even in
the general structure arid style of the Epistle there are not only
a multitude of phrases and expressions which are common to .
the writer with Philo, but we notice in both the same perpetual "
interweaving of argument with exhortation; the same methods .

HEEBREWS e
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of referring to and dealing with the Old Testament; the same ex-
clusive prominence of the Hebrew people ; the same sternness of
tone in isolated passages; and the same general turns of phrase-
ology (see Bleek’s notesoni. 6; ii. 2; v. 11; vi. 1, &c.). If wefind
in Heb, ii. 6, “someone somewhere testified” and in iv. 4, “ He
hath spoken somewhere thus,” we find the very same phrases in
Philo (De Plant. § 21; De Ebriet. § 14, &c.). If we find in Heb.
vil. 8, “being testified of that he liveth,” we find also in Philo,
Leg. Alleg. iii. 8l, Maofs paprupolpevos &1 &t mioTds GA® TH
olke (comp. Heb, iii. 2). If in Heb. xiii. 5 we have the modified
quotation, ot i} oe dvd 6v8 o3 pif o éyrarakimg, we find it in the
very same form in Philo (De Confus. Lingu. § 33).
‘We may here collect a few passages of marked resemblance.

i Heb. i. 3, “who being the gffuence (dmadyaoua) of His
glory...
Philo (De O_mf ﬂ{undz, § 51), was dvfporos...Tis y.axapmg
Piaews éxpayeiov §f drioraopa §) dratyacua yeyovas.
ii. Heb. i. 3, “the stamp (yapaxr)p) of His substance.”
Philo (Quod det. pot. § 23) speaks of the spirit of man as “a'
type and stamp of the Divine power,” and (De Plant. § 5) of the
soul, as “impressed by 'the seal of God, fs 6 xapaxrip éarer
& Gibos Aéyos, the everlasting Word.”
iii. Heb, i. 6, “the First-begotten.”
Philo (De Agricult. § 12) speaks of the Word as “the firstborn
Son,” and {De Confus. Lingu. § 14) as “an eldest Son.”

iv. Heb, i 2, “By whom also He made the worlds”
(aldvas). :
Philo (De Higr. Abrakam, § 1), dpyavoy evpiioers Abyor feob 8:.

ot (6 kdopos) kareoxevaotn.
v. Heb. xi. 3, “that the worlds (aldvas) were made by the
utterance of God.”
Philo (De Sacrif. Abel, § 18), 6 feds Aéywy dua émolec.
vi. Heb. i. 3, “And bearing (¢épwr) all things by the -
utterance of His power.”
Philo (Quis rer. div. haer. § 7), 6 1@ pév dvra Pépwr.
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vii. Heb. iii. 3, “in proportion as he that buildeth the house
hath more honour than the house.”

Philo (De Plant. § 16), dgw yip 6 xryoduevos...roit kmjpares
dpelvoy kal TO memotgKkos TOU YeyoviTos.

viii. Heb. iv, 12, 13, “For living is the Word of God and
efficient, and more cutting than any two-edged sword, and pierc-
ing to the dwmon both of soul and spirit, both of Jomi:s and
marrow.”

Philo (Quis rer. div. kaer. § 28), commenting on Abraham’s
“dividing the sacrifices in the midst,” says that “CGod did thus
with His Word, which is the cutter of all things (rg Topel
Tév ovpmdvrev avtol Adye), which, whetted to its keenest edge,
never ceases to divide all perceptible things, but when it pierces
through to the atomistic and so-called indivisible things, again
this cutter begins to divide from these the things that can
_be contemplated in- speech. into unspeakable and incompre-
hensible portions”; and farther on he adds that the soul is
“threefold,” and that “each of the parts is cuf asunder,” and
that the Word divides 76 &Aoyor kai 76 Aoywdr. Elsewhere
(De Cherub. § 9) he compares the Word to the fiery sword.
Philo is applying the metaphors philosophically, not religiously,
but it is impossible to suppose that the resemblance between the
passages is merely accidental.

ix, Heb. iv. 12, “and is a discerner of the thoughts a.nd
intents of the heart.”

Philo (De Leg. Alleg. 111. 59), “And the Divine Word is most
keen-sighted (fudepkéararas), so as to be capable of 1nspectmgall
things.”

__Heb. vi. b, “tasting that the utterance of God is
excelient.” o

Philo (De Profug. § 25), “The souls, tasting (the utterance of
God) as a Divine word (xoyog), a heavenly nurture. (Comp. De
Leg. Alleg. nv 60.) -

xi. Heb. iii. 6; “whose house are we.”

Philo (De Somn. 1. 23), “Strive, oh soul, to become a house of
God.”

' e2
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xii, Heb. vi. 13, “since He could not swear by any greater .
He sware by Himself.”
Philo (De.Leg. Alleg. 1 '72), “Thou seest that God swear-
eth not by another, for nothing is better than Him, but by Him-
self, who is best of all.”

xiii. Heb vii. 27, “Who hath not need da;zly, hke those
High Priests..
Philo (De Spec Legyg. § 23), 6 dpyiepebs...etyds Te xkat Ovaias
Teh&r kal® ékdoarny fuépav.

xiv. Heb. ix. 7, “once in the year only the ngh Priest
enters.”
. Philo {Zeg. ad Cai. § 39), “into which once in the year the
great Priest enters.”

xv. We might add many similar references; e.g. to Abel's
blood (xii. 24); Noah’s righteousness (zi. 7); Abraham’s obedi-
ence, in going he knew not whither (xi. 8); the faithfulness of
Moses (iii. 2, 5) ; milk and solid food (v. 12—14); the fact that
sacrifices are meant to call sin to remembrance (x. 3) (De Vit
Mos. 111 10, of Adow cuaprppdreoy @A’ vm;pw;a-w cpya{owm [m
doeBeis], comp. De Victim. § 7); the stress laid on the’ word
“To-day?” (iil. 7—15). But it will be sufficient to add a few
passages in which Philo speaks of the Logos as High Priest.

xvi. Heb. iv. 14, “Having then a great High Priest...”
Philo (De Somn. 1. 38), 6 pév 8 péyas dpyiepens e\, &c.

xvii. Heb. iv. 15, “without sm,” vii. 28, ¢ holy, harmless,
undefiled.”

Philo (De Profug. § 20), “ For we say that the H]gh Priest is
not a man but the Divine Word, with no participation in
{duéroyov) any sin, whether voluntary or involuntary” Id.§ 21,
“Tt is His nature to be wholly unconnected (drapddexros) with all
Sin-” .

xviil. Heb. iv. 15, “able to be touched with a feeling of our
infirmities.” S

‘Philo (De Profug. § 18), “not inexorable (drapairprov) is the

Divine, but gentle through the mildness of its nature.”
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xix. ~ Heb. vii. 25, “living to make intercession for them.”
Philo (De Migr. Abrakem, § 21), “But these things He is
accustomed to grant, kérmp éavrol Adyor odx dmoorpapeis.”

- xx, Heb, v, 10, “ After the order of Melchisedek.”

Philo (De Leg. Alleg. 111. 26), “For the Logos is a Priest,” &c.
who, as he proceeds to say, brings righteousness and peace to
the soul, and has His type in Melchisedek “the Righteous King”
and the King of Salem, ie. of Peace. See also De congr.
quaerend. erudit. grat. § 18.

~ xxi. Heb.vii. 8, “without father, without mother.”

Philo (De Profug. § 20), “For we say that the High Priest is
not a man but the Divine word...wherefore I think that He is
sprung from incorruptible parents...from God as His Father, and
from Wisdom as His motherl.”

" For these and other passages see Siegfried, Philo won Aler-
andria, 321—330, and Gfrorer, Philo und die dAlex. Theosophie,
1. 163—248.

But while these passages positively demonstrate the writer’s
familiarity with Philo, his general theology and his method of
treating the Old Testament as a whole are totally unlike those of
the great Alexandrian theosophist.

CHAPTER VI

THE AUTHOR OF THE EPISTLE

WE now come to the questlon Quisf—who wrote the Epistle
to the Hebrews ?

In our Authorised Version and even in the Revised Version—
which does not however profess to have reconsidered the super-
soriptions of the Epistles—we find the heading “The Epistle of
Paul the Apostle to the Hebrews.” Now the writer was un-
doubtedly a Paulinist,:ie. he belongs to the same school of

1 Tn one place (De ebr. § 14) Philo calls Sarah dufrwp, ie. with no
recorded mother,
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thought as St Paul. Besides the common phrases which form
part of the current coin of Christian theology he uses some
. which are distinctively Pauline. He had been deeply influenced
by the companionship of the Apostle and had adopted much of
his distinctive teaching. This is universally admitted. The
student who will compare ii. 10, vi. 10, x. 30, xii. 14, xiii, 1—6,
18, 20 with Rom. xi. 36; 1 Thess. i. 3; Rom. xii. 19, 18, 1—21;
2 Cor. iv..2; Rom. xv. 33 respectively, and who will observe the
numerous other resemblances to which attention is called in the
following notes, will have sufficient proof of this. The writer
uses about fifty words which in the N. T. only occur in the
Hpistles of St Paul or in his speeches as recorded by St Luke,
and in the last chapter the resemblances to St Paul are specially
numerous. On the other hand, after what we have already seen
of the differences of style (p. xxxvi), of method (pp. xxiv, xxxix), of
culture (pp. xli segq.), of individuality (p. xxxvii), of theological
standpoint (pp. xxxix segq.), and of specific terminology (pp. xli,
&c.) between the writer of this Epistle and St Paul, we.shall be
compelled to admit not only that St Paul could not possibly have
been the actual writer of the Epistle—a fact which was patent
so far back as the days of Ongen—but that it could not even
indirectly have been due to his authorship. The more we study
the similarities between this and the Pauline Epistles, and
the more strongly we become convinced that the writers were
connected in faith and feeling, the more absolutely incompatible
(as Dean Alord has observed) does the notion of their personal
identity become. And this is exactly the concluston to which
we are led by a review of the ancient evidence upon the subject.
The Early Western Church seems to have Znown that 8t Paul
did not write the Epistle. In the Eastern Church the obvious
and superficial points of resemblance gave currency to the
common belief in the Pauline authorship, but the deeper-lying
differences were sufficient to convince the greatest scholars (like
Clement and Origen) that (at the best) this could only be
admitted in & modified sense.

The Epistle was known at a very early period and i very
largely used and imitated by St Clement of Rome, in his letter

\
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-to the Corinthians (cire. A.D. 96), and yet he nowhere mentions
the name of the author. He would hardly have used it so
extensively without claiming for his quotations the authority of
St Paul if he had not been aware that it was not the work of
the great Apostle.

In the Western Church no single writer of the first, second,
or even third century attributed it to St Paul. St HiproryTus
(+ aDp. 235 1) and St IrENAEUS (+ A.D. 202) are said to have
denied the Pauline authorshipl, though Eusebius tells us that
Irenaeus (in a work which he had not seen, and which is not
extant) quoted from it and from the Wisdom of Solomon. The
Presbyter Gatos (possibly the same person as Hippolytus, as some
conjecture} did not number it among St Paul's Epistles (Euseb.

- H, E. vi. 20). The CaxoN of MURATORI (¢irc. A.D. 170) either
-does not notice it, or only with a very damaging allusion under
the name of an “Epistle to the Alexandrians forged in the name
of Paul with reference to the heresy of Marcion,” Yet MaRrciox
himself rejected it, and NOVATIAN never refers to if, frequently as
he quotes Scripture and useful as it would have been to him.
TERTULLIAN {(+ A.D. 240), representing perhaps the tradition of
the Church of North Africa, ascribes it to Barnabas. This
testimony to the non-Pauline authorship is all the weightier
because Tertullian would have been only too eagerto quote the
authority of St Paul in favour of his Montanism had he been
able to do so. St Cyprian (+ A.D. 258) never alludes to it.
Yictorinus of Pettau (+ 303) ignores it. The first writer of the
Western Church who attributes it to St Paul {and probably for
no other reason than that he found it .so ascribed in Greek
writers) is Hilary of Poictiers, who died late in the fourth cen-
tury (+a.D. 368). St Ambrose indeed (+ 397) and Philastrius
(cire. A, 387) follow the Greeks in ascribing it to St Paul,
though the latter evidently felt some hesitation about it. But it
is certain that for nearly four centuries the Western Church
refused in general .to recognise the Pauline authorship, and this
was probably due to some tradition, on the subject which had
come down to them from St Clement of Rome. If it had been

1 Stephen Gobar ap. Phot. Bibl. Cod. 232.
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written by the Apostle of the Gentiles, St Clement of Rome,
who was probably a friend and contemporary of St Paul, would
have certainly mentioned so precious a truth, at least orally, to
the Church of which he was a Bishop. If he said anything at
all upon the subject it can only have been that whoever was the
author St Paul was not.

Accordingly, even down to the seventh century we find traces
of hesitation as to the Pauline authorship in the Western’
Church, though by that time a loose habit had sprung up of
. quoting it as “the Epistle of Paul to the Hebrews.” This was
due to the example of St Jerome (+ 420) and St Augustine
(+ 430)L. These great men so far yielded to the stream of ir-
respoasible opinion—which by their time had begun to set in
from the East—that they ventured popularly to quote it as
St Paul’s, although when they touch seriously upon the question
of the authorship they fully admit or imply the uncertainty
respecting it2 Their hesitation as to the Pauline authorship is
incidentally shewn by the frequency with which they quote it
either without any name, or with the addition of some caution-
ary phrase. That the Epistle is attributed to 8t Paul by later
authors and Councils is a cu‘cumstance entirely devoid of any
eritical importance.

It was from the Eastern Church that the tendency to accept
the Epistle as St Paul's derived its chief strength.- The Alex-
andrian School naturally valued an Epistle which expressed
their own views, and was founded upon premisses with which
they were specially familiar. Apart from close criticist they
would be naturally led by phenomena which lay on the surface
to conjecture that it might be by St Paul; and (as has frequently
happened) the hesitations of theological scholarship were swept
away by the strong current of popular tradition. But this tra-

1 Jer. Ep. 73. 4, “*Epistola ad Hebraeos, quam omnes Graeci re-
cipiunt et nonnulli Latinorum.”

2 Jer. Comm. in Tit., * Siquis vult recipere eam Epistolam quae sub
nomine Pauli ad Hebracos scripta est.” Aug. De Civ. Dei, “ quam
quidam Apostoli Pauli esse dicunt, quidam vere megant.” In his
later writings he always uses circumlocutions to avoid attributing it
to St Paul, Westcott On the Canon, p. 453.
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dition cannct be traced farther back than an unsupported guess
of the Presbyter PANTAENUS about the middle of the Second
Century. Clemens of Alexandria (in a lost work, quoted by
Eusebius) says that the “blessed Presbyter” had endeavoured to
account for the absence of St Paul’s name (which is found in every
one of his genuine Epistles) by two reasons. St Paul, he said,
had suppressed it “out of modesty” (84 perpidryra) both because
the Lord was the true Apostle to the Hebrews (Heb, iii. 1}, and
because he was writing to the Hebrews “out of superabundance”
(éxmeprovaias), being himself the Apostle to the Gentiles. Neither
reason will stand a moment’s consideration: they are desperate
expedients to explain away an insuperable difficulty. For if St
Paul had written “to the Hebrews” at all, there is no single
‘writer who would have been less likely to write anonymously.

. Calvin rightly says “Ego ut Paulum agnoscam auctorem adduci
nequen. .Nam:qui dicunt nomen fuisse de industria suppressum
quod odiosum esset Judaeis nihil afferunt, Cur enim mentionem
fecisset Timothei? &ec.” It never occurred to any Apostle to
consider that his title was an arrogant one, and the so-called
“« A postolic Compact” no more prevented St Paul from addressing
Jews than it prevented St Peter from addressing Gentiles. The
fact that Eusebius quotes this allusion to Pantaenus as the
carliest reference to the subject which he could find, shews that
in spite of the obvious inference from x. 34 (and especially from
the wrong reading “my bonds”)} there was no tradition of import-
ance on the subject even in the Eastern Church during the first
two centuries, CLEMENS of ALEXANDRIA is himself (+ A.D. 220)
equally unsuccessful in his attempts: to maintain even a modi-
fied view of the Pauline authorship (ap. Euseb. H. E. vi 14).
He conjectures that the Epistle was written in Hebrew, and had .
been translated by St Luke; and he tries to account for its
anonymity by-a most uncritical and untenable surmise. St
Paul he says did not wish to divert the attention of the Jews
from his arguments, since he knew that they regarded him with
prejudice and suspicion! This singular notion—that St Paul
wished to entrap the attention of his readers unawares before
revealing his identity—has been idly repeated by writer after
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writer down to the present day. But no ore can read the

'Epistle with care without seeing that the writer was obviously
known to his readers, and intended himself to be known by them.
No Apostolic Church would have paid any attention to an anouy-
mous and unauthenticated letter. The letters were necessarily
brought to them by accredited messengers; and if this letter
had been written by St Paul to any Hebrew community the
fact would have been known to them in the first halfhour after
the messenger’s arrival.

ORrIGEN again (ap. Euseb, H. E. V1. 25) in a popular way con-
stantly quotes the Epistie -as St Paul's; but when he seriously
entered on the question of the authorship, in a passage quoted
by Eusebius from the beginning of his lest Homilies on the
Epistle, he admits that the style is much more polished than
that of 8t Paul (§ xapaxrip tis Néfews...otx Exei 7O év Néyg 18iw-
Tikdy ToD dmogrédov), and while he says that the Pauline character
of the thoughts furnishes some ground for the tradition that St
Paul wrote it, he adds that the “history™ which had come down
about it was that it was “written” by Clement of Rome, or by
Luke; but, he says, “who actually wrote the Epistle God only
knows.” Origer’s authority has repeatedly been quoted as
though it were decisively given in favour of the Pauline author-
ship of the Epistle! But if any one will examine the passage
above referred to he will see that it represents a conflict between
historical testimony and scholarlike criticism on' one side, and
loose local tradition on the other. Origen was glad to regard
the Epistle as being ¢n some sense St Paul’s, and did not like to
differ decidedly from Pantaenus, Clemens, and the general popular
view prevalent in his own Church ; but he decidedly intimates

' that in s present form St Paul did not write the Epistle, and
that it can only be regarded as belonging to “the school of Paul.”

Lastly, EvsEBIus of CAESAREA shews the same wavering hesi--
tation. He so far defers to indolent and biassed custom as con-
stantly to quote the Epistle as St Paul’s, but in one passage he
seems to approve of the opinion that it had been translated from
Hebrew, and in another he says that it would not be just to
ignore. that ‘“some have rejected the Epistle to the Hebrews,
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saying that it is opposed by the Church of Rome as not being by

St Paul.”

- Thus we see that loose conjecture, founded on a few superficial

phenomena, attributed the Epistle to St Paul; but all genuine

and independent criticism saw that he could not have written it.
It is hardly worth while to follow the stream of testimony into

ages in which independent criticism was dead; but in the six-

teenth century with the revival of scholarship the popular tra-
dition 'once more began to be set aside. Cardinal Cajetan,
Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Melanchthon, and even Estius were all

" more or less unfavourable to the direct Pauline authorship. In -

modern times, in spite of the intensely conservative character
of Anglican theology, there are very few critics of any name even

~in the English Church,and still fewer among German theologians,
who any longer maintain, even in a modified sense, that it was
written by St-Paul.

Who then was the writer?

From the Epistle itself we can gather with a probability which
falls but little short of certainty the following facts (some of
which it will be observed tell directly against the identity of the
writer with St Paul).

1. The writer was a Jew, for he writes solely as a Jew, and as
though the Heathen were non-existent.

2. He was a Hellenist, for he quotes from the LXX, without
any reference to the original Hebrow, and even when it differs
from the Hebrew (i. 6, x. 5).

. 3. He was familiar with the writings of Philo, and had been

deeply influenced by Alexandrian thought: °
" 4. He was “an eloquent man and mighty in the Scnptures.

5. He was a friend of Timotheus.

6. He was known to his readers, and addresses them in a
tone of authority.

7. He was not an Apostle,but classes himself with those who
had been taught by the Apostles (ii. 3)%.

1 To talk of dva.xolvwo'u and ovyxardSuois here, as iz done by the

maintainers of the Paulinc authorship, is & mere misuse of theological
technicalities,
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8. He was acquainted with the thoughts of St Paul, and had
read the Epistle to the Romans.

" 9. Yet his tone while accordant with that of St Paul is
entirely independent of it.

10. He wrote before the destruction of Jerusalem.

11. His references to the Tabernacle rather than to the
Temple seem to make it improbable that Le had ever been at
Jerusalem. ‘

Further than this it is at least a fair assumption that-any
friend and scholar of St Paul who was a man of sufficient learn-
ing and originality to have written such an Epistle as this, would
be somewhere alluded to in that large section of the New Testa-
ment which is occupied by the writings and the biography of St
Paul.

Accordingly there is scarcely one of the companions of St
Paul who has not been suggested by some critic as a possible
or probable author of this Epistle. Yet of these all but one
are directly excluded by one or more of the above indications.
AQuiLa could not have written it, for he seems to have been of
less prominence even than his wife Priscilla (Acts xviil. 18;
2 Tim. iv. 19). Tirus was a Gentile, Srras was a Hebraist of
Jerusalem.. BarNaBAs (to whom Tertullian attributes it in De
Pudic. 20) was a Levite, and no Levite could have gone so near
the verge of apparent inaccuracy in matters relating to the
Temple as this writer does in vii. 27; ix. 3,4; x. 11. The other
Epistle attributed to Barnabas (though spurieus) isincomparably
inferior to the Epistle to the Hebrews. The genuine Epistle of -
St CrLEMENT of Rome shews that he could not have written the
Epistle to the Hebrews, which indeed he largely quotes on 2 level
with Scripture. The Gospel of ST Marx is wholly unlike this
Epistle in style. The style of St LukE does indeed resemble in
many expressions the style of this writer, as Clement of Alex-
andria observes (Aolxav...avry pebepppreloavra...0ler Tiv adrov
xpéra elplokeofar kard Tiv épunveiay TavTys Te Ths émioTols kal
rév mpdfewv); but the differences of style are still more remark-
able; the Epistle contains passages (such as vi, 4—8; x. 26—29,
&c.) which do not seem to resemble the tender and conciliatory
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tone of mind of the Evangelist; and apart from this St Luke
seems to have been a Gentile Christian (Col. iv. 10—14), and not
improbably a Proselyte of Antioch. The resemblances between
the two writers consist only in verbal and idiomatic phrases?,
and are amply accounted for by their probable familiarity with
each other and with St Paul. But the idiosyncrasy is different,
and St Luke has nothing of the stately balance or rhetorical
amplitude of this Epistle, TrMorHY is excluded by xiii. 23. No
one else is left but that friend and convert to whoin by a flash of
most happy insight LurHER attributed the authorship of the
- Epistle—ArpoLLos.

“Apollos meets every one of the necessary requirements. (1)
He was a Jew. (2) He was a Hellenist. (3) He was an Alex-
andrian. (4) He was famed for his elogquence and his powerful

- method of a.pplymg Scripture. (5) He was a friend of Timotheus.
(6) He had acquired considerable authority in various Churches.
(7) He had been taught by an ‘Apostle. (8) He was of the
school of St Paul; yet (9) he adopted an independent line 6f his
own (1 Cor. iil. 6), (10) We have no trace that he was ever at
Jerusalem ; and yet, we may add to the above considerations, that
his style of argument—like that of the writer of this Epistle—
was specially effective as addressed to Jewish hearers. The
writer’s boldness of tone (Acts xviii, 26) and his modest self-
suppression {1 Cor. xvi, 12) also point to Apollos. The various
allusions to Apollos are found in Acts xviii. 24—28; 1 Cor. iii.
4—6, xvi. 12; Tit. {il. 13; and ¢n every single particulor they
agree with such remarkable cogency in indicating to us a Christian
whose powers, whose training, whose charactér, and whose entire
circumstances would have marked him-out as a man likely to
have written such a treatise as the one before us, that we may
- safely arrive at the conclusion either that ArorLros wrote the
Epistle or that it is the work of some author who s to us entirely
unknown.

"1 Buch 88 ethaSeiofnl, els T mavTehds, fryoluevos, apxnyss, HApTUpOD-
uevos, mapofuapés, uéroxos. . They are of no decisive importance, and
St Luke is more of a Paulinist than the writer.
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No hypothesis which we can adopt is wholly free from difficulty,
and it is extremely unlikely that we shall ever arrive at a nearer
solution of the problem than this. But while the authorship of
Apollos is not open to a single conclusive, or even forcible, ob-
Jjection, it i3 surely most improbable that a man evidentlyso well
known to his readers as the writer of this letter, a man moving
in the circle of St Paul’s friends, 8 man imbued with 8t Paul’s
principles yet magnificently original and independent—a man so
eloquent in style and so forcible in reasoning—should have left
neither name, nor trace of himself, in the New Testament writings
except one anonymous Epistle which has exercised a memorable
influence over the thoughts and theology of all Christians from
ageto age,

CHAPTER VIIL
CANONICITY.

¢ Das is} ein starke, miichtige, und hshe Epistel.” LuTEER,

TaE Canonicity of the Epistle—that is its right to be placed in
the Canon of Holy Scripture—rests on the fact that it has been
accepted both by the Eastern and Western Churches. It was
known from the earliest ages; was probably alluded to by Justin
Martyr (+ c. 163); was largely used by St Clement of Rome;
is quoted on the same footing as the rest of Scripture by
many of the Fathers; and both in the earlier centuries and at
the Reformation has been accepted as authoritative and inspired
even by those who had been Ied to the conclusion that the current
opin.ion of the Church after the third century had erred in assign-
ing it to the authorship of St Paul. Its right to be accepted
ag part of the Canon, and not merely to possess the deutero-
Canonical and inferjor authority which Luther assigned to it, is
all the more clearly established because it triumphed over the
objections which some felt towards it. Those objections arose
partly from the sterner passages (especially vi. 4—6), which were
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misinterpreted as favouring the merciless refusal of the Montanists
and Novatians to readmit the lapsed into Church privileges;
and partly from inability to understand the phrase +§ moujgarr:
avrdy in ifi. 2. But in spite of these needless difficulties which
are mentioned by Philastrius late in the fourth century, the
Epistle has been justly recognised as a part of sacred Scripture

—-“marching forth,” &s Delitzsch says, “in lonely royal and
" sacred dignity, like the great Melchisedek, and like him without -
lineago—dyeveahdynros.” Even those who like ‘Erasmus and
Calvin were unable to admit its Pauline authorship, were still
-agreed in “embracing it, without controversy, among the Apo-
-stolical Epistles.” They said with St Jerome, “Nikil inferesse
cujus sit, dum ecclesiasticy viri sit, et quotidie ecclesiarum lectione
celebretur.” 1t is no small blessing to the Church that in this
Epistle we have preserved to us the thoughts of a deep thinker
who while he. belonged to the school of St Paul expresses the
views of that school with an independent force, eloquence, and
insight far surpassing that of every Christian treatise which
is not included in the Sacred Canon.
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NOTES.

CHAPTER 1.

Title. ITpds‘EBpalovs. This is the simple title of the Epistle in
RABC (in subscr.) K. In 1. we have rov ayiov kaw mavevgmuov amoot.
wavh. emwor. wpos €8p.  In M eypagm amo trakias Sua Tytofeov 1 wpos efp.
emoTs exTeleiga ws ev mraxe. 1t need hardly be said that these titles
have no particle of authority. '

2. . én doydrov. So NABDEKLM. The rce. éoxdrwy rose from

the following r@w.

3. xoBapiopdv. The preceding 3 éavrof (EXLM) of the rec.
is not found in NAB Vuig. Arm. It may have risen from the preced-
ing adrofi, but would not have been added by so *‘faultlessly rhetorical”
a writer, and is involved in the middle woipedueros.

Tov dpaprdv. The Hudy in the rec. is a needless dogmatic
intrysion and is not found in XNABDEM Vulg. Copt., d&e.

9. dvoplav. Rec. dduclar (RA), only a more obvious antithesis to
Swcatocdrnr, and therefore unlikely to be altered by a copyist into
dropiar.,

12. doe wepPohatoy. The &s fudrior of RABDIE and several
versions is probably a gloss on the rarer word.

€Alfers, ree. adNdfers, which is less well supported.

The title followed in the Authorised Version Iatdov Tob *Amogréiov
% wpds "Efpatous émaroly is wholly without authority, The original
title, if there was. one at -all,- probably ran simply wpds ‘EBpalovs
ag in RABK, and as it was in the days of Origen. In various MSS.
the Epistle s found in different positions. In DKL it stands as in
AV. In RABC it is placed after 2 Thess. (See for fuller informa-
tion Bleek, Hebraerbrief, p. 45.)
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Cr. I. FmvaniTy AND TRANSCENDENCE oF Gop’s FINAL REVELATION
18 Cerisr (1—4). ILLUSTRATIONS OF CHRIST'S, PREEMINENCE
above Angels (5——14). ’

1—4. TxEsis oF THE EpISTLE.

1. Tlohvpepds kal mwolvrpémwws milair & Oeds...Aalrferas. This
Epistle is unique in beginning without the author’s name (St John’s
first Epistle is hardly an exception, for it was probably sent to the
Churches as a ireatise in elucidation of the Gospel), It is hardly
possible in a translation to preserve the majesty and balance of
this remarkable opening sentence of the Epistle. It must be regarded
ag one of the most pregnant and noble passages of Scripture. The
author does not begin, as St Paul invariably does, with a greeting
which is almost invariably followed by a thanksgiving ; but at once,
and without preface, he strikes the keynote, by stating the thesis
which he intends to prove. His object is to secure his Hebrew
readers against the peril of an apostasy to which they were tempted
(a) by the delay of Christ’s personal return, (8) by the persecutions to
which they were subjected, and (y) by the splendid memories and
exalted claims of the religion in which they had been trained. He
wishes therefore not only to warn and exhort them, but also to prove
that Christianity is a Covenant infinitely superior to the Covenant
of Judaism, alike in its Agents and its Results. The words wése
pENor (ix. 14), xpelrrwv Swabyen (viil. 6), dagopdrepor Srvoua (i 4),
might be regarded as the keynotes of the Epistle (comp. iii. 3,
vii, 19, 20, 22, viil. 6, ix. 23, z. 34, xi. 40, xii. 24, &e.). In many
respects, it is not so much a letter as an address. Into these opening
verses he has compressed a world of meaning, and has also strongly
brought out the conceptions of the contrast between the Old and
New Dispensations—a contrast which involves the transcendence
of the latter. Literally, the sentence may be rendered, ““‘In many
portions and in many ways, God having of old spoken to the fathers
in the prophets, at the end of these days spake to us in a Son.” It
was God who spoke in both dispensations; of old and in the present
epoch: to the fathers and to us; to them in the Prophets, to us
in a Son; to them *‘in many portions ” and therefore * fragmentarily,”
but—as the whole Epistle is meant to shew—to us with a full and
complete revelation; to them *‘in many ways,” *multifariously,” but
to us in one way—namely by revealing Himself in human nature,
and becoming “‘a Man with men.”

wohvpepids, ““in many parts.”” The nearest English representativa
of the word is “fragmentarily,” which is not meant as a term of
absolute but only of relative disparagement (rds ravrodards olxovo-
plas onpaiver, Theodoret). It has never been God’s method to reveal
all His relations to mankind at once, He revealed himself *‘in many
portions.” He lifted the veil fold by fold. First came the Adamie
dispensation; then the Noahic; then the Abrahamic; then the
Mosaic; then that widening and deepening system of truth of which
the Prophets were ministers; then the yet more advanced and elabo-
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rate scheme which dates from Ezraj;—the final revelation, the *ful-
ness” of revealed truth, came with the Gospel. Each of these systems
was indeed fragmentary, and therefore (so far) imperfect, and yet
it was the best possible system with reference to the end in view,
which was the education of the human race in the love and knowledge
of God. The first great truth which God prominently revealed was
His Unity; then came the earliest germ of the Messianic hope; then
eame the Moral Law; then the development of Messianism and the
belief in Immortality. Isaiah and Ezekiel, Zechariah and Malachj,
the son of Sirach and John the Baptist, had each hisseveral ““portion’’
and element of-truth fo reveal. But all the sevenfold rays were
nnited in the pure and perfect light when God had giver us His
Son. Finally, when, by the inbreathing of the Spirit, He had made us
partakers of Himself, the last era of revelation had arrived. To this
tinal revelation there can be no further additior, though it may be
granted to age after age more and more fully to comprehend it.
Complete in itself, it yet works as the leaven, and grows as the
grain of mustard sced, and brightens and broadens as the Dawn. Yet
even the Christian Revelatlon is itself but ‘“a part”; *“we know in
part (éx pépoys) and prophesy,” says, 8t Paul, “in part.” Man, being
finite, is only capable of partial k.uowledge

wohwpo-:ms, “in many manners.” The ‘sundry” and *divers”
of our A. V. are only due to the professed fondness for variety which
King'James’s translators regarded as a merit. The “‘many manners”.
of the older revelation were Law and Prophecy, Type and Allegory,
Promise and Threatening; the diverse individuality of many of the
Prophets, Seers, Warriors, Kings, who were agents of the revelation;
the method of various sacrifices; the messages which came by Urim,
by dreams, by waking visions, u.nd “face to face” (see Num. xii, §;
Ds. lzxxix, 19; Hosea xii. 10; 2 Pet. i. 21), The mouthpiece of the
revelation was now a Gentile sorcerer, now a royal sufferer, now
a rough ascetic, now a polished priest, now a gatherer of sycomeore
fruit. Thus the separate revelations were not complete but partial;
and the meéthods not simple but complex.

It will be seen, then, how very far the two words (also found
together in Max. Tymus) are from being a mere rhetorical amplifi-
cation of &agbpws (Chrysostom, followed by many others). They are
on the contrary of the deepest importance as containing a principle
of O, T. exegesis.

The words molupepds wohvrpdrws are of the rthythm known as
the Pacon gquartus (~~~~). Ancient writers are fond of elaborating
their opening .sentences, and the author of this Epistle naturally
clothed in an impressive form a clause so full of profound and original
truth, Thus St Luke begins his Gospel with an Antispastus, éredimep
(~——~) and ends his Acts with an Epitrite, dewlirws (~——-).

wdlat. Malachi-the jast prophet of the Old Covenant had died more
than four centuries before Christ.

& Geds. In thisone word, which admits the Divine origin of Mogaism,
the writer makes an immense concession to the Jews. Such expres-
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sions as St Paul had wsed in the fervour of controversy—when for
instance he spoke of ““‘the Law” as consisting of *“weak and beggarly
elements ’—tended to alienate the Jews by utterly shocking their
prejudices ; and in very early ages, as we see from ‘the “Epistle of
Barnabas,” some Christians had developed a tendency to speak of
Judaism with an extreme disparagement, which culminated in the
Gnostic attribution of the Old Testament to an inferior and even
malignant Deity, whom they called ‘the Demiurge.”” The author
shared no such feelings. In all his sympathies he shews himself
8 Hebrew of the Hebrews, and at the very outset he speaks of the
0ld Dispensation as coming from God.

Aakioas. The verb haheéiy is often used, especially in this Epistle,
of Divine revelations (ii. 2, 3, iii. §, vii. 14, &e.). It has none of the
disparaging sense in comparison with Aéyew which it has in classical
Greek.

Aaljoas.. @\dhqoev. There is no relative in the Greek. Instead
of ““who...spake...hath spoken...”” the force of the aorists wouid be
better conveyed by ‘“having spoken...spake.”

Tois watpdow. That is fo the Jews of old. The writer, a Jew in
all his sympathies, leaves unnoticed throunghout this Epistle the very
existence of the Gentiles. Asa friend and follower of St Paul he of
course recognised the call of the Gentiles to equal privileges, but the
demonstration of their prerogatives had already been furnished by
St Paul with a force and fulness to which nothing could be added.
This writer, addressing Jews, is not in any way thinking of the
Gentiles. To him “the people’ means exelusively *‘the people of
God™ in the old sense, namely Israel after the flesh. It is hardly
conceivable that St Paul, who was the Apostle to the Gentiles, and
whose writings were mainly addressed to them, and wrilten to secure
their Gospel privileges, should, even in a single letter, have so com-
pletely left them out of sight as this author does. On the other hand,
the author always tries to shew his * Hebrew” readers that their
conversion does not involve any sudden diseontinuity from the religious
history of their race.

&v 7oy mwpodnirars, ‘‘in the Prophets.” It is true that the &
(rendered “ by ” in the A.V.) may be only a Hebraism, representing
the Hebrew 2 in 1 Sam. xxviil. 6; 2 Sam. xxiii. 2. We find & “4n”

used of agents in Matt, ix. 34, * I'n the Prince of the demons casteth
He out demons,” and in Aets zvii. 31. But, on the other hand, the
writer may have meant the preposition to be taken in its proper
sense, to imply that the Prophets were only the organs of the Teve-
lation; so that it is more emphatic than 8, *‘ by means of.” (Rex
mortalis loquitur per legatum, non tamen in legato, Bengel.) The
same thought may be in his mind as in that of Philo when he says
that ““the Prophet is an interpreter, while God from within whispers
what he should utter.” In fact the belief that the prophets spoke
in ecstasy, i.e. with a total suppression and even obliteration of their
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individual powers, was a view which the Alexandrian theclogians
borrowed from Philo, as he had done from Plato. The év must not,
however, be pressed to imply the writer’s acceptance of this cpinion
in its whole extent, for it expresses rather the Pagan than the Scrip-
ture view of the nature of prophetic inspiration. *“The Prophets,”
says St Thomas Aquinas, ““did not speak of themselves, but God
spoke in them.” 8till they spoke with fall human self-conscicusness
and unimpaired individuality, as 8t Paul urges on the Corinthians
myebuara Tpogyrdy mpegrras imordooerar (1 Cor. xiv. 32). Comp.
2 Cor. ziii. 8. The word Prophets i here taken in that larger sense
which includes Abraham, Moses, &e.

2. & toydrov Tév rpepdy Todrwv, “at the end of these daye.”
This is the better reading of RABDE, &c. for the ér' éoxdraw of
the Textus receptus. The phrase reprekents the technical Hebrew
expression be-acharith ha-ydmim (Num. -xxiv. 14). The Jews di-
vided the religious history of the world into “this age’ (Olam
hazzeh} and “‘he future age™ (Olam habba). The ‘“‘future age” was
the one which was to begin at the coming of the Messiah, whose days
were spoken of by the Rabbis as « the last days.” But, as Christians
believed that the Messiah had new come, to thcm the Olam hazzeh
had ended.” They were practically living in the age to which their
Jewish contemporaries alluded as the “age to come” (il. 5, vi. 5).
They spoke of this epoch as “the fulness of the times” (Gal. iv, 4);
“the last days” (Jas. v. 8); “‘the last hour” (1 John ii.'18); “the
erisis of rectification” (Heb. ix. 10); * the close of the ages” (ix. 26).
And yet, even to Christians, there was one aspect in which the new
Messianic dispensation was still to be followed by ‘“‘a future age,”
because the kingdom of God had not yet come either completely or in
its final development, which depended on the Second Advent. Hence
““the last erists,” *‘the later crises” (1 Pet. i. 5; 1 Tim. iv. 1) are still
‘in the future, though Christians thought that it would be a near fu-
ture ; after which would follow the **rest,” the ¢ Sabbatism’ (Heb. iv.
4, 10, 11, xi. 40, xii. 28) which still awaits the people of God. The
indistinctness of separation between “this age” and ‘“the future age”
arises from different views as to the period in which the actual “days
of the Messiah” are to be reeckoned. The Rabbis also sometimes
include the Messianie reign in the former, sometimes in the latter.
But the writer regarded the end as bemg at hand (x. 13, 25, 87).
He felt-that the former dispensation was annulled and outworn, and
anticipated rightly that it could not have many years to run.

OdMmoev, ““spake.” The whole revelation is ideally summed up
in the one supreme moment of the Incarnation. The aoristic mode
of speaking of God’s dealings, and of the Christian life, as single
acts, is common throughout the New Testament, and especially in
St Paul. It conveys the thought that

““Are, and were, and will be are but s,
Angd all ereation is one act at once,”
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The word * spake” is here used in its fullest and deepest meaning of
Him whose very name is ¢ the Word of God.” It is true that this
aathor, unlike St John, does not actually apply the Alezandrian term
¢ Logos” (* Word ”) to Christ, but it always seems to be in his
thoughts, and, so to speak, to be trembling on his lips. The essential
and 1deal Unity which dominated cver the ‘‘many parts” and ‘“many
modes ” of the older revelation is implied in the most striking way by
the fact that it was the same God who spake to the Fathers in the
Prophets and to us in a Son.

& Wiy, “in a Son,” rather than (as in A. V) “in Hiz Son.”
The article is purposely omifted to shew that the contrast is in the
Relation rather than the Person of Christ, *in Him who was a Son.”
The preposition *-in’ is here most applicable in its strict meaning,
becanse ““in Him dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily.”
‘ The Father, that dwelleth in me, He doeth the works™ (John xiv.
10). The contrast of the New and Old is expressed by St John (i. 17),
“The Law was given by Moses, but grace and truth came by Jesus
Christ.” In Christ all the fragments of previous revelation were
completed; ali the methods of it concentrated; and all its apparent
perplexities and contradictions solved and rendered intelligible.

Enxey, ¢ He appointed.” This usage of the word is classie. The
question as to the special act of God thus alluded to is hardly appli-
cable. Our temporal expressions may invelve an inherent absurdity
when applied to Him whose life is the timeless Now of Eternity and
in Whom there is neither before nor after, nor variableness, nor
shadow cast by turning, but Who is always in the Meridian of an
unconditioned Plenitude (Pleroma). Bee Jas. i..17. The fatal and
fundamental blunder of the Arian heresy consisted in the failure of
Arius and his followers to see that expressions of time cannot possibly
be a measure of eternal relationship.

xAnpovépoy mdvrwy. Sonship naturally suggests heirship (Gal. iv,
7), and in Christ was fulfilled the immense promise to Abraham that
his seed should be heir of the world. The allusion, se far as we can
enter into these high mysteries of Godhead, is to Christ’s mediatorial
kingdom. We only darken counsel by the multitude of words without
knowledge when we attempt to define and explain the relations of the
Persons of the Trinity towards each other, ‘The doctrine of the zep:-
xwpnots, circuminsessio or communicatio idiomatum as it was techni-
cally called—that is the relation of Divinity and Humanity as effected
within the Divine Nature itself by the Incarnation—is wholly beyond
the limit of our comprehension. We may in part see this from the
fact that the Son Himself is (in ver. 3) represented as doing what in
this verse the Father does. But that the Mediatorial Kingdom is
given to the Son by the Father is distinetly stated in John iii, 85;
Matt. xxviii. 18 (comp. ii. 6—8 and Ps. ii. 8).

8¢ of, i.e. *“by whose means”; by whom, as His agent.” Comp.
“All things were made by Him” (i.e. by the Word) (John i. 3).
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“By Him wers all things created ” (Col. i. 16). ¢ By Whom are all
things” (1 Cor. viii. 6). What the Alexandrian theosophy attributed
to the Logos, had been attributed to “ Wisdom ™ (see Prov, viii.22—31)
in what was called the Cholkhmah or the Sapiential literature of the
Jews. Christians were therefore familiar with the doctrine that Crea-
tion was the work of the Prae-existent Christ; which helps to explain
verses 10—12. We find in Philo, ¢ You will discover that the cause of
it (the world) is God...and the Instrument the Word of God, by whom
it was equipped (xaraaxevdadn),” De Cherub. (Opp. 1. 162); and again
“ But the shadow of God is His Word, whom he used as an Instru-
ment in making the World,” De Leg. Alleg. 1. (Opp. 1. 108). The
Pprepositions are carefully distinguished in the N.T. Thus we ﬁnd in
1 Cor. viii, 6 els feds & oF 74 wdvra...xal €ls kbpros B of T& wdvra, i.c.
all things derlve their origin (&) from God and are made by Christ’s
agency (8¢ of). The other reading &’ d» in that verse would mean
that all things exist for His sake (propter Illum).

kal. He who was the heir of all things was also the agent in their
crea.tion

Tovs aldvas, D’D‘JW One of the comprehensave plurals common °

in Hebrew Hellemstw G-reek {Winer, ed. Moulton, p. 220). Literally,
‘““the aeons” or “ages.,” This word “‘aeon’ was used by the later
Gnogties to describe the various * emanations” by which they tried at
once to widen and to bridge over the chasm between the Human and
the Divine. Over that imaginary chasm 8t John had thrown the one
wide arch of the Incarnation when he wrote ‘‘the Word became
flesh.”” In the N.T.the word ‘ aeons'’ never has this Gnostic mean-
ing. In the singular the word mesans ‘“an age’; in the plural it
sometimes means * ages’ like the Hebrew olamim. Here it is used in
its Rabbinie and post-biblical sense of * the world” as in xi. 3, Wisd,
xiii, 9, and as in 1 Tim. i. 17 where God is called *the king of the
- world” (comp. Tob, xiii. 6). The word xdouos (X. 5) means * the
material world” in its order and beauty; the word sidves means the
world as reflected in the mind of msan and in the stream of his
splntua.l history ; # olxounéry (i. 6) means * the inhabited world.”

3. dwalyaoua, “effulgence,’ & draf Aeyduevor in the N. T. The
substitution of ** effulgence ” for * brightness” in the Revised Version
is not, as it has been contemptuously called, ““a piece of finery,” but

- 18 a rendering at once more accurate and more suggestive. It means
“efflux of Tight”—¢ds éx ¢wrss, i.e. Light _from Light, as in the
Nicene €reed (‘effulgentia’ not * repercussus,” Grotius). It implies
not only resemblance—which is all that is involved in the vague and
misleading word * brightness,” which might apply to a mere reflexion:
—but also “ongm” and ‘‘independent exisience.” The glory of
Christ is the glory of the Father just 2s the sun is only revealed by the
rays-which streani forth from it. 8o the * Wisdom of Solomon” (vii.

 26)—which offers many resemblances to the Epistle to the Hebrews,
and which some have even conjectured to be by the same author—
speaks of wisdom as™‘the effulgence of the everlasting light,” The
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word ig also found in Philo where it is applied to man, This passage,
like many others in the Epistle, is quoted by St Clement of Rome (ad
Cor. 36). Many on the analogy of dmijxnua “echo,” and aweskicoua
““a cast shadow,” support the rendering ¢‘reflexion,” especially be-
cause Philo uses éxpayeior and piunue as illustrations of it, as the
Book of Wisdom unses eixav and &rowrrpor. DBut *effulgence’ gives a
truer theological sense, and Hesych. explains dwagy. by nMov ¢péyyos
and Lex. Cyrilli by drris nilov.

s 84fns. Cod was believed in the Old Dispensation to reveal
Himself by a cloud of glory called ““the Shechinah,” and the Alexan-
drian Jews, in their anxious avoidance of all anthropomorphism and
anthropopathy—i.e. of all expressions which attribute the human form
and human passions to-God—often- substituted “ the Glory” for the
name of God. Similarly in 2 Pet. i. 17 the Voice from God the
Father is a Voice #md 14s peyaromperods §6&ns  from the magnificent
glory.” Comp. Acts vii. 55; Lk. il. 9. St John says * God is Light,”
and the indestructible purity, impalpable essence, and infinite diffusive-
ness of Light make it the best of all created things to furnish an
analegy for the supersensuous light and spiritual splendour of the
Being of God. Hence St John also says of the Word ** we beheld His
glory” (i. 14); and our Lord said to Philip ¢‘he who hath seen Me
hath seen the Father” (ziv. 9). Comp. Lk. ix. 29.

Xepaxtip, “the stamp.” The word only oceurs in the LXX. of
Lev. xiii. 28, The R.V. renders this word by *very image” (after
Tyndale), and in the margin by “impress.” (Comp. Col. i. 15;
Phil. ii. 8.) T prefer the word * stamp” because the Greek yapaxrip,
like the English word “ stamp,” may, according to its derivation, be
nged either for the impress or for the stamping-tool itself. This
Epistle has s0 many resemblances to Philo that the word may have
been suggested by a passage {De plant. Noe, Opp. 1. 332) in which
Philo compares man to a coin which has been stamped by the Logos
with the being and type of God; and in that passage the word seems
to bear this unusual sense of a “stamping-tool,” for it impresses
a man with the mark of God. Bimilarly 8t Paul in the Epistle to
the Colossians {i. 15)—which most resembles this Epistle in its
Christology—called Christ ““the image (efxdw) of the invisible God™;
and Philo says, ** But the Word is the image (elxaw) of God, by Whom

the whole world was created,” De Monarch. (Opp. 11. 225),

Tis UmooTdoews adrod. Not ¢ of His person” but “of His sub-
stance” or ““essence.” The word vrrdorass, substantia (literally that
which ¢ stands under”), is, in philosophical accuracy, the imaginary
substratum which remains when a thing is regarded apart Trom all its
dccidents. The word - person” of our A, V. is rather the equivalent
to mpbrwrov. ‘Tmosrasis only came to be used in this sense some
centuries later. Perhaps “Being” or ¢ Egsence,” though it corre-
sponds more strictly to the Greek ololn, is the nearest representative
which we can find to hypostasis, now that ‘substance,” once the
most abstract and philosophical of words, has come (in ordinary
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language) to mean what is most solid and concrete. It is only too
possible that the word * substance” conveys to many minds the very
opposite conception to that which was intended, and which alone
corresponds to the truth. Athanasius says, ** Hypostasis is essence™
(olsla); and the Nicene Council seems to draw no real distinetion
between the two words, In fact the Western Church admitted that,
when ¥mésrasts is used for mpicwmor, we might speak of three hypo-
staseis of the Trinity; and in the Western sense, of ene hypostasts,
because in this sense the word meant Essence. For the use of the
word in the LXX. ‘sec Pg. xxxviii. 6, lxxxviii, 48. It is curiously
applied in Wisd. xvi. 21. In the technical language of theology these
two clauses represent the Son as co-eternal and co-substantial with
the Father. k -

$épov Te Td wdvra. He is not only the Creative Word, but the
Sustaining Providence. He is, as Philo says, ¢“the chain-band of all
things,” but he is also their guiding force. *In Him all things sub-
sist” {Col.1. 17). Philo calls the Logos * the pilot and steersman of
everything.”.- Plutarch also uses the word ¢épw in the sense of upbear,
ie.rule. (Comp, Cic. pro Flaceo, 38, ‘‘Rempublicam vestris humeris .
sustinetis.” Ben. Ep. xxxi. “ Deus ille optimus...ipse vehit omnia,”)

+p ppare s Suvdjieos adrod, “ by the utterance of His power.”
It ig better to keep “word” tor Logos, and ‘*utterance” for pnua.
We find ¢ strength’’ {xpdros) and *‘ force” (loxds) attributed to Christ
in Eph. vi. 10, as < power”’ (8dvams) here.

kabopiopoy Tov dpapridy mowmadpevos, ‘‘after making purification
of sins.” 'The & éavroi i3 omiltted by some of the best MSS, (¥, A,
B}, and the 7juov by many. But the notion of Christ’s independent
action (Phil. 1i. 7) is involved in the middle voice of the verb, which
the 87 éavrod merely expands and emphasizes. On the purification of
our sins by Christ (in which there is perhaps a slight reference to the
‘“Day of Atonement,” called in the LXX, “the Day of Purification,”
Ex. xxix. 36), see ix. 12, x. 12; 1 Pet. il. 24; 2 Pet. i. 9 (comp. Job
vii. 21, LXX.). - The «afapopds is the result of the i\aopss. The ob-
jective gen. 7av au. implies that the ¢ purification ” is the ¢ cleansing”
of ur sins. Some prefer to render it from our sins.” Winer, p. 233.

#dfurev. His glorification was divectly consequent on His volun-
tary humiliation (see viil. 1, x. 12, xii- 2; Ps. ¢x. 1), and here the
whole description 1s brought to its destined climax.

& 8efrgd. -~ As the place of honour, comp. viii. 1; Ps. ¢x. 1; Eph. i, 20.
The controversy as to -whether **the right hand of God” means
“ everywhere’’——which was ealled the ‘¢ Ubiquitarian controversy ’—
is wholly destitute of meaning, and has long fallen into deserved ob-
livion. N

s peyoshwoldvns. In x: 12 he says ““at the right hand of God.”
But he was evidently fond of sonorous amplifications, which belong
to the digmity of ‘his style; and also ford of Alexandrian modes of
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expression, The LXX. sometimes went so far as to substitute for
* (fod” the phrase DYPP makom, *‘the pluce” where 'God stood (see
Ex. xxiv. 10, LXX.). )

& Wmhots. Literally, ‘““in high places”; like « Glory to God” é&
dyloros, Lk. ii. 14- (comp. Job xvi. 19); and év rofs émovparios, Eph.
i. 20 (comp. Ps. xciil, 4, cxiii, 5). The description of Christ in these
verses differed from the current Messianic conception of the Jews in
two respects, 1. He was Divine and Omnipotent. 2. He was to die
for our sins. The analogy between these two verses and Col. i, 15—20
is too close to be accidental.

4. +tocolrg. The familiar classical §oy...rosolre (involving the
comparison and contrast which runs throughout this Epistle, 1ii. 3,
vii. 20, viil. 6, ix. 27, x. 25) is not found once in St Paul.

kpelrov. This word, ‘common as it is, is only thrice used by
St Paul (and then somewhat differently), but occurs 13 fimes in this
Epistle alone (vi. 9, vii. 7, 19, 22, viil. 6, ix. 23, x. 34, xi. 16, 35, 40,
xii. 24).

yevipevos,  becoming,” or “ proving himself to be.”” The allusion
is to the Redemptive Kingdom of Christ, and the word merely qualifies
the ¢ better name.” Christ, regarded as the Agent or Minister of the
scheme of Redemption, became mediatorially superior to the Angel-
ministrants of the Old Dispensation, as He always was superior to
them in dignity and essence.

ToooiTy Kpelrrov Tov dyyéhav. The writer’s object in entering
upon the proof of this fact 1s not to check the tendeney of ineipient
Guostics to worship Angels, Of this there is no trace here, though
St Paul in his letter to the Colossians raised a warning voice against
it (Col. ii. 1B é» fpnporely 7oy dyyérwr). Here the object is to shew
that the common Jewish boast that ¢ they had received the law” eis
Starayds dyyérwr (Acts vii. 53) involved no disparagement to the
Gospel which had been ministered by One who was ‘‘far above
(bmeparw) all principality, and power, and might, and dominion, and
every name that is named, not only in this world, but also in that
which is to come” (Eph. i, 21). Many Jews held, with Philo, that
the Decalogue alone had been uttered by God, and that all the rest of
the Law had been spoken by Angels. The extreme development of
Jewish Angelology at this period may be seen in the Book of Enoch.
They are there called ** the stars,” the white ones,”  the sleepless
ones.” St Clement of Rome found it necessary to reproduce this
argument in writing to the Corinthians, and the 4th Book of Esdras
illustrates the tendency of mind which it was desirable to counteract.

kexAnpovipnkey, “ hath inherited.”’ Comp. Lk. i. 82,35, «“Where-
fore God also hath highly exalted Him and given Him a name which
is above every name” (Phil. ii. 9). He does not here speak of the
Eternal Generation, Christ inherits His most excellent name, not
as the Eternal Son, but as the God-Man. Possibly. too the writer
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uses the word * inherited” with {facit reference to the prophetic
promises.

Suadopdrepoy Tap’ adrods Svopa. Arddapos in the sense of “excellent’”
is only found in later Greek. The name here intended is not the
rame of ““the only-begotten Son of God” (John iii. 18), which is in its
fulness “a name which no one knoweth save Himself” (Rev. xix. 12).
The “name” in Scripture often indeed implies the inmost essence of
a thing. If, then, with some commentators we suppose the allusion
to be to this Eternal and Essential name of Christ we must under-
stand the word ‘‘ inheritance” as merely phenomenal, the mani-
festation to our race of a prae-existent fact., In that view the glory
indicated by the name belonged essentially to Christ, and His work on
earth only manifested the name by which it was known. This is
perhaps better than to follow St Chrysostom in explaining “inherited”
to mean ‘‘always possessed a8 His own.” Comp. Lk. i, 32, *‘ He shall
be called the Son of the Highest.”

Suadopdrepoy wapd. Comp. 3 Esdr. iv. 85 % dMfbewa...loyuvporépa
wapd wérra. This construction (rapd after a comparative) is not found
once in St Paul's Epistles, but several times in this Epistle (i. 4,
ii. 9, i, 8, ix, 23, xi. 4, xii. 24). ~It should be observed, as bearing on
the authorship of the Epistle, that in these four verses alone there are
70 less than six expressions and mine constructions which find no—or
no exact—parallel in St Paul’s Epistles.

Svopa. The WD DY, the dvoua & oider oidels el uh airds,
Rev. xix. 12. .

5—14. ILLUSTRATIONS FROM SCRIPTURE OF THE SUPERIORITY OF CHRIST
10 ANGELS.

5. ydp. The following paragraphs prove ‘‘the more excellent
name.” By His work on earth the God-man Christ Jesus obtained -
that superiority of place in the order and hierarchy of salvation which :
made Him better than the Angels, not only ir intrinsic dignity but
in relation to the redemption of man., In other words the universal
heirship of Christ is here set.forth ‘“not as a metaphysical but as
a dispensational prerogative.,” That it should be necessary for the
wrifer to enter upon a proof of this may well seem strange to us;
but that it was necessary is proved by the earnestness with which he
devotes himself to the task, To us the difficulty lies in the mode of
proof, not-in: the result arrived at; but his readers were unconvinced
of the result, while they would have freely admitted the validity of
this method of reasoning. The line of proof has been thoroughly
studied by Dr W. Robertson Smith, in some papers published in the
Ezpositor for 1881, to.which I am indebted for several suggestions,
‘¢ There is nothing added,” he says, ‘“ to the intrinsic superiority of
Christ’s being, but He “Occupies towards us a position higher than
the angels ever held. The whole argument turns, not on personal
dignity, but on dignity of function in the administration of the
economy of salvation.” It may be due to this Epistle that we find in

HEBREWS 3
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jater Jewish books (like the Yalkut Shimeoni) such sentences as ¢ The
King Messiah shall be exalted above Abraham, Moses, and the Minister-
ing Angels” (see Schottgen, p. 905). -

drev. The “He” is God. This indirect mode of reference to
God is common in the Rabbinic writings. The argument here is from
the silence of Scripture, as in i. 13, ii. 16, vil, 13, 14,

Yids pov € ob. “My Son art Thou.” The order and the pro-
noun are both emphatic. The quotation is from Ps. ii. 7 (comp.
Ps. lxxxix. 20, 26, 27). The author does not need fo pause in order
to prove that this, and the other passages which he quotes, apply to
the Christ, This would have been at once conceded by every Jewish
reader. Many of the Jews adopted the common view of the Rabbis
that everything in the Old Testament prophecies might be applied to
the Messiah. St Peter, in Aets xiii. 33, also applies this verse to
Christ, and-the great Rabbis, Kimchi and Rashi, admit that the
Psalm was accepted in a Messianic sense in ancient days. The
Divinity of Christ was a truth which the writer does not need to
dwell upon. He might, of eourse, assume it in addressing Christians..

It must be observed that these passages are not advanced as proofs
that Jesus was the Son of God—which, as Chrigtians, the readers in
no wise disputed—but as arguments ad kominem and ex concessis. In
other words they were arguments to those whom the writer had imme-
diately in view, and who had no doubt as to the premisses en which
he based his reasoning. He had to confirm a vacillating and unpro-
gressive faith (vi. 12, xii. 25), not to convince those who disputed the
central truths of Christianity.

Our own conviction on these subjects rests primarily upon historical
and spiritual grounds, and only depends in a very subordinate degree
on indirect Scriptural applications. Yet even as regards these we
cannot but see that, while the more gober-minded interpreters have
always admitted that there was a primary historic meaning in the.
passages quoted, and that they were addressed in the first instance
to David, Solomon, &¢., yet (1) there is a “pre-established harmony”
between the language used and its fulfilment in Christ; (2) the
language is often so far beyond the scope of its immediate application
that it points to an ideal and distant fulfilment; (3) it was inter-
preted for many centuries before Christ in a Messianic sense; (4) the
Messianic sense has been amply justified by the slow progress of
history. There is surely some medium between the two common
extremes of (1} regarding these passages as soothsaying vaticinations,
definitely and consciously recognised as such by their writers, and
(2) setting them aside as though they contained no prophetic element
at all. In point of fact the Jews themselves rightly looked on them g
mingling the present and the future, the kingly-theocratic and the
Messianic. No one will enter into their real meaning who does not
sea that all the best Jewish literature was in the highest sense
prophetic. It centred in that magnificent Messianic hope which arose
immediately from the connexion of the Jews with their covenant God,
and which elevated them ahove all other natiops . The Divine character.
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-+ of this confident hope was justified, and more than justified, by the

grandeur of its fulfilment. Genuine, simple, historical exegesis still
Jeaves room in the Old Testament for a glorious and demonstrable
Christology. Although the old aphorism—Novum Testamentum in
Vetere latet, Vetus in Novo patet—has often been extravagantly abused
by allegoric interpreters, everyinstructed Christian will admit its funda-
mental truth. The germ of a highly-déveloped Messianic prophecy
was involved from the first in the very idea of a theocracy and a
separated people..

yd oipepov yeybvvnid o, I this day have begotten Thee.” St Paul
says (Rom. i. 4) that Jesus was *‘ determined’ or “constituted”
(5ptoférros) Son of God, with power, by resurrection from the dead.
The aorist in that passage points to a definite time—the Resurrection
(comp. Acts xiii. 833). In other senses the expression “to-day *’ might
be applied o the Inearnation (Lk. i, 81), or to the Ascension, or to
the kternal Generation. The latter explanation however,—which ex-
plains ‘“‘to-day” of * God’s eternal now,” the nunc stans of eternity—
though adopted by Origen (who finely says that in God’s *‘to-day”
there is neither morning nor evening) and by St- Augustine—is
probably one of the ‘‘afterthoughts of theology.” Calvin stigmatises
it asa “‘frivola dugustini argutia,” but the strongest argument in its
favour is that Philo has & somewhat similar conception (ovjpepor &
éoerw 6 dméparos kal diwefryros aldw, De profug., Opp. 1. 554). The
words, however, originally referred to the day of David’s complete
inauguration as king upon Mount Sion. No one time can apply to
the Eternal Generation, and the adoption of Philo’s notion that
‘““to-day’’ means “for ever,” and that all Eternity” is God's to-day,
would here be out of place. Possibly the *to-day” is only, so to
speak, an accidental part of the quotation: in other words it may
belong rather to the literal and primary prophecy than to its Messianic
application. The Church shews that she understood the word *to-
day™ to apply to the Resurrection by appointing the second psalm
as ohe of the special psalms for Easter-day.

"Eyd !'o-og.m attg es warépa, 2 Sam. vii. 14 (LXX.). elvac els is
the Hebrew M1 The words were primarily applicable to Solomon,

but.the quotation would not, without further argument, have helped
forward the writer’s end if he had not been able to asgume with
confidence that none of his readers would dispute his typological
method of exegesis. It is probable that the promise to David here
quoted is directly connected with the passage just adduced from Ps. ii.

avres ¥orar pov els vidy. The quotation (comp. Philo De Leg.
Allegor. 111. 8}, though primarily applied to Solomon, has the wider
sense of prophesying the advent of some perfect theocratic king. The
““Angels” it might-be ohjected are called ‘*Sons of God” in Gen. vi. 2}
Job i. 6, ii. 1, xxxviii, 7; Dan, iii. 25. In these passages, however,
the Alexandrian manuseript of the LXX, which this author seems to
have used gwhereas 8t Paul seems to quote from another type of

3—2
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manuseript—the Vatican) has *angels” and not “‘gons.” If it be
further urged that in Ps. xxix. 1, Ixxxix, 7, even the dlezandrian MS.
has also “sons” we must suppose either that the writer means to
distinguish (1) between the higher and lower senses of the word
“gon”; or (2} between ‘‘Sons of Elokim” and ‘‘Sons of Jehovah,”
since Elghim is so much lower and vaguer a name for God than
Jehovah, that not only Angels but even human beings are called
Elohim ; or (3) that he did not regard the name “sons” as in any

way characteristic of angels. He shews so intimate a knowledge of .-

the Psalms that-—on this ground alone, not to dwell on others—the
supposition that he forgot or overlooked these passages is hardly
admissible. :

6. Brav 8 wdl\wv doaydyn. The older and literal rendering is
as in the margin of the R. V., “and when he, again, shall have brought
in...” The A.V. takes the word ‘‘again®’ (wd\w)as merely introducing
a new quotation, as in ver. 5, and in ii. 18, iv. 5, &e. The word
“again,” says Bp Wordsworth, serves the purpose of inverted commas
(see Rom, xv. 10—12). In that case it is displaced by an accidental
hyperbaton or trajection, as this transmission of & word into another
clause ig called. If however the ‘‘again” belongs to the verb it
can only be explained of Christ’s second coming to judge the world
{Matt. xxv. 81), unless the writer, assuming the point of view of the
anoient prophet, alludes fo the Resurrection. Chrysostom and others
refer it to the Incarnation. But since the mere displacement of the
wdMw is certainly possible, it is better to accept this simple explanation
than either io adopt these latter theories or to suppose that there had
been some previous and premundane presentation of the Son to all
oreated beings.  Hypotheses non fingo is a rule even more necessary
for the theologian than for the scientist.

elcaydyy. The aorist subjunctive means ¢ shall have brought in,”
exactly as 1p Ex. ziii. 5, 11 (where the same word occurs in the LXX.)-
and as in Lk. xzvii. 10, “ when ye shall have done all that is com-
manded you” (worfoyre). It is the Latin futurum exactum implying
uncertainty of time.

Tov wparérokov, “first-born.” This title (sce Ps. Izxxxix. 27) was
always applied in a Messianic sense to Christ as ‘‘the first-born
of all creation” (Col. i. 15); and the first-born of many brethren
(ii. 10, 11).

ds miv olkovpéimy, ¢ into the inhabited earth.”

Mye. The language of the Scriptures is regarded as a permanent,
continuous, and living utterance (iii. 7, v. 6, viii. 8, 9, 10, x, 5, &e.).

Kal mpookwnodrecay air wdvres dyyelot Beod. It is doubtful
whether the quotation is from Ps. xevii. 7 “worship Him all ye gods
(Elohim)’—where the word FElohim is rendered “‘angels” in the
XX, as in Ps, viil. 5—or rather from Deut. xxxii. 43, where there is
sn “and,” and where the LXX, either added these words or found
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them in the Hebrew text. The Messianic application of the word
is natural in the latter passage, for there Jehovah iz the speaker, and
if the “him” is applied to the ideal Israel, the ideal Israel was the
Jashar or ‘‘upright man,” and was the type of the Messiah, The
" Apostles and Evangelists always describe' Christ as returning “with
the Holy Angels” (Matt, xxv. 31; Mark viii. 38), and describe “all
Angels and guthorities” as “subject unto him” (1 Pet, iii. 22; Rev. v.
11--13). . ) -

7. walmwpds pdv rodsdyyéhous Myet, “ and with reference to the Angels,
He saith.” The Méyew mpds here resembles the Latin dicere in aliqguem,
Winer, p. 505. He has shewn that the title of *“Son™ is too special
and too super-eminent to be ever addressed to Angels; he procceds to
shew that the Angels are but subordinate ministers, and that often
God clothes them with ‘“the changing garment -of natural pheno-
mena,” transforming them, as it were, into winds and flames.

‘0 mwodv rovs dyyéhous adrod mrelparta kal Tods herovpyods adrod
Tupds $héya, “who maketh His Angels winds,” for the Angels are
already * spirits” (ver. 14). This must be the meaning here, though
the words might also be rendered “ Who maketh winds His messengers,
and fiery flames His ministers,” ~This latter rendering, though gram-
matically diffienlt, accords best with the context of Ps. civ. 4, where,
however, the Targum has “Who maketh His messengers swift as
winds, His ministers strong as flaming fire.” The Rabbis often refer
_ to the fact that God makes His Angels assume any form He pleases,
whether men (Gen. xviii. 2) or women (Zech. v. 9) or wind or flame
(Ex. iii. 2; 2 K. vi. 17). Thus Milton says:

‘“For spirits as they please
Can either sex assume, or both; so soft
And uncompounded is their essence pure;
Not tied or manacled with joint or limb
Nor founded on the brittle strength of bones,
Like cumbrous flesh; but in what shape they choose,
‘Dilated or condensed, bright or obscure,
Can execute their aery purposes.”

But that mutable and fleeting form of existence which is the glory of
the Angels would be an inferiority in thé Son.  He could not be
clothed,. as they are at God’s will, in'the fleeting robes of varying
material phenomena. Calvin, therefore, is much too rash and hasty
whén he says that the writer here draws his citation into a sense
which-does not belong to it, and that nothing is more certain than
that the original-passage has nothing to do with angels. With &
wider khowledge of the views of Philo, and other Rabbis, he would
have paused before pronouncing & conelusion so sweepingly dogmatic,
The * Hebrew’’ readerg of the Epistle, like the writer, were evidently
familiar with Alexandrian’ conceptions, Now in Philo there is no
sharp distinction between the Logos (who is a sort of mon-incarnate
Messiah) and tbe Logoi, who are sometimes regarded as Angels just
as the Logos Himself is sometimes regarded as an Archangel (see
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Siegfried’'s Philo, p. 22). The Rabbis too explained the ‘“us” of
Gen. i. 26 (“Let us make man”) as shewing that the Angels had
s share in creation, see Sanhedrin, p. 38, 2. Such a passage as
Rev. xix. 10 may help to shew the reader that the proof of Christ’s
exaltation above the Angels was necessary.

8. mpés B¢ Tov vidv, “dbut with reference to the Son.” The
Psalm (xlv.} from which the quotation is taken, is called in the LXX.
¢ A gong for the beloved,” and has been Messianically interpreted by
Jewish as well as Christian expositors. Hence it is chosen as one of*
the special Psalms for Christmas Day.

0 Opdvos cov & Oeds ds Tdv aldva Tod aldvos. & Feds is the ordinar
vocative in Hellenistic Greek. This use of the mominative Téir'fﬁ%
vocative is sometimes scornful in classical Greek (as in yaipe J fagi-
Aeds 7@ 'Tovdalww), but iz used in Hellenistic in direct addresses, comp.
Luke xil. 32 u% pofel 70 mixpdy woluwiow, viil. 54 f wals &yepe, The
quotation is from Ps. xlv. 6, 7 (LXX,), which in its primary and
historic sense is & splendid epithalamium to Solomon, or Joram, or
some theocratic king ef David’s house, But in the idealism and
hyperbole of its expression it peinted forward to *‘the King in His
beaunty.” * T'hy throne, O Elohim,” is the rendering which seems most
natural, and this at once evidences the mystic and ideal character of
the language; for though judges and rulers are sometimes collectively
and indireetly called Elohim (kix. xxi. 6, xxii. 8; Ps. Ixxxii. 1; John x.
34~-36) yet nothing which approaches a title so exalted is ever given
to & human person, except in this typieal sense (as in Is. ix, 6). The
original, however, has been understood by some to mean *‘Thy divine
throne”; and this verse may be rendered *‘God i3 Thy throne for ever
and ever.” Philo had spoken of the XLiogos as ‘‘the eldest Angel,”
“an Archangel of many names* {De Conf. Ling. 28}, and it was most
necessary for the writer to shew that the Mediator of the New Cove-
nant was nof merely an Angel like the ministers of the Old, or even
an Archangel, but the Divine Prae-existent Son whose dispensation
therefore supersedes that which had been administered by inferior
beings. The Targum on this Psalm (xlv. 3} renders it “ Thy beauty,
O King Messiah, 1s greater than the sons of men,” and Aben Ezra
says it refers not so much to David as to his son Messiah,

1 pdpSos Tis ebiryros, “ihe sceptre of rectitude.” The A.V.
gave the same word for elfiryros and dikatesirnw in the next verse.
The R.V. rightly distinguishes between the two words. Edifurysis in
the N.T. a draf heybuevor.

1is Buzihelas cov. The two oldest MSS. (N, B) read adrol.

9. wydmmous, ““Thou lovedst ’—idealising the whole reign to
one point, Comp. Is. xxxii, 1, * Behold, & king shall reign in right.
eousness”; and Jer. xxiil. 5, I will raise unto David a righteous
Branch.”

ﬁ.voy.(a.v, “lawlessness.” Comp. 1 John iii, 4, “sin is lawlessness,”
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8ud Toiro. Comp. ii. 9, 16, 17, v. 7, 8, xii. 2.

& Oeds, & Oebs aov. The first word might be a vocative ¥ 0 God,”
and it is so rendered even by the Jewish translator Symmachus. Bul
this is contrary to the usage of the 2nd Book of Psalms. Where the
word *‘God” 18 taken up and repeated with the suffix, there is no
other instance in which the first is a vocative.

é Bebs aov, Comp. John xx, 17, “I ascend fo.. my God a.nd your
God.”

gurév o6, The anointing is fixed ideally 'by the sorist asa single
act dependent on the #ydmyeas, Winer, p. 346. xpiw here has the
double acc, as in Rev. ili. 18, xoN\oUptov Eyxptaor Tols dplatudls.

dyalhdoews, “of exuliation.” The word means the joy of perfeot
triumph, xii. 2. For the ‘“‘anointing’ of Christ by the Spirit see
Lk. i 85; Matt. iii. 16; Acts x. 88; Is. Ixi. 1; but the anointing in
this verse alludes to His glorification in Heaven.

mapd Tods perdxovs oov. This use of rapd in comparlsons is common
in the N. T., comp. Lk. xiii. 2 duaprodol wapd wdrras, 1 Cor. iil, 11
dX\hos mapd, - Wlner p. 504. In the original Psalm this refers to all
contemporary princes; in its present application it means ““ above all
the angel-dwellers on Mount Sion” (xii. 22), and *“above all men. who
have fellowship with God ” (iii. 14) only in Christ (ii. 11; 1 John i.3).

10. xal, Tb xar' dpxds kipwe. The quotation is from Ds. cii
25—37. The word ““Lord" is not in the original, but it is in the
LXX.; and the Hebrew Christians who already believed that it was by
Chnst that ¢“God made the world” (see note on ver. 2) would not dis-
pute the Messianie application of these words to Him, though the
Jews did not regard it as a Messianic Psalm and it is never so applied
by any Rabbi, xﬁt is & prayer of the afflicted written at some late
period of the exile. Calvin (on Eph. iv. 8) goes so far as to say of
such passages that the Apostle ¢ by a pious diversion of their meaning
(pid deflectione) accommeodates them to the Person of Christ.” The
remark illustrates the courageous honesty and stern good sense of the
great Reformer: but no Jewish-Christian exegete would have thought
that he was practising & mere. pious misapplication of the sacred
words, or have admitted the objection of Cardinal Cajetan that “in a
matter of such importance it was unbecoming to use such an argu-
mént, "The writer's object is not prosf—which was for his readers
unnecessary ; he wished to illustrate acknowledged truths by admitted
prmmples. .

- xar’-dpyds. Heb, D"JD‘? sface-wards,” L.e. of old. It is a classic
phrase; and in the LXX. dr' dpx7s OF év dpx7 ATe moTe COMINON.,

11 airol u.-rrok.ow-rm. Is. xxxiv. 4, &ec,; 2 Pet. iii, 12; Rev,
xxi. 1. -

Buapdves, “abidest through all times.” This, and not the future dia-

peveis, is the right reading, for it is parallel to o0 3¢ 6 abdrds €. Aupué
verr means to abide through all changes.
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Goel weptBihavov. s ludrior is & common Scripture metaphor, - Is,
1. 9, &ec. ’

12. &fas atrods, ““Thou shalt roll them wp™ This reading
(éAleis) is found in most MSS. and is perhaps an unconscious reminis-
cence of Is. xxxiv. 4 (comp. Rev. vi. 14); but &, D read * thou shalt
change them ” (é&\Adfers), as in the original, and in the LXX. (Cod.
Alez.}, On this final consummation, and the destruction of the
material universe, see Matt. xxiv, 35; 2 Pet. iii. 7; Rev, xxi, 1,

oy 8 6 adrdg l. In the Hebrew (literally) ““Thou art He” (NI73).

Td & gov ovk éxhelovory, i.e. they shall never come to an end
{xiii. 8; Rev. i. 8). The verb is used in the LXX. and by St Luke
xvi. 9, xxii. 32, The neut. plur., as is not unusual, here takes a
plural verb. So too in John xix.381; 1 Tim.v.25. See Winer, p. 646.

13. dmwomwdBiov. This same passage from Ps. cx. 1 had been quoted
by our Lord, in its Messianic sense, to the Scribes and Pharisees,
without any attempt on their part to challenge His application of it
(Matt. xxii. 41—44). Itis also referred to by St Peter in Acts ii. 34
and by 3t Paul (1 Cor. xv. 25}, The Greek expression for *“till”
(¥ws év) implies entire indefiniteness of time. The reference is to the
oriental custom of putting the feet on the necks of conquered kings
(Josh. x. 24).

14. Aatovpykd myvelpara ds Swakoviay, “ministering spirits.. for
service.”” Here as elsewhere the A.V. obliterates distinctions, which
it 80 often arbitrarily creates out of mere love for variety in other
places. The word Aetrovpywd implies sacred (*liturgic”) service
-(viii. 6, ix. 21) ; the word dwxoviav implies sexrvice to men.

“How oft do they their silver bowers leave
And come to snceour us who succour want;
How oft do they with golden pinions cleave
The flitting skies like flying pursuivant,
Against foul fiends to gid us militant!
They for us fight, they watch and duly ward
And their bright squadrons round about us plant,
And all for love and nothing for reward."
Oh! why should heavenly God for men have such regard?*.
) ; SPENSER.

Sud Tobs péMhovras kAnpovopeiy o-w-rqgﬁw. “ For the sake of those
who are about to inkerit salvation.” The salvation is both the state
of salvation here, and its full fruition hereafter. When we are * justi-
fied by God’s grace” we are “made heirs according to the hope of
eternal life” (Tit, iii. 7). Spenser widens the mission of the Angels
when he speaks of

«Highest God, who loves His creatures so
That blessed Angels He sends to and fro
To serve to wicked men—to serve His deadliest foe.”
For Scriptural instances of the. service of Angels “{o them that fear
God” see Ps. xxXi¥. 7, xcl 11; Gen. xix, 15; Dan, vi. 22; Acts xii. 7.
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dwooreANdpeva, * being sent forth.” The ministry of Angels is
regarded as still continuing.

cwtyplay. The writer recurs to this great word “salvation” in ii.
3, 10.

CIIAPTER 1L

7. [xal katérmeoas adrév énl T fpya Tdv Yepdy obdv]. This
elause, retained in the rec., is found in NACM Vulg. &e., but not in
BKL, and may be only a gloss added from the LXX.

9. xdpirt Beod NABCDEKL. The ywpis feol of M Syr. and the
rec. is an ancient varistion known to Origen, Theodore of Mopsuestia,
Jerome and others. It has been supposed to be a Monophysite cor-
ruption, but was more ancient than that controversy. It is probably
a mere pragmatic gloss on the vrép mwavrés. By a curious error St
Thomas Aquinas here imistook the gratia Dei of the Vulg. for a
nominative. See the note.

. 14._ afpatos Kd‘r.-u-u.pké's. - Thig less usual sequence is supported by
NABCDEM. = T T :

. .

Cm. II. A sorEmy WaRNING aND LxmorTariox (1—4)., CHRISTE
TEMPORARY HUMILIATION FOR THE REDEMPTION AND GLORIFICATION
OF MANKIND DOES NOT DISPARAGE H1s PRE-EMINENCE OVER ANGELS
(5—13), BUT WAS NECESSARY FOR THE PERFECTXESS oF His HigH-
PrmsTLY Worx (14—18).

1. A tolito. Because we are heirs ofa better covenant, adminis-
tered not by Angels but by a Son, to whom as Mediator an absolute
dominion is to be assigned.

8. The word implies moral necessity and not mere obligation.
The author never loges sight of the fact that his purpose was to warn
as well as to teach.

wepoooripus mpooéyav. 1f the command to “ take heed to thyself,
and keep thy soul diligently, lest thou forget the things that thine eyes
have seen ™ (Deut. iv, 9), came with awful force o those who had only
_received the Law by the disposition of Angels, how muech “more
sbundantly® should Christians attend to Him of Whom Moses had
spoken-to their fathers? (Acts iii. 22).

rols deovebBeiow, ‘“to the things heard,” i.e. to the Gospel.
prjmore, ‘‘lest haply.” See iii, 12, iv. 1,

wapapuiper. This is the 2nd aor. subj. pass. of wapapéw. In
classical Greek it would be spelt pp. There are no such verbs as wapag-
puéw, wapafpie, OF wapapsimpe, which seem to be mere fictions of gram-
marians, The meaning is ‘“should drift away from them.” Wielif
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rendered the word more correctly than the A.V. which here follows
the (Genevan Bible of 1560-—¢lest peradventure we fleten away."” -
The verb thus resembles the Latin praetervehi. The metaphor is
taken from a boat which having no ‘* anchor sure and steadfast,” slips
its anchor, and as Luther says in his gloss,  before her landing ghoots
away into destruction” (Prov. iil. 21 LXX. vi¢ ph wapagprys). It is
obvious that these Hebrew converts were in great danger of ‘“drifting
away” from the truth under the pressure of trial, and in consequence
of the apathy produced by isolation and deferred hopes (iii. 6, vi. 11,
x. 25, 86, 87, xil, 1—3).

2. ¢ ydp. An argument a minori ad majus, of which indeed the
whole Epistle is a specimen. It was the commonest form assamed by
the Rabbinie interpretation of Scripture and was the first of the seven
exegetic rules of Hillel, who called it **light and heavy.”

4 8 dyyéhev halnfels Aéyos. The “by” is not vmd but &, i.e.
by means of,” ‘‘through the instrumentality of.” The presence of
Angels at Sinai is but slightly alluded to in the O. T. in Deat. xxxiii.
2; Ps. lxviil. 17; but these allusions had been greatly expanded, and
were prominently dwelt upon in Rabbinic teaching—the Talmud,
Targums, Midrashim, &e.—until, a$ last, we find in the tract Maccoth
that God was only supposed to have utfered the First Commandment,
while all the rest of the Law was delivered by Angels, This notion
was at least as old as Josephus, who makes Herod say that the
Jews “had learned of God throngh Angels™ the most sacred part
of their laws (Jos. 4ntt. xv. 5, §3). The Alexandrian theology espe-
cially, impressed with the truth that ‘‘no man hath seen God at
any time” (comp. Ex. zxxiii. 20), eagerly seized on the allusions to
Angels as proving that every theophany was only indirect, and that
God could only be seen through the medium of Angelic appearances,
Hence the Jews frequently referred to Ps. civ. 4, and regarded the
fire, and smoke, and storm of Sinai as being Angelic vehicles of the
Divine manifestation. And besides this, their boast of the Angelic
ministry of the Law was founded on the allusions to the **Angel
of the Presence” (Ex. xxxii, 34, zxxiii. 14; Josh. v. 14; Is. Ixiii. 9).
In the N. T. the only two other passages which allude to the work
of Angels in delivering the Law are Acts vil. §3; Gal. iii. 19 (see my
Life of St Paul, 1, 149). Clearly the Hebrew Christians had to be
delivered from the notion that Christ, by being ‘“made under the
Law,” had subjected Himself to the loftier position of the Angels who
had ministered the Law.

tyévero BéRavos, ““became” or “proved” steadfast. 'The Law was
no brutum fulmen; no inoperative dead-letter, but effective to vindi-
cate its own majesty, and punish its own violation. Philo uses the
very same word (8éfata} of the institutions of Moses; but the dif--
ference of standpoint between him and the writer is illustrated by the
fact that Philo also calls them dodievra, “‘not to be shaken,” which
this writer would not have done (xii, 27). .
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wdoa wapdfaots kal wapakon, ie. all sins against it, whether of
commission or of omission. wapdBages is “transgression”; wapaxod
is “mishearing” and neglect (Matt. xviii. 17; Rom. v. 19).

Educoy. 'This form of the word ocours only here and in Rom. iii. 8.

pefaroSociav. The word uwhés, «“ wage’ or “ pay’’—which is used
of punishment as well ag of reward—would have expressed the same
thought; but the writer likes the more sonorous mwfamadosia (from
wo@ds and darodolvar) (x. 85, xi. 26). This remorseless self-vindication
by the Law (**without merey”), the certainty that it could not be
broken with impunity, is alluded to in x. 28. The Israelites found
even in the wilderness (Lev. x. 1, 2; Num. xv. 32—36; Deut. iv. 3,
&o.), that such stern warnings as that of Num. xv. 30—threatening
excision to offenders—were terribly real, and applied alike to indi-
viduals and to the nation.

3. mwds npeis ixpevfopeda; The “we” (being expressed in the
original) is emphatic—we who are sons, not servants—the compound
verb means “how shall we succeed in escaping,” or, “make good our
escape”’—namely, from gimilar, but yet more awful punishment (comp.
dpehijoavres, “after meglecting,” or *“when we have neglected,”
not, as in A, V., *“if we neglect.” :

mhikadms cwmplag, The transcendence (vii. 25) of the safety
provided is a measure of the guilt involved in ceasing to pay any
attention to it (x. 29; John xii, 48). It came from Christ not from
Angels ; its sancfions are more eternal, its promises more Divine, its
whole character more spiritual.

firis dpXiv Aaoboa Aohelofui. The definite relative fris “one
which” has (as often) a quasi-causal force, ‘“seeing that it, having at
the first been spoken.”

81& 7ot kuplov. The Gospels shew that Jesus was the first preacher
of His own Gospel (Mark i. 14). *The Lord,” standing alone, is very
rarely, if ever, used as a title for Christ in 8t Paul. (1 Thess. iv. 15;
2 Thess. ii. 2; 2 Tim. iv, 18, dre, to say the least, indecisive.)

$7d Tov drovedyrov. We did not indeed receive the Gospel at first-
hand, but from those who were its appointed witnesses (Lk. xxiv.

47, 485 Actg i. 8, v. 32). This verse, ag Luther and Calvin so clearly
" saw, furnishes a decisive proof that St Paul was not the writer of this
Epistle. He always insisted on the primary and direct character of
the revelation which he had received as his independent Gospel (Gal.
i. 1, 12; Acts xxii. 10, xxvi. 16; 1 Cor. xi. 23, xv. 3, &ec.). To talk
of “aceommodation” or araxelrwses with his readers here is quite
beside the mark. ‘

s fuds. A sort of constructio praegnans, “was confirmed {so as to
reach) to us,” Winer, p. 776.

PePorily. The “word of this salvation”—the news of this
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Gospel—was ratified to us (comp, 1 Cor. i. 6), and so it becomes
“steadfast” (8éBaros, verse 2). p

4. cuvempaprupoivros Tou deod, ¢ God bearing witnéss with them”;
the supernatural witness coincided with thé human.

anpelows re xal répaoty kal mouclais Svvdpeow. ¢ Signs” to shew
that there was a power behind their witness; **portents” to awaken
the feeling of astonishment, and so arouse interest; and various
“‘powers.” These are alluded to, or recorded, in Mark xvi. 20;
Acts ii. 43, xix. 11. St Paul himself appealed to his own *‘mighty
signs and wonders” (Rom. xv. 18, 19; 1 Cor. ii. 4).

Kal wvévparos dylov pepiapols, «“ distributions™ (iv. 12 “dividing”),

xatd Ty adrod 8Anowy, “according to His own will.” The phrase
applies only to this clause—the gifts which the Holy Spirit distributes
as He wills (1 Cor. vii. 17, xii. 11; Rom. xii. 3), 6#é\yos is not used
in Attie Greek, Pollux v. 165 3 6¢ 8éAnaus {Swwrucsy.

5—13. THE voLUNTARY HUMILIATION OF JESUS WAS A NECESSARY
StEP 18 THE ExavraTion oF HumManITY.

5. ydp. The *jfor” resumes the thread of the argument about
the superiority of Jesus over the Angels. He was to be the supreme
king, but the necessity of passing through suffering to His Messianic
throne lay in the fact of His High-Priesthood for the human race,
To Him, therefore, and not to Angels, the ‘ future age” is to belong.

0% ydp dyyéhas dméraker iy olkovpéryy ™v pé\hovoay, “ For not
to Angels did He subject the inhabited earth to come.” In this
“inhabitéd earéh” things.in their prae-Christian condition had been
subjected to Angels. This is inferred directly from Ps. viii. where’
the «little” of degree is interpreted as ‘‘a little” of time, The
anthority of Angels over the Mosaic dispensation had been inferred
by the Jews from Ps. Ixxxii, 1, where “‘the congregation of Elohim”
was interpreted to mean Angels; and from Deut. xxxii. 8, 9, where
instead of ¢ He set the bounds of the people according to the number
of the children of Israel,” the LXX. had “according to the number of
the Angels of God.” From this passage, and Gen. x., Dan. x. 13, &e.
they inferred that there were 70 nations of the world, each under its
presiding Angel, but that Israel was under the special charge of God,
as is expressly stated in Ecclus. xvii. 17 (comp. Is. xxiv, 21, 22, LXX.).
The notion is only modified when in Dan. x. 13, 20, Michael ‘‘the first
Prince,” and in Tobit xii. 15, “the seven Archangels,” are regarded
. a8 protectors of Isracl. But now the dispensational functions of
Angels have ceased, because in ‘‘the kingdom of God” they in their
turn were subordinated to the man Christ Jesus,

v olkovpévy Tiv pé\hovoav. The Olam habba or “future age”
of the Hebrews; although the word here used is not alov but ofxou-
pévy, properly the inhabited world. In Is. ix, § the Theocratic king
who is a type of-the Messiah is called “the Everlasting Father,”
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which is rendered by the LXX. “father of the future age.” In the
“new heavens and new earth,” as in the Messianie kingdom which is
“the kingdom of our Lord and His Christ,” man, whose nature
Christ has taken npon Him, is to be specially exalted. Hence, as
Calvin acutely observes, Abraham, Joshua, Daniel, are not forbidden
to bow to Angels, but under the New Govenant St John is twice
“forbidden (Rev. xix. 10, xxii. 9). ‘But although the Messianic
kingdom, and therefore the “future age,” began at the Resurrection,
there is yet another “future age” beyond it, which shall only begin
when this age is perfected,and Christ’s kingdom is fully come.

awept fis haXabpev, i.e. which is my present subject.

6. Supapriparo 8¢ wod ms. The writer was of course perfectly
well aware that the Psalm on which he proceeds to comment is the
8th Psalm., This indefinite mode of quotation (*some one, some-
where ") is common in Philoe {De ebriet., Opp. 1. 365, where he quotes
Gen. xx. 12 with the f6rmula elre ydp 7ov 7is) and the Rabbis. Serip-
ture is often quoted by the words “ It saith  or ** He saith ” or ** God
saith.” Possibly the indefinite form {comp. iv. 4)—which is not found
in St Paul—is only here adopted because God is Himself addressed in
the Psalm. * (See Schutt.gen Nov, Hebr., p. 928.) °

T ¢rrw vlpwmos. The Hebrew word—wubt—means man in his

weakness and humiliation.. The ¢ what expmsses a double feeling—
how mean in himself! how great in Thy lovel The Psalm is only
Messianic in so far as it implies man’s final exaltation through Christ’s
incarnation. It applies, in the first instance, and directly, to Man:
and only in a secondary sense to Jesus as man. But St Paul had
already (1 Cor. xv. 27; Eph. i. 22) applied it in a Messianic sense,
and *‘Son of man” was a Messianic title (Dan. vii. 13), Thus the
Cabbalists regarded the name Adam s an anagram for Adam, David,
Moses, and regarded the Messizh as eombining the dignity of all three.
David twice makes the exclamation—¢Whatisman?” ;—once when he*
is thinking of man’s frailty in connexion with his exaltation by God
(Ps. viil.); and once (Ps. cxliv. 3) when he is thinking only of man’s
emptiness and worthlessness, as being undeserving of God’s care
(comp Job vii. 17). - -

1. po,x{; . The *‘little” in the original {medit) means “little
in: degree” ; but is here applied to titne—*“for & little while”—as is
clear ftom_ver. 9, The writer was only ncquainted with the LXX.
and in. Greek the Bpaxt Tt would naturally suggest brevity of time
(comp. 1 Pet. v. 10). Some of the old Greek translators who took the
other meaning rendered éAiyor mapd febw.

map’ dyyfovs. On this comparative use of maps see Winer, p. 508,
and the not.e toi. 9; The original has “ than Elohim,” i.e. than God;
but-the name Elohim has, as we have seen, a much "wider and lower
range than * Jehovah,” and the rendenng “angels” is here found
both in the LXX, and the Targum. It must be borne in mind that
the writer is only applying the words of the Psalm, and putting them
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as it were to a fresh use. The Psalm ig & Iyric echo of the first
chapter of Genesis” and speaks of man’s exaltation. The author is
applying it to man’s lowliness (**ad suum instituturn deflectit,” says
Calvin, * kar’ éwefepyaciar ’). Yet David’s notion, like that of Cicero,
is that “ Man is a mortal God,” and the writer is only touching on
man’s humiliation to illustrate his exaltation of the God-Man. Bee
Perowne on the Psalms (1. 144).

[xal katéornoas adrdv éml rd dpya 70y Xapdv cov). This clause is
probably a gloss from the LXX., as it is absent from some of the best
MSS. and Versions (e.g. B and the Syriac). The writer omitted it as
not bearing on the argument. .

8. {wérafas, * Thou didst put...” by one eternal decree. This
clause should be added to the last verse. The clause applies not to
Christ (as in 1 Cor. xv. 25) but to man in his redeemed glory.

wdvra. This is defined in the Psalm (viii. 8, 8) to mean specially
the animal world, but is here applied to the universe in accordance
with its Messianic application (Matt. xxviii. 18).

yip. The *for” continues the reasoning of ver. 5. The writer
with deep insight seizes upon the juxtaposition of * humiliation” and
“dominion ”* as a paradox which only found in Christ its full solution.

ovbiy...dvwréraktoy. The inference intended to be drawn is nof
“ and therefore even angels will be subject to man,” but ¢¢ and there-
fore the control of angels will come to an end.” When however we
read such a passage as-1 Cor. vi, 3 (** Know ye not that we shall judge
angels?”) it is uncertain whether the author would not have admitted
even the other inference. - -

viv 8¢, i.e. but, in this present earthly condition of things man is not
as yet supreme. We see a8 a fact (dpwpuer) man’s humiliation: we
perceive by faith the glorification of Jesus, and of all humanity in
Him,

avrg, i.e. under man,

9. PBpax? T k.1.A. This alludes to the temporal (‘‘ for a little
while””) and voluntary humiliation of the Incarnate Lord. See Phil. ii,
7—11. For a short time Christ was liable to agony and death from
which angels are exempt; and even to the * intolerable indignity »
of the grave.

BAémwopev. * Bui we look upon,” i.¢. not with the outward eye, bug
with the eye of faith. The verb used is not épduer videmus as in the
previous verse, but SA\émouer cernimus (88 in iii. 19). In accordsnce
with the order of the original the verse should be rendered, ** But we
look, upon Him who has been, for a little while, made low in comparison
of angels—even Jesus—on account of the suffering of death crowned,
&c.”

Sud 3 wdfnpa Tol Bavdrov, *because of the suffering of death.
The via crucis was the appointed via lueig (comp. v, 7—10, vil, 26,
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ix. 12), This truth—that the sufferings of Christ were the willing
path of His perfectionment as the ‘¢ Priest upon his throne” (Zech.
vi. 18)—is brought out more distinctly in this than in any pther
Epistle,

84Ey kal Tpf doTepavapbvov. Into the nmature of this glory it was
needless and hardly possible to enter. f On His head were many
crowns ” (Bev. xix. 12).

mwws. The words refer to the whole of the last clause, The uni-
versal efficacy of His death resulted from the double fact of His
humiliation and glorification. He was made a little lower than the
angels, He-saffered death, He was crowned with glory and honour, in
ordelr{'l that His death might be efficacious for the redemption of the
world. -

xdpert Qeod. The work of redemption resulted from the love of
_ the Father no less tham from that of the Son (John iii. 16; Rom. v. 8;
2 Cor. v. 21). It is therefore a part of ‘‘the grace of God” (Rom.
v. 8; Gal. ii. 21; 2 Cor. vi. 1; Tit. ii. 11), and could only have been
carried into completion by the aid of that grace of which Christ was
full. The Greek is xdpi: Geod, but there is a véry interesting and
very dncient various reading ywpls fead, ‘“apart from God.” St Jerome
says that he only found this reading ** in some copics ™ (i quibusdam
exemplaribus), whereas Origen had already said that he only found
the other reading ** by the grace of God ” in some copies (év ricw dvre-
ypdpos). At present however the reading ‘¢ apart from God " is only
found in the cursive manuseript 53 (a MS. of the 9th century), and in
the margin of 67. It is clear that once the reading was more common
than ig now the case, and it seems to have been a Western and Syriac
reading which has gradually disappeared from the manuscripts. Theo-
dore of Mopsuestia calls the reading *¢ by the grace of God” meaning-
less, and others have stamped it as Monophysite (i.e. as implying that
_ in Christ there was only one nature). We have seen that this is by no
means the case, though the other reading may doubtless have fallen
into disfavour from the use made of it by the Nestorians to prove that
Christ did not suffer in His divinity but only *apart from God,” i.e.
** divinitate tantisper depositi” (so too St Ambrose and Fulgentius).
But even if the reading be correct (and it is certainly more ancient
than the Nestorian controversy) the words may belong to their own
proper clause—* that He may taste death for every being except God”’;
. the latter words being added as in 1 Cor. xv. 27. But the reading is
almost certainly spurious. For (1) in the Nestorian sense * (should,
apart from God, taste death ) it is unlike any other passage of Scrip-
ture; (22 in‘the other gense (** should taste death for everything except
God”’) it is unnecessary (since it bears in no way on the immediate
argument) and may have been originally added as a superfluous mar-
ginal gloss by some pragmatic reader who remembered 1 Cor. xv. 27;
or (3) it may have originated from a confusion of letters on the
original papyrus. The incorporation of marginil glosses into the
text is a familiar phenomenon in textual criticism. Such perhaps are
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1Jobn v. 7; Acts viii. 87; the latter part of Rom. viii. 1; * without
cause” in Matt. v. 22; “ unworthily’ in 1 Cor. xi. 29, &e.

Umép, *“ on behalf of,” not *“ as & substitution for,” which would re-
quire derl. mavrés. Origen and others made this word neuter, ** for
every thing”’ or “for every existence ’’; but this seems to be expressly ex-
cluded by ver. 16, and is not in accordance with the analogy of John i.
29, iii. 16; 2 Cor. v. 21; 1 John ii. 2. 1t will be seen that the writer
deals freely with the Psalm. The Psalmist views man in his present
condition as being one which involves both glory and humiliation : his
words are here applied as expressing man’s present humiliation and
his future glory, which are.compared with Christ’s temporal humilia-
tion leading to His Eternal glory. It is the necessity of this applica-
tion which required the phrase “a little ” to be understood not of
degree but of time. No doubt the writer has read into the words a
pregunant significance; but (1) he is only applying them by way of
illustrating acknowledged truths : and (2) he is doing so in accordance
with principles of exegesis which were universally conceded not only
by Christians but even by Jews.

yebonrar favdrov. The word ‘““taste” is not to be pressed as
though it meant that Christ ‘‘saw no corruption.” “To taste”
does not mean merely * summis labris delibare.” It is a common Se-
mitie and metaphoric paraphrase for death, derived from the notion
of Death as an Angel who gives a cup to drink; as in the Arabic poem
Antar “* Death fed him with a cup of absinth by my hand.” Comp.
Matt. xvi. 28; John viii. 52. But the ¢ death” here referred to is the
lg'e of self-sacrifice as well asthe death of the body. Teteosfac with
the gen. is common in classical Greek, but its use with fardroy in the

N. T. (Matt. xvi. 28 &c.} is a Rabbinic phrase (see Schottgen, Hor,
Hebr. p. 148).

10. ¥Impemey yop adrd. Ilpére has four constructions; (1) with
dat. and inf. Matt. iii. 15; (2) dat. followed by ace: and inf. a8 here;
(3) personal as in Heb. vii. 26; (4) with acc. and inf. 1 Cor. xi. 13,
Unlike St Paul the writer never enters into what may be called *“ the
philosophy of the plan of salvation.” He never attempts to throw any
light upon the mysterious subject of the aniecedent necessity for the
death of Christ. Perhaps he considered that all which eould be pro-
fitably said on that high mystery had already been said by St Paul

Bom. iii. 25; Gal. iil. 13; 2 Cor. v. 21). He dwells upon Christ’s
eath almost exclusively in its relation to us. The expression which
he here uses, ““it was morally fitting for Him,” is almost the only one
which he devotes to what may be called *‘the transcendent side of
Christ’s sacrifice”—the death of Christ as regards its relation to God.
He develops no theory of vicarious satisfaction, &c., though he uses
the metaphoric words “ redemption ” and * make reconciliation for
(ii. 17, ix. 15). The “ moral fitness” here touched upon is the neces-
sity for absolutely sympathetic unity between the High Priest and
those for whom He offered His perfect sacrifice. Compare Lk. xxiv.
46, “thus it behoved Christ to suffer.” Philo also uses the phrase
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wpéree 79 0e@ (Leg. alleg. p. 48, 8). It is a very remarkable expression,
for though it also oecurs in the LXX. (Jer. x. T), yet in this passage
alone does <t contemplate the actions of God under the aspect of inherent
moral fitress,

8¢ v, i.e. # for whose sake,” “on whose account ”  The reference
here is to God, not to Christ. -

8’ o3, i.e. by whose creative agency. Compare Rom. xi. 36, *“of
Him, and through Him, and to Him are all things.” The same words -
may also be applied to” Christ, but the context here shews that they
refer to God the Father.

molhofs. A great multitude which no man could number » (Rev.
vii. 9—14). The word is used in contrast to the ore Captain.

vlovs. This word furnishes an additional proof that the ¢“having-
brought” refers to God; not to Christ, for we are called Christ’s
“brethren,” but never His sons.

dywydvre, “having brought.” The subject is involved in the 73
feg. ' The -use of the agrist participle is difficult, but the “glory”
séems to imply the potential triumiph of the “sons™ in the one finished
act of Christ which was due to **the grace of God.” The *Him”
and the ¢ having brought ** refer to God and not to Christ. God led
many sons to glory through the Captain of their Salvation, whom—in
that process of Redemptive Work which is shared by each ¢ Person
of the Blessed Trinity—He perfected through suffering. On the Cross
the future glory of the many sons was won and was potentially con-
snmmated.

dpxnysv. Comp. 1 Mace. x. 47 dpxpyds Moywr elpmyiccv. The
word also oceurs in Aets v. 31. In Aects 1ii. 15 it means “*author,”
“originator,” as in xii. 2. The word primarily signifies one who
goes at the head of a company as their leader (antesignanus) and
guide. (see Is. lv. 4), and then comes to mean ‘‘originator,” Comp.
v. 9

8id mwobnquérev. See note on ver. 9, and comp. Rev. v, 9; I Def.
v.10. Jewish Christians wers slow to reahse the necessity for a cruci-
fied Messiah, and when they did so they tried to distinguish between
Messiah son of David and a supposed Messiah son of Joseph. There
are howevér some early traces of such a belief. See an Appendix to
Vol. 11. of the last Edition of Dean Perowne on the Psalms,

rehewdar. Not in the gense of making morally, or otherwise,
perfect, but in the sense of leading to a predestined goal or consumma-
tion. See the similar uses of this word in v. 9, vii. 28, ix. 9, x. 14,
xi. 40, xii. 23. The LXX. uses the word to represent the consecration
of the High Priest (Lev. xxi. 10). In this Epistie the verb occurs
nine times, in all St Paul’s Epistles probably not once. (In 2 Cor,
xii. 9 the reading of ABDFG is reheirar. I Phil, iii, 12 the reading
of DEFG is Sedualwpar.)

HEBREWS ~ 4
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11. ydp. The next three verses are an illustration of the moral
fitness, and therefore of the Divine necessity, that there should be
perfect unity and sympathy between the Saviour and the saved.

& e dyudfwr kal of dywafdpevor. The idea would perhaps be well,
though not literally, expressed by *both the sanctifier and the sancti-
fied,” for the idea of sanctification is here not so much that of
progressive holiness as that of cleansing (xiii. 12). This writer seems
to make but little difference between the words *to sanctify’” and
‘‘to purify,” because in the sphere of the Jewish Ceremonial Law
from which his analogies are largely drawn, *“sanctification meant the
getting apart for service by various means of purification.” Seeixz. 13,
14, x. 10, 14, xiii. 12, and comp. John xvii. 17—19; 1 Johni. 7. The
progressive sanctification is viewed in its ideal result, and in this -
result the whole Church of Christ shares, so that, like Israel of old,
it is ideally “ holy.”

" & &vds mdvres. Sub. warpds. The ¢é¢ implies descent; they alike
derive their origin from God; in other words the relation in which
they stand to each other iz due to one and the same Divine purpose
(John xvii. 17—19). This seems a better view than to refer the * one”
to Abraham (Is. li. 2; Ezek. xxxiii. 24, &c.) or to Adam,

ovk draroyiverar. Se. o dyudiwy.

aSchdods avrods wahelv. avrols se. Tols dywafopévous. If the
Gospels had been commonly known at the time when this Epistle was
written, the anthor would doubtless have referred not to the Old
Testament, but to such direct and teriddr illustrations as Matt. xii.
49, 50, “Bebhold my mother and my brethrer! For whosoever shall
do the will of my Father which is in heaven, the rame is my brother,
and sister, and mother’’: or to John xx. 17, ““Go to my brethren,
and say unto them, I ascend unto my Father, and your Father; and
to my God, and your God”: Matt. xxviii. 10, ‘“go unto my brethren.”
Or are we to suppose that this application of Messianic Psalms
would have come with even greater argumentative force to his Juda-
ising readers ?

xakely, i.e. to declare them to be His brethren by calling them so.

12. "Amayyehd k... Ps, xxii. 22. This is a typico-prophetic Psalm,
accepted in a Messianic sense, which was supposed to be mystically
indicated by its superscription, * On the hind of the dawn.” The
gense of ita prophetie and typical character had doubtless been deep-
ened among Christians by our Lord’s quotation from it on the Cross
(Matt, xxvii. 46). It is one of our special Psalms for Good Friday.
See the references to it in Matt, xxvil. 35; John =xix. 24,

ixxhmolas, “of the congregation.”
13. *Eyé foopa wemobds én’ adrg. The quotation is probably
from Is. viii. 17, but nearly the same words are found in Ps. xviii. 2

and 2 Sam. xxi. 8 (LXX.), The necessity of putting His trust in
God iz a proof of Christ’s humanity, and therefore of His brotherhood
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with us. When He was on the Cross His enemies said by way of
taant, ¢ He trusted in God” (Matt, xxvii. 43).

*I80V &yd x.r.\. This verse furnishes a marked instance of the
principles of Biblical interpretation, of which we have already seen
many specimens. Isainh by the prophetess has a son to whom he is
bidden to glve the name Maher-shalal-hash-baz, or ¢ Speed-plunder-
haste-spoil ” ; to his elder son he has been bidden to give the name
Shea.r-Jn.shub, g remnant shall remain”; and as the names of both
sons are connected with prophecies concerning Israel he s8ys “Lol I
and the children whom the Lord hath given me are for signs and for
wonders in Israel from the Lord of hosts.”” The words are here en-
tirely dissociated from their context and from their primary historical
meaning to indicate the relation between Christ and His redeemed
childsar. The LXX. in Is. vifi. 17 insert the words “ And He will
say,” and some have supposed that the author (who, like most
Alexandrians, was evidently unacquainted with the original Hebrew)
understood these words to imply that it was no longer the Prophet but
the Messiah who was the speaker. It is however more probable that
he took for granted the' legitimacy of his.application. In this he
merely followéd the achool of interpretation in which he had been
trained, in accordance with -principles which were at- that period
universally accepted among Jews and Christians. We must ourselves
regard it as a somewhat extreme instance of applying the words of
Scripture in & Messianic sense. But we see the bearing of the
illustration upon the immediate point in view, when we recall the
typical character and position of Isaiah, and therefore the mystic
significance which was naturally attached to his words. OQur Lord
Himself uses, with no reference to Isaiah, a similar express:lon,
“those that thow gavest me,” in John xvii. 12.

14—18. A FULLER STATEMENT OF THE MORAL IITNESS OF CHRIST'S
PARTICIPATION IN HUMAN SUFFERINGS.

14,  kekowévnkey, * have shared fand do share) in blood and flesh,”
i.e, are human. .They are all inheritors of this common mystery.
This is implied by _the perfect tense. ‘‘Blood and flesh,” as in
Eph. vi.42. -

wupuwkqu—lms Thls word furmshed the Fathers with a strong
argument agamst the Docetae who regarded the body of Christ not as
real but ai purely phantasmal,

peréoxev Tov avrdv. Because, as he goes on to intimate, it would
otherwise have been impossible for Christ to die. Comp. Phil. ii. 8.
The aorist implies the one historic fact of the Incarnation. The
contrasted use of the sor. and perf. in many passages shews the
importance of bbservmg the difference between them. Comp. Lk, iv.
18 #xpioé e eua-y‘yek(zraa't?ac, aréoTadké ue mpuEaz, 1 Cor. xv. 4 o7t
érdgn xal om éyhyeprat. See Col. 1. 16; 2 Cor, xi. 28, ‘&e.

karapytoy, “ He may brmg to mought,” or ‘“render impotent,?
See 2 Tim. i, 10 “Jesus Christ,. hath abolished death”; 1 Cor. xv.

4—-2
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51—57; Rev, i. 18. The word occcurs 28 times in St Paul, but
- elsewhere only here and in Lk. xiii. 7, though sometimes found in
the LXX.

Tdv.. ¥Exovra, “lim that hath,” ie. in the present condition of
things. But Christ, by assuming our flesh, became ‘the Death of
death,”” a5 in the old epitaph,

“Morg Mortis Morti mortem nisi morte dedisset,
Acternae vitae janua clausa foret’;

which we may render

‘“Had not the Death of death to Death by death his death-blow given,-
For ever closéd were the gate, the gate of life and heaven.”

“Paradoxon: Jesus, fhortem passus, vieit: diabolus, mortem vibrans,
succubuit.”’ ‘Bengel. It is, however, possible that the phrase, ‘“the
power of death,” does not imply that the devil can, by God’'s per-
mission, inflict death, but that he has ‘‘a sovereignty, of which death
is the realm.”

7dv 8uiflohov. This is the only place in this Epistle in which the
name “Devil” oceurs. It is nowhere very frequent in the N.T. The
English reader is liable to be misled by the rendering “devils” for
“demons” in the Gospels. Satan has the power of death, if that be
the meaning here, not as lord but as executioner {(comp, Rev. ix. 11};
his power is only a permissive power (John viii, 44; Rev. xii. 10;
Wisdom ii. 24, “Through envy of the devil came death unto the
world).” The manner in which Christ shall thus bring Satan to
‘nought is left untouched, but the best general comments on the fact
-are in 1 Cor. xv. and the Apocalypse.. Nor does this expression
encourage any Manichean or dualistic views; for, however evil may
be the will of Satan, he can never exercise his power otherwise than
in accordance with the just will of God. The Jews spoke of an Angel’
of Death, whom they called Sammael, and whom they identified with
Satan (Eisenmenger, Entd. Judenth. 11, p. 821),

15. TolTous 8oor. Lit., ‘those, as many as,” i.e. “all who.”

$6Pp Gavdrov. This fear was fell, as we see from the O.T., far
more intensely under the old than under the new dispensation. Dr
Robertson Smith quotes from the Midrash Tanchuma, “In this life
death never suffers man to be glad.” S8ee Numn. xvii. 13, xviii. 5; Pa.
vi., xxX., &¢., and Is. xxxviil. 10—20, &e. In heathen and savage
lands the whole of life is often overshadowed by the terror of death,
which thus becomes a veritable “bondage.” Philo quotes a line of
Euripides to shew that a man who has no fear of death can never be
a slave. But, through Christ’s death, death has become to the
Christian the gate of glory. The different aspeet which death assumed
- in the eyes of Christians is forcibly illustrated by the contrast between
the passionate despair, resentment, and cynieism of many Pagan
epitaphs, compared with the peace, resignation, and even exultation
displayed by those in the catacombs. Christians had not received the
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wredpa Sovkelas wakw els gpofor, Rom. viii. 15. It is remarkable that
in this verse the writer introduces a whole range of conceptions which
he not only leaves without further development, but to which he does
not even allude again. They seem to lie aside from the main current
of his views.

844 mwavrds Tod [Av=>5wd mdows 7is fwhs. The substantival inf.
with an adj. is raré, but compare Persius * Scire tuum nihil est.”

tvoxor Sovhias. ' Stronger than dovheiq, not merely “liable to” but
“wholly subdued to” or “implicated in” slavery.

16. ob yap Sfmov k.1.\, “for assuredly it is not angels whom He
takes by the hand.” The word &5mov, ‘“‘ecertainly,” ‘I suppose ”
(opingr), occurs here only in the N.T. or LXX., though common in
Philo.” In elassical Greek it often has a semi-ironie tinge, *you will
doubtless admit that,” like opinor in Latin. All are now agreed that
the verb does not mean ‘“to take the nature of,” but ““to take by the
hand,” and so ““ to help” or “rescue.” Beza indeed called it *“execrable
rashness” (exsecranda qudacia) to translate it so, when this rendering
was first. adopted. by Castellio in 1551; but the usage of the word
proves that this is' the only possible rendering, although all the
Fathers afid Reformers take it in the other way, It is rightly cor-
rected in the R. V. (comp. Is. xlix. 9, 10; Jer, zxxi. 32; Heb. vili. 9;
Matt. xiv. 81; Ecclus, iv. 11, “ Wisdom...takes by the hand those that
seek her”). To refer ‘‘he taketh not hold” to Death or the Devil is
most improbable. -

oméppaTos "Afpadp, ie. Jesus was born a Hebrew. He does
not at all mean to imply that our Lord came to the Jews more
than to the Gentiles, though he is only thinking of the former.
Still, as Reuss says, St Paul could hardly have omitted all allusion
to the Gentiles here.

trhapPdverar. The present implies Christ’s continued advocacy
and aid.

17. 80ev. - This. word “whence,” common in this Epistle, does
not ocedr: once in: 8t Paul, but is found in Aects xxvi. 19, in a
report of his speech, and in 1 Johnii. 18,

Sdaihev: ‘He was morally bound, stronger than the “it became
Him ” of ver. 10. It means that, with reference to the object in view,
there Jay upon Him a moral obligﬁtion to become a man with men.
See v. 1, 2. : . . ‘

‘katd wdvra., These words should be taken with “to be made
like.”— : .

tva...yévyqras.  © That He might become,” or, “ prove Himself.”

Aefpwr...kal merds dpyuepeds, “ mereiful,” or rather “compas-
sionate” to men; ¢ faithful’”’ to God. In Christ *“merey and
truth’’ have met together, Ps. lzxxzv. 10, The expression “a
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faithful priest” is found in 1 Sem. ii. 35. Dr Robertson Smith
well points out that the idea of ‘“a& merciful priest,” which is
scarcely to be found in the O. T., would come home with peculiar
force to the Jews of that day, beecause mercy was a -quality in
which the Aaronic Priests had signally failed (Yoma, £. 9, 1}, and
in the Herodian epoch they were notorious for ecruelty, insolence
and greed (see my Life of Christ, u. 329, 330). The Jews said
that there had been no less than 28 High Priests in 107 years
of this epoch (Jos. Antt. xx. 10), their brief dignity being due to
their wickedness (Prov. x. 27). The conception of the Priesthood
hitherto had been ceremonial rather than ethical; yet it is only
by mercy and truth” that ¢“iniquity is purged.” Prov. zvi. 6.
The word ¢ High Priest,” here first introduced, has evidently
been entering into the writer’s thoughts (i. 8, ii. 9, 11, 16), and
is- the most prominent conception throughout the remainder of the
Epistle. The consummating elements of genuine High Priesthood
are touched upon in v. 10, vi. 20, ix. 24,

dpxuepeds. The Greek word is comparatively new. In the Penta-
teuch the high priest is merely called ¢ the Priest” (except in
Lev. xxi. 10). In later books of Scripture the epithet “head”
or *great™ is added. The word occurs 17 times in this Epistle
but not once in any other. .

Td mpos Tdv Oeby. This is the adverbial accusative of reference.
Comp. v. 1. The phrage is found in the LXX. of Exz. xviii. 19.

ikdoxeodar Tds dpaprias Tob Aaod, “to expiate the sing of the
people.” In Pagan and classic usage ihdowomar is always followed
by- the accusative of the Person who is supposed to be angry and
to be appeaséd by a present or sactrifice. And this heathen notion
has been transferred to Christianity by & false theology. But Christ
is nowhere said in the N. T. to * expiate™ or ‘‘propitiate” God
or ‘‘the wrath of God” (which are heathen, not Christian, con-
ceptions), nor is any such expression found in the LXX. Nor do
we find such phrases as “God was propitiated by the death of Hig
Son,” or *Christ propitiated the wrath of God by His blood.”
" Throughout the Old and New Testaments the verb is only used
with the accusative of the sinmer, in which case it means ‘*to be
merciful to,” and of the sin, in which case it means * to neutralise
the effects of.” The propitiation changes us, not God who is un-
. changeable. We have to be reconciled to God, not God to us. It is
therefore wholly unwarrantable with Winer (p. 285) to understand
7ov Bedv here and to regard the verb as governing & double accu-
sative, IFurther we may observe that in the N. T. \dgxesfa:c occurs
but twice (Lk. xviii, 13, and here) and i\asuds only twice (1 John
ii. 2, iv. 10). God Himself fore-ordained the propitiation (Rom. iii.
25). The verb represents the Hebrew kippeer * to cover,” whence is
derived the name for the day of Atonmement (Kippurim). In Dan.
ix. 24 Theodotion’s version has éfMdoacar ddwkias, We are left to
unauthorised theory and conjecture as to the manner in which and
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the reason for which ‘‘expiation,” in the form of ¢ sacrifice,” inter-
poseg between ‘“sin’’ and “wrath,” All we know is that, in rela-
tion to us, Christ is “the propitiation for our sins™ (1 John ii. 2,
iv. 10; Rom. iii. 25). Accepting the blessed result as regards our-
selves we shall best shew our wisdom by abstaining from dogmatism
and theory respecting the unrevealed and transcendent mystery as
it affects God.

705 Aao¥. Primarily the Jewish people, whom alone the writer
has in mind. Angels, g0 far as we are told, did not neéd the Re-
demptive work. .-

18. & ¢ ydp méwrovder avrés mepacdels. These words have
been taken, and grammatically may be explained, in eight or nine
different ways, One of the best ways is that given by the A, V.
and-erdorsed by the R. V. This methol regards the Greek & o
as equivalent to the Hebrew N3, which means *“in so far as.”
“By His Passion,” says Bp Wordsworth, ¢“He acquired compas-
sion,” = Of other possible ways, the most tenale is that which
takes & @ aquite literally, *“‘In that sphere wherein (&v 7olry &,
comp. 1 Pet. ii. 12) He suffered -by being tempted ’—the sphere
being the whole conditions of huinan life and trial (comp. vi. 17;
Rom. viii. 3)." But the first way seems to be the better. Tempta-
tion of its own nature involves suffering, and it is too generslly
overlooked that though our Lord’s severest temptations came in
two great and solemn crises—in the wilderness and at Gethsemane
—yet Scripture leads us to the view that He was always liable
to temptation—though without sin, because the temptation was
always repudiated with the whole force of His will throughout the
whole course of His life of obedience. After the temptation in the
wilderness the devil only left Him < for a season™ (Luke iv. 13).
We must remember too that the word * temptation” includes all
trials.

rols wapalopévols, ‘‘that are under temptation” (lit., ‘‘that are
being tempted,” i. 6. men in their mortal life of trial). This thought
is the ome so prominent throughout the Epistle, viz. the closeness
of Christ’s  High:Priestly sympathy, iv. 15, v. 1, 2. The aor.
BonbAcai implies the immediate help to these who are being eon-
tinuozslytempted. :

_ CHAPTER IIL

1. ’Eqooiv RABCIDIM. The reading Xpwoeror "Incoir is not only
supported by inferior authority (EEL), but is against the usage of this
writer, who never elsewhere uses this collocation, and 'Insods Xpioros
only {if at all) in wi, 20. He uses the simple 'Inoobs (ii. 9, iv. 14,
vi. 20, vii. 22, &c.) or the simple Xpiorés (iii. 6, 14, v. 5, vi. 1, &e.).
See the note. '
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2. wdvra NABC'DIE &c. The reading 7é& mdvra (=*the Uni-
verse”’) would be less suitable to the context.

6. v NBDIEM. The reading édwmep (ACEKL) may be right,
since the author uses if in iii. 14 and vi. 3. :

9. & Soxipacie NABCDEM.

10. Tf yeveqg Tabry. This reading (RABDM Vulz. &c.) differs
from the LXX. (ékelrp) but is an intended and admissible change.
See the note.

18. 7ives; Who? The rec. has rwés with LM, See the note,
17. ¥reoev most MSS. é&resav DE,

Cu. III. SurertonITY oF CHRIST T0 MosEs (1—6). ExmoRTATION
AGAINST HARDENING THE HEART (7—19).

" There i3 3 remarkable parallelism between the general structure
of this and the next chapter, and that of the first and second chapters.
This illustrates the elaborate and systematic character of the entire
Epistle.

Christ higher than angels (i. 5— Christ higher than Moses (iii,
14). —8).

Exhortation {ii, 1—5). Exhortation (iii. 7—19).

In Him man is exalted above In Him His people enter into
angels (ii. 6—16). rest (iv. 1—13). i

His Higher Priesthood (ii. 17, His Higher Priesthood (iv. 14—
18). : 16).

1. “Ofer. The same word as in ii. 17, where see the note. It is
an inference from the grandeur of Christ’s position and the blessed-
ness of His work as set forth in the previous chapters.

dBehdol dywor. This form of address is never used by St Paul. It
assumes that all Christians answered to their true ideal, as does the
ordinary term ¢ saints.”

kArjrews drovpaviov péroxol, * partakers of a heavenly calling.” If
is a heavenly calling because it comes from heaven (xii. 25), and is a
call “ upwards” (dvw) to heavenly things (Phil. iii. 14) and to holiness
(1 Thess. iv. 7).

kaTavoricare, “contemplate,” consider attentively, fiz your thonghts
upon (aorist). Compare the use of the word in Acts vii. 81, xi. 6,
xxvil. 39, -

Tév dméorohov. Christ is called Awdororor as being * sent forth
(dweararpévos) from the Father (John xx. 21). The same title is used
of Christ by Justin Martyr {dpol. 1. 12). It corresponds both to
the Hebrew maleach (“angel” or ‘“messenger”) and sheliach (*dele-
gate”). The “Apostle” unites the functions of both, for, as Justin
says of our Lord, He announces (drayyé\ie)) and He is sent (dmo-
oTéNNeTaL).
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kal dpyupéa. Christ was both the Moses and the Aaron of the
New Dispensation; an ““Apostle” from God to us; an High Priest
for us before God. As ‘‘ Apostle” He, like Moses, pleads God’s cause
with us; as High Priest He, like Am:on, pleads our cause with God.
Just as the High Priest came with the name Jehovah on the golden
plate of his mitre in the name of God before Israel, and with the
names of the Tribes graven on his jewelled breastpla.te in the name
of Israe} before God, so Christ is ** God with us” and the propitiatory
representative of men before God. He is above Angels as a Son, and
& Lord of the future world; above Aaron, as a Priest after the order
of Melchisedek; above Moses, as a Bon over the house is above a
servant in it.

-rr]s Spohoylas ﬂp.mv, of our confession” ag Christians (iv. 14, x.

; 2 Cor, ix. 13; 1 Tim. vi. 18). It is remarkable that in Philo

(Oppr; 654) the Logos is called *the Great High Priest of our Con-
fession” ;—but the genuineness of the clause seems doubtful.

‘Inoobv, -This is a better reading than the Xpisror *Inaoir of the
rec.- Such a-variation of reading may seem a matter of indifference,
buf this is very far from being the case, First, the traceable dif-
ferences in the usage of this sacred name magk the advance of Chris-
tianity, Jr. the Gospels. Christ is called Jesus and ¢ the Christ”;
“the Christ” being still the title of His office as the Anointed Messm.h
not the name of His Person. In the Epistles *“Christ” has become
a proper name, and He is frequently spoken of as *‘the Lord,” not
merely as a title of general respect, but in the use of the word as an
equivalent to the Hebrew ‘‘Jehovah.” Secondly, the differense of
nomenclature shews that St Paul was not the author of this Epistle.
St Paul uses the title ** Christ Jesus,” which (if the reading be here
untenable) does not occur in this Epistle. This author uges * Jesus
Christ” (x. 10, xiii. 8, 21}, *“the Lord” (ii. 8), “our Lord > (vii. 14),
“our Lord Jesus” (xiii. 20), *“the Som of God ” (vi. 6, vil. 3, x. 29),
but most frequently ‘“ Jesus’ alone, as here (ii. 9, iv, 14, vi. 20, vii,
22, x. 19, xii. 2, 24, xiii. 12) or ¢*Christ” alone (iil. 6, 14, v. 5, vi. 1,
ix. 11; &c.). See Prof. Davidson, On the Hebrews, p. 73,

2. woTdV t's'v-rn., »“bemq ,faithful,” i.e. as Cranmer excellently
rendered-it; ‘‘how that He is faithful.” - The word is suggested by the
following contrast bétween Christ and Moses, of whom it had been
said My servant - Moses is not 8O, who is faithful in &ll mine
house” Nuam. xil. 7.

7§ moujoavr adtdy, “to Him that made Him” (Heb. NRYy).
There can be little doubt that the expression means, as in the A, V.,
“to Him that appoirited-Him,” *made Him such,” i.e, made Him an
Apostle and High Priest. For the phrase is doubtless suggested by
1 Sam. xii. 6, where the T.XX. has * He that made Moses and Aaron”
(A “advanced "); comp. Mk. iii. 14, ‘“And He made (émoinse)
Tw e, that they should be with Him. » Acts ii, 36, “ God made
Him Lord and Christ.” The rendering “appointed” is therefore a
perfectly faithful one. Still the peculiarity of the phrase was eagerly
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seized upon by Arians to prove that Christ was a created Being, and
this was one of the causes which retarded the general acceptance of
the Epistle. Yet even if ** made” was not here used in the sense of
“appointed ” the Arians would have no vantage ground ; for the word
. might have been applied to the Incarnation (so Athanasius, and
Primasiug), though not (as Bleek and Liinemann take it) to the
Eternal Generation of the Son. Theodoret and Chrysostom under-
stood it as our Version does. It may be noticed that the LXX. have
&Tioé pe in Prov. viii, 22 (of Wisdom), and that the Fathers perplezed
by this, as they referred it to the Christ, argued that the verb was
used of His human nature.

év 8w 70 olkw abrol, ‘‘in all Bis (God’s) house,” Num. xii, 7.
The house is Ged's house or household, i. e. the theocratic family of
which the Tabernacle was & symbol—* the house of God which is the
Church of the living-Ged,” 1 Tim. iii. 15. The “faithfulness” of
Moses consisted in ‘teaching the Israelites all that Ged had com-
manded him (Deut. iv. 5) and himself ¢ doing according to all that
the Lord commanded him ” (Ex. zL. 16}.

3. obres, ““He,” i.e. Christ. The ydp depends on the xaraves-
OaTE

MElwrar, “ hatk been deemed worthy,” namely, by God.

whelovos...88Es “of a fuller glory” (amplioris gloriae, Vulg.).

mapd Muwiiofjv. Eagerly as the writer is pressing forwards to de-
velop his original and eentral conception of Christ as our Eternal
High Priest, he yet has to pause to prove His superiority over Moses,
because the Jews had begun to elevate Moses into a position of almost
supernatural grandeur which would bhave its effect on the imagina-
tions of wavering and almost apostatising converts. Thus the Rabbis
said that ““ the soul of Moses was equivalent to the souls of all Israel”
(because by the cabbalistic process called Gematria the numerical
value of the letters of ‘““Moses our Rabbi” in Hebrew=613, which is
also the value of the letters of “Lord God of Israel”). They said
that *“‘the face of Moses was like the sun’; that he alone “saw
through a clear glass,” not as other prophets “‘through a dim glass®
(comp. St Paul’s **through a mirror in a riddle,” 1 Cor. xiii. 12), and
that whereas there are but fifty gates of understanding in the world,
“¢all but one were opened to Moses.,” See the Rabbinic references in
my Early Days of Christianity, 1. 862. St Paul in 2 Cor. iii. 7, 8
contrasts the evanescing splendour on the face of Moses with the
unchanging glory of Christ.

whelova Tumjv -Exen 7ob olkov, ““greater honour than the house.”
The ofrov depends on wAelova not on ruuje. The point of this ex-
pression is not very obvious. If taken strictly it would imply that
Moses was himself *the house’ which Christ built. But olxos,
“house”™ or °‘household” (*die Familie und das Dienerschaft”),
means more than the mere building (eixia). It means the whole
theoeratic family, the House of Israel in its covenant relation; and
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though Moses was not this House, he was more than a servant in it,
being also its direct representative and human head. (There is &
somewhat similar phrase in Philo, De plant. Noe, 16.)

6 karaokevdons. The word implies rather ‘‘equipped” or “esta-
blished” than **builded” {see ix. 2, 6, xi. 7 and note on i. 2; Wisd.
xiii. 4). R

4. was ydp olkos waraokewiferar ¥ré Tivos. * Every household is
established by some ene.”- The establisher of the Old Dispensation
as well as of the New was Christ, but yet, in some sense (as an in-
strument and minister), Moses might be regarded as the founder of
the Old Covenant (Acts vii. 38), as Jesus of the New. The verb xara-
oxevdw is rendered ‘“prepare’ in ix. 6, xi. 7; Lk. i. 17, :

6 5% mdvra karaokevdous Bess. In His humanity Jesus was but’
< tiApostle’’ of God in building His house, the Church, * He (the
man whose name i3 the Branch) shall build the temple of the Lord,”
Zech, vi. 12. God is the supreme, ultimate, and universal Founder.

5. - & 8\e 7@ olke alrod, i.e. in all God’s house. Two ‘“houses”
are contemplated, Mosaism and Christianity, the Law and the Gospel,
Both were established by Ged. Iu.the household of the Law, Moses
was the faithful minister; in the household of the Gespel, Christ took
on Him, indeed, ‘the form of a slave,” and aa such was faithful even
unto death, but yet was Son over the House. This seems a more
natural explanation than that the writer regards both the covenants
as one Household, in which Moses was a servant, and over which
Christ was a Son.

Bepdrmav, “wvoluntary attendant.” The word used is not Soddos
“glave,”’ nor didkoves “minister.” It is also applied to Moses in
the Ep. of Barnabas and in Ex, xiv. 31 (LXX.).

TGy Aadnfnoopévwy. The fut. pass. part. is rere in the N. T,
The things were to be spoken afterwards by Christ, the Prophet
to whom -Moses had pointed, Deut. xviii, 15. The Law and the
Prophets did but witness to the righteousness of God which was to
be fully revealed in. Christ (Rom. iii. 21). They were but a shadow
of the goming reality (x. }). But although it is natural to under-
stand thé expression in this way, the author possibly meant no more
than that the faithfulness of Moses was an attestation of the Law
which was about. to be delivered. If he had directly meant that
Moses witnessed to the Gospel he would perhaps have written o
peMNbrTwr Aahelafat.

6. &ml Tév olkov atrov, “over His (i.e. God’s) house.” In the
words ‘‘Servant” and “Son” we again {(as in i. 5, 8) reach the
central point of Christ’s superiority to Moses. The proof of this
superiority did not require more than a brief treatment because it
was implicitly involved in the preceding arguments.

ob olkds drpev fpeis. This is a8 metaphor which the writer may
well have learnt in his intercourse with St Paul (2 Cor. vi, 16; Egh,
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ii. 21, 22. Comp. 1 Pet. ii. 51. It is nlso found in Philo De Somn,
(Opp. 1. 648), owovdacoy odv, & Yuxth, feob olxos yeréodat

v wappyoiav. Literally, “ our cheerful confidence,” especially of
utterance, as in x. 19, 35. The word rendered * confidence” in verse
14 i8 dmwéoraoces. This boldness of speech and access, which were the
special glory of the. old democracies, are used by St John also to
express the highest Christian privilege of filial outspokenness (1 John
iii. 21). Apollos, the probable writer of this Epistle, was known for
this bold speech (#fpfare wapimoidieofar Acts xviil. 26), and evidently
feels the duty and privilege of such a mental attitude (Heb. iv. 16,
x. 19, 35). :

0 kaliynpa Tis Awlbos, “the glorying of our hope.” kalympx
means “an object of boasting,” s in Rom. iv. 2; 1 Cor. v. 6, &e.
The way in which the writer dwells on the need for “a full assurance
of hope” (vi. 11, 18, 19) seems to shew that owing to the delay in
Christ’s coming his readers were liable to fall into impatience (z. 36,
xii. 1) and apathy (vi. 12, . 25).

péxpr Téhous Befalav. The same phrase occurs in ver, 14, The
word SeBaiav agrees of course with magimetav, so that 7o xabynua s
é\mridos is almost parenthetical. The form of sentence is common
enough in classical Greek, e.g. Hom. II. xv. 844 ; Hesiod Theogon. 974 ;
Thue. viir. 63 wulbuevos...sdv ZSrpouBixldny kal Tis vads drenivdéra.
The repetition of the phrase by a writer so faultlessly rhetorical is
singular. It cannot however be regarded as a gloss, for if is found in
all the best Manuseripts.

péxpe Téhovs. That is, not ‘‘until death,” but until hope is lost in
fruition ; until this dispensation has attained to its final goal. This
necessity for perseverance in well-doing is frequently urged in the
N. T. because it was especially needed in fimes of severe trial. Matt.
%, 22; Col. i. 23, and see infra x. 35—39. ‘

T7—19, A SOLEMN WARNING AGAINST EARDENING THE HEART.

[The constant interweaving of warning and exhortation with argn-
ment is characteristic of this Epistle. These passages (ii. 1—4, i,
7—19, iv. 1—14, vi. 1—9, x. 19—39) cannot, however, be called
digressions, because they belong to the object which the writer had
most distinetly in view—namely, to check a tendency to relapse from
the Gospel into Judaism.]

7. A, The verb which depefids on this conjunction is delayed
by the quotation, but is practieally found in ver. 12, B\érere. Christ:
was faithful: therefore take heed that ye be not unfaithful,

kabds Adye. 76 wrveipa 16 dytov. For this form of quotation see
Mk, xii. 86; Acts i. 16; 2 Pet, 1. 21,

v drotomTe, *if ye hear,” Lit., “shall have heard.” The quotation
is from Ps. xev. 7—11, and the word means “Oh that ye would hear
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His voice!”; but the LXX. often renders the Hebrew im by “if.” The
“to-day’ is always the Scripture day of salvation, which is now,
2 Cor. vi. 2; Is. lv. 6. *If any man hear my wvoice...I will come in
to him,” Rev. iii. 20. The sense of the Imminent Presence of God
which reigns throughout the prophecies of the O. T. as well as in the
N. T.(z. 37; 1, 2 Thess,; 1 Pet. 1. 5, &c.) is beautifully illustrated in
the Talmudie story of the Rabbi (Sanhedrin, 98. 1) who went to the
Messiah by direction of Elijah, and asked Him when He would come
and He answered ‘“To-day.” But before the Rabbi could return to
Elijash the sun had set, and he asked ‘“‘Has Messiah then deceived
me?” “No,” answered Elijah; ‘*he meant ‘ To-day if ye shall hear
His voice.”” . :

8. pn oxdplvnre.  Comp. Acts xix. 9. Usually God is said to
har®®m man’s heart (Ex. vii. 3, &e.; Is. Ixiii. 17; Rom, ix. 18), an
anthropomorphic way of expressing the inevitable results of neglect
and of evil habit. Buf that this is man’s own doing and choice is
always recognised (Deut, x.. 16; 2 Kings xvii. 14, &e.).

ds & -1a mapamkpaopd. Lit, “in the embitterment,” Heb,
nams, The LXX. here seem to have read Marah (which means
“bitter” and-which they render by Mupta in Ex. xv. 23) for Meribah
which, in Ex, zvii. 1—7, they render by Aadépnoes ¢“reproach.” This
is not however certain, for though the substantive does not oceur
again, the verb wapamkpd{w is frequently used of provoking God to
anger, Tor the story of Meribah, see Num. zx. 7—13.

ToV wapaopoed, “of the temptation,” ie. at Massah; Ex. xvil. 7;
Deut. vi. 16, though the allusion might also be to Num. xiv.

9. of, not “when” as in the A. V! but “where,” i.2. at Massah, or
in the wilderness. The rendering  wherewith” (R V.) or ¢“with
which temptation,” would have been more naturally expressed in
other ways. It is true that o for dwov is not found elsewhere in this
Ep., bat it is common in the LXX. and N, T.

tv Sokwwaorlg, by ‘proving me”; or possibly ¢“in your probation by
me.”  Conp. Ps. Ixxxi. [1xxx:] T édoxipacd oe.

TecoepikovTe €. - The *forty years® is purposely transferred
from the mext verse of the Psalm. The scene at Massah took place
in the 40th and.that at Meribah in the 1st year of the wanderings.
Deut. ix. 7, xxxiii. 8. They indicate the spirit of the Jews through
the whole period. The number 40 is in the Bible constantly con-
nected with judgement or trial, and it would have sounded more im-
pressive in this passage if the date of the Epistle was shortly before
the Fall of Jerusalem, i.e. about 40 years after the Ascension. The
Rabbis had & saying “ The days of the Messiah are 40 years.”

10. mpoaiyfoa, “T was indignant.” The word is derived from
the dashing of waves against a bank (wpés, 8xfos). It only occurs in
the N. T. here and in verge 17, but is common in the LXX,
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Tf yeveg Tadry, “with this generation,” and it is at least possible
that the writer intentionally altered the expression to make it sound
more directly emphatic. The words ¢ this generation” would fall
with grave force on ears which had heard the report of our Lord’s
great discourse (Matt. xxiii. 36; comp. xxiv. 34). To the writer of
this Epistle the language of Scripture is not regarded as a thing
of the past, but a3 being in a marked degree present, living; and
permsnent. :

A whavivrar T kapble. See Ps. Ixxzviii. 40, 41. The word
“alway” is not in the Hebrew. The Apostles in their quotations
are not careful about verbal accuracy. The Hebrew says *they are &
people (DY) of wanderers in heart,” and Bleek thought that the LXX,
read "1} and understood it to mean * always.”

11. ds, “as” (Heb, “1{_4585:-), not “s0” (J5) as in A, V., for &s is rare
in prose, and is not found in the N. T.
dpoora. The reference is to Num. xiv. 28—30, xxxii. 13.

El dealaovray, “If they shall enter”; but “They shall not enter”
(ver. 18 wij elceAevoeotat) 18 here a correct rendering (A. V., R. V.) of
the Hebraism. It is an imitation of the Hebrew DN, and the apodosis

is suppressed {aposiopesis, see Winer, p. 627).

Tv xerdwavelv pov. See Deut. xii. 9, 10. The writer proceeds'
to argue that this expression eould not refer to the past Sabbath-rest
of God: or to the partial and symbolic rest of Canaan; and must
therefore refer to the final rest of heavéen. But he does not of
course mean to sanction any inference about the future and final
salvation either of those who entered Canaan or of those who died
in the.wilderness.

12. BMémere. It is evident that deep anxiety mixes with the
warning.

¥orar. The fuf. ind. implies & dread that this will be the case,
Comp. Lk. xi. 35, oxbrec wh 16 @bs...oxéros éorar. Col. il. 8; Gal.
iv, 11.

& 7w {pdv. The warning is expressed indefinitely; but if the
Tpistle was addressed to a small Hebrew community the writer may
have had in view some special person who was in danger (comp. x. 25,
xii, 15). Inany case the use of the singular might lead to individual
searching of bearts. He here begins a homily founded on the quota-
tion from the Psalm,

kapdia wovnpd dmorlas. Unbelief has its deep source in the heart
more often perhaps than in the mind.

&v ¢ dwoorijvar dmd, “in the apostatising from.” In that one word—
Apostasy—the moral peril of his Hebrew readers was evidently summed
up. To apostatise after believing is more dangerous than not-to have
believed at.all,
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dmd Beod {dvros. The epithet is not idle. It conveys directly
the warning that God would not overlook the ®in of apostasy, and
indirectly the thought that Christ was in heaven at the right hand of
God. :

13. mapakakeire éavrovs. The verb implies the: mutually strengthen-
ing intercourse of consolation and moral appeal.. It is the verb from
which comes the word Paraclete, i.e. the Comforter or Strengthener.
The literal rendering is * exhort yourselves,” but this is only an idiom
which extends reciprocity into identity, and the meaning is ¢ exhort
one another ”, (éM\dhous). ~Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 7; Eph. iv. 32, &e.

39

dxpis of 76 ajpepov kahetrar, “so long as it is called ¢ To-day.
It is however true. that aypis in the N. T. generally means ¢ until.”
Another rendering is *“go long as to-day is being proclaimed.” The
meaning is  while the to-day of the Psalm (74 onuepor) can still be
regarded as applicable,” i.e. while our **day of wisitation” lasts, and
while we still “have the light.” Lk, xix. 44; John xii. 35, 36,

- oxAnpuwby. See note onver.8. ‘The following clause indicates that
God only ‘“hardens” the heart in the sense that man is inevitably
suffered to render his own-heart callous by indulgence in sin.

14. péroyxourod Xpworod. Lit., “partakers of C'hrist;” but the mean-
ing may rather be  partakers with Christ ”’; for the thought of mystical
union with Christ extending into spiritual unity and identity, which
makes the words ®in Christ” the ‘‘monogram” of St Paul, is
scarcely alluded to by this writer. His thoughts are rather of *“Christ
for us” than of * Christ in us.” “ To him that overcometh will T
grant to sit with me in my throne,” Rev. iii. 21.

yeydvape, *“ we are become.”

divmep. The wep emphasizes the condition. ¢¢If—not otherwise.”
Tt strikes the same note of distrust—of anxiety respecting their stead-
fastness—which marks the whole fone of the Epistle.

v dpxiv mis dwoordoews. The word imocragis is here rendered
“gonfidence,” as in Ps.xxxix. 7 (“sure hope”). This meaning of the
word (elsewhere rendéred “substance,” to which it etymologically
corresponds, i. 3, xi, 1J, is found only in later Greek (Polybius, Jose-
phus, Diod. Sic.).. The expression dpy#» does not here imply anything
inchoate or imperfect, but is merely in contrast with ¢ end.”

péx pr réhovs BeBalay. See note on ver. 6.

15. & v MyeoBar. * While ” or “since it is said.” It is better to
give -this sense to the phrase than to suppose a long parenthesis
between this verse and.the ¢ofnfduer oiv of iv. I (which is the view
of the construction taken by Chrysostom and oither Greek fathers);
or to join it to the wapaxaieire éavrods of ver. 13.

pn okAnpivnTe, Some editors mistakenly supposed that axhnplwyre
was a pres. subj., which would involve a solecism., It is an qor. subj.
(éoxAnpura).
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good news of rest produced no benefit to the rebellious Israelites,
because they were not blended with Galeb and Joshua in their faith.
They heard, but only with the ears, not with the heart. But there
is probably some ancient corruption of the text. Perhaps instead of
“with them that heard,” the true reading may have been “with the
things heard.” The reading of our A, V. (avyrekpauévos) gives an
excellent sense, if it were but well supported. The verb, ¢ to mingle”
or ‘‘temper,” oceurs in 1 Cor. xii. 24.

3. cloepydpela yip. ..ol morcicavres. “For we who believed” (i.e.
we who have accepted the word of hearing} ““are entering into that
rest.” The present implies a continuouns process.

El doedeorray, “ They shall not enter,” as in iii, 11. The argu-
ment of the verse is (1) God promised a rest to the Israelites, (2)
Most of them failed to.enter into it. (3) Yetthisrest of God began on
the first sabbath of God, and some men were evidently meant to enter
into it. (4) Since then the original recipients of the promise had
failed to enjoy it through dishelief, the promise was renewed ages
afterwards, in Ps. xev, by the word ¢““To-day.”” The immense stress
of meaning laid on incidental Scriptural expressions was one of the
features of Rabbinic as well as of Alexandrian exegesia.

daré kateBolns kéopov. God’s rest had begun since the Creation.

4. elpnxev...mov. ‘‘ He hath said somewhere.” DBy the indefinite
“He™ is meant “ God,” a form of citation not used in the same way
by St Paul, buf common in Phile and the Rabbis. We have similax

impersonal forms of citation Aéye:, ¢nai, papruvpel, &e. in 1 Cor, vi.
16; Heb. vii, 17, viii. 5, &e.

mov. The “somewhere” of the original is here expressed in the
A. V. by “in a certain place,” see note on ii. 6. The reference is to
Gen, ii. 2; Ex. xx. 11, xxxi, 17. The writer always regards the Old
Testament not as a dead letter, but as a living voice.

6. dmokelwerar. The promise is still left open, iz unexhausted.

B dwelfeav. Not ““because of unbelief’” as in A. V., but ““because
of discbedience.” It was not the Israelites of the wilderness, but
their desecendants, who eame to Shiloh, and so enjoyed a sort of
earthly type of the heavenly rest (Josh. xviii. 1),

7. wdhw Tivd Oplfe fipépav. There is mo reason whatever for
the parenthesis in the A.V., of which the reading, rendering, and
punctuation are here alike infelicitous to an extent which deatroys for
ordinary readers the meaning of the passage. It should be rendered
(putting only a comma at the end of ver. 8}, “Again, ke fizes a day,
To-day, saying in David, so long afterwards, even as has been said
before, To-day if ye will hear,” &e. In the stress laid upon the word
“to-day” we find a resemblance to Philo, who defines ** to-day’* as
“the infinite and interminable aeon,” and says  Till to-day, that is for
ever” (Leg. Allegg. 1. 8; De Profug. 11). The argument is that
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“David” (& general name for ““the Psalmist”) had, nearly five
centuries after the time of Moses, and three millenniums after the
" Creation, still spoken of God’s rest as an offer open to mankind. If
we regard this as » mere verbal argument, turning on the attribution
of deep mystic senses to the words ““rest” and “to-day,” and on the
trains of inference whieh are made to depend on these words, we must
remember that such a method of dealing with Seripture phraseology
was at this period universally current among the Jews. But if we
stop at this point all sorts of difficulties arise; for if the ‘‘rest”
referred to in Ps. xev. was primarily the land of Canaan {as in Deut.
i. 34—36, xii. 9, &e.), the oath of God, “they shall not enter into my
rest,” only applied to the generation of the wanderings, and He had
said ““Your little ones...them will I bring in, and they shall know the
land which ye have despised,” Num. xiv. 81. If, on the other hand,
the “‘rest!” meant heaven, it would be against all Scripture analogy
to assume that all the Israelites who died in the wilderness were ex-
cluded from future happiness. And there are many other difficulties
which will at onee suggest themselves. The better and simpler way
of looking at this, and similar trains of reasoning, is to regard them
as particular modes of expressing blessed and eternal truths, and to
look on the Scripture language applied-to them in the light rather
- of illustration than of Seriptural proof. Quite apart from this
""Alexandrian method of finding recondite and mystic senses in the
history and language of the Bible, we see the deep and glorious truth
that God’s offer of “Rest’ in the highest- sense—of participation in
His own rest—is left open to His people in the eternal to-day of
merciful opportunity. The Scripture illustration must be regarded as
quite subordinate to the essential truth, and not. the essential truth
made to depend on the Scripture phraseology. When God says
“They shall not enter my rest,” the writer—reading as it were between
the lines with the eyes of Christian eniightenment—reads the promise
“but others shall enter into my rest,” which was most true.

& Aavad Mywy, A common abbreviated form of quotation like
‘¢ saying in Elijah ”’ for “in the part of Seripture about Elijah* (Rom.
zi. 2), The quotation may mean no more than ‘“in the Book of
Psalms,” The 95th Psalm is indeed attributed to David in the LXX.;
but the superseriptions of the LXX., as well as those of the Hebrew
text, are wholly without authority, and are in some instances en-
tirely erroneous. The date of the Psalm iz more probably the close

-of the Exile, We may here notice the fondness of the writer for the
' Psalms, of which he quotes no less than eleven in this Epistle (Ps. ii.,
viii., xxii., 1., xIv,, xev., ¢il, eiv., ex., exviii,, CXXXV.).

8. ’Incois, i.e. Joshua. The needless adoption of the Greek form
of the name (*‘Jesus”) by, the A.V. is here most unfortunately per-
plexing to uninstructed readers, as also in Acts vii. 45. ’

karérovoer. He did, indeed, give them a rest and, in somie sense
{Deut. xii. 9), the rest partially and primarily intended (Josh. xxiii.
1); but only a dim shadow of the true and final rest offered by Christ
(Matt. xi. 28; 2 Thess. i, 7; Rev. xiv. 13). '

§5—2



68 HEBREWS. [IV. 8—

oik dv...E\dha. * He would not kave been speaking.” The “He”
is here Jehovah. The phrases applied to Scripture by the writer
always imply his sense of its living power and ideal continuity. The
words are as though they had just been uttered (* He hath said,” ver.
4) or were still being uttered (as here, and throughout}. There is & .
similar mode of argument in vii. 11, viii. 4, 7, xi. 15.

9. dpa. In classical Greek dpa can never occupy the first place in
a clause, but this rule is frequently violated in the N.T. {Luke xi. 48;
Rom. x.17, &c.); and, indeed, in Hellenistic Greek the delicate ironic
use of dpa to express surprise (it seems,’” * after all”) is almost
obliterated.

q-a.BBa.-rw-pds. From esafgerifew (Heb, NP, Ex. xvi. 30). Since
the word used for *‘rest ” is here a different word from that which has
been used through the earlier part of the argument {kardravss) it is -
a pity that King James’s translators, who indulge in s nany needless
variations, did not here introduce a necessary change of rendering.
The word means ‘* ¢ Sebbath rest,” and supplies an important link
in the argument by pointing to the fact that ‘¢ the rest ” which the
author has in view is God’s rest, a far higher conception of rest than
any of which Canaan could be an adequate type. The Sabbath, which
in 2 Mace. xv. 1 is called ‘the Day of Res$,’’ is a nearer type of
Heaven than Canaan. Dr Kay supposes that there is an allusion to
Joshua’s first Sabbatic year, when ‘ the land had rest from war”
(Josh. xiv. 15), and adds that Psalms xcii.—eciv. have a Sabbatie
Eharacter, and that Ps. xcii. is8 headed ‘‘a song for the Sabbath

ay.”’
- 10. 6 ydp etoehadv kv . This is not aspecial reference to Christ,
but to any faithful Christian who rests from his labours. The verse is
merely an explanation of the newly-introduced term ¢* Sabbath-rest.”
keréravoey is a gromic and general aorist.

11. ZEmwovldowper. Not © festinemus” (Vulg.) but *“let us be
zealous,” or ** give diligence™ (2 Pet. 1. 10, 11; Phil. iii. 14).

p1...Ts.  See note on iv. 1.
T1js dredelas, * of disobedience.”

12. £dvydp 6 Adyos Tob Beov. The writer feels the foree of the word
¢@v which he four times applies to Ged, iii. 12, ixz. 14, x, 31, xii, 22.
*Quick” is an old English expression for “living”; hence St Stephen
speaks of Seripture as “ the living oracles’ {Acts vii, 38), The “word
of God” is not here the personal Logos; a phrase not distinctly and
demonstrably adopted by any of the sacred writers exeept St John, who
in the prologue to his Gospel cails Christ “the Word,” and in the
Apocalypse “‘the Word of God.” The reference is to the written and
spoken word of God, of the force and almost personality of which the
writer shews so strong a sense. To him it i3 no dead utterance of the
past, but a living power for ever. At the same time the expresgions
of this verse could hardly have been used by any one who was not
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familiar with the personification of the Logos, and St Clemens of
Rome applies the words ¢ & searcher ‘of the thoughts and desires” to
God. The passage closely resembles several which are found in Philo,
though it applies the expressions in a different manner (see Introdue-
tion).

évepyris. Lit., ¢ effective, energetic.” The vital power shews itself
in acts. '

Topérepos mlp wacav pdxapayv. The same comparison is used by
Isaiah (xlix. 2) and St Paul {Eph. vi. 17) and St John (Rev. ii. 16, xix.
15). See too Wisdom xviii. 15, 16, ¢ Thine Almighty Word leaped
down from heaven...and brought thine unfeigned commandment as a
sharp sword.” Philo, Quis rer. div. haer. §§ 26, 27 (Opp. 1. 491), com-
pares the Liogos to the flaming sword (jougata) of Eden (Gen. iii. 24)
and ‘““the fire and knife” (uixaipar) of Gen. xxii, 6. Comp. Eph.
vi. 17. i

Suikvolpevos dxpL pepiapod k.m.A. The meaning is not that the
word of GGod divides the soul (the * natural” soul) by which we live
Jfrom the spirit by which we reason and apprehend ; but that it pierces
not only the natural scul, but even to the Divine Spirit of man, and
even to the joints and marrow (i.e. to the inmost depths) of these.
Thus Euripides (Hippol. 527) speaks of the *“marrow of the soul.”
. It is obvious that the writer does not mean anything very specific

by each term of the enumeration, which produces its effect by the
rhetorical fulness of the ¢xpressions, The uy# or animal soul is the
sphere of that life which makes a man ywyxds, i.e. carnal, unspiritual;
he possesses this element of life (anima) in common with the beasts.
It is only by virtue of his spirit (wvebpa) that he has affinity with God.

kpuTikos évluproewy K.1.A.  These words are a practical explanation
of those which have preceded. The phraseology is an evident remi-
niscence of Philo. Phile compares the Word to the flaming sword of
Paradise; and calls the Word *the cutter of all things,” and says
. that “ when whetted to the utmost sharpness it is incessantly divid-
ing all sensuous thihgs” (see Quis rer. div. haeres, § 27; Opp. ed.
Mangey 1. 491, 503, 506). By évfuuioess is meant (strictly) our moral
imaginations and desires; by &woar our intellectual thoughts and
active will (1 Pet. iv. 1}: but the distinction of meaning is hardly kept
(Matt. ix. 4, &e.). .
© 13, évdmiov avTov, 1.e. in the Sight of God, not of * the Word of
God.” - ¢ He seeth pll man’s goings,” Job xxxiv. 21, *Thou hast set
our...secret sins in the light of Thy countenance,” Ps. zc. 8; comp.
Ps. exxxix. 1—12.° évdmor like coram is only used of persons.

wdvra 86 The 5 is emphatic as in ii. 6.

rerpaxnqhiopéve, ‘“laid bare.” The word must have some such
meaning, but it is uncertain what is the exact force of the metaphor
from which it is derived. It comes from 7paymhos, ¢ the neck,” and
has been explained to mean: (1) ‘ seized by the throat and thrown
on the back”; or (2) “with the neck forced back like that of a male-
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factor compelled to shew his face” (Sueton. Fitell. 17; Plin, Paneg.
84. 8); or (8) “‘with the neck held back like that of ammals in order
that the Priest may cut their throats” (the Homerie ad &puoar) ; or (4)
““flayed”; or (5) ““anatomised ” (comp. Lev. i. 6, 9). This anatomic
examination of victims by the Priests was called pwposkomie since it
wag necessary that every victim should be ““withont blemish’ (duwpaes),
and Maimonides says that there were no less than 78 kinds of blem-
ishes. Ience Polycarp (ad Phil. 1v.) says that * all things are rigidly
examined (rarra pwroskomweirar) by God.” The usage of Philo, how-
ever (De Cher. § 24) shews that the word probably meane *laid pros-
trate.” Tpaxnhopos Meant a wrestler's victorious grlp on the back
of his adversary as in Plutarch (dpire Tév d0NTyw Omd madioxapbov Tpu-
xv;h(o,.cevov) For the truth suggested see Prov. xv.11; “1 try the
reins,” Jer. xvii. 10; Ps, li. 6; Prov. xx. 27 “the candle of the Lord
searchmg all the inner parts of the belly.”

* rols 6dBaApols u.'uTou “The Son of God, who hath IIis eyes like
unto a flume of JSire”  Tev. ii. 18.

wpds Gy ﬁ;u.v &Ndyos. This might be rendered, ¢ to whom our account
must be given.” Thus in Luke xvi, 2, ¢ render thy aceount ” (ror
Adryow). Perhaps, however, our A, V. correctly represents it, “Hlm
with whom we have to do.” "Comp. 1 Kings ii. 14; 2° ngs ix.
(LXX.), where a similar plirase cceurs in thls sense.

14-16. ExmorTaTioN FOUNDED ox CHRisT's H_IGH I’BlESTHoon.

12. "Exoyres odv dpxepéa péyav. These verses refer back to ii. 17,
i, 1, gnd form the transition to the long proof and illustration ot
3Chnsts superiority to the Levitie Priesthood which occupies the
Epistle to'x. 18, The writer hefereverts-to hig central thought, to
which he has aheady twice alluded (i 17, 41i.1). "Fle had proved that
Christ is superior to A.ugels the ministers, and te Moses the servant of
- thie "old Dispensation, and: (guite 1nc1d¢ntally) -to Joshuia.” -He has

now to prove that He is like Aaron in all that made ‘Aaron’s priesthood
precious, but infinitely superior to him and his successors, and a
pledge to .us of the grace by which the true ‘rest -can be obtamed
Ch:rlst is not only a High Priest, but & great High, Prlest ” an ex-
pression also found in Philo (Opp. 1. 654).

Suehnhvléra Tobs odpuvols, “ whe hath passed through the heavens ”
—+the heavens being here the lower heavens, regarded as a curtain
which separates us from the presence of God. Christ has passed not
only into but above the heavens (vii. 26). ‘‘ Transiit, non modo intra-
vit, caelos.”—Bengel.

*Inootv Tiv vidv Tod Beod. The title combines His earthly and
human name with His Divine dignity, and thus describes the two
natures which make His Priesthood eternally necessary.

s dpodoylas. *‘Our confession,” a8 in iil. 1.. xpareiv with the
gen. implies to grasp firm hold of a thing. The gen, is partitive; mth
the accus. it means “ to be master of.”
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15. ydp., He gives the reason for holding fast our confossion; [we
may do so with confidence], for Christ can symypathise with us in our
weaknesses, since He has suffered with us (svprdoyew). Rom. vii.
17; 1 Cor. xii. 26,

cuprabioar Tals dolevelais fudv. Tven the heathen could feel
the force and beauty of this appeal, for they intensely admired the
famous linc of Tercnce, ’ .

““Homo sum; huniani nihil a me alienum puto’;

at the utterance of which, when the play was first acted, it is said that
the whole of the andience rose to their feet; and the exquisite words
which Virgil puts into the mouth of Dido,

«Haud ignara mali, miseris succurrere disco.”

wertipaopévor. This is the best-supported reading, not wewepa-
pévor, ““having made trial of,” ““experienced in.” It refers alike to -
the irials of life, which are in themselves indirect temptations—
sometimes to sin, always to murmuring and discontent; and to the
direct temnptations to sin which are life’s severest trials. From both
of these our Lord suffered (John xi..833—35; “ye are they who have
continued with me in'my temptations,” Luke xxii. 28, iv. 2, &e.).

ka® Spowdtnra, ‘“after the likeness”; a stronger way of cxpressing
the resemblance of Chirist’s “ temptations” to outs than if an adverb
had been used. ’ .

xwpls dpaprias, “apart from sin.” Philo had already spoken of
the Liogos as sinless (De Profug. 20; Opp. 1. 562). His words are
““the High Priest is not Man but the Divine Word, free from all
share, not only in willing but even in involuntary wrongdoing.”
Christ’s sinlessness is orie of the irrefragable proofs of His divinity.
It was both asserted by Himself (John xiv. 30) and by the Apostles
(2 Cor. v.21; 1 Pet, il. 22; 1 John iil, 5, &e.). Being tempted,
., Christ could sympathize with us; being sinless, He could plead for us.

16, ' wpogepxwpeda odv petd wappyaias, ‘“let us then approach
with conjidence.” The notion of “approach™ to God (mpocépxerfar)
in the Levitical service (Lev. xxi. 17, xxii. 3) is prominent in this
Epistle (vii. 25, x. 1, 22, xi, 6, xil. 18—22). In St Paul it only oceurs
once (1 Tim. vi. 13}, and then in a different sense. His ideal of the
. Christian life is not ‘“access to- God” {though he dogs also allude to

‘this in one Epistle, Eph. ii. 18, iii. 12) but “ oneness with Christ.”

7@ Opéve Tis Xdprros. . Comp. viii. 1. This throne was typified in
the mercy-seat above the Atk {Ex. xxv. 21}, over which the Shechinah
shone between the wings of the cherubim.

Bheos kal xdpw. Merey in our wretchedness, and free favour,
though it is undeserved. ‘

ds eikapoy Borjbaay, “for a seasonable succour.” Seasonable
because “it is still called to-day’’ (iil. 13), and because the help is so
deeply needed (ii. 18). .
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CHAPTER V.

3. wepl dpapmdy NABCD. The vwép of the rec. (EEKL) is pro-
bably due to its cecurrence in ver. 1.

4.. xalovpevos. The ¢ «. of the ree. is only in C*L, and furnishes
no true antithesis to the ody éavrd.

wabdomep. The MSS. also have xafus and xafamep. The author
probably preferred the rarer and more sonorous xafubomep, which ae-
counts for these variations.

Ce. V. Two Quarrricarions ¥oR HiecH Priestmood: (1) CipacrTy
ror SympaTHY (1—38); (2) A sPEcran Carn (4-—10), SpIRiTUAL
Duryzess or THE HEBREWS (11—14), -

1. AapBavépeves, “being taken,” or ‘chosen as he is* (comp.
Ex. xxviii. 1). The writer now enters on his proof that in order to
fit Him for the functions of a High Priest for men it was necessary
that Christ should become Man, He has already called attention to
the subject in a marked manner in ii. 17, iii, 1, iv, 14, 15,

imep dvfpdmov kablorarar. . ‘‘Is appointed on men's behalf.”

Td wpds Tov Bebv, ii. 17. It is his part to aet as man’s representa-
tive in the performance of the duties of worship and sacrifice.

‘8dpd Te xal Ouolas. We have the same phrage in viil. 3, iz, 9.
In O.T. usage no distinetion is maintained between . “gifts” and
* “gacrifices,” for in Gen. iv. 4, Lev. 1. 2, 3, “gifts” is used for
animal sacrifices; and in Gen. iv. 3, 5, “sacrifices” is uséd {(as in xi. 4),
for bloodless gifts. When, however, the words are used together the
distinetion between them is that which holds-in eclassical Greek, where
Buglas is never used except to mean “stauin beasts.” The word =poo-
@épew is gencrally applied to expiatory sacrifices, and though “gifts”
in the strict sense—e.g. “freewill offerings’’ and “meat offerings”
(the Corban and the Minchah)—were not expiatory, yet the “gift” of
incense offered by the High Priest on the Day of Atonement had some
expiatory aignificance. ‘ .

Owtp dpapridv. To make atonement for sing (ii. 17).

2. perpomalely, “deal gently with.” The word means properly
v t0 shew moderate emotions.” All men are liable to emotions and
passions (wdfy). The Stoics held that these should be absolutely
crushed and that *‘apathy” (dwrdfea) was the only fit condition for a'
Philosopher. The Peripatetics on the other hand—the school of
Aristotle—held that the philosopher should not aim at apathy,
because no man can be absolutely passionless without doing extreme
violence to nature; but that he should acquire metriopathy (row
oopov ui elvar uév dwal’, perpiomaly 8¢, Diog. Laert.), that is a spirit
of “moderated emotion” and self-control. The word is found both
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in Philo and Josephus. In common usage it meant * moderate
compassion™; since the Stoics held ¢ pity” to be not only a weakness -
but & vice. The Stoic apaithy would have utterly disqualified any
one for true Priesthood. Our Lord yielded to human emotions such
as pity, sorrow, and just anger; and that He did so and eould do so,
st yet without sin,” is expressly recorded for our instruction.

7als dyvoolaw kal mhavepévos, “with the ignorant (Luke xxiii. 84)
and erring” (1 Pet. ii.. 25). Highhanded sinners, -willing sinners,
those who, in the Hebrew phrase, sin ¢‘with upraised hand’ (Num.
xv, 80; Deut. xvii. 12), cannot always be treated with compassionate
tenderness (x. 26); but the ignorant and the erring (1 Tim. i. 13)—
those who sin “inadvertently,” *involuntarily,” *through human
frailty” (Lev. iv. 2, 13, &c.)-—and even those who under sudden stress
of passion and temptation gin wilfully (Lev. v. 1, xix. 20—22)—need
pity, and Christ’s prayer on the cross was for those ‘“who know
not what they do.” No untempted Angel, no Being removed from
the possibility of such falls, could have had the personal sympathy
which is an indispensable requisite for perfect Priesthood.

weplkarar dodéveay. Comp. Theocr. Idyll. xxmr 14 Bpw mep-
ketpevos.  Moral weakness is part of the very nature which he wears,
and which makes him bear reasonably with -those who are like
himself, The same phrasge (mepikerua: with an accusative) oceurs in
Acts xxviil. 20 (rir dhvow Talmy wepiketpac). '

3. 8 atrqy, i.e. because of this moral weakness.

ddelher. He is bound not merely as a legal duty, but 2s a moral
necessity,

kal mepl éavrod. The Law assumed that this would be necessary
for every High Priest (Lev, iv. 3—12); for ““under the gorgeous robes
of office there were still the galling chains of flesh.” Xay. In the
High Priest’s prayer of intercession he said, ‘‘Oh do thou expiate
the misdeeds, the erimes, and the sins, wherewith I have done evil,
and bave sinned beforc Thee, I and my house!”” Until he had thus
made atonement for himself, he was regarded as guilty, and so could
not offer any atonement for others who were guilty (Lev. iv. 8, ix. 7,
xvi, 6, and comp. Heb. vii, 27). .
mpoodépav mwepl dpapridv. The word ‘‘offer” may be used ab-
- solutely for ‘“fo offer sacrifices” (Lk. v. 14}; but the words *‘for
sins”. are often an equivalent for ‘‘sin-offcrings” (see x. 6; Lev. vi.
23; Num, viii. 8, &¢,).. -
" 4. miv mywiy, ie, this honourable office. We have here the
second- qualification’ for, Priesthood. A man’s own caprice must not
be the reason for his ordination. He musi be conscious of a Divine
dMAd kalovpevos dwd wob Oeod, ‘“but on being called by God,” or
“when he is called by God.”’ Great stress is laid on this point in
Seripture (Ex. zxvijl. 1}). Any *stranger that cometh nigh”—ie,

s
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that intruded unbidden into the Priesthocd—was to be put fo death
(Num. iii, 10), The fate of Korah and his company (Num. xvi, 40),
"and of Uzziak, king though he was (2 Chron. xxvi, 18—21), gerved
as a terrible warning, and it was recorded as a special aggravation of
Jeroboam’s impiety that “he made priests of the lowest of the
people, which were not of the sons of Levi” (1 K. xii. 31). In one of
the Jewish Midrashim, Moses says to Korah ¢“if Aaron, my brother,
had taken wupon himself the priesthood, ye would be excusable for
murmuring against him; but God gave it to him.” Some have
supposed that the writer here reflects obliquely upon the High Priests
of that day—alien Sadducees, not descended from Aaron (Jos. Antt.
xx. 10), who had been introduced info the Priesthood from Baby-
lonian families by Herod the Great, and who kept the highest office,
with frequent changes, as a sort of appanage of their own families—
the Boethusim, the Kantheras, the Kamhits, the Beni-Hanan. For
the characteristics of these Priests, who .completely degraded the
dignity in the eyes of the people, see my Life of Christ, 11. 330, 342.
In the energetic malcdictions pronounced upon them in more than
one passage of the Talmud, they are taunted with not being true sons
of Aaron. But it is unlikely that the writer should make this
oblique allusion, He was an Alexandrian; he was not writing to the
Hebrews of Jerusalem; and these High Priests had been in possession
of the office for more than half a eentury.

waldomrep kal *Aapdy, “exactly as even Aaron was” (Num. zvi.—
xviii.). The true Priest must be a Divinely-appointed Aaron, not a
self-constituted Korah.

6. obrws kal 6 Xpiords, “So even the Christ.’ Jesus, the Mes-
siah, the true Anointed Priest, possessed both these quahhcahons

ody eu.v-rov i86kacev. He has rdrea.dy called the High Priesthood
¢ an honour,” but of bhnst s Priesthood he uses EL still stronger word
ssglory” (ii. 9; John xii. 28, xiii. 31).

yendqraw. The inf. of consequence. Comp Col.. iv. 6 & Noryos...
HpTvuévos, elddvar k.7

AAN 6 Aadfoas wpds adrév. God glonﬁed Him, a.nd the writer
again offers the admitted Messianic Prophecics of Ts. ii. 7 and cx. 4,
as a sufficient illustration of this. The faet of His Sonship do-
monstrates that His call to the Priesthood was a call of God. *“Jesus
said, If T honour myself, my honour is nothing; it is my Father that
honouveth me, of whom ye say that He is your God,” John viii. 54.

6. & érépw. The phrase is adverbial —“elsewhere.” There is no
need to understand Témw. The quotation is from Pg, ox. 4, This
Psalm was so universally accepted as Messianic that the Targum of
Jonathan paraphrases the first verse of it “*The Lord said to His
Word.”

xatd v Tdfuw, mw:w-Sv ““according to the style of.” Comp. vii.
15, “after the likeness (a,t.cozom'ra) of Melchisedek.”

0
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Mekxioebék. The writer here with consummate literary skill in-
troduces the name Melohisedek, to prepare incidentally for the long
argument which is to follow in chapter vii, ; just as he twice introduces
the idea of High Priesthood (ii. 17, iii. 1} before directly dealing with
it. The reason why the Psalmist had spoken of his ideal Theocratic
king as a Priest after the order of Melchisedek, and not after the
order of Aaron, lies in the words ¢“for ever,” as subsequently ex-
plained. In Zech. iv. 14, the Jews explained’ ‘‘the two Anointed
ones (sons of oil) who stand by the Lord of the whole earth” to be
Aaron and Messiah, and, from Ps, cx. 4, they agreed that Messiah was
the nearer to God.

7. &8s, le, the Christ.

77s oapkés. The word “flesh”. is here used for His Humanity
regarded on the side of its weakness and hursiliation. Comp. ii. 14.

avtoi. Here, as elsewhere, some editions read alrob, but according
to Blesk and Buttmann adrev is never used in the N. T. for éavrov.
Winer (p. 189) thinks otherwise.

Sejeas Te kal ikerpins. The idiosyncrasy of the writer, and per-
haps his Alexandrian training, whick familiarised him with the style
of Philo, made him fond of these sonorous amplifications or full
expressions. Aeqgers, rendered *‘prayers’ in the A. V., is rather *“sup-
plications,” i.e. “special praycrs” for the supply of needs. ‘Ikernpias
rendered “‘entreaties” (which is joined with it in Job xli. 8, comp.
2 Maec. ix. 18), properly meant olive-boughs held forth to entreat pro- °
tection, Thus the first word refers to the suppliant, the sccond
implies an approach (ixvéouar) to God. The “supplications and en-
treaties” referred to are doubtless those in the Agony at Gethsemane
(Lk. xxii. 39—46), though there may be a reference to the Cross, and
some have even supposed that there is an allusion to Py, xxii. and
cxvi. See Mark xiv. 36; John xii. 27 ; Matt. xxvi. 38—42,

odlawy ik Baydtov. Comp. John xii, 27, ¢&aoow pe ék 73s dpas Tadrys.
The “death” referred to is not bodily death, but deadly anguish. Or
if we understand it of death it means the final triumph of death,
whereas Christ’s death was the defeat of death.

perd kpavyis loxupds kal Bakpiwv. Though these are not directly
mentioned in the scene at Gethsemane they are implied. See John
xi. 35, xii. 87; Matt. xxvi. 89, 42, 44, 53; Mark xiv. 36; Lk, xix, 41.

eleakovodels. ¢ Being heard” or “hearkened to,” Luke xxii. 43;
John xii, 28 (¢omp.. Ps. xxii, 21, 24). N

dmd s efhaPelas: © From his godly fear,” or “because of his reve-
rential awe.” The phrase has been explained in different ways.
The old Latin renders * ezauditus a metu,” and some Latin Fathers
and later interpreters-explain it {o mean °‘having been freed from the_
Jear of death.” The Greek might perhaps be made to bear this sense,
though the mild word used for * fear ” is not in favour of it; but the
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rendering given above, meaning that His prayer was heard because
. of His awful submission (pro sud reverentid, Vulg.), iy the sense in
which the words are taken by all the Greek Fathers, ’Awxo may cer-
tainly mean ‘“because of” as in Lk. xix. 3, *‘He could not because
of (amo) the crowd”; xxiv. 41, ‘‘disbelieving becanse of (dmo) their
joy” (comp. John xxi, 6; Aets xxii, 11, &c.). The word rendered
*feared” is evAdfBete which means “reverent fear,” or *reasonable
shrinking,” as opposed to terror and cowardice. The Stoics said that
the wise man could thus cautiously shrink (ethaSeigfar), but never
actually be afraid (¢oBetsfar). Other attempts to explain away the
passage arise from the Apollinarian tendency to deny Christ’s perfeet
manhood: but He was “perfectly man® as well as ‘“truly God.” He
wag not indeed *saved from death,” because He had only prayed that
““the cup might pass from Him * if such were His Father’s will (z. 7);
but he was ‘*saved out of () death’’ by being immediately strengthened
by the Angel of the Agony and by being raised on the third day, so
that “ He saw no corruption.” For the word eiAdBeta, “piety” or
“ reverent awe,” see xii. 28,

8. kalmep &v vids. “Son though He was,” so that it might have
been thought that there would be no need for the great saerifice ; no
need for His learning obedience from suffering.

fuabev.. My irakofv. ‘‘He learnt His obedience.” The stress is
not on His “learning ”” (of course as a man), but the whole expression
is taken together, ‘“He learnt from the things which He suffered ”’;
in other words *“ He bowed to the experience of absclute sub-
migsion.” ¢ The things which He suffered® refer not only to the
Agony and the Cross, but to the whole of the Saviour’s life. Some
of the Fathers stumbled at this expression. Theodoret calls it
hyperbolical ;' 8t Chrysostom is surpzised at it; Theophylact goes
so far as to say that here Paul (for he accepts the traditional au-
thorship) *for the bemefit of his hearers used such accommodation
(ofxovopiar) as obviously to say some unreasonable things.” All
such remarks would have been obviated if these fathers had berne
in mind that, as St Paul says, Christ - counted not equality with
God a thing at which fo grasp” (Phil. ii. 6). Meanwhile pas.
sages like these, of which there are several in this Epistle, are
valuable as proving how completely the co-equal and co-eternal Son
. «“empticd Himself of His glory.” Against the irreverent reverence of
the Apollinarian heresy (which denied Christ’s perfeet manhood) and
the Monothelite heregy (which denied His possession of a human will),
this passage and the earlier chapters of St Luke are the best bulwark.
The human soul of Christ’s perfect manhood “learned® just as His
 human body grew (Lk. ii. 52). On this learning of * obedience” ses
Is. 1. 5, ““I was not rebellious.” Phil. ii. 8, “being found in fashion
as a man he became obedient (Jmroos) unto death,”

¥rabev. The paronomasia ‘‘he learnt (£uafev) from what He guf-
Sfered (éwafev)”’ is one of the commonest in Greek literature, and
originated the proverb pafjuare madjuara. For other specimens of

[
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this play of sound see Lk. xxi. 11, Auol...hotuol ; Acts xvii. 25, fwiw
xal mvoyy ; Rom. i. 29, 31, ¢bovov, ¢évov...qovwérovs, aruwbérovs. For
the use of paronomasia in St Paul see my Life of St Paul, 1. 628.

9. teawlels. Having been brought to the goal and consummation
in the glory which followed this mediatorial work. See ii. 10, and
comp. Lk, xiii, 32, ‘“the third day I shall be perfected.”

atries. * The cause.”

cwrplas alwylov. It is remarkable that the epithet aldwios is here
alone applied to the substantive *salvation.”

vmakovovony...cwtnalas, In an author so polished and rhetorical
there seems to be an intentional foree and beauty in the repetition
in this verse of the two leading words in the last. Christ prayed to
God who was able to ““save”™ Him out of death, and He became the
cause of ‘eternal salvation” from final death ; Christ learnt *obedi-
ence” by His life of self-sacrifice, and He became a Saviour o them
that “obey ” Him,

10. mpocayopevdels, *saluted™ or “addressed by God as.” This
13 the only place in the N. T, where the verb occurs, ‘

vard v rdfw Mexuredék. We should here have expected the
writer to enter at once on the explanation of this term. But he once
more pauses for a solemn exhortation and warning. These pauses,
and landing-places (as it were), in his argument cannot be regarded
as mere digressions. There is nothing that they less resemble than
St Paul’s habit of ““going off at a word,” nor is the writer in the
least degree **hurried aside by the violence of his thoughts.” Com-
mentators who indulge in such eriticisms shew an entire lack of
the critical sense. There is in this writer a complete absence of all
the hurry and impetuosity which characterise the style of St Paul.
His movements are not in the least like those of an eager athlete,
but (as I have said) resemble the stately walk of some Oriental Sheykh
with all his robes folded around him. He is about to enter on an
entirely criginal and far from obvious argument, which he felt would
have great weight in checking the tendency to look back to the rites,
the splendours. and the memories of Judaism. He thcrefore stops
with the ealmest deliberation, and the most wonderful skill, to pave
the way. for his argument by & powerful mixzture of reproach and
‘warning—which assisted the object he had in view, and ended to
stimulate the spiritt}a.l dulness of his readers.

11--14. CoupraiNT ,THAT HIS LREADERS WERE §0 SLOW IN TIHEIR
* BPIRITUAL PROGRESS.

11. Ieplod, i.e. about Melehisedek in his typical charaeter. There
is no need to render this ““of which matter” or to refer off to Christ,

wokds npiy & Adyos kal Svoepprivevros. © Respecting whom what I
‘have to say is long, and hard of interpretation.” The word épunvevd-
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pevos {whence comes the word ‘‘hermeneutics’} occurs in vii. 2, and
is like SugrdnTos in 2 Pet, iii, 16.

yeyovare, ‘“‘ye are become,” as in v. 12, vi. 12. They were not so
. sluggish at first, but are become 8o from indifference and neglect.

valfpol, Comp. Matt, xiii. 14, 15, Nwfpds “dull” or *blunted”
is the antithesis to é#0s ¢ sharp.”

tals droals. The plur. is used because he is addressing many.
' Akoh) means “‘mental hearing.” Thus Philo says ols dra pév éotw dioal
8¢ ok Everow, -

12. 8ud Tov xpdvov. ** On account of the time,” comp. ii. 9. Scholz
wrongly rendered it ¢ after so long a time.” ¢ Though you ought,
by this time, to be teachers, considering how long a time has elapsed
since your conversion.” The passage is important as bearing on the
date of the Epistle.

xpebay ¥gere k.1 N “Ye again have need that some one teach you
the rudimenis of the beginning of the oracles of God.,” It is uncertain
whether we should read rwd *that some one teach you,” or rive “‘that
(one) teach you which are.” The difference in sense is not great, but
perhaps the indefinite “some one” enhances the irony of a severe
remark. Kor the word ¢ rudiments’ sece Gal. iv. 8, 9.

Tév Aoyloy Tod Beod. Here not the O. T. ag in Rom. iil 2.

ydlakros. So the young students or neophytes in the Rabbinic
schools were called thinokoth  sucklings.” Philo (De Agrie, Opp. 1.
301) has this comparison of preliminary studies to milk, as well as
St PPaul,.1 Cor. iii. 1, 2.

arepeds Tpodijs, * g0lid food.”
13. & peréxwy ydhakroes, “who feeds on milk.”
dmewpos, ¢ inexperienced.”

vimes. This is a frequent metaphor in St Paul, who also con-
trasts “babes” (vfmwoi) with the mature (réetar), Gal. iv. 8; 1 Cor.
ii. 6; Eph. iv. 13, 14. We are only to be ‘“babes” in wickedness
(1 Cor. xiv, 20). : .

Asyou Snxu.i.oa-ﬁvqs, i.e. the Scriptures, and especially' the Gogpel
(see 2 Tim, iii. 16; Rom. i. 171 ““therein is the righteousness of God
revcaled”). The Hebrew nmr has almost the sense of dA#fea.

14. "Tedelwv. The solid food of more advanced instruction pertains
to the mature or  perfect.”

B v 8w, “Because of their habit,” i.e. from being habituated
to it. This is the only place in the N. T. where this important word
Etis habitus occurs.

T8 alodnmipa, *“thedr spiritual faculties.” It does not oceur else-
where in the N. T.



VI 1] - NOTES. 79

yeyvpvoopéva, trained or disciplined by spiritual practice. The
same phrase oecurs in Galen. De dignit. pulv. 3.

Siudkpurwy kadod Te kal kako®. Lit., ‘“the discrimination of good
and evil.” By ‘“good and evil” is not meant ‘‘right and wrong,”
because there is no guestion here of moral distinetions ; but excellence
and inferiority in matters of instruction. To the natural man the
things of the Spirit are foolishness; it is only the spiritual man who
can *distinguish between things that differ” and so ‘‘discriminate
the transcendent” (1 Cor. il. 14, 15; Rom. ii. 18; Phil. i. 9, 10).
The phrase * to know good and evil ” is borrowed from Hebrew (Gen.
ii. 17, &e.), and is uscd to describe the first dawn of intelligence
(Is. vii. 15, 16).

CHAPTER VL

7. & adrmis. The ill.supported én’ avriw is the common phrase
in this sense.

10. rijs dydmns NABCDE. The beautiful phrase of the rec. roff
kémou Tiis dydwns is a gloss from 1 Thess. i, 8. -

12, Ei pfv NABDE. MSS. vary between 7 pip (the classical

affirmation), and el p#f. This formule jurandi is used in the LXX.
(Bzek. xxxiii. 27, d&e.), and perhaps comes from the Hebraic e p.

Cr. VI. AN EXHORTATION TO ADVANCE BEYOND ELENMEKNTARY CATE-
cHETICAL INsTRUCTIONS (1—3). A SOLEMN WARNING AGAINST THE
PERIL OF ArosTasY (4—8). A WoRD oF ENCOURAGEMENT aND
Hore (9—12) FOUNDED ON THE IMMUTABILITY oF (Gop’s ProMisks
(18—15), To WHICH THEY ARE EXHORTED TO HOLD rast (16—20).

1. ddéTes Tov Tis dpxns Tov Xpwrtob Adyov, “leaving the
discourse of the beginning of Christ,” i.e, getting beyond, ceasing to
speak of, the earliest principles of Christian teaching. He does not
of course mean that these first principles are fo be neglected, still less
Sorgotten, but merely that his readers ought to be so familiar with
them as to be able to advance to less obvious knowledge.

2

bepapeda, *‘let us be borne along,” as by the current of a stream.
"The question has been discussed whether the Author in saying *‘let
us” is referring to himself or to his readers. It is surely clear that
he means (as in.iv.(14) to imply both, although in the werds *‘laying
o foundation” teachers may have been principally in his mind. He
invités his readers to advance with him to doctrines which lie beyond
the range of rudimentary Christian teaching. They must come with
him out of the limits of this Jewish-Christian Catechism.

il Ty rehadTnTa. The « perfection” intended is the “full growth”
of thoge who are mature in Christian kmowledge (see v. 14). It does
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not imply sinlessness. They ought not to be lingering among the ele-
mentary subjects of catechetical instruction, which in great measure
belonged no less to Jews than to Christians.

Py mdAw...karaBadldpevor. There is no need for a foundation to
be laid @ second time. He is not in the least degrec disparaging the
importance of the truths and doctrines which he tells them to “leave,"
but only urging them to build on those decp foundations the necessary
superstructure. Hence we need not understand the Greek participle
in its other sense of ‘‘overthrowing.”

Oepéiov, “a foundation.” The subjects here alluded to probably
formed the basis of instruction for Christian catechumens. They
were not however exclusively Christian; they belonged equally to
Jews, and therefore baptized Christian converts ought to have got
beyond them,

peraveolas dmwd vekpdy ¥pywy, Repentance is the first lesson of the
Gospel (Mk, i, 15), *‘Dead works” are such as cause defilement, and
require purification (ix. 14) beeause they are sinful (Gal. v. 19—21),
and because their wages is death (Rom. vi. 23); but * the works of the
Law,” as having no life in them (see our Article xiii.), may be in-
cluded under the epithet.

wlorews ¢ml Oebv. This i3 also one of the initial steps in religious
knowledge. How little the writer meant any disparagement of it may
be seen from xi. 1, 2, 6.

2. Pawriopdy 8Baxns. Not *“ doctrine of baptisms” asin A, V.,
but “teaching about ablutions.”” The gen. Bawr. is objective and the
88, depends’ on feuéhiov. That ‘‘ablutions” (ix. 10; Mk. vii. 3, 4)
are meant, is clear both. (1) from the use of the plurai (which cannot
be explained either physically'of “‘triple immersion,” or spiritually of
the baptisms of * water, spirit, blood”); and (2) because Bawriopés
is never used of Christian baptism, but only Bdrricua. If, as we
believe, the writer of this Epistle was Apollos, he, as an original
adherent “of John’s baptism,” might feel all the more strongly that
the doctrine of * ablutions” belonged, even in its highest forms, to
the elements of Christianity. Perhaps he, like Josephus (dntt, xvnI.
5, § 2), would have used the word Sawriwpds “a washing,” and not
PBdrriopa, even of John’s baptism. But the word probably implies
the teaching which enables Christian catechumens to discriminate be-
tween Jewish washings and Christian baptism. On the construction
see Winer, pp. 240, 630,

émbéoeds Te xapdv. For ordination (Num, viil, 10, 11; Acts vi. 6,
xiii. 2, 3, xix. 6, &c.), confirmation (Aects viii. 17), healings (Mlk.
xvi. 18), &c. Dr Mill observes that the order of doctrines here enume-
rated corresponds with the system of teaching respecting them in the
Acts ;of the Apostles—Repentance, Faith, Baptism, Confirmation,
Resurreetion, Judgement,

dvacrdoeds Te vespdv.  These topics had been severally prominent -
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iv the early Apostolic teaching (Acts ii. 38, iil. 19—21, zxvi. 20).
Even the doctrine of the resurrection belonged to Judaism (Lk. xx.
37, 38; Dan. xii. 2; Acts xxiii. 8).

kal kplpatos alwviov. The doctrine respecting that Sentence
(xpina), whether of the good or of the evil, which shall follow the
Judgement (xpiois} in the future life. ' This was also known under the
Old Covenant, Dan. vii. 9, 10.—The surprise with which we first read
this passage only arises from our not realising the Author’s meaning,
which is this,—your Christian maturity (reAeibrys, vi. 1} demands
that you should rise far above your present vacillating condition.
You would have no hankering after Judaism if you understood the
more advanced teaching about the Melchisedek Priesthood—that is
the Eternal Priesthood—of Christ which I am going to set before you.
It is then needless that we should dwell together on the topics which
form the training of neophytes and catechumens, the elements of
religious teaching which even belonged to your old position as Jews;
but let us enter upon topics which belong to the instruction of
Christian manhood. The verse has its value and its warning for
those who think that “Gospel” teaching consists emclusively in the
iteration of threadbare shibboleths. We may observe that of these
six elements of catechetical instruction two are spiritual gualities—
repentance, faith; two are significant and symbolic acts—washings
and laying on of hands; two are eschatological truths—resurrection
and judgement.

3. toiro woujoopev. We will advance towards perfection. The
MSS., as in nearly all similar cases, vary between “we will do”
(XBKL) and “let us do” (ACDE). It is difficult to decide between
the two, and the variations may often be due (1) to the tendency of
seribes, especially in Lectionaries, to adopt the hortative form as being
more edifying; and (2) to the fact that at this period of Greek the
distinction in sound between mroujooper and worfowuer was small,

dévmep dmurpéry 6 Oeds.  These sincere and pious formulae became
early current among Christians (1 Cor. xvi. 7; Jas. iv. 15),

4—8., THE AWFULNESS OF APOSTASY.

4. ydp. An inference from the previous clauses. We must ad-
vance, for in the Christian course stationariness means retrogres-
sion—mnon progredi est regredi.

dSivaTov ydp Tois k.T.A. We shall see further on the meaning of
the word “impossible.” The sentence begins with what is called the
accusative of the subjéct, ““For as to those who were, &c., it is im-
possible; &c.” We will first explain the particular expressions in
these verses, and thén peint cut the meaning of the paragraph as a
whole. B

o

dmaf. The word, a favourite one with the writer, means ‘““once jor
all.” It occurs more ofter in this Epistle than in all the rest of the
N. T. Iiis the direct opposite of wdAiw in ver, 6.

HEBREWS 6
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donobivras. Illuminated” by the Holy Spirit, John i.9. Comp. x.
26, 32; 2 Cor. iv. 4. In the LXX, “to illuminate’ means “to teach’
{2 Kings xii. 2}. The word in later times came to mean “to baptize,”
and gwrioubs, even as early as the time of Justin Martyr (s.p. 150},
becomes a technical term for *baptism,’ regarded from the point of
view of its results. The Syriac Version here renders it by * baptized.”
Hence aroge the notion of some of the sterner schismatics—such as
the Montanists and Novatians—that absolution was to be refused to
all such as fell after baptism into apostasy or flagrant sin (Tertull.
De Pudic. 20). This doctrine was certainly not held by St Paul
(1 Cor. v. 5; 1 Tim. i, 20), and is rejected by the Church of England
in her xvith Article (and see Pearson, On the Creed, Art. x.). The
Fathers (abandoning the view of St Cyprian in this respect for those
of the Western Church and of St Augunstine) deduced from this
passage the unlawfulness of administering Baptism & gecond time; &
perfectly right rule, but one which rests upon cother grounds, and not
upon this passage. DBut neither in Scripture nor in the teaching of
the Church is the slightest sanction given to the views of the fanatics
who assert that ‘“after they have received the Holy Ghost they can no
more sin as long as they live here.,” It will be remembered that
Cromwell on his deathbed asked his chaplain as to the doctrine of
Final Perseverance, and on being assured that it was a certain truth,
said, "‘ Then I am happy, for I am sure that I was once in a state of
grace.”

yevrepévovs Te k.T.A.  These clauses may be rendered ‘‘having both
tasted of...and being made...and having tasted.” It is not possible to
determine which heavenly gift is precisely intended; perhaps it means
remission, or regeneration, or salvation, which St Paul calls “ God’s
unspeakable gift” (2 Cor. ix.15); or, generally, “‘the gift of the Holy
Ghost” (Acts x. 44—46). Calvin vainly attempts to make the clause
refer only to ““those who had but as it were tasted with their outward
lips the grace of God, and been irradiated with some sparks of His
Light.” This is not to explain Seripture, but to explain it away in
favour of gome preconceived doctrine. It is clear from- 1 Pet, 1. 8
that such a view is not tenable.

peréxovs... mvedparos dylov. The Holy Spirit worked in many
diversities of operations (1 Cor, xii, 8—10).

5. xodov yevoapdvovs Beol pripa. ¢ That the word of God is good.”
The verb *“taste,”” which in the previous verse is constructed with
the genitive (as in the classical Greek), is here followed by an ac-
cusative, as is more common in Hellenistic Greek. It is difficult to
establish any difference in meaning between the constructions, though
the latter may imply something which is more habitual—¢feeding
on.” But possibly the accusative is only used to avoid any entangle-
ment with the genitive of God" which follows it. There is however
no excuse for the attempt of Calvin and others, in the interests of their
dogmatie bias, to make ““taste of” mean only ‘“have an inkling of ”
without any deep or real participation; and to make the beauty (xahér}
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of the “utterance of God” in this place only imply its contrast to the
rigour of the Mosaic Law. The metaphor means “to partake of,”
and “enjoy,” as in Philo, who speaks of one “who has quaffed much
pure wine of God’s benevolent power, and banqueted upon sacred
words and doctrines” (De proem. et poen. Opp. 1. 428). Philo also
speaks of the utterance (pfua) of God, and of its nourishing the soul
like manna (Opp. 1. 120, 564). - The references to Philo are always
t8 Mangey’s edition. The names of the special tracts and chapters
may be found in my Early Days of Christianity, . 541-—543, and
passim.

Suvdpes e pé\lovros aldves. Here again it is nof easy to see
what is exactly intended by ‘“the powers of the Future Age.”’ If the
Future Age be the Olam habba of the Jews, i.e. the Messianic age,
then its ‘‘powers” may be as 8t Chrysostom said, * the earnest of the
Spirit,” or the powers mentioned in ii. 4; Gal. iii. 5. If on the other
hend 1t- mean “the world to come’ its *“ powers” bring the foretaste of
its glorious fruition. :

It will, then, be seen that we cannot attach a definitely certain or
exact meaning to the separate expressions; on the other hand nothing
can be clearer than the fact that, but for dogmatic prepossessions, no
one would have drecamed of explaining them to mean anything less
than full conversion.

6. mapamesévras. The rendering *“if they shall fall away” is
one of the most erroneous translations in the A. Y, The words
ean only mean ““and have fallen away” {comp. ii. 1, jii. 12, x. 26,
29), and the position of the participle gives it tremendous force. It
was once thought that our translators had here been influenced by
theological bias to give such a rendering as should least conflict with
their Calvinistic belief in the ‘‘indefectibility of grace” or in *‘Final
Perseverance”’—i.e. that no converted person, no one who has ever
become regenecrate, and belonged to the number of ‘“the elect,” ean
ever fall away. It was thought that, for this reason, they had put
this clause in the form of a mere hypothesis. It is now known how-
ever that the mistake of our translators was derived from older
sources (e.g. Tyndale and the Genevan) and was not due to bias.
Calvin was himself far too good a scholar to defend this hypothetical
view of the clause. He attempted to get rid of it by denying that
the strong. expressions in vers. 4, 5 describe the regenerate. He
applies them to false converts or half converts who become reprobate
—a view which, as we have seen, is entirely untenable, The falling
away means apostasy, the worst kind of wapdrrwua, the complete and
wilful renunciation of Christianity. Thus it is used by the LXX.

‘to represent the Hebrew{‘;\sgr.‘_) which in 2 Chron. xxiz. 19 they render
by * apostasy.” T

aly dvakewiey es perdvotay, Denuo renovare. The verb draxai-
piferr came to mean ‘‘to rebaptize.,” If the earlier clauses seemed
to clash with the Calvinistic dogma of the *indefectibility of grace,”

6—=2
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this expression seemed too severe for the milder theology of the
Arminians. Holding—and rightly—that Scripture never closes the
door of forgiveness to any repentant sinner, they argued, wrongly,
that the “{mpossible” of ver. 4 could only mean ‘‘very dificult,” a
translation which is actually given to the word in some Latin Ver-
sions (perdifficile). The solution of the difficulty is not to be arrived
at by tampering with plain words. What the author says is that
*‘when those who have tasted the heavenly giff.. have fallen away,
it is émpossible to renew them to repentance.” He does not say that
the Hebrews have so fallen away; nor does he directly assert that
any true convert ean thus fall away; but he does say that when such
apostasy occurs and—a point of extreme importance which is con-
stantly overlooked—so long as it lasis (see the next clause), a vital
renewal is impossible. There can, he implies, be no second ** Second
Birth.” The sternness of the passage 18 in exact accordance with
x. 26—29 {comp. 2 Pet. ii. 20, 21); but “the impossibility lies merely
within the limits of the hypothesis itself.” See our Article xvi.

dvaoravpodvras. ‘f While crucifying,” ¢ crucifying as they are
doing.” The right understanding of the whole passage depends on
the meaning of these present participles in their contrast with the
preceding aorist participles. Even the rigid Novatians did not refuse
Divine forgiveness, but only Church absolution, to post-baptismal
sins. At the Council of Nice the Novatian Bishop Acesius said that
those who “sinned a sin unto death’ could not indeed be admitted
to the sacraments é\wida 8¢ 7Hs dgéoews...wapd 7ol feol éxdéyesbar
Soer. H.E. 1. 10. Thus the words imply not only an absolute, but a
continuous apostasy, for the participle is changed from the past into
the present tense. While men continue in wilful and willing sin they
preclude all possibility of the action of grace. So long as they cling
deliberately to their sins, they shut against themselves'the open door
of grace. A drop of water will, as the Rabbis said, suffice to purify
a man who has accidentally touched a creeping thing, but an ocean
will not suffice for his cleansing so long as he purposely keeps it held
in his band. There i3 such a thing as “ doing despite unto the Spirit
of grace ”” (x. 29).

favrols. This is ‘‘the dative of disadvantage”—“to their own
destruction.”

‘We see then that this passage has been perverted in a multitude of
ways from its plain meaning, whick is, that so long as wilful apostasy
continues there is no visible hope for it. On the other hand the pas-
sage does not lend itself to the violent oppositions of old controversies.
In the recognition that, to our human point of view, there does not
appear to be such a thing as final dereliction, this passage and
x. 26—29, xii. 15—17 must be compared with the passages which
touch on ihe unpardonable sin, and the sin against the Holy Ghost
{L John v, 16; Matf, xii. 31, 32; comp. Is. viii. 21). On the other
hand it is as little meant to be “a rock of despair’ as “a pillow
of security,” He is pointing out to Hebrew Christians with awful
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faithfulness the fatal end of deliberate and insolent apostasy. But
we have no right to suppose that he has anything in view beyond the
horizon of revealed possibilities. He is thinking of the teaching and
ministry of the Church, not of the Omnipotence of God. Even the
stern Montanists and even the hard Novatians—though they denied
all Chuarch-absolution to deadly sins committed after baptism, did
not pretend to deny the possibility of their receiving Divine forgive-
ness. With men it is impossible that a camel should go through the
eye of a needle, but “with God all things are possible’ (Mait. xix.
26; Mk. x. 23—27; Lk. xviii. 27). In the face of sin-—above all
of dehberate wretchlessness—we must remember that “ God is not
mocked” (Gal. vi. 7), and that our human remedies are then ex-
hausted. On the other hand to close the gate of repentance against
any contrite sinner is to contradict all the (Gospels and all the
Epistles alike, as well as the Law and the Prophets.

wapoSayparlfovras. - Exposing Christ to scorn (comp. Matt. i 19
where the simple verb is used).

7. 1 ydp 1 movoa. ““For land which has drunk.” Land of this
kind, blessed and fruitful, resembles true and faithful Christians.
The expression that the earth *drinks in” ‘the rain is common
(Deut. =i. 11), - Comp. Virg. Ecl. m1. 111, “ sat prata biberunt.” For
the mornl significance of the comparison—namely that there is a
point at which God’s husbandry seems to be rendered finally useless,
—see Is. v. 1—6, 24,

8 ofs kal yewp-yewm ¢ For whose sake (propter quos, Tert.} it s in
Sact (xat) tilled "—namely for the sake of the owners of the land. With
the kai compare I Pet, ii. 8, els 6 xai érédnosar. See Winer, p. 546,

ebhoyles. Gen, xxvil, 27, *“a field which the Lord hath blesged.”
Ps. 1xv. 10, “ thou blessest the increase of it.”

8. ikdépovoa B dudvlas. “But if it freely bear thorns,” Is. vi 6;
Prov. xxiv. 81. This neglected land resembles converts who have
fallen away.

TpuBéhovs. The Latin tribuli (rpels, Bor%). Gen. iil. 18, &e. In
N. T. only here, and Matt, vii. 16,

. c.Som.p.os The same word, in another metaphor, cccurs in Jer.
vi. 30.

 katdpas dyyds. Lit., “near a curse.”” Doubtless there is a reference
to Gen. iii. 18. - 8t Chrysostom sees in this expression a sign of

. mercy, ‘because he only says “near a curge.” “ He who has not yet
fallen into a curse, “but has got near it, will also be able to get afar
from it”; so that we ought, he says, to cut up and burn the thorns,
and then we shall be approved. And he might have added that the
clder ‘‘curse” of the land, to which he refers, was by God’s mercy
over-ruled into a blessing.
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1is 70 Té\os els kadaw. Lit, “whose end is for burning.” Comp.
Matt. xiii. 80; Is. xliv. 15; *‘that it may be for burning,” It is
probably a mistake to imagine that there is any reference to the
supposed advantage of burning the surface of the soil (Virg. Georg. 1.
84 sqq.; Pliny, H. N. xvir 39, 72), for we find no traces of such a
procedure among the Jews. More probably the reference is to land
like the Vale of Siddim, or *‘Burnt Phrygia,” or * the Solfatara,”—like
that described in Gen. xix. 2¢; Deut. xxix. 23, Comp. Heb. x. 27.
And such a land Judes itself became within a very few years of this
time, because the Jews would not “break up their fallow ground,”
but still continued to ‘*sow among thorns.” Obviously the “‘whose”
refers to the *‘land,” not to the ¢ curse.”

9—12. WoRps oF ENCOURAGEMENT aND HoPE.

9. Ilerelopeba. Lit., “We have been {and are} convinced of.”
Comp. Rom. xv. 14.

dyamnrol. The warm expression is introduced to shew that his
stern teaching is only inspired by love. This word and adergol are
offen introduced to temper the severity of the sterner passages in the
Epistles.

Td kpefooova. Lit., <“the better things.” I am convineced that the
better alternative holds true of you; that your condition is, and your
fate will be, better than what I have described.

éxdpeva ocornplus. “ Akin to selvation,” the antithesis to ‘‘near
a curse.,” What leads to salvation is obedience (v. 9).

el kal obrws Aalolmev. In spite of the severe words of warning
which I have just used. Comp. x. 89.

obrws. Asin verses 4—§,

10. émdabéofar. The aorist implies “ 2o forget in a moment.”
Comp. xi. 6,20. God, even amid your errors, will not overlook the signs
of grace working in you. Comp. Jer.xxxi,16; Ps. ix. 12; Am. viil. 7.

kol this dydims. “ And your love.”” The words 100 xomov of the Text.
receptus should be omitted. They are probably a gloss from 1 Thess.
i 3. The passage bears a vague general resemblance to 2 Cor, viii.
24; Col. i. 4.

€is 19 dvopa avrol. Which name is borne by all His children.

Sakoviioavres Tols dylos kal Siaxovolvres. *‘In your past and pre-
sent ministration to the saints,” i.e. to your Christian brethren. It
used to be supposed that the title **the saints” applied especially to
the Christians at Jerusalem (Rom. gv. 25; Gal. ii. 10; 1 Cor. xvi. 1),
This is a mistake; and the saints at Jerusalem, merged in & common
poverty, perhaps a result in part of their original Communism, were
hardly in & condition to minister to one another. They were (as is
the cask with most of the Jews now living at Jernsalem) dependent in
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large measure ‘on the Chaluka or distribution of alms sent them from
without.

Suakovoivres. The continuance of their well-doing proved its sin-
cerity; but perhaps the writer hints, though with infinite delicacy,
that their beneficent zeal was less active than it once had been.

11. ¢mbupodper 8 km A, ““But we long to see in you,” &o.

txaorov dpdv. Here again in the emphas'is of the expression
we gseem to trace, ag in other parts of the Epistle, some individual
reference.

v atriv._.cmovddy. He desires to sce as much ecarnestness (2
Cor. wvii, 11) in the work of advancing to spiritual maturity of
knowledge as they had shewn in ministering to the saints.

mpés Ty wAnpodopiay, i.e. with a view to your attaining this full
assurance. Comp. x. 22, iii. 14. The word also occurs in 1 Thess.
1.B; Col.ii. 2,

dxpu éNovs.  Till hope becomes fruition (iii. 6, 14).

12, tva py vwlpol yévmoble.. ¢ That ye become not slothful” in the
advance of Christian hope as you already are (v. 11) in aequiring
spiritual knowledge.

ppnral.  “Imitators,” as in 1 Cor. iv.16; BEph. v. 1; 1 Thess. i.
, &C.

Sud mioTews kal pakpoduplas. See ver. 15, xil. 1; Rom. il 7.
Marxpobfuuia is often applied to the ‘longsuffering” of God, as in
Rom. ii. 4 ; 1 Pet. iii. 20 ; but is used of men in Col.i. 11; 2 Cor. vi. 6,
&c., and here implies the tolerance of hope deferred. It is a different
word from the “endurance” of xii. 1, x, 36 (Jmouors).

whnpovopovyrwy. DPartially, and by faith, here; fully and with the
beatitic vision in the life fo come.

13. T yap APpadp. The “for” implies *and you may feel abso-
lute confidence about the promises; for,”” &e. Abraham is herc only
selected as ‘“the father of the faithful” (Rom. iv. 13); and not as the
sole example of persevering constancy, but as an example specially
illustrious (Calvin).
 kar ovBevds elyev pelfovos dpdoat. Inthe Jewish freatise Berachoth
(£. 32. 1) Moses is introduced as saying to God, **Hadst thou sworn by
Hceaven and Earth, T should have said They will perish, and therefore
50 may Thy oath; but as Thou hast sworn by Thy great name, that
oath shall endure for ever.”

kal éavrod. Kard with the gen. of the person adfured is peculiar to
Hellenistic Greek (Malf; xxvi, 63). In classical Greek xard only takes
the gen. of acts or objects by which the oath is made, and the ace. of
the person (or mpds with the gen.). ** By myself have I sworn® (Gen,
xxij. 16). *“ God sweareth not by another,” says Philo, in & passage
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of which this may be a reminiscence—¢ for nothing is superior to
Himself—but by Himself, Who is best of all ” (De Leg. dlleg. m1. 72).
There are other passages in Philo which recall the reasoning of -this
clause (Opp. 1. 622, 11. 30).

14, Elpdv. ““In very truth.” A mixzed and Hebraic form, used
here alone (if the reading be correct) in the N.T. Comp.LXX., 2 Sam.
xix. 35; Job xxvii, 3.

ebhoydy ebhoynow. The repetition represents the emphasis of the
Hebrew, which gives the effect of a superlative by repeating the word
iwice., The construction is not known in classical Greek, though
Lucian (who knew gomething of Christian writings) once uses idow
eidor. It i3 very common in the LXX., where it is used to represent
the Hebrew absolute. Winer, p. 4635.

mhnfuwwd o¢.  In the Heb. and LXX. we have “ I will multiply thy
seed.”

15, pakpobvproas. © Having patiently endured,” which may mean
“by patient endurance.” The participles in this passage are really
contemporaneous with the prineipal verbs.

dmérvxev. Gen. xv, 1, xxi. 5, xxil. 17, 18, xxv. 7, &c.; John viii. 56.
There is of course no contradiction to xi. 13, 39, which refers to a
farther future and a wider hope.

16. dvlpwmo ydp. Some MSS. read udv vydp. But there is no
subsequent 8, and it is better to omit uév. Winer, p. 719.

kard ToU pelfovos. *‘By a greater.”” The article is distributive, as
also in ¢ dpxos. Gen. xxi, 23, xxiv. 8, xxvi. 30—31L. The passage
is important as shewing the lawfulness of Christian oaths (see our
Article xxxix.).

kat wdons k.r.X. ¢ And an oath is to them an end of all gainsaying”
{or ‘“controversy " as o facts) “with a view to confirmation.” It
is meant that when men swear in confirmation of & disputed point
their word is believed. There is an exactly similar passage in Philo,
De sact. Abel et Cain (Opp. 1. 181).

17. & §. © On which principle ” ; “in accordance with this human
custom.” The relative might indeed be made to agree with 8pxe, but
it seems better here to regard it as nearly equivalent to é¢’ ¢ qua-
propter,

wepioabTepoy, Le. than if he had not sworn.
Bovhépevos. * Wishing.” §é\w is volo; Bothouas is malo,

aqs émayyehlas. * Of the promise.” The heirs of the promise
were primarily Abraham and his seed, and then all Christians (Gal.
iii. 29).

b dperdferov. “T am the Lord, I change not” (Mal. iii. 6. See
too Is. xlvi. 10, 11; Ps. xxxiii. 11; Jas. i, 17). His changeless
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¢ decree” was that in Abraham’s seed all the nations of the world
ghould be blessed. On the other hand the Mosaic law was mutable
(vil. 12, xii. 27).

ép.eu-ﬁ-rwo-ev Gpkaw. ‘‘Intervened (interposed, or mediated) with an
oath,” i.e. made His oath intermediate between Himself and Abra-
ham. Philo, with his usual subtle refinements, observes that whereas
our word is a.ocredlted because of an oath, God’s oath derives its credit
because He is God. On the other hand, Rabbi Eleazer (in the second
century) said ‘“the word Not has the force of an ocath,” which he
deduced from a comparison of Gen. ix. 11 with Is. liv. 9 and there-
fore @ fortiori the word ¢ yes’ has the forece of an oath {Shevuoth,
f. 86. 1). The word uesireiw occurs here only in the N. T

18. Bud 8do. Namely, by the oath and by the word of God. The
Targums for ** By Myself” have “By My Word have I sworn.”

abivaroy Yeboaobar Bedv. St Clement of Rome says ‘“ Nothing is
impossible to God, except to lie” (Ep. ad Cor. 27). * God that eannot
lie” (Tit. i, 2. Comp. Num, xxiil, 19).

wapdkAnow, ¢ encouragement.”

kataduyéyres. As into one .of -the refuge-cities of old. Num.
xxxv. 11 :

érriBos. <‘The hope” is here (by a figure called metonymy) used
for ¢ the object of hope set before us as a prize”’ {comp. x. 23}; “the
hope which is laid up for us in heaven,” Col. i, 5.

19. s dykdpav. An anchor seems to have been an emblem of Hope
—being something which enables us to hope for safety in danger—irom
very early days (Aesch. 4gam. 488), and is even found as a symbol of
Hope on coins. Clement of Alexandria tells us that it was one of the
few symbols which Christians wore on their signet-rings, and it is
frequent in the Catacombs. The notion that this metaphor adds any-
thing to the argument in favour of the Pauline authorship of the
Epistle, because St Paul too sometimes uses maritime metaphors,
shews how little the most ordinary canons of literary criticism are
applied to the Seriptures. St Paul never happens to use the metaphor
of ‘“‘an anchor,” but it might have been equally well used by a person
who had never seen the sea in his life.

“QOr if you fear
Put a.ll your trust in God : that anchor holds.”
Tennyson, Enoch Arden.

ela'epxop.evnv ds ré {odrepov Toi kaTamerdoparos. This expression
is not very clear. The meaning is that the hawser which holds the
" anchor of our Christian hope passeth into the space which lies behind
the veil, i.e. into the-very sanctuary of Him who is “the God of
Hope ” (Rom. xv. 13). ** The veil ”” is the great veil (Parocheth) which
separated the Holy from the Holy of Holies (Ex. xxvi. 31—35;
Heb. x. 20; Matt. xxvil, 51, &c.). The Christian’s anchor of hope
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is not dropped into any earthly sea, but pagses as it were through the
depths of the aerial ocean, mooring us to the very throne of God,

Oh! life ag futile then as fraill
‘What hope of answer or redress?—
Behind the veil! Behind the veil!”
In Memoriam.

The word xaraméracpe usually applies to this veil before the Holy of
Holies, while xdAvpue {as in Philo) is strictly used for the cuter veil.

20. &wov mpéBpopos. . elonABev. Lit., “where a forerunner entered...
Jesus”; or better ““where, as a forerunner® (or harbinger), *Jesus
entered.” I see no reason to depart from the normal force of the
aorist by rendering it (as in the A.V.) ““is entered,” which would rather
require the perfect elcefivfer. The aorist calls attention to the
single act, and is therefore, here, & vivid picture.

vmep v, “on our behalf.” This explains the introduction of the
remark. Christ’s Ascension is a pledge that our Hope will be ful-
filled. He is gone to prepare a place for us (John xiv. 2,3). His
entrance into the region behind the veil proves the reality of the
hidden kingdom of glory into which our Hope has cast its anchor
(Ahlfcld). This is evidently a prominent thought with the writer
(iv. 14, ix. 24).

kard v Tabw Mekxuoedéx. Melchisedek resembled Christ in his two-
fold rd#is of kingly rank, and priestly office. By repeating this quota-
tion, as a sort of Tefrain, the writer once more resumes the allusion of
v. 10, and brings us face to face with the argument to which he evidently
attached extreme importance as the central topic of his epistle. In
the dissertation which follows there is nothing which Iess resembles
8t Paul’s manner of “going off at a word” (as in Eph. v. 12—15,
&ec.). The warning and exhortation which ends at this verse, so far
from being “a sudden transition” {(or “a digression”) ‘“by which
he is carried from the main stream of his argument,” belongs essen-
tially to his whole design. The disquisition on Melchisedek—for
which he has prepared the way by previous allusions and with the
utmost deliberation—is prefaced by the same kind of solemn strain
as those which we find in il. 1—3, iii. 12—14, xii. 15—17. So far
from being “hurried aside by the violence of his feelings” into these
appesls, they are strictly subordinated to his immediate design, and
inwoven inte the plan of the Epistle with consummate skill. «Hurry”
and “vehemence” may often describe the intensity and impetuosity
of 8t Paul’s fervent style which was the natural outcome of his im-
passioned nature; but faultless rhetoric, sustained dignity, perfect
gmoothness and elaborate eloquence are the very different character-
isties of the manner of this writer,

yevopevos, “ having become,” as the result of His earthly life.

ds rov algva. The words come emphaticaily at the end, and as
Dr Kay says sirike the keynote of the next chapter (vil. 3, 16, 17, 21,
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24, 25, 28). St Luke in the same way begins his Gospel and ends
his Acts of the Apostles with a sonorous a.ntlspastus {~——~ émredymep)
and epitrite (~ — — — dxwAvTws).

CHAPTER VIIL

3. djopowpéves ABK. The less correct- form dgopoiwuéros is
found in CDEL. )
11. &' adriis NABCDE. The rec. has ér’ adrg, K al.
vevopolérnrar NABCD, Rec. vevopoféryro,
13. peréoxnrev followed by wposéoynrer is probably an intentional

paronomasia, and is well supported by the MSS. (NDEKL). wpioeryey
AC.

14. mepl iepéov NABCDE, The wepl iepwotwys of the rec. is an
explanatory gloss.

16. oapkivms RABCDL. Corrected by copyists into the common
word gapxekys.  See the note,

17. pupTupeirar RABDE. Ree. uaprupet.

Cm. VII. CHRIST, A8 AN ETERNAL Il16H PRIEST AFTER THE OEDER
oF MELCHISEDEK, I8 SUPERIGR TO THE LEviric Hiex PRIEST.

Historic reference to Molehisedek (1—3). His Priesthood typically
superior to that of Aaron in seven particulars. 1. Because even
Abraham gave him tithes (4-—6). 1i. DBeeause he blessed Abra-
ham (7). 1ii. Because heis the type of an undying Priest (8).
iv. Because even the yet unborn Levi paid him tithes, in the
person of Abraham (9, 10}. v. DBecause the permanence of his
Priesthood, continued by Christ, implied the abrogation of the
whole Levitic Law (11 vi. Because it was founded on
the swearing of an oath (20—22}. vii. Because it is intrans-
missible, never being vacated by death (23, 24), Summary and
conclusion (25—28).

1. Odvros yap 6 Mehxwredéx. All that is historically known of
Melchisedek is found in three verses of the book of Genesis (xiv. 18,
19, 20). In all the twenty centuries of sacred history he is only men-
. tioned onee, in Ps. ex. 4. This chapter is a mystical explanation of
the significance of these two brief allusions. It was not wholly new,
since ‘the Jews attached high henour to the name of Melchisedek,
whom they identified with Shem, and Philo had already spoken of
Melch)lsedek as 2 type of the Logos (De Leg. Alleg. 1. 25, Opp-
1. 102 n

Baoeis Zaknu, -Salem is probably a town near Shechem. Tt is
the same which is mentioned-in Gen. xxzxiii. 18 (though there the
words rendered “to Shalem™ may mean *‘in safety”), and in Jchn
iii. 23; and it i3 the Salumias of Judith iv. 4, This is the view of
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Jerome, who in his Onomasticon places it eight miles south of
Bethshean, The site is marked by a ruined well sfill called Sheikh
Salim (Robinson, Bibl. Res. m1. 333). In Jerome’s time the ruins of
a large palace were shewn in this place as “ the palace of Melchisedek’;
and this agrees with the Samaritan tradition that Abrabam had been
met by Melchisedek not at Jerusalem but at Gerizim. The same
tradition is mentioned by Eupolemos (Euseb. Praep. Evang. 1x. 17.
See Stanley, Sin. and Pal. p. 237), The more common view has
been that Salem is a shortened form of Jerusalem, but this is very
improbable; for (1) only a single instance of this abbreviation has
been adduced, and that only as a poetic license in a late Psalm which
the LXX, describe as ‘“A Psalm with reference to the Assyrian®
(Ps. Ixxvi. 2). (2) Even this instance is very dubious, for (a) the
Psalmist may be intending to contrast the sanctuary of Melchisedek
with that of David; or (8) even here the true rendering may be ** His
place has been made in peace™ as the Vulgate renders it. (8) Jeru-
salem in the days of Abraham, and for centuries afterwards, was only
known by the name Jebus. (4} [The typical character of Melchisedek
would be rather impaired than enhanced by his being a king at
Jerugalem, for that was the holy ciiy of the Aaronic priesthood of
which he was wholly independent, being a type of One in whose
priesthood men should worship the Father in all places alike if they
offered a spiritual worship. We must then regard Salem as being a
different place from Jerusalem, if any place at all is intended. For
though both the Targums and Josephus (4nit. L. 10, § 2) here identify
Salem with Jerusalem, the Bereshith Rabba interprets the word Salem
as an appellative, and says that “King of Salem” means ¢ Perfect
King,” and that this title was given to him because he was circumeised
(see Wiinsche, Bibl. Rablbinica, Beresh, Rabba, p. 198). Philo too says
“king of peace, for that is the meaning of Salem” (Leg. Alleg, 11, 25,
comp. Is. ix. 6; Col.i. 20). Nothing depends on the solution of the
question, for in any case the fact that “Salem” means ‘‘peace” or
“peaceful ”* is pressed into the typology, But the Salem near Sichem
was itself in a neighbourhood hallowed by reminiscences scarcely less
sacred than those of Jerusalem. Besides this connexion with the
name of Melchisedek, it was the place where Jacob built the altar
El-Elohe-Israel; tbe scene of John’s baptism; and the region in
which Christ first revealed Himself to the woman of Samaria as the
Messish.

icpels Tot Oeod Tob iPlorov. The union of Royalty and Priesthood
in the same person gave him peeculiar sacredness (“He shall be a
Priest upon His throne” {Zech, vi, 18). “Rex Anius, rex idem hominum,
Phoebigue sacerdos™ (Virg. den. 1. 80 and Servius ad loc.). The
expression ‘*God most high” in Genesis is El Elién, and this was
also a title of God among the Phoenicians, It is however certain
that Moses meant that Melchisedek was a Priest of God, for though
this is the earliest occurrence of the name Ei Elién it is afterwards
combined with ‘‘Jehovah® in Gen. xiv. 22, and in other parts of the
Pentateuch and the Psalms. There is no difficulty in supposing that
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the worship of the One True God was not absolutely confined to the
family of Abraham. The longevity of the early Patriarchs facilitated
the preservation of Monotheism at least among some tribes of man-
kind, and this perhaps explains the existence of the name Elién
among the Phoenicians (Philo Byblius ap. Euseb. Praep. Evang. 1. 10).

& cvvavmjoas k..A. Amraphel king of Shinar, with three allies,
had made war on Bera king of Sodom with four allies, and had
carried away plunder and captives from the Cities of the Plain.
Among the eaptives was Lot. Abraham therefore armed his 318
servants, and with the assistance of three Canaanite chiefs, Aner,
Mamre, and Eshcol, pursued Amraphel’s army to the neighbourhood
of Damascus, defeated them, rescued their prisoners, and recovered
the spoil, The word here rendered ‘‘slaughter’ (xomy from xbmrw
“‘cut”) may perhaps mean no more than ¢‘smiting,” i.e. defeat. On
his return the king of Sodom going forth to greet and thank Abraham
met him at “the valley of Shaveh, which is the king’s dale,” a place
of which nothing is known, but which was probably somewhere in the
tribe of Ephraim near mount Gerizim. This seems to have been in
the.little domain of Melchisedek, for we are not told that he went
forth to meet”’ Abrakam, but-only that (being apparently at the place
" where Bera met-Abraham) he humanely and hospitably brought out
bread and wine for the weary victors, and blessed Abraham,.and
blessed God for granting him the victory. In acknowledgement of
this friendly blessing, Abraham ‘“gave him tithes of all,” ie. of all
the spoils,

ehoyrjras. Evidently as a priestly act. Gen. xiv. 19, 20.

2. mparov. This seems to imply that of his two names or titles
“Melchisedek,” and ‘“‘King of Salem,” the first means “King of
Righteousness” and the second “King of Peace.”” In a passage of
mystic interpretation like this, however, the writer may intend to
suggest that there is a direct eonnexzion befween the two titles, and
that “Righteousness” is the necessary antecedent to “Peace,” as is
infimated in Ps. Ixxii. 7, 1xxxv. 10. Comp. Rom. v. I.

épunvevipevos, The name Melchisedek may mean ¢“King of
Righteousness.” Thig iz the paraphrase of the Targums, perhaps
with tacit reference. to Is. xxxii. 1, where it is said of the Messiah
“Behold a king shall reign in righteousnees.” (Comp. Zech. ix. 9;
- Jer, xxifi. 5.)° In the Bereshith Rabba Tzedek is explained to mean
Jerusalem with reference to Is.i. 21, ¢ Righteousness lodged in it.”
Josephus (4ntt. r. 19, § 12; B. J. vi. 10) and Philo, however, render
it Sacuheds dikatos. . Later on in Jewish history (Josh. z. 8) we read of
Adonizedek (“Lord of righteousness”) who was & king of Jerusalem.
Apart from any deeper meaning ‘‘Righteousness® or ‘“Justice” was
one of the most necessary qualifications of Eastern Kings, who are
also Judges. In the mystic sense the interpretation of the names
Melchizedek and Salem made him a fit type of ‘‘the Lord our
Righteousness™ (Jer. xxiii. 6) and *the Prince of Peace” (Is. ix. 6):
and he was also a fit type of Christ because he was a Kingly Priest;
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a Priest who blessed Abraham; a Priest who, so far as we are told,
offered no animal-sacrifices; and a Priest over whom Scripture casts
“the shadow of Eternity.” See Bishop Wordsworth’s note on this
passage.

Baciheds eipivys.  “ The work of Righteousness shall be Peace,
and the effect of Righteousness quietness and assurance for ever”
(Is. xxxil. 17; Eph. 1. 14, 15, 17; Rom. v. 1. Comp. Philo Leg.
Alleg. 111, 25, Opp. 1. 102).

3. dmwdrep, dpfiTep, dyeveakdynros, “without lineage” or “pedigree”
ag in ver. 6. The mistaken rendering “without descent” is ancient, for
in consequence of it Irenaeus claims Melchisedek as one who had lived
a celibate life (which in any case would not follow). The simple and un-
doubted meaning of these words is that the father, mother, and lineage
of Melchisedek are mot recorded, so that he becomes more naturally
a type of Christ. In the Alexandrian School, to which (whether he
was Apollos or not) the writer of this Epistle belonged, the custom of
allegorising Scripture had received an immense development, and the
silence of Seripture was regarded as the suggestion of mysterious
truths, The Jewish interpreters naturally looked on the passage
about Melchisedek as full of deep significance because the Psalmist
in the 110th Psalm, which was universally accepted as a Psalm
directly Messianic (Matt. xxii. 44), had found in Melchisedek a Priest-
King, who, centuries before Aaron, had been honoured by their great
ancestor, and who wag therefore a most fitting type of Him who was
to be “a Priest upon hig Throne.” The fact that he had no recorded
father, mother, or lineage enhanced his dignity, because the Aaronie
priesthood depended exelusively on the power to prove direet descent
from Aaron, which necessitated a most serupulous care in the pre-
servation of the priestly genealogies. (See Kzra ii. 61, 62; Nehem.
vii, 63, 64, where families which could not actually produce their
pedigree are exeluded from the priesthood.) Moreover this was par-
ticularly remarkable in the Book of Genesis where the genealogy of
all the leading characters is given, and where they form the frame-
work of the Book, as Ewald has observed. The idiom by which
a person is said to have no father or ancestry when they are not
recorded, or are otherwise quite unimportant, was common to Greek,
Latin, and Hebrew, In a Greek tragedy ‘“Ion” calls himself “mother-
less” when he supposes that his mother is a slave (Eurip. Jon, 850).
Scipio said scornfully to the mob of the Foram “St! tacete quibus
nee pater nec mater est” (Cie. De Orat. 11. 64). Horace calls himself
g man nullis majoribus ortus” (Hor. Sat. 1. 6. 10). In the Bere-
shith Rabba we find the rule “a Gentile has no father,” i.e. the
father of a proselyte is not counted in Jewish pedigrees.” Further
the Jews mystically applied the same sort of rule which holds in legal
matters which says ‘* that things not producible are regarded as non-
existent.” Hence their kabbalistic interpretation of particulars not
mentioned in Scripture. From the fact that Cain’s death is nowhere
recorded in Genesis, Philo draws the lesson that evil never dies among
the human race; and he calls Sarah “motheriess” because her mother
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is nowhere mentioned. There is then no difficulty either as to the
idiom or ifs interpretation.

dpfitep. The mention of this particular may seem fo have no
bearing on the type, unless a contrast be intended to the Jewish
Priests who were descended from Elisheba the wife of Aaron (Ex.
vi. 23). But “Christ as God has no mother, as man no Father.”
The primitive Church neither used nor sanctioned the name Qeordros
“Mother of God” as applied to the Virgin Mary.

dyeveardynros. - ¢ Without a genealogy.” Melchigedek has no re-
corded predecessor or successor. Bishop Wordsworth guotes “Who
shall declare His generation?” which however is not the meaning of
the Hebrew.

prjre dpxnv fuepdy k.7.A. The meaning of this clause is exactly
the same as that of the last—namely that neither the birth nor death
of Melchisedek is recorded, which makes him all the more fit to be a
type of the Son of God. Dean Alford’s remark that it is “‘almost
childish’’ to suppose that nothing more than this is intended, arises
from imperfect familiarity with the methods of Rabbinic and Alex-
andrian exegesis. The notion that Melchisedek was the Holy Spirit
{which was held. by an absurd sect who called themselves Melchi-
" pedekites); or “the Angel of the Presence”; ‘or ““God the Word,
previous to Incarnation”; or ‘‘the Shechinah”; or ‘“thé Captain of
the Liord’s Host™’; or “an Angel”; or ‘‘a reappearance of Enoch”; or
an “éyadpkwas of the Holy Ghost”; are, on all sound hermeneutical
prineiples, not only ‘‘almost’ but quite *‘childish.” They belong to
methods of interpretation which turn Scripture into an enigma and
neglect all the lessons which result so plainly from the laws which
govern its expreseion, and the history of its interpretation. WNo
Hebrew, reading these words, would have been led to these idle and
fantastic conelusions about the superhuman dignity of the Cansanite
prince in himself, and apart from his purely typical eharacter. If the
expressions here used had been meant literally, Melchisedek would
not have been 2 man, but a Divine Being—and not the type of one. It
would then have been not only inexplicable, but meaningless, that in
all Scripture he should only have been incidentally mentioned in three
verses of a perfectly simple and straightforward narrative, and only
once again alluded to in the isolated reference of a Psalm written
centuries later.. The fact that some of these notions about him may
. plead the. authority of great names is no more than can be said of
thousands of the absolute, and even absurd, misinterpretations in
the melancholy history of slowly-corrected errors which passes under
the name of Sctipture exegesis. Less utterly gronndless is the belief
of the Jews that Melchisedek was the Patriarch Shem, who, as they
shewed, might have survived to this time (Avodath Hakkodesh 1. 20,
&c. and in two of the Targums). Yet even this view cannot be correct;
for'if Melchisedek had been Shem (1) there was every reason why he
ghould be called by his own name, and no reason whatever why his
name should be suppressed ; and (2) Canaan was in the territory of
Ham’s descendants, not those of Shem; and {3) Shem was in no sense,
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whether mystical or literal, “without pedigree.” - Yet this opinion
satisfied Lyra, Cajetan, Luther, Melanchthon, Lightfoot, &e.

‘Who then was Melchisedek? Josephus and some of the most learned
fathers (Hippolytus, Eusebius, &c.}, and many of the ablest modern
commentators, rightly hold that he was neither more nor less than what
Moses tells us that he was—the Priest-King of g little Canaanite town,
to whom, because he acted as a Priest of the True God, Abraham gave
tithes; and whom his neighbours honoured because he was not sensual
and turbulent as they were, but righteous and peaceful, not joining in
their wars and raids, yet mingling with them in acts of mercy and
kindness. How little the writer of this Epistle meant to exaggerate
the typology is shewn by the fact that he does not so much as aliude to
the “bread and wine” to which an unreal significance has been attached
both by Jewish and Christian commentators. He does not make it (as
the Jews do) in any way a type of the shewbread and libations; or an
offering characteristic of his Priesthood; nor does he make him (as
Philo does) offer any sacrifice at all. How much force would he have
added to the typology if he had ventured to treat these gifts as
prophecies of the Eucharist, as some of the Fathers do! His silence
on a point which would have been so germane to his purpose is
decisive against such a view. As regards the p#re we may observe
that as in Modern Greek ux has become the invariable negative with
participles, 50 we find a fendency in this direction in Hellenistic
Greek. Here for instance though the reference is to one persen; the
attribute implied by the participle is aseribed only in conception.
Comp. Lk. vii. 33, é\grvler Twdryns unre eoblwv...uhre wywr, See
‘Winer, p. 607.

dpaporwpévos R T¢ vid Tob eod, “‘having been likened to the Son
of God,” i.e. having been invested with a typical resemblance to
Christ. The expression explains the writer’s meaning. It is a com-
bination of the passage in Genesis with the allusion in Ps, ex.,
shewing that the two together comstitute Melchisedek & Divinely
appointed type of a Priesthood received from no ancestors and trans-
mitted to no descendants. The personal importance of Melchisedek
was very small; but he is eminently typical, because of the sudden-
ness with which he is introduced into the sacred narrative, and the
subsequent silence respecting him, He was born, and lived, and
died, and had a father and mother no less than any one else, but by
not mentioning these facts, the Scripture, interpreted on mystie
principles, ““throws on him a shadow of Eternity: gives him a typical
Hternity.” The expressions nsed of him are only literally true of
Him whose type he was, In himself only the Priest-prince of a little
Canganite eommunity, his venerable figure was seized upon, first by
the Psalmist, then by the writer of this Epistle, as the éype of an
Eternal Priest, As far as Seriptore is concerned it may be said of
him, that *“he lives without dying, fizxed for ever as one who lives by
the pen of the sacred historian, and thus stamped as a type of the
Son, the ever-living Priest.”

€ls 70 Bunvexés, in perpetuum.
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4. Ocapeire 8¢, “ Now contemplate spiritually.”

amAlkos ofros. Here begin the seven particulars of the typieal
superiority of Melchisedek’s Priesthood over that of Aaron, IFmst.
Even Abraham gave him tithes.

& xal Sexdrny k.T.\. The xal must not be connected with *ASpadu
by trajection (Ryperbaton), but emphasises the act of giving or tithe.
See Winer, p. 701, -

é marpudpxns. There is great rhetorical force in the order of the
original, “to whom even Abraham gave & tithe out of his best spoils—
he the patriarch.” Here not only is the ear of the writer gratified by
the sonorous- conclusion of the sentence with an Ionicus a minore
‘patriarchés; but a whole argument about the dignity of Abraham is
condensed into the position of one emphatic word, The word in the
N. T. oceurs only here and in Acts ii, 29, vii. 8, 9.

& tov depoBuwlay, “from the spoils.” The word properly means
that which is taken from the top of a heap (dxpos, #is); hence some
translate it ‘‘the best of the gpoils,’” and Philo describes the tithe
given 'by Abraham in similar terms. But this is to press too much
the derivation of the word.. - - -~ . -

g. ”iepiwehv. Defined by Aristofle to mean “care concerning the
gods. - )

dwoBexaroiy. The Priests only took tithes of the people indirectly,
through the agency of the Levites. Delitzasch argues that after the
Exile the Priests collected the tithes themselves. It cannot however
be proved that the Priests themselves tithed the people. This was
done by the Levites, who gave the tithe of their fithes to the priests,
Num. xviii. 22—26, Nehem. x. 88. There is however no real dif-
ficulty about the expression, for the Priests might tithe the people, as
Jewish tradition says that they did in the days of Ezra; and (2) Qui
facit per alium facit per se. There is therefore no need to alter “‘the
people” (Aadv) into Levi (Aevly), The Priests stood alone in receiving
tithes and giving none.

&k Tijs doddos., A Hebrew expression, Gen. xxxv. 11,

6. 6 8 w1} yeveahoyovpevos. O, which might have been here expect-
ed, would simply state the fact. The u¥ is practically here a stronger
negative beeanse it denies the very coneeption. Comp. Lk. i, 20, xal
&ry...of Surdpevos Xerficar, John vil. 49, 6 éxAos ofiros 6w ypyrdorwr
To¥ poUOVE . i

edAdynkey, ‘“and hath blessed.” SecoND point of superiority. The
perfects imply that the acts are regarded as permanent and still
continuous in their effscts, in accordance with the writer’s manner of
regarding Seripture as a Hving and present entity.

7. Umd Tov kpelrroves, i.e. the inferior is blessed by one who is
{pro hac vice or quoad hoc) the Superior, Hence blessing wag one of
the recognised priestly functions (Num, vi. 23—26).

HEBREWS 7
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8. xal &8¢ As things now are; while the Levitic priesthood still
continues,

_amodurjoxovres dvlpomor, “weak dying men”—men who are under
liability to die (comp. verse 23), as in the lines

“He preached as one who ne'er should preach again,
And as e dying man te dying men.”

The word drfpwro: implies men in their mortal frailty.

8 ¢, ie. he stands as a living man on the eternal page of
Seripture, and no word is said about his death; so far then as the
letter of Scripture is concerned he stands in a perpetuity of mystie
life. This is the TrIRD point of superiority.

9. ds Eros ewely, ‘‘so to speak”; shewing the writer's conscious-
ness that the expression is somewhat strained, especially as even
Isaac was not born till 14 years later. The phrase is classic, and is
common in Philo, but is the only example of the adverbial infinitive
in the N.T. (Winer, p. 399), and the only instance in which ws ex-
presses design (id. p. 563). Theophylact says it may mean either
& gurrduy elmeiy or ¥ oirws érw. The latter is elearly the meaning
here.

Aevels.. . 8eBexdroTan, ¢ Levi,. hath been tithed.” This is the FourtH
point of superiority.

11, Ei piv ody .7\, At this point begins the a fortior{ argument
which occupies the next nine verses. *Perfection” (compare the
verb in iz. 9, x. 1, 14, xi. 40) means power of perfectionment, capacity
to achieve the end in view; but this was not to be attained through
the Levitic priesthood. The Firra point of superiority is that the
Melchisedek Priesthood implies the abrogation of the Levitie, and of
the whole law which was based upon it.

& adris, ¢ for on the basis of it.” The writer regards the Priest-
hood rather than the Law as constituting the basis of the whole
Mosaic system ; so that into this slight parenthesis he really infuses
the essence of his argument. The Priesthood is obviously changed.
For otherwise the Theocratie King of Ps. cx. would not have been
called “a Priest after the order of Melchisedek™ but * after the order of
Aaron.” (learly then ¢ the order of Aaron” admitted of no attain-
ment of perfection through its means. Buf if the Priesthood was
thus condemned as imperfect and inefficient, the Law was equally
disparaged as a transitory institution. Righteousness did not ‘come
by the Law”; if it could so have come Christ would have died in
vain (Gal. ii. 21. Comp. Heb. x. 1—14).

& hads...vevopobéryras. As wop. takes the dat. (LXX.) the noun
which denotes the person becomes the subject of the passive verb.
‘Winer, p. 326.

als & xpela. We may supply either #» or dv 7. Thers could be
no need, since none of God’s actions or dispensations are superfluous.
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Erepov.. lepba.  Not “another priest” as in A, V. (which would have
required dxhov) but “a different priest.” -

xal ov.. Méyeorfar, ““and that he should not be sqid (viz. in Ps, cx. 4)
to be after the order of Aaron.” If the ov seem harsh (instead of u3)
in this construction, we may with Winer (p. 605) join the ot to xara
v rétw, “and be called ‘mot after the order of Aaron.’” That
Aéyeoda: does not here mean eligi is clear from ver. 13.

12. peru.ﬂeel!;{vns; He here uses the comparatively mild and
delicate term ¢“being iransferred.” When he has prepared the mind
of his readers by a little further argument, he substitutes for perd-
feaes the much stronger word ‘annulment’ (d@éryoes, ver. 18). I
is a characteristic of the writer to be thus careful not to shock the
prejudices of his readers more than was inevitable. His whole style
of argument, though no less effective than that of St Paul in its own
sphere, is more conciliatory, more deferential, less vehemently ico-
Eo(;llala.stic. His relation to St Paul is like that of Melanchthon to
uther.

¢ dvdykns. The Law and the Priesthood were so inextricably
united that the Priesthood could not be altered without disintegrating
the whole complex structure of the Law.

13. perdoxmkev, “hath had part in.” The expression seems to
be designedly indirect, with reference to the Virgin birth.

ovdels. Sacerdotal privileges were exclusively assigned to the tribe
of Levi (Deut. x. 8; Num. iii, 5—8). The attempt of King Uzzish,
who was of the tribe of Judah, to assume priestly functions, had been
terribly punished (2 Chron. xxvi. 3, 19).

14. wpédnhov, “Enown fo all.” The word wpédylor occurs in
1 Tim. v. 24, 25. The delicate shades of difference between peréo-
Xnkev...mpocéoxnkev, wpbdyhor...karddyror shew the careful elaboration
of the style.,

dvaréradkey, “ hath sprung.” The verb is used generally of the sun
riging (Mal. iv. 2; Lk. xii. 54; 2 Pet. i. 19}, but also of the springing
up of plants (Zech. iii. 8, vi. 12, &c.). Hence the LXX, choose the
word ’Avato)s, which usually means sunrise, to translate the Messianic
title of “ the Branch.”

& *Tot8a. Gen. xlix. 10; Is, xi. 1; Lk. iil. 33. ¢The Lion of the
tribe of Judah,” Rev. v. 5.

8 kipros Mpdv. This is the first time that we find this expression
in the N, T. standing alone as a name for Christ, It is from this
passage that the designation so familiar to Christian lips is derived.

wepl Lepéwv, ‘“concerning priests,” a better reading than the one
followed by the A. V. wepl iepwovrys, Uzziah, of the tribe of Judah,
king though he was, had been punished by lifelong leprosy for
usurping the functions of the tribe of Levi.

¥r. So &ri is used to strengthen a comparative in Phil. i, 9.
1—2
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15. kardSnhov. The word used is stronger than mpédyhor in ver,
14 and does not oceur elsewhere in the N.T. The change of the Law
can be yet more decisively inferred from the fact that Melchisedek is
not only a Priest of a different tribe from Levi, but a priest con-
stituted in a wholly different manner, and even—as he might have
said—out of the limits of the Twelve iribes altogether; and yet a
Priest was to be raised after his order, not after that of Aaron. .

. Followed by the present indicative e means «“{f " {as is the ca,se);
i.e. “seeing that.”

16. katd vopov éwtoAtis odapklvms. Rather, “in accordance with
the law of a fleshen (i.e. earthly) commandment.” Neither this
writer, nor even St Paul, ever called or would have called the Law
“carnal” (caprucds), a term which 8t Paul implicitly disclaims when
he says that the Law is **spiritual” (Rom. vii. 14}; but to call it
¢ fleshen ** (sdpxivos) is merely to say that it is hedged round with
earthly limitations and relationships, and therefore unfit to be adapt-
ed to eternal conditions. Ity ordinances indeed might be called
“ordinances of the flesh” (ix. 10), because they had to do, almost
exclusively, with externals. An attentive reader will see that even in
the closest apparent resemblances to the language of St Paul there
are differences in this Epistle, For instance his relative disparage-
ment of the Law turns almost exclusively on the conditions of its
Rierarchy ; and his use of the word ‘‘flesh” and ¢‘fleshen,” refers not
to sensual passions but to mortality and iransience.

yéyovey, *‘is become.”

tos deataliTov, “of an indissoluble life,” the life of a tabernacle
which “ could not be dissolved.” The word dxargAvros is not found
elsewhere in the N. T. The Priest of this new Law and Priesthood is
“‘the Prince of Life” (Acts iii. 15).

17. papvvpeiTar, * he is testified of.”

8m. This serves the purpose of our modern marks of quotation,
18. *AOémois. See note on ver. 12. Comp. Gal. iii. 15.
ylveran, ““there occurs” or “results,” in accordance with Ps. cx. 4.

wpoayoboqs. Comp, 1 Tim. i. 18, v. 24, The “commandment”
was only & temporary precursor of the final dispensation.

dvrolfs. Most ancient and modern commentators understand this
of the Mosalc Law in general.

8 8 aiTis doBevls kal dvwdehés. These very strong expressions—
almost as strong as any that St Paul has used—would have caused
terrible offence to all Judaists had they been introduced suddenly.
As it is they only occur incidentally in the midst of & sustained and
powerful train of reagsoning. The writer here shews how completely
he is of the school of St Paul, notwithstanding the strength of his
Judaic sympathies. For St Paul was the first who clearly de-
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monstrated that Christianity involved the abrogation of the Law, and
thereby proved its partial, transitory, and inefficacious character as
intended only to be & preparation for the Gospel (Rom. viii. 3). The
law was only the ““tutor’ or attendant-slave to lead men to Christ,
or train their boyhood till it could attain to full Christian manhood
(Gal. iii. 23, 24). It was only after the consummation of the Gospel
that its disciplinary institutions became reduced to *weak and beg-
garly rudiments” (Gal. iv. 9).

19. oiSlv...¢rhelwoev. This is illustrated in ix. 6—9.

imacaywyy 8 k.t X, The better punctuation is ‘“There results
8 disannulment of the preceding commandment on account of its
weakness and unprofitableness—for the Law perfected nothing—but
(there results) the superinduction of & better hope.” The latter
clauge i a nominative not to érehefwoer, but to ~yivera: in ver. 18.
The “better hope” is that offered us by the Resurrection of Christ;
and the whole of the New Testament bears witness that the Gospel
had the power of “perfecting,” which the Law had not. Rom. iii. 21;
Eph,ii. 13—15, &e.

20. xal’ doov ol xwpls dpkwpoolas. This is the SrxrH point of
superiority. He has lingered at much greater length over the Firrm
than over the others, from the extreme importance of the argument
which it incidentally involved. The oath on which the Melchisedek
Priesthood was founded is that of Ps. cx. 4. For the common word
dpros (a8 in vi. 17), he prefers the more sonorous épxwpesia which
means the same thing, but sounds more emphatic.

21. ol ptv ydp k.T.A., “ these men have been made priests without an
oath,” There is no mention of any cath of perpetuity in connexion
with the Aaronic priesthood.

doly yeyovéres. This is merely the periphrastic perfect (sind
geworden).

22. kpelrrovos Suabikns. By so much better was the covenant of
which Jesus has been made surety.” The words—which might be
taken as the keynote of the whole Epistle—should undoubtedly be
rendered ‘“‘of a better covenant.” The Greek word &:afifky is the
rendering of the Hebrew Berith, which means a covenant, Of ‘tes-
taments” the Hebrews knew nothing until they learnt the custom of
““making & will” from the Romans. So completely was this the
case that there is no word in Hebrew which means “a will,”” and
when a writer in the Talmud wants to speak of a “will,” he has to
put the Greek word 8:adxn in Hebrew letters. The Hebrew berith is
rendered 3wy in the LXX,, and “covenant” by our translators
at least 200 times, When we speak of the “0ld” or the “New

. Testament” we have borrowed the word from the Vulgate or Latin
translation of St Jerome in 2 Cor. iii. 6. The only exception to this
meaning of &wafycn in the N. T. is in ix. 1517, Of the way in
which Jesus is ‘‘a pledge” (#yyvos) of this ¢ better covenant,” see ver.
25 and viii. 1, 6, ix. 15, xii. 24, The word &yyvos occurs here alone
in the N. T., but is found in Eeclus, xxix. 15.
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23. kalol ptv kv X, “dAnd they truly have been constituted priests
many in number,” .

Oavdrey. The vacancies caunsed in their number by the ravages of
death required to be consiantly replenished (Num. xx. 28; Exod.
xzix. 29, 30).

24. & Bé “dut He.” The A.V. “*but this man” is not felicitous.

dwapdBarov, * hath kis priesthood unchangeable™ (Oocumen. drehed-
Tyrov, Theoph. ddddoyor, sempiternum Vulg.): a rendering which is
more in accordance with usage than * untransmissible,”” **a priest-
hood that doth not pass to another,” as it is rendered in the margin
of our Revised Version. The rendering ‘‘not to be transgressed
against,” or “inviolate” (intransgressibile, Aug.), is not tenable here.
The word belongs to later Greek, is not found in the LXX., and here
only in the N.T. This is the Sevexrr particular of superiority. I
think it quite needless to enter into tedious modern controversies as
to the particular time of Christ’s ministry at which He assumed His
priestly office, because I do not think that they so much as entered
into the mind of the suthor. The one thought which was prominent
in his mind was that of Christ passing as our Great High Priest with
the offering of His finished sacrifice into the Heaven of Heavens.
The méinor details of Christ’s Priestly work are not defined, and those
of Melchisedek are passed over in complete silence.

25. ¢ls 16 mavrelds, Le. “to the consummate end.” All the Apostles
teach that Christ “is able to keep us from falling and to present
us faultless before the presence of His glory” (Jude 24 ; Rom. viii. 84;
John vi, 37—39).

odfav. He saves them in accordance with His name of Jesus,
“the Saviour.” Bengel.

8. avrol. * No man cometh unto the Father but by me.”

ds 0 &vTuyxdvey Omép, ‘‘to appear in the presence of God for us™
(Heb, ix. 24). Philo also speaks of the Logos as a Mediator and
Intercessor (Vit. Mos. 1. 16).

Having thus proved in seven particulars the franscendence of the
Melchisedek Priesthood of Christ, as compared with the Levitic
Priesthood, he ends this part of his subject with & weighty summary,
into which, with his usual literary skill, he introduces by anticipation
the thoughts which he proceeds to develop in the following chapters.

26. Towdros yip. The ¢ for” clinches the whole argument with
s moral consideration. There was a spiritual fitness in this annul-
ment of the imperfect Law and Priesthood, and the introduction of
& better hope and covenant. So great and so sympathetic and so
innoeent & High Priest was suited to our necessities. There is
much rhetorical beauty in the order of the Greek. He might have
written it in the order of the English, but he keeps the word
“Priest” by way of emphasis as the last word of the clause, and then
substitutes High Priest for it.
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8aws. Heb. 71'DN), pure towards God (Lev. xx. 26, xxi. 1; Ps. xvi.
10; Actsii, 27). He bore “holiness to the Lord"” not on & golden
mitre-plate, but as the inscription of all His life as “the Holy One of
God” (Mk. i 24).

dxakos, as regards men., Chrys. drbyypos, olx Smwovdes. Is. liii. 9.

dplavros. Not stained, Is. liii. 9 (and as the word implies un-
stainable), with any of the defilements which belonged to the Levitic
priests from their confessed sinfulness. Christ was ¢ without sin”
(iv. 15); ‘without spot” (iz. 14; 1 Pet. i, 19). He “knew no sin”
(2 Cor. v. 21).

kexwptopéves drd Tov dpapreddy. ‘ Having been separated from
sinners.” The writer is alreas; beginning to introduce the subject of
the Day of Atonement on which he proceeds to speak. To enable
the High Priest to perform the functions of that day aright the
most scrupulous precauntions were taken to obviate the smallest
chance of ceremonial pollution (Lev. xxzi. 10—15); yet even these
rigid precautions had at least once in living memory been frustrated—
when the High Priest Ishmael ben Phabi had been incapacitated from
his duties because in conversing with Hareth (Aretas), Emir of Arabia,
a speck of the Emir's saliva had fallen upon the High Priest’s beard.
But Christ was free not only from ceremonial pollution, but from
that far graver moral stain of which the ceremonial was a mere
external figure; and He had now been exalted above all contact with
sin in the Heaven of Heavens (iv. 14},

iymAdrepos. Having ‘““ascended up far above all heavens’ (Eph.
iv. 10).

27. xa@’ npépav. A difficulty is suggested by this word, because
the High Priest did not offer sacrifices daily, but only once a year on
the Day of Atonement. In any case the phrase would be a mere
verbal inaccuraey, sinco the High Priest could be regarded as poten-
tially ministering in the daily sacrifices which were offered by the
inferior Priests; or the one yearly sacrifice may be regarded as
summing up all the daily sacrifices needed to expiate the High Priest’s
daily sins (so that *daily” would mean *‘continually”). It appears
however that the High Priest might if he chose take actual part in
the daily offerings (Ex. xzxix. 38, 44; Lev. vi. 19—22; Jos. B. J. v.
5—7). It is true that the daily saerifices and Minchah or ““meat
offering”” had no recorded connexion with any ezpiatory sacrifices ;
but an expiatory significance seems to have been attached to the
daily offering of incense (Lev. xvi. 12, 13, LXX.; Yoma, f. 44. 1).
‘Wieseler's notion that there is any reference to the Jewish Temple

. built by Onias at Leontopolis is entirely baseless. Both Philo (De
Spee. Legg. § 53) and the Talmud use the very game expression as the
writer, who seems to have been perfectly well aware that, normally
and strictly, the High Priest only offered sacrifices on one day in the
year (iz. 25, x. 1, 3). The stress may be on the mecessity. Those
priests needed the expiation by sacrifice for daily gins; Christ did not.
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épdmwat, “once for all” {ix. 12, 26, 28, x. 10; Rom. vi. 10). Christ
offered one sacrifice, once offered, but eternally sufficient.

&avrdy. 'The High Priest was also the Vietim, viii. 3, ix. 12, 14,
25, x. 10, 12, 14; Eph. v. 2 (Liinemann).

28. dvpdmovs, i.e. ordinary * human beings.”
perd Tov vépoy. Namely, in Pg, ex, 4.

Terhawpdvoy, “who has been perfected.” The word * consecrated ”
in our A.V. is & reminiscence of Lev. xxi. 10; Ex, xxix. 9. The
‘¢ perfected ” has the same meaning as in ii. 10, v. 9,

CHAPTER VIIL

1. &ml rols heyopévars. This is the undoubted reading for which
év (A} is a (correct) explanatory gloss.

6. téruxev NADEKL. The rec. has 7érevye with B. Some MSS.
have the correct Attic rertymxe.

8. adrols NADK. airols BEL followed by the rec. and most
editors, but not Weste. Hort. The ai7ods must be construed with
pepp. but adrols with Aéyei.

Cu. VIIL. Having compared the two Priesthoods, and shewn the
inferiority of the Aaronic priesthood fo that of Christ as “=a
High Priest for ever after the order of Melchisedek,” the writer
now proceeds to contrast the two Covenants. After fixing the
attention of his readers on Christ as the High Priest of the True
Sanctuary (1—6) he shews that God, displeased with the diso-
bedience of those who were under the Old Covenant, had by the
prophet Jeremiah promised a New Covenant (7—9) which should
be superior to the Old in three respects. i. Because the Law
of it should be written on the heart (10). ii. Because it should
be universal (11), and iii. because it should be a covenant of
forgiveuess (12), The decrepitude of the Old Covenant, indicated
by its being called ¢¢old,” is a sign of its approaching and final
evaneseence (13},

1. Kepdhawoy 8 k7. \. Rather than A.V., “the chief point in what
we are saying is this.” The word xepdlator may mean, in its classical
sense, “chief point,” and that must be the meaning here, because
these verses are mot a gummary and they add fresh particulars to
what he has been saying. Dr Field renders if “now to crown our
present discourse”; because xe¢pdhaor émbeivar, like fastigium impo-
nere, i3 to crown a pillar with its capital, and a building with its
coping-stone. Tyndale and Cranmer, “pyth.”

Towirrov. ¢ Such as I have described.” rotbode i prospective, row-
obros is retrospective. .
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ixdfurev, “sat”—a mark of preeminence (x. 11, 12, xii. 2). In St
Stephen’s Vision our Lord appears starding to aid the Martyr.

Tov Opdvov. This conception seems to be the origin of the Jewish
word Metatron (ueradpbrios), a sort of Prince of all the Angels, near
the throne. '

Tis peyohwodvns év Tois edpavols. A very Alexandrian expression.
See note on i. 3.

2. Aerovpyés. From this word (derived from hews, *people,”
and &yor, ““work ) comes our *‘liturgy.”

7oy dylay, “of the sanctuary.” This (and not “of holy things,”
or ““of the saints’) is the only tenable rendering of the word in this
Epistle.

kal, The “and” does not infroduce something mew; it merely
farnishes a more definite explanation of the previous word,

s aknvijs Tis dhndus, “of the genuine tabernacle.” The word
dAnfirds means **genuine,” and in this Epistle *“ideal,” « archetypal.”
It is the antithesis not to what is spurious, but to what is material,
secondary and transient. ’AAnf4s is the opposite to evdsgs, bus
dAnbuwos to kiBdqhos. So Christ Himself is the < real” Vine, that which
corresponds to the true idea, of which the Earthly Vine is only the
transient symbol: The Alexandrian Jews, as well as the Christian
scholars of Alexandria, had adopted from Plato the doctrine of Ideas,
which they regarded as Divine and eternal archefypes of which
material and earthly things were but the imperfect copies. They
found their chief support for this introduction of Platonic views into
the interpretation of the Bible in Ex. xxv. 40, xxvi. 30 (quoted in
ver. 5). Accordingly they regarded the Mosaio tabernacle as & mere
sketeh, copy, or outline of the Divine Idea or Pattern. The Idea is
the perfected Reality of ita material shadow. They extended this
conception much farther:

¢“What if earth

Be but the shadow of heaven, and things therein

Each to the other like, mora than on earth is thought?”
The “genuine tabernacle” is the Heavenly Ideal (ix. 24) shewn to
Moses. To interpret it of ¢ the glorified body of Christ” by a mere
verbal eomparison of John ii. 19, is to adopt the all-but-universal
method of perverting the meaning of Scripture by the artificial ela-
borations and inferential afterthoughts of a scholastic theology.

érntev.  Lit., “fized.”

ovic dvfpumos. Not a mere human being, as Moses was. Comp.
iz, 11, 24,

8. kablocrarar. ¢ Is appointed.”

83pd ¢ kal dvalas. Beenoteon v. 1.

kal Toiroy. “ That He too.” It would be better as in the R.V. to
avoid introducing the word ““man” which is not in the original, and
to say ¢ that this High Priest.” R
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& mpoorevéyky. In Attic prose relatives with the conj. mood usually
have dv, but this is sometimes omitted in the N.T., Jas, ii. 10, 8ores...
mphep; Matt. x. 83, ores dpmioyral pe. It is essential to the concep-
tion of a priest that he should have an offering,—the aorist denotes
the one past act, not that there is a continual offering, or representa-
tion of the offering. Christ’s offering is mainly the blood of this one
sacrifice, i.e. His vivifying life outpourad for, and imparted to, His
people. The point is one of the extremest importance, and though the
writer does not pause to explain what was the sacrifice which Christ
offered as High Priest, he purposely introduces the subject here to
prepare for his subsequent development of it in ix. 12, x. 57, 11, 12.
Similarly St Paul tells us *‘ Christ...hath given Himself for us, an
offering and a sacrifice to God for a sweet-smelling savour” (Eph. v. 2).

4. e pvolviv. “Now if He were still on earth.”

én\ yis. His sanctuary must be a heavenly one, for in the earthly
one He had no standpoint.

0v8’ av 1jv iepeds. He would not even be so much as a Priest at all;
still less a High Priest; for He was of the Tribe of Judah (vii. 14},
and the Law had distinetly ordained that ‘“no stranger, which is not
of the seed of Aaron, come near to offer incense before the Lord’
(Num. xvi. 40). .

Svrav Tdv wpoodepdvrwv K.\ “ Since there are (already) those who
offer their gifts according to the Law.” The writer could not possibly
have used these present tenses if the Epistle had been written after
the Fall of Jerusalem. Jewish institutions are, indeed, spoken of in the
present tense, after the fall of Jerusalem, by Barnabas and Clement of
Rome ; but they are merely using an every-day figure of speech. In the
oase of the Epistle to the Hebrews the argument would have gained such
indefinite force and weight in passages like this by appealing to a fact
80 startling as the annulment of the Mosaie system by God Himself,
working by the unmistakable demonstrations of history, that no
writer similarly circumstanced could possibly have passed over such a
point in silence.

5. olrwes k.r.A. Namely, the priests—who are ministering in
that which is nothing but a copy and shadow (. 1; Col. ii. 17) of the
heavenly things. The verb Aarpedew usually takes a dative of the
person to whom the ministry is paid. Here and in xiii. 10 the dative
is used of the thing in which the service is done. It is conceivable
that there is a shade of irony in this—they serve not a Living God,
but a dead tabernacle. And this tabernacle is only a sketch, an-
outline, a ground pattern (1 Chron. xxviii. 11) as it were—at the
best a representative image—of the Heavenly Archetype.

&y érovpavlav. ** Of the heavenly things,” R.Y, Perhaps rather
« of the heavenly sanctuary *’ (iz. 23, 24).

kexppdriorat. ¢ Even as Moses, when about to complete the taber-
nacle, has been divinely admonished...” On this use of the perfect
see note on iv. 8, &e. xpnuaritw is used of Divine intimations in
Matt. ii. 12 ; Luke ii. 26 ; Acts x. 22, &e, .



VIIIL. 6.] NOTES. ' 107

“Opa...roujoas. ~ This is not a classical idiom, though not "abso-
Tutely unknown to classical Greek (Lobeck, Phryn. p.-734). It is here
taken from the LXX. (Ex. xxv. 40). Ilowjoys would be better Greek.

mdvra. This expression is not found either in the Hebrew or the
LXX. of the passages referred to (Ex. xxv. 40, xxvi. 30); if seems to
be due to Philo (De Leg. Alleg, mit. 83), who may, however, have fol-
lowed some older reading.

katd Tov Timov k.r.A. Here, as is so often the case in comments
on Scripture, we are met by the idlest of speculations, as to whether
Moses saw thiz *pattern” in a dream or with his waking eyes;
whether the patiern was something real or merely an impression pro-
duced upon his senses; whether the tabernacle was thus a eopy or
only ‘¢ g copy of a copy and a shadow of a shadow,” &c. Such ques-
tions are otiose, because, even if they were worth asking at all, they do
not admit of ary answer, and involve no instruction, and no result of
the smallest value. The Palestinian Jews in their slavish literal way
said that there was in Heaven an exact literal counterpart of the
Mosaic Tabernacle with * a fiery Ark, a fiery Table, a fiery Candle-
stick,” &ec., which descended from heaven for Moses to see; and that
Gabriel, in a workman’s apron, shewed Moges how to make the can-
dlestick,—an inference which they founded on Num., viii. 4, * And this
work of the candlestick ’ (Menachoth, f. 29. 1). Without any such
fetish-worship of the letter it is quite enough to accept the simple
statement that Moses worked after a pattern which God had brought
before his mind. The chief historical interest in the verse is the fact
that it was made the basis for the Scriptural Idealism by which Philo
and the Alexandrian Jews tried to combine Judaism with the Platonic
philosophy, and to treat the whole material world as a shadow of the
spiritual world. It is one of several narrow points on which were
built huge inverted pyramids of inference, which even ;when it was
intrinstcally tenable, could still not be deduced from the passages
quoted.

8, vwl 8¢, i.¢e. but as it 1s.

rérvxev. This form is often found in ancient grammarians. See
Veitch, Greek Verbs, p. 578.

Siadopwrépas k..M. *¢ 4 ministry more excellent in proportion as He
is also.” This proportional method of stating results runs throughout
the Bpistle (see i. 4, iii. 3, vii. 22). It might be said with truth that
the gist of his argument turns on the word ¢‘ how much more.” He
constantly adopts the argumentum a minori ad majus (vil 19, 22, ix. 11,
14, 28, x. 29). For his object was o shew the Hebrews that the pri-
vileges of Judaism to which they were looking back with such longing
eyes were but transitory outlines and quivering shadows of the more
blessed and more eternal privileges, which they enjoyed as Christiana.
Judaism was but a shadow of which Christianity was the substance;
Judaism was bub & copy of which Christianity was the permanent Ides,
and heavenly Archetype; it was but a scafiolding within which the
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genuine Teinple had been built; it was but a chrysalis from which the
inward winged life had departed.

peolrys. ix. 15, xii. 24; 1 Tim. ii. 5.

kpelrrooy.  “‘ Better,” because not physical but spiritual, and not
temporal but heavenly and eternsl., Bengel notices that the main
words in the verse are all Pauline, Rom. ix. 4; 1 Tim. ii, 5.

7—13. TuREEFOLD SUPERIORITY OF THE NEW T0 THE OLD CoOVENANT,
AS PROPEESIED BY JEREMIAH; BEING A PROOF THAT THE ‘‘ PRo-
MISES *’ OF THE NEW COVENANT ARE ‘‘BETTER.”

7. Ei ydp...dpeprros. Whereas it was as he has said doferrs
and dvwpensds and capkivy (vii. 16, 18). The difference between the
writer’s treatment of the relation between Christianity and Judaism
and St Paul’'s mode of dealing with the same subject consists in
this :—to St Paul the contrast between the Law and the Gospel was
that between the Letter and the Spirit, between bondage and freedom,
between Works and Faith, between Command and Promise, between
threatening and mercy. All these polemical elements disappear almost
entirely from the Epistle to the Hebrews, which regards the two dis-
pensations as furnishing a contrast between Type and Reality. This
was the more possible to Apollos, or one of similar training to his,
because he regards Judaism not so much in the light of a Law as in
the light of a Priesthood and a system of worship, Like those who
had been initiated into the ancient mysteries the Christian convert
from Judaism could say &pvyov xaxby, efpov duevor—° 1 fled the bad, I
found the better ”’; not that Judaism wasin any sense intrinsically and
inherently % bad” (Rom. vii. 12), but that it became so when it was
preferred to something so much more Divine.

olk dv &nreiro. There would not have been—as we know there
was—any demand for a second.

8. pepddpevos yip avrols. The *for” introduces his proof that
“place for a better covenant was being sought for.” The persons
blamed are not expressed, unless we read adrovs. Perhaps the mean-
ing is “blaming the first covenant, He says to them ™ (who were
under it). The “He " is God speaking to the Prophet. This would
(reading adrois) however have been expressed more naturally by mpés
avrovs. If it can mean * He says to them,” the blame is, with deli-
cate rhetorie, transferred from the covenant to those who received it.

*I80% k.7 A\, The quotation is from Jer. xxxi, 31—34.

owrehéow. “I will accomplish.”” The Hebrew word means literally .
<1 will cut,” alluding perhaps to the slaying of victims at the inaugu-
ration of a covenant. But the LXX. and the writer of the Epistle
substitute a less literal word.

9. imdafopévov. See note on ii. 16. The construction is harsh
but is taken from the LXX. of Jer, xxxi. 32, and represents the infi-
nitive. Winer, p. 714.
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oik dvépewav.. The disobedience of the Israelites was a cause of
nullifying the covenant whieh they had transgressed (Judg. ii. 20, 21;
2 Kings xvii. 15—18). Comp. Hos. 1. 9, * Ye are not my people, and
Iwill not be your God.”

qpéAnoa airdy. These words correspond to the “though I was a
hushand unto them ™ of the original. The guotation is from the LXX.,
who perhaps followed a slightly different reading. Rabbi Kimchi
holds that the rendering of the LXX. is justifiable even with the pre-
gent reading.

10. émlkapdlas. The gift of an inner law, not written on granite
glabs, but on the fleshen tablets of the heart, is the first promise of the
New Covenant. It involves the difference between the Voice of the
Spirit of God in the Conscience and a rigid external law: the differ-
ence, that is, between spirituality and legalism. This is brought out
in Ezek, xxxvi. 26—29.

toopar avrois eis Oebv. The phrase civat, yiyreafar els {fleri, mutari
in aliq.) became an established formula in the LXX,

11, ov py 5i8dfwoww. Dawes's canon that only the second aor. subj. -
act. and mid. is used after o0 uf) i3 at any rate inapplicable to the N.T.
(see Rev. xviii. 14), nor does Hermann’s-canon on the difference of
meaning between o uh with the fut. and with the aor. subj. remain
valid in Hellenistic Greek. See Winer, pp. 635, 636.

év moMmv adrob. Lit., “kis fellow-citizen.” The repetition
Eragros...xal Exaoros 18 a sorh of echo of the Hebrew idiom ¢ the man
to his brother,” Winer, p. 217.

wdvres. The second promise of the New Covenant is that there
ghall be no appropriation of knowledge ; no sacerdotal exclusiveness;
no learned caste that shall monopolise the keys of knowledge, and
lock out those that desire to enter in. “ 4il thy children shall be
taught of the Liord ” (Is. liv. 13), and all shall be ““a chosen genera-
tion, a royal priesthood, a peculiar people.”

etdnoovory. This form of the future eldiow from eldéw is Tonic and
extremely rare. It is found in Isocrates, but does not oceur elsewhere
in the LXX. or N.T.: see Veitch, Greek Verbs, p. 187.

elBrjoovoly pe. By virtue of the anointing of the Holy Spirit, which
¢ teaches us of all things ” (1 John ii, 27).

dmd pukpov k.r. X, That is, from the eldest to the youngest (Gen.
xiz, 11; Acts viii. 10, &e.).

12. Duews doopar. Comp. Rom. xi. 27. The third promise of the
New Covenant is the forgiveness of sins, with a fulness and reality
which could nof be achieved by the sacrifices of the 0ld Covenant (see
ii. 15, ix. 9, 12, . 1, 2, 4, 22). Under the 0ld Covenant there had
been a deep feeling of the nullity of sacrifices in themselves, which led
to an almost startling disparagement of the sacrificial system (1 Sam.
xv. 22 ; Ps. xl. 6,1, 8—10, li. 16; Mic. vi. 6, 7; Is. i 11; Hes. vi. 6;
Am, v. 21, 22, &e.).
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18. meralalokey. “He hath rendered obsolete.” The very ex-
pression, “a New Covenant,” used in the disparaging connexion in
which it stands, superannuates the former covenant, and stamps it as
antiquated. The verse is a specimen of the deep senge which it was
the constant object of the Alexandrian interpreters to deduce from
Seripture. The argument is analogous to that of vii. 11,

T 8 malawdpevov k.. X, Lit., " Now that which is becoming anti-
quated and wazing aged, is near obliteration.” The expression * rear
evanescence ” again shews that the Epistle was written before the
Fall of Jerusalem, when the deeree of dissolution which had been
passed upon the Old Covenant was carried into effect. Even the
Rabbis, though they made the Law an object of superstitious and ex-
travagant veneration, yet sometimes admitted that it would ultimately
ceage to be—namely, when ‘‘the Evil Impulse” (Deut. xxxi, 21}
should be overcome. ‘

&yds ddaviopod. Compare the expression éyyds xardpas (vi. 8),
and Dr Kay peints out the curious fact that «“ eurse” and * oblitera-
tion " (dgaviwuds here alone in the N. T.) appear in juxtaposition in
2 Kings xxii. 19 (where our version renders it * desolation”’}.

CHAPTER IX.

1. 1) wpd. Theaddition of sxyph in the ree. is very ill supported,
and the sense requires the word Siafzyen to be understood. Besides
which # #p. ax. bas a different meaning altogether in the next verse.

5. 86fns. This is much better supported than the s &. of the rec.

9. xaf’ fv RABD. The «ad’ év of the rec. was a correction of the
more difficult expression.

10. [xal]. Notin RAD. Swkawdpara NAB.

11. Tdv peAdéwrev. This is also the reading of the rec. and is
better than r&» yevouévwr of BD adopted by Lachmann, &e., which is
perhaps accidentally due to the preceding wapayevéuevos.

12. eipdpevos. The rarer form, altered by D inio edpbpevos.
19. {&pdvmwev. Better supported than the égpdrriger of the rec.

2¢. Xpwords NACD. By the time that this Epistle was written the
title 6 Xpigros (rec.}) had been superseded in general by the name
Xpwrés.

Cum. IX. After thus tracing the contrast between the Two Covenants,
the writer proceeds to shew the difference between their ordi-
nances of minisiration (ix, 1—x, 18), He conirasts the sanctuary
(1—b5), the offering, and the access (6, T) of the Levitical Priests,
in their shadowy and inefficacious ritual (9, 10), with the sanc-
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tnary (11), the offering, and the access of Christ (12), stating how
far superior was the efficacy of Christ’s work (13, 14)., In the
remainder of the chapter (16—28) he explaing the perfection and
indispensableness of Christ’s one sacrifice for sin. His object in
thig great section of the Epistle is to prove to the Hebrews that
C]:rist is *the end of the Law"; that by His sacrifice all other
sacrifices have been rendered needless; and that unlike the brief,
intermit{ent, and partial access of the High Priest to the Holy of
Holies on the Day of Atonement, we have through Christ a per-
fect, universal, and continuous access to God.

1. Eixe piv olv K.T.)t. “To resume then, even the first (diabixy)
had its ordinances.” No substantive is expressed with * first,” but
the train of reasoning in the last chapter sufficiently shews that
¢ Covenant,” not ¢ Tabernacle,”’ is the word to be supplied.

elxe. Although he often refers to the Levitic ordinances as still con-
tinuving, he here contemplates them as obsolete and practically an-
nulled.

T6 Te dyrov Koopikov. ¢ And its jganctuary—a malerial one.” The
word xoouwdy, rendered ‘¢ worldly,” means that the Jewish Sanctuary
was visible and temporary—a mundane structure in contrast to the
Heavenly, Eternal Sanctuary. The adjective only occurs here and in
Tit. ii. 12. Some edltors, both here and in Josephus (B. J. 1v. 5, § 2),
render it ¢ complete,” i.e. in perfect order. It is impossible to render
with the A. V. a worldly sanctuary,” for the N.T. writers keep the
rule about the atiributive adj. being placed before the article or after
the noun. koouuwdy is in apposition, and some regard it as a sort of
substantive. See Winer, p. 166,

2. karerkevdofn. ‘‘ Was prepared” or ““established.” He treats
of the Sanctuary in 2—5, and of the Services in 6—10.

1] mpdrn. By this is not meant the Tabernacle in contrast with
the Temple, but ‘“ the outer chamber (or Holy Place).” It is however
true that the writer is thinking erclusively of the T'abernacle of the
Wilderness, which was the proper representative of the worship of the
Old Covenant. He seems to kave regarded the later Temples as deflec-
tions from the Divine pattern, and he wanted to take all that was
Judaio at its best, His description applies to the Tabernacle only.
It is doubtful whether the seven-branched candlestick was preserved
in the Temple of Solomon; there was certainly no ark or mercy-seat,
much less a Shechinah, in the Herodian Temple of this period. When
Pompey profanely forced his way into the Holy of Holies he found to
his grea.t astonishment nothing whatever (vacua omnia).

& 1. Understand “is.” The whole tabernacle is ideally pre-
sent to the writer’s imagination.

| 7e Avxvla. Ex. xxv. 31—39, xxzvil. 17—24. The word would
more accurately be rendered ** lampstand.” In Solomon’s temple there
seem to have been ten (1 Kings vii, 49). There was indeed one only
in the Herodian temple (1 Mace. 1. 21, iv. 49; Jos. dntt. . 7, § 6,
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and allusions in the Talmud). It could not however have exactly
resembled the famous figure carved on the Arch of Titus (as Josephus
hints in a mysterious phrase, Jos. B.J. viL. 5, § 5} , for that has marine
monsters carved upon its pediment, which would have been a direct
violation of the second commandment,

kal 7 Tpdwela. Ez, xxv. 2330, xxxvii, 10—16. There were ten
such tables of acacia-wood overlaid with gold in Solomon’s temple
(2 Chron., iv. 8, 19).

1 mpdleois Tav dprwv. Rendered by the LXX. dproc ris mpofé-
cews. Lit., * the setting forth of the loaves.” The Hebrew name
for it is ‘“the bread of the face” (i.e. placed before the presence
of God}, Ex. xxv. 23—30; Lev. zxiv, 5—9.

dyia. Neut. plur, dyio dylwr represents the Hebr. superlative
D’!_'?.jﬁ):n'_l WT) In the O.'T. Kodesh is *the Holy Place.” dyia
dyley. Lit., “the Holy of Holies,” a name which, like the Latin

Sancta Sanctorum, is the exact translation of the Hebrew Kodesh
Hakkodashim. In Solomon’s Temple it was called * the Oracle.”

3. perd 8t 18 Sebrepov katanéracpa. S Behind the second veil.” There
were two veils in the Tabernacle—one called qoR (Ex xxvi. 36, 37,

LXX. xdAvpua, or émrta-qrgo'rpav) which hung before the entrance; and
“ the second,” called N8 (LXX. karamérasua), which hung between

the Holy Place and the Holiest (Ex. xxvi. 81—35), The Rabbis invent
two curtaing between the Holy Place and the Holiest with a space of
a cubit between them, to which they give the name Tarkesin, which
is of uncertain origin. They had many fables about the size and weight
of this curtain—that it was a handbreadth thick, and took 800 priests
to draw it, &e. &e. '

4. xpvooly.. Buparipiov. It has beenlong disputed whether fvpuia-
Thpior means Censer or Altar of Incense. Itdoes not oceur in the Greck
version of the Pentateuch (except as a various reading), where the “altar
of incense” is rendered by fvoaoripior Gupmdparos (Ex. xxx. 27; comp.
Lk. i, 11); but it is used by the LXX. in 2 Chron. xxzvi. 19; Ezek, viii.
11, and there means *‘ censer”; and the Rabbis say that ‘‘a golden
censer” was used by the High Priest on the Day of Atonement only
(Yoma, 1v. 4). *Censer” accordingly is the rendering of the word ir this
place in the Vulgate, Syriae, Arabic, and Aethiopic versions; and the
word is so understood by many commentators aneient and modern.
On the other hand (which is very important} both in Josephus (4ntt,
111 6, § 8) and in Philo {Opp. 1. 504) the word fvuwaripior means “the
Altar of Imcense,” which, like the table, might be called ** golden,”
because it was overlaid with gold ; and this is the sense of the word in
other Hellenistic writers of this period down to Clemens of Alexandria.
The Altar of Incense was so important that it is most unlikely to
have been left unmentioned. Further, it is observable that we are
not told of any censer kept in the Tabernacle, but only in the
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Temple. The incense in the days of the Tabernacle was burnt in a
AR (wupetor, *“ brazier,” Lev. xvi. 12); nor could the censer have
been kept in the Holiest Place, for then the High Priest must have
gone in to fetch it before kindling the incense, which would have
been contrary to all the symbolism of the ritual. .

But it is asserted that the writer is in any case mistaken, for that
neither the censer nor the *f altar of incense’ was in the Holiest,

But this is not certain as regards the censer. It is possible that
gome golden censer-stand may have stood in the Holiest, on which
the High Priest placed the small golden brazier (machettak, LXX, my.
petov), which be carried with him. There is indeed no douht that the
¢« Altar of Incense ’’ was not in the Holiest Place, but ag all authorities
combine in telling us, in the Holy Place. But there was a possibility
of mistake about the point, because in Ex. xxvi. 85 only the table and
the lampstand arementioned ; and Ex. xxx. 6 isa little vague. Yet the
writer does not say that the altar of incense was in the Holiest. It
was impossible that any Jew should have made such a mistake, unless
he were, as Delitzsch says, “a monster of ignorance”; and if he had
been unaware of the fact otherwise, he would have found from Philo in
several places (De Victim. Offer. § 4; Quis rer. div. haer. § 46) that
the Altar, which Philo also calls Guuiarijpior, was outside the Holiest,
Josephus also mentions this, and it was universally notorious (B. J.
v. 5, § 5). Aceordingly, the writer only says that the Holiest ¢¢ pqgq”
the Altar of Incense, in other words that the Altar in some sense
belonged to it. And this is rigidly accurate; for in 1 Kings vi, 22
the Altar is described as ‘“belonging to > the Oracle (lit. the Altar
which was to the Oracle, laddebir), and on the Day of Afonement
the curtain was drawn, and the Alfar was intimately associated
with the High Priest’s service in the Holiest Place. Indeed the
Altar of Incense (since incense was supposed to have an atoning
power, Num. xvi. 47) was itself called “Holy of Holies” {A. V.
“most holy,” Ex, xxx. 10), and is expressly said (Ex. xxx. 6, zl. 5)
to be placed ‘“before the mercy-seat.” In Is. vi.1—8a seraph flies
from above the mercy-seat to the Altar. The writer then, though he
is not entering into details with pedantic minuteness, has not made
any mistake; nor is there the smallest ground for the idle conjecture
that he was thinking of the Jewish Temple at Leontopolis. The close
connexion of the Altar of Incense with the service of the Day of Atone.
menf in the Holiest Place is illustrated by 2 Maee. ii. 1—8, where the
Altar is mentioned in connexion with the Ark.

Tjv kBurdv. This, as we have seen, applies only to the Taberngele
and to Solomon’s Temple. ¢ There was nothing whatever,” as Jo-
sephus tells ug, in the Holiest Place of the Temple after the Exile
(B. J.v. 5, §5). The stone on which the Ark had once stood, called
by the Rabbis * the stone of the Foundation,” alone was visible.

wdvrofer. The word rendered “round about” means literally “ on
all sides,” i.e. ¢ within and without  (Ex. xxv. 11).

%pvoly. The diminutive xpuoie here used for gold seems to imply
HEBREWS 8
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nothing distinetive, Diminutives always tend to displace the simple
forms in late dialects.

ordpvos xpvafj. The Palestine Targum says that it was an earthen
jar, but Jewxsh tradition asserted that it was of gold. The LXX,
inserts the word *golden’ in ¥ix. xvi. 83 and so does Philo. It con-
tained an ¢‘omer” of the manna, which was the daily portion for
each person. The writer distinctly seems to imply that the Ark con.
tained three things—a golden jar (grduros) containing a specimen of
the manna, Aaron’s rod that budded, and the Stone Takbles of the
Decalogue. Here again it is asserted that he made a mistake. Cer-
tainly the Stone Tables were in the Ark, and the whole symbolism of
the Ark represented the Cherubim bending in adoration over the
blood-sprinkled propitiatory which covered the tables of the broken
moral law. But Moses was only bidden to lay up the jar and the rod
““ before the Testimony,” not “in the Ark”; and in 1 Kings viii. 9,
2 Chron. v. 10 we are somewhat emphatically informed that ¢ there
was nothing in the Ark” exeept these two tables, which we are told
{Deut. x. 2, 5) that Moges placed there, All that can be said is that
the writer is not thinking of the Temple of Solomon at all, and that
there is nothing impossible in the Jewish tradition here followed,
which supposes that ‘¢ before the Testimony ” was interpreted to mean
“in the Ark.” Rabbis like Levi Ben Gershom and Abarbanel had
certainly no desire to vindicate the accuracy of the Epistle to the
Hebrews, and yet they say that the pot and the rod were actually at
one time in the Ark, though they had been removed from i} before
the days of Solomon.

1 poPSds. Num. xvii. 6—10,

5. XepouBelv. ¢ The Cherubim,” since im i the Hebrew plural
termination (not as in A. V. * Cherubims ).

B6Ens. Not *“the glorious Cherubim” but “the Cherubim of the
Shechinah® or cloud of glory. This was regarded as the symbol of
God’s presence, and was believed to rest between their outspread
wings (see 1 Sam, iv, 22; 2 Kings xix. 15; Hagg. ii. 7—9; Beclus. xlix,
8). - They were emblems of all that was highest and best in animated
nature—the grandest products of creation combined in one living
angelic symbol (Ezek. x, )—upholdmg the throne of the Eternal as
on “ a chariof” and bending in adoring contemplation of the moral
law as the revelation of God’s will.

1d thnoripoy, “the propitiatory,” is the translation used. by the
LXX, for the Hebrew cappéreth or *‘covering.” The word probably
meant no more than *lid” or “cover”, but the LXX. understood it
metaphorically of the covering of sins or expiation, besause the blood
of the expiatory offering was sprinkled upon it,

kard pépos. “ Severally,” rather than ‘‘ particularly” (A. V.), **in
detail.” 1t was no part of the writer’s immediate purpose to enter
upon an explanation of that symbolism of the Tabernacle which has
largely occupied the attention of Jewish historians and Talmudists as
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well as of modern writers, Had he done so he would doubtless have
thrown light upon much that is now obsoure. But he is pressing on
to his point, which is to shew that even the most solemn and magni-
ficent act of the whole Jewish ritual—the ceremony of the Day of
Atonement—bears upon its face the signs of complete transitoriness
and inefficiency when compared with the work of Christ.

6. Tobray 8t obrus kateokewaopévav. ‘‘Since then these things
have been thus arranged.” .

els ptv My wpdmny...imreholvres. ‘“Into the outer tabernacle the
priests enter continually in performance of their ministrations.”” Their
ordinary ministrations were to offer sacrifice, burn incense, and light
the lamps, and in the performance of these they certaiuly entered the
Holy Place twice daily, and apparently might do so as often as they
saw fit. No. inference can be securely drawn ag to the continued
existence of the Temple service from the present eislas:w, because the
present is used by the writer of things ideally existent on the page of
Seripture (vii. 3, 5, ix. 22, &e.).

7. miv Sevrépav, ie. **the inner,” ‘‘the Holiest.” There was a
graduated sanctity in the Tabernacle and in the Temple. In the
Temple any one might go into the Outer Court or Court of the
Gentiles; Jews into the Second Court; men only into the Third;
priests only in their robes into the Holy Place; and only the High
Priest into the inmost shrine (Jos. ¢. 4pion. 11. 8),

dmwaf Toi éwnavrod, i.e. only on one day of the whole year, viz. on
the tenth day of the seventh month Tisri, the Day of Atonement. In
the course of that day he had to enter it at least three, and possibly
four times, namely (1) with the incense, (2) with the blood of the
bullock offered for his own sins, (3) with the blood of the goat for the
sing of the people, and perhaps (4) to remove the censer (Lev, xvi.
12—16; Yoma, v. 2). But these entrances were practically one.

wpoodépe.. A vivid present.

fnrép...a’.yvoqtdrmv. Lit., “for the ignorances,” but the word seems
to be used in the LXX. to include gins as well as errors {v. 2, 3; Ex.
xxxiv. 7; Lev. xvi. 2, 11, 34; Num. xv. 27—31).

8. mjv Tdv aylev 68év. Entrance into the Holiest symbolised
direct access to (od, and the “way” into it had not been made
evident until He came who is “the way, the truth, and the life”
{(John xiv. 6). He is “‘the new and living way* (x. 19, 20).

s wpdrns okrnrijs Exodons ordaw. ¢ While yet the outer Tabernacle
is still standing,” le. so long as there is—for the Temple, which
represented the continuity of the Tabernacle and the 0ld Covenant,
had not sunk in flames, a8 it did a few years later—an outer Taber-
nacle, through which not even a Priest was ever allowed to enter into
the Holiest. Hence the deep significance of the rending of the veil
of the Temple from the top to the bottom at the Crucifixion (Matt,
xxvii, 51}.

8—2
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9, fns wapafoli els Tdv kaipdy Tdv dveernxdTa. sres. It is per-
haps better, with Mr Rendall, to refer this to ordsw. rather than to
ginprfs “while this outer tabernacle is still holding & position which
&c.” It is more often understood to mean ““and this outer Taber-
nacle is a parable for the present time.”” By *“the present time” he
means the prae-Christian epoch in which the unconverted Jews were
still practically living. The full inauguration of the New Covenant,
of which Christ had prophesied as His Second Coming, began with
the final annulment of the Old, which was only completed when the
Temple fell, and when the observance of the Levitic system thus
beeame (by the manifest interposition of God in history) a thing
simply impossible. A Christian was already living in “the Future
Aeon” (Ha-olam habba); & Jew who had noft embraced the Gospel
gtill belonged to the present time’’ { Ha-olam hazzeh, 6 xaipds 8 évecry-
xs). The meaning of the verse is that the very existence of an outer
Tabernacle (*‘the Holy Place”) emphasized the fact that close access
to God {of which the entrance of the High Priest into the Holiest was'
a symbol) was not permitted under the 0ld Covenant.

s o

ka® fv. The true reading is mnot xaf’ 8» but xad’ 4, so that the
“which” refers to the word “parable” or “gymbol,” *in sccordanca
with which symbolism of the outer Tabernacle both gifts and
sacrifices are being offered, such as (u4) are not able, so far as the
consetence is concerned, to perfect the worshipper.” He says “are
offered” and “him that does the service,” using the present (not as in
the A.V, the past tense), because he is throwing himself into the
position of the Jew who still clings to the Old® Covenant. The
introduction of “a clear conscience” (or moral consciousness) into the
auestion may seem like a new thought, but it is not. The implied
argument is this: only the innocent can “ascend the hill of the Lord,
and stand in His Holy Place”: the High Priest was regarded as
symbolically innocent by virtue of minute precautions against any
ceremonial defilement, and because he carried with him the atone-
ment for his own sing and those of the people: he therefore, but he
alone, was permifted to approach God by entering the Holiest Place.,
The worshippers in general were so little regarded as “perfected in
‘conscience” that only the Priests could enter even the outer “Holy™
(vii. 18, 19, x. 1—4, 11),

P Svvdpevan. The fig. indicates the thought of the writer, quae
non valeant; ob duwdpevar (comp. x. 1) would have been equally
admissible, and would have emphasized the fact of their being in-
herently unable to perfect the eonscience {quae non valent). ’

10. pévov iml. The “which” of the A. V. refers to the “present
time.” The Greek is here elliptical. The meaning is that the
wgifts and sacrifices’ consist only in meats and drinks and divers
washings—being ordinances of the fiesh, imposed (only) till the
season of reformation.

Pedpaciy. Ex. xil; Lev. xi.; Num. vi.

wopagw. Lev. x. 8, 9, xi. 34; Num. vi. 2, 8.
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Swaddpors Bawrmorpois. Lev. viii. 6, 12; Ex. xl. 31, 32; Nom. xix,
and the Levitical law passim. All these things had already been
disparaged by Christ as meaning nothing in themselves (Mark vii.
1—15); and St Paul had written ¢ Let no man judge you i meat, or
in drink..,which are a shadow of things to come; but the hody is of
Christ” (Col. ii. 16, 17).

[kal] Bwawipara capkss. The xal should be omitfed, and for
the dixawdpac: of the Text, receptus we should read devacdupara. Ib
stands in apposition to the sentence in general, and to the *‘gifts and
sacrifices ” of the last verse; they could not assure the comseience,
because they had only fo do with meats, &c.—being only ordinances
af the flesh, i.e. outward, transitory, superficial.

péxpr kawpov Bopldaews. The season of reformation i that of
which Jeremiah prophesied: it is in fact the New Covenant, see viii.
7—12. The “yoke of bondage,” which consists of a galling and
wearisome externalism, was then changed for ‘‘an easy yoke and a
light burden®’ (Matt. xi. 30).

tmelpeva, There is no need for the ““on them ” of the A.V. The
verb means ‘‘imposed as a burden,” “lying as a yoke.” Comp.
Acts xv. 10, 28; Gal.v. 1. - -

11—14. AsSURANCE oF CoNSCIENGE, THE CONDITION OF AcCEss To
(GOD, WAS SECURED THROUGH CHRIST ALONE.

11. mapayevdpevos. °fBeing come among us.”

Tov pedAdvrav dyabdv. Another and perhaps belter reading is
“of the good things that have come” {yerouévwy BD, not pedrburwy).
The writer here transfers himself from the Jewish to the Christian
standpoint. The ‘‘good things” of which the Law was only ‘‘the
shadow” (x. 1) were sfill future fo the Jew, but to the Christian they
lind already come. Bleck takes tor neAl. dy. to be a gen. of de-
pendence or reference, Delitzsch and Alford regard it as a gen. of the
object.

8ud. The preposition rendered *“by’ may mean either *“through’—
in which case “the greater and better tabernacle” means the outer
heavens through which Christ (anthropomorphieally speaking) passed
(see ver. 24 .and iv. 14); or ““by means of "—in which case *‘the
better tabernacle” is left undefined, and msy here mean either the
buman nature in which for the time *He tabernacled” (x. 20; John
i 14, ii. 19; Col. ii. 9; 2 Cor. v, 1), or ad in viii. 2, the Ideal Church
of the firstborn in heaven (comp. Eph. i. 3).

oV Xewpomovirov. Because whatever tabernacle is specifically meant
it is one which **the Lord pitched, not man.”

ot Tatmns mis kvlcews. The word «xriris may mean eitber ¢*build-
ing” or ‘‘creation.” If the latter, then the meaning is that the
better tabernacle, through which Christ entered, does not belong to
the material world. But since xrifw means ‘“to build,” kriois may
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mean “building,” and then the word ratirys by a rare idiom means
“yulgar,” “ordinary” (Field, Otium Norvicense, 111 142); otherwise
the clause would be a mere tautology. ’

12. olt8é  “Nor yet.”

8¢ alparos Tpdywv kal pdoywv. By means of the blood of goats and
calves” (this is the order of the words in the best MSS.). It is not
meant that the sacrifices of the 0ld Covenant were useless, but only
that when they were regarded as meritorious in themselves—apart
from the faith, and the grace of God, by which they could be blessed
to sincere and humble worshippers—they could neither purge the
consecience, nor give access to God. When the Prophets speak of
sacrifices with such stern disparagement they are only denouncing the
superstition which regarded the mere opus operatum as sufficient
apart from repentance and holiness (Hos. vi. 6; Is. i. 10—17, &e.).

8ud 8% Tod Blov alparos. His own blood (i.e. His essential life
poured out for us) was the offering by which He was admitted as our
High Pricst and Eternal Redeemer into the Holy of Holies of God’s

immediate presence (xiii, 20; Rev. v. 6). A:d expresses the means by
which Christ entered.

ipdmwel. ¢ Once for all.”
ds Td dywe, i.e. into the Holiest, as in Lev. xvi. 2, 3. -

alwvlav Mrpwow, i.e. the forgiveness of sins (Eph. i. 7), and ransom
from sinful lives (1 Pet. i. 18, 19} to the service of God (Rev. v. 9).
It should always be borne in mind that the Scriptural metaphors of
Ransom and Propitiation describe the Atonement by its blessed effects
as regards man. All speculation as to its bearing on the counsels of
God, all attempts to frame a scholastic scheme out of metaphors only
intended to indicate a transcendent mystery by its results for us, have
led to heresy and error. 7o whom was the ransom paid? The
question is idle, becanse ‘‘ransom’ is only a metaphor of our de-
{iverance from slavery. For nearly a thousand years the Church was
content with the most erroneous and almost blasphemous notion
that the ransom was paid by God to the devil, which led to still more
grievous aberrations, Angelm who exzploded this error substituted
for it another—the hard forensic notion of indispensable satisfaction.
Such terms ag those of ‘substitution,” ‘‘vicarious punishment,”
reconciliation of God to us” (for *of us to God”), have no sanction
in Scripture, which only reveals what is necessary for man, and
what man can understand, viz. that the love of God in Christ has
provided for him a way of escape from ruin, and the forgiveness
of sins.

ebpdpevos. ¢ Having obiained.” The * for us” is rightly supplied
in the A.V.; but the middle voice of the verb shews that Christ in
His love to us also regarded the redemption as dear to Himself,
ebpduny is the aor. mid. for evpbuny. It is also found in Pausanias,
and is due to a kind of false analogy with the form of the 1st aor,
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13. « ydp 76 alpa xr.X. The writer has designedly chosen the
two most striking sacrifices and ceremonials of the Levitical Law,
namely the calf and the goat offered for the sins of people and priest
on the Day of Atonement (Lev, xvi.), and ‘“the water of separation,”
or rather “of impurity,” ie. *‘to remove impurity” *‘as a sin-
offering,” deseribed in Num. xix. 1—22 (comp. Heb. vii. 26). The
blood of Christ is deseribed as having at once a cleansing (1 John i. 7,
Rev. vii. 14) and an atoning efficacy, and by blending the two distinet
types of the great yearly Atonement and of the Red Heifer, the
writer here combines this twofold efficacy of ezpiation and puri-
fication into one.’

Sapdhews. The Jews have the interesting legend that mine such
red heifers had been slain between the time of Moses and the de-
struction of the Temple.

Tods kekowwpévovs. Those that have become ceremonially defiled,
especially by having touched a corpse.

wpds TV THs capkds kadapbrira, i.e. if these things are adequate
to restore a man to ceremonial cleanness which was a type of moral
purity. 8o much efficacy they had; they did make the worshipper
ceremonially pure before God: their further and deeper efficacy de-
pended on the faith and sincerity with which they were offered, and
was derived from the one offering of which they were a type.

14, wéorg pd\hov. Again we have the characteristic word—the
keynote as it were—of the Epistle.

7 alpa 7ol Xpurrot. Which is typified by ¢ the fountain opened
for sin and for uncleanness ”’ {Zech. xiii, 1).

8ud mvedparos alaviov. If ““through the Eternal Spirit” be the
right rendering the reference must be to the fact that Christ was
“ quickened by the Spirit”’ (1 Pet. iii. 18); that ‘“God gave not the
Spirit by measure unto Him ” (John iii. 34); that ‘“‘the Spirit of the
Lord was upon Him” (Lk. iv. 18); that He “by the Spirit of God”
cast out devils (Matt. xii, 28). For this view of the meaning see
Pearson on the Creed, Art. 1ir., and it is represented by the reading
¢Holy ” for Eternal in some cursive MSS. and some versions. It may
however be rendered ‘‘by arn Eternal Spirit,” namely by His own
Spirit—by that burning love which proceeded from His own Spirit—
and ‘mot by a mere “ordinance of the flesh” (verse 10). In the
Levitic sacrifices involuntary victims bled ; but Christ's sacrifice was
offered by the will of His own Eternal Spirit.

dpwpov. Christ -had that sinless perfection which was dimly fore-
shadowed by the unblemished victims whieh could alone be offered
under the Levitic law.

dmd vexpdv épyov. See vi. 1. If sinful works are meant, they are
represented as affixing a stain to the conscience ; they pollute as the
touching of a dead thing polluted ceremonially under the Old Law
(Nom. xix. 11—16). But all works are ‘‘dead” which are done
without love., This seerns to be the meaning, for the Writer speaks
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of the conscience as cleansed. It is the conscience which impels a
man to work, but all works done in slavish obedience even to con-
science uncleansed are dead. It is to be observed that the writer—
true to the Alexandrian training which instilled an awful reverence
respecting Divine things...attempts even less than 8t Paul to explain
the modus operandi., He tells us that the Blood of Christ redeems
and purifies us as the old sacrifices could not do. Sacrifices removed
ceremonial defilement—they thus * purified the flesh™: buf the Blood
of Chrigt perfects and purifies the conscience (x. 22) and so admits™
us into the Presence of God, because the Blood of Christ means the
Life of Christ which vivifies the soul. The *“ how can this be?” be-
longs to the secret things which God has not revealed; we only
know and believe that so it is.

€ls 76 Aatpebey Bed {dvri. Not to serve ““dead works” or a mere
material tabernacle, or fleshly ordinances, but to serve the Living
God who can only be truly served by those who are “alive from the
dead” (Rom. vi. 13). '

15—28. THE INDISPENSABLENESS AND HFFICACY OF THE DEaTa
oF CHRIST.

15. 8ia roiiro, i.e. on account of the grandeur of His offering.

Suwdijkns kawis pealrs. * 4 mediator of a NEw Covenant.” Moses
had been called by Philo * the Mediator™ of the Old Covenant, i.e. he
who came between God and Israel as the messenger of it. "But
Christ’s intervention—His coming a8 One who revealed God to man—
was accompanied with a sacrifice o infinitely more efficacious that it
involved a NEw Covenant altogether.

favdTov yevopévov. The rendering of the A.V. makes the passage
entirely unintelligible. The true rendering and explanation of this
highly condensed and elliptical clause seem to be as follows: ‘*And
on this account He is & Mediator of a New Covenant, that—since
death” [namely the death of sacrificial victims] ‘*occurred for the
redemption of the transgressions which took place under the first
covenant—ithose who have been called [whether Christiang, or faith-
ful believers under the Old Dispensation] may [by virtue of Christ’s
death, which the death of those vietims typified] receive [i,e. actually
enjoy the fruition of, vi. 12, 17, x. 86, zi. 13] the promise of the
Eternal Inheritance.” Volumes of various explanations have been
written on this verse, but the explanation given above is very simple.
The verse is a sort of reason why Christ’s death was necessary. The
ultimate, @ priori, reason he does not attempt to explain, because it
transeends all understanding; but he merely says that since under
the 0ld Covenant death was necessary, and victims had to be slain in
order that by their blood men might be purified, and the High Priest -
might enter the Holiest Place, so, under the New Covenant, a better
and more efficacious death was necessary, both to give to those old
sacrifices the only real validity which they possessed, and to secure
. for all of God’s elect an eternal heritage,
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1éy.. mapaPdoewy. The gen. of the object, sin-redemption, i.e,
redemption from sing. Winer, p. 231.

16. ¥wou ydp Biabijkn. In these two verses (16, 17), and these
only, dwfixy is used in its Greek and Roman sense of “‘a will,” and
not in its Hebrew sense of “a covenant.” The sudden and moment-
ary change in the significance of the word explains itself, for he has
just spoken of an inheritance, and of the necessity for a death. 1t was
therefore quite natural that he should be reminded of the fact that
just as the Old Covenant (8:a8%xn) required the constant infliction of
death upon the sacrificed victims, and therefore (by analogy) necessi-
tated the death of Christ under the New, so the word a8y in its
other sense of *“Will” or “Testament” (which was by this epoch
familiar also to the Jews) involved the necessity of death, because a
will assigns the inheritance of ‘& man who is dead. This may be
called “a mere play on words”; but suck a play on words is per-
fectly admissible in itself; just as we might spenk of the *“New
Testament” (meaning the Book) as *“a testament” (meaning “a
will”) sealed by & Redeemer’s blood. An illustration of this kind
was peculiarly consonant with the deep mystic significance attached
by the Alexandrian thinkers to the sounds and the significance of
words. Philo also avails himself of both meanings of dwafiixy (De
Nom. Mutat. § 6; De Saer. Abel, Opp. 1. 586, 172). The passing
illustration which thus occurs to the writer does not indeed explain
or attempt to explain the eternal nccessity why Christ must die; he.
leaves that in all its awful mystery, and merely gives prominence to
the fact that the death was necessary, by saying that since under the
Old Covenant death was required, so the New Covenant was in-
augurated by a better death ; and since a *“Will” supposes that some
one has died, so this “Will,” by which we inherit, involves the
necessity that Christ must die, The Old Covenant could not be
called ““a Will” in any ordinary sense; but the New Covenant was,
by no remote analogy, the Will and Bequest of Christ.

peofar.  Wherever there is a will the supposition that the maker
of the will has died is implied, or legally involved (@épestac, constare).

17. éml vexpois. Lit., “over the dead.” The A.V. rendering (“after
men are dead”) expresses the meaning rightly—a will is only valid
“in cases of death,” ‘in the case of men who are dead.” Ez vi
termini, a testament” is the disposition which a man makes of his
affairs with a view to his death. The attempt fo confine the word
Stabiry to the sense of * covenant,” which it holds throughout the
rest of the Epistle, hag led to the most strained and impossible
distortion of these words éml vexpois in a way which is but too
familiar in Seripture commentaries, They have been explained to
mean “over dead victims,” &ec.; but all such explanations fall to the
ground when the special meaning of Stafhjxy in these two verses is
recognised. The author thinks it worth while to notice, in passing,
that death is the condition of inheritance by testament, just as death
i necessary to ratify a covenant (Gten, xv. 7—10; Jer. xxxiv. 18). To
his readers, in all probability, the momentary change of sense would
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have been at once intelligible ; and especially if they were readers of
Philo. The unusual expression émi vexpols, where éri rols dwodavotow
might have been more intelligible, is due to the silent parallel between
the “testament™ and the ¢ covenant” which is passing through the
author’s mind. °Ewi often implies supposition or condition; éml ».
over dead persons, i.e. not until there are dead persons, when death
has taken place. Winer, p. 491,

émel...pmore toxve...; The words are perhape belter taken as a
question—* Since 1s there any validity in it at all while the testator is
alive?” This is an appeal to the reader’s own judgement. The ¥ is
thus accounted for, which we must otherwise explain by the fact that
he is not thinking of any particular testament, Winer, p. 602. As
a matter of fact, however, though we should here have expected the
absolute denial of ofiwere, later writers constantly use u7 after émel.

18. 80ev. ““Wherefore”; because both *“a covenant” and “a tes-
fament’’ involve the idea of death.

ovb’. ““Not even.”

évkexalyiorrar.  Lit., *“ has been handselled’® or “inaungurated.” The
word is from the same root as *‘Encaenia,” the name given fo the
re-dedication of the Temple by the Maccabees {John x. 22, Comp.
Deut. zx. 5; 1 Kings viii. 63; LXX.). The perfect is used by the
author, as in so many other instances where we should have expected
an aorist,

19. xal Tov tpdywv. This is not specially mentioned, but it may
be supposed that *“goats™ were among the burnt-offerings mentioned
in Ex. xxiv. 5.

{8aros xal éplov xoxkivov kal toodmov. These again are not
mentioned in Ex. xxiv. 6, but are perhaps added from tradition on
the analegy of Ex. xii. 22; Num. xix. 6; and Lev. xiv. 4—6.

doodwou, The dry stalks of a plant reserbling marjoram.

atré Te 76 Biphlov. See Ex. xxiv. 6—8, where however it is not
specially mentioned that the Book was sprinkled. The Jewish tra-
dition was that it lay upon the altar (see Ex. xxiv. 7). The *“book”
seems to have been the written record of what was uttered to Moses
in Ex, xx. 22 to xxiii, 33. This is one of several instanees in which
the writer shews himself learned in the Jewish legends (Haggadoth).

20. Totro. Inthe Hebrew “Behold!” Some have supposed that
the writer adopted the variation from a reminiscence of our Lord’s
words—¢“This is my blood of the new covenant which is shed for
many for the remission of sins” (Matt. xxvi. 28). But if such a
reference or comparison had been at all present to his mind, he
would hardly have been likely to pass it over in complete silence.

1is tverelharo wpds Upds & Beds. * Which God commanded with regard
to you,” i.e. which (covenant) Jehovah commanded me to deliver
to you.

21. xal mjv oxyviv 8¢ This again is not mentioned in the scene
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to which the writer seems to be referring (Ex. xxiv. 6—8), which
indeed preceded the building of the Tabernacle. It is nowhere re-
corded in Scripture that the T'abernacle was sprinkled, although it
is perhaps #mplied that on a later oceasicn this may have been done
(Ex. x1. 9, 10); and Josephus, clogely following the same Haggadah as
the writer, says that such was the case (Jos, Antt. 1. 8, § 6).

wdvra vd okeim. This again is not mentioned, though we are told
that Aaron and his sons, and the altar, were consecrated by such a
sprinkling (Lev. viii. 30); and that the *propitiatory’’ was so sprin-
kled on the Day of Atonement (Lev. xvi. 14). By these references to
unrecorded traditions the writer shews that he had been trained in
Rabbinic Schools.

22. oxedov...wdvra. There were a few exzceptions (Ex. xix. 10:
Lev. v. 1113, xv. 5, zvi. 26, &c.). The word oxeddv, ‘ almost,”
is only found in two other passages of the N. T. (Acts xiii, 44,
xix, 26).

xwpls alparacxvelas. ¢ Without shedding of blood.” This, and not
“ pouring out of blood”’ at the foot of the altar (Ex. xxixz. 16, &e.), is
undoubtedly the true rendering. Comp. Lev. xvii. 11; Lk. xxii. 20,
The Rabbis have a proverb, “no expiation except by blood.” (Yoma,
f. 5. 1; Menachoth, f. 93. 2.) The writer merely mentions this as a
revealed fact: he does not attempt to construct any theory to account
for the necessity.

23. Jmwobelypara. * Copies,” or outlines—Abbilden (not Urbilden),
iv. 11, viii. 5, .
atrd 5t md drovpdwa, Not “the New Covenant,” or * the Church,”
or ‘“‘ourselves a8 heirs of heaven,” but apparently the Ideal Taber-
nacle in the Heavens, which was itself impure before Him {o whom
s the very heavens are not clean.” If this conception seem remote we
must suppose that by the figure called Zeugma the verb ¢ purified ”

passes into the sense of * handselled,” ** dedicated.”

xpelrroow fvofars. The plural is here only used generically to ex-
press a class. He is alluding to the one transcendent sacrifice.

24, oV ydp €s xepowolnra k.r.X. ‘ For not into any Material
Sanctuary did Christ enter—a (mere) imitation of the Ideal,—but intoi
Heaven itself, now to be visibly presented before the face of God for;
us.” The Ideal or genuine Tabernacle is the eternal uncreated;
Archetype as contrasted with its antitype {or ‘‘imitation ”’) made
with hands. The Ideal in the Alexandrian philosophy, so far from:
being an antithesis of the real, meant that which alone is abaolutely!
and eternally real ; it is the antithesia of the material whieh is but a
perishing imitation of the Archetype.

épdarodijvar.  The inf, of purpose. The aor. is used to call atten-
tion to the special moment of the God-man’s manifestation before
the Presence of God. The word * to be visibly presented” (épgparis-
d%vai} is not the same as that used in ver. 26 (regarépwras * He hath
been manifested’), nor with that used in ver, 28 {(¢¢fycerar *He
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shall be seen”), though all these are rendered in English by the verb
‘‘appear,”

25. xar &navrév. In this entrance of the High Priest once a
year, on the Day of Atonement, into the Holiest Place culminated all
that was gorgeous and awe-inspiring in the Jewish ritual. The writer
therefore purposely chose it as his point of comparison between the
ministrations of the Two Covenants, For if he could shew that even
the eeremonies of this day—called by the Jews ¢ the Day "—were a
nullity compared with the significance of the Gospel, he was well
aware that no other rite wonld be likely to make a converted Hebrew
waver in his faith. The Day of Atonement was called * the Sabbath
of Sabbatism ” or ** perfect Sabbath.” It was the one fast-day of the
Jewish Calendar. The 70 bullocks offered during the Atonement-
week were regarded as o propitiation for all the 70 nations of the
world. On that day the very Angels were supposed to tremble.
It was the only day on which perfect pardon could be assured to sins
which had been repented of, On that day alone Satan had no power
to accuse, which is inferred by ¢ Gematriz” from the fact that “the
Accuser” in Hebrew was numerieally equivalent to 364, so that on
the 865th doy of the year he was forced to be silent. On the seven
days before the Day of Atonement the High Priest was scrupulously
gecluded, and was kept awake all the preceding night to avoid the
chance of ceremonial defilement. Till the last 40 years before the
Fall of Jerusalem it was asserted that the tongue of searlet cloth tied
round the neck of the goat *‘for Azazel” (** the Seape Goat”} used to
turn white in token of the Remission of Sins. The function of the
High Priest was believed to be attended with much peril, and the
people awaited his reappearance with deep anxiety. The awiful im-
pression made by the services of the day is shewn by the legends which
grew up respecting them, and by such passa.ges as Ecelus. 1. 5—186,
xlv. 6—22. See an Excursus on this subject in my Early Days of
Christianity, 1. 549—552.

& alpate dAhotplw. * With blood not kis own,” namely that of the
goat and bullock. See ver. 22, The év expresses that with which
any one is furnished, Comp. 1 Cor. iv. 21. A Rabbinic book says
¢ Abraham was circumecised onthe Day of Atonement; and on that
Day God annually looks on the blood of the Covenant of the Cu:cum-
cision a8 atoning for all our iniquities.”

26. ¥Be. Sub. dv. ‘It would have been necessary for Him.” The
omission of d» only calls more forcible attention to the mecessity in
the case supposed. See Winer, p. 356.

woM\dkis. Since He could not have entered the Sanctuary of
God’s Holiest in the Heavens without some offering of atoning blood.

dmaf. < Once for all.” This is emphasized several times in the
Epistle.

tml cvvrehelg Tév aldvoy. The phrase of the A. V. ¢“in the end
of the world” hardly conveys the meaning of the Gresk, which is
“at the consummaticn of the ages ” (Matt. xiii. 39, 43, xxiv. 3, xxviii.



IX. 28] NOTES. 12§

20), in other words *“when God’s full time was come for the revelation
of the Gospel *’ (comp. i. 1; 1 Cor. x. 11).

ds doémaw dpaprias. © For the annulment of sin.” Into this cne
word is concentrated the infinite superiority of the work of Christ,
The High Priest even on the Day of Atonement could offer no sacri-
fice which could even put away (dpaipety) sin (z. 4), but Christ’s
sacrifice was able to annul (dferciv) sin altogether.

8id s Qvolas avrov. By His sacrifice.” If the A.V. rendering
% by the sacrifice of Himself”” had been correct we should have had
éavrot. The object of the sacrifice was, as St Peter tells us, *¢to bring
us to God” (1 Pet. iii. 18).

wedbavéporar. Lit., ‘“He has been manifested ’—namely, “in the
flesh ™ at the Incarnation (1 Tim, iii. 16; 1 Pet. i. 20, &c.).

27. kab Soov. *Inasmuch as.’
dmwbkerar. It is reserved” ; 1it., “it is laid up for.”

kplos. ‘A judgement.” By this apparenily is not meant “a day in
the which He will judge the world in righteousness ”” (Acts zvii. 31),
but a judgement which follows immediately after death.

28, 6 Xpwrés, “'The Christ”; the Anointed High Priest.

dmaf mpooevexOels. * Having been once offered.” Christ may also
be said as in ver. 14 “to offer Himself”; just as He is said *‘to be deli-
vered for us” (Rom. iv. 25) and “‘to deliver up Himself” (Eph.
v. 2).

woldv. “Many” is only used as an antithesis to ©few.” Of
course the writer does not mean to contradict the lesson which runs
throughout the N. T. that Christ died for all. Once for all One died
for all who were **many ' (see my Life of St Paul, 11. 216).

dveveykeiv. * To carry them with Him on to the Cross,” as in 1
Pet. ii. 24 : or as probably in Is, liii. 12 ¢ to take them away.”

xwpls. Not merely “ without (drep)” but “ apart from (xwpls) sin,”
i.e. apart from all connexion with 1t, because He shall have utterly
triumphed over, and annulled it (ver. 26; Dan. ix. 24, 25; Is. xxv. 7,
8). The words do not go with * the second time,” for at Christ's first
coming He appeared without sin indeed, but nof ** apart from sin,”
seeing that “ He was numbered with the transgressors” (Is. liii. 12)
and was “made gin for us ”” (2 Cor. v. 21}.

ds complav. “ It shall be said in that day, Lo, this is our God;
...we have waited for Him, we will be glad and rejoice in His salva-
tion” (Is. xxv. 9). Itis remarkable that the Sacred writers—unlike
the Mediaeval painters and moralists—almost invariably avoid the
more terrible aspects of the Second Advent. * How shall He appear?”’
asks St Chrysostom on this passage, *“ As a Punisher? He did not
say this, but the bright side.”” The parallelism of these verses is:
Man dies once, and is judged; Christ died once, and shall return—
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he might have said ‘to be man’s judge” (Acts xvii. 31)—but he
does say “ He shall return...for salvation.”

‘We may sum up some of the contrasts of this previous chapter as
follows. The descendants of Aaron were but priests; Christ, like
Melchisedek, was both Priest and King. They were for a time; He
is a DPriest for ever, They were but links in a long succession, in-
heriting from forefathers, transmitting to descendants; He stands
alone, without lineage, without successor. They were established by a
transitory ordinance, He by an eternal oath. They were sinful, He
is sinless. They weak, He all-powerful. Their sacrifices were ineffec-
tual, His was perfect. Their sacrifices were offered daily, His once
for all. Theirs did but cleanse from ceremonial defilement, His
purged the conscience. Their tabernacle was but a copy, and their
service a shadow; His tabernacle was the Archetype, and His service
the substance. They died and passed away ; He sits to intercede for
us for ever at God’s right hand. Their Covenant is doomed to abro-
gation ; His, founded on better promises, is to endure unto the end.
Their High Priest could but enter once and that with awful precan-
tions, with the blood of bulls and goats, into a material shrine; He,
entering once for all with the blood of His one perfect sacrifice into
the Heaven of Heavens, has thrown open to all the right of continual
and fearless access to God, What a sin then was it, and what a
folly, to look back with apostatising glances at the shadows of a petty
Levitism while Chrigt the Mediator of a New, of a betier, of a final
Dispensation—Christ whose blood had a real and no mere symbolic
efficacy, had died once for all, and Alone for all, as the sinless Son of
(God to obtain for ns an eternal redemption, and to return for our
salvation as the Everlasting Vietor over sin and death!

CHAPTER X.

1. Sivaraw DEEL. ddwaprar ¥AC. The plural is probably a mere
sversight due to the previous mpospépovow.

2. kexaBapiorpévovs NDEE. The xexafepiauérovs of A is probably
3 mere clerical exrror. The rec. has xexafapuévous, L.

11. wds piv tepebs DEKL. The reading xds pév dpyeepets is.sup-
ported by AC and is possibly right, as lepeds may have been a eorree-
tion to avoid the apparent error involved in the xa# #Hpépar, and
perhaps ol lepets would have been a more natural and accurate ex-
pression (as Bleek says) than =ds lepeds, which in its literal sense was
not true.

3¢. 7ois Seoplows AD Vulg. and many Fathers, This seems to
have first changed by oversight into 7ofs Bespuols, to which pov
‘NEEL) was perhaps added as an explanatory gloss.

favrods NA. davrois DEKL, & ¢avro’s only a few eursive MSS,
3ee the note,
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[é» ovparols]. Omitted in RAD Copf. Aeth. Vulg. It. and many
fathers. It is an explanatory gloss, and a mistaken one. See the
note.

88. pov. This is found in most MSS. of the LXX., and especially
in the Alexandrine which the writer seems to have used. See the
note. .

Cu. X. The first eighteen verses of this chapter are a summary, rich
with fresh thoughts and illustrations, of the topics on which he
has been dwelling ; namely (1) The one sacrifice of Christ com-
pared with the many Levitic sacrifices (1—10). {(2) The perfect-
ness of His finished work (11—18). The remainder of the
chapter is occupied with one of the earnest exhortations (19—25)
and solemn warnings (26—31), followed by fresh appeals and
encouragements (32—39), by which the writer shews throughout
that his objeet in writing 1s not speculative or theological, but
essentially practical and moral,

1—14, Tae oNE SACRIFICE AND THE MANY SACRIFICES.

1. Zxudy. The o is the opposite to the eixdw, and the two words
sum up the whole of the preceding argument.

Téy peAkdvrov dyaddv. Of the good things which Christ had now
brought into the world (ix. 11).

otk admiy Tiv ekdva. ¢‘ The Law,” says St Ambrose, * had the
shadow ; the Gospel the image ; the Reality itself is in Heaven,” By
the word image is meant the true historic form. The Gospel was as
much closer a resemblance of the Reality as a statue is a closer
resemblance than a pencilled outline,

Tais avrals Bvolons. Not © with those ” {as in A, V.), but ¢“ with the
same sacvifices, year by year, which they offer continuously, make
perfect them that draw nigh,” i.e. the Priests can never with their
sacrifices, which are the same year by year, perfeet the worshippers.
Some have given a fuller sense to the words ¢ the same,” as though it
meant that even the sacrifices of the Day of Atonement cannot make
any one perfect, being as they are, after all, the same sacrifices in
their inmost nature as those which are offered every morning and
evening.

els 10 Bunvexds. “ To perpetuity.” See verse 12, &,

o098émrore BUvarar. This may be the right réading, though the plural
dbvarras ¢ they are never able,” is found in some MSS. If the latter
be the true reading the sentence begins with an unfinished con-
struction (anakoluthon).

2. &radoavro wpoodepipevar. The participle is classically used
after ratesfar, Winer, p. 323.

owveldnow. * Consciousness.”
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¢ x:ﬁnﬂupwpévoug. “ Having been cleansed,” by these sacrifices, once
or all.

3. dvdpvnous dpapmidv. This view of sacrifices—that they are “a
calling to mind of sins yearly’—is very remarkable. It seems to be
derived from Num. v. 15, where * the offering of jealousy’ is called
“an offering of memorial, bringing iniquity to remembrance.” Philo
also speaks of sacrifices as providing ““not an oblizion of sins, but a
reminding of them.” De plant. Noe, § 25. De Vit. Mos. 11. § 10
(Opp. 1. 345, . 246). But if the sacrifices thus called sins to remem-
brance, they also daily symbolised the means of their removal, go
that when offered obedientiy with repentance and faith they became
valid symbols.

4. dSivarov ydp. This plain statement of the nullity of sacrifices
in themselves, and regarded as mere outward acts, only expresses what
had been deeply felt by many a worshipper under the Old Covenant.
It should be compared with the weighty utteranees on this subject in
the O.T., 1 Sam, xv. 22; Is, i. 11—17; Jer. vi. 20, vii, 21—23; Amos
v. 21—24; Mie. vi. 6—8; Ps. x1. 6—8 (quoted in the next verses), and
Pss. 1. and 1i.; and above all Hos. vi. 6, which, being a pregnant
summary of the principle involved, was a frequent quotation of our
Lord. Any value which the system of sacrifices possessed was not
theirs intrinsically (proprid virtute) but relatively and typieally (per
accidens). “By & rudely sensuous means,” says Liinemann, “we
cannot aftain to a high spiritual good.” Philo in one of his finest
passages shews how deeply he had realised that sacrifices were value-
less apart from holiness, and that no mere external acts can cleanse
the soul from moral guilt. He adds that God accepts the innocent
even when they offer no sacrifices, and delights in unkindled altars if
the virtues dance arcund them (De plant. Noz). The heathen had
learnt the same high truths, Horace (Od. 1. 23) sings,

“Immunis aram si tetigit manus
Non sumptuosd blandior hostid
Mollivit aversos Penates
Farre pio et saliente mici.”

5. eloepydpevos es Tov kéopov Méye. The quotation is from Ps, xl
6—8. The words of the Psalmist are ideally and typologically trans-
ferred to the Sor, in accordance with the universal conception of the
0. T. Messianigm which was prevalent among the Jews. It made no
difference to their point of view that some parts of the Psalm (e.g. in
ver. 12) could only have a primary and contemporary significance,
The ‘“ coming into the world ” is here regarded as having been long
predetermined in the Divine counsels; it is regarded, as Delitzsch says,
“not as & point but as a line.”

Buaiav kal wpoodopdy ovk K0éNoas. ¢ Thou earedst not for slain
beast or bloodless oblation.” This is in accordance with the many
magnificent declarations which in the midst of legal externalism de-
clares ite nullity except as a means fo better things (Is. i, 11; Jer. vi
20; Hos, vi, 6; Amos v, 21; 1 Sam. xv. 22, &c.).
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cidpa 8 kampricw pov. “ But thou didst prepare a body for me.”
This 18 the rendering of the LXX. In the Hebrew it is ‘‘ Bu¢ ears
hast thou digged for me.” The text of the Hebrew does not admit of
easy alteration, so that either (1) the reading of the Greek text in the
LXX. must be a clerical error, e.g. KATHPTIZAZQMA for KATHPTI-
ZAZQTIA, or (2) the LXX. rendering must be a sort of Targum or
explanation. They regarded “a body didst Thou prepare’ as equi-
valent to “Ears didst thon dig.”” The explanation is usually found
in the Hebrew custom of boring a slave’s ear if he preferred to remain
in servitude (Ex. xxi. 6; Deut. xv. 17), so that the ¢ hored ear” was
a symbol of willing obedience. But the Hebrew verb means * to dig”
rather than * to bore,” and the true explanation seems to be * thou
hast caused me to hear and obey.” So in Is. xlviii. 8 we have ‘¢ thine
ear was not opened,” and in 1. 5, * God hath opened my ear and I was
not rebellious.” Thus in the two first clauses of each parallelism in
the four lines we have the sacrifices which God does mot desire;
and in the second clause the obedience for which He does care.
“ The prepared body ** is * the form of a gervant,” which Christ took
upon Him in order to ‘“‘open His ears” {o the voiee of God (Phil. ii,
7). See Rev. xviii. 13, where ¢ bodies ¥ means ‘‘glaves,” St Paul
says, ‘“Ye are become dead to the law by the body of Christ” (Rom.
viL 4).

6. olokavrdpare. Lit., “ Holocausts.”” The word occurs here
alone in the N. I. These ** whole burnt offerings® typified absolute

gelf-dedication ; but the holocaust without the self-sacrifice was
valueless,

mepl dpaprlas.  “Sin-gfferings.” An ellipse for Ouoias mwepl du.
derived from the LXX. (Lev. vii. 27 [37]).

7. I8e¥ fkw. “I am come.” This 40th Psalm is one of the
special Psalms for Good Friday,

& wedallSe Pufiov. The word xedalls, here rendered wvolume,
does not oceur elsewhere in the N. T. It means the knob (umbilicus)
of the roller on which the vellum was rolled. The word in the Hebrew

is 193, “a roll” See LXX. Ezek. ii. 9, iii. 1, It cannot be ren-
dered ‘“in the chief part” or ¢‘in the beginning.” The words it is
written of me” may mean in the Hebrew * it has been prescribed to
me,” and others take the clause to mean *“I am come with the roll of
the book which is written for me.” If we ask what was * the book”
to which the author of the Psalm referred the answer is not easy; it
may have been the Law, or the Book of God’s unwritten counsels,
as in Ps. exxxix, 16. The writer of the Epistle, transferring and
applying David’s words to Christ, thought doubtless of the whole
0. T. (comp. Lk. xziv. 26, 27, ** He expounded unto them in all the
Scriptures the things concerning Himself ).

Tob moujoar ¢ Oeds T8 OéAnpd oov. The writer has omitted the
words *‘I delight” (LXX. 48ovA#67») and has made the gen, of pur-

HEBREWS 9
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pose depend on fxw. Slavish accuracy in quotation is never aimed at
by the sacred writers, because they had no letter-worshipping theory
of verbal inspiration, They held that the inspiration lay in the
sense and in the thoughts of Scripture, not in its ipsissima verba.
Henee they often consider it sufficient to give the general tendency of
a passage, and frequently vary from the exact words.

8. katd vépov. ““decording to the Law.” A whole argument is

condensed into these wordsg, which the context would enable readers
to develop for themselves.

9. téteelpnkev, Lit,, “ Then he has said.”
76 wpdrov. Namely, Sacrifices, &e.
7d Bebrepov. Namely, the Will of God.

10. rywopévor Eopéy. “We have been sanctified.” As we have
already seen, the word dyiaouds is not used of progressive sanctifica-
tion, but of consecration in a pure state to God’s service {ii. 11, xiii.
12, &c., and comp. John zvii. 19; 1 Thess. iv. 8, * This is the will of
God, even your sanctification’).

7ol odparos. The “body” is a reference to ver, 5. And becanse
Christ thus offered His body we are bidden to offer our bodies as “a
living sacrifice, holy, well-pleasing to God ** (Rom. xii. 1).

11, was pv lepevs. The better reading seems to be &pyiepeds,
¢ High Priest.”

fomkev. None were permitted to sit in the Holy Place. Christ
sat in the Holiest, far above all Heavens.

moMdkis. “Day by day for a continual burnt-offering ” (Num,
xxviil. 3; comp. vil. 27).

meprehely. This is a much stronger word than dparpelv in verse 4.
It means “at once to strip away,” a8 though sin were some close-
fitting robe (see xii. 1) (“ ringsum wegnehmen™).

12. &y Befiq. 1. 13, viid. 1,

13. ¥ws Te@doy. The more usual construction of fws when no
definite time is indicated would be &ws & ; but dy is frequently
omitted, and especially in later Greek. 2 Pet. i. 19 ¥ws of jiépa
Stavydoy. Winer, p, 371,

dmomdSiov. DPs. ex. 1; 1 Cor. xv. 25,
14. Terehelwkev. vil. 11, 25.

Tovs dywafopévovs.  Those who are in the way of sanctification™
(ii. 11 comp. Acts ii. 47).

15. 8. “ But.” The A.V. inserts “whereof ” in italics to make
the eonnexion easier.

. 76 myelpa T8 dytov. ‘For holy men of God spake as they were
moved by the Holy Ghost” (2 Pet. i. 21).
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perd ydp 16 elpnkévar. There ig no direct completion of this sen-
tence, but the words * again He saith” are found in some editions
before ver.17. They have no manusecript authority, but were added
by Dr Paris (from the Philoxenian Syriac) in the margin of the Cam.
bridge Bible of 1762.

16. Avrn 1 Swabdur. Jer. xxxi. 33, 34 (comp. viii 10—12).

17. ob pi pmobfoopas drv.” This oblivion of sin is illustrated by
many strong metaphors in Is, xliv. 22, xxxviii. 17; Jer. 1. 20; Ps.
ciit. 12; Mie, vii, 19, &c.

18. olkér wpordopd wepl dpaprins. Since the object of all sacri-
fices is the purging of the soul from guilt, sacrifices are no longer
needed when sing have been annulled (ix. 26). Those words form the
triumphant close of the argument. To revert to Judaism, to offer
sacrifices, meant henceforth faithlessness as regards Christ’s finished
work, And if sacrifices were henceforth abolished there was obviously
an end of the Aaronic Priesthood, and therewith of the whole Cove-
nant. The shadow had now been superseded by the substance, the
sketch by the reality, And thus the writer has at last made good his
opening words, that ‘‘at this end of the days God had revealed Him-
self to us by His Son,” and that the New Covenant thus revealed was
superior to the First, alike in its Agent (vil, 1—25), its Priesthood
(vii. 25—ix, 12}, its Tabernacle, and its sacrificial ordinances (iz. 13
—x. 18).

19—25. Ax ExHOBRTATION TO CHRISTIAN CONFIDENCE AND FEL-
LOWSHIP.

19. dBeAdol. iii. 1, 19, xiii, 22

wappnolay ds Tiv eoobov kTN, “ Confidence in the blood of Jesus,
for our entrance into the Holiest.” This right of joyful confidence
in our access to God through Christ is dwelt upon in Eph. ii. 18,
il 12,

20. wpéodarov. The word rendered “mew ” both in A. V. and
R. V. is substituted for xawds (recens) which is used throughout the
Epistle, probably because évexalveioey (** He dedicated ” or inaugurated,
comp, ix. 18) immediately precedes. Ilpécgares by its derivation
means *¢ newly-slain.” It maybe doubted however whether the writer
intended the oxymoron ¢ newly-slain yet living.” That the road was
**new " has already been shewn in ix. 8—12. I is called *living”
not as “ life-giving ¥ or ‘“‘enduring,” but because “ the Lord of life’”
is Himself the way (John xiv. 6; comp. Eph, iii. 12).

8ud Tod waramerdoparos k.r.A. There is here a passing com-
parison of Christ’s human body to the Parocheth or Veil (vi. 19, ix. 3)
through which the Priest passed into the Holiest, and which was rent
at the crucifixion (Matt, xxvii. 51). It was through His Suffering
ITumanity that He passed to His glory.

21. itepéa péyav. Lit., “a great Priest” (as in Lev. xxi. 10, by
g—2



132 ‘ HEBREWS. [X. 21—

which is meant not only a High Priest, but also a Kingly Priest
(Zech. vi. 11—13). -

&m\ tdv olwov Tob Beol. See iii. 6; 1 Tim. iii. 157

22. mwpooepXdpeda, We have seen throughout that the notion of
free access und approach to God is prominent in the writer’s mind.

& mwAnpodoply. See vi. 11,

pepavmicpévol k..M. In verbs beginning with p the MSS. vary in their
method of writing both the augmented and the reduplicated tenses.
Thus we find both égpuéver and pep. The 4md means that we are so
sprinkled as to be removed from the evil conscience (Winer, p. 736).
The words mean ‘having our souls—our inmost consciousness—
gprinkled as it were with the blood of Christ (ix. 14, xii. 24, 1 Pet.
i. 2) and so cleansed from the consciousness of guilt.” So the Jewish
priests were purified fromh ceremonial defilement by being sprinkled
with blood (Ex. xxix. 21; Lev. viii. 30).

Aehovpévor. The perfect participles in these clauses—* having been
sprinkled,” **having been washed "—imply that it is to be done once
and for ever. All Christians are priests to God (Rev.i. 5, 6); and
therefore Christian Priests, before being permitted to approach to God,
must, like the Jewish Priests (Ex. xxx. 20), be sprinkled with the
blood of Christ, and bathed in the water of baptism (Eph. v. 26; Tit.
iii, 5; 1 Pet, il 21). - .

18ary. kabapg. “I will sprinkle clean water ﬁpon you, and ye
shall be clean (Ezek, xxxvi, 25). )

23. v épohoylav Tiis é\wlBes. “ The confession of our Hope.”
Here we have the same trilogy of Christian graces as in 8t Paul—
Faith (ver. 22), Hope (ver. 23), and Liove (ver. 24). .

drduA].  “So that it do mot bend.” It must be not inj “ gecure
(iii. 6, 14), but not even liable to be shaken.

mards ydp.  vi. 18, xi. 11, xii. 26. The writer felt the necessity of
insisting upon this point, because the sufferings of the Hebrew con-
verts, and the long delay (as it seemed to them) of Christ’s return,
had shaken their constancy.

28. €5 wapofuopdv dydwns. *‘ For provocation to love.” The
word wapofvoubs (Whence our ““paroxysm”) is more generally used in
a bad sense, like the English word “ provocation™ (see Acts xv. 39;
Deut. zxix. 28, LXX.). And perhaps the writer here chose the word
to remind them that the ¢ provocation ”’ at present prevailing among
them was to hatred not to love.

- 85, Ty dmovwayeyiv éavréy, i.e. “our Christian gatherings”
Apparently the flagging zeal and waning faith of the Hebrews had
led some of them to neglect the Christian assemblies for worship and
Holy Communion (Acts ii. 42). ’Emwouwaywyy only occurs in 2 Thess.
ii. 1, and is perhaps chosen to avoid the Jewish word * synagogue”;
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and the more so because the duty of attending *‘ the synagogue”™ was
insgisted on by Jewish teachers. In the neglect of public worship the
writer saw the dangerous germ of apostasy.

kadds €os Twolv. This neglect of attending the Christian gather-
ings may have been due in some cases to fear of the Jews. If shewed
a fatal tendeney to waver in the direction of apostasy.

mapakahotvres. Though the active is used it implies the duty of
mutual encouragement.

v tjpépav. The Day which Christians expected was the Last Day
(1 Cor. 1ii. 13), They failed to see that the Day which the Lord had
primarily in view in His great eschatological discourse (Matt. xxiv.)
wag the Close of the 01d Dispensation in the Fall of Jerusalem. The
signs of this were already in the air, and that approaching Day of the
Lord was destined to be ‘“the bloody and fiery dawn” of the Last
Great Day—*the Day of days, the Ending-day of all days,” the
Bettling-day of all days, the Day of the promoticon of Time into Eter-
nity, the Day which for the Church breaks through and breaks off the
night of this present world "’ (Delitzsch).

26—31. A soLEMN WARNING OF THE PERIL OF WILFUL APOSTASY.

26. ‘Exovolws ydp. The word “wilfully” stands in contrast
with sins of weakness, ignorance and error in v, 2. If the writer
meant to say that, after the commission of wilful and heinous sins,
‘“ there remaineth no more sacrifice for sins,” this would not only be
the most terrible passage in Seripture, but would do away with the
very object of Redemption, and the possibility of any Forgiveness of
Sins. It would, as Kurtz says, “be in its consequences truly sub-.
versive and destructive of the whole Christian soteriology.” But the
meaning rather is, ¢ If we are willing sinners,” ““if we are in a state
of deliberate and voluntary defiance to the will of God.” He is

. alluding not only to those sins which the Jews deseribed as being
committed presumptuously * with uplified hand * (Num. xv. 30; Ps.
xixz. 13 ; see vi, 4—8, xii. 16, 17), but to the deliberate continuity of
such sins as a self-chosen law of life; as for instance when a man has
closed against himself the door of repentance and said * Evil, be thou
my g40qd.” Such a state is glanced at in 2 Pet. ii, 20, 21 ; Matt. xii.
43—45.

v énlyvaow. © The full knowledge of the truth.”” Something more
is meant than mere historical knowledge. He is contemplating Chris-
tians who have made some real advance, and then have relapsed into
* desperation or the wretchlessness of unclean living.”

ovkért wepl dpapridy dwokelmerar buela. Lit., *“no saerifice for sins
. 18 any longer left for them.” They have rejected the work of Christ,
and 1t cannot be done for them over again. There is one atoning sa-
erifice, and that they have repudiated. He does not say that they have
exhausted the infinite mercy of God, nor can we justly assert that he
held such a conclusion ; he only says that they have, so long as they
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continue in such a state, put themselves out of God’s covenant, and
that there are mo other covenanted means of grace, For they have
trampled under foot the offer of mercy in Christ and there is no sal-’
vation in any other (Acte iv, 12).

27. ¢oPepd 8¢ Tis &Boxr. All that is left for willing apostates
when they have turned their backs on the sole means of grace is
“gome terror-causing expectance of a judgement.” They are “heaping
up to themselves wrath against the day of wrath” (Rom. ii. 5).
ofepds means ** inspiring fear,” mot *feeling fear.” ’Exdoxh is a
draf Aeybéuevor in the N.T. The s adds strong emphasis to the
expression = ‘“a very terrible.” Comp. Lucian ¢oBepiy 7 #éapa. Diod.
Bic. émimorés Tis Bios.

kal mupds Ifhos. Lit., “and a jealousy of fire.” He is thinking
of God **as a consuming fire ? (xii, 29) and of the question * Shall thy
jealousy burn like fire?” Ps, Ixxix, 5 (comp. Ezek. xxxvi. 5).

doblay péMdovros Tods dmevavrlovs. ‘‘ Destined” (by prophecy)
“to devour opponents.” *‘Yea, let fire devour thine enemies” (Is.
xxvi. 11). It has so long been the custom to interpret such passages
of * eternnl torments® that we lose sight of the fact that such a
meaning, if we may interpret Seripture historically, was in most cases
not consciously present to the mind of the writers. The constant
repetition of the same metaphor by the Prophets with no reference
except to temporal calamities and the overthrow of cities and nations
made it familiar in this sense to the N. T. writers. By ¢ the adver-
saries ¥ here are not meant ‘sinners,” but impenitent Jews and
wilful apostates who would perish in the Day of the Lord (2 Thess.
i. 8). It is at least doubtful whether the writer meant to imply
anything beyond that prophecy of doom to the heirs of the Old Cove-
nant which was fulfilled a few years later when the fire of God’s wrath
consumed the whole systém of & Judaism which had rejected its own
Messiash. The word for ‘‘adversaries” only occurs besides in the
N. T. in Col. ii. 14.

28. dlerjoas ms.  Especially by being guilty of the sin of idolatry
(Deut. xvii. 2—7). Literally, it is ‘“any one, on setting at nought
Moses’ law,”

xwpls olkrippdv. The Mosaic law pronounced on offenders an in-
exorable doom. ¢ The letter killeth” (2 Cor, iii. 6).

&\ Svolv 4 Tpuoly pdpruow, i.e. by the festimony of at least two
(John viii, 17; 2 Cor. xiii. 1), Comp. the use of xi ¢ on the condition
of ” in ix. 17.

dmrobimoxe. Lit., “dies.” Here is another of the favourite Jewish
exegatical arguments @ minori ad majus.

29. Sokeire. This word is parenthetic, and does not affect the
construction,

stpopias. The word for ** punishment” in the N.T, is in every other
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passage xkbAaots, whieh means, in accordance with its definition, and
in much of its demonstrable usage, ‘‘remedial punishment.”> Here
the word (though the difference is not observed by our A. V., which
has created so many needless variations, and obliterated so many
necessary distinetions) means *“ vengeance” or “retribution.” It need
hardly be said that * vindictive punishment’ can only be attributed
to God by the figure of speech known as anthropopathy, i.e. the repre-
sentation of God by metaphors drawn from human passions. Itis
also obvious that we misuse Secripture when we press casual words
to unlimited inferences. ¢ Vengeance® is here used becaunse (1) the
author is alluding to defiant and impenitent apostates, in language
derived from the earthly analogies, and (2) because he is referring
to the temporal ruin and overthrow of the Jewish polity at the fast-
approaching Day of Christ’s Coming. The passage which he proceeds
to quote (Deut. xxxii, 35) refers directly to mational and temporal
punishments. The verb ripwpelv is only used twice in the N. T.
(Acts xxii, 5, xxvi, 11)—both times of the persecution of Christians by
Saul.

katamrarioas. The writer ecould hardly use stronger language to
imply the extremity of wilful rebellion which he has in view. It
searcely applies to any exzcept blaspheming infidels and to those Jews
who have turned the very name of Jesus in Hebrew into an anagram
of malediction, and in the Talmud rarely allude to Him except in
words of scorn and execration.

76 alpa Tis Siabikns. He uses the same phrase in xiii. 20 ; and
naturally, since the thoughts are full of the anmalogy of Jewish
sacrifices,

kowéy, Lit., “a common thing,” i.e. either * unclean ’* or ¢ valne-
less.” Clearly such conduct as this must be the nearest approach we
can coneeive to “the sin against the Holy Ghost,” ¢ the unpardon-
able sin,” * the sin unto death,” for which no remedy is provided in
any earthly means of grace (Matt, xii. 31; 1 John v. 16).

buBploas.  Lit., * tnsulted”; e.g. ‘‘by blasphemy against the
Holy Ghost” {Matt. xii. 81, 32). Itis possible to grieve utterly that
Holy Spirit (Eph. iv. 30} and so to become ¢ reprobate.” The apos-
tates whose case is here imagined despise alike the Father (v. 5), the
Son, and the Holy Spirit (vi. 4—6). They reject the very promises of
their baptismal profession and abnegate the whole economy of grace.
Thedverb évuBpifew occurs here only in the N. T. Ii may also govern
the dative.

30. 'Epol &blknows. The Scripture warrant adduced in support
of this stern language is Deut. xzxxii. 85. and a similar phrase (O
(God, to whom vengeance belongeih ”’) is used in Ps. xciv. 1,2, Itis
remarkable that the citation does not agree either with the Hebrew
or the LXX., but is quoted in the same form asin Rom, xii. 19, where
however the application is quite different, for it is there used as an
srgument against avenging our own wrongs. The writer of this
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Epistle, as a friend of 8t Paul and one who was of his school, may
have been familiar with this form of the quotation, or may have read
it in the Epistle to the Romans, with which he seems to have been
familiar (comp. xiii. 1—6 with Rom, xii, 1—21) ; and indeed there are
traces that the quotation in this form was known in the Jewish
schools. Perhaps it had become proverbial.

The words “‘saith the Lord ”* are omitted in ¥, D, and most ancient
versions, and may have been added from Rom. xii. 19.

xal wdAw. Deut. xxxii. 36.

Kpuwet kipros. In the original passage the ¢* judgement” consists in
saving His people from their enemies, as also in Ps. cxxxv. 14.

31. ¢ofepov. Fearful for the deliberate apostate and even for the
penitent sinner (1 Chron. xxi. 13; 2 Sam. xxiv. 14; LXX, Ecclus. ii.
18}, and yet better in any case than to fall into the hands of man.

f¢od fawros. il 12.

32—39. WoRDS oF APPEAL AND ENCOURAGEMENT,

32, dvappvfoxerde 86 “But keep in remembrance.” Hera,
a8 in vi. 9—12, he mingles appeal and encouragement with the
sternest warnings. The * former days’ are those in which they
were in the first glow of their conversion,

$omiocdévres. The word ¢uwriferr “to enlighten”” only became a
synonym for ‘“to baptize” at a later period. Naturally however in
the early converts baptism was synchronous with ‘the reception of the
gifts of the Holy Spirit (see vi. 4). For the metaphor—that * God
hath shined in our hearts ’—see 2 Cor. iv. 6; 1 Pet. ii. 9.

oAy dOAnow.. wadnpdrev. ¢ Much wrestling of sufferings.”
“AfAnois oceurs here only in the N.T, The sufferings were doubtless
due to the uncompromising hostility of the Jewish community (see
1 Thess. ii. 14—16), which generaliy led to persecutions from the
Gentiles also. To the early Christians it was given ‘“mnot only to
believe on Christ, but also to suffer for His sake” (Phil. i. 29).

33, rovro ply...tolro 84 Distributive formula, used adverbially,
Winer.

Scarpitopevor. Lit., “Deing set upon a stage.” The same metaphor
A usedin 1 Cor. iv.'9 (“ We became a theatre,” comp. 1 Cor, xv. 32).
Tt was however fearfully literal to many Christians in the Neronian _
and later persecutions in which Christian youths had to undertake on
the stage the chatacters of Hercules and Mucius and Laureolus, dis-
Playing to the blood-corrupted spectators & horrible realism of agony ;
and even Christian maidens had to appear in the characters of Dirce
or the Danaids. See Sueton. Nero, 12, Caius, 57; Juv. Sat. viir. 186;
Mart. x. 25, vir. 30, Spectac. vir.; Clem. Rom. ad Cor. i. 6 ywaikes
Aavqldes kal Alprar. And see Renan L'Antéchrist, pp. 168—L175,

_ kowwvol. ' ¢ Partakers.”
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oVrws dvacrpedopdvayv.  “* Who lived in this condition of things.”

84, Tois Seopulows ovvemabjocare. ¢ Ye pitied the prisoners.,” The
other reading of the A.V, had more to do than anything else with the
common assumption that this Epistle was written by St Paul. ‘The true
reading however undoubtedly is not rofs Seguofs mov, but rofs Secpulors,
“ ye sympathised with the prisoners,” The reading of our fext was
probably introduced from Col. iv, 18; Phil. i. 7, &e. In the first per-
secutions many confessors were thrown into prison (Acts xxvi. 10}, and
from the earliest days Christians were famed for their kindness to their
brethren who were thus confined. See too xiii. 3. The verb cvumafeiv
oceura only here and in iv. 15. St Paul uses cuurdoyew * to suffer
with” in Rom. viii. 17. The extreme care and attention paid by
Christians to imprisoned confessors is illustrated in the letters of Igna-
tius, and in those of Cyprian, It had even attracted the astonished
notice of the heathen, and Lucian in his satirical romance De BMorte
DPeregrini indicates that it was one of the motives for the sham-con-
version of that charlatan.

mjv dpwayfjv. Christians were liable to be thus plundered by
lawless mobs. Epictetus, by whose time Stoicism had become uncon-
sciously impregnated with Christian feeling, says, ‘I became poor at
thy will, yea and gladly.” "On the supposition that the letter was
addressed to Rome, “ the spoiling of goods” has been referred to the
edict of Claudius which expelled the Jews (and with them the Chris-
tian Jews) from Rome; or to the Neronian persecution. Baut the
supposition is improbable ; and indeed confiscation was one of the
most ordinary incidents of persecution, as we see in the letters of
Cyprian.

ywiokoyres ¥xav énvrovs kpelooova drapfiv. The “in heaven”
{of the A, V.) is almost certainly a spurious gloss, and the “in”
before ¢ yourselves "’ should be unquestionably omitted. If the true
reading be éavrols, the meaning is ‘‘recognising that ye have jfor
yourselves,” but if we may accept éavrods, the reading of 8, we have the
very beautiful and striking thought—‘‘recognising that ye have your.
selves ad a better possession and an abiding.” He points them to the
tranquil self-possession of a holy heart (Lk. ix, 25, xxi, 19), the acqui-
sition of our own souls, ag a sufficiently present consolation for the
loss of earthly goods (Heb. xi. 26), independently of the illimitable
future hope (Matt. vi. 20 ; Rom. viii. 18; 1 Pet. i, 4—8).

35. mappnolay. iii. 6, iv, 16. ;

#ms. * Seeing that it has” (quippe quae).

wobaroBortay. ii. 2, xi. 26; comp, xi. 6.

36. {mopovijs. Few graces were more needed in the terrible trials
of that day (vi. 12; Lk. xxi. 19; Col. i. 11; Jas. i. 3, 4).

mowjoavres. The meaning perhaps rather is * by doing,” or “ by
having done, the will of God ye may win the fruition of the pro-
mise.” The apparently contradictory expressions, about *receiving”
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and “not receiving *’ the promise or the promises, arise in part from
the fact that * promise ” 1s used both for the verbal promise, and for
its actunl fulfilment (ix. 15, xi. 89). :

37. pikpdy aov Gorov. A very emphatic phrase to imply the near-
ness of Christ’s return, “yet but a very very little while "’ (lit., *‘little,
how very, how very.” Comp. Arist. ¥esp. 213 Goor doov oridap= quan-
tillum ; Arrian, Indic. xx1x. 15 dAiyor 8¢ avrd emelpovow Soov Tis xwpas).
The phrase occurs in the LXX. in Is. xxvi. 20. The quotations in
this and the next verse are adapted from Hab. ii. 3, 4 In the
original it is ‘¢ the vision ” which will not tarry, but the writer quotes
from the LXX., onlyinserting the definite article before épxdueros, and
applying it to the Mesgiah. * The coming one’® was a Messianic title
(Matt. xi. 3; Lk, vil. 19; comp. Dan. vii. 13, &c.). In Matt. xxiv.
34 our Lord has said, “ This generation shall not pass till all these
things be fulfilled”’; and by the time that this Epistle was written few
still survived of the gemeration whiech had seen our Lord. Hence,
Christians felt sure that Christ’s coming was very near, though it is
probable that they did not realise that it would consist in the close of
the Old Dispensation, and not as yet in the End of the World. 1t is
most probable that by the time this Epistle was written the Roman
eagles were already beginning to gather to the carcase of a ecorrupted
nationality and a decadent religionism; so that no wise man could
overlook the indications of the rapidly approaching end.

38. & 8t Blrawds pov k.1.A. The true rending here (though not in
the Hebrew) perhaps is, **But my righteous.one shall live by faith” (as
in 8, A, H), and this is all the more probable because the * my” is
omitted by 8t Paul, and therefore might be omitted here by the copy-
ists, In D, as in some MSS. of the LXX., “my?” is found after
¢« faith.” 1In the original Hebrew the passage seems to mean ‘‘But
the righteous shall live by his fidelity.”” On the deeper meaning read
into the verse by St Paul see my Life of St Paul, x. 369. The
Rabbis said Habakkuk had compressed into this one rule the 365
negative and 218 positive precepts of the Law.

kal ddv dmoorelAnrar. ¢ And if he shrink back.” The A.V. renders
this * but if any man draw back.” But it is clear that ¢ &ixacos is
understood, not dvfpwmos. The introduction of the words “ any man”
is wholly unwarrantable, and at first sight looks as if it were due to
dogmatic bias and a desire to insinuate the Calvinistic doctrine of the
““indefectibility of grace.” But throughout this Epistle there is not
a word which countenances the dogma of “final perseverance.” The
true rendering is * And if he draw back My soul approveth him not”;
ie. “if my just man draw back ” (comp. Ezek, xviii. 24, * when the
righteous turneth away from his righteousness”). The verb imoaréh-
Aegbar implies that shrinking from a course once begun which is used
of St Peter in Gal. ii. 12. It means primarily “ to strike or shorten
sail,” and then to withdraw or hold back (comp. Acts xx. 20, 27).
This quotation follows the LXX. in here diverging very widely from

;Eé Hebrew of Hab. ii. 4, which has, **Behold his (the Chaldean’s)
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soul in him is puffed up, it is not humble (liz. *level”); but the
righteous shall live by his faithfulness.” All that we have seen of
previous quotations shews us how free was the use made, by way of
illustration, of Scripture language. Practically the writer here applies
the language of the old Prophet, not in its primary sense, but to ex-
press his own conceptions (Calvin). On the possible defection of
‘¢ the righteous” see Article xvi. of our Church.

39. olk iopiv SmoeTolis K.T.A. < Bul we are not of defection unto
perdition, bul of faith unio gaining of the soul.” (The genitives are
genitives which imply a property, as in 1 Cdr. xiv. 38, oV ydp érrew
dxaraoracias & feds.) < Faith,” says Delitzsch, *saves the soul by
linking it to God...The unbelieving man loses his soul; for not
being God’s neither is he his own.” He does not possess himself. The
word wepmolnois is also found in Eph. i. 14.  In these words the
writer shews that in his awful warnings against apostasy he is only
putting a hypothetical case. ¢° His readers,” he says, * though some
of them may have gone towards the verge, have not yet passed over
the fatal line.” The word Faith is here introduced with the writer's
usual skill to prepare for the next great section of the Epistle,

CHAPTER XI.

3. p1 i dawopdvev. This is the true reading. See the note.
8. kalolpeves. In AD §is inserted. See the note.

16. pvnpovedovoiv. See the note.

28. dhobpedwy. In ADE we find dhefpeduw (from éhefpos).

32. T'eBedv, Bapdx, Jopdeév, "leplde, Aaveld T¢ xal Zapovih N.
The MSS. vary considerably. Thereading, if correct, pays no attention
to chronology.

24. paxalpys RADY, Altered in some MSS. into the more classic
uaxalpas.

37. inplobnoay, ivapdolnoav. The MSS. vary in the order. See
the note.

Cu. X1, Tse HeroEs oF Farrm.

The main task of the writer has now been performed, but the re-
mainder of the Epistle had also a very important purpose. It would
have been fatal to the peace of mind of a Jewish convert to feel that
there was a chasm between his Christian faith and the faith of his
past life. The writer wishes to shew that thers is no painful discon-
tinuity in the religious convictions of Hebrew converts. They could
‘still enjoy the wiaticum of good examples set forth in their O. T,
Scriptures. Their faith was identical, though transcendently more
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blessed than that which had sustained the Patriarchs; Prophets, and
Martyrs of their nation in all previous ages. The past history of the
Chosen People was not discarded or discredited by the Gospel; it was,
on the contrary, completed and glorified.

1. "Eorw 8 wloms, . “But faith 18 &c.” Bince he haa gaid ““we
are of faith to gaining of the soul,” the guestion might naturally
arise, What then is faith? It is nowhere defined in Seripture, nor is
it defined here, for the writer rather describes it in its effects than in
its essence; but it is described by what it does. The chapter which
illustrates **faith” is full of works; and this alone should shew how
idle is any contrast or antithesis between the two. Here however the
word “faith” means only ‘“the belief which leads to faithfulness”—
the hope which, apart from sight, holds the ideal to be the most real,
and acts accordingly. It is not used in the deeper mystical sense of
St Paul as equivalent to absolute union with Christ,

vméoracis, ‘The assurance” or “the giving substance to.)! ‘Twd-
cragis, as in 1, 3, may mean (1) that underlying essence which gives
reality to & thing.” Faith gives a subjective reality to the aspirations
of hope. But it may be used (2) in an ordinary and not a meta-
physical sense for * basis,” foundation; or (3) for *‘confidence,” as
in 1ii. 14 (comp. 2 Cor. ix. 4, xi. 17): and this seems to be the most
probable meaning of the word here. 8% Jerome speaks of the passage
as breathing somewhat of Philo (**Philoneum aliquid spirans”), who
speaks of faith in a very similar way.

Bheyxos. *“Demonstration,”’ or “test.”

oir BAewopévwy, i.e. 7dr dopdrwy, which are as yet invisible, because
they are eternal and not témporal (2 Cor. iv. 18, v. 7). God Himself
belongs to the things ‘as yet unseen; but Faith—in this sense of the
word, which iz not the distinctively Pauline sense (Gal. ii. 18, iii. 26;
Rom. iii. 25)—demonstrates the existence of the immaterial as though
it were actual. The object of faith from the dawn of man’s life had
been Christ, who, even at the Fall, had been foretold as “the seed of
the woman who should break the serpent’s head.” The difference
between the Two Covenants was that in the New He was fully set
forth as the effulgence of the Father's glory, whereas in the Old
He had been but dimly indicated by shadows and symbols. Bishop
Wordsworth guotes the sonnet of the poet Wordsworth on these
lines: :
“For what ¢ontend the wise? for nothing léss

Than that the Soul, freed from the bonds of sense,

And to her God restored by evidence

Of things not seen, drawn forth from their recess,

Root there—and not in forms—her holiness.” -

2. lpaprvprbnoav. Lit., “For therein the elders had witness

borne to them.” Their “good report” was won in the sphere of faith.
The elders—a technical Jewish term (DJP1)—means" the ancient
fathers of the Church of Israel (i. 1).
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3. IIlore.. In this chapter we find fifteen special instances of the
work of faith, besides the summary enumeration in the 32nd and
following verses.

voolpev. * We apprehend with the reason.” See Rom. i. 20.

xarnpriobar. “Have been established” (xiili. 21; Ps, lxxiv. I8,
LXX.). ) )

Tovs aldvas. The word for “worlds” means liferally ages (i. 2),
i.e. the world regarded from the standpoint of human history. The
““time-world "’ necessarily presumes the existence of the space-world
also. Seel. 2. :

pripaTy Beov.  ““ By the utterance of God,” namely by His fiat, as in
Gen. 1,; Ps, xxxiii. 6, 9; 2 Pet. iil. 5. There is no question here as
to the creation of the world by the Logos, for he purposely alters the
word Aéyp used by the LXX. in Ps. xxxiii. into pquar.

ds 76 p ¢ davopébvey 13 BAemdpevor yeyovévar. The true reading
and literal translation are ‘‘ so that not from things which appear hath
that whick is seen come into being,” a somewhat harsh way of ex-
pressing that *‘the visible world did not derive its existence from
anything phenomenal.” The translation of the Peshito (“from those
things which are not perceived ”}, of the Vulgate (*ex invisibilibus”
and in d, e, f ““ex non apparentibus”), seem to imply a reading é«
7 pawopévwr, which would be an interpretation of the nnusual order,
but hardly,suit the Greek as it stands. In other words, the clause
denies the pre-existence of matter. It says that the world was made
out of nothing, not out of the primeval chaos. So in 2 Mace. vii. 28
the mother begs her son *‘to look upon the heaven and earth and all
that is therein, and consider that God made them out of things
that are not” (é£ olx Byrwy). If this view be correet, the writer would
geem plrposely to avoid Phile’s way of saying that the world was
made out of 7d uy drra, ““things conceived a8 non-existent,” by whieh
he meant the * formless matter” (as in Wisd. xi. 17). He says that
the world did not originate from anything phenomenal. This verse,
so far from being superfluous, or incongruous with what follows,
strikes the keynote of faith by shewing that its first object must be
a Divine and Infinite Creatcr. Thus like Moses in Gen. i. the verse
excludes from the region of faith all Atheism, Pantheism, Polytheigm,
and Dualism.

4. "ABel. Intending, so to aspeak, “‘to pluck only the flowers
which happen to come within his reach, while he leaves the whole
meadow full to his readers,” he begins to cull hiz instances from
the world before the flood. His examples of faith fall into five
groups. 1. Antediluvian {4—6). 2. From Noah to Abraham (7—19,
including some general reflexions in 13—16). 3. The Patriarchs
(20—22). 4. From Moses to Rahab (23—31). 5. Summary referencs
to later herces and martyrs down to the time of the Maceabees
(32—40).

whelova. Lit., ““more” or “greater.”
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mapd Kdiv. This we learn from Gen. iv. 5, but we are not told the
exact points in virtue of which the sacrifice was superior. We may
naturally infer that Abel’s was a more carefully-chosen and valuable
offering, but especially that it was offered in & more sincere and
humble spirit of faith and love. .

dpapruprfy. By God’s sign of approval (Gen. iv. 4, LXX.).
Hence he 1s called “righteous” in Mati. xxiii. 35; 1 John iii. 12.
The Jewish Haggadah was that God had shewn His approval by fire
from heaven which consumed Abel’s sacrifice.

papTupobyros érl Tols Bdpois. “ Bearing witness to his gifts.”
8¢ airfis, i.e. by Lis faith.

dmwofavey &r Aahel. Another reading (\aAefra:, DEEL) is “though
dead, he is still being spoken of.”” But the allusion seems to be to
“the voice of his blood” (Gen. iv. 10), as seems clear from the re-
ference in xii. 2. No doubt it is also meant that he speaks by #is
- example, but there seems to have been some Jewish Haggadah on the
subject, for Philo says *“ Abel—which is most strange—has both been
slain and lives” (Opp. 1. 200). He deduces from Gen. iv. 10 that
Abel is still unforgotten, and hence that the righteous are immortal.

5. pererén. Lit., ““was transferred (hence}” (Gen. v. 24; Ecclus.
xliv. 16, xlix. 14; Jos. Antt. L 3, § 4).

oty nuplokero. Gen. v. 24 (LXX, Cod. Alex.).

’

pepapripnror. “ He hath had witness borne to him”; *“Enoch walked
with God,” Gen. v. 24 (LXX. “pleased God”).

6. 8 ¥omw. The object of Faith is both the existence and the
Divine government of God. **We trust in the living God, who is the
Saviour.of all men, specially of those that believe” (1 Tim, iv. 10}.

ylverar,  And that He becomes (i.e. shews or proves Himself to
be) @ rewarder.”

7. xpnparmiolels. The same word is used as in viii. 5, xii. 25.

Tav pndére Bheropévwy. The participle with the art. is in the N, T.
normally negatived by u#, except in cases of antithesis (like Rom. ix,
25) and in Eph, v. 4 if 7a ofx drixovra be there the true reading. Here
the w7 indicates the subjective standpoint.

eWhaPnfels. Influenced by godly caution and reverence; the same
kind of fear as that implied In v. 7.

katékpiver. - His example was in condemnatory contrast with the
-unbelief of the world (Matt. xii. 41; Lk, xi. 31).

s kard wlorw, ¢ Which s according to faith” (comp. Ezek. xiv.
14). Noah ig called ““righteous’ in Gen. vi, 9, and Philo observes that
he is the first to receive this title, and erroneously says that the name
Noah means ‘‘righteous” as well as “rest.” St Paul does not use

'
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the phrase “‘the righteousness according to faith,” though he has
‘‘the righteousness of faith” (Rom. iv. 13). *Faith’ however in this
writer never becomes the same as mystic oneness with Christ, but
means general belief in the unseen; and ‘‘righteousness’ is not
 justification,” but faith manifested by obedience. Throughout this
chapter righteousness is the human condition which faith produces
(xi. 33), not the Divine gift which faith receives. Hence he says that
Noah ‘became an heir of the righteousness which is according to
faith,” i.e, he entered on the inheritance of righteousness which faith
had brought Iim, In 2 Pet. ii. 5 Noah is called “a preacher of
righteousness ”’; and in Wisd. x. 4 ““the righteous man.”

8. ’APpadp. As was natural, the faith of ¢ the father of the
faithful * was one of the commonest topics of discussion in the
Jewish Schools. Wordsworth (Eccles, Sennets, xxv1.) speaks of

‘¢ Faith, which to the Patriarchs did dispense
Sure guidance ere a ceremonial fence
Was needful to men thirsting to transgress.”

kahovpevos. If 6 xadovuevos were the right reading it could only
mean literally either ‘“he who is called Abraham,” which would be
somewhat meaningless; or * Abraham, whe was called to go out.”

&e\delv. From Ur of the Chaldees (Acts vii. 4).
rémwov. Gen. xii. 7.

wov fpxerar. Strictly wot would be required, but the adv. of rest
is often thus joined to a verb of motion. The &yerac is used
graphieally.

9. &s dAhorplav. I am a stranger and a sojourner with you™
(Geen. xxiii.4). The patriarchs are constantly called wdpocxec, *‘dwellers
beside,” * gojourners” (Gen. xvil. 8, xx, 1, &ec.).

& oxknvals, i.e. in tents (Gen, xid, 8, xiii. 3, &e.).

10. miv Touvs Pepehlovs Exoveav. ¢ The city which hath the foun-
dations,” namely, ‘‘the Jerusalem above” {Gal. iv. 26; Heb. xii. 22,
xiii, 14; Rev. xxi. 2, 14). The same thought is frequently found in
Philo. ' The tents of the Patriarchs had no foundations; the founda-
- tions of the City of God are of pearl and precious stone (Rev. xxi.
14, 19). There is perhaps & reference to Ps. 1xxxvii. 1, “Her founda-
tions are upon the holy hills.”” Mr Rendall too precariously infers a
contrast with the foundations of the earthly Jerusalem, shaken by the
Roman engines of war.

TexviTys wal Smpiovpyds. * drchitect and builder.” This iz the
only place in the N.T. where the word dnuiovpyés occurs. It is
found also in 2 Mace. iv, 1, and plays a large part in the vocabulary
of Gmnostic heretics, who believing in the inherent evil of matter
spoke of the Demiurge as the Evil creator. But God is called the
¢ Architect” of the Universe in Philo and in Wisd. xiii. 1, **neither
by considering the works did they acknowledge the workmaster.”
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11. xal avry Zdppa, ““Even Sarah herself.” Perhaps the “even”
refers to her original weakness of faith when she laughed (Gen. xviii.
12, xxi. 2; comp. Rom. iv. 19). Dr Field thinks that these words
may be a gloss, and that the verse refers to Abraham, since &rexer,
‘“‘wasg delivered,” is not found in 8, A, D.

ds karafoly ewéppares. For technical reasons the probable
meaning is *‘for the founding of a family” (comp. the use of the
word xaraBohs in iv. 8, ix. 26 and *“seed” in ii. 16, xi. 1E).

Tov rayyehdpevov. Comp. x. 23.
12. Td doTpa k.T.h. Gen. xxii. 17; Deut, 1. 10.
T xethos. Comp. ““labrum fossae” Liv. xxxviL 37.

13. Kard wlerw. Lit., “According to faith.”

p) xopwodpevor. They received the promises in one semse, as
promises (ver. 17}, but had not yet entered upon their fruition {comp.
ver. 89; vi. 15, and ix. 15).

domraodpevor. “‘Saluting them’” (Gen. xlix, 18). ‘‘Your father
Abraham rejoiced to see my day; and he saw it, and was glad” (John
viil, 56).

wrapeniSuor. (en. xxiii. 4, xlvii. 9; 1 Chron. xxix, 15; Ps, xxxix.
12, &e. .

14. 8m warp(Ba dminTovaw. ¢F That they are seeking further after
a native land.’’ Hence comes the argument of the next verse that it
was not their old home in Chaldea for which they were yearning, but
a heavenly native-land.

15. e piv...pympovetovow. . .elxov dv. The fenses imply the mean-
ing, ‘¢ Assuming that they bore that land in continuous memory, they
would at all times have had &e.” See Winer, p. 382. The reading
wmporebovow for éurnubvevor is very ill-supported ; but it is the difficilior
interpretatio; is found in Theodoret; and derives some sanction from
the wrporevovaay of D,

dvakdpyai. But they never attempted to return fo Mesopotamia.
They were home-sick not for that land but for heaven.

16. viv 8¢  *‘ But, as the case now is.”

épéyovrar. The word means, “ they are yearning for,” « they stretch
forth their hands towards.”

ovk émaroyiveral avrots k.r.h. ‘s not ashamed of them, to be
called their God " (Gen. xxviii, 13; Ex. iii. 6—15}.

wéhy. The “inheritance ineorruptible and undefiled, and that
fadeth not away, reserved in heaven for ug” (1 Pet. i 4). This
digression is meant to shew that the faith and hopes of the Patriarchs
reached beyond mere temporal blessings. '
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17. wpoocerivoxev.. mpociédepev. Reverting to Abraham, whose
faith (1) in leaving his country, {2) in living as a stranger in Canaamn,
he has already mentioned, he now adduces the third and greatest
instance of his faithful obedience in being ready to offer up Isaac,
Both tenses, “hath offered up ” (perf.) and * was offering up”’ (imperf.),
are characteristic of the anthor’s views of Scripture as a permanent
record of events which may be still regarded as present to us.
St James (ii. 21) uses the aorist.

dvadetdpuevos.. Four verbs are used with reference to ‘‘receiving”
the promiscs, dradéxecfar (here), AaBelv (ix. 15), émrvxelr (xi. 33),
xoploac@ar (x1. 839). The word here used implies a joyous welcome of
special promises. The context generally shews with sufficient clear-
ness the sense in which the Patriarchs may be said both to have
“received” and ‘‘not to have received” the promises. They received
and welcomed special promises, and those were fulfilled ; and in those
they saw the germ of richer blessings which they enjoyed by faith but
not in actual fruition.

18. mwpds §v. Lit., *“with reference to whom” (Isaac); or perhaps
“to whom,” i.e. to Abraham.

kAnbroerat. Gen. xvil, 8, 19, xxi. 12, &e.

19. &0ev. The only place in this Epistle where 36ev has its locnl ‘
sense,

év wapaforf. Lit., “in a parable.” TFor the use of the word see
ix. 9. The exact meaning is much disputed. It has been rendered
‘g8 a type” (comp. Vulg. in parabolam), or ¢“in a bold venture,” or
“nnexpectedly.” These views are hardly tenable. But how could
Abraham have received Isaac back ‘“in a figure” when he received him
back *in reality”? The answer is that he received him back, figu-
ratively, from the dead, because Isaae was typically, or figuratively,
. dead—potentially sacrificed—when he received him back. Josephus
in narrating the event uses the same word (4nit. 1. 13, § 4). Bat in
this instanee again it is possible that the key to the expression might
be found in some Jewish legend. In one Jewish writer it is said
(of course untruly) that Isaac really was killed, and raised again.
The restoration of Isaac was undoubtedly a type of the resurrection of
Christ, but it is hardly probable that the writer would have expressed
80 deep a truth in a passing and ambiguous expression. -

20. «Adynoev. It is true that the blessing of Esau when rightly
translated,  Behold thy dwelling shall be away from the fatness of
“the earth and away from the dew of blessing” (Gen. xxvil. 39), rends
more like a curse; but the next verse (40} involves a promise of ulti-
mate freedom, and Esau obtained the blessings of that lower and less
gpiritual life for which he was alone fitted by his character and
tastes.

[xai] mept pedAévrav., The true reading seems to be *‘¢ven con-
cerning,” though it is not easy to grasp the exact force of the * even,”

HEBREWS 10
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21, ¥caorov Tév viwv. ‘‘Each of the sons.” He made 6 marked
difference between them (Gen. xlviii. 17—19). '

wpocextynoey éml 7o dkpov k.r.A. In this verse there is an allusion
to two separate events. The first is the blessing of Ephraim and
Manasgseh (Gen. xlviii. 1—20}; the other an earlier occasion’(Gen.
xivii, 290—31). In our version it is rendered *“And Israel bowed
himself upon the bed’s head,” but in the LXX, and Peshito as here,
it is *‘upon the top of his staff.” The reason for the variation is
that having no vowel points the IXX. understood the word %o be
mattek, ¢*staff,” not mittah, “ bed,” as in Gen. xlviii. 2. If they were
right in this view, the passage means that Jacob, rising from his bed:
to take the oath from Joseph, supported his aged limbs on the staff,
which was a type of his pilgrimage (Gen. xxxii. 10), and at the end
of the eath bowed hig head over the staff in sign of thanks and rever-
ence to God, The Vulgate (here following the Itala) erroneously
renders it adoravit fastigium virgae ejus, Jacob “adored the top of
his (Joseph’s) staff,” and the verse has been quoted (e.g. by Cornelius
a Lapide) in defence of image-worship! Yet in Gen. xlvii. 31 the
Vulgate hag ‘‘ adoravit Deum, conversus ad lectuli ecaput.” Probably
all that is meant is that, being too feeble to rise and kneel or stand,
Jacob * bowed himself upon the head of his couch *’ in an attitude of
prayer, just as the aged David did on his deathbed (1 Kings i. 47).

22. Tehevray, 8¢. 7o Blov. The less common word for *“ dying” is
here taken from the LXX, of Gen. 1. 26,

wepl 7@y dorméov adrob. A sign of his perfect convietion that God’s
promise would be fulfilled (Gen. 1. 24, 25; Ex. xiii. 19; comp. Acts
vid, 16). -

23. Moiieds...icpdBn. The * faith” is of course that of his
parents, Amram and Jochebed. -

Tdv warépoy. This is implied in the LXX. of Ex..ii. 2, but the
Hebrew only says that his mother concealed him.

doretoy T8 wadlov. © That the child was fair.” In Acts vii. 20 he is
called dorefos v¢ He@. In his marvellous beauty (see Philo, ¥it. Mos.)
they saw a promise of some fufure blessing, and braved the peril
involved in breaking the king’s decree. The Hebr, word is simply
2. Theophyl, dpaior, 7§ Sypet yapler.

8 Sudraypa. To drown all male children (Ex, i.'22, ii. 2). In
D, E we have the interpolation (from Acts vil. 23} misrt peyas yevo-
JLEVOS BWUTTS GVIREY TOY QUYUTTION KATAVOWY TNV TAmywow Twv alehguy
avrol. N

24, vids Gvyarpss Papad. Hoe refused the rank of an Egyptian
prince. The reference is to the Jewish legends, which were rich in
- details about the infancy and youth of Moses. See Jos, 4ntt. 11, ix.—
xi.; Philo, Opp. 1. 82; Stanley, Lect. on_Jewisk Church. The only
reference to the matter in Seripture is in Ex. ii. 10; Acts vii. 22—25,
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25. T@ Aad rod Beodl. iv. O.

wpbowarpoy. The brevity of sinful enjoyment is alluded to in Job
xx. 5, ‘‘The triumphing of the wicked is short, and the joy of the
hypocrite but. for a moment.”” The special 8in would have been the
very one to which the readers were tempted —apostasy.

26. Tov Alylwrov. The reading tdv év Alydmrov is less well
supported. It is of course explicable by an ellipse of v3.

Tév dvelliopdy To? Xpuarol. ¢ The reproach of the Christ” (comp.
xiii, 183 ; Matt. v. 11, 12; 2 Cor. i. 5; Rom. xv. 3; Phil, 1ii, 7—11;
Col. i. 24). 'There may be in the words a reminiscence of Pe.
Ixxxix. 50, 51, “ Remember, Lord, the reproach of thy servants...
wherewith thine enemies have reproachied the footsteps of thine
anointed.” By ¢ the reproach of the Christ” is meant *the re-
proach which He had to bear in His own person, and has to bear in
that of His members™ (2 Cor. i. 5). Itis true that in no other passage
of the Epistle does the writer allude to the mystical oneness of Christ
and His Church, but he must have been aware of that truth from
intercourse with St Paul and knowledge of his writings. Otherwise
we must suppose him to imply that Moses by faith realised, at least
dimly, that he was suffering as Christ would hereafter suffer.

améPhenev ydp. Lit., “ for he was looking away from it to.” What
Moses had in view was something wholly different from sinful plea-
gure. The verb is found here only in the N. T.

27. xaréwey Alyvrrov, This must allude to the Exodus, not to
the flight of Moses into Midian. On the latter oceasion, he distinctly
did ¢¢ fear the wrath of the king” (Ex. ii. 14, 15). It is frue that for
the moment Pharach and the Egyptians pressed the Israclites to
depart, but it was only in fear and anger, and Moses foresaw the
immediate pursuit.

pii doPnbels. © Because he did not fear.”

Tov ydp doparov k.7.X. The words have also been rendered, but
less correctly, “ He was steadfast towards Him who is invisible, ag if
seeing Him,”

iy déparov. * The blessed and only Potentate...whom no man
hath seen, nor can see” (1 Tim. vi. 16, 17). Perhaps we should
render it * the King Invisibls,” understanding the word Szoéa, and
8o emphasizing the contrast between the fear of God gnd the conge-
quent fearless attitude towards Pharaoh.

28. wewolnkev, Lit., * ke hath made,” or * instituted.” Another
of the author’s characteristic tenses (see ver. 17). Ilowelr is also used
for celebrating the passover {Deut. xvi. 1, &e.).

iy wpboxvow To alparos. * The effusion of the blood.” Ex. xii.
21—23. The *faith” consisted primarily in believing the promises
and obeying the command of God, and secondarily, we may believe,
in regarding the sprinkled blood as in some way typical of a better

I0—2
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propitiation (Rom. iii. 25). The word for sprinkling is not pavricués,
as in xii, 24, but wpboxuats, which is found here only, bat is derived
from the verb used in Lev. 1. 5 (LXX.).

& dhofpebwv. The term is derived from the LXX. The Ilebrew
(Ex. xii. 23) hag mashckith, ¢*destruction.” Comp. 1 Chron. zxi. 15;
2 Chron. xxxii, 21; 1 Cor. z. 10 ; Ecclus. xIviii. 21.

29. SulPnoav. They, ie. Moses and the Israelites.

s meipav AaBdvres. ‘¢ Of which seq (or *“of which dry land 7} the
Egyptians making trial.”

karemdbnoav, Lif., “were swallowed up” (Ex. xiv. 15—28; Ds.
evi. 9—12).

30. ‘Iegpaxs. Josh. vi. 12—20.

tmeocayv. Neuters plur. sometimes take a plur. verb where the inani-
mate objects stand out in their plurality and separateness. Winer,
p. 645.

éml énrd uépas. ’Enl with the ace. denotes the period over which
a thing extends, as in dxi Huépas whelovs, Acts xiii. 31,

31. wlore. Josh, ii, 9—1I1, “The Lord your God, He is God.”

1 wopyn. So she ig called in Josh. ii, 1; Jas. ii. 25; and it shews
the faithfulness of the sacred narrative that her name is even intro-
duced as well as that of Ruth, a Moabitess, in the genealogy of our
Lord (Matt. i.5). The Targum softens it down into *‘ innkeeper ” and
others render it ‘“idolatress.”” Her name was highly honoured by the
Jews, who said that eight prophets—among them Baruch, Jeremiah,
and Shallum, and the prophetess' Huldah—were descended from her,
Megillah, f, 14, 2.

Tois dredioaowy. ‘¢ That were disobedient.”

32, 7{ ér Mdyw; The sense is the same whether we regard Myw as
the indicative (comp John xi. 47), or the deliberative subjunctive.

dmdeldrer pe...d xpdvos. The future is sometimes used of a
case merely conceivable, as in épel s, dicat aliquis, 1 Cor. xv.
35. Comp. the Latin ¢ longum est narrare.” Tle phrase is also
found in Philo, De Somniis, The names of *‘the heroes of faith»
here mentioned are drawn from the Books of Judges and Samuel,
with a referemce to the Books of Kings and Chronicles, and what is
known of the history of the Prophets. There does not seem to be
any special design in the arrangement of the pairs of names, though
it is a curious circumstance that, in each pair, the hero who came
earlier in fime is placed after the other. In 3284 we have instances

\ of active, and in 85—38 of passive faith. T

N Baocihelas. The allusion is specially to the conquest of Ca-
mw.n by ‘Joshua, and to the victories of David (2 Sam. v, 17—25,
xxi, 15, &c.).
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SwarooVyny. The allusion is somewhat vague, but seems to refer
to the justice of Judges and Kings (1 Sam, xii. 8, 4 ; 2 Sam. viil. 15;
1 Chron. xviii, 14, &e.), and perhaps especially to the Judgement of
Solomon. '“‘To execute judgement and justice ” belonged especially
to the Princes of Israel (Ezek. xlv. 9).

trayyeady. If we compare the expression with verses 13, 89, we
gee that the primary reference must be to temporal promises (see
Josh, xxi. 43—45, &c.); but they also obtained at least a partial frui-
tion of spiritual promises also,

Medvrov. “Samson (Judg. xiv. 5, 6), David (1 Sam. xvii. 34, 35),
Daniel (Dan. vi. 22), Benaiah (2 Bam. xxiii, 20).

34, , wupds. Dan, iii. 25; 1 Maee. ii. 59,

poxalpns. David (1 8am. xviii. 11, xix. 10, &c.), Elijah (1 K. zix.
2), Ehsha (2 K. vi. 12—17), Jer. xxvi. 24, &e.

dwd dodevelas. Hezekiah (2 K. zx. 5), Samson (Judg. zv. 15, xvi.
28—30), David (1 Sam. xvii. 42, 51, &e.).

@hway. This and the previous clause may refer specially to the
Maccabees, though they also suit Joshua, the Judges, David, &e. The
word wapepBolds is the word used for ‘‘ camp ” 1n xiii, 11, 13; Rev.
xz. 9. It has both senses in the LXX. (Judg. iv. 16). The classic
verb for “ drove back” is found here only in the N. T. {x\rw).

35. yuvalkes. The woman of Sarepta (I K. xvii, 22), the Shu-
namite (2 K. iv. 32—36).

& dvaordoews. Lit., * by resurrection.”

érvpmavicOnoar. Josephus calls the instrument of torture rpoxss.
The word means technically, *“ were broken on the wheel,” and the
apecial reference may be to 2 Mace. vi. 18—30, vii., where the word is
used to deseribe the tortures of Eleazar the Seribe, and of the Seven
Brothers,

Tiv dwolitpeey. “ The deliverance offcred them ” (2 Maees. vi. 20,
21, vii. 24).

kpelrroves. Not a mere resurrection to earthly life, like the children
of the women mentioned, but *“an everlasting reawakening to life”
(2 Mace. vil. 9 and passim).

36. lpmwarypdv kal paotlyev. “Seven brethren and their mother
...being tormented with scourges and whips...and they brought the
- second for a mocking-stock...And after him was the third made a
moeking-stock...And...they tortured and tormented the fourth in like
manrer” (2 Mace. vii. 1, 7, 10, 13, &c.). * And they sought out..,
Judag’ friends...and he took vengeance on them and mocked them
{1 Mace. ix. 26).

Seopdv kal duhaxds. Joseph (Gen. xxxix, 20), Micaiah (1 K, xxii,
28, 27), Jeremiah (Jer. xx, 2, xxxvii, 15), Hanani (2 Chron. xvi. 10).
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37. &ubdabnoav. Zecharish (2 Chron. xxiv. 20, 21). Jewish tra-
dition said that Jeremiah was stoned. See Matt, xxiii. 35—37; Lk.
- xi. 51,

émplofnoav. This was the traditional mode of Isaiah’s martyrdom.
Hamburger, Talm. Wirterb. s.v, Jesaia, Comp. Matt. xxiv. 51. The
punishment was well known in ancient days (2 Sam. xii. 31).

trepdodnoav. This would not seem an anticlimax to a pious reader,
for the intense violence of temptation, and the horrible dread lest the
weakness of human nature should suceumb to it, was one of the most
awful forms of trial which persecutors could inflict (see Acts xxvi, 11},
especially if the tempted person yielded to the temptation, agin 1 K.
xiii. 7, 19—26, There is no variation in the MSS., but some have con-
jectured émpnobnoav “they were burned.” In a reeent outbreak at
Alexandria some Jews had been burnt alive (Philo, in Flacec. 20), and
burnings are mentioned in 2 Mace. vi. 11. The reason for the posi-
tion of the word, as a sort of climax, perhaps lies in the strong effort
to tempt the last and youngest of the seven brother-martyrs to
apostatise in 2 Mace. vii.

& $béve paxalpns. “ They have slain thy prophets with the sword ”
(L K. xix. 10). Jehoiakim “slew Urijah with the sword” (Jer. xzvi.
28). The Jews suffered themselves to be massacred on the Sabbath in
the war against Antiochus (1 Mace. ii. 88; 2 Mace. v. 26).

& pnherals, & alyelos. Elijah (1 K. xix. 13; 2 K. i.8). A hairy
garment seems subsequently to have been a common dress among
prophets, and it was sometimes adopted for purposes of deception
(Zech. xiii. 4). Clement in his Ep. ad Rom. i. 17 says that Elisha
and Ezekiel also wore hairy garments.

38. ouk v dfies. The world was unworthy of them though it
treated them as worthless, The Greek would also admit the meaning:
that they outweighed in value the whole world (see Prov. viii. 11,
LXX.}). The remark would be a striking source of consolation to
Christians, on whom every epithet of hatred was exhausted and every
disgraceful charge accumulated by their heathen adversaries. No
small part of the task of the early Christian apologists consisted in
shewing the baselessness and absurdity of the views respecting Chris-
tians which were held alike by the multitude, by rulers, and by phi-
losophers.

8perwv kal ommhalows. The Israelites in general (Judg. vi. 2). The
prophets of the Lord (1 K. xviii. 4, 18). Elijah (L K. xix. 9). Mat-
tathias and his sons “ fled into the mountaing fl Mace. ii, 28), and
many others “into the wilderness” (id. 29). Judas the Maccabee
{2 Macc. v. 27). Refugees in caves (2 Mace. vi. 11), “Like beasts”
(id. x. 6). The catacombs were often used as places of refuge by the
early Roman bishops and martyrs.

s yijs. Not “of theearth” but “of the land.” The writer’s historie
view rarely extends beyond the horizon of Jewish history.
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39, papropnfévres Sud mis wlorews. * Having been borne witness
to through their faith,” i.e. though they had this testimony borne to
them, they did not see the fulfilment of the promises.

odx oploarre. Bee verses 17, 33, vi, 15, ix. 15. They did not
enjoy the fruition of the one great promise.

40. Tov Ocod...mpofAefrapévov. Lit., “since God provided” (or
“foresaw "} “‘some better thing concerning us.”” The middle voice ia
dsed beeanse it differs from the active by expressing a mental act; so
too wpoophabar, wpoidéocfar. In one sense Abraham, and therefore
other patriarchs, “rejoiced to see Christ’s day,” and yet they did but
see it in such dim shadow that ¢ many prophets and kings desired to
see what ye see, and saw them not, and to hear the things which ye
hear; and did not Lear them (Matt. xiii. 17), though all their earnest
seekings and searchings tended in this direction (1 Pet. i. 10, 11).

tva py xwpls fpdv Tehewddow. “Not unto themiselves but unto
us they .ﬁid minister ” (1 Pet. i. 12). Since in their days ¢ the fulness
of the times” had not yet come (Eph. i. 10) the saints could not be
brought to their completion—the end and comsummation of their
privileges—apart from us. The *“just” had not been, and could not
be, ** perfected ** (xii. 28) until Christ had died (vii. 19, viii. 6). The
implied thought is that 1f Christ had come in their days—if the “elose
of the ages” had fallen in the times of the Patriarchs or Prophets—
the world would long ago have ended, and we should never have been
born, Our present privileges are, as he has been proving all through
the Epistle, incomparably better than those of the fathers. It was
necesgary in the economy of God that their ¢ perfectionment* shonld
be delayed until ours could be accomplished; in the future world
we and they shall equally enjoy the benefits of Christ’s redemption,

CHAPTER XIL

2. kexd@ucev. Much better supported than the rec. éxdfiger.

3. ds éovréy. The MBS, vary belween this reading (A, Vulg.) and
eis alréy, els abréy, and eis éavrovs.

4. dvricarérryre. In some MSS. and quotations the word ap-
pears naturally with the double augment drrexarésryre,

7. ¢s NADKL, Vulg. Syr. Copt., &e. )

16. dméBorec NDEKL. In AC dwédero, which is probably a mere
oversight, and a form which has no authority.

18. Ymhadupéve kal wexovpéve awupl. The 8pec of DEL Vulg.
followed by the rec, is a gloss, not found in XAC and many ver-
sions. It is perhaps due to the Zidw dpe of ver, 22,

kol yvade kal {édw AC. The MSS. vary considerably, but the
_ axbdry of the ree. is probably taken by L from Deut. iv. 11, v, 22,
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20. [# BoAld: xararotevfycerac]. An ill-supported gloss from Ex.
xix. 13 : :

28. ¥xwper...Aatpebwpey ACDL. In the constant variations of
the MSS. between the indicative and the hortative in all similar pas-
sages, it is not easy to be sure of the reading.

perd. cihaBelas kal 8dovs AC. The MSS, vary; the perd aifods xat
et\. of the ree. is found in KT,

CH, XII. An exhortation to faithful endurance (1—3) and a reminder
that our earthly sufferings are due to the fatherly chastisement
of God (4—13). The need of earnest watchfulness (14—-17).
Magnificent concluding appeal founded on the superiority and
grandeur of the New Covenant (18—24), which enhances the
guilt and peril of apostasy (25—29).

1—3. AN EXHORTATION TO PATIENT STEADFASTNESS.

1. Towyapoiv. A very strong particle of inference not found else-
where in the N, T. except in 1 Thess. iv. 8.

kal fpeis k.r A ‘Let us also, seeing we are compassed with so
great a cloud of witnesses...run with patience.”

védos. A classical Greek and Latin, as well as Hebrew, metaphor
for a great multitude., Thus Homer speaks of “a cloud of foot-sol-
diers.” We have the same metaphor in Is. Iz. 8, ¢“ who are these that
fly as clouds?” (Heb.}) Here, as Clemens of Alexandria says, the
cloud is imagined to be ** holy and translucent.”

pu.)p‘rl'rpwv. The word has not yet fully acquired its sense of ** mar-
tyrs.” It here probably means ‘ witnesses to the sincerity and the
reward of faith.” The notion that they are also witnesses of our
Christian race lies rather in the word mepixeiperor, *“ surrounding us
on all sides,” like the witnesses in a circus or a theatre (1 Cor. iv. 9}.

Syxay dwobépevor wdvra. Lit., ‘‘stripping off at once cumbrance of
every kind.” The word *‘weight ” was used, technically, in the lan-
guage of athletes, to mean ¢ superfluous flesh,” to be reduced by
training. The training requisite to make the body supple and
ginewy was sevére and long-continued. Metaphorically the word
comes to mean * pride,” * inflation.”

ebmeploraror. The six words “which doth so easily beset us”
represent this one Greek word, of which the meaning is uncer-
tain, because it occurs nowhere else. It means literally * well
standing round,” or * well stood around.” (1) If taken in the latter
-sense it is interpreted to mean (a) “thronged,” *‘ eagerly encircled,”
. and 8o ** much admired” or ** much applauded,” and will thus put us
on our guard against sins which are popular; or (8) “ easily avoid-
able,” with reference to the verb wepdoraco, “avoid” (2 Tim, ii, 16;
Tit. iii. 9). -The objections to these renderings are that the writer iz
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thinking of private sins. More probably it is to be taken in the active
sense, as in the A.V. and the R.V., of the sin which either (a) “ presses
closely about us to attack us”; or (8) which ¢“closely clings (teraciter
inhaerens, Erasmus) to us” like an enfolding robe (orards xerdw).
The latter is almost certainly the true meaning, and is suggested by
the participle droféueror, “stripping off » (comp. Eph. iv. 22). Asan
athlete lays aside every heavy or dragging article of dress, so we must
strip away from us and throw aside the clinging robe of familiar sin.
The metaphor is the same ag that of the word dmexddsagfar (Col. iii.
9), which is the parallel to dwofésfacin Eph. iv. 22, The gay garment
of sin may at first be lightly put on and lightly laid aside, but it after-
wards becomes like the fabled shirt of Nessus, eating into tlie bones as
it were fire.

dpapriay, “sin,”—all sin, not, as the A. V. would lead us to sup-
pose, some particular besetting sin.

8.’ dmopovijs. Endurance characterised the faith of all these
heroes and patriarchs, and he exhorts us to endure because Christ
also endured the cross (ropeivas).  Aw with the gen. is used in clas-
gical Greek also for the temper of mind.

TOV mpokelpevov fpiv dydva. One of the favourite metaphors of
St Paul (Phil, iii, 12—14; 1 Cor. ix. 24, 25; 2 Tim. iv. 7, 8).

2. déopdvres. It is not possible to express in English the thought
suggested by this verb, which implies that we must “look away (from
other things) unto Jesus.” It implies “the concentration of the
wandering gaze into a single direction.” Comp, dwoSiémew xi. 26.

wloTews, ¢ of faith,” rather than ¢ of our faith.”

dpxnyér. The word is the same as that used in ii. 10. In Acts iii.
15, v. 81 it is rendered ‘“a Prince,” as in Is. xxx. 4 (LXX.). By His
faithfulness (iii. 2) he became our captain and standard-bearer on the
path of faith.

rhewwrriv. Heleadsus to « the end of our faith,” which is the sal-
vation of our souls (1 Pet. i. 9}

Imépeaver oravpdy aloxvns karadpomicas. Lit., ¢ endured a cross,
despising shame.”

wexdOukey, < hath sat down” (i. 8, viii. 1, x. 12). The “is get down”
of thie A. V. is also a perfect and means the same thing.

3. dvaloylouode, Lit., *“compare yourselves with,” Contrast the
comparative immunity from anguish of your lot with the agony of
. His (John xv. 20).

+ov rowadry kv . Who hath endured at the hand of sinners such
opposition.

dyrihoylay, ¢ gainsaying ” or “contradiction,” has already occurred
in vi. 16, vii. 7. Three uncials (X, D, E) read *‘against themseives.”
Christ was a mark for incessant “ contradiction,”’—¢ a sign which is
spoken against”—(Lk. ii. 34).
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tva pr kdpyre rals Puxals Spdv dAudpevor, The correction of the

. V., ““that ye waz not weary, fainting in your souls,” will be reck-
oned by careless and prejudiced readers among the changes which
they regard as meaningless. Yet, as in hundreds of other instances,
it brings out much more fully and forcibly the exact meaning of the
original. *‘That ye wax not weary” is substituted for ¢ lest ye be
weary " because the Greek verb, being in the aorist, suggests a
studden or momentary break-down in endurance; on the other hand,
“ fainting ” is in the present, and suggests the gradual relaxation of
nerve and energy which culminates in the sudden relapse. Lastly,
the word in the original is *“souls,” not * minds.” Endurance was
one of the most needful Christian virtues in times of waiting and of
trial (Gal. vi. 9).

4—13. FATHERLY CHASTISEMENTS SHOULD BE CHEERFULLY
ENDURED.

4. péxpis ofparos. If this be a metaphor drawn from pugilism, as
the last 18 from ‘* running a race,” it means that as yet they have not
“had blood drawn.” This would not be impossible, for St Paul
adopts pugilistic metaphors (1 Cor. ix. 26, 27). More probably how-
ever the meaning is that, severe as had been the persecutions which
they had undergone (x. 32, 33), they had not yet—and perhaps a
ghade of reproach is involved in the expression—resisted up to the
point of martyrdom (Rev. xii. 11). The Church addressed can scarcely
therefore have been either the Church of Rome, which had before this
time furnished ‘“a great muliitude’ of martyrs (Tac. dnn. zv. 44;
Rev. vil. 9), or the Church of Jerusalem, in which, beside the martyr-
doms of St Stephen, St James the elder, and St James the Lord’s
brother, gome had certainly been put to death in the persecution of
Saul (Acts viii, 1).
wpés v dpapriov dvrayewldpevor, *in your struggles against
sin.” Some from this expression give a more general meaning to the
clause— You have not yet put forth your utmost efforts in your
moral warfare,”

5. xal ikAnole. “Yet ye have utterly forgotien,” or possibly
the words may be intended interrogatively, “ Yet have ye utterly
forgotten ?

s mapakhfjoews, “the emcouragement,” or * sirengthening con-
solation.”

Siaéyerar, « discourseth,” or © rensoneth.”

Y. The quotation is from Prov, iii. 11, 12, and is taken mainly
from the LXX. There is a very similar passage in Job v. 17, and
Philo de Congr. quaerend. erudit. gr. (Opp. 1. 544).

p1) 8Mvydpe.  * Regard mot lightly.”

woudlas. ¢ The training.”

pdt &hlov, ““mor faint,” In the Hebrew it is * and loathe mot
His correction,”
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Deyxspevos, “ on being tested,” * corrected.”

6. mwabebet. This blessedness of being ¢trained by God”
{* Blessed is the man whom thou chastenest, O Lord, and teachest
him out of thy law,” Ps. xeiv. 12) is found in many parts of Serip-
ture, ‘“As many as I love, I test (éndyxw) and frain™ (wraidedw),
Rev, iii. 19; Ps. cxix. 75 ; Jas. 1. 12,

pacniyoi 8¢ kA The writer follows the reading of the LXX., by
a slight change in the vowel-points, for ¢ even as a father to a son
He is good to-him,”

7. s maiSlay imopévere. The true reading ie not e, *if * {which
is followed by the A. V., but for which there is hardly any good
authority), but eis, “unto.” It is for training that ye endure,” or
better; * Endure ye, for training,” i.e. “regard your trials as a part
of the moral training designed for you in love and mercy by your
Father in Heaven.”

Yuiy wpoodiperar. “ In dealing with you.” Here only in the N. T,
in this sense.

ris yap viés. The thought and its application to our relationship
towards God are also found in Deut. viil. 5; 2 Sam. vii. 14; Prov.
xiii, 24,

8. mwdvres. He speaks of God’s blessed and disciplinary chastise-
ment a8 a gift in which all His sons have their share,

dpa. BSee note on iv. 9.

9. &verpemdpeda. In classical Greek this verb is found with the
gen. but in later Greek with an acc. ag here. Comp. Matt. xxi. 37,
évrpamioorras Tov widy pov, Lk. xviii. 4, dvfpwiror ok évrpémonat.

7§ waTpl Tav wvevpdray. God might be called * the Father of the
spirits,” as having created Angels and Spirits; but more probably the
meaning is ‘‘ the Father of our spirits,” as in Num. xvi. 22,  the God
of the spirits of all flesh,” God made our bodies and our souls, but
our spirits are in a yet closer relation to Him (Job xii. 10, xxxii, 8,
xxxiil, 4; Beel. xil. 7; Zech. xii. 1; Is. xlii. 5, &c.}. Ifit meant *the
Author of spiritual gifts,” the expression would be far-fetched, and
would be no contrast to “the father of our flesh.” Here and in
vii. 10 theologians have introduced the purely verbal, meaningless,
and insoluble dispute about Creationism and Traducianism—i.e. as
to whether God separately creates the soul of each one of us, or
whether we derive it through our parents by hereditary descent from
Adam,

10. mwpos ohiyas npépas. Comp. wxpds kawpér Lk. viil. 18,

katd T Sokody adrols. ‘“ As seemed good to them.” He is con-
trasting the brief authority of parents, and their liability to error, and
even to caprice, with the pure love and eternal justice of God.

11. Xopds. ‘‘A matter of joy’’; the gen. of a property, or perhaps
of the sphere to which a thing belongs. Winer, p. 244,
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Vvorepov B¢ k.rA. The original is expressed In the emphatic and
oratorical style of the writer, ‘¢ but afterwards it yieldeth a peaceful
fruit to those who have been exercised by it—(the fruit) of righteous-
ness.” He means that though the sterner aspect of training is never
pleasurable for the time, it results in righteousness—in moral hardi-
hocd and serene self- mu.stery—to all who have been trained in these
gymnasia (yeyvuracuévors). See Rom. v. 2—5,

12. 8. The poetic style, and even the metrical form of diction,
in these two verses (of which ver, 13 containg a complete hexameter,

xal Tpoxtas Spfis worjrare Tols wogiy Uuly
and half an iambie,
e pl) 7O xwhdy ékrpawy),

reflect the earnestness of the writer, as he gives more and more ela-
boration to his sentences in approaching the elimax of his appeal.
It is most unlikely that they are quotations from Hellenistic poets,
for the first agrees closely with Prov. iv. 26 (LXX.}. *On these acei-
dentally metrical expressions see my FEarly Days of Christianity,
1. 464, 11, 14,

vis wapeprévas xeipas kTN, Lit., straighten out the relaxed hands
and the palsied knees,”” Make one effort to invigorate the flaceid
muscles which should be g0 tense iu the struggle in which you are
engaged. The writer is thinking of Deut. xxxii. 86; Is. xxxv. 3;
Ecelus. xxv. 23, and perhaps of the metaphors of the rase and the
fight which he has just uscd.

13. &evpawq. Lit., *“that the lame (i.e. lameness) may not be quite
out of joini, but may rather be cured.” The verb érpary may mean
*‘be turned out of the way,”asin 1 T1m 1 6, v. 15; 2 Tim. iv. 4;
but as it is a technical term for ** spraining” or * dislocation™ it ma.y
have that meaning here, especially as he has used two medical terms
in the previous verse, and has the metaphor of * healing ” in his
thoughts. The writer may have met with these terms in ordinary
life, or in his intercourse with St Luke, with whose language he shews
himself familiar _thronghout the Eplstle. Intercourse with the be-
loved physician is perhaps traceable in some of the medical terms of
St Paul’s later Epistles (ses Dean Plumptre’s papers on this subjeot in
the Expositor, v, 134 (first series). But rd xwidv is a natural meta-
phor for weakness, and may be derived from the curious translation
of the LXX, in 1 K xviil. 21, ¥ws wéTe Juels ywhaveire éxl dugorépais
Tafs [yviais;

ey 8 palhov, s Ivil 17—19.

14—17. NEED OF EARNEST WATCIIFULNESS.

14. perd wévrwy. The word “men” is better omitted, for doubtless
the writer is thinking mainly of peace in the bosom of the little
Christian community—a peace which, even in these early days, was
often disturbed by rival egotisms (Ro'm. xiv, 19; 2 Tim. in 22).
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xal Tov dywopdyv. “.dnd the sanctification” (iz. 13, x. 10, 29,
ziii, 12). :

od xwpls.. We have here in succession two iambics:

ol xwpls obdels Syerar 70w kdpov,
N ] -
emioKowoUrTES M7} TIS COTEPEY A,

16, vorepdy kN, Lit., “whether there be any man who is fulling
short of ” or possibly * falling back from the grace of God.” We have
already noticed that not improbably the writer has in view some one
individual instance of a tendency towards apostasy, which might have
a fatal influence upon other weary or wavering brethren (comp.
iii. 12). "For lorepetr dwo we find éxxAlvew dwé in Num. zxii, 32,

tvoxAf. The words “root of bitterness” are a reference to Deut.
xxix, 18, “a root that beareth gall and wormwood,” or, as in the
margin, “a poisonful herb.” Here the LXX. in the Vatican MS. has
év xoAg “in gall,” for évoxAp, *“should trouble you.” But the Alex-
andrian MS., which the writer habitually follows in his quotations,
has évoxAj. Somse have supposed that there is a curious allusion to
this verse and to the reading “in gall ” in the apparent reference to
this Epistle by the Muratorian Canon as “the Episile to the Alex-
andrians current under the name of Paul, but forged in the interests
of Marcion’s heresy,” which adds that ¢ gall ought not to be mixed
with honey.” The allusion is, however, very doubtful.

ol mwohhol. “Themany.” Comp. 1 Cor.v. 6 (*‘a little leaven™);
1 Cor. xv. 33 (“ evil communications ”}; Gal. v. 9.

16. wépvos. The word must be taken in a literal sense, since
Esau was not “an idolater.” It is true that Esau is not charged with
fornication in the Book of Genesis (which only speaks of his heathen
marriages, xxvi, 34, xxviii. 8}, but the writer is probably alluding to
the Jewish Haggadah, with which he was evidently familiar, There
Esau ig represented in the blackest colours, as a man utterly sensual,
intemperate, and vile, which is also the view of Philo (see Siegfried,
Phile, p. 254}.

BéBnhos. A man of coarse and unspiritual mind (Gen. xxv. 33).
Phﬂ?il explained the word * hairy  to mean that he was sensuous and
lustful.

dyvr\ Bpdoeas puas.  “ For one meal” {Gen. xxv. 29—34).

17. perémeira. The verse runs literally, < for ye know that even,
. afterwards, when he wished to inherit the blessing, he was rejected—far
he found no opportunity for a change of mind—though with tears he
earnestly sought for it.” It is clear at once that if the writer means
to say “ that Esau earnestly sought to repent, but could not,”” then he
is contradicting the whole tenor of the Seriptures, and of the Gospel
teaching with which he was so familiar. This would not indeed
furnish us with any exeuse for distorting the meaning of his language,
if that meaning be anambiguous; and in favour of such & view of his
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words is the fact that he repeatedly dwells on the hopelessness—
hamanly speaking—of all wilful apostasy. On the other hand, “apo-
stasy,” when it desires to repent, ceases to be apostasy, and the very
meaning of the Gospel is that the door to repentance is never closed
by God, though the sinner may close it against himself. Two modes
of interpreting the text would save it from clashing with this precious
truth. (1} One is to say (=) that *‘room for repentance” means ‘¢ op-
portunity for changing his father's or his brother's purpose”; no
subsequent remorse or regret could undo the past or alter Isaac’s
blessing (Gen. xxvii. 33); or (8) no room for changing his own mind
in such.a way as to recover the blessing which he had lost; in other
words, he “found no oppertunity for such repentance as would restore
to him the lost theoeratic blessing.” But in the N. T. usage the word
“repentance” (uerdrow) is always subjective, and has a deeper mean-
ing than in the LXX. The same objection applies to the explanation
that ¢ he found no room to change God’s purpose,” to induce God * to
repent’ of His rejection of him, since God *‘is not a man that He
should repent” (Num. xxiii. 19). (2) It seems simpler therefore, and
quite admissible, to regard * for he found no place for repentance” as
a parenthesis, and refer *“it” to the lost blessing. (So the R.V.)
¢ Though he earnestly sought the lost blessing, even with tears, when
(perhaps forty years after his shameful indifference) he wished once
more to inherit it, yet thern he found no room for repentance’; or in
other words his repentance, bitter as it was, could not avert the earthly
consequence of his profanity, and was unavailing to regain what he
had once flung away. As far as his earthly life was concerned, he
heard the awful words *‘ too late.”” The text gives no ground for pro-
nouncing on Esau’s future fate, to which the writer makes no allusion
whatever. His ‘“‘repentance,” if it failed, could only have been a
spurious repentance—remorse for earthly foolishness, not godly sorrow
for sin, the dolor amissi, not the dolor admissi. This explanation
accords with the sense of ‘¢ locus. poenitentiae,” the Latin translation of
Témwos peravoias, The phrase itself oecurs in Wisd, xii. 10. The abuse
of this passage to support the merciless severity of the Novatians was
one of the reagons why the Epistle was somewhat discredited in the
Western Church.

perd Sakplwv. *‘In former days he might have had it without tears;
afterwards he was rejected, however sorely he wept. Let us use the
time” (Lk. xiii. 28). Bengel.

18—29. Tae Mrrcy axp SuUBLIMITY OF THE NEW COVENANT AS CON-
TRASTED WITH THE OLD (18—24) ENEANCE THE GuiLr AND PERrIL
oF TEE BacEsuiDEr (25—29).

18. Ov ydp. At the close of his argumentis and exhortations the
writer condenses the results of his Epistle into a climax of magnificent
eloquence and force, in which he shews the transcendent beauty and
supremacy of the New Covenant as compared with the terrors and
imperfections of the Old.
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Aapopfvey kal kexavpéve mwupl. Unless we allow the textual
evid\"gnce to be overruled by the other considerations, which are techni-
cally called * paradiplomatic evidence,” the verse should be rendered
< For ye are not come near to a palpable and enkindled fire.” In any
case the allusion is to Ex, xix. 16—19; Deut, iv. 11, and generally to
“‘the fiery law.” The present participle ynr. here means ‘ which
could be felt” becanse the capability is involved in the property; just
a8 78 PAewbueva may mean ‘things which can be secon.” Winer,
p. 431, S .

yvédg. Deut.iv. 11, v. 22,

19. oalmyyos. Ex. xix. 16, 19, xx, 18,

davj pnpdrev. Deat iv, 12

wapyrioavro. The verb means literally *“to beg off.”

pj. The common redundant negative (expressing the ncgative
result) after verbs of denying. See Winer, p. 755.

w* wpooredijven kT A Lit., ¢ that no word more should be added to
them” (Deut. v. 22—27, xviii. 16; Ex. zx. 19).

20. ovk ¥pepoy ydp k.t A “Tor they endured mot the injunc-
tion, If even a beast...” (Ex. xix. 12, 18). This injunction seemed to
them 1o indicate an awful terror and sanctity in the environment of
the mountain. It filled them with alarm, The Jewish Haggadah said
that at the utterance of each commandment the Israelites recoiled
twelve miles, and were only brought forward again by the ministering
angels. - 8t Paul, in different style, confrasts *‘the Mount Sinai which
gendereth to bondage’” with ‘“the Jerusalem which is free and the
mother of us all” (Gal. iv. 24—26).

% BoAide xararofevficerat. This elause is a gloss added from Ex.
xix. 18. Any man who touched the mountain was to be stoned, any
beast to be transfized (Ex. xix. 13): but the quotation is here abbre-
viated, and the allnsior i summary as in vii. 5; Acts vii. 16,

21, .18 $avralopevov.  The splendour of the spectacle™ (here only
" in N.T.). The true punctuation of the verse is And—so fearful was
the spectacle—Moses said..,

"ExdoPss elpe kv A. No such speech of Moses at Sinai is recorded
in the Pentateuch. The writer is either drawing from the Jewish
Haggadah or (by a mode of citation not uncommon) is compressing

_ two incidents into one. For in Deut. ix. 19 Moses, after the apostasy
of Israel in worshipping the Golden Calf, said “I was afraid (LXX,
xal &goBds elur) of the anger and hot displeasure of the Lord,” and in
Acts vii. 32 we find the words ‘‘becoming a-tremble’ (&rpopos yevo-
pevos) to express the fear of Moses on seeing the Burning Bush (though
here algo there is no mention of any trembling in Ex. iii. 6). The
tradition of Moses’ terror is found in Jewish writings. In Shabbath
1, 88. 2 he exclaims ** Lord of the Universe, I am afraid lest they (the
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Angels) should consume me with the breath of their mouths.” Comp.
Midrash Eoheleth, f. 69. 4.

22. Zwv 8pa... The true Sion is the antitype of all the promises
with which the name had been connected (Ps. ii. 6, xlviii. 2, Ixxviii.
68, 69, cxxv. 1; Joel il. 32; Mic. iv. 7). Hence the names of Sion
and “ the heavenly Jerusalem™ are given to “‘the city of the living
God” (Gal. iv. 26; Rev. xxi, 2). Sinai and Mount Sion are contrasted
with each other in six particulars. Bengel and others make out an
elaborate sevenfold antithesis here.

pupudowy dyyQwv... This punctuation is suggested by the word
““myriads,” which is often applied to angels (Deut. xxxiii. 2; Ps.
Izviii. 17 ; Dan. vii. 10). But under the New Covenant the Angels are
surrounded with atfributes, not of terror but of beauty and goodness
(i. 14; Rev. v. 11, 12).

23. wavnyvpa. The word means a general festive assembly, as in
Cant. vi, 18 (LXX.). If has been questioned whether both clauses
refer to Angels—*To myriads of Angels, a Festal Assembly, and
Church of Firstborn enrolled in Heaven’—or whether two classes of
the Blessed are intended, viz. * To myriads of Angels, (and) to a
Festal Assembly and Church of Firsthorn.” The absence of “‘and”
before warfyvprs makes this latter construction doubtful, and the first
construction is untenable because the Angels are never called in the
N.T. either ‘“a Church” (but see Ps. lzxxix. 5) or * Firstborn.” On
the whole the best and simplest way of taking the text sesms to be
“But ye are ecome...to Myriads—a Fegtal Assembly of Angels—and
to the Church of the Firstborn...and to spirits of the Just who have
been perfected.”

dwoyeypappévav dv otpavols. ‘* Who have been enrolled in heaven.”
This refers to the Church of living Christians, to whom the Angels
are *‘ministering spirits,” and whose names, though they are still
living on earth, have been enrolled in the heavenly registers (Lk. x.
20; Rom, viii. 16, 29; Jas. i, 18) as ‘*a kind of firstfruits of His
ereatures” unto God and to the Lamb (Rev. xiv. 4), These, like
Jacob, have inherited the privileges of firstborn which the Jews, like
Esau, have rejected.

kprrfj Oe@ wdvrev. Into whose hands, rather than into the hands
of man, it 18 a blessing to fall, because He is  the righteous Judge®
(2 Tim. iv. 8).

rerehampévey. That is, to saints now glorified and perfected—i.e.
brought to the consummation of their course—in heaven (Rev. vii.
14—17). This has been interpreted only of the glorified saints of the
0ld Covenant, but there is no reason to confine it to them. The
writer tells the Hebrews that they have come not to a flaming hill,
and a thunderous darkness, and a terror-stricken multitude, but to
Mount Sion and the Heavenly Jerusalém, where they will be united
with the Angels of joy and mercy (Lk. xv. 10}, with the happy Church
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of living Saints, and with the spirits of the Just made perfeet. The
three clauses give us a beautiful conception of *‘the Communion of
the Saints above and the Church below” with myriads of Angels
united in 4 Fesial throng, in a Heaven now ideally existent and soon
to be actually realised.

24. Buabrixns véas perlry. “ Mediator of @ New Covenant.” The
word for “new” is here véas (“new in time”), not xawds (“ fresh in
quality”), implying not only that if is * fresh” or ¢‘recent,” bui also
young and strong {Matt. xxvi, 27—29 ; Heb. ix. 15, x. 22).

mapd Tov "ABeN. Better things “than Abel” is a comparatio com-
pendiaria for * than the blood of Abel.”” The allusion is explained by
ix. 13, x. 22. xi. 4, xiil. 12. * The blood of Abel cried for vengeance;
that of Christ for remission” (Erasmus). In the original Hebrew it
is {Gen. iv. 10) “* The voice of thy brother’s bloods crieth from the
ground,” and this was explained by the Rabbis of his blood “sprinkled
on the trees and stones.” It was a curious Jewish Haggadah that the
dispute between Cain and Abel rose from Cain’s denial that God was
a Judge. The * sprinkling” of the blood of Jesus, an expression
borrowed from the blood-sprinklings of the Old Covenant (Ex. xxiv,
8), is also alluded to by St Peter (1 Pet. i. 2).

25. Tév hadofvra. Not Moses, as Chrysostora supposed, but God.
The speaker is the same under both dispensations, different as they
are. God spoke alike from Sirai and from heaven. The difference
of the places whence they spoke involves the whole difference of their
tone and revelations. Perhaps the writer regarded Christ as the
speaker alike from Sinai as from Heaven, for even the Jeiws repre-
sented the Voice at Sinai as heing the Voice of Michael, who was
sometimes identified with “the Shechinah,” or the Angel of the
Presencc. The verb for * speaketh ™ is xpnparifovrae, as In viiil. 5,
xi. 7.

obk épuyov, il 2, 3, iil. 17, x. 28, 29.

wapavrnodpevor Tov xpnpatilorra. The A V. “who refused Him
that spake” is in this, as in many thousands of instances, far less
. closely: accurate to the exact sevse of the original than the ““when
they refused Him that warned them” of the R. V. There are, how-
ever, instances in classical Greek as well as in N. T. where the parti-
ciple without the article may be rendered as a relative in English,
e.2. Luke xiil. 1.

woAd paMhov. On this proportional method of statement, charae-
-teristie of the writer, as also of Philo, see i. 4, iii. 8, vii. 20, viii. 6.
Kuindl mistakenly renders it multe minus, and connects it with
éxpevkopeta instead of ok éxgp.

ol dwoorpedpdpevor. Not *if we turn away from” (A. V.) but “who
turn” (or “‘are turning ") “away from.”

26. yiv érdhevoev. DLz, xix 18; Judg. v. 4; Ps. exiv. 7.
ELDREWS II
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émiyydiraw. *IHe has promised.” The verb has the sense of the
middle voice asin Rom. iv. 21,

YEr draf. ‘“Again, once for all.” The quotation is from Hagg. ii.
B, 7, ““yet once, it is a little while” {comp. Hos, i 4).

kal Tdv odpavéy. * For the powers of the heavens shall be shaken™
(Lk. xxi. 26).

27. 75 8 "Er. dwaf. The argument on the phrase * dgain, yet
once for all,” and the bringing it into connexion with the former
shaking of the earth at Sinai, rescmbles the style of argument on the
word “to-day” in iii. 7—iv. 9; and on the word “new* in viil. 13.

dfeoiv. The rest of this verse may be punctuated ¢ Signifies
the removal of the things that are being shaken as of things which
have heen made, in order that things which eannot be shaken may
remain.” The * things unshakeable” are God’s heavenly city and
eternal kingdom (Dan. ii. 44; Rev. xxi. 1, &ec.).” The material world—
its shadows, symbols and all that belong to it—are quivering, unreal,
evanescent (Ps. cii. 25, 26; 2 Pet. ili. 10; Rev. xx.11). It is only the
Ideal which is endowed with eternal reality (Dan. ii. 44, vii. 13, 14).
This view, which the Alexandrian theology had learnt from the Ethnic
inspiration of Plato, is the reverse of the view taken by materialists
and sensualists. They only believe in what they can taste, and see,
and “grasp with both hands®; but to the Christian idealist, who
walks by faith and not by sight, the Unseen is visible (ws dpaw Tow
*Abparov (xi. 2T}, 74 yap dbpara alrol...voobuera kabopirar, Rom, i, 20),
and the material is only a perishing copy of an Eternal Archetype.
The earthquake which dissolves and annihilates things sensible is
powerless against the Things Invisible.

tva. Bleek and De Wette make the tva dependent on 7ip ucrdfeov,

pelvy. The aor. shews the meaning to be that the threatened con-
valsion will at once test the quality of permanence of the things not
to be shaken.

28. 8d. This splendid strain of comparison and warning ends
with a brief and solemn appeal.

Exwpev xdpwv. **Let us have grace,” or “‘let us feel thankfulness,
whereby, &e.”

perd ebhafelas (v. 7, xi. 7) kal 8éovs. “With godly caution and
fear.” The word dées for “fear” does mot occur elsewhere in the
N.T.

29. kal yap. Comp. iv. 2.

wip karavallokoy, The reference is to Deut, iv. 24, and the special
application of the description to one set of circumstances shews that
this is not—like * God is light * and ** God is love ”—a deseription of
the whole character of God, but an anthropemorphic way of express-
ing His hatred of apostasy and idolatry. Here the reference is made
fo shew why we ought to serve God with holy reverence and fear.
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CEAPTER XIIIL

9. -rru.pa.ébépco-ee NACDM. The wepgpépeste of the ree. (KL} comes
from Eph. iv. 14.

Cm. XIIL. Concluding Exhortations to Love (1}; Hospitality (2);
Kindness to Prisoners and the Suffering (3) ; Purity of Life (4);
Contentment (5); Trustfulness (6); Submission fo Pastoral
Authority (7, 8); Steadfastness and Spirituality (9); The Altar,
the Sacrifice, and the Sacrifices of the Christian (10—16); The
Duty of Obedience to Spiritual Authority (17). Concluding
Notices and Benedictions (18—25).

‘We may notice that the style of the writer in this chapter offers
more analogies to that of St Paul than in the rest of the Epistle
(comp, Rom. xii. 1—21, xiv. 17, xv, 33 with 1—6, 9, 20); the reason
being that these ezhortations are mostly of a general character, and
probably formed a characteristic feature in all the Christian corre-
spondeunce of this epoch. They are almost of the nature of theological
loci communes.

1. ‘H ¢dalehdia. “Your brotherly affection.” Not only was
“brotherly love” a new and hitherto almos{ undreamed of virtue but
it was peculiarly necessary among the members of & bitterly-perse-
cuted sect. Hence all the Apostles lay constant stress upon it (Rom.
xii. 10; 1 Thess. iv. 9; 1 Pet. i. 22; 1 John iii. 14—18, &ec.). It was
a special form of the more universal “ Love” ('Avydry), and our Lord
had said that by it the world should recognise that Christians were
His disciples (Jobn xiii. 35). How entirely this prophecy was fulfilled
we see alike from the fervid deseriptions of Tertullian, from the mock-
ing admissions of Lucian in his curious and interesting tract ** on the
death of Peregrinus” (§ 16), and from the remark of the Emperor
Julian (Ep. 49), that their ““kindness towards strangers” Lad been a
chief means of propagating their ‘“atheism.” But brotherly-love in
the limits of a narrow community is often imperilled by the self-

- satisfaction of egotistic and dogmatie orthodoxy, shewing itself in
party rivalries, 'This may have been the case among these Hebrews
as among the Corinthians; and the neglect by some of the gatherings
for Christian worship (x. 25) may have tended to despen the sense of
disunion, The disunion however was only incipient, for the Wwriter
has already borne testimony to the kindness which prevailed among
them (vi. 10, x. 52, 33).

2. ¢uhofevlas. The hospitality of Christiang (what Julian ecalls
% wepl Lévovs dudarBpumic) was naturally ezercised chiefly fowards the
brethren. The absence of places of public entertainment except in
the larger fowns, and the cobstant interchange of letters and mes.
sages between Christian eommunities—a happy practice which also
prevailed among the Jewish Synagogues—made ** hospitality” a very

I1—2
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necessary and blessed practice, St Peter tells Christians to be hospi-
table to one another ungrudgingly, and unmurmauringly, though it
must sometimes have been burdensome (1 Pet. iv. 9; eomp. Rom.
xii, 13; Tit. i. 8; 1 Tim., iii. 2). We find similar exhortations in the
Talmud (Berachoth, f. 63, 2; Shabbath, . 27.1). The “ Teaching of
the Twelve Apostles” shews that hospitality to wandering teachers
was an ordinary duty.

‘dyyfhovs. Abraham (Gen. xviii, 2—22. Lot (Gen, xix. 1, 2).
Manoah (Judg. xiii. 2—14). Gideon (Judg. vi. 11—20). Our Lord
taught that we may even entertain Him—the King of Angels—un-
awares, ‘‘I was a sirenger, and ye took Me in ” (Matt, xxv, 35—40).
There is'an allusion to this “entertaining of angels ” in Philo, De
Abrahamo {Opp. 11. 17). The classic verb rendered ‘“unawares” (fAa-
fov) is not found elsewhere in the N. T, in this sense, and forms a
happy paronomasia with ¢ forget not.” The verb is used adverbially,
“unconsciously.”

8. Tdv Seaplwy. Comp. Col. iv. 18.

&5 ovvdeBepévor.  Lit,, ras Laving been bound with them.”” In the
perfectness of sympathy their bonds are your bonds (1 Cor. xii. 26},
for you and they alike are Christ’s slaves (1 Cor. vii. 22) and Christ’s
captives {2 Cor. ii. 14 in the Greek). This séems to be the meaning
rather than that the Hebrew Christians too have had their own per-
sonal experience of imprisonment for the faith. Lucian’s tract (re-
ferred to in the previous note) dwells on the effusive kindness of
Christians to their brethren who were imprisoned as coufessors.

&v owpari. And therefore as being yourselves liable to similar
maltreatment. “In the body” does not mean “in the body of the
Church,” but *“human beings, born to suffer.” You must therefore
““weep with them that weep” (Rom. xii. 15). The expressions of the
werse (kaxovyovpdvior, Ws kai avrol dvres év cwpary read like a remi-
niscence of Philc (De Spec. Legy. § 80) who says s év 7ols érépwy
cupacw adTol Kakotperol, **as being yourselves also afflicted in the
bodies of others”; but if so the reminiscence is only verbal, and the
application more simple. Incidentally the verse shews how much the
Christians of that day were called upon to endure.

4. Tipios 6 ydpos k.T.A. Probably this is an exhortation, ¢ Tet
marriage be held honourable among all,” or rather *in all respects.”
Scripture never gives even the most incidental sanction to the exalta-
tion of celibacy as a superior virtue, or to the disparagement of mar-
riage as an inferior state. Cclibacy and marriage stand on an exactly
equal level of honour according as God has called us to the one or the
other state. The mediaeval glorification of Monachism sprang partly
from a religion of exaggerated gloom and terror, and partly from a
complete misunderstanding of the sense applied by Jewish writers to
the word “Virgins.” Nothing can be clearer than the teaching on
this subject alike of the 0ld (Gen. ii. 18, 24) and of the New Covenant
{(Matt. zix. 4—86; Johnii, 1,2; 1 Cor. vii. 2). There is no ¢ forbid-
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ding to marry” (1 Tim. iv. 1—3) among Evangelists and Apostles.
They shared the deep conviction which their nation had founded on
Ger. i. 27, ii. 18—24 and which our Lord had sanctioned (Matt. xix.
4—6). The warning in this verse is against unchastity. If it be
pimed against a tendency to disparage the married state it would
shew that the writer is addressing some Hebrews who had adopted in
this matter the prejudices of the Essenes (1 Tim. iv. 3). In any case
the truth remains *‘ Honourable is marriage in all”; it is only lawless
passions which are “ passions of dishonour” (Rom, i. 26).

& wdow. This may mean “in all things” as in verse 18; or
“among all,” which would however be normally expressed by wapd
wdow. -In the A.V. éoriv is supplied, in the R.V. &r7w.

dpluvros.  ¢“And let the bed be undefiled” by edultery. A warning
to Antinomians (such for instance as the Nicolaitans, Rev. ii. 6, 15)
who made light of unchastity (Acts xv. 20; 1 Thess, iv. 6).

wépvovs. Christianity introduced a wholly new conception regard.
ing the sin of fornication (Gal. v. 19, 21; 1 Cor, vi. 9, 10; Eph. v, 5;
Col. iii. 5, 6; Rev. xxii. 15) which, especially in the depraved deca-
dence of Heathenism under the Empire, was hardly regarded as any
gin at all. Hence the necessity for constantly raising a warning voice
against it (1 Thess. iv. 6, &ec.).

Kpl;'vﬁi?.- The more because they often escape altogether the judge-
ment of man {1 Sam. ii. 25; 2 Sam. iii. 39).

" 5. & wpéwos. Lit.,  Let your turn of mind be unavaricious.” In
the A.V. it is «“Let your conversation be without covetousness ”; but
the word here used is not the one generally rendered by ‘‘conversa-
tion” in the N.T. (dvacrpcph as in ver. 7, “‘general walk,” Gal. i. 13;
Eph. ii. 8), or *“citizenship” (woAirevia, as in Phil. i. 27, iii, 20}, but
“turn of mind” (rpémos).

ddMdpyvpos. Not merely without covetousness (mAeovetln) but
“without love of money.” It is remarkable that ¢ covetousness ™ and
‘‘uncleanness ' are constantly placed in juxtaposition in the N.T.
(1 Cor. v. 10, vi. 95 Eph. v, 3, 5; Col iii. 5).

apkovpevos. The form of the sentence *“Let your turn of mind be
without love of money, being content” is the same as %4 gydry sruwré-
xperos, damogrvyobrres in Rom. xil. 9. The few marked similarities
between this writer and St Paul only force the radical dissimilarity
between their styles into greater prominence ; and as the writer had
almost certainly read the Epistle to the Romans & striking syntactical
.peculiarity like this may well have lingered in his memory.

avrds ydp elpnrey. ¢ Himself hath said.” The ¢ Himself” of course
refers to God, and the phrase of citation is common in the Rabbis
(PN X1} “He” and *I” are, as Delitzsch says, used by the Rabbis
88 mystical names of God.

Of i} oe avd kr. . These words are found (in the third person)
in Dent. zxxi. 6, 8; 1 Chron. xxviii. 20, and similar promises, in.the
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first person, in (en. xxviii. 15; Josh. i. 53 Is. xli. 17, The very
emphatic form of the citation (first with a double then with & triple
negation), ““ I will in no wise fail, neither will I ever in any wise for-
sake thee,” does not oceur either in the Hebrew or the LXX., but it is
found in the very same words in Philo (De Confus. Ling. § 32), and
since we have had occasion to notice again and again the thorough
familiarity of the writer with Philo’s works, it is probable that he
derived it from Philo, unless it existed in some proverbial or liturgical
form among the Jews. The triple negative 004" ob ui is found in Matt.
xxiv. 21,

6. Bappolvras. * We boldly say,” not as in A.V. ¢ we may boldly
say.”’ .
Kdpmos. Ps. cxviii, 6.

ot dboPndiicopar. T will not fear. What shall man do unto me?*
The rendering of the A.V. “I will not fear what man shall do unto
me” iz ungrammatical, as is that of the Vulg., *Non timebo guid
faciat mihi homo.”

7. Tav ryovpdvev...olrwes. “ Your leaders, who spoke to you™;
for, as the next clause shews, these spiritual leaders were dead. At
this time the ecclesiastical organisation was still unfixed. The vague
term ‘‘leaders” (found also in Acts xv. 22), like the phrase ‘those
set over you” (mpoiocrduevor, 1 Thess. v. 12) means * bishops’ and
“ presbyters,” the two terms being, in the Apostolic age, practically
identical. In later ecclesiastical Greek this word (fryotueror) was used
for “ abbots.”

dv dvabewpolvres kot A, In the emphatic order of the original,
“ and earnestly contemplating the issue of their conversation, imitate
their faith.”

iy é&Baow. Not the ordinary word for ““end” {(réios) but the
very unusual word: éxBacw, ‘“ outcome.” This word in the N.T, is
found only in 1 Cor. x. 18, where it i3 rendered ‘ escape.” In Wisd.
il. 17 we find, *‘Let us see if his words be true, and let us see what
shall happen at his end” (¢ éxBdoec). It here seems to mean death,
but not necessarily a death by martyrdom. It merely means “imitate
them, by being faithful unto death.” The words &fofos * departure”
(Lk. ix. 81; 2 Pet, i 15) and dgudis (Acts xx. 29) are similar euphe-
misms for death.

8. ’Incais Xpiotés...b adrds. ‘“Jesus Christ is the same” (comp.
i. 12). The A. V. by its omission of the eopula seems to connect this
with 7w &Bacw as if Jesus Christ were the ““end of their conversation,”
which it is scarcely necessary to say is impossible. The collocation
¢ Jesus Christ” is in this Epistle only found elsewhere in ver. 21 and
x. 10. He commonly says ‘*Jesus” in the true reading (ii. 9, iii. 1,
vi. 20, &e.) or ' Christ’’ (iil. 6, 14, v. 5, &e.). He also has *the
Lord” (ii, 8), “our Lord” (vii. 14), and “our Lord Jesus” (xiii. 20).
¢¢Christ Jesus,” which is so common in St Paul, only cccurs as a
very dubious varions reading in iii. 1.
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&06ts kA See vil. 24, The order of the Greek is ¢ yesterday
and to-day the same, and to the ages.” BSeei.12; Mal. iii. G; Jas.
i. 17. ‘The unchangeableness of Christ is & reason for not being swept
about by winds of strange teaching.

9. BiBaxals kA  Lit., “ With teachings various and strange be
ye not swept away.” From the allusion to various kinds of food
which immediately follows we infer that these *teachings’ were not
like the incipient Gnostie speculations against which St Paul and 8t
John had to raise o warning voice (liph. iv. 14; Col. ii. 8; 1 John iv.
1), but the minutiae of the Jewish Halachah with its endless refine-
ments upon, and inferences from, the letter of the Law; possibly
doctrines akin to those of the Bssenes. This is the sort of teaching
of which the Talmud is fuil, and most of it has no real connexion
with true Mosaism,

Kahdy. A beautiful or cxcellent thing.”

Xdperi. By the favour or mercy of God as a pledge of our real
security.

o} Bpépacww. Not by minute and pedantic distinctions between
various kinds of clean and unclean food (ix. 10). The word Bpipara,
“kinds. of food,” was never applied to sacrifices, On the urgency of
the question of **meats’ to the carly Christians gee my Life of St
Paul, 1. 264,

ovk dpehiinoay. These outward rules were of no real advantage
to the Jews under the Law. As Christianity extended, the Rabbis
gave s more and more hostile elaboration and significance to the
Haldchoth, which decided about the degrees of uncleanness in different
kinds of food, as though salvation itself depended on the serupulosities
and micrologies of Rabbinism. The reader will find some illustra-
tions of these remarks in my Life of St Paul, 1. 264. The importance
of these or analogous guestions to the early Jewish Christians may
be estimated by the allusions of St Paul (Rom. xiv.; Col. ii. 16—23;
1 Tim, iv. 3, &c.}. No doubt these warnings were necessary because
the Jewish Christians were liable to the taunt, ‘“You are breaking the
law of Moses; you are living Gentile-fashion (¢8skds) not Jewish-
wise (lovdaikds); you neglect the Kashar (rules which regulate the
slanghter of clean and unclean animals, which the Jews scrupulously
observe to this day); you feed with those who are polluted by habi-
tually eating swine’s flesh.” These were appeals to * the eternal
Pharisaism of the human heart,” and the intensity of Jewish feeling
respecting them would have been renewed by the conversions to
Christianity. The writer therefore reminds the Hebrews that these
distinctions involve no real advantage (vii. 18, 19).

10—16. Tne ONE SacrIFICE oF THE CHRISTIAN, AND THE SACRIFICES
WHICH HE MUST OFFER.

10. ¥yopev Buoaomipiov. These seven verses form a little episode
of argnment in the midst of moral exhortations. They revert once
more to the main subject of the Epistle—the contrast between the
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two dispensations. The conneciing link in the thought of the writer
is to be found in the Jewish boasts to which he has just referred in
the word ‘‘meats.” Besides trying to alarm the Christians by de-
nunciations founded on their indifference to the Levitical Law and
the oral traditions based upon it, the Jews would doubtless faunt
them with their inability henceforth to share in eating the sacrifices
(1 Cor. ix. 13), since they were all under the Cherem—the ban of
Jewish excommunication. The writer meets the taunt by pointing
out (in an allusive manner) that of the most solemn sacrifices in the
whole Jewish year—and of those oifered on the Day of Atonement—
not even the priests, not even the High-priest himself, could partake
(Lev. vi. 12, 23, 30, xvi. 27). But of our Sacrifice, which is Christ,
and from (é) our Altar, which is the Cross—on which, a8 on an
altar, our Lord was offered—we may eat, The « Altar” is here
understood of the Cross, not only by Bleek and De Wette, but even
by 8t Thomas Aquinas and Estius; but the mere figure implied by
the * altar” is so subordinate to that of our participation in spiritual
privileges that if it be regarded as an objection that the Cross was
looked on by Jews as ¢ the accursed {ree,” we may adopt the alterna-
tive view suggested by Thomas Aquinas—that the Altar means Christ
Himself. To eat from it will then be *to partake of the fruit of
Christ's Passion.” So too Cyril says, *“Xe is Himself the Altar.”
We therefore have loftier privileges than they who ¢ serve the taber-
racle.” The other incidental expressions will be illustrated as we
proceed ; but, meanwhile, we may ohserve that the word ¢ Altar’ is
altogether secondary and (so to speak) ““out of the Figure.” There
is no reference whatever to the material ““table of the Lord,” and only
a very indirect reference (if any} to the Lord’s Supper. Nothing can
prove more strikingly and conclusively the writer’s total freedom from
any conceptions resembling those of the “ sacrifice of the mass” than
the fact that here he speaks of our sacrifices a8 being ¢¢ the bullocks
of our lips.” The Christian priest is only a presbyter, not a sacri-
ficing priest. He is only a sacrificing priest in exactly the same
sense a8 every Christian is metaphorically so called, because alike
presbyter and people offer ¢ spiritwal sacrifices,” which are alone
acceptable to God through Jesns Christ (1 Pet. ii. 5). The main
point is *we tou have one great sacrifice,” and we (unlike the Jews,
as regards their chief sacrifice, Lev. iv. 12, vi. 30, xvi, 27) may per-
petually partake of it, and live by it (John vi. 51—56). We live not
on anything material, which profiteth nothing, but on the words of
Christ, which are spirit and truth; and we feed on Him—a symbol of
the close communion whereby we are one with Him—only in a
heavenly and spiritnal manner.

& od. Lit., ¢ from which,” It i3 one of the numerous forms of
constr. praegnans, implying ‘¢ to take from the altar and eat.”"

ox ¥xovow &ovolay. Because they utterly reject Him whose flesh
is meat indeed and whose blood is drink indeed {John vi. 54, 55).
Forbidden to eat of the type (see ver. 11) they could not of course, in
any sense, partake of the antitype which they rejected. )
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Ty oknvi Martpeovres. See viil. 5. It is remarkable that not even
here, though the participle is in the present tense, does he use the
word ‘¢ Temple” or ** Shrine” any more than he does throughout the
whole Epistle. There may, as Bengel says, be a slight irony in the
phrase “ who serve the Tabernacle,” rather than ¢ in the Tabernacle.”

11. ¥o ris mapepfolds. Of the sin-offerings the Priests could not,
ag in the case of other offerings, eat the entire flesh, or the breast and
shoulder, or all except the fat’ (Num, vi. 20; Lev. vi. 26, &c.). The
word for “*burn” (saraph) means * entirely to get rid of,” and is not
the word used for burning upon the altar. The rule that these sin-
offerings should be burned, not eaten, was stringent (Lev. vi. 30,
xvi. 27).- - )

12.  8ud Tol 18lov afpares. Lit., ©“ through,” or * by means of His
own blood.” The thought is the same as that of Tit. ii. 14, “ Who
gave Himself for us that He might redeem us from all iniquity, and
purify unto Himself a peculiar people.” This sanctification or purify-
ing consecration of His people by the blood of His own voluntary
sacrifice corresponds to the sprinkling of the atoning blood on the
propitiatory by the High-priest. For *‘the people,” see ii. 17.

o ris mikys. ix. 26; Matt. xxvii, 32; John xix. 17, 18,

13. #epxodpebe. Let us go forth out of the city and camp of
Judaism (Rev. xi. 8) to the true and eternal Tabernacle (Ex. xxxiii.
7, 8) where He now 1s (xii. 2). Some have imagined that the writer
conveys a hint to the Christians in Jerusalem that it is time for them
to leave the guilty city and retire to Pella; but, as we have seen, it is
by no means probable that the letier was addressed to Jerusalem.

7év ovebiopdy atrol. The reproach which Christ bore and still
bears. “If ye be reproached,” says St Peter, *for the name of
Christ, happy are ye” (comp. xi. 26). As He was execommunicated
and insulted and made to bear His Cross of shame, so will you be,
and you must follow Him out of the doomed city (Matt. xxiv. 2). It
must be remembered that the Cross, an object of execration and dis-
gust even to Gentlles, was viewed by the Jews with religious horror,
since they regarded every crucified person as *“‘aceursed of God
(Deut. xxi. 22, 23; Gal iil. 13; see my Life of St Paul, L. 17, 148).
Christians shared this reproach. to the fullest extent. The most
polished heathen writers, men like Tacitus, Pliny, Suefonius, spoke
of their faith as an * execrable,” *‘deadly,” and * malefic”’ super-
stition ; Liucian alluded to Christ as “the impaled sophist”; and fo
many Greeks and Romans no language of scorn seemed too intense,
no calumny too infamous, to describe them and their mode of worship.
The Jews spoke of them as ¢ Nagzarenes,” * Epicureans,” * hereties,”
“followers of the hung,” and especially ‘“spostates,” * traitors,” and
“renegades.” The notion that there is any allusion to the ceremonial
uncleanness of those who burnt the bodies of the offerings of the Day
of Atonement *‘ outside the camp™ is far-fetched.

12, v pé\hovoav. ¢ The city which is to be” (xi. 10, 16). Our
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earthly city here may be destroyed, snd we may be driven from it, or
leave it of our own accord; this is nothing,—for our real citizenship
is in heaven (Phil. iii. 20).

15. CGualav alvéeews. A thanksgiving (Jer. xvil. 26 ; Lev, vii. 12),
not in the form of an offering, but something which shall *‘ please the
Lord better than a bullock which hath horns and hoofs” (Ps, 1zix, 81).

Siamayrés, Even the Rabbis held that the sacrifice of praise would
outlast animal sacrifices and would never cease.

kapwév Yehéwy Spoloyovvrav 7@ dvépar adrod. ¢ The fruit of lips
which conjess to His name.” The phrase *the fruit of the lips” is
borrowed by the LXX. from Is. lvii. 19. In Hos, xiv. 2 we have “so
will we render the calves of our lips,” literally, “our lips as bullocks,”
i.e *“as thank-offerings,” Dr Kay notices that (besides the perhaps
accidental resemblance between B perd, *“fruit,” and D™D parim,
“calves”) xdprwua and similar words were used of burnt-offerings.

opodoyolvrwy 78, Like the Hebrew 5 N,

16. kowwvlas. To share your goods with others (Rom, xv. 26).
It is rendered ** distribution” in 2 Cor. ix. 13.

TowadTaes yap Bvalons. The verse is meant to remind them that
sacrifices of well-doing and the free sharing of their goods are even
more necessary than verbal gratifude unaccompanied by sincerity of
action (Is. xxix. 13; Ezek, xxxiii. 81),

17. 7ols fiyovpévats. See ver. 7. The repetition of the injunction
perhaps indicates a tendency to self-assertion and spurious independ-
ence among them. ‘¢ Bighops” in the modern sense did not as yet
exist, but in the importance here attached to due subordination to
ecclesiastical authority we see the gradual growth of episcopal powera.
Bee 1 Thess. v. 12, 13 ; 1 Tim. v. 17.

dypvmvodow. Lit,, “ are sleepless.”
Aéyov. See Acts zx. 26, 28,

perd xopds. See 1 Thess. ii. 19, 20.
orevifovres. Lit., “ groaning.”

dhvorredds. A Iitotes—i.e. 2 mild expression purposely used that
the reader may correct it by a stronger one—for ** disadvantageous.”

18. ITpooeliyeobe mepl fipav. A frequent and natoral request in -
Christian correspondence (1 Thess, v. 25; 2 Thess, iii. 1; Rom. xv.
30; Eph. vi. 18; Col. iv. 3). The ‘“us” probably means ‘“ me and
those with me,”’ shewing that the name of the writer was well known .
to those addressed.

welépeda. ** We are persuaded.”

kadijy owelnow. The writer, being one of the Paulinists, whose
freedom was so bitterly misinterpreted, finds it as necessary as St
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Paul had done, to add this profession of conscientious sincerity (Acts
xxiii. 1, xxiv, 16 ; 1 Cor. iv. 4; 2 Cor, i. 12). These resemblances fo
8t Paul’s method of concluding his letters are only of a general cha-
racter, and ‘we have reason to suppose that {o a certain extent the
?eginni.ngs and endings of Christian letters had assumed & recognised
orm,

& mdow. “dmong all men.”
8wovres. Le, *“desiring,” “ determining,”

19. {va 7dxiov dwokateoradd dpiv. So 8t Paul in Philem. 22.
‘We are unable to conjecture the circamstances which for the present
prevented the writer from visiting them. It is clear from the word
““restored” that he must once bave lived among them.

20. Oeds ijs elpfivns. The phrase is frequent in St Paul {1 Thess.
v.23; 2 Thess. in, 16; Rom. zv. 33, xvi. 20; Phil. iv. 9).

& dvayaydv. Among many allusions to the Ascension and Glorifi-
cation of Christ this is the only direct allusion in the Epistle to His
Resurrection (bat comp. vi. 2, xi. 35). The verb dwmjyayer may be
“raised again’ rather than ‘‘brought up,” though there may be a
reminiscence of * the shepherd” (Moses) who ‘‘brought up” his
people from the sea in Is. Ixiii. 11.

& alpan kr.h. By virtue of (lit. “in”) the blood of an eternal
cavenant.” The expression finds its full explanation in ix. 15~18.
Others connect it with * the Great Shepherd.” He became the Great
Shepherd by menns of His blood. So in Acts xx. 28 we have ¢ to
shepherd the Church of God, which He purchased for Himself by
means of His own blood.” A similar phrase occurs in Zech. ix. 11,
“ By (or *‘because of”) the blood of thy covenant I have sent forth thy
prisoners out of the pit.”

21. xataprioar. Teletdw, the verb so often used to express * per-
fecting,”” is here replaced by another verb—*may He fit” or *“stablish”
or ““equip you.”

woujoat.. woudv. There is a play on the words *to do His will,
doing in you.” There is a similar play on words in Phil. ii. 13.

& 1 86ka k.7.A.  Lit., ** 2o whom be the glory (whieh is His of right)
unto the ages of the ages.”” The same formula occurs in Gal. i. 5;
2 Tim, iv. 18. The doxology may be addressed to Christ as in 2 Pet.
iii, 18.

22, dyéxeoBe. ““Bear with the word of my exhortation.” Comp.
Acts xiii. 15, This is a courteous apology for the tone of severity and
authority which he has assumed.

xal ydp. ¢ For indeed,” as in xii. 29.

8ud Bpayéwv. ““In paucis.” “ Briefly,” considering the breadth
and dignity of the subject, which has left him no room for lengthened
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apologies, and for anything but a direct and compressed appeal. Or
the force of the words may be “bear with my exhortation, for I have
not troubled you at any great length’’ (comp. 8.’ dAiywr, 1 Pel. v. 12).
Could more meaning have been compressed into a letter which eould
be read aloud in less than an hour, but which was tc have a very deep
influence on many centuries?

tréoreda. This is the epistolary aorist, and is therefore equivalent
to our perfect “I have written you a letter.” This is the only place
in the N.T. (except Acts xv. 20, xxi. 25) where émocré\\w las this
sense, Usually it means *I enjoin.”

23. ywdokere. Either ‘‘yo are aware”; or “know ye,” i.e. let
me inform you.

dmwohehvpévov. The word probably means (as in Acts iii. 13, iv. 21)
“has been set free from prison.” It is intrinsically likely that Timothy
at once obeyed the earnest and repeated entreaty of St Paul, shortly
before his martyrdom, to come to him at Rome (2 Tim. iv, 9, 21}, and
that, arriving before the Neronian persecutign had spent its last force,
he bad been thrown into prison. His comparative youth, and the un-
offending gentleness of his character, together with the absence of
any definite charge against him, may have led to his liberation. All
this however is nothing more than reascnable conjecture. The word
dwoledvuévoy May mean no more than official, or even ordinary,
“gending forth™ on some mission or otherwise, as in Acts xiii. 3, xv.
30, xix. 41, xxiii, 22.

rdyrov. Lit., “if he come sooner,” i.e. earlier than I now expect
{comp. xdAliwov, Acts xxv, 10; BéAriov, 2 Tim, i. 18). This again is an
allusion to circumstances unknown to us. Bohme said “non esk
comparativa stricte intellegenda,” but it always refers to some special
fact. Comp. John xiii. 27.

24, dowdcacfe. This salutation to all their spiritual leaders im-
plies the condition of Churches, which was normal at that period—
namely, little communities, sometimes composed separately of Jews
and Gentiles, who in defanlt of one large central building, met for

_worship in each other’s houses.

of dwd s 'Itailas. This merely means * the Italians in the place
from which I write,” just as *they of Asia” means Asiatic Jews
(Aets xxi. 27. Comp. xvii. 13, vi. 9, &c.). The phrase therefore gives
no clue whatever to the place from which, or the persons to whom,
the Epistle was written. It merely shews that some Christians frem
Ttaly—perhaps Christians who had fled from Italy during the Neronian
persecution—formed a part of the writer’s community; but it suggests
a not unnatural inference that it was written Zo some Italian com-
munity from some other town out of Italy. Had he been writing
from Italy he would perhaps have been more likely to write * those
in Italy” (comp. 1 Pet. v. 13}, and some have explained the phrase as
a constr. praegnans for of v 77 Irallg dew. Yuds amé 755 'Irakias. But
this is quite needless, and as Winer says {p. 784) ““a critical argument

2]
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as to the place where the Epistle was written should never have been
founded on these words.”

25. ‘H xdpiws perd wavrwy dpdv. This is one of the shorter forms
of final conclusion fourd in Col. iv. 18; 1 Tim. vi, 21; 2 Tim. iv. 22;
Tit, iii. 15.

The superseription “ Written to the Hebrews from Italy by Timothy”
is wholly without authority, though found in K and some versions.
It contradicts the obvious inference suggested by xiii. 23, 24, We
have no clue to the bearer of the Epistle, or the local eommunity for
which it was primarily intended, or the effcet which it produced. But
it would scarcely be possible to suppose that such a composition did
not have a powerful influence in checking all tendency to retrograde
into Judaism from the deeper and far more inestimable blessings of
the New Covenant, The Manuseripts ¥ and C have only “ To the
Hebrews.” A has ¢“I{ was written to the Hebrews from Rome.”
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Avyrle, 111
wdfnua, 46, 49, 136

paxpoBuuciy, 88 Tadedew, 155

pakpofluuia, 87 - Tadia, 154

- paprupey, 100 Tadawiy, 110

udprus, 152 maviryvpes, 160

paxaipa, 69, 149, 150 TayTerys, 102

peyarwotvy, 31, 105 ravroder, 113

péNhovea (2. mwikis), 169 Taph, comparative use of, 33, 39,
péugpeafar, 108 45

pepuapds, 44, 69 wapifaas, 43, 121
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wapaBory, 116, 145

wapaybyverdar, 117

wapaderyuarifew, 85

wopaTeigfat, 1569, 161

wapakakeiy, 63, 133

wapdkiyos, 89, 154

wapaxon, 43

wapawkpalver, 64

wapamupacpbs, 61

wapawirrer, 83

wapamrhgoiws, 51

Tapapeiv, 41

wapeuSord, 169

waperidnuos, 144

wapiérat, 156

mapofuouds, 132

wappyoia, 60, 71, 131, 137

warptdpxys, 97

wepafew, 55, 148, 150

wepagyds, 61

meptatpely ) doatpelv, 130

wepkeigtar, T3

wepioads, 88

mepogoTépws, 41

Tyyvivai, 105

whicos, 97

wivew, 85

mhavdy, 62, T3

Thnfivew, 88

rAnpogopia, 87, 132

wvedpa, 37, 40, 44, 60, 82, 119,
130 R

wowkilos, 44

woAlrys, 109

woNAdks, 124, 130

wohupepws, 24

ToAurpbmis, 25

mépz, 116

mornpds, 62

mapyn, 148

wopros, 167, 165

wpémer, constructions with, 48

wplew, 150

TpoBAérew, 151

mpodnhos }( karadyros, 99

mpodpopos, 90

mpos, foree of, 87, 38, 145, 155

wpooaryopedewr, 17

mpboraipos, 147

mpockvrelv, 36, 146

INDEX II.

wpogoxfifew, 61, 64
mpboeparos, 181
wpospopd, 128, 131
mpéoxvats, 147
wpogrrys, 26
mpwrdToxos, 36

pafBdos, 38, 114
pavrifew, 132
$na, 1, 82, 141

cafBBariouds, 68
gaAevery, 161

g miyt, 159
gapkikés, 100
sapkwos, 100

oapt, 75, 117
onuelor, 44
anuepov, 35, 63
oxevos, 123

axyrh, 105, 115, 122, 143, 169
ok Y elkdw, 127
Fxypivew, 60, 63
anéppa, 53, 144
emihacor, 150
srouddfew, 68
omwouvd, 87

arduvos, 114
oracs, 115
aravpés, 153
arepeds, 78
arepavody, 47 .
guurdayew, 71, 137
suvayTiv, 93
avveldnes, 127, 170
swemuaprupeiy, 44
cwkepavivat, 65
avrTéhew, 124
cvwreheir, 108

cwrnpla, 40, 41, 43, 77, 86, 125

rigs, T4, 77, 90

Téhetos, T8

TehedTys, 79

reheody, 49, 77, 101, 104, 136, 151,
160

TeNewwT s, 153

Tehevraw, 146

répas, 44

reaoepixorTa, 61



rexvirys, 143
THALcobros, 43
T, 47, 58, 73
Typwpla, 134
Toryapoiv, 1562

Towbros )( Toworde, 104

Touds, 69
Tpdyos, 118, 122
Tpamrefa, 112
Tpaxnhiew, 69
Tpiforos, 85
Tgogn, T8
Tvpmravifew, 149

fmrakodew, T7
traxon, T6
Umrapts, 137
tmevavrios, 134
imép, force of, 48
twoderypna, 123
Uwopovy, 187, 153
dwomédiov, 40, 130

bwéorags, 30, 63, 140

IworréAhear, 138
UvmogToA, 139

INDEX II.

dmordooew, 44, 46
Heowmros, 122
daTepeiy, 65
byahos, 32, 103
vyuoros, 92

pavepotv, 125
pavrdfew, 159
@iradergia, 163
¢uhofevia, 163
PAcE, 3T
gorifew, 82, 136

xapaxtip, 30
xethos, 144, 170

xetporolyros, 117, 123

xpeia, 78, 98

xppatifew, 106, 142, 161

xplew, 39
xwplfer, 103
xwpis )( drep, 125

Yetdew, 89
Yyragar, 159
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