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PREFACE
BY THE GENERAL EDITOR.

THE General Editor of 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 himsélf chiefly with a careful

‘revision of the notes, with pointing out omissions, with
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suggesting occasionally a reconsideration of some
question, or a fuller treatment of difficult passages,
and the like.

Beyond this he has not 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, PETERBOROUGH.
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INTRODUCTION.

THE old line,
 Quis, quid, ubi, quibus auxiliis, cur, guomodo, quando?”
Who? what? where? with what helps? why? how? when?

has sometimes been quoted as summing up the topics which are
most 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 2’ and ‘cur ?’
What is the Epistle to the Hebrews? with what object was it
written ? for what readers was it designed? Of the ‘%472’ and
¢ guando £’ we shall find that there is little to be said ; but the
answer to ‘guomodo £’ ‘how P’ will involve a brief notice of the
style and theology of the Epistle, and we may then finally con-
sider the question ¢g##s# who was the writer?

CHAPTER L

CHRARACTER, 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 ; and he
describes what he has written as “a word of exhortation” (xiii.

"22). Nevertheless it is clear that we must regard his work as
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an Epistle. It was evidently intended for a definite circle of
readers to whom the author was personally known. The mes-
sages 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 de-
spatched by some honoured teacher to some special Church.
It is probable that many such letters have perished. It was
the custom of the scattered Jewish synagogues to keep up
a friendly intercourse with each other by an occasional inter-
change of letters sent as opportunity might serve. This custom
was naturally continued among the Christian Churches, of which
so many had gathered round a nucleus of Gentile proselytes or
Jewish converts, If the letter was of a weighty character, it
was preserved among the archives of the Church to which it
had been addressed. 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 addressed to the various Christian communities
in the first century. Passing over for the present the ques-
tion of the particular Church to whose members it was ad-
dressed, we see at once that the superscription “to the He-
brews »—whether it came from the Land of the writer or not—-
correctly describes the class of Christians by whom the whole
argument was specially needed. The word ¢ Hebrews,” like the
word ‘' Greeks,’ was used in different senses. In its wider sense
it included all who were of the seed of Abraham (2 Cor. xi. 22),
the whole Jewish race alike in Palestine and throughout the
vast area of the Dispersion (Phil. iii. §). 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
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the designation ‘Hebrews’ was confined to the inhabitants of
Jud=a. The letter itself sufficiently shews that the Hebrews, to
whom it is addressed, wereé Jewish converts to Christianity.
Although the writer was of the school of St Paul, and adopts
some of his phrases, and accqyds with him in his general tone
of thought, 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 con-
trast between Judaism and Christianity. The word Gentiles
(@6vy) does not once occur nor are the Gentiles in any way
alluded to. The writer constantly uses the expression “the
people” (ii. 17;iv. 9; v. 3; vil. 3, 11, 27; viii. 10; ix. 7, 19;
X. 30; xi. 2§; 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 Gen-
tiles. The whole tendency of his arguments, the Pauline cha-
racter of many of his thoughts and expressions, even the funda-
mental theme of his Epistle, that Judaism as s#cZ—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.
It is inconceivable that St Paul, who regarded it as his own
special Gospel to proclaim to the Gemtiles the unsearchable
riches of Christ (Eph. iii. 4—8), should have written a long
Epistle in which the Gentiles do not once seem to cross the
horizon of his thoughts ; and this would least of all have been
possible 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 iii. 2). -Even the



12 INTRODUCTION.

Jewish Christians looked on the most characteristic part of his
teaching with a jealousy and alarm which found frequent ex-
pression both in words and deeds. It would have been some-
thing like unfaithfulness in St Paul, it would have been an
unworthy suppression of his ingensest 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. 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. He was
so completely entangled in Jewish particularism that he shews
no capacity for understanding the universal prophecies of the
Old Testament. His LoGoS, or WORD, so far as he assumes any
personal distinctness, is essentially and preeminently a 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 Judaism 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 Ju-
daism. Mankind is to him the ideal Hebrew. Even when he
speaks of the Incarnation he speaks of it as ‘a taking hold’ not
‘of humanity’ but ‘ of the seed of Abraham’ (ii. 16).

In this Epistle then he is writing to Jewish Christians, and he
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
letter itself. 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
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indeed (x. 32—34), but not so severe as to have involved mar-
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 (xii. 12), a sluggishness
in their spiritual intelligence (vi. 12), a dimming of the bright-
ness of their early faith (x. 32), a tendency to listen to new doc-
trines (xiii. 9, 17), a neglect of common worship (x. 25), and a tone
of spurious independence towards their teachers (xiii. 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 journey through the wilderness of life they were begin-
ning to yearn for the pomp and boast and ease of Jewish exter-
nalism, just as their fathers had hankered after the melons and
fleshpots of their Egyptian servitude. They were casting back-
ward glances of regret towards the doomed city which they had
left (xiii. 12). That the danger was imminent is clear from the
awful solemnity of the appeals which again and again the writer
addresses to them (ii. 1—4; iii. 7—19; vi. 4—12; x. 26—31; xii.
15—17), and which, although they are usually placed in juxta-
position to words of hope and encouragement (iii. 6, 14; vi. 11;
X. 39; xii. 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
Christian covenant (iii. 12) was due to unbelief, and whose unbe-
lief had led to flagrant immorality (xii. 15, 16); and (2) from a
tendency 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 ritual and its atoning sacrifices (xiii.
10, &c.).

In the communities of Jewish Christians there -must have
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been many whose faith and zeal—not kindled by hope, not sup-
ported by patience, not leavened with absolute sincerity, not
maintained by a progressive sanctification—tended to wax dim
and cold. 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 themselves from a law spoken by Angels? He would have
reminded them of the heroic grandeur of Moses ; of the priestly
dignity of Aaron; of the splendour and significance of the
Temple Service ; of the disgrace incurred by ceremonial pollu-
tion ; of the antiquity 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 silver trumpets, and made a
great noise to be heard for a remembrance before the Most
High” (Ecclus. L. 5—16). He would bave asked them how
they could bear to turn their backs on the splendid history and
the splendid hopes of their nation. He would have taunted
them with leaving the inspired wisdom of Moses and the vene-
rable 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 rejected, and accursed Sufferer—for had
not Moses said “ Cursed of God is every one who hangeth on a
tree” P—whom they had been so infatuated as to accept for the
Promised Messiah !

We know that St Paul was charged—charged even by Christ-
ians who had been converted from Judaism—with “apostasy
from Moses” (Acts xxi. 21). So deep indeed was this feeling
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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 ¢ Apostaéy 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
community 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 the arguments and the method of this Epistle
differ from those adopted in St Paul’s Epistles to the Galatians
and the Romans.

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 cir-
cumcision was now nothing better than a physical mutilation ;
that the Levitic system was composed of “weak and beggarly
elements ;” that ceremonialism was a yoke with which the free
converted Gentile had nothing to do; that weare saved by faith
and not by works ; that the Law was a dispensation of wrath and
menace, introduced “for the sake of transgressions” (Gal. iii. 19;
Rom. v. 20) ; that so far from being (as all the Rabbis asserted)
the onc thing on account of which the Universe had been created,
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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 him therefore the whole
treatment of the question was necessarily and essentially po-
lemical, and in the course of these polemics he had again and
again ysed expressions which, however unavoidable and salutary,
could not fail to be otherwise than deeply wounding to the in-
flamed susceptibilities of the Jews at that epoch. There was
scarcely an expréssion which he had applied to the observance
of the Mosaic law which would not sound, to a Jewish ear, depre-
catory or even contemptuous. 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 indignation.
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 ; and the re-
action against them might tend to harden Jewish Christians in
those Ebionite tendencies which found expression a century
later in the Pseudo-Clementine writings. - Those writings still
breathe a spirit of bitter hatred against St Paul, and are “the
literary memorial of a manceuvre which had for its aim the ab-
sorption of the Roman Church into Jud=o-Christianity.”

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 shocked the prejudicesof 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
occasion to allude, even incidentally, to the distinction of meats.
His subject 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 exclusiveness. If he proves the
boundless superiority of the New Covenant he does not do this at
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the expense of the majesty of the old. To him the richer
privileges of Christianity are the developed germ of the Mosaic
Dispensation, and he only contemplates them in their relation
to the Jews. He was 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 an#itkesis. 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. His letter is 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 this advantage arose from the point of view at which he
was able to place himself. His Alexandrian training, his Jewish
sympathies, the nature of his immediate argument, led him to
see in Judaism not so much A LAW 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 PRIESTHOOD and SACRIFICE rather than
on Leviticordinancesas 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 fulfilment 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
controversy are of necessity far more sharp and hard. To him
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; Gal. iil. 24, 25 iv. 9, 25; Col. ii. 14, &c.): to this writer
the Mosaic system, of which the Law was only a part, was a
needless scaffolding, a superannuated symbol. To St Paul the
‘essence of the Old Dispensation was summed up in the words

HEBREWS . 2
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“ He that doeth them shall live by them,” which, taken alone, in-
volved 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 “make all things after the pattern shewed kim 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, between
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
be described as mainly ethical, and this writer’s as mainly meta-
physical. The Alexandrian philosophy 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 Pra-existent ideal
The seen world, the world of phenomena, is but a faint adumbra-
tion of the unseen world, the world of Nowmena, the world of
Ideas and of Archetypes (see infra § v. 3).

From this different line of his argument rises the complete dif-
ference of his method. The attitude which St 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 Medizval 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 hardly 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
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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 a 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
annulment of the Law (vii. 18). The expressions ultimately
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 relatsve
rather than aésol/ute, 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 splendour and beauty. We

2—2
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see the Ark and the Cherubim, and Aaron’s rod 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 into the
Holiest Place. We see him come forth in his “golden apparel”
and stand before the people with the jewelled Urim on his
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 ruinous 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 viaticum 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 Sacrifice into the inmost and
the eternal Sanctuary of which the Temple of his nation was
but a dim and perishable sign.

The Epistle falls into two divisions +—1I., chiefly Didactic (i.—
x. 18); IL, chiefly Hortative (x. 18—xiii. 25). '

The general analysis of the Epistle is as follows :
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It was the constant boast of the Jews that their Law was
given by Angel-ministers, and on this ground, as well as on the
historic grandeur of Moses, Aaron, and Joshua, they claimed
for it a superiority over every other dispensation. The writer,
therefore, after laying down his magnificent thesis that the
Gospel is God’s full and final Revelation to man (i. 1—4), pro-
ceeds to compare the Old and the New Covenants under the
double aspect of (I) their ministering agents (i.—viii.), and (II)
their advantageous results (ix.—x. 18).

1. Christ superior to the mediators of the Old Covenant.

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. I—4) he
shews that this superiority is not diminished but rather en-
hanced by the temporary humiliation which was the voluntary
and predestined means whereby alone He could accomplish His
redemptive 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 (iii. 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 imper-
fect type (iv. 1—I10).

y. But since he regards the Priesthood rather than the
Law 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 CHRIST 1S OUR HIGH PRIEST, and that His High
Priesthood, as an Eternal Priesthood after the order of Mel-
chisedek, is superior to that of the Aaronic 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
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whom he ministers (v. 1-—3), and (2) that he must not be self-
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,
therefore, he pauses on the threshold of his chief argument,
to complain 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 hope-
lessness of wilful apostasy (4—38); to encourage them by an ex-
pression of hope founded on their Christian beneficence (g—
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—6).

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’s reference to Melchisedek shews the
contemplated 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
Priesthood, being eternal, could not be connected with a law
which, being weak and profitless, perfected nothing (15—1I9).

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

8. Because the Levitic priests die, but Christ abideth for
ever (23—235).
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II. Having thus compared the two orders of Priesthood, he
pauses for a moment to dwell on the eternal fitness of Christ’s
Priesthood 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 which the Levitic Priests serve is—
even on their great Day of Atonement—only the shadow of an
eternal reality (viii. 1—6). 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 zew covenant had
been promised implies the annulment of the old (viii. 7—13).

B. The Old Tabernacle was glorious and symbolic (ix. 1—35),
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 of the
Ideal Archetype, entered into 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 transcendent covenant, and
secured for us the eternal inheritance (14, 15). For a ¢Cove-
nant’ may also be regarded as a ‘ Testament,” and that in-
volves 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 ministers, its book, its people, and the
furniture of its service, in order to secure the remission of trans-
gressions (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 demon-
stration into a powerful summary, he speaks of the impotence
-of the Levitic sacrifices to perfect those who offered them—an im-
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potence attested by their constant repetition (x. I-—4)—and con-
trasts them with that perfect obedience whereby (as illustrated in
Ps. x1. 6, 7) Christ had annulled those sacrifices (5—g). Christ
sanctified us for ever by His offered body (10). He did not
offer incessant and invalid offerings like the Levitic Priests
(11), but one perfect and perfecting sacrifice, as a preliminary
to His eternal exaltation (12—14), in accordance with the pro-
phecy of Jeremiah (xxxi. 33, 34), to which the writer had already
referred (15—18).

III. The remainder of the Epistle (x. 19—xiil. 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 superiority to Angels (i. §—ii. 16) and to Moses
and Joshua (iii. I—iv. 16) ; His qualifications for High Priesthood
(v. 1—10) ; the superiority of His Melchisedek Priesthocd over
that of Aaron (vii. I—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 solemn 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 memories 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 Israel
and strangers from the Covenants of promise. The Epistle
closes with fervent exhortations to moral steadfasiness and a
holy Christian walk in spite of trial and persecution (xil. 1—14).
This is followed by a warning founded on the great contrast
which he has developed between the Old and New Covenants
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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. I‘—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—I19),
and ends with brief messages and blessings (23—25).

We see then that the whole Epistle, forms an argument a
minori ad majus., If Judaism had its own privileges, how great,
a fortiori, 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 ; Togoire
KkpeitTov...809, i. 4, kaf daov, Vii. 20, Sow, viii. 6, wéoe, x. 29) are
the keynote 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 M7ddot/ or ‘rules of interpretation’ elaborated
by the great Rabbi Hillel was called “Light and Heavy”
(mym ‘;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 ad-
dressed, but we feel that if they could retrograde into Judaism
after meditating on these arguments their apostasy must in-
deed have been of that moral and willing character for which,
humanly speaking, there was little hope.

CHAPTER 11.
WHERE WAS THE EPISTLE WRITTEN? AND TO WHOM?

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” (xiii. 24).
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But this furnishes us withno real clue. “They of Italy” means
simply “the Italians.” 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 Italy. There would indeed be nothing
against this in the use of the preposition dnd, 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 rea-
sonable 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 Mediterranean.

2. To whom was this Epistle written?

We have seen that the writer evidently had some o7¢ com-
munity in view. This is proved by the specific character of his
messages and admonitions. Even if the last four verses were a
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 @// the converted
Hebrews of the Circumcision’—‘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
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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 neophytes at Jerusalem, who
were rendered anxious by being excluded from the Temple
worship and from participation in the sacrifices. No doubt this
supposition 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. Vet the opinion 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, of the school of one solittle acceptable
to the Palestinian Judaists as that of St Paul, would have
ventured not only to address them in a tone of authority, but
even to reproach these Churches of the earliest Saints in words
of severe rebuke for their ignorance and childishness (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 ALEXAN-
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 7§ marpid:) in Acts xviii. 25, which implies that
Apollos, the probable writer of the Epistle, had been converted
to Christianity in Alexandria. This opinion, with the modifica-
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tion that it was addressed to Jewish Christian ascefZcs in Alex-
andria (Dr Plumptre), or to a secffon 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 is
a Church with which neither St Paul nor Timothy had any
direct connexion. (3) The Epistle is not heard of in the Alex-
andrian Church till nearly a centurylater. (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 ii. 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; xiii. I—6, 9—20), and that the Roman Church
was from the first aware that the Epistle was #of written by
StPaul. But this view is excluded by the very probable conjecture
that Timothy had been imprisoned at Rome during his last visit
to St Paul (xiii. 23) ; by the silence of St Clement as to the author;
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 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.

e. Other isolated cenjectures—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 EPHE-
sus. They must have been a numerous and important body,
and both Apolios and Timothy had laboured among them.
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CHAPTER IIIL
THE DATE.

Quando # The date at which the Epistle was written cannot
be fixed with precision. All that we can say is that it was cer-
tainly written before the Fall of Jerusalem, A.n. 70. This con-
clusion is 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
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 gsexd-
onymity 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 Zmmediate 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 A.D. 67 or the beginning of A.D. 68.

CHAPTER IV.
STYLE AND CHARACTER OF THE EPISTLE.

1. THE notion that the Epistle was a translation from the
" Hebrew is found in St Clement of Alexandria, and is repeated
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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. St 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 been 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 paronomasiz (plays on
words, i. 1; ii. 8; v. 14; vil. 3, 19, 22, 23, 24; viil. 7, 8; ix. 28;
X. 29, 34—138, 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
on expressions in which the LXX. differs from the original (i. 6,
731l 7; x. 5). It touches in one passage (ix. 15) on the Greek
meaning of the word Swafijxn, ‘a testament,” which has no equi-
valent in the Hebrew Berith, ‘a covenantl) The hypothesis
that the Epistle was not originally written in Greek violates
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
written in better and more periodic Greek. In its rhythm and
balance it has been described as “elaborately and faultlessly
thetorical.” The style of St Paul, whenever his emotions are
deeply stirred, is indeed eloquent, but with a fervid, spontane-
ous, impassioned eloquence, which never pauses to round a

_ 1 Heb. ix. 16. Calvin says with his usual strong sense, *‘Aiafixy
ambiguam apud Graecos significationem habet; éerizk autem Hebraeis
non nisi foedus significat; haec una ratio sano judicii hominibus sufficiet
ad probandum quod dixi, Graeco sermone scriptam fuisse epistolam.”
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period or to select a sonorous expression. He constantly min-
gles two constructions ; breaks off 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 individuality.
He writes like a man of genius who is thinking in Greek as
well as writing in it. He builds up his paragraphs on a wholly
different model. He delights in the most majestic amplifica-
tions, in the most effective collocation of words, in the musical
euphony of compound terms (see in the original i. 3; viii. 1; xii.
2, &c.). He is never ungrammatical, never irregular, never per-
sonal ; he never struggles for expression; he never loses him-
self 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, resembles
the flow of a river; the rhetoric of St Paul is like the rush of a
mountain-torrent amid opposing rocks.

3. The writer quotes 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 Manuscript. St Paul
introduces his references to the Old Testament by some such
formula as “ as it is written,” or “the Scripture saith” (Rom. ix.
17; i. 17), whereas this writer adopts the Rabbinic and Alexan-
drian expressions, “ He saith” (i. 5, 6; v. 6 ; vii. 13), “ He hath
said” (iv. 3); “ Some one somewhere testifieth” (ii. 6); “as the
Holy Spirit saith,” or “He testifieth” (ii. 6; iii. 7; x. 15; vii.
17)—forms which are not used by St Paul.

4 Again, he constructs his sentences differently, and com-

" bines them by different connecting particles (see in the original
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il 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 “to sit” used intransitively
(i. 3; viii. 1); the phrase “even though” (édvmep); “whence”
(86ev), used in the sense of “wherefore;” “to perpetuity” in-
stead of “always;” and his mode of heightening the compara-
* tive by a following preposition.

5. 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 not 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; iil. 1; vi. 20; vil. 22; x. 19; xil. 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.
THEQOLOGY 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.

Ot 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 second occupies one large section of it (v. 1—x. 18); and
the third is involved in one entire chapter (xi). The fourth is
indeed conspicuously absent, but its absence is primarily due

7
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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
of the Gentiles to equal participation in the privileges of the
Gospel without any obligation to obey the Levitic law had
been fully 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 hardly be said that the writer of this Epistle is at one
with St Paul upon all great fundamental doctrines. 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 (Gal. 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
promninent throughout the Epistle to the Galatians; and while
his proof that Christ is superior to Moses only occupies a few
verses (iil. 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 Mel-
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
ih the theological conceptions of the writer, it is remarkable

HEBREWS » ' 3
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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 mysferious aspect of Christ’s death as an ex-
piatory sacrifice. 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, IO, 14,
22). In his favourite conception of *perfectionment’ (feleidsis)
he seems to include justification, sanctification, and glorifica-
tion. 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.

v. 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 (d7kaiosuné). But 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
St Paul describes by his use of dzkazosuné in the sense of ¢justifi-
cation,’ this writer indicates by other words, such as ¢sanctifica-
tion,” ¢ purification,” and ‘bringing to perfection” He does not
“allude to the notion of “#mputed” righteousness as a condition
freely bestowed by God upon man, but describes ‘tighteousness’
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,
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quotes the famous verse of Habakkuk, “ The just shall live by
faith ” (perhaps in the slightly different form, “My just man
shall live by faith!”) but the sense in which he quotes 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 ‘the up-
right man shall be saved by his faithfulness.’” For ‘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 conception, “in Christ ”—
Christ not only for me but 7z me—is scarcely alluded to by the
author of this Epistle. He uses the word ‘faith’ in its more
common sense of ‘trust in the Unseen.”’ He regards it less
as the instrument of justification than as the condition of access
(iii. 14; iv. 2, 16; vi. 1; vil. 25; x 1, 22; xi. I, 6).

8. Again, one of the characteristics of this Epistle is the
recurrence of passages which breathe a spirit peculiarly severe
(ii. 1—3; iv. 1; vi. 4—8; x. 26—31; xil. 15—17), such as does
indeed resemble a few passages of Philo, but finds no exact
parallel even in the sternest passages of St Paul. 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 signi-
ficance of these passages, but the very interpretation which
made the Epistle dear to the Montanistic hardness of Tertul-
lian made it displeasing to the larger heart of the great Re-
former.

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, it is Alexandrian in its quotations, which are (1) from
the Septuagint version, and (2) agree mainly with the Alexan-

1 The “my” is found in the LXX. sometimes after “just,” some-
times after “faith;” and is read after ‘‘just” in N, A, N, and after

“faith”’ in D, See note on Heb. x. 38.
3—2
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drian manuscript of that version, and (3) are introduced by for-
mulee prevalent in the Alexandrian school (see supra 1v. § 3).

2. Itis Alexandrian in its unusual expressions. Many of these
(e.g. ‘in many parts’ i. 1, ‘effluence’ i. 2, ‘hypostasis’ i. 3,
‘servant’ (¢herapon) iil. 5; ‘place of repentance’ xii. 17; con-
firmation’ vi. 16 ; ‘issue’ (ekdasis) xiii. 7, &c.), are common
to this Epistle with the Alexandrian 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 accu-
mulation of epithets that they are mentioned in juxtaposition by
Irenzeus (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 Philc, and by others that
the writer of this Epistle, also wrote the Book of Wisdom.

3. It is Alexandrian in its method of dealing with Scripture.
In the important section about Melchisedek the whole structure
of the argument is built on two passing and isolated allusions to
Melchisedek, of which the second was written nine hundred years
after the death of the Priest-king. They are the only allusions
to him in the Jewish literature of more than 1500 years. Yet
upon these two brief allusions—partly by the method of allegory,
partly by the method of bringing different passages together
(iii. 113 iv. 8, 9), partly by the significance attached to names,
(vil. 2), partly by the extreme emphasis attributed to single words
(viii. 13), partly by pressing the silence of Scripture as though it
were pregnant with latent meanings (i. 5; il 16; vii. 3)—the
writer builds up a theological system of unequalled grandeur.
But this whole method of treatment is essentially Rabbinic and
Alexandrian, That it was, however, derived by the writer from
his training in the methods of Alexandrian and not of Rabbinic
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.” (Leg. A/leg. iii. 25, 26 ; De Somn.
i. 38.)

4 It is Alexandrian in its fundamental conception of the
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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 Pra-existent Archetypes.
The school of Philo had learnt from the school of Plato that
“earth

Is but the shadow of heaven, and things therein
Each to the other like more than on earth is thought.”

Hence (as I have said) the writer seizes on the passage “ See that
thou make all things according to the pattern shewed thee in the
Mount” (viii. 5 ; 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 adsolute 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 “a copy” (viii. 5) ; “a shadow”(x. 1), “a para-
ble” (ix. 9) ; ¢ a preefiguration’ (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) ‘the very image’
(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 (xii. 27): but the invisible world is supersensuous,
immaterial, immovable, eternal. It is the world of “ Heavenly
things” (ix. 23), the archetypal world, the true “ House of God”
(x. 21), “the genuine Tabernacle” (viii. 2), “the City which hath
the foundations” (xi. 10), the true “fatherland” (xi. 14), “the hea-
venly Jerusalem” (xii.22), “the kingdom unshaken” and that“can-
not 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
Invisible melt into each other. The salvation is now subjec-
tively enjoyed, it will hereafter be objectively realised (vi. 4, 5
xii. 28). , '
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5. But the Alexandrianism of the Epistle appears most
clearly in 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 and 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
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 notes on i.6; ii. 2; v. 11; vi. 1,&c.). If we find
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.
vii. 8, “ being testified of that he liveth,” we find also in Philo,
““ Moses being testified of that he was faithful in all his house”
(comp. Heb. iii. 2)." If in Heb. xiii. § we have the modified quo-
tation, *“I will never leave thee, nor will I ever in any wise for-
sake thee,” 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 effluence of His glory...”

Philo De Opif. Mund: § 51. *“Every man...having become

an impression or fragment or effluence of the blessed nature.”
ii. Heb. i. 3, ‘the stamp 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 of which the stamp is the
everlasting Word.”

iii. Heh. 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” (azonas).

Philo De Migr. Abrakam. § 1,% You will find the Word of God
the instrument by which the world (fosmos) was prepared.”
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v. Heb. xi. 3, “that the worlds (a7onas) were made by the
utterance of God.” .
Philo (De Sacrif. Abel, § 18), “ God in saying was at the same
time creating.”

vi. Heb. i. 3, “And bearing all things by the utterance
of His power.”
Philo (Ques Rer. Div. Haer. § 7), “ He that beareth the things
that are.”

vil. Heb. iii. 3, “in proportion as he that buildeth the house
hath more honour than the house.”
Philo (De Plant. § 16), “ Being so much better as the pos-
sessor is better than the thing possessed, and that which made
than the thing which is made.”

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 division both of soul and spirit, both of joints and
marrow.”

Philo (Quis Rer. Div. Haer. § 28), commenting on Abraham’s
“dividing the sacrifices in the midst,” says that “God did thus
with His Word, which is the cutter of all things, which, whetted
to its keenest edge, never ceases to divide all perceptible things,
but when it pierces through to the atomistic and so-called indi-
visible things, again this cutter begins to divide from these the
things that can be contemplated in speech into unspeakable and
incomprehensible portions;” and farther on he adds, that the
soul is “threefold,” and that “each of the parts is cut asunder,”
and that the Word divides “the reasonable and the unreason-
able.” 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 and
intents of the heart.”
Philo (De Leg, Alleg. iii. 59), “ And the Divine Word is most
‘keen-sighted, so as to be capable of inspecting all things.”
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x. Heb. vi. 5, “tasting that the utterance of God is
excellent.”

Philo (De Profug. § 25), “ The souls, tasting (the utterance of
God) as a divine word (ogos) a heavenly nurture.” (Comp. De
Leg. Alleg. iil. 60.)

xi, Heb. iil. 6, “ whose house are we.”

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

xil. Heb. vi. 13, “since He could not swear by any greater
He sware by Himself.”

Philo (D¢ Leg. Alleg. iil. 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, dasfy, like those
High Priests...”

Philo (De Spec. Legg. §. 23), “The High Priest...offering
prayers and sacrifices day by day.”

xiv. Heb. ix. 7, “once in the year only the High Priest
enters.”

Philo (ZLeg. ad Caj. § 39), “into which once in the year the
great Priest enters.”

xv. We might add many similar references ; e.£. to Abel’s
blood (xii. 24); Noal’s righteousness (xi. 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); the stress
laid on the word “ To-day” (iii. 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. i. 38), “ The great High Priest then,” &c.

xvil. Heb. iv. 13, “without sin,” vii. 26, “ Holy, harmless,
undefiled.”

Philo (De Profug. § 20), “ For we say that the High Priest is
not a man but the Divine Word, with no participation in any
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sin whether voluntary or involuntary.” /d. § 21, “It is his nature
to be wholly unconnected with all sin.”

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

Philo (De Profug. § 18), “not inexorable is the Divine, but
gentle through the mildness of its nature.” .

xix. Heb. vii. 25, “living to make intercession for them.”

Philo (De Migr. Abrakam, § 21), “But these things He is
accustomed to grant, not turning away from His suppliant
Word.”

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

Philo (De Leg. Alleg. iii. 26), “ For the Logos is a Priest,” &ec.
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, Ze. of Peace. See also De congr.
quaerend. erudit. grat. § 18.

xxi, Heb. vil. 3, “ 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 mother,”

For these and other passages see Siegfried Pkilo von Alex-
andria 321—330 and Gfrérer's Philo und die Alex. Theosophie
i. 163—248.

CHAPTER VI.
THE AUTHOR OF THE EPISTLE.

WE now come to the question Quis #—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-
. scriptions of the Epistles—we find the heading “ The Epistle of
Panl the Apostle to the Hebrews.” Now the writer was un-
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doubtedly a Paulinist, i.e. he belongs to the same school of
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 stu-
dent who will compare ii. 10, vi. 10, x. 30, xii. 14, xiil. 1—6, 18,
20 with Rom. xi. 36; I Thess. 1. 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
Epistles of St Paul or in his speeches as recorded by St Luke,
and in the last chapter the resemblances to St Paul are spe-
cially numerous. On the other hand, after what we have already
seen of the differences of style, of method, of culture, of indi-
viduality, of theological standpoint, and of specific terminology
between the writer of this Epistle and St Paul, we shall be com-
pelled to admit not only that St Paul could not possibly have
been the actual wrifer of the Epistle—a fact which was patent
so far back as the days of Origen—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 incom-
patible (as Dean Alford has observed) does the notion of their
personal identity become. And this is exactly the conclusion
to which we are led by a review of the ancient evidence upon
the subject. The Early Western Church seems to have £nown
that St 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
that (at the best) this could only be admitted in a modified
sense.

The Epistle was known at a very early period and is very
largely used and imitated by St Clement of Rome, in his letter
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to the Corinthians (cir¢. 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 sof 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 HIPPOLYTUS
(+ A.D. 235?7) 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 GA1Us did not number it among St Paul's Epistless
The CANON ‘of MURATORI (circ. 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 MARCION himself
rejected it, and NOVATIAN never refers to it, 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 eager to 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.
Victorinus 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
(cére. A.D. 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. 2 32
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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 any thing at
all upon the subject it can only have been that whoever was the
author S¢ 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). These great men so far yielded to the stream of irre-
sponsible 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 it. ‘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 St Paul by Zater
authors and Councils is a circumstance entirely devoid of any
critical 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 criticism 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-
dition cannot be traced farther back than an unsupported guess
of the Presbyter PANTAENUS about the middle of the Second
Century. St 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,
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had suppressed it “ out of modesty,” 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” being himself
the Apostle of 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 nequeo. Nam qui dicunt
nomen fuisse de industria suppressum quod odiosum esset Judaeis
nihil afferunt. Cur enim mentionem fecisset Timothei? &c.” It
never occurred to any Apostle to consider that his title was an
arrogant one, and the so-called “ Apostolic 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 earliest 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 importance on the
subject even in the Eastern Church during the first two centu-
ries. ST CLEMENS of ALEXANDRIA is himself (+ A.D. 220)
equally unsuccessful in his attempts to maintain even a modi-
fied view of the Pauline authorship. 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 untefable 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 sus-
picion. This singular notion—that St Paul wished to entrap
the attention of his readers unawares before revealing his
identity—has been repeated by writer after writer down to
the present day. But no one 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 anony--
. mous and unauthenticated letter. The letters were necessarily
brought to them by accredited messengers; and if this letter
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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.

ORIGEN again in a popular way constantly quotes the Epistle
as St Paul's; but when he seriously entered on the question of
the authorship, in a passage quoted by Eusebius from the begin-
ning of his lost Homilies on the Epistle, he admits that the style
is much more polished than that of St Paul, 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.” Origen’s authority has
repeatedly been quoted as though it were decisively given in
favour of the Pauline authorship 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 scholar-
like criticism on one side, and loose local tradition on the other.
Origen was glad to regard the Epistle as being 7z 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 iz ¢&s present form St
Paul did 7ot write the Epistle, and that it can only be regarded
as belonging to “the School of Paul.”

Lastly, EUSEBIUS 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,
saying that it is opposed by the Church of Rome as not being
by St Paul.”

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



INTRODUCTION. 47

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 theo-
logians, 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).

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

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

3. He was familiar with the writings of Philo, and has been
deeply influenced by Alexandridn thought.

4. He was ‘an eloquent man and mighty in the Scrip-
tures.!

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 these who
had been taught by the Apostles (ii. 3).

8. He was acquainted with the thoughts of St Paul, and had
read the Epistle to the Romans.
~ 9. Yet his tone while harmonious 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 he 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-
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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 indica-
tions. AQUILA could not have written it, for he seems to have
been of less prominence even than his wife Priscilla (Acts xviii.
18; 2 Tim. iv. 19). TITUS was a Gentile. SILAS was a Hebraist
of Jerusalem. BARNABAS was a Levite, and the other Epistle
attributed to him (though spurious) is incomparably inferior to
the Epistle to the Hebrews. The genuine Epistle of ST CLEMENT
of Rome shews that he could not have written the Epistle to the
Hebrews, which indeed he largely quotes on a level with Scrip-
ture. The Gospel of ST MARK is wholly unlike this Epistle
in style. The style of ST LUKE does indeed resemble in many
expressions the style of this writer; but the Epistle contains
passages (such as vi. 4—38, x. 26--29, &c.) which do not seem to
resemble his tender and conciliatory tone of mind, 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 expressions, 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. TiMOTHY is
excluded by xiil. 23 No one else is left but that friend and
convert to whom by a flash of most happy insight LUTHER
attributed the authorship of the Epistle—APOLLOS.

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 eloquence and his powerful
method of applying Scripture. (5) He was a friend of Timotheus
(6) He had acquired considerable authority in various Churches,
(7) He had been taught b+ an Apostle. (8) He was of the
School of St Paul ; yet (9) he adopted an independent line of his
own (1 Cor. iii. 6). (10) We have no trace that he was ever at
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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. iii. 13; and 7n every single particular they
agree with such remarkable cogency in indicating to us a Christ-
ian whose powers, whose training, whose character, 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 APoLLos
wrote the Epistle or that it is the work of some author who is to
us entirely unknown.

CHAPTER VIL
CANONICITY.

THE 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 ; 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 led to the conclusion that the current opinion of the
Church after the third century had erred in assigning it to the
authorship of St Paul. Its right to be accepted as part of the
Canon, and not merely to possess the deutero-Canonical and
inferior 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 misinter-
preted as favouring the merciless refusal of the Novatians to re-
admit the lapsed into Church privileges; and partly from

HEBREWS » 4
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inability to understand the phrase “to Him that made Him” in
iii. 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,” as Delitzsch says, “in lonely royal and sacred
dignity, like the great Melchisedek, and like him without
lineage—dyeveakdynros.” Even those who like Erasmus and
Calvin were unable to admit its Pauline authorship, were still
agreed in “embracing it, without controversy, among the Apos-
tolical Epistles.” They said with St Jerome, “Nzkil interesse
cujus sit, dum ecclesiastici wviri 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 ex-
presses the views of that School with an independent force,
eloguence, and insight far surpassing that of every Christian
treatise which is not included in the Sacred Canon.



THE EPISTLE OF PAUL THE APOSTLE

TO THE

HEBREWS.

op, who at sundry times and in divers manners spake in 1
time past unto the fathers by the prophets, hath in these »

““The Epistle of Paul the Apostle to the Hebrews.” This title
is wholly without authority. The original title if there was one at all,
probably ran simply “to the Hebrews” as in N, A, B, K, and as in
the days of Origen. In various MSS. the Epistle is found in different
portions. In D, K, L, it stands as here. In N, A, B, C, it is placed
after 2 Thess. (See for fuller information Bleek Hebracrérief, p. 45.)

CH. 1. FINALITY AND TRANSCENDENCE OF GOD’S FINAL REVE-
LATION IN CHRIST (1—4). ILLUSTRATIONS OF CHRIST'S PRE-
EMINENCE &bove Angels (5—14).

1—4. THESIS OF THE EPISTLE.

1. God, who at sundry times and in divers manners spake] It is
" hardly possible in a translation to preserve the majesty and balance
of this remarkable opening sentence of the Epistle. It must be re-
garded as 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 key-note, by stating the thesis which he in-
tends to prove. His object is to secure his Hebrew readers against the
peril of an apostasy to which they were tempted by the delay of Christ’s
personal return, by the persecutions to which they were subjected,
and 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 Co-
venant indefinitely superior to the Covenant of Judaism, alike in
its Agents and its Results. The words ¢ How muck more,” A better
covenant,” ““a more excellent name,” might be regarded as the key-

4—2
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notes of the Epistle (iii. 3, vii. 19, 20, 22, viii. 6, ix. 23, x. 34, xi. 40, xii. 24,
&c.). 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 vast superiority 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.” Tt 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 porticns” 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,” * mul-
tifariously,” but to us in one way—namely by revealing Himself in
human nature, and becoming ‘“a Man with men.”

God] In this one word, which admits the divine origin of Mosaism,
the writer makes an immense concession to the Jews. Such expressions
as St Paul had used in the fervour of controversy—when for instance
he spoke of ‘‘the Law” as consisting of ‘‘weak and heggarly ele-
ments ’—tended to alienate the Jews by utterly shocking their preju-
dices; 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 a Hebrew of the Hebrews, and at the
very outset he speaks of the Old Dispensation as coming from God.

wkho] There is no relative in the Greek. Instead of *“ who...spake...
hath spoken...” the force of the original would be better conveyed
by ‘¢ having spoken...spake.”

at sundry times] In the Greek, one word polumerds ‘‘in many
parts.” The nearest English representative of the word is *‘frag-
mentarily,” which is not meant as a term of absolute but only of
relative disparagement. It has never been God’s method to reveal all
His relations to mankind at once. He revealed Himiself *‘in many
portions.” He lifted the veil fold by fold. First came the Adamic
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 elaborate scheme
which dates from Ezra ;—the final revelation, the *‘ fulness”” of revealed
truth came with the Gospel. Each of these systems was indeed frag-
mentary, 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 cam. the Moral Law; then
the development of Messianism and the belief in Immortality. Isaiah
and Ezekiel, Zechariah and Malachi, the son of Sirach and John the
Baptist, had each his several *‘ portion” and element of truth to reveal.
But all the sevenfold rays were united in the pure and perfect light
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when God had given us His Son; and when, by the inbreathing of the
Spirit, He had made us partakers of Himself, the last era of revelation
had arrived. To this final revelation there can be no further addition,
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 seed, and brightens and broadens as
the Dawn. Yet even the Christian Revelation is itself but ‘‘a part;”
‘“‘we know in part and prophesy,” says St Paul, ‘““in part.” Man,
being finite, is only capable of partial knowledge.

in divers 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, and ‘‘face to face” (see Num. xii. 6; Ps. lxxxix. 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 sycomore fruit. Thus the separate
revelations were not complete but partial; and the methods not simple
but complex.

spake] This verb (lalein) is often used, especially in this Epistle, of
Divine revelations (ii. 2, 3, iii. 5, vil. 14, &c.{

in time past] Malachi the last Prophet of the Old Covenant had died
more than four centuries before Christ.

unto the fathers] That is to the Jews of old. The writer, a Jew
in all his sympathies, leaves unnoticed throughout this Epistle the very
existence of the Gentiles. As a 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 exclusively ‘‘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 written to secure their Gospel privileges,
should, even in a single letter, have so completely left them out of
sight as this author does. On the other hand he always tries to shew
his * Hebrew” readers that their conversion does not involve any
sudden discontinuity in the religious history of their race.

by the prophets] Rather, ‘“‘sn the Prophets.” It is true that the
““4y" may be only a Hebraism, representing the Hebrew 3 in 1 Sam.
xxviil. 6; 2 Sam., xxili. 2. We find & ‘77" used of agents in Matt.
ix. 34, ‘““Jn the Prince of the demons casteth He out demons,” and"
in Acts xvii. 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 revelation; so that it is more
emphatic than did, *‘ by means of.” The same thought may be in his
mind as in that of Philo when he says that “the Prophet is an in-
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last days spoken unto us by %is Son, whom he hath ap-

terpreter, while God from within whispers what he should utter.”
*The Prophets,” says St Thomas Aquinas, ‘ did not speak of them-
selves, but God spoke in them.” Comp. 2z Cor. xiii. 3. The word
Prophets is here taken in that larger sense which includes Abraham,
Moses, &c.

2. Hath..spoken] Rather, ‘‘spake.” The whole revelation is
ideally summed up in the one supreme moment of the Incarnation.
This 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, and conveys the thought that

‘“Are, and were, and will be are but #s
And all creation is one act at once.”

The word “‘spoke” is here used in its fullest and deepest meaning of
Him whose very name is “the Word of God.” It 1s true that this
author, unlike St John, does not actually apply the Alexandrian 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 ideal
Unity which dominated over 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.

in these last days] The better reading (¥, A, B, D, E, &c.) is “at
the end of these days.” The phrase represents the technical Hebrew
expression be-ackarith ha-ydmim (Num. xxiv. 14). The Jews divided
the religious history of the world into “tkis age” (Olam hazsek) and
“the future age” (Olam Aabba), 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 now come, to them the former period had ended.
They were practically living in the age to which their Jewish contem-
poraries alluded as the ‘“age to come” (ii. 5, vi. 5). They spoke of this
epoch as ““the fulness of the times” (Gal. iv. 4); “‘the last days” (Ja.v.
3); *‘the last hour” (1 John ii. 18); ‘the crisis of rectification” (Heb.
ix. 10); *“the close of the ages” (ix. 26). And yet, even to Christians,
there was o7¢ 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 crisis,” ‘the later crises”
(1 Pet.i. 5; 1 Tim. iv. 1) are still in the future, though they thought that
it would be a near future; 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 reckoned. The Rabbis also
sometimes include them in the former, someétimes in the latter. But the
writer regarded the end as being at hand (x. 13, 25, 37). He felt that



v. 2.] HEBREWS, L 55

pointed heir of all #2ings, by whom also he made the worlds;

the former dispensation was annulled and outworn, and anticipated
rightly that it could not have many years to run.

by his Son] Rather, ““in a Bon,” The contrast is here the Relation
rather than the Person of Christ, ‘‘in Him who was a Son.” The pre-
position ““#z” is here most applicable in its strict meaning, because
‘““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; all the
methods of it concentrated; and all its apparent perplexities and con-
tradictions solved and rendered intelligible.

ke hath appointed] Rather, *He appointed.” The question asto
the special act of God thus alluded to, is hardly applicable. Our tem-
poral expressions may involve 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 (/-
roma). See Jas.i. 17.

heir of all things] 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, so far as we can enter
into these high mysteries of Godhead, is to Christ’s mediatorial king-
dom. 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 mepe-
XWPNGLS, CLreUminsessio Or communicatio idiomatum as it was technically
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 Medzatorial Kingdom is given to
the Son by the Father is distinctly stated in John iii. 35; Matt. xxviii,
18 (comp. ii. 6—8 and Ps. ii. 8).

&y whom] 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).
¢ By Him were 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. viil, 22—31)
in what was called the Chokkmatk or the Sapiential literature of the
Jews. Christians were therefore familiar with the doctrine that Crea-
tion was the work of the Prz-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 (kafeskenasthé),” De Cherub. (Opp. 1. 162); and again
« But the shadow of God is His Word, whom Ile used as an Instru.
‘ment in making the World,” De Leg. Alleg. (Opp- 1. 106).
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3 who being the brightness of /%is glory, and the express image

‘also] He who was the heir of all thinigs was also the agent in their
creation.

ke made the worlds] Literally, ““the acons” or ““ages.” This word
‘‘aeon” was used by the later Gnostics to describe the various ‘‘ema-
nations” by which they tried at once to widen and to bridge over the
chasm between the Human and the Divine. Over that imaginary
chasm St 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 meaning. In the singular the word means
“‘an age;” in the plural it sometimes means ‘‘ages” like the Hebrew
olamim. Here it is used in its Rabbinic 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
kosmos (x. 5) means ‘“the material world” in its order and beauty;
the word aiones means the world as reflected in the mind of man and
in the stream of his spiritual history; oékoumene (i. 6) means ‘“‘the
inhabited world.”

8. the brighiness] The substitution of effulgence” for *‘ bright-
ness” in the Revised Version is not, as it has been contemptuously
called, ‘“a piece of finery,” but is a rendering at once more accurate
and more suggestive. It means ““efflux of light”—* Light of (i.e.
from) Light” (“‘¢ffulgentia” 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 ‘“origin” and ‘‘independent existence.” The glory of
Christ is the glory of the Father just as the sun is only revealed by the
rays which stream forth from it. So the ** Wisdom of Solomon” (vii.
20)—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
word is also found in Philo where it is applied to man., This pas-
sage, like many others in the Epistle, is quoted by St Clement of
Rome (ed Cor. 36).

of ks glory] God 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 antiropomorphism and
anthropopalky—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 ‘“from the magnificent glory.” Comp. Acts vil. 553 Lk. ii. ¢.
St John says ““God is Light,” and the indestructible purity and impal-
pable essence of Light make it the best of all created things to furnish
an analogy 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” (xiv. 9}. Comp. Lk. ix. 29.

the express image]l Rather, ‘““the stamp” (ckaractér), The R. V.
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of his person, and upholding all /%imgs by the word of

renders this word by ‘“very image” (after Tyndale), and in the margin
by “impress.” I prefer the word ‘‘stamp’ because the Greek ‘‘cka-
ractér,” like the English word ¢‘stamp,” may, according to its derivation,
be used either for the fmpress or for the stamping-tool itself. This
Epistle has so many resemblances to Philo that the word may have
been suggested by a passage (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. Similarly St Paul in the Epistle to the Celossians (i. 15)—
which most resembles this Epistle in its Christology—called Christ ¢ the
image (ezkdn) of the invisible God;” and Philo says, ‘‘But the word is
the image (ezk51) of God, by Whom the whole world was created,” De
Monarck. (Opp. I11. 225).

of his person] Rather, “‘of His substance” or ‘‘essence.” The
word kypostasis, substantia (literally that which *“stands under”) is, in
philosophical accuracy, the imaginary substratum which remains when a
thing is regarded apart from all its accidents. The word “ person” of
our A, V. is rather the equivalent to prosopon. Hypostasis only came to
be used in this sense some centuries later. * Perhaps ‘‘ Being” or ‘“Es-
sence,” though it corresponds more strictly to the Greek owsia, is the
nearest representative which we can find to Aygostasis, now that “‘sub-
stance,” once the most abstract and philosophical of words, has come
(in ordinary language) to mean what is 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 corre-
sponds to the truth. Athanasius says, ** Hypostasis is essence” (ovola);
and the Nicene Council seems to draw no real distinction between the
two words. In fact the Western Church admitted that, in the Eastern
sense, we might speak of zkree hypostaseis of the Trinity ; and in the
Western sense, of one /ypostasis, because in this sense the word meant
Essence. For the use of the word in the LXX. see Ps. xxxviii. 6,
Ixxxviii. 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.

upholding all things] 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. i. 17). Philo calls the Logos ‘the pilot and steersman of
everything.”

by the word of his power] Rather, “by the utterance (rkematz) of
His power.” It is better to keep ‘‘word” for Logvs, and ‘“utterance”
for rhema. We find “ strength” (xpdros) and *“force” (loxvs) attributed
to Christ in Eph. vi. 10, as ‘“ power” (8vvaus) here.

when he had by kimself purged our sins] Rather, ‘“‘after making
. purification of sins.” The “by Himself” is omitted by some of the best
MSS. (¥, A, B), and the “our” by many. But the notion of Christ’s
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his power, when he had by himself purged our sins,
sat down on the right hand of the Majesty on high;
being made so much better than the angels, as he hath

independent action (Phil. ii. ¥) is involved in the middle voice of the verb.
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. ii. 24;
2 Pet. i. g (comp. Job. vii. 21, LXX.}.

sat down] His glorification was directly consequent on His voluntary
huniiliation (see viii. 1, x. 12, xii. 2; Ps. cix. 1), and here the whole
description is brought to its destined climax.

on the right hand] As the place of honour comp. viii. 1; Ps. cx. 1;
Eph. i. 0. The controversy as to whether ‘‘the right hand of God”
means ‘“‘everywhere ”—which was called the “Ubiquitarian controversy”
—is wholly destitute of meaning, and has long fallen into deserved ob-
livion.

of the Majesty] 1In x. 12 he says “at the right hand of God.” But
he was evidently fond of sonorous amplifications, which belong to the
dignity of his style; and also fond of Alexandrian modes of expression.
The LXX, sometimes went so far as to substitute for “ God” the phrase
“‘the place” where God stood (see Ex. xxiv. ro, LXX.).

on hz:g/l] Literally, “in high places;” like “‘Glory to God in the
highest,” Lk. ii. 14 (comp. Job xvi. 19); and ‘“‘in heavenly places,”
Eph. i. 2o (comp. Ps. xclii. 4, cxii. 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.

4. leing made] Rather, ‘““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, éecame mediatorially superior to
the Angel-ministrants of the Old Dispensation, as He always was superior
to them in dignity and essence.

so muck] The familiar classical 8og...7o000re (involving the com-
parison and contrast which runs throughout this Epistle, ii1. 3, vii. 20,
viii. 6, ix. 27, x. 25) is not found once in St Paul.

tetter] This word, common as it is, is only thrice used by St Paul
(and then somewhat differently), but occurs 13 times in this Epistle alone
(vi. 9, vil. ¥, 19, 22, viil. 6, ix. 23, x. 34, xi. 16, 38, 40, xii. 24).

so much better than the angels] - The writer’s object in entering upon
the proof of this fact is not to check the tendency of incipient Gnostics
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. Here the
object is to shew that the common Jewish boast that “they had received
the law by the disposition of Angels” involved no disparagement to the
Gospel which had been ministered by One who was ‘‘far above all
principality, and power, and might, and dominion, and every name that
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by inheritance obtained a more excellent name than they.
For unto which of the angels said he at any time, s

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.

hath by inheritance obtained] Rather, “hath inherited.” Comp.
Lk. i. 32, 35. “ Wherefore God also hath highly exalted Him and
given Him a name which is above every name” (Phil. ii. g). He does
not here seem to be speaking of the eternal generation. Christ inherits
His more excellent name, not as the Eternal Son, but as the God-Man.
Possibly too the writer uses the word “‘inherited” with tacit reference
to the prophetic promises.

a more excellent name than tkey] Not here the name of ‘‘the only-
begotten Son of God” (John iii. 18), which is in its fulgess “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 understand the word *inherit-
ance” as merely phenomenal, the manifestation to our race of a pree-
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 as
His own.” Comp. Lk. i. 32, ‘ He shall be called the Son of the
Highest.”

more excellent...than] This construction (wapd after a comparative)
is not found once in St Paul’s Epistles, but several times in this Epistle
(i 4, il. g, iii. 3, 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 no less than six expressions and nine constructions which find no—or
no exact—parallel in St Paul’s Epistles.

5—14. JLLUSTRATIONS FROM SCRIPTURE OF THE SUPERIORITY OF
CHRIST TO ANGELS.

5. For]l 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 in 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 pre-
rogative.,” That it should be necessary for the writer to enter upon a
* proof of this may well seem strange to us; but that it was necessary is
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Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee?

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 Z=xpositor 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 later Jewish books (like the Yalkut Shimeoni) such sentences as
“The King Messiah shall be exalted above Abraham, Moses, and the
Ministering Angels” (see Schéttgen. p. gos).

For unto which of the angels said ke at any time] 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, il. 16, vii. 13, 14.

Thow art nly Son...] The quotation is from Ps. ii. ¥ (comp. Ps. lxxxix.
20, 26, 27). The author does not need to pause in order to prove that
this, and the other passages which he quotes, apply to the Christ ; still
less to prove that Christ is the Son of God. All Christians held the
second point; the first point 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 Acts 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 might assume in ad-
dressing Christians.

It must therefore be, observed that these passages are not advanced as
proofs that Jesus was the Son of God—which, as Christians, the readers
in no wise disputed—but as arguments ad hominem 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 premnisses on which he
based his reasoning. He had to confirm a vacillating and unprogressive
faith (vi. 12, xii. 25), not to convince those who disputed the central
truths of Christianity. .

Our own conviction on these subjects rests primarily upou 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 sober-minded interpreters have always ad-
mitted that there was a préimary kistoric nieaning in the passages quoted,
and that they were addressed in the first instance to David, Solomon,
&c., yet (1) there is a “‘ pre-established harmony’’ between the language
used and its fulfilment in Christ; (z) the language is often so far beyond
the scope of its immediate application that it points to an Zdeal and
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And again, I will be to him a Father, and he shall

distant fulfilment; (3) it was interpreted for many centuries before
Christ in a Messianic sense ; (4) that Messianic sense has been amply
justified by the slow progress of history. There is surely some medium
between regarding these passages as soothsaying vaticinations, definitely
and consciously recognised as such by their writers, and setting them
aside as though they contained no- prophetic element at all. In point
of fact the Jews themselves rightly looked on them as mingling the
present and the future, the kingly-theocratic and the Messianic. No
one will enter into their real meaning who does not see 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 above all other nations. The divine character of this confident
hope was justified, and more than justified, by the grandeur of its
fulfilment. Genuine, simple, historical exegesis still leaves room in the
Old Testament for a glorious and demonstrable Christology. Although
the old aphorism—ANovum Testamentum in Vetere latet, Vetus in Novo
paler—has often been extravagantly abused by allegoric interpreters,
every instructed Christian will admit its fundamental truth. The germ
of a highly-developed Messianic prophecy was involved from the first
in the very idea of a theocracy and a separated people. )

this day have I begotten thee] St Paul says (Rom. 1. 4) that Jesus was
¢ determined ” or *‘constituted” (6pirférros) Son of God, with pewer,
by resurrection from the dead. The aorist in that passage points to a
definite time—the Resurrection (comp. Acts xiii. 33). In other senses
the expression ‘“to-day” might be applied to the Incarnation (Lk. i
31), or to the Ascension, or to the Eternal Generation. The latter ex-
planation however,—which explains ‘“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 as a “ frivola Augustini argutia,” but the strongest argu-
ment in its favour is that Philo has a somewhat similar conception.
The words, however, originally applied to the day of David’s complete
inauguration as king upon Mount Sion. No oze time can apply to the
Eternal Generation, and the adoption of Philo’s notion that *to-day”
means *‘for ever,” and that ““all Etemit}v " js God’s to-day would here
be out of place. Possibly the “to-day” is only, so to speak, an acci-
dental part of the quotation : in other words it may belong rather to the
literal and primary prophecy than to its Messianic ap’plication. The
Church shews that she understood the word * to-day " to apply to the
Resurrection by appointing the second psalm as one of the special
psalms for Easter-day.

I will be to him a Father] 2 Sam. vii. 14 (LXX.). 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 assume with confidence that none of his readers would dis-



62 HEBREWS, I [v. 6.

6be to me a Son? And again, when he bringeth in
the firstbegotten into the world, he saith, And let all

pute his typological method of exegesis. It is probable that the pro-
mise to David here quoted is directly connected with the passage just
adduced from Ps, ii. .

ke shall be to me a Som] The quotation (comp. Philo De Leg.
Allegor. 1m11. 8) though primarily applied to Solomon, has the wider
sense of prophesying the advent of some perfect theocratic king.
The ““Angels” 1t might be objected are called ¢ Sons of God”
in Gen. vi. 2; Job i. 6, ii. 1, xxxviii. ¥; Dan. iii. 25. In these
passages, however, the Alexandrian manuscript of the LXX, which
this author seems to have used (whereas St Paul seems to quote from
another type of manuscript—the Vatican), has ‘‘angels” and not
““sons.” If it be further urged that in Ps, xxix. 1, Ixxxix. 7, even the
Alexandrian MS. also has ‘“sons” we must suppose either that the
writer means to distinguish (1) between the higher and lower senses
of the word “‘son ;”’ or (2) between ‘“ Sons of Z/okim” and *‘ Sons of
Sekovak,” since Elokim 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 sup-
position that he forgot or overlooked these passages is hardly ad-
missible.

6. And again, when ke bringeth in the firstbegotten into the world)
The older and literal rendering is as in the R. V., ¢‘and when ke, again,
shall have brought in...” The A.V. takes the word “again” {galin) as
merely introducing a new quotation, as in ver. 5, and in ii. 13, iv. 5, &c.
The word “‘again,” says Bp. Wordsworth, serves the purpose of inverted
commas (see Rom. xv. 10—r2). In that case it is displaced by an
accidental kygerbaton or trajection, as this transmission of a word into
another clause is 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. 31) unless the writer, assuming the point of view of the
ancient prophet, alludes to the Resurrection. But since the mere dis-
placement of the galin is certainly possible, it is better to accept this
simple explanation than either to adopt these latter theories or to
suppose that there had been some previous and premundane presentation
of the Son to all created beings. Hypotheses non _fingo is a rule even
more necessary for the theologian than for the scientist.

bringeth in] The Greek verb is in the aorist subjunctive (eloayayy),
and means *‘shall have brought in,” exactly as in Ex. xiii. 5, 11 (where
the same word occurs in the LXX.) and as in Lk. xvii 10, *“ when ye
skall have done all that is commanded you " (woujonre).

the firstbegotten] Rather, *first-born.”” This title (see Ps. lxxxix.
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).
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the angels of God worship him. And of the angels 5
he saithh Who maketh his angels spirits, and his

into the world] The Greek word here used is not Zosmos the ma-
terial world, but ofkoumene “the habitable world,”

ke saith] The language of the Scriptures is regarded as a permanent,
continuous, and living utterance (iii. 7, v. 6, viii. 8, g, 10, x. 5, &c.).

And let all the angels of God worship kim] It is doubtful whether
the quotation is from Ps. xcvii. 7 *worship Him all ye gods (Elokim)”—
where the word Elokim is rendered ‘ angels” in the LXX. as in Ps.
viii. 5—or rather from Deut. xxxii. 43, where there is an ““and,” and
where the LXX. either added these words or found them in the Hebrew
text. The Messianic application of the word is natural in the latter
passage, for there Jehovah is the sgeaker, and if the ““4im » is applied to
the ideal Israel, the ideal Israel was the Jasher 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 authorities ” as ¢ subject
unto Him” (1 Pet. iii. 22; Rev. v. 11—13).

7. And of the angels he saitk] Rather, “ And, with reference to the
Angels, He saith.” e has shewn that the title of *“Son” is too
special and too super-eminent to be ever addressed to Angels; he pro-
ceeds to shew that the Angels are but subordinate ministers, and that
often God clothes them with *‘the changing garment of natural phe-
nomena ” transforming them, as it were, into winds and flames.

Who maketh his angels spirits, and his ministers a flame of fire]
Rather, “ 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
flame His ministers.” This latter rendering, though grammatically
difficult, accords best with the context of Ps. civ. 4 where, however, the
Targum has ‘ Who maketh His messengers swift as winds, His minis-
ters 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. g) 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; dut 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 #Ze glory of
the Angels would be an #nfersority in the Son, He could not be clothed,
25 they are at God’s will, in the fleeting robes of varying material phe-
nomena, Calvin, therefore, is much too rash and hasty when he says
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s ministers a flame of fire. But unto the Son Z4e sai?Z,
Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever: a sceptre
of righteousness 7s the sceptre of thy kingdom.

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 a wider knowledge of
the views of Philo, and other Rabbis, he would have paused before
pronouncing a conclusion so sweepingly dogmatic. The * Hebrew ”
readers 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 #non-incarnate Messiah) and the
Logoi who are sometimes regarded as Angels just as the Logos Himself
is sometimes regarded as an Archangel (see Siegfried’s Piilo, p. 22).
The Rabbis too explained the ‘“us” of Gen. i. 26 (*‘Let s make man”)
as shewing that the Angels had a 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. But unto the Son ke saitk] Rather “ But of (lit., with reference
to) the Son.” The Psalm (xlv.) from which the quotation is taken, is
called in the LXX. ‘A song for the beloved,” and has been Messiani-
cally interpreted by Jewish as well as Christian expositors. Hence it
is chosen as one of the special Psalms for Christmas Day.

Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever] The quotation is from
Ps. xlv. 6, 7 (LXX.) which in its primary and historic sense is a
splendid epithalamium to Solomon, or Joram, or some theocratic king
of David’s house. But in the idealism and hyperbole of its expression it
pointed forward to *the King in His beauty.” ¢Thy throne, O Elohim,”
1s 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 indirectly called Elokim 3Ex. xxi. 6,
xxii. 8; Ps. Ixxiil.; John x, 34—36) yet nothing which approaches
a title so exalted is ever given to a human person, except in this typical
sense (as in Is. ix. 6). The original, however, has been understood by
some to mean *‘ Thydivine throne;’ and this verse may be rendered * God
is Thy throne for ever and ever.” Philo had spoken of the Logos 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 Covenant was not merely an Angel like the ministers of the Old, or
even an Archangel, but the Divine Prz-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 Messiak, is greater than the sons of men,” and Aben Ezra says it
refers not so much to David as to his son Messiah. '

a sceptre of righteousness] Rather, ¢ the sceptre of rectitude.” The
Greek word is euthutitos not dikaiosunzs, which is the word used in
the next verse. ““ Eughutés” occurs here only in the N.T.

af{’hy kingdom] The two oldest MSS. (N, B) read *of His king.
dom.
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Thou hast loved righteousness, and hated in-o

iquity; therefore God, even thy God, hath anoint
ed thee wizk the oil of gladness above thy fellows.
And, Thou, Lord, in the beginning hast laid the
foundation of the earth; and the heavens are the
works of thine hands: they shall perish; but thou

9. TZhou hast loved] Rather, ‘‘Thou lovedst”—idealising the
whole reign to one point. Comp. Is. xxxii. 1, ‘‘Behold, a king shall
reign in righteousness;” and Jer. xxiii. 5, ‘“I will raise unto David a
righteous Branch.” :

iniguity] Lit., “lawlessness,”

therefore] Comp. ii. g, 16, 17, v. 7, 8, xii. 2.

God, even thy God] The first word might be a vocative ‘Oh God,”
and it is so rendered even by the Jewish translator Symmachus. But
this is contrary to the usage of the 2nd Book of Psalms. Where the
word ““God” is taken up and repeated with the suffix, there is no other
instance in which the first is a vocative.

:;/(,:; thy God] Comp. John xx. 17, *‘I ascend to...my God and your
God.

the oil of gladness] Rather, ““of exultation.” The word means the
joy of perfect triumph, xii. 2. For the ““ancinting” of Christ by the
Spirit see Lk. i. 35; Matt. iii. 16; Acts x. 38; Is. Ixi. 1; but the
anointing in 2&is verse, alludes to His glorification in Heaven,

above thy fellows] In the original Psalm this refers to all contempo-
rary princes; in its present application it means above all the angel-
dwellers on Mount Sion (xii. 22) and above all men who have fellow-
ship with God (iii. 14) only in Christ (ii. 11; 1 John i. 3).

10. Thou, Lord, in the beginning] The quotation is from Ps. cii.
25—2%7. The word “Lord” is not in the original, but it is in the
LXX.; and the Hebrew Ckhristians who already believed that it was by
Christ that ““God made the world” (see note on ver. 2} would not dis-
pute the Messianic application of these words to Him. They are a
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 (psd deflectione) accommodates
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 a mere
pious misapplication of the sacred words, or have admitted the objec-
tion of Cardinal Cajetan that “in a matter of such importance it was
unbecoming to use such an argument.” The writer’s object is not groof
-—which was for his readers unnecessary; he wished to 7/ustrate acknow-
ledged truths by admitted principles.

in the beginning] Heb. D';Q‘?, “‘face.-wards,” i.e. of old.

. 11, They skall perish] Is. xxxiv. 4, &c.; 2 Pet. iii. 12; Rev. xxi. 1.
remainest] The verb means ““abidest through all times.”

HEBREWS 5
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remainest; and they all shall wax old as do¢/ a gar-
:zment; and as a vesture shalt thou fold them up, and
they shall be changed: but thou art the same, and
13 thy years shall not fail. But to which of the angels said
he at any time, Sit on my right hand, until I make
14 thine enemies thy footstool? Are they not all minister-
ing spirits, sent forth to minister for them who shall be heirs
of salvation?

as doth a garmentf] A common Scripture metaphor. Is.l. g, &ec.

12. shalt thou fold them wup] Lit., ““Thou shalt roll them up.”
This reading (éMfets) is found in most MSS. and is perhaps an uncon-
scious reminiscence of Is. xxxiv. 4 (comp. Rev. vi. 14); but 8, D read
“‘thou shalt ckarnge them” (dAAdfeis), as in the original, and in the
LXX. (Cod. Alex.). Onthis final consummation, and the destruction of
the material universe, see Matt. xxiv. 35; 2 Pet. iil. 7; Rev. xxi. 1.

thou art the same] In the Hebrew (literally) ¢ Thou art He.”

thy years shall not fail] i.e. they shall never come to an end (xiii.
8; Rev. i. 8).

13. wuntil I make thine enemies thy footstool] This same passage
from Ps. ¢x. 1 had been quoted by our Lord, in its Messianic sense, to
the Scribes and Pharisees, without any attempt on their part to chal-
lenge His application of it (Matt. xxii. 41—44). It is also referred to
by St Peter in Acts ii. 34 and by St Paul (1 Cor. xv. 25). The Greek
expression for “till” implies entire indefiniteness of time. The refer-
ence is to the oriental custom of putting the feet on the necks of con-
quered kings (Josh. x. 24).

14. ministering spirits, sent forth to minister] Here as elsewhere
the A.V. obliterates distinctions, which it so often arbitrarily creates
out of mere love for variety in other places. The word ‘‘ministering”
(lettourgika) imPIies sacred (‘‘liturgic”) service (viii. 6, ix. 21); the
word “ ministry” (diakonian) implies service to God on behalf of men.
It should be rendered ¢ ministrant spirits sent forth for service.”

“*How oft do they their silver bowers leave
And come to succour us who succour want,
How oft do they with golden pinions cleave
The flitting skies like flying pursuivant,
Against foul fiends to aid 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.

Jor them who shall be keirs of salvation] Literally, ¢ for the sake of
those who are about to inhent salvation.”” The salvation is both the
state of salvation here, and its full fruition hereafter. When we are
“justified by God’s grace™ we are ‘‘ made heirs according to the hope
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Therefore we ought to give the more earnest heed to the 2
things which we have heard, lest at any time we should let
them slip. For if the word spoken by angels was stedfast, =

of eternal life” (Tit. ifi. 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 ““to them that fear
God?” see Ps. xxxiv. 7, x¢i. 11; Gen. xix. 15; Dan. vi. 225 Acts xii. 4.
sent jforth] Lit.,, ‘“being sent forth.” The ministry of Angels is
regarded as still continuing. .
heirs of salvation] The writer recurs to this great word *salvation”
in ii. 3, 10. ¢
CH. II. A SOLEMN WARNING AND EXHORTATION (1—4). CHRIST'S
TEMPORARY HUMILIATION FOR THE REDEMPTION AND GLORI-
FICATION OF MANKIND DOES NOT DISPARAGE HIS PRE-EMIN-
ENCE OVER ANGELS (5—13), BUT WAS NECESSARY FOR THE
PERFECTNESS OF His HiIGH-PRIESTLY WORK (14—18).

1. TZherefore]l Because we are heirs of a better covenant, adminis-
tered not by Angels but by a 8on, to whom as Mediator an absolute
dominion is to be assigned.

we onght] The word implies moral necessity and not mere obligation.
The author never loses sight of the fact that his purpose:was to warn
as well as to teach.

to give the more earnest keed] If 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 to those who
had only received the Law by tge disposition of Angels, how much
“more abundantly” should Christians attend to Him of Whom Moses
had spoken to their fathers? (Acts iii. 22).

Yo the things whick we have heard] Lit., “‘to the things heard,” i.c.
to the Gospel.

lest at any time] Rather, “lest haply.”

we should let them skip] Rather, “should drift away from them.”
Wiclif 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 praeterveii. The metaphor
is taken from a boat which having no “anchor sure and stcadfast,”
slips its anchor, and as Luther says in his gloss, * before her landing
shoots away into destruction” (Prov. iii. 21 LXX. vi¢ u wapagpvys).
It is obvious that these Hebrew converts were in great danger of ““drift-
ing away” from the truth under the pressure of trial, and in conse-
quence of the apathy produced by isolation and deferred hopes (iii. 6,
vi. 11, x. 25, 36, 37, xil. 1—3).

. 2. For]l An argument a minori ad majus, of which indeed the
whole Epistle is a specimen. It was the commonest form assumed

52
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and every transgression and disobedience received a just
s recompence of reward; how shall we escape, if we neglect

by the Rabbinic interpretation of Scripture, and was the first of the
seven exegetic rules of Hillel, who called it *‘light and heavy.”

the word spoken by angels] The “by” is not vwd but &, i. e. “‘by
means of,” *‘through the instrumentality of.” The presence of Angels
at Sinai is but slightly alluded to in the Q. T. in Deut. xxxiii. 2;
Ps. Ixviii. 17; but these allusions had been greatly expanded, and
were prominently dwelt upon in Rabbinic teaching—the Talmud,
Targums, Midrashim, &c.—until, at last, we find in the tract Maccoth
that God was only supposed to have uttered 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 through Angels” the most sacred part
of their laws (Jos. Antt. Xv. § § 3). The Alexandrian theology espe-
cially, img)ressed with the truth that ‘“no man hath seen God at
any time” (comp. Ex. xxxiii. 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, xxxiil. 14; Josh. v. 14; Is. Lxiii. g).
In the N. T. the only two other passages which allude to the work
of Angels in delivering the Law are Acts vii. 53; Gal. iii. 19 (see my
Life of St Paul, 11. 149). Clearly the Hebrew Christians had to be
delivered from the notion that Christ, by being ‘‘made under the
Law,” bad subjected Himself to the loftier position of the Angels who
had ministered the Law.

was stedfast] Rather, ““decame” or ‘‘proved” steadfast. The
Law was no brutum julmen ; no inoperative dead-letter, but effective
to vindicate its own majesty, and punish its own violation, Philo uses
the very same word (8éBaia) of the institutions of Moses; but the
difference of standpoint between him and the writer is illustrated by
the fact that Philo also calls them dodAevra, ‘“not to be shaken”
which this writer would not have done (xii. 27).

every transgression and disobedience] i.e. all sins against it, whether
of commission or of omission. Faradasis is ‘‘ transgression;” parakos
is ** mishearing ” and neglect (Matt, xviii. 17; Rom. v. 19).

sust] ‘This form of the word {endikos) occurs only here and in Rom.
iil. 8.

rveceived a just recompence of reward] The word misthos, *‘ wage”
or * pay "—which is used of punishment as well as of reward—would
have expressed the same thought; but the writer likes the mare '
sonorous misthapodosia (. 35, xi. 26). This remorseless self-vindication
by the Law (““without mercy "), the certainty that it could not be
broken with impunity, is alluded to in x. 28. The Israelites found
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so great salvation ; which at the first began to be spoken by
the Lord, and was confirmed unto us by them that heard
kim ; God also bearing #kem witness, both with signs and
wonders, and with divers miracles, and gifts of the Holy
Ghost, according to his own will?

even in the wilderness (Lev. x. 1, 2; Num. xv, 32, 36; Deut. iv. 3,
&c.), that such stern warnings as that of Num. xv. 3o0—threatening
excision to offenders—were terribly real, and applied alike to indi-
viduals and to the nation.

8. how shall we escapel The “we” (being expressed in the
original) is emphatic—we who are sons, not servants. The verb means
““how shall we succeed in escaping,” or, ‘“make good our escape”’—
namely, from similar, but yet more awful punishment (comp. xii. 25).

if we neglect] Rather, *‘after neglecting,” or ‘‘when we have
neglected.”

so great salvation] 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
sanctions are more eternal, its promises more divine, its whole character
more spiritual.

which al the first began to be spoken] Literally, ““seeing that it, having
at the first been spoken.”

by the Lord] 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 St Paul. (1 Thess. iv. 15;
2 Thess. ii. 2; 2 Tim. iv. 18, are, to say the least, indecisive.)

was confirmed] The ““word of this salvation ”—the news of this
Gospel—was ratified to us (comp. 1 Cor. i. 6), and so it becomes
‘“steadfast.” The verb is derived from the adjective so rendered
in ver. 2.

by them that heard] We did not indeed receive the Gospel at first-
hand, but from those who were its appointed witnesses (Lk. xxiv.
47, 48; Actsi. 8, v. 32). This verse, as 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, &c). To
talk of ‘‘accommodation ” here is quite beside the mark.

4, God also bearing them witness] The original is stronger, ¢ God
bearing witness with them ;” the supernatural witness coincided with
the human.

both with signs and wonders, and with divers miracles] *“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. 1. St Paul himself appealed to his own “mighty
signs and wonders” (Rom. xv, 18, 19; 1 Cor.'il, 4). :

FS
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s For unto Ze angels hath he not put in subjection the
6 world to come, whereof we speak : but one ina certain place

and gifts of the Holy Ghost, according to kis own will] The word
““gifts ” means rather ¢ distributions” (iv. 12, *“dividing”’), and the
words ‘‘according to His own will” apply only to this clause—the
gifts which the Holy Spirit distributes as He wills (z Cor. vii. 17,
xii. 11; Rom. xii. 3).

5—13. THE VOLUNTARY HUMILIATION OF JESUS WAS A NECESSARY
STEP IN THE EXALTATION OF HUMANITY.

5. For] The ‘“for” 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 His High-Priesthood for the human race. To Him, there-
fore, and not to Angels, the  future age ” is to belong.

unto the angels hath he not put inlo subjection the world to come]
Lit. ““for not to Angels did He subject the inhabited earth to come.”
In tkis *“inhabited earth” things in their pre-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 authority of Angels over the Mosaic dispensation had been
inferred by the Jews from Ps. lxxxii. 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 ‘‘accord-
ing to the number of the Angels of God.” From this passage, and
Gen. x., Dan. x. 13, &c. 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 as protectors of Israel. 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.

the world to come) The Olam kabba or “fature age” of the Hebrews,
although the word here used is not aZosz but osikoumens, properly the
inhabited world. In Is. ix. 6 the Theocratic king who is a type of
the Messiah is called ¢“the Everlasting Father,” which is rendered by
the LXX. ¢ father of the future age.” In the ‘“new heavens and new
earth,” as in the Messianic kingdom which is ‘the kingdom of our
Lord and of His Christ,” man, whose nature Christ has taken upon
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 Covenant St John is twice forbidden (Rev. xix. 1o,
xxii. ¢). But, although the Messianic kingdorm, and therefore the
“ future age,” began at the Resurrection, there is yet another  future
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testified, saying, What is man, that thou art mindful of
him? or the son of man, that thou visitest him?
Thou madest him a little lower than the angels;
thou crownedst him with glory and honour, and

age” beyond it, which shall only begin when this age is perfected,
and Christ’s kingdom is_fu//y come.

whereof we speak] 1. e. which is my present subject.

6. but one in a certain place testified] The writer was of course

erfectly 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 Philo and the Rabbis. Scripture 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. (Sec
Schéttgen, Nov. Hebr., p. 928.)

What is man] The Hebrew word-—enoss—means man in his weak-
ness and humiliation. The ‘‘ what ” expresses a double feeling—how
mean in himself! how great in 7%y love! The Psalm is only Mes-
sianic 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 as an anagram for Adam, David,
Moses, and regarded the Messiah as combining the dignity of all three.
David twice makes the exclamation—*What is man?” ;—once when he
is thinking of man’s frailty in connection with his exaltation by God
(Ps. viii.); 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. 1%). -

7. a little lower] The ““little ” in the original (mée¢) means *‘little
in degree;” but is here applied to time—*‘for a little while "—as is
clear from ver. g. The writer was only acquainted with the LXX.
and in Greek the Bpaxd 7t would naturally suggest brevity of time
(comp. 1 Pet. v. 10). Some of the Old Greek translators who took the
other meaning rendered 8Aeyov mapa, fedv.

than the angels] The original has *‘than Elokim,” i.e. than God;
but the name ZE/lokim has, as we have seen, a much wider and lower
range than ‘¢ Jehovah,” and the rendering ‘‘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 as it
were to a fresh use. The Psalm is ¢“a lyric echo of the first chapter of
Genesis " and speaks of man’s exaltation. The author is applying it to
man’s lowliness (‘‘ad suum institutum deflectit,” says Calvin, “xas’
émetepyasiar”). 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. See Perowne on ke Psalms
(1. 114).
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g didst set him over the works of thy hands: thou
hast put all 22¢ngs in subjection under his feet. For
in that /e put all in subjection under him, he left nothing
that is not put under him. But now we see not yet all

o things put under him. But we see Jesus, who was made
a little lower than the angels, for the suffering of death,

and didst set kim over the works of thy hands] This clause is pro-
bably 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 his argument,

8. thou hast put..] Rather, *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

lory.

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

For] 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.

ke left nothing that s not put under him] The inference intended to
be drawn is not “and therefore even angels will be subject to man,”
but ¢ and therefore 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.

But now) i.e. but, in this present earthlz condition of things man is
not as yet supreme. We see as a fact (6pwpev) man’s humiliation ; we
perceive by faith the glorification of Jesus, and of all humanity in Him.

under kim] i.e. under man.

9. But we see] Rather, ‘“But we look upon.” The verb used is
not opipev videmus as in the previous verse, but S\émopev cernimus (as
in iii. 19). In accordance with the order of the original the verse
should be rendered *‘ But we look upon Him who kas been, for a little
while, made low in comparison of angels—even Fesus—on account of the
suffering of deatk crowned, &c.”

who was made a little lower than the angels] This alludes to the
temporal (* for a little while ) and voluntary humiliation of the Incar-
nate 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 ‘“in-
tolerable indignity ” of the grave.

Jor the suffering of death] Rather, * because of the suffering of death.”
The Via crucis was the appointed iz lucis (comp. v. 7—Io, Vii. 26,
ix. 12). This truth—that the sufferings of Christ were the willing path
of His perfectionment as the ¢¢ Priest upon his throne ” (Zech. vi. 13)—is
brought out more distinctly in this than in any other Epistle.
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crowned with glory and honour; that he by the grace of
God should taste death for every man. For it became him,

crowned with glory and konour] Into the nature of this glory it was
needless and hardly possible to enter. ‘“On His head were many
crowns” (Rev, xix. 12).

that] The words refer to the whole of the last clause. The universal
efficacy of His death resulted from the double fact of His humiliation
and glorification. He was made a little lower than the angels, He
suffered death, He was crowned with glory and honour in order that
His death might be efficacious for the redemption of the world.

by the grace of God] The work of redemption resulted from the love
of the Father no less than 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. 83
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 xdpire Oeoll, but there is a very interesting and very
ancient various reading xwpls Oeol ‘* apart from God.” St Jerome says
that he only found this reading ‘‘in some copies” (in quibusdam ex-
emplaribus) whereas Origen had already said that he only found the
other reading ‘‘ by the grace of God” in some copies (¢v Tiow drriypa-
¢ois). At present however the reading * agas? from God” is only found
in the cursive manuscript 53 (a MS. of the gth century), and in the margin
of 67. It is clear that the reading was once more common than is now
the case, and it seems to have been a Western and Syriac reading which
has gradually disappeared from the manuscripts. Theodore of Mop-
suestia calls the reading “ by the grace of God "’ meaningless, 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. in His humanity (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 it is unlike any other passage of Scripture; (2) in
the other sense it is unnecessary (since it bears in no way on the imme-
diate argument) and may have been originally added as a superfluous
marginal 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 marginal glosses into the text is a
familiar phenomenon in textual criticism. Such perhaps are 1 John v.
7; Acts viii. 37; the latter part of Rom, viii. 15 ‘‘ without cause” in
Matt. v. 22 ; “unworthily ” in 1 Cor. xi. 29, &c.

showld taste death] The word ‘‘tasté” is not to be pressed as

_ though it meant that Christ “saw no corruption.” “To taste” does

not mean merely * summis labris delibare” Tt is a common Semitic

10
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for whom are all #hings, and by whom are all #hings, in

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.

Jor] ““on behalf of ” (Jrép), not *“as a substitution for ” (dvrf).

Jor every man] 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. 2r1; 1 John ii. 2. It will be seen that the writer
deals freely with the Psalm. The Psalmist views man ¢x Ais present
condition as being one which involves both glory and humiliation : it is
here applied as expressing man’s present humiliation and his future
glory, which is compared with Christ’s Zempore/ humiliation leading to
]]lis Eternal glory. It is the necessity of this application 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 pregnant significance; but
(1) heis 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.

10. For it became him] 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
antecedent necessity for the death of Christ. Perhaps he considered
that all which could be profitably said on that high mystery had already
been said by St Paul (Rom. il 25; Gal. iii. 13; 2 Cor. v. 21). He
dwells upon Christ’s death almost exclusively i7 iZs 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 re-
conciliation for” (ix. rs, il. 17). The “moral fitness” here touched
upon is the necessity 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 ‘‘it became Him.”” It is a very remarkable expression, for
though it also occurs in the LXX. (Jer. x. 7), yet in this passage
alone does it contemplate the actions of God under the aspect of
inherent moral fitness.

Jor whom] i, e. “for whose sake,” ““on whose account.” The reference
here is to God, not to Christ.

&y whom] 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.

in bringing] Lit., ““having brought.” The use of the aorist participle
is difficult, but the “glory” seems to imply the potential triumph of



v. 11.] HEBREWS, II 75

bringing many sons unto glory, to make the captain of their
salvation perfect through sufferings. For both he that x
sanctifieth and they who are sanctified are all of one: for

man 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 suffer-
ing. On the Cross the future glory of the many sons was won and was
potentially consummated.

many) )“A great multitude which no man could number” (Rev.
vil. g—14).

:o?u-] This word seems to shew that the “having brought” refers to
God, not to Christ, for we are called Christ’s “‘brethren,” but never His
sons.

the captain] The word also occurs in Acts v. 31. In Acts iii. 15 it
means ‘‘author,” or “originator,” as in xii. 2. The word primarily
signifies one who goes at the head of a company as their leader (arnze-
signanus) and guide (see Is. 1v. 4), and then comes to mean ‘‘originator.”
Comp, v. 9.

to make...perfect] Not in the sense 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,
xil. 23. The LXX. uses the word to represent the consecration of the
High Priest (Lev. xxi. 10). In this Epistle the verb occurs nine times,
in all St Paul’s Epistles probably not once. (In 2 Cor. xii. gthe reading
of A, B,D, F, G, L is 7ehefrac. In Phil, iii. 12 thereading of D, E, F, G
is dedikatwuar). "

through sufferings] See note on ver. 9, and comp. Rev. v. 9; 1 Pet.
v. 10. Jewish Christians were slow to realise 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 however some traces of such a belief. See an Appendix to
Vol. 11. of the last Edition of Dean Perowne on the Psalms.

11, ZFor] Thenext three verses are an illustration of the moral fit-
ness, and therefore of the Divine necessity, that there should be perfect
unity and sympathy between the Saviour and the saved.

botk he that sanctifieth and they who are sanctified] The idea would
perhaps be better, though less literally, expressed by *‘both the sanctifier
and the sanctified,” 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
setting apart for service by various means of purification. See ix. 13,
.14, X. 10, 14, Xiil. 12, and comp. John xvii. 17—t9; 1 Johni. 7. The
progressive sanctification is viewed in its ideal result, and in-this result
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12 which cause he is not ashamed to call them brethren, saying,

I will declare thy name unto my brethren, in the
midst of the church will I sing praise unto thee.
And again, I will put my trust in him. And again, Be-
hold, I, and the children which God hath given me.

the whole Church of Christ shares, so that, like Israel of old, it is
ideally ¢‘holy.” .

are all of one] That is, they alike derive their origin from God;
in other words the relation in which they stand to each other is 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.

ke is not ashamed to call them brethren] If the Gospels had been
commonly known at the time when this Epistle was written, the author
would doubtless have referred not to the Old Testament, but to such
direct and tender illustrations as Matt. xii. 49, 50, ‘‘Behold my mother
and my brethren! For whosoever shall do the will of my Father which
is in heaven, the same 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. xxviit,
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 Judaising readers?

o call]i.e. to declare them to be His brethren by calling them so.

12. 7 will declare thy name unio my bretkren] Ps.xxii, 22. Thisis
a typico-prophetic Psalm, accepted in a Messianic sense, which was
supposed to be mystically indicated by its superscription, “ On tke kind
of the dawn.” The sense of its prophetic and typical character had
doubtless been deeptned 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. xxvii, 35; John xix.
24. .
in the midst of the churck] Rather, “of the congregation,”

13. And again, I will put my trust tn kim] The quotation is pro-
bably from Is. viii. 17, but nearly the same words are found in Ps. xviii.
2 and 2 Sam. xxii. 3 (LXX.). The necessity of putting His trust in God
is a préof of Christ’s humanity, and therefore of His brotherhood with
us. When He was on the Cross His enemies said by way of taunt,
“ He trusted tn God” (Matt. xxvii. 43).

Bekold, 1, and the children which God hath given me] This verse
furnishes a marked instance of the principles of Biblical interpretation, of
which we have already seen many specimens. Isaiah by the prophetess
has a son to whom he is bidden to give the name Maher-shalal-hash-
baz, or “‘Speed-plunder-haste-spoil ;” to his elder son he has been bidden
to give the name Shear-Jashub, “‘a remnant shall remasn;” and as the
names of both sons are connected with prophecies concerning Israel he
says ““Lo! Tand the children whom the Lord hath given me are for signs
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Forasmuch then as the children are partakers of flesh and 1
blood, he also himself likewise took part of the same; that
through death he might destroy him that had the power of

and for wonders in Isracl from the Lord of hosts.” The words are here
entirely dissociated from their context and from their primary historical
meaning to indicate the relation between Christ and His redeemed
children. The LXX. in Is. viii. 17 insert the words *“And He will
say,” and some have supposed that the author (who, like most Alexan-
drians, 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 followed
the school 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 a 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. Our Lord Himself uses, with no reference to
Isaiah, a similar expression, ¢‘those that thou gavest me,” in John xvii. 12,

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

14. are partakers of flesk and bloed] Rather, ‘‘have shared {and
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. 12,

lthewise] This word furnished the Fathers with a strong argument
against the Docetae who regarded the body of Christ not as real but as
purely phantasmal.

took part of the same] 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.

ke might destroy] Rather, ‘“‘He may bring to nought,” or *“‘render
impotent.” See 2 Tim. i 10, “Jesus Christ...hath abolished death;”
1 Cor. xv. §1—57; Rev. i. 18. The word occurs 28 times in St Paul,
but elsewhere only here and in Lk, xiii. 7, though sometimes found in
the LXX. .

him that had the power of deatk] Rather, ‘‘him that kask,” i.e. in
the present condition of things. But Christ, by assuming our flesh,
became ‘¢the Death of death,” as in the old epitaph,

“Mors Mortis Morti mortem nisi morte dedisset
Aeternae vitae janua clausa foret;”
which we may render
. “Had not the Death of death to Death by death his death-blow given,
For ever closed were the gate, the gate of life and heaven.”
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15 death, that is, the devil; and deliver them who through fear
16 of death were all their lifetime subject to bondage. For
verily he took not on Aim the nature of angels; but he took

It is, however, possible that the phrase, ‘‘the power of death,” does
not imply that the devil can, by God’s permission, inflict death, but
that he has *“a sovereignty, of which death is the realm.”

that is, the devil] This is the only place in this Epistle in which the
name ‘“Devil” occurs. 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 w:// ot
Satan, he can never exercise his gower 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. Fudentk. 11, p. 821

16. zhem who] Lit. “those, as many as,” i.e. ‘““all who.”

through fear of deatk] This was felt, as we see from the O.T., far
more intensely under the old than under the new dispensation. Dr
Robertson Smith quotes from the Midrask Tanchuma,  In this life
death never suffers man to be glad.” See Num. xvii. 13, xviii. 5; Ps.
vi., xxx., &c., and Is. xxxviil. 1020, &c. 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. It is remarkable that in this verse the writer intro-
duces a whole range of conceptions which he not only leaves without
further development, but to which he does not ever allude again. They
seem to lie aside from the main current of his views.

16. For verily he took not on him the nature of angels] Rather,
““for assuredly it is not angels wkhom He takes by the hand.” The
word &4mwov, “‘certainly,” “I suppose,” occurs here only in the
N.T. or LXX., though common in Philo. In classic Greek it often
has a semi-ironic 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” (exsecramda audacia) 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 and Reformers take it in the other
way. It is rightly corrected in the R. V. (comp. Is. xlix. 9, 10; Jer.
xxxi. 325 Heb. vili. g; Matt. xiv. 31; Wisd. iv. 11, “ Wisdom.../akes
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on /im the seed of Abraham. Wherefore in all #izngs it be- 1,
hoved him to be made like unto /4zs brethren, that he might
be a merciful and faithful high' priest iz fkings pertaining to
God, to make reconciliation for the sins of the people. For 13

by the hand those that seek her”). To refer ““ k¢ taketh not bold” to
Death or the Devil is most improbable.

the seed of Abrakam] i.e. He 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.

17. Wherefore] The Greek word 80ev, * whence,” common in this
Epistle, does not occur once in St Paul, but is found in Acts xxvi. 19,
in a report of his speech, and in 1 John ii. 18.

in"all things] These words should be taken with ‘‘to be made
like.

it behoved him] Stronger than the ‘it became Him” of ver. 5o. It
means that, with reference to the object in view, there lay upon Him a
moral obligation to become a man with men, Seev. 1, 2.

that he might b¢] Rather, “that he might become,” or, ‘‘prove
Himself.”

a merciful and faithful kigh priest] Merciful, or rather, compas-
stonate” to men; “faithful” to God. In Christ ““mercy and truth” have
met together. Ps. Ixxxv. 10. The expression ‘‘a faithful priest” is
found in 1 Sam. ii. 35. Dr Robertson Smith well points out that the
idea of ‘‘a merclful priest,” which is scarcely to be found in the O.T.,
would come home with peculiar force to the Jews of that day, because
mercy was a quality in which the Aaronic Priests had signally failed
(Yoma, f. g. 1), and in the Herodian epoch they were notorious for
cruelty, insolence and greed (see my Life of Christ, 11. 329, 330). The
Jews said that there had been no less than 28 High Priests in 107 years
of this epoch (Jos. An#t. 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. xvi. 6. The word * High
Priest,” here first introduced, has evidently been entering into the
writer’s thoughts (i. 3, ii. 9, 11, 16), and is the most prominent con-
ception throughout the remainder of the Epistle. The consummating
steps in genuine hLigh priesthood are touched upon in v. 10, vi. 20,
ix. 24.

kigh priest] 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,

in things pertaining to God] Comp.v. 1. The phrase is found in
the LXX. of Ex. xviil. 1g.

o make reconciliation for the sins of the people] More literally, ““to
.expiate the sins of the people.” Christ is nowhere said in the N. T. to
““expiate” or “propitiate” God or ‘the wrath of God” (which are
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in that he himself hath suffered being tempted, he is able to
succour them that are tempted.

heathen, not Christian, conceptions), nor is any such expression found
in the LXX. Nor do we find such phrases as *‘ God was propitiated
by the death of His Son,” or * Christ propitiated the wrath of God by
His blood.” God Himself fore-ordained the propitiation (Rom. iii. 25).
The veLb represents the Hebrew Zippeer, “ to cover,” whence is derived
the name for the day of Atonement (A7gpurim). In Dan. ix. 24 Theo-
dotion’s version has éf\doactar ddixias, We are left to unauthorised
theory and conjecture as to the manner in whick and the reason jfor
whick ‘‘expiation,” in the form of *sacrifice,” interposes between
¢sin”” and ‘‘ wrath.” All we know is that, ¢ »elation fo us, Christ is
¢ the propitiation for our sins” (1 John ii. 2, iv. 10 ; Rom. iii. 25). Ac-
cepting the blessed result as regards ourselves we shall best shew our
wisdom by abstaining from dogmatism and theory respecting the unre-
vealed and transcendent niystery as it affects God.

the people] Primarily the Jewish people, whom alone the writer has
in mind. Angels, so far as we are told, did not need the Redemptive
work.

18, For in that ke kimself hath suffered being tempted] These words
have been taken, and grammatically may be explained, in eight or nine
different ways. One of the best ways is that here given by the A, V.
and endorsed by the R.V. This method regards the Greek év ¢ as
equivalent to the Hebrew ba-asker, which means “in so far as.” By
His Passion,” says Bp. Wordsworth, *‘ He acquired compassion.” Of
other possible ways, the most tenable is that which takes év ¢ quite
literally. *‘Jn that sphere wherein He suffered by being tempted ”—
the sphere being the whole conditions of human 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 generally over-
looked 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 Zable 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 obe-
dience. 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.

ke is able to succour them that are tempted] Rather, “that are under
temptation” (lit. *“ that are being tempted,” i.e. men in their mortal life
of trial). This thought is the one so prominent throughout the Epistle,
viz. the closeness of Christ’s High-Priestly sympathy, iv. 15, v. 1, 2.

CH. III. SUPERIORITY OF CHRIST TO MOSES (1—6). EXHORTATION
AGAINST HARDENING THE HEART (7—I9).

There is a remarkable parallelism between the structure of this and
the next chapter, and that of the first and second chapters.
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Wherefore, holy brethren, partakers of the heavenly call- 3
ing, consider the Apostle and High Priest of our profession,
Christ Jesus; who was faithful to him that appointed him,

©

Christ higher than angels (i. 5— Christ higher than Moses (iii.

14). 1—6).

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).

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

1. Wherefore] The same word (86ev) 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,

holy brethren] This form of address is never used by St Paul. It
assumes that they answered to their true ideal, as does the ordinary
term ‘“saints.”

partakers of the heavenly calling] Rather, *“ of a heavenly calling.”
It is a heavenly calling because it comes from heaven Sxii. 25), and is a
call ““upwards” (&vw) to heavenly things (Phil. iii. 14) and to holiness
(r Thess. iv. 7).

consider] The word means ‘‘ contemplate,” consider attentively, fix
your thoughts upon (aorist),

the Apostle] Christ is called an ¢ Apostle” as being *“sent forth”
(apostellomenon) from the Father (John xx. 21). The same title is used
of Christ by Justin Martyr (4pol. i. 12). It corresponds both to the
Hebrew maleach (“ angel” or * messenger ”) and skeliack (*° delegate ™).
The ¢ Apostle ” unites the functions of both, for, as Justin says of our
Lord, He announces (@pangellef) and He is sent (apostelletat).

and High Priest] 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 Aaron, pleads our cause with God. Just
as the High Priest came with 2ke name Fehovar on the golden plate of
his mitre in the name of God before Israel, and with ke names of the
Tribes graven on his jewelled breastplate in the name of Israel before
God, so Christ is “ God with us” and the propitiatory representative of
men before God. He is above Angels as a Son, and a Lord of the
future world; above Aaron as a Priest after the order of Melchisedek;
above Moses as 2 Son over the house is above a servant in it.

of our profession] Rather, *‘of our confession” as Christians (iv. 14,
x. 23; 2 Cor. ix. 13; 1 Tim. vi. 12). It is remarkable that in Philo
(Opp. 1. 654) the Logos is called “the Great High Priest of our Con-
fession;”—but the genuineness of the clause seems doubtful.

Christ Fesus] Rather, according to the best Mss. “Jesus” (A, B,
C, D). Such a variation of reading may seem a matter of indifference,
but this is very far from being the case. First of all, the traceable
differences in the usage of this sacred name mark the advance of Churis-

HEBREWS ) 6
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3 as also Moses was faithful/ in all his house. For this man
was counted worthy of more glory than Moses, inasmuch as

tianity. In the Gospels Christ is called Jesus and ““the Christ;” “the
Christ” being still the title of His gffice as the Anointed Messiah, 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 difference 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 uses *‘ Jesus
Christ” (x. 1o, xiii. 8, 21), ‘““the Lord” (ii. 3), “our Lord” (vii. 14),
““our Lord Jesus” (xiii. 20), ‘“‘the Son of God” (vi. 6, vii. 3, x. 2g),
but most frequently ““Jesus” alone, as here (ii. 9, iv. 14, vi. 20, vil. 22,
X. 19, xii. 2, 24, xili. 12) or “‘Christ” alone (iii. 6, 14, v. 5, vi. 1, ix.
11, &c.). See Prof. Davidson, On the Hebrews, p. 73.

2. who was faithful] Lit., “Being faithful,” i.e. as Cranmer excel-
lently rendered it, ‘“how that he is faithful.” The word is suggested
by the following contrast between Christ and Moses, of whom it had
been said ¢ My servant Mdses is not so, who was fzéitkful in all mine
house,” Num. xii. 7.

to him that appointed him] Lit., “to Him that made Him.” There
can be little doubt that the expression means, as in the A.V. ‘““to Him
that made Him suc4,” i.e. made Him an Apostle and High Priest.
For the phrase is doubtless suggested by 1 Sam. xii. 6, where the LXX.
has ¢ He that made Moses and Aaron” (A.V. “advanced”); comp. Mk.
iii. 14, ““And He made (¢wolnoe) Twelve, that they should be with
Him.” Acts ii. 36, ““God made Him Lord and Christ.” The ren-
dering ‘‘appointed” is therefore a perfectly faithful one. Still the
peculiarity of the phrase was eagerly seized upon by Arians to prove
that Christ was @ 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
had no vantage ground; for the word might have been applied to the
Incarnation (so Athanasius, and Primasius), though not (as Bleek and
Liinemann take it} to the Eternal Generation of the Son. Theodoret
and Chrysostom understood it as our Version does.

as also Moses...in all kis kouse] Rather, ‘*in all His (God’s) house,”
Num. xii. 7. The house is God’s house or household, i.e. the theocratic
family of which the Tabernacle was a symbol—“the house of God
which is the Church of the living God,” 1 Tim, iii. 15. The *‘faith-
fulness™ of Moses consisted in teaching the Israelites all that God had
commanded him (Deut. iv. 5) and himself *‘ doing according to all that
the Lord commanded him” (Ex. xL. 16).

8. For this man] Rather, “For He,” i.e. Christ. The ““for”
depends on the ““Consider.”

was counted worthy] Rather, ‘“hath been deemed worthy,” namely,
by God. .
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he who hath builded the house hath more honour than the
house. For every house is builded by some man, but he 4
that built all #hings s God. And Moses verily was faithful s
in all his house, as a servant, for a testimony of those #kings

more glovy] Rather, *“a fuller glory” (amplioris gloriae, Vulg.).

of more glory than Moses] Eagerly as the writer Is pressing forwards
to develop his original and central 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 have its effect on the imaginations 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 “throngh 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,
I 362. St Paul in 2 Cor. iii. 7, 8 contrasts the evanescing splendour .
on the face of Moses with the unchanging glory of Christ.

he who hath builded the house] The verb (xarackevisas) implies
rather ‘‘equipped” or ‘“established” than ““builded” (see ix. 2, 6, xi. 7
and note on 1. 2; Wisd. xiii. 4).

hath more honour than the house] The point of this expression is
not very obvious. If taken strictly it would imply that Moses was him-
self ¢‘the house” which Christ built. But olxos, ‘““house” or ““ houserold”
means more than the mere building (olxéa). It means the whole theo-
cratic family, the House of Israel in its covenant relation; and though
Moses was not this House, he was more than a servant in it being also its
direct representative and human head. (There is a somewhat similar
phrase in Philo, Dr plant. Noe, 16.)

4. For every house is builded by some man] The real meaning would
perhaps be better expressed by ““‘Every houschold is established by
some one.” The establisher of the Old Dispensation as well as of the
New was Christ, but yet, in some sense (as an instrument and minister)
Moses might be regarded as the founder of the Old Covenant (Acts
vii. 38), as Jesus of the New. The verb (ataskeuazo) is rendered
“prepare” in ix. 6, xi. 7; Lk. L 17.

he that built all things is God] In His humanity Jesus was but
“the Apostle” of God in building His house, the Church. “He (24¢
man whose name is the Branch) shall build the temple of 2ke Lord,”
Zech. vi. 12.  God is the supreme, ultimate, and universal Founder.

8. in all his house] i.e. in all God’s house. Two “houses” are con-
templated, Mosaism and Christianity, the Law and the Gospel. Both
were established by God. In the household of the Law, Moses was
the faithful minister; in the household of the Gospel, Christ took on

6—12
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6 which were to be spoken after ; but Christ as a Son over his
own house ; whose house are we, if we hold fast the confi-
dence and the rejoicing of the hope firm unto the end.

Him, indeed, ‘‘the form of a slave,” and as 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, #% which Moses was a servant, and over which Christ was a
Son.

as a servanf] The word used is not doulos *“slave,” nor diakonos
“minister,” but zkerapon ‘‘voluntary attendant.” It is also applied to
Mozss in the Ep. of Barnabas and in Ex. xiv. 31 (LXX.).

Jor a testimony of those things whick were to be spoken after] They
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 coming reality
(x. 1). But although it is natural for us to understand the expression
in this way, the author possibly meant no more than that the faith-
fulness of Moses was an attestation of the Law which was about to
be delivered.

6. as a Son over hkis own house] Rather, “over His (i.e. God’s
house.” In the words “Servant” and ““Son” we again (as in i. s, 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.

whose house are we] This is a metaphor which the writer may well
have learnt in his intercourse with St Paul (2 Cor. vi. 16; Eph. ii. 21,
22. Comp. 1 Pet. ii. 5). ’

the confidence] Literally, “our cheerful confidence,” especially of
utterance, as in x. 19, 35. The word rendered ¢ confidence” in verse
14 is different. This boldness of speech and access, which were the
special glory of the old democracies, are used by St John also to
expressthe highest Christian privilege of filial outspokenness (1 John iii.
21). Apollos, the probable writer of this Epistle, was known for this
bold speech (Acts xviii. 26), and evidently feels the duty and privilege
of such a mental altitude (Heb. iv. 16, x. 19, 35). ‘

the rejoicing of the hope] Rather, ¢ the glorying of our hope.” The
Greek word means ‘“an object of boasting,” as in Rom. iv.2; 1 Cor. v.
6, &c. 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
(x. 36, xii. 1) and apathy (vi. 12, x. 25).

Jirm unto the end] The same phrase occurs in ver. 14. The word
““firm ” being feminine does not agree with the neuter word ‘ object of
boast,” and the repetition of the phrase by a writer so faultlessly rhetori-
cal is singular. It cannot however be regarded as a gloss, for it is found
in all the best Manuscripts.

unto the end] That is, not ““until death,” but until hope is lost in
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Wherefore, as the Holy Ghost saith, To day if ye will,
hear his voice, harden not your hearts, as in thes
provocation, in the day of temptation in the wilder-

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 times of severe trial. Matt. x. 22;
Col. i. 23, and see infra x. 35-—39. :

7—19. A SOLEMN WARNING AGAINST HARDENING THE HEART.

[This constant interweaving of warning and exhortation with argu-
ment is characteristic of this Epistle. These passages (ii. 1—4, iii. 7—
19, iv. 1—14, vi. 1—9, X. 19g—30) cannot, however, be called digressions,
because they belong to the object which the writer had most distinctly
in view—namely, to check a.tendency to relapse from the Gospel into
Judaism].

7. Wherefore] The verb which depends on this conjunction is de-
layed by the quotation, but is practically found in ver. 12, *“ Take heed.”
Christ was faithful: therefore take heed that ye be not unfaithful.

as the Holy Ghost saitk] For this form of quotation see Mk. xii. 36;.
Acts i. 16; 2 Pet. i. 21.

7o day if ye will hear his voice] Rather, “if ye hear,” or *shall
have heard.” The quotation is from Ps. xcv. 7—r11, and the word means
¢Oh that ye would hear His voice !”; but the LXX. often renders the
Hebrew #m by “if.” The ‘“to-day ” is always the Scripture day of
salvation, which is #ow, 2 Cor. vi. 2; Is. lv. 6. ““If any man hear my
voice...I will come in to him,” Rev. iil. 20. The sense of the Immi-
nent Presence of God which reigns throughout the prophecies of the O.
T. as well as in the N. T. (x. 37; 1. 2. Thess.; 1 Pet. i, 5, &c.} is
beautifully illustrated in the Talmudic story of the Rabbi (Sankedrin
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 Elijah the sun had set, and he asked ¢ Has
Messiah then deceived me ?” ¢ No,” answered Elijah; ‘“he meant ‘To-
day if ye hear His voice.’”

8. harden not your hearts] Comp. Acts xix. 9. Usually God is
said to harden man’s heart (Ex. vii. 3, &c.; Is. Ixiil. 17; Rom, ix. 18)
an anthropomorphic way of expressing the inevitable results of neglect
and of evil habit. But that this is man’s own doing and choice is always
recognised (Deut. x. 16; 2 Kings xvii. 14, &c.).

as tn the provocation] Lit., ““in the embitterment.” The LXX.
here seem to have read Maral (which means ¢‘bitter” and which they
render by murpla in Ex. xv. 23) for Meribah which, in Ex. xvii. 1—7,
they render by Loidoresis ““reproach.” This is not however certain, for
though the substantive does not occur again, the verb ‘I embitter” is
frequently used of provoking God to anger. For the story of Meribah,
see Numb, xx. 7—13.

in the day of temptation] Rather, *“‘of the temptation,’

’i.e at
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oness: when your fathers tempted me, proved me,

1w and saw my works forty years. Wherefore I was
grieved with that generation, and said, They do
alway err in fkeir heart; and they have not known

1 my ways. So I sware in my wrath, They shall not
enter into my rest.

Massah; Ex. xvii. 73 Deut. vi. 16, though the allusion might also be to
Num. xiv.

9. when] Rather, *‘ where,” i. e, at Massah, or in the wilderness.
The rendering *‘ wherewith ” or ¢ with which' temptation,” would have
been more naturally expressed in other ways.

proved me] The better reading is *“ by proving me.”

saw my works forty years] The ““forty years” is purposely transferred
from the next verse of the Psalm. The scene at Massah took place in
the 4oth 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 connected with judg-
ment or trial, and it would have sounded more impressive 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 a saying ‘‘ The
days of the Messiah are 40 years.”

10. 7 was grieved] Rather, ‘I was indignant.” The Greek word
is derived from the dashing of waves against a bank. Tt only occurs in
the N. T. here and in verse 1%, but is common in the LXX.

with that generation] The better reading is “‘ with 245 generation,”
and it is at least possible that the writer intentionally altered the ex-
pression to make it sound more directly emphatic. The words ** 2Ass
generation ” would fall with grave force on ears which had heard the
report of our Lord’s great discourse (Matt. xxiil. 36; comp. xxiv. 34).
To the writer of this Epistle the language of Scripture is not regarded
as a thing of the past, but as being in a marked degree, present, living,
and permanent., .

They do alway err in their heart] See Ps. Ixxviii. 40, 41. The word
“‘alway” is not in the original. The Apostles in their quotations are
not careful about verbal accuracy. The Hebrew says ‘ they are a
people (am) of wanderers in heart,” and Bleek thought that the LXX.
read ad and understood it to mean ‘‘always.”

11.  So [ sware in my wrath] The reference is to Num. xiv. 28—3o0.
xxxii. 13.

They shall not enter] This is the correct rendering of the idiom (here
used by a Hebraism) ¢‘ Zf they shall enter.”

my rest] ‘The writer proceeds to argue that this expression could 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 heaven.
But he does not of course mean to sanction any inference about the
Juture and final salyation either of those who entered Canaan or of
those who died in the wilderness.
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Take heed, brethren, lest there be in any of you an evil 12
heart of unbelief, in departing from the living God. But 13
exhort one another daily, while it is called To day; lestany
of you be hardened through the deceitfulness of sin. For 1
we are made partakers of Christ, if we hold the beginning
of our confidence stedfast unto the end ; whilst it is said, To 1s

12. Tuke heed, brethven, lest there be...] 1t is evident that deep
anxiety mixes with the warning.

in any of you] The warning is expressed indefinitely; but if the
Epistle 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). In any case the use of the singular might lead to individual
searching of hearts. He here begins a homily founded on the quotation
from the Psalm.

an evil heart of unbelief] Unbelief has its deep source in the heart
more often perhaps than in the mind.

in departing] Lit., in the apostatising from. In that one word—
Apostasy—the moral peril of his Hebrew readers was evidently summed
up. To apostatise affer believing is more dangerous than not to have
believed at all.

Jrom the Kving God] The epithet is not idle. It conveys directly
the warning that God would not overlook the sin of apostasy, and
indirectly the thought that Christ was in heaven at the right hand of
God.

18. exhort one another] The verb implies the mutually strengtien-
ing intercourse of consolation and moral appeal. It is the verb fromn
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.”

while it is called To day] Another rendering is *“so long as to-day is
being proclaimed.” The meaning is “ while the to-day of the Psalm
(7 onuepov) can still be regarded as applicable,” i.e. while our *‘ day of
visitation ”* lasts, and while we still “have the light.” Lk. xix. 44;
John xii. 35, 36.

be hardened] See note on ver. 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. we are made] Rather, “ we are become.” .

partakers of Christ] Rather, “partakers wizk 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 ## us.,” ‘“To him that overcometh will I
grant o sit with me in my throme,” Rev. iii. 21.

the beginning of our confidence] The word hypostasis is here rendered
confidence, as in Ps. xxxix. 7 (‘‘sure hope”). - This meaning of the
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day if ye will hear his voice, harden not your hearts,
16as in the provocation. For some, when they had heard,
did provoke : howbeit not all that came out of Egypt by
17 Moses. But with whom was he grieved forty years? was #
not with them that had sinned, whose carcases fell in the
18 wilderness? And to whom sware he that #4éy should not
19 enter into his rest, but to them that believed not? So we see
that they could not enter in because of unbelief.
4  Let us therefore fear, lest, a promise being left »s of en-

word (elsewhere rendered ¢ substance,” to which it etymologically
corresponds, i. 3, xi. 1), is found only in later Greek. The expression
¢ beginning” does not here imply anything inchoate or imperfect,
but is merely in contrast with ““end.”

stedfast unto the end] See note on ver. 6.

16." some, when they had heard, did provoke] Rather, “ Who (rives)
when they heard, embittered (Him)”? This is the reading of the
Peshito. It would have been absurd to use the word ‘“some” of
6oo,000 with only two exceptions, Num. xiv. 38; Josh. xiv. 8, g.

howbeit not all] Rather, “Nay! was it not all?” (i.e. aﬁ except
Caleb and Joshua). It is true that the rendering is not free from
difficulty, since there seems to be no exact parallel to this use of
a\X ob. But it involves less harshness than the other.

17. grieved] Rather *‘indignant.” See ver. 10.

whose carcases] To us the words read as though there were a deep
and awful irony in this term (xdAa), as though, ‘‘dying as it were

radually during their bodily life, they became walking corpses”
Delitzsch). It is doubtful, however, whether any such thought was
in the mind of the writer. The word properly means ‘‘limbs” but
is used by the LXX. for the Hebrew pegarim, ‘corpses” Num.
X1v. 2Q.

fell]9 Compare the use of the word in 1 Cor. x. 8,

18. Zo themn that believed not] Rather, ¢ that disobeyed.”

19. So we see] Lit. ““and we observe.” The translators of the
A.V.seem by their version to regard the words as a logical inference
from the previous reasoning. It is better, however, to regard them as
the statement of a fact—‘‘ we see by the argument,” or ex Aistoria cog-
noscimus. Grotius. See Ps. cvi. 24—26.

that they could not enter tn] They did make the attempt to enter,
but failed because they lacked the power which only God could give
them (Numb. xiv. 40—45). .

CH. IV. CONTINUED EXHORTATION TO EMBRACE THE YET OFEN
OFFER OF GOD’S REST (I—I4). EXHORTATION FOUNDED ON
THE HIGH PRIESTHOOD OF CHRIST (14—16).

1. Let us therefore fear] The fear to which we are exhorted is not
any uncertainty of hope, but solicitude against careless indifference. It

isa wholesome fear taught by wisdom (Phil. ii. 12).
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tering into his rest, any of you should seem to come short
of it.  For unto us was the gospel preached, as well as unto
them: but the word preached did not profit them, not being
mixed with faith in them that heard /£ For we which have
believed do enter into rest, as %e said, As I have sworn

lest] Lit. lest haply.

being left us] Tt is better to omit the word ““‘ws.” It means “since a
promise still remains unrealised.” The promise has not been exhausted
by any previous fulfilment,

any] Rather, ‘““any one.” See note on iii. 12.

of you] He cannot say ‘““of us,” because he proceeds to describe
the case of hardened and defiant apostates.

should seem to come short of if] Rather, ‘“should seem fo kave failed
in attaining it.” The Greek might also mean ‘‘should think that he
has come too late for it;” but the writer’s object is to stimulate the
negligent, not to encourage the despondent. The word ‘‘seem” is
an instance of the figure called /ifofes, in which a milder term is
designedly used to express one which is much stronger. The author
of this Epistle, abounding as he does in passages of uncompromising
sternness, would not be likely to use any merely euphuisticphrase. The
dignity of his expressions adds to their intensity. For a similar
delicate yet forcible use of ‘“‘seem” see 1 Cor. xi. 16. The verb ‘“to
fail” or *‘come short” occurs in xii. 15, together with a terrible
example of the thing itself in xii. 17.

2 For unto us was the gospel preacked, as well as unto them] We
should have expected rather ‘‘ For unto tkem, as well as unto us,”
if this had been the right translation. The better version however is
“ For indeed we too, just as they, have had a Gvspel/ preached unto
us.” The ‘“Gospel” in this instance means the glad tidings of a
future rest, i

the word preacked] Lit. “‘the word of hearing.” The function of
the Zearer is no less necessary than that of the preacker, if the spoken
word is to be profitable.

not being mizxed with faith in them that heard ] There is an
extraordinary diversity in the Ms. readings here. The best supported
seems to be ‘“because they were not united (lit. ‘ tempered together ’)
by faith with them that heard (i.e. effectually listened to) it.” This
would mean that the good news of rest produced no benefit to the
rebellious Israelites, because they were not blended with Caleb and
Joshua in their faith. They Acard, 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 #kings heard” The reading of our A. V. gives
an excellent sense, if it were but well supported. The verb “to
mingle ” or *“temper "’ occurs in 1 Cor. xii. 24.

8. For we which have believed do enter into rest] Rather, * For we
who believed” (i.e. we who have accepted the word of hearing) ““are
‘entering into that rest.” ’ :



9o HEBREWS, IV. [vv. 4—7.

in my wrath, if they shall enter into my rest: although
the works were finished from the foundation of the world.
4 For %e spake in a certain place of the seventh dzy on this
wise, And God did rest the seventh day from all his
s works. And in this place again, If they shall enter into
6my rest. Seeing therefore it remaineth that some must
enter therein, and they to whom it was first preached entered
7 not in because of unbelief, again he limiteth a certain day,

#f they skall enter] This ought to have been rendered as in iii. 11,
““they shall not enter.,” The argument of the verse is (1) God pro-
mised a rest to the Israelites. (2) Many of them failed to enter in.
(3) Yet this rest 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 disbelief, the
promise was renewed ages afterwards, in Ps. xcv. 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 exegesis.

Jrom the foundation of the world] God’s rest had begun since the
Creation.

4. e spake in a certain place] Rather, *“ He katk said somewhere.”
By the indefinite ‘““He” is meant ‘“ God,” a form of citation not used
in the same way by St Paul, but common in Philo and the Rabbis.
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.

B. If they skall] i.e. “‘they shall not.”

6. 1t remaineth] The promise is still left open, is unexhausted.

because of unbelief] Rather, ““because of disobedience” (apeitheian).
It was not the Israelites of the wilderness, but their descendants, who
came to Shiloh, and so enjoyed a sort of earthly type of the heavenly
rest (Josh. xviii. 1), )

7. again ke limiteth a certain day...] There is no reason whatever
for the parenthesis in the A.V., of which the reading, rendering, and
punctuation are here alike infelicitous to an extent which destroys for
ordinary readers the meaning of the passage. It should be rendered
(putting only a comma at the end of ver. 6), ‘A gan, ke fixes a day, To-
day, saying in David, so long afterwards, even as has been said before,
To-day if ye will hear,” &c. 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” (Leag.
Allegg. 111. 8; De Profug. 11). The argument is that ““David” (a
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 a mere verbal
argument, turning on the attribution of deep mystic senses to the
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saying in David, To day, after so long a time; as it is -
saild, To day if ye will hear his voice, harden not
your hearts. For if Jesus had given them rest, #kens

words “rest” and “‘to-day,” and on the trains of inference which are
made to depend on these words, we must remember that such a method
of dealing with Scripture phraseology was at this period universally
current among the Jews. But if we stop at this point all sorts of difh-
culties arise; for if the “rest” referred to in Ps, xcv, was primarily the
land of Canaan (as in Deut. i. 34—36, xii. 9, &c.), the oath of God,
‘‘they shall not enter into my rest” only applied to the genera-
tion of the wandering, and He had said “Your little ones...them
will I bring in, and they shall know the land which ye have despised,”
Num, xiv. 31. 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 excluded from future happiness. And
there are many other difficulties which will at once 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 #//ustration than of Scriptural 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 truths that God’s offer of ‘‘Rest” in the highest sense—of par-
ticipation in His own rest—is left open to His people in the eternal to-
day of merciful opportunity. The Scripture illustration must be re-
garded 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 enlightenment—reads the promise
“‘but others ska// enter into my rest,” which was most true.

saying in David] A common abbreviated form of quotation like
“saying in Elijah” for “‘in the part of Scripture about Elijah” (Rom.
xi. 2). The quotation may mean no more than ““in the Book of Psalms.”
The gsth Psalm is indeed attributed to David in the LXX; but the
superscriptions of the LXX, like those of our A.V,, are wholly without
authority, and are in some instances entirely erroneous. The date of
the Psalm is 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., x1., xlv., xcv.,, cii,, civ.,
¢x., cxviil.,, cxxxv.).

8. Fesusli.e. Joshua. The needless adoption of the Greek form ot
the name by the A.V. is here most unfortunately perplexing to un-
instructed readers, as also in Acts vii. 45.

had given them vest] He did, indeed, give them a rest and, in some
sense (Deut. xii. g), #A¢ rest partially and primarily intended (Josh. xxiii.

. 1); but only 4 dim shadow of the true and final rest offered by Christ
(Matt. xi. 28; 2 Thess. iii. 1—6; Rev. xiv. 13)." .



92 HEBREWS, IV. [vv. g—12.

9 would he not afterward have spoken of another day. There
10 remaineth therefore a rest to the people of God. For he
that is entered into his rest, he also hath ceased from his
1t own works, as God 472 from his. Let us labour therefore
to enter into that rest, lest any man fall after the same ex-
12 ample of unbelief. For the word of God #s quick, and pow-

then would he not afterward have spoken] The “He” is here Je-
hovah. More literally, ““He would not %ave deen speaking.” 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 a similar mode of argument in vii. 11,
viil. 4, 7, xi. 15. :

9. There remainetk therefore a rest] Since the word used for “‘rest”
is here a different word (sebbatismos) from that which has been used
through the earlier part of the argument (kafapausis), it is a pity that King
James’s translators, who indulge in so many needless variations, did not
here introduce a necessary change of rendering. The word means “‘a
Sabbath 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 Macc. xv. 1 is called ‘““the
Day of Rest” (katapausis), 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—civ. have a Sabbatic character, and that Ps. xcii. is headed
““a song for the sabbath day.”

10. For he that is entered into his rest] This is not a special refer-
ence to Christ, but to any faithful Christian who rests from his labours,
The verse is merely an explanation of the newly-introduced term ¢‘Sab-
bath-rest.”

11. Lt us labour] Lit., “‘let us be zealous,” or ‘‘give diligence”
(2 Pet. i. 10, 11; Phil. iii. 14).

lest any man] See note on iv. i.

of unbelief ] Rather, “of disobedience.”

12.  For the word of God is quick] “Quick” is an old English ex-
pression for *living;” hence St Stephen speaks of Scripture 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 except St John, who in the prologue to his
Gospel calls 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 is no dead utterance of the past, but a living
power for ever. At the same time the expressions of this verse could
hardly have been used by any one who. was not familiar with the per-
sonification of the Logos, and St Clemens of Rome applies the words
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erful, and sharper than any twoedged sword, piercing even
to the dividing asunder of soul and spirit, and of the joints
and marrow, and #s 2 discerner of the thoughts and intents
of the heart. Neither is there any creature #4¢# # not ma-
nifest in his sight: but all ##ngs are naked and opened unto
the eyes of him with whom we have to do.

““a 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 Introduction).

powerful] Lit., effective, energetic. The vital power shews itself in
acts.

sharper than any twoedged sword] 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. r5, 16, ‘“Thine Almighty Word leaped
down from heaven...and brought thine unfeigned commandment as a
sharp sword.” Philo compares the Logos to the flaming sword of Eden
(Gen. iii. 24) and “the fire and knife” (pdxatpar) of Gen. xxii. 6,

plercing even to the dividing asunder of soul and spirit, and of the
joints and marrow] The meaning is not that the word of God divides
the soul (the *“natural” soul) by which we live from tAe spirit by which
we reason and apprehend; but that it pierces not only the natural
soul, 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 (Higpol
524) 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 expressions.
The yuyy or‘animal soul is the sphere of that life which makes a man
YuxiKos, 1. e. carnal, unspiritual; he possesses this element of life (anima
in common with the beasts. It is only by virtue of his spirit (xvevpa
that he has affinity with God.

a discerner of the thoughts and intents of the heart] These words are
a practical explanation of those which have preceded. The phraseology
is an evident reminiscence of Philo. Philo 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
dividing all sensuous things” (see Quis Rer. Div. Haeres, § 27 ; Opp. ed.
Mangey I. 491, 503, 506). By enthuméseis is meant (strictly) our moral
imaginations and desires; by eznoiai our intellectnal thoughts: but the
distinction of meaning is hardly kept (Matt. ix. 4, &c.).

18. in kis sight] i.e. in the Sight of God, not of ““the Word of
God.” ‘He seeth all man’s goings,” Job. xxxiv. 21. “Thou hast
set...our secret sins in the light of Thy countenance,” Ps. xc. 8 ; comp.
Ps. cxxxix, 1—I12.

opened] The Greek word rerpayn\ouéva 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 7péxnhos, ‘‘the neck,” and
has been explained to mean: (1) *‘seized by the throat and thrown on

13
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14 Seeing then that we have a great high priest, that is passed
into the heavens, Jesus the Son of God, let us hold fast our
15 profession. For we have not a high priest which cannot

the back”; or (2) ¢ with the neck forced back like that of a malefactor
compelled to shew his face” (Sueton. J7rell. 17); or (3) *‘ with the neck
held back likethat of animals in order that the Priest maycut their throats™;
or (4) “flayed”; or (5) *‘anatomised” (comp. Lev. i. 6, 9g). This anatomic
examination of victims by the Priests was called momoskopia since it was
necessary that every victim should be *‘without blemish’’ (amzomos), and
Maimonides says that there were no less than 73 kinds of blemishes,
Hence Polycarp (ad Pkil. 1v.) says that ‘‘all things are rigidly examined
(rdvra pwposkoweirar) by God.” The usage of Philo, however, deci-
sively shews that the word means “/Jaid prosirate.” For the truth
suggested see Prov. xv. 11; I try the reins,” Jer. xvii, 10; Ps. li. 6;
Prov. xx. 27, “the candle of the Lord searching all the inner parts of
the belly.”

unto the eyes] “The Son of God, who hath His eyes like unto a
flame of fire.” Rev. ii. 18.

with whom we have to do] This might be rendered, “to whom our
account must be given.” Thus in Luke xvi. 2, ‘‘render thy account”
(rdv Néyor). Perhaps, however, our A.V. correctly represents it ‘‘ Him
with whom our concern is.” Comp. 1 Kings ii. 14; 2 Kings ix. §
(LXX.), where a similar phrase occurs in this sense.

14—16. EXHORTATION FOUNDED ON CHRIST'S HIGH PRIESTHOOD.

14. Seeing then that we have a great high priest] ‘These verses
refer back to ii. 17, iii. 1, and form the transition to the long proof and
illustration of Christ’s superiority to the Levitic Priesthood which
occupies the Epistle to x. 18. The writer here reverts to his central
thought, to which he has already twice alluded (ii. 17, iii. 1). He had
proved that Christ is superior to Angels the ministers, and to Moses the
servant of the old Dispensation, and (quite incidentally) to Joshua. He
has now to prove that He is like Aaron in all that made Aaron’s priest-
hood precious, but infinitely superior to him and his successors, and a
pledge to us of the grace by which the true rest can be obtained.
Christ is not only a High Priest, but “a greaz High Priest,” an
expression also found in Philo (Opp. 1. 654).

that is passed into the heavens] Rather, ‘““who 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 nfo but above the heavens {vii. 26). Transiit, non
modo intravit, caelos,—Bengel.

Fesus the Son of God] The title combines His earthly and human
name with his divine dignity, and thus describes the two natures which
make His Priesthood eternally necessary. :

our profession] Rather, *“ our confession,” as in iii. 1.

18. ZFor] He gives the reason for holding fast our confession; [we
may do so with confidence], for Christ can sympathise with us in our
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be touched with the feeling of our infirmities; but was in all
points tempted like as we are, yet without sin. Let us there-
fore come boldly unto the throne of grace, that we may
obtain mercy, and find grace to help in time of need. For

_weaknesses, since He has suffered with us (suprdoxew). Rom. viii. 17;
1 Cor. xii. 26.
with the feeling of our infirmities] Even the heathen could feel
the force and beauty of this appeal, for they intensely admired the
famous line of Terence, '

“] am a man; I feel an interest in everything which is human ;”

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

“ Haud ignara mali, miseris succerrere disco,”

tempted] *‘Tempted” (wewepaouéyor) is the best-supported reading,
not wewepapévov, ‘‘having made trial of,” ¢‘ experienced in.” It refers
alike to the trials of life, which are in themselves ¢ndirect temptations—
sometimes to sin, always to murmuring and discontent; and to the dérect
temptations to sin which are life’s severest trials. From both of these
our Lord suffered (John xi. 33—35; “ye are they who have continued
with me 12 my temptations” Luke xxii. 28, iv. 2, &c.).

like as we are] Lit. “after the likeness;” a stronger way of expressing
the resemblance of Christ’s ‘‘temptations” to ours than if an adverb

. had been used.

yet withowut sin] Lit. “‘apart from sin.” Philo had already spoken
of the Logos 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 sin-
lessness is one 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. ii. 22 ; 1 John iii. 5, &c.). Being tempted, Christ could sympa-
thize with us; being sinless, he could plead for us.

16. Let us therefore come boldly] Rather, *let us then approach with
confidence.” The notion of “approach” to God (wposépxeofar) in the
Levitical service (Lev. xxi. 17, xxii. 3) is prominent in this Epistle
(vii. 25, x. 1, 22, xi. 6, xii. 18—22). In St Paul it only occurs once
(x Tim. vi. 13), and then in a different sense. His ideal of the Christian
life is not “‘access to God” (though he does also allude to this in one
Epistle, Eph. ii. 18, iii. 12) but “oneness with Christ.” ¢ Boldly,”
literally, ““with confidence” (iii. 6).

throne of grace] Comp. viii. 1. This throne was typified in the
mercy-seat above the Ark (Ex. xxv. 21), over which the Shechinah
shone between the wings of the cherubim.

obtain mercy, and find grace] Mercy in our wretchedness, and free
favour, though it is undeserved.

to help in time of need] Lit. “for a seasonable succour.” Seasonable
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every high priest taken from among men is ordained for
men iz things pertaining to God, that he may offer both
gifts and sacrifices for sins: who can have compassion on
the ignorant, and on them that are out of the way; for ttxat

because “it is still called to-day” (iii. 17), and because the help is so
deeply needed (ii. 18).

CH. V. TWwWO QUALIFICATIONS FOR HIGH-PRIESTHOOD : (1) CAPACITY
FOR SYMPATHY (1—3); (2) A SPECIAL CALL (4—10). SPIRITUAL
DULNESS OF THE HEBREWS (11—14).

1. For cvery high priest taken from among men] Rather, ‘‘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. 7, iii. 1,
iv. 14, I3.

is ordained for men] ““Is appointed on men’s behalf.”

in things pertaining o God] 1ii. 17. It is his part to act as man’s
representative in the performance of the duties of worship and sacrifice,

both gifts and sacrifices] We have the same phrase in viii. 3, ix. 9.
In O.T. usage no distinction is maintained between gifts” and
“‘gacrifices,” for in Gen. iv. 4, Lev. i. 2, 3, ““gifts” is used for
animal sacrifices ; and in Gen. iv. 3, 5, ‘“sacrifices” is used (as in xi. 4)
for bloodless gifts. When, however, the words are used together the
distinction between them is that which holds in classical Greek, where .
‘““sacrifices ” is never used except to mean ‘‘slain beasts.” The word
¢ offer ” is generally applied to expiatory sacrifices, and though ¢ gifts "
in the strict sense—e.g. ¢ freewill offerings” and ‘‘meat offerings ”—
were not expiatory, yet the ‘‘gift” of incense offered by the High
Priest on the Day of Atonement had some expiatory significance.

Jor sins] To make atonement for sins (ii. 17).

2. fave compassion on] Rather, ‘“deal gently with.” The word
metriopathein means properly ‘‘to shew moderate emotions.” All men
are liable to emotions and passions {pafkz). The Stoics held that
these should be absolutely crushed and that ‘“‘apathy” (amwdfea) 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 with-
out doing extreme violence to nature; but that he should acquire -
triopathy, that is a spirit of ‘moderated emotion” and self-control.
The word is found both in Philo and Josephus. In common usage it
meant ‘“‘moderate compassion,;” since the Stoics held “pity’’ to be not
only a weakness but a vice. The Stoic aparheia 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 could do so, “yet without sin,” is expressly recorded for our
instruction.
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he himself also is compassed with infirmity. And by reason 3
hereof he ought, as for the people, so also for himself, to

offer for sins. And no man taketh #%is honour unto him- 4
self, but he that is called of God, as was Aaron. So also s

on the ignorant, and un them that are out of the way] Highhanded
sinners, willing sinners, those who, in the Hebrew phrase, sin ‘¢ with
upraised hand” (Num. xv. 30; 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” (Lev.
iv. 2, 13, &c.)—and even those who under sudden stress of passion and
temptation sin wilfully—need pity (Lev. v. 1, xix. 20—22), arnd 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 requi-
site for perfect Priesthood.

is compassed with infirmity] Moral weakness is part of the wvery
nature whick ke wears, and which makes him bear reasonably with those
who are like himself. The same Greek phrase (perikeimai with an
accusative) occurs in Acts xxviil. 20 (I am ébound witk this ckain”).
“Under the gorgeous robes of office there were still the galling chains
of flesh.” Kay. )

8. And by reason hereof] i.e. because of this moral weakness.

ke ought] He is bound not merely as a legal duty, but as a moral
necessity.

so also for himself] The Law assumed that this would be necessary
for every High Priest (Lev. iv. 3—12). In the High Priest’s prayer of
intercession he said, *“ Oh do thou expiate the misdeeds, the crimes, and
the sins, wherewith I have done evil, and have sinned before 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. 3, ix. 7, xvi. 6, and comp. vil. 27).

to offer for sins] The word ‘‘offer” may be used absolutely for
““to offer sacrifices” (Lk. v. 14); but the words * for sins” are often an
equivalent for * sin-offerings” (see x. 6 ; Lev. vi. 23 ; Num. viii. 8, &c.).

4. this honour] i.e. this honourable office. - We have here the
second qualification” for Priésthood. A man’s own caprice must not
be the Bishop which ordains him. He must be conscious of a divine
call.

best ke that is called of God] Rather, ‘but on being called by God,”
or ““when he is called by God.” Great stress is laid on this point in
Scripture (Ex. xxviii. 1). Any “stranger that cometh nigh”—i.e. that
intruded unbidden into the Priesthood—was to be put to death (Num.
iii. 10). The fate of Korah and his company (Num. xvi. 40), and of
Uzziah, king though he was (2 Chron. xxvi. 18—21), served 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 Midra-
shim, Moses says to Korah ‘“if Aaron, my brother, had saker ugon

ITEBREWS . 7



98 HEBREWS, V. . [v. 6.

Christ glorified not himself to be made a high priest; but
he that said unto him, Thou art my Son, to day have I
6begotten thee. As he saith also in another place, Thou
arta priest for ever after the order of Melchisedec.

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 Saddu-
cees, not descended from Aaron (Jos. An#. XX. 10) who had been
introduced into the Priesthood from Babylonian families by Herod the
Great, and who kept the highest office, with frequent changes, as a sort of
apanage 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 maledictions 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 century.

as was Aaron] The original is more emphatic ‘‘exactly as even
Aaron was” (Num, xvi.—xviii}, The true Priest must be a divinely-
appointed Aaron, not a self-constituted Korah. )

8. S0 ulso Chrisf] Rather, *“So even the Christ.” Jesus, the Mes-
siah, the true Anointed Priest, possessed both these qualifications.

glorified not himself] He has already called the High Priesthood
““an honour,” but of Christ’s Priesthood he uses a still stronger word

“glory” (ii. 9; John xii. 28, xiii. 31).
- but he that said unto him] God glorified Him, and the writer again
offers the admitted Messianic Prophecies:of Ps. il, 7 and cx. 4, as a
sufficient illustration of this. The fact of His Sonship demonstrates that
His call to the Priesthood was a call.of God. *Jesus said Jf I honour
myself, my honour is nothing ; it is my Father that honoureth me, of
whom ye say that He is your God,” John viii. 54.

8. in another placé] Ps. cx. 4. This Psalm was so universally
accepted as Messianic that the Targum of Jonathan paraphrases the
first verse of it “The Lord said o His Word.”

after the order) al-dibhrathi, ‘“according to the style of.” Comp.
vii. 15, ‘‘after the likeness of Melchisedek.’

after the order of Mechisedec] The writer here with consummate
literary skill introduces the name Melchisedek, 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 explained. In Zech. iv. 14, the Jews explained *‘the
two Anointed ones (sons ¢f o0i/) who stand by the Lord of the whole
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Who in the days of his flesh, when he had offered up pray- ;
ers and supplications with strong crying ‘and tears unto him
that was able to save him from death, and was heard in
that /e feared; though he were a Son, y# learned he obe-s

earth ” to be Aaron and Messiah, and from Ps. cx. 4, they agreed that
Messiah was the nearer to God.

7. Whko] i.e. the Christ. -

of his flesh] The word “‘flesh” is here used for His Humanity
regarded on the side of its weakness and humiliation. Comp. ii. 14.

when he had offered up] Lit. ** having offered up.”

frayers and supplications] The idiosyncrasy of the writer, and
perhaps his Alexandrian training, which familiarised him with the
style of Philo, made him fond of these sonorous amplifications or full
expressions. The word rendered *‘ prayers”’ (dedsess) is rather ‘suppli-
cations,” i.e. ““special prayers” for the supply of needs; the word
rendered ‘ entreaties*’ (which is joined with it in Job xli. 3, comp.
2 Macc. ix. 18) properly meant olive-boughs (lkernpplar) held forth to
entreat protection. Thus the first word refers to the suppliant, the
second implies an approach (Ikvéopas) to God. The *‘supplications
and entreaties "’ referred to are doubtless those in the Agony at Geth-
semane (Lk. xxii. 39—46), though there may be a reference to the
Cross, and some have even supposed that there is an allusion to Ps.
xxii. and cxvi. See Mark xiv. 36; John xii. 27 ; Matt. xxvi. 38-——q42.

with stromy crying and tears] Though these are not directly men-
tioned in the scene at Gethsemane they are implied. See John xi. 33,
xii. 27 ; Matt. xxvi. 39, 42, 44, 53; Mark xiv. 36; Lk. xix. 41.

and was keard] KRather, ‘“and being heard ” or * hearkened to,”
Luke xxii. 433 John xii. 28 (comp. Ps. xxii. 21, 24).

in that he feared] Rather, ““from his godly fear,” or ‘‘ because of
his reverential awe.” The phrase has been explained in different ways.
The old Latin (Vetus /ftala) renders *‘exauditus a metu,” and some
Latin Fathers and later interpreters explain it to mean * having been
freed from the fear 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 rendering given above, meaning that His prayer was
heard because of His awful submission (pro sud reverentid, Vulg.) is
the sense in which the words are taken by all the Greek Fathers. The
word rendered ‘“from* (apo) may certainly mean *“because of " as in
Lk. xix. 3, ** He could not because of (ap0) the crowd ;" xxiv. 41, ‘‘dis-
helieving because of (ago) their joy” (comp. John xxi. 6; Acts xxii.
11, &c.). The word rendered ¢ feared ™ is ewlabeia, which means
“‘reverent fear,” or ‘‘reasonable shrinking " as opposed to terror and
cowardice. The Stoics said that the wise man could thus cautiously
shrink (ewlabeisthai) but never actually be afraid (phobeisthai). Other
attempts to explain away the passage arise from the Apollinarian ten-
dency to deny Christ’s perfect mankood : but He was “ ectly man ”
as well as “‘truly God.” He was not indeed “‘saved from. death,”
bécause He had only prayed that ‘the cup might pass from Him”

Lo Y ]
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9 dience by the things which he suffered; and being made
perfect, he became the author of eternal salvation unto all

if such were His Father's will (x. 7); but He was saved ouz of (&)
death” by being raised on the third day, so that ‘‘He saw no cor-
ruption,” For the word ewlabeia, *‘piety” or ‘‘reverent awe”
see xii. 28.

8. Though he were a Son] Rather, “Son though He was,” so
that it might have been thought that there would be no need for the
great sacrifice; no need for His learning obedience from suffering.

yet learned he obedience] Perhaps rather ‘“His obedience.” The
stress is not on His * Jearning” (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 absolute
submission.” ¢ 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; St Chrysostom is surprised at it; Theophylact goes so
far as to say that here Paul (for he accepts the traditional authorship)
‘“for the benefit of his hearers used such accommodation as obviously
to say some unreasonable things.” All such remarks would have been
obviated if these fathers had borne in mind that, as St Paul says,
Christ “‘counted not equality with God a thing at which to grasp”
(Phil. ii. 6). Meanwhile passages like these, of which there are several
in this Epistle, are valuable as proving how com letely the co-equal
and co-eternal Son ‘‘emptied Himself of His glory.” Against the
irreverent reverence of the Apollinarian heresy (which denied Christ’s
perfect manhood) and the Monothelite heresy (which denied His

ossession of a human will), this passage, and the earlier chapters of

t Luke are the best bulwark. The human soul of Christ’s perfect
manhood “‘learned” just as His human body grew (Lk. i s52).
On this learning of ‘“obedience” see Is.l. 5, ‘I was not rebellious.”
Phil. ii. 8, “* Being found in fashion as a man he became obedient unto
death.” The paronomasia ‘‘he learnt (ematken) from what He suffered
(¢pathen)” is one of the commonest in Greek literature. For the use
of garanomasia in St Paul see my Life of St Paul, 1. 628.

9. and being made perfect] 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 7 skall be perfected.”

ke became the author] Literally, ¢“the cause.”

of eternal salvation] It is remarkable that the epithet asonios is here
alone applied to the substantive ¢ salvation.” .

salvation unto all them that obey him] In an author so polished and
rhetorical there seems to be an intentional force and beauty in the
repetition in this verse of the two leading words in the last. Christ
prayed to God who was able to ‘‘saze” Him out of death, and He
became the cause of “ eternal sa/vation” from final death; Christ learnt
** obedience” by His life of self-sacrifice, and He became a Saviour to
them that “obey” Him.
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them that obey him; called of God a high priest after the
order of Melchisedec. .

Of whom we have many things to say, and hard to be
uttered, seeing ye are dull of hearing. For when for the
time ye ought to be teachers, ye have need that o#e teach

10. called] Lit., “*saluted” or *“ addressed by God as.” This is the
only place in the N.T. where the verb occurs. ’

a high priest after the order of Melckisedec 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.” There is
in him 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 they rather resemble the stately walk
of some Oriental Sheykh with all his robes folded around him. He is
about to enter on an entirely original 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
therefore stops with the calmest deliberation, and the most wonderful
skill, to pave the way for his argument by a powerful mixture of
reproach and warning—which assisted the object he had in view, and
tended to stimulate the spiritual dulness of his readers.

11—14. COMPLAINT THAT HIS READERS WERE SO SLOW IN THEIR
SPIRITUAL PROGRESS.

11. Of whom] i.e. of Melchisedek in his typical character. There is
no need to render this ‘‘of which matter” or to refer it to Christ. The
following argument really centres in the word Melchisedek, and its
difficulty was the novel application of the facts of his history to Christ.

hard to be uttered] Rather, “respecting whom what I have to say is
long, and hard of interpretation.” The word ‘“being interpreted”
(kerménenomenos, whence comes the word ““hermeneutics”) occurs in
vil. 2.

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

dull of hearing] Comp. Matt. xiii. 14, 15. MNothros “‘dull” or
““blunted” is the antithesis to 6£ds *‘sharp.”

12, For when for the time ye ought to be teackers] That is, *“though
you ought, by this time, to be teachers, considering how long a time
has elapsed since your conversion.” The passage is important as bear-
ing on the date of the Epistle. .

. ye have need that one teack you again which- be the first principles)
Rather, ‘‘ye again have need that some one teach you the rudiments of
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you again which 2e the first principles of the oracles of God;
and are become such as have need of milk, and not of
strong meat. For every one that useth milk /s unskilful in
the word of righteousness: for he is a babe. But strong
meat belongeth to 2kem that are of full age, even those who
by reason of use have their senses exercised to discern both

the beginning of the oracles of God.” It is uncertain whether we
should read rwa “‘that some one teach you” or riva ‘‘that (one) teach
you whick are”” The difference in sense is not great, but perhaps the
indefinite * some one” enhances the irony of a severe remark. For the
word “rudiments” see Gal. iv. 3, 9.

the oracles of God] Here not the O.T. as in Rom. iii. 2.

suck as have need of milk] So the young students or neophytes in
the Rabbinic schools were called #kfnokoth ¢ sucklings.” Philo (De
Agric. Opp. 1. 301) has this comparison of preliminary studies to
milk, as well as St Paul, t Cor. iii. 1, 2.

strong meat] Rather, ‘ solid food.”

13. that useth milk] The meaning is ¢ who feeds on milk.”

unskilful] *‘Inexperienced.” .

Jfor ke is a babe] This is a frequent metaphor in St Paul, who also
contrasts ““babes” (n2pi0/) with the mature (feleiod), Gal. iv. 35 1 Cor.
ii. 6; Eph. iv. 13, 14. We are only to be ““babes” in wickedness
(r Cor. xiv. 20).

the word of righteousness] i.e. the Scriptures, and especcially the
Gospel (see 2 Tim. iii. 16; Rom. i. 17, *“#kerein is the righteousness of
God revealed”).

14. lbelongeth to them that are of full age] The solid food of more
advanced instruction pertains to the mature or * perfect.”

by reason of us¢] ‘‘Because of their habit,” i.e. from being habituated
to it. This is the only place in the N, T. where this important word &s
haditus occurs.

their senses] - Their spiritual faculties (alofyripe. It does not occur
elsewhere in the N.T.) |

exercised] Trained, or disciplined by spiritual practice.

to discern both good and evil] Lit., ‘“the discrimination of good and
evil” By ““good ard evil” is not meant ‘“right and wrong’’ because
there is no question here of moral distinctions; 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 ““ distin-
guish between things that differ’’ and so ‘“discriminate the transcendent”
(1 Cor. ii. 14, 15; Rom. ii. 18; Phil. i. g, 10). The phrase ‘to know
good and evil” is borrowed from Hebrew (Gen. ii. 17, &c.), and is
ased to deseribe the first dawn of intelligence gIs. vil. 18, 16).

CH. VI. AN EXHORTATION TO ADVANCE BEYOND ELEMENTARY
CATECHETICAL INSTRUCTIONS (r—3). A SOLEMN WARNING
AGAINST THE PERIL OF APOSTASY (4—8). A WORD OF EN-
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good and evil. Therefore leaving the principles of the doc- 8
trine of Christ, let us go on unto perfection; not laying.
again the foundation of repentance from dead works, and

of faith towards God, of the doctrine of baptisms, and of =

COURAGEMENT AND HOPE (9g—12) FOUNDED ON THE IMMUTA-
BILITY OF GOD’S PROMISES (13—I5), TO WHICH THEY ARE
EXHORTED TO HOLD FAST (16—20).

1. leaving the principles of the doctrine of Christ] Lit., “‘leaving
the discourse of the beginning of Christ,” i.e. getting beyond the earliest
principles of Christian teaching. He does not of course mean that these
first principles are to be neglected, still less forgotten, but merely that
his readers ought to be so familiar with them as to be able to advance to
less obvious knowledge.

let us go on] Lit., ““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 words “laying a
foundation ” teachers may have been principally in his mind. He invites
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.

unto perfection] The * perfection” intended is the * full growth” of
those who are mature in Christian knowledge (see v. 14). They ought
not to be lingering among the elementary subjects of catechetical in-
struction which in great measure belonged no less to Jews than to
Christians.

not laying again] There is no need for a foundation to be laid a
second time. He is not in the least degree disparaging the importance
of the truths and doctrines which he tells them to ‘‘leave,” but only
urging them to build on those deep foundations the necessary super-
structure. Hence we need not understand the Greek participle in its
otPer sense of ‘‘overthrowing.”

the foundation] Lit., “‘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 baptised Christian converts ought to have got be-
yond them. :

repentance from dead works] Repentance is the first lesson of the
Gospel (Mk. i. 15). ““Degd works" are such as cause defilement. and
require purification (ix. 14) because 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 included under
the epithet.

Jditk towards God] This is also one of the énitial steps in religious
knowledge. How little the writer meant any désparagement of it may

_be seen from xi. 1, 1, 6. .

2. of the doctrine of baptisms] Perhaps rather, “of ablutions” (is.
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laying on of hands, and of resurrection of the dead, and of
seternal judgment.. And this will we do, if God permit.

ro; Mk. vii. 3, 4), both (1) from the use of the plural (which cannot be
explained either physically of ‘‘triple immersion,” or spiritually of the
baptisms of *water, spirit, blood”); and (2) because daprismos is never
used of Christian baptism, but only dapfisma. 1If, 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 ‘‘ablu-
tions” belonged, even in its highest forms, to the elements of Christianity.
Perhaps he, like Josephus (A7¢t. XvIiIL. g, § 2), would have used the
word daptismos, and not éaptisma, even of John’s baptism. But the
word probably implies the teaching which enable Christian catechumens
to discriminate beween Jewish washings and Christian baptism.

of laying on of kands] For ordination (Num. viii. 10, 11; Acts vi. 6,
xiil. 2, 3, xix. 6, &c.), confirmation (Acts viii, 17), healings (Mk. xvi. 18),
&c. Dr Mill observes that the order of doctrines here enumerated cor-
responds with the system of teaching respecting them in the Acts of the
Apostles—Repentance, Faith, Baptism, Confirmation, Resurrection,
Judgment.

and of resurrection of the dead] These topics had been severally
prominent in the early Apostolic teaching (Acts ii. 38, iii. 19—21, xxvi.
20). Even the doctrine of the resurrection belonged to Judaism (Lk. xx.
37, 38; Dan. xii. 2; Acts xxiii. 8).

and of elernal judgment] The doctrine respecting that sentence
(krima, ** doom”), whether of the good or of the evil, which shall
follow the judgment (%74sis) 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 (re\eforys, 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 ad-
vanced teaching about the Melchisedek Priesthood—that is the Eternal
Priesthood—of Christ which I am going to set before you. It is then
recdless that we should dwell together on the topics which form the
training of neophytes and catechumens, the elements of religious teach-
ing 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 for those who think that ‘‘Gospel” teaching consists
exclusively in the iteration of threadbare shibboletﬁs. We may observe
that of these six elements of catechetical instruction two are spiritual
qualities—repentance, faith; two are significant and symbolic acts—
washings and laying on of hands; two are eschatological truths—
resurrection and judgment.

8. this will we ds] We will advance towards perfection. The Mmss.,
as in nearly all similar cases, vary between ““we will do” (X, B, K, Lrand
“let usdo™ (A, C,D, E). It is difficult to decide between the two, and the
variations may often be due (1) to the tendency of scribes, especially in
Lectionaries, to adopt the hortative form as being more edifying; and
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For #¢ is impossible for those who were once enlightened, 4
and have tasted of the heavenly gift, and were made parta-

(2) to the fact that at this period of Greek the distinction in sound
between woijoouer and wovjowuer was small.

if God permit] These sincere and pious formulae became early cur-
rent among Christians (1 Cor. xvi. 7; Ja. iv. 15).

4—8. THE AWFULNESS OF APOSTASY,

4. For] An inference from the previous clauses. We must advance,
for in the Christian course stationariness means retrogression—z»on pro-
greds est regreds.

For it is impossible for those] We shall see further on the meaning
of the word “impossible.” The sentence begins with what is called the
accusative of the subject, “For as to those who were, &c., it is im-
possible, &c.” We will first explain the particular expressions in these
verses, and then point out the meaning of the paragraph as a whole.

once] The word, a favourite one with the writer, means “once for
all.,” It occurs more often in this Epistle than in all the rest of the
N.T. Itis the direct opposite of ma\wv in ver. 6.

enlightened ] 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 Kingsxii. 2). The word in later times came to mean “to baptise,’” and
‘“‘enlightenment,” even as early as the time of Justin Martyr (A.D. 150),
becomes a technical term for “baptism,” regarded from the point of
view of its results. The Syriac Version here renders it by * baptised.”
Hence arose 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 #nof keld by St Paul (1 Cor. v. 53 1
Tim. i. 20), and is rejected by the Church of England in her xvith
Article (and see Pearson, O the Creed, Art. X.}. The Fathers deduced
from this passage the unlawfulness of administering Baptism a second
time; a perfectly right rule, but one which rests upon other grounds,
and not upon this passage. But neither in Scripture nor in the teaching
of the Church is the slightest sanction given o 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 Perse-
verance, and on being assured that it was a certain truth, said, ‘““Then 1
am happy, for I am sure that I was once in a state of grace.”

and have tasted of the heavenly gift...]1 These clauses may be ren-
dered *‘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 fasted with
their outward lips the grace of God, and been irradiated with some
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s kers of the Holy Ghost, and have tasted the good word of
6 God, and the powers of the world to come, if they shall fall

sparks of His Light.” It is clear from r Pet. ii. 3 that such a view is
not tenable. )

partakers of the Holy Ghost] The Holy Spirit worked in many
diversities of operations (1 Cor. xii. 8—10).

8. and have tasted the good word of God] Rather, ““that the word
of God is good.” The verb “taste,” which in the previous verse is
constructed with the genitive (as in classical Greek), is here followed by
an accusative