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INTRODUCTION

LIxE the First Epistle of John, but unlike any other
New Testament epistle, this letter tells #is neither its
author’s name nor the destiriation to which it"was sent.
We have therefore no problem of authenticity to face, for
no claimr to authorship is made. But all the more difficult
are the questions that arise touching the writer and his
readers. Their solution may bé beyond our réach; it is
none the less a duty to examine the conditions of the
problem which any solution must satisfy, and thus narrow
as far as may be the licence of conjécture. 'We may do
this best by working inward towards the centre, beginning
at the outer ‘edge with the witness of antiquity, studying
next the characteristics of the letter for the light they shed
on the objects of our search, and lastly attempting an
estimate of the answers that have been proposed.

I. THE EPISTLE IN THE ANCIENT CHURCH.

The first evidence we have for thé existence of the
Epistle is unusually early. In aletter sent by the Church
of Rome to the Church of Corinth, commonly known as
the First Epistle of Clement, and written ahout A.D. g5,
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4 HEBREWS

sentences from the Epistle are quoted, though with no
mention of the author’s name, or indeed any indication
thata quotation is being made. In chap. xxxvi. the author,
speaking of Christ, says: ‘ Who being the radiance of his
majesty, is by so much better than the angels as he hath
inherited ¢!mord excellent name. . Fdr itiis written,! Who
maketh his angels winds and his ministers a flame of
fire’ The passage continues with clear reference to
Heb. i. 5, 13. The fact that Clement tacitly appropriates
the words, with no sllusion to:the kaurce from which he
has drawn them, stands in significant contrast to his
usual practice, Apart from these passages there are
reminiscences of the Epistle :in; chap. xvii, and Jesus is
several times referred to as our High Priest. The Epistle
was. thereforg; known and used in the Roman Church
before ;the close of the first century A.D. | It may have
been known to Hermas, though the proofs of dependence
are not cogent, for he, too, belonged to the Church of Rome.
His date is fixed .either about A.D. 100,-0r later, while Pius
was bishop, of Rome (A.D. 140-155). But no trace of it can
be discovered in any other Christian writer till we come
to Justin Martyr. His residence in Rome makes.his use
of it not uplikely, though the coincidences with it that he
presents may be due rather to its influence on religious
thought and. phraseology than to direct borrowing from
it._ The apostolic fathers and the apologlsts, with, the
exceptions named, betray no acquaintance with it. The
great - .Gnostics, so far as we know, made no use of it.
Marcion did not include it in his canon, which consisted
of a mutilated gospel of Luke, and the Pauline epistles
(with the exception of Timothy and Titus), which he
edited into eonformity with his views. It follows from
this, at least, that if he knew the Epistle he did not
repard it as: Paul's. It is omitted in the Muratorian
Canohy; which was compiled in the West about the close
of the second :cemtury. - This" may be dueé te . gap in
the list, which has been imperfectly preserved, but mere
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prabably 4o the fact.that, if the author knew it he did net
count.it canonical, It is-most énportant that Irenmus
nowhere uses it in his great work against heresies, written
probably shortly after A.p. 180, though he uses.all ‘the
epistles attributed to Paul, with the unimportant exception
of Philemen. .He is said by Eusebius:to have quoted it
in a volume which we no.longer possess.. .de plainly did
nat regard it as Paul’s, - Hjs .evidence .is important, for
he represents the traditions. of the churches:in  Asia
Miner,~ Rome, -and- Gaal: . His:. pupil- Hippodytus, whe
lived in.Rome. in the early part, of the .thizd - centuyy,
while he quotes the Epistle is said to: have, denied::its
Pauline authorship. Iis contemporary, Caius of Rome,
Eusebiys -tells wus, ‘ thentions only. thirteen -epistles of the
holy apostle, not .ceunting that to the Hebrews with the
others.  The historian.adds that down to his. own time
some of the Romans. did not:regard. it as a work of the
apostle. In.fact this remained true.of Rome and.the
Western Church generally for a considerable period after
the time of Eusebius.

In Northern -Africa we find -the Epistle assigned.tq
a definite author. - Testullian in _one of hislatest works,
a treatise on Modesty, written -probably towatds the year
A.D. 220, makes-a famous reference #o.it. - After quating
the testimonles ‘'of the apostles, he says that he will add the
testimony of a companioniof the apostles: ‘Faor there.is
extant a work of Barnabas. inscribed. te- the Hebrews,
a man of such authority that Paul bas placed kim beside
himself in the career of abstinence.’. He goes on to say
that the Epistle of Barnabas is more .generally received
among -the churches than the Shepherd of Hermas.
That he means: our Epistle, and not .the. work which is
commonly known as the Epistle of Batnabas, is clear
from the fact: that he quotes. Heb. wi: 1, 4+5, in favour .of
the Montanist doctrine that a second:repentance .was
impossible. We may confidently infer that he had- no
suspicion that the letter was attributed by some to Paul.
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"Its doctrine was congenial to his views, but he cannot
place it on 4 level with the apostolic writings. Further,
he speaks.-with no sign of misgiving as to Bamabas’
authorship, and therefore is not putting forward a con-
jecture of his own. Apparently he does not anticipate
contradiction, though it is difficult to judge how widely
diffused the opinion was. It may have come to Carthage
from the Montanists of Asia Minor. It is remarkable
that Cyprian, who was bishop of Carthage (A. D. 248-258)
and a devoted student of Tertullian, makes no use of the
Epistle and practically denies its Pauline authorship, in
spite of the prominence in it of the idea of priesthood,
in which he was specially interested. Nor did his con-
temporary Novatian appeal to the Epistle i support of
his doctrine that no second repentance was possible.

in Alexandria we find the Pauline authorship asserted.
Here was -the famous catechetical school, over which
Pantenus, Clément, 'and Origen successively presided.
It is probable that Clement has preserved an opinion of
Pantznus on the subject, though possibly ‘the blessed
presbyter’ to whom he refers may be some one otherwise
unknown. ‘This opinion is to the effect that Paul's name
is not attached to the Epistle from modesty, since he was
an apostle to the Gentiles, whereas the Lord as the
Apostle of the Almighty was sent to the Hebrews. Cle-
ment himself says that the Epistle is Paul’s, but was
written in Hebrew, and translated into. Greek by Luke,
hence its siinilarity in style to the Acts. Paul did not
prefix his name because the Hebrews were prejudiced
against him. This reason, it may at once be said, is not
only absurd—as if the church would receive an anonymous
letter or the bearer fail to communicate the author’s
name—but inconsistent with the language of the Epistle,
which proves that the author was well known to the
readers.” ‘The blessed presbyter’ deals only with the
absence of the author’s name, but the fact to which he refers
would more legitimately he pressed against the Pauline
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attthorship. The guesswork of the explanations raises
the question how far the ascription of authorship was due
to guesswork. It is true that the passages suggest that
the Pauline authorship was the fixed point of departure,
and that Pantznus and Clement alike are explaining
difficulties that had been felt with respect to it. The
explanations seem to have no tradition behind them, but
the same cannot so confidently bé said of the assertion
of Pauline authorship. Vet this does not carry us far.
We have no evidence for the connexion of Pantznus with
the catechetical school before A.D. 180. It is further to
be remarked that Origen speaks of ‘the ancient men’ as
having handed down the Epistie as Paul's. [t is difficult
to estimate the sense of this vague phrase ; if, as is prob-
able, his Homilies on the Epistle are as late as A.D. 240,
it -may not imply a tradition much older than Panteaenus.
And on the other hand it should be said that Origen's
words, ¢ If then any church holds this Epistle to be Paui’s,
let it be well accounted of for doing so,’ favour the view that
there was no such tradition in the churech of Alexandria,
but only in the catechetical school. Origen’s own
discussion is far more valuable than that of his pre-
decessors. He observes that the style is more classical
than Paul’s, while the. thoughts are wonderful and not
inferior to those of the apostie. His solution is that the
thoughts are Paul's, but the actual composition is due to
some one who recorded Paul's teaching from memory
and, so to speak, annotated it. Who this may be God
only knows, but tradition mentions Clement of Rome and
Luke. From this we may infer that the Alexandrians
had merely an uncertain tradition as to the immediate
author of the work in its present form, and that Origen’s
view that it was only indirectly Paul’s was not his own
suggestion. Further, there is a significant difference
between his statement as to the impression made by the
thoughts of the Epistle and the view he actually takes
of them. The thoughts impress him as wonderful and
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not inferior to those of Paul. In other words, they do not
imypress him-as Paul’s- thoughts, but as thoughts equal to.
the apostle’s. - We may then infer that his conclusion
rests on the tradition of Pauline origin, not on the Pauline
stamp of the teaching, <Had he not been bound by
tradition he would probably have emancipated himself from
the opinion that Paul had anything whatever to de with
the Epistle.  He usually cites it as Paul’s, and includes it
as one of the fourteen written by him.. .It.may also be -
noticed that the Syrian churches.seem to have regarded
it as in some sense Paul's, It is included in their canon
as embodied in the Peshitta, or SHyriac.version of the
Bible. - Unfortunately we .do not know the date at which
the New Testament was translated, and some place it: in
the first-half of the second century, but others towards its
close. It is added at the end of the Pauline epistles, after
the private letters, ‘with some consciousness, it would
seem, that it stood on a different footing. : Perhaps it
was translated -by. another hand. Zahn thinks that the
Theodotians in Rome (about A.D. 170} also looked ox it
as Paul's. . By the fourth century the Pauline authorship
was generally accepted in the Eastern Church, without
the limitations kaid down by Origen, but in the Western
it'was more -usually rejected, till Angustine and Jerome,
while dubious of it, were induced by deference to the East
to treat it as Paul’s, and through their example Western
Christendom acquiesced in uncritical acceptance,

I1I. THE COMMUNITY: ITS HISTORY AND
CHARACTER.

The readers, like the author, had not received their
Christianity from Christ. himself, but from immediate
disriples of his, whose message had been attested by signs
and wonders {ii. 3, 4). Their conversion .had not been
superficial. They had been enlightened and tasted of the
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heavenly gift, had been made partakers of the Holy
Ghost, had tasted the good word of-God and :the powers.
of the age to come (vi. 4, 5, % 32). They had received
a knowledge of the truth and had been:consecrated by
the covenant blood (x 26, 29). They had proved. the
genuineness of their Christian experience .by -the -love
they had shewn in ministering to the saints, and by their
joyful endurance of sufferings and compassionate sharing
in:the lot of those who were persecuted (vi. Lo, x. 32—34).
They had passed .soon after their conversion- through
a severe persecution, ‘ being made a gazingstock both by
reproaches and afflictions,” and had suffered the spoiling
of their possessions. They had had compassian on those
in bonds ; whether these belonged to this community, or,
if so, were still members of it, is not clear. - The com-
munity had been founded for a considerable period (v.
12) and still consisted for the most part of its original
members, for those addressed are they who received the
gospel from the ear-witnesses of Jesus, and had lived
through the experiences described in x..32-34. The
readers do not therefore form a second generation of the
community.. They have lost their earlier.leaders. who
had proclaimed the. gospel to them (xiii. 7) -and are
bidden remember these, but no reference is made to.an
earlier generation, which had passed away. The author
exhorts them to be worthy, not of . their fathers, but of
their own past. At the time he writes another:per-
secution seems to have begun (xiii. 3, ef. verse 13). It has
been inferred from the words, ‘ Ye have not yet resisted
unto blood,’ that no martyrdoms had taken place, but the
phrase is probably to be otherwise interpreted (see note
on xii. 4). It is also clear that the community was pretty
homogeneous in its composition. . No reference is made
to differences of race or view of Christianity, and the
members are praised and blamed without -distinction.
They seem to have been Christians of the same standing
and character (v. 12). 1t naturally follows from this that
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the community was smail. It might, therefore, be either
a church in a city where Christians were not numerous,
or a single congregation in a city where the church
consisted of more congregations than one. It is more
probable that in the case of so highly specialized a type
of community we should adopt the latter rather than the
former alternative, for even in a small city the whole
church would be likely to present a more varied character.
And there are certain indications in favour of this. In
xiii. 17 the readers are enjoined to obey those who have
the rule over them, but in verse 24 we read, ¢ Salute all
them that have the rule over you, and all the saints.” The
latter passage gains in force if all the rulers are tacitly
contrasted i with those of a special community, and the
members of a single congregation are bidden salute the
rulers and members of the whole church in the city. It
is also not unlikely that Zahn is right in the view. that
‘not forsaking our own assembly’ (x. 25) has reference,
not to a desertion of Christian fellowship altogether, but
to an abandonment of the congregation to which they
belonged in order to attend the meetings of other Christian
congregations in the same city. Their duty was to stay
at their post and help the wavering (see note on x. 25).
And on this view it is easiest to account for the loss of
the address. If sent to the whole church of a city, the
name would probably have been preserved; sent to a
single congregation it was quickly forgotten. Further,
the writer’s relations with the community were close and
intimate. . He knows well its origin, history, and present
condition, is acquainted with its leaders and endorses
their work, and while an object of some suspicion to the
readers (xiii. 18) entreats their prayers that he may be
restored to them (verse 18). It is natural to infer from
this that he was himself one of the leaders, though
separated from them for a time.

The letter was called forth by an urgent perif. The
anthor speaks of it as a ¢ word of exhortation.” Its chief
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purpose was therefore practical, and the teaching is given
less for its own sake than to influence conduct. The
danger to which the readers were exposed was that of
falling away from Christianity. - So far, they still rémain
within the church, are ‘holy:brethren, partakers of a
heavenly calling,’ confess Jesus as Apostle and High
Priest (iti. 1) ; they still show their love to God’s name in
ministering to the saints, and thus justify-the author’s
belief .in their ultimate salvation (vi. g; 10) ; they are not
of those who shrink back but of them that have faith
(%. 39), and the writer can still earnestly desire their
prayers (xiii. 18) and eo-operation in the task of strength-
ening the weak and wavering (xii. 12, 13). But they were
nevertheless in serious peril of falling away, so sefious
that the author, while he expects to see them soon, does
not wait for this, but writes at once. The general nature
of the-danger may be gathered from the repeated warnings
and exhortations of the letter. They must be on their
guard against drifting away or neglecting the great salva-
tion (ii. 1, 3), against unbelief and hardness of heart in
falling away from the living God (iii. 8-13), or the dis-
obedience which brought Israel to ruin in the wilderness.
They are in danger of so falling away that renewal will
be impossible, of ignominiously crucifying the Son of God
afresh and counting unholy his covenant blood (vi. 6,
x. 29), and of refusing to hear God’s voice from heaven
(xii. 28). - The root of much of the mischief is intellectual
stagnation. - They were Christians of long standing and
ought to have become teachers. But they were still
infants in understanding, needing to be taught the rudi-
ments over again (v. 11, 12). - They were in danger of
falling under the fascination of varied forms of teaching,
foreign-to Christianity, of which the author singles out a
helief in the value of ‘meats’ (xiii. g). And with intel-
lectual error went a- certain moral defect. There was
a tendency to disaffection towards their present rulers
(xiii. 17). They had not yet resisted sin in deadly earnest
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(xil. 4, see note}, they shrank from the decisive act which
involved a full acceptanage of the. reproach of Christ (xiii.
13). While moral cowardice characterized the community
as a-whole, there were- indications on the.part-of some .of
a lax chastity (xil. 16, xiil. ‘4), of avarice (xiii.:5), or a
profane spirit, which preferred the temporal to the eternal
(xii. 16). And as a natural outcome of these -varied
tendencies, love of the brethren was likely to. grew cold
{xiii..1~3). - The remedy is that they: should: *hold fast’
(iii- 6,. 14, V. 14, x. 23), cultivate patient endurance, of
which they have great need (v. 12, x. 36,-xii. 1), and:that
faith which gives assurance of the eternal and unseen
(iv. 2, 3, vi. 12, x. 22, 39, xi, xili. 7). To save themselves
frome drifting with the current, which 'sets away. from the
gospel, they. must make a strenuous effort. They must
give earnest heed to the message (ii. I, .ii. 12), give
diligence to enter into the promised rest (iv. 11), press on
to fyll growth (vi. 1), cast away all sluggishness {vi. 12},
and stripping off every encumbrance run. with patience
the race set before them {xii.1).. They should imitate
the saints of the Old Covenant, those heroes of faith-who
still stand in dense throngs round the course where they
won their race (xii. 1) ; they should remember their former
leaders and copy their faith. (xiit. 7), but.above all con-
template Jesus, the supreme example of faith and endurance
{xii. 2, 3), and thus nerve themselves to endure the cross
and despise the shame.. They should seek to. deepen
their intellectual apprehension. of Christianity, no longer
remaining content with the elementary truths (v. 11-vi. 3).
And as a safeguard against apostasy they must give them-
selves to practical Christianity (xiii. 1-3, 16), and onally
obey their leaders. (xiii. 17).

While it is universally agreed that the readers were in
danger of falling away. from  Christianity, -opinion is
sharply divided as to the precise form which apostasy
was likely to take. Till recently the practically universal
view has been that the letter was writtén to save them
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from falling back into-Judaism. This implies that the
readers were born. Jews, or at least that they had been
Jewish .proselytes before conversion to Christianity.
This, however, is denied by a very influential minority
of scholars (von Soden, Weizsicker, Jilicher, Pfleiderer,
Harnack, McGiffert, Moffatt),- who held either that the
readers were: Gentiles, -of; were addressed without any
reference. to nationality.: These scholars think that their
danger was a Japse into heathenism or irreligion. - And the
latter view is taken by some who regard the readers as
born Jews (Zahn and G. Milligan).. -

. Fhe first question, therefore, is whether the rea.ders
were or were not Jews.. The title ¢ To the Hebrews’ does
not settle it. It cannot be due to the author, for a letter
sent to a particular ,commumity can hardly have had
originally so general an address, though it may be pointed
out -that there was a synagogue of Hebrews in Rome.
It may embody an inference from the nature of the
Epistle, but.it may also rest upon tradition as to the
nationality of the readers. The term ‘ Hebrews’ was not
confined to Jews of Palestine; Paul, who belonged to
Tarsus, was a Hebrew of the Hebrews, and, as we see from
the Gospel of John, Jews soon came to possess in the
language of the church an. anti-Christian . significance.
We have no evidence for the title earlier. than Tertullian,
and we cannot attach much weight to it. . It must also
be confesscd that some of the passages quoted from the
Epistle to prove the Jewish origin of the readers are
capable of another explanation, Paul,. in- writing to
Gentiles, could speak of the ancient Israelifes as ‘our
fathers’ (1 Cor. x. 1), of Abraham as ‘our father® or ‘our
forefather according to the flesh’ (Rom. iv. 1; 12); of
‘Christians as f the seed of Abraham’ (Gal. iii. 29) or ‘saxs
of Abraham’ (Gal. iii. 7). . The similar phzases in -this
Epistle may be so explained : but not so natutally, for the
context, which sperks of physical descent, makes it
highly probable that ‘the seed of Abraham’ in ii. 16
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should be interpreted as Abraham’s physical descendants.
And if so, readers and writer are Jews to such a degree,
that while not denying the universality of the gospel
(ii.-g, 15, ix. 26-28), they instinctively think of it almost
exclusively as it affects their-own race. - Thus the death of
Christ is spoken of as ‘for the redemption of the trans-
gressions which were under the first covenant’ (ix. 15),
that is, to atone for the sins of Israelites, and since in the
preceding verse the author speaks of the blood of Christ
as cleansing ‘your [or our] conscience, the readers seem
to be reckoned as Israelites. This 'is also the most
natural interpretation of ‘the people ’ in xiii. 12. The new
covenant in Jeremialy’s prophecy is made with * the house
of Israel and the house of Judah * (viii. 8). The exhorta-
tion to go forth to Jesus without the camp (xiii. 13) can
naturally mean nothing else than a complete break with
Judaism. These arguments will be much strengthened by
such as prove that the readers-were in danger of a relapse
into Judaism. But it is necessary to touch upon-the reasons
which have led to the view that they were Gentiles.
Several are dealt with more fully in the course of'the
commentary. It is urged that the rudimentary doctrines
enumerated in vi. 1, 2 were not such as a Jew; but such
as a'heathen would need to learn on becoming a Christian,
since they were for the most part common to Judaism and
Christianity, and did not in any case contain what was
specifically Christian as opposed to Jewish. For the
detailed discussion of this the notes may be consuited,
but it may be said here that no doctrine can be the same
in Christianity as it was in the Old Testament, and
instruction ‘on’ the doctrines in question would thus be
specially needed by Jews who became Christians. And
Harnack himself confesses that from this passage we
cannot derive absolutely certain testimony for the Gentile
character of the readers.

Several passages are supposed to prove that the readers
were in danger of falling away into heathenism .or
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irreligion. The most important is the phrase ‘falling
away from the living God’ (iii. 12), which is said not to
suit apostasy to Judaism (but see note). Others are ‘if
we sin wilfully,’ ‘to be hardened by the deceitfulness of
sin,” ‘an evil heart of unbelief’ But why a lapse into
Judaism, which involved the rejection of ‘Christ, should
not be characterized in such terms is what is really
unintelligible. The expressions of vi. 6 and x. 29 are even
-stronger, but much fitter to describe apostates to Judaism,
with its virulent hate of the Messiah it had -crucified,
than those who had relapsed into heathenism. Nor is it
clear why the comparison with the Israelites in the wilder-
ness should not suit those who fell back into Judaism.
A lack of faith was precisely the fault of both. The case
of Esau is not necessarily to be applied to the readers
generally, but his * profanity ’ was essentially the absence
of faith. The references to the Law as spoken by angels
and enforced by severe sanctions would only, it is affirmed,
have misled Christians inclined to Judaism. But in face
of the author’s whole argument the readers would need to
have been inconceivably. fdull of hearing,” if they had
found in such references any encouragement to attach
themselves to the Law. And it is in the argument as
a whole that we must find the decisive proof that the
readers were Jewish Christians in peril of falling back
into Judaism. If we cannot see the wood for the trees,
we may infer from various details the contrary opinion.
But if the author had been confronted with a threatened
apostasy to heathenism or surrender of religion altogether,
is it conceivable that he should have constructed his
argument as he has done? No attack on heathenism is
to be discovered in the letter, no comparison between it
and Christianity in the matter of truth or morality or
capacity to satisfy the religious instinct. Instead of this
we have an elaborate many-sided comparison between
Judaism and Christianity, which would have been uttgrly
irrelevant to the purpose the writer had in view. What
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valve would any proof that Christianity was superior to
Judaism have to-readers who were in danger of rejecting
both alike? ' To them the discussion would have merely
an academic interest. A writer of sich ability and in-such
deadly earnest: may surely be trusted to have fitted his
argument to the practical conclusion he wished to- reach.
And this comes out very clearly in: his use of the OIld
Testament. That Gentile Christians:regarded the Qld
Testament Sctiptures :as authoritative, and therefore
recognized the validity of proofs based upon them,:is true
but irrelevant: For it was just because they ‘had -become
Christians that they accepted them, and since their belief
in them was not indepéndent of their - Christianity, their
testimony would be so.far from strengthening their loyalty
to Christ, that it would ‘itself be -one of the things belief
in which needed to be confirmed. The writer never
dreams that his readers will’ reject an appeal to the Old
Testament, though he fears that they may reject Christ.
Their temptation therefore must have left their belief in the
Old Testament intact while it undermined their faith in
Christianity. It can thus have been nothing else than
a temptation to fall away into Judaism, for this, while
it meant a' break with Christianity, left the authority of
the Jewish Scriptures as unimpaired, and therefore the
arguments from the Qld Testament as impressive as ever,

11i. THE TEACHING OF THE EPISTLE.

The subject of the Epistle is ‘the world to come’ (ii. §),
and it is developed by an elaborate contrast with this
present world. The world to come does not- beat its
name because it has yet to come into being. - It already
exists, hnd has.existed from eternity.- It is regarded as
still to comie, becanse as yet it has not been ‘realized in
time. Our world is but its copy, created in time and
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destined in the imminent convulsion of heaven and earth
to pass away. It is the earthly and material as contrasted
with the heavenly and spiritual, the temporal and perish-
able as contrasted with the eternal and permanent. Two
orders of things thus exist side by side, a bigher and
a lower, the pattern and the copy. But it is in the sphere
of religion simply that the author works out the contrast.
His starting-point is the lower order as instituted in the
Law and its ritnal. From the known he argues to the
unknown. Moses had been commanded to make all
things according to the pattern shewn him in the mount
(ix. 5). This pattern was the true, original tabernacle,
which the Lord pitched, not man (viii. 2), and since it
was exactly copied in the material order, its form and
internal arrangements could be inferred from those of the
earthly tabernacle. Yet in the very fact that it belonged
to the heavenly order, it was implied that it was not made
with hands, was no tangible (xii. 18) or material structure.
Its home was in the realm of ideas, as they live in the
mind of God. This is not to say that it was a mere
abstraction, a thought which lacked all reality till it was
embodied in 4 material form. That would almost invert
the true relation. The material is not the real, but its
insubstantial shadow. No material imitation can give
the actual image of the spiritual. It has no permanence ;
as it came, so it will perish in time. The ideal tabernacle
is the truly real, since it is the spiritual and eternal,
unfettered by the limitations of space or timne, its inherent
energies unsapped by the decay which exhausts the
vitality of all earthly things. The main thesis of the
author is that Christianity Is superior to Judaism and is
the perfect religion, because it belongs to the heavenly
order, while Judaism belongs to the earthly and is
stamped with its ineffectiveness.

The whole argument, we might almost say, falls under
this contrast of material and spiritual, of temporal and
eternal. It might seem inconsistent with this that the

c
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-author places in the  forefront of his discussion the
superiority of the Son:to the angels. . Dp not the angels,
then, belong to the spiritual and eternal order? - It is true
that they are the firstborn, enrolled in the city of God.
Yet Jewish theology connected them closely with the
material universe; so that each thing, even the most
insignificant, had its angel. And the writer asserts that
such tenure of personality as they may possess is so slight
that God transforms them into impersonal natural forces
(i. 7). While the universe, with which they are insepar-
ably connected, passes away, the Son’s throne is, for ever
and ever. The Law itself, which they gave (ii. 2), was
ushered ' in  with - congenial exhibition of e¢lemental
phenomena (xii. 18—21}, making the physical senses quail
with intolerable fear. ; Its scene was a material mount,
dissolving in flame, fenced from all access by physical
bounds. Moses and Joshua were weak, mortal men, who
at the best could give their followers an unquiet settlement
in an earthly land, but could not lead them into the rest
of God. And the whole religious apparatus of Judaism
was of this physical character. Its priesthood was ever
changing, for its priests were subject to. death; its
succession depended on physical descent, the qualifications
or disqualifications for it were physical. It was subject to
infirmity just because it was constituted by the law of a
fleshen commandment. The tabernacle which it served
was pitched by human hands and decked with a golden
splendour, which made only the more glaring its spiritual
indigence and moral inefficiency. Its sacrifices belonged
wholly to the earthly order, the blocd of animal victims
could cleanse the flesh but not the conscience, the material
sanctuary but not the things in the heavens; and thus
the access it could give to God was a mere make-helieve.
The covenant thus dedicated and maintained by physical
blood-sprinkling, since it could not take away sin, and
thus could provide no real fellowship with God, failed as
a religion and hence conld have no permanence. Moving
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wholly. in the realm of the sensuous it could effect no
spiritual result.

But Christianity is that heavenly original of which
Judaism is. the flickering and insubstantial shadow. Its
revealer. is no perishable angel, who lives only. that he
may serve, or ceases to live that as impersonal force he
may serve the better. He is the eternal Son, Creator of
the universe and Loxd of the world to come, Radiance
of the Divine glory and expression of the Divine essence
he was the perfect revelation of God. Of heavenly origin,
he could lead his followers into God’s heavenly rest.
As priest of the order of Melchizedek, with no beginning
of days or end of life, his priesthood was unbroken by
death. Nor did it rest on physical succession, but on
personal worth. He offered no brute beast as his sacrifice,
no irrational, unconscious victim. He, God’s eternal Son,
was himself the. victim .whom. he offered, in loving
sympathy for his brethren, in loyal obedience to the
Father's will. The sacrifice of such a Persony offered in
such a spirit, released the most potent spiritual energies.
it opened a new and living way into the heavenly
tabernacle, where he presented himself as priest and
victim in one. He cleansed the heavenly sanctuary,
removing the veil, which.even in it separated the Holy
Place from the Holiest of all and hid the face of God.
Hence, while the Law was impotent to purge guilt away
and bade the worshipper stand back, the bleod of Christ
cleansed the conscience and bade men draw.nigh.  So in
the New Covenant, which he instituted, real communion
with God first became possible-and the hindrances to it
on God’s side and on man’s were taken: away.’ Thus
Christianity proved itself to be the perfect religion, in that
it perfectly satisfied the religious instinct for fellowship
with God.

The two orders exist side by side and come into relation
in the sphere of human life. Man himself belongs to
both. He is a partaker of flesh and blood, subject to

C 2
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infirmity and death; yet he is a son of the Father of
spirits, and a brother of the eternal Son, who did not
become his brother through the Incarnation, but became
incarnate because he was already man’s brother and
recognized the claim of brotherhood. It is the competi-
tion of these antagonistic elements that creates the moral
tragedy of man’s career, and sets the speculative problem,
which the author attempts to solve. As linked to the
sensuous he is a victim of sin, as a son of God he seeks
communion with his heavenly Father. But sin fills him
with the consciousness of unfilial disobediénce, which
forbids this fellowship. A sensuous sacrifice cannot
cleanse the conscience, it only aggravates the sense of sin
by the constant reminder of what it is powerless to
remove. - It is thus man’s misery that, poised between
two worlds, he cannot heartily belong to either. If he is
to achieve his destiny to be lord of the world to come,
powers must stream forth from that world and redeem
him. Even before the coming of Christ, gleams of the
heavenly order' burst through. But the light was
shattered in separate rays and fitful flashes. The Law
was a shadow cast into the world by the heavenly reality,
but with none of the religious power of its original. After
the long preparation in the religious history of Israel the
crisis arrived. The Son moved with love for his brethren,
and desirous of offering a sacrifice agreeable to the will of
God, clothed himself in a human body and struck into
the current of human life. He lived within the terms of
this lower order, became lower than the angels who ruled
it, and placed the veil of flesh between himself and the
heavenly world. He accepted all the conditions of a truly
human life, especially the moral discipline of temptation,
Thus, Son though he was, he learnt through pain a human
obedience, passing through the utmost strain of temptation,
till he became perfect through suffering. For that he
might help his brethren in their temptations, might be
their leader and priestly representative before God, he



INTRODUCTION 21

must gain a sympathy which not love itself, but only
experience, could teach him. And yet while he had to
share man’s experience of temptation, it was necessary
that sympathy should not be purchased at the cost of sin.
Only the sinless conqueror of temptation could be the
Captain of salvation, only the morally spotless victim
could be an acceptable sacrifice to God. And this
intensified the keenness of his trial, for with him it passed
the point at which other wills, even the strongest, had
snapped under the strain. 'When the last lesson had been
learnt in victory over the tremendous recoil from all that
the cross implied, he became the High Priest of man,
His offering of himself on the cross was itself a high-
priestly act, for though locally it took place on earth,
where he could not be a priest, it really belonged in virtue
of its character to the heavenly order, since earthly and
heavenly are matters not of space and time but of intrinsic
quality. In death he broke free from the lower order,
rending the veil of flesh, and passing into the heavenly
sanctuary he presented himself before God. Thus having
borne the sins which stained men’s conscience with the
sense of guiit, he opened a path by which his fellows
might enter into the immediate presence of their Father,
But here the actual clashes with the ideal. Christians
while on earth cast their anchor into the heavenly city,
and are bound fast to it by the bond of hope. They are
strangers and pilgrims, seeking a city and their fatherland.
All things are not yet made subject to man ; those who are
called have received the promise of the eternal inheritance,
but still await its fulfilment. On the other hand, they have
already come to the heavenly city, to God and the angels,
to Jesus and the spirits of the righteous made perfect.
This double point of view answers to the double position
which the Christian holds, and the double life he leads,
in eternity and in time. Actually he still lives within the
lower order. But ideally he has already transcended it,
and he confidently looks forward to the time when the
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actual shall be one with the ideal, .Yet this is not the
whole truth., He need .not wait- till death rends the
fleshen veil. ¢ We which have believed do enter into rest.’
Faith has the power to translate us into the heavenly
sanctuary, we may at.any moment draw nigh and enjoy
unrestricted communion with Ged.

The foregaing discussion will have served its purpose xf
it sets the reader at the right point of view.. The detailed
development: of the argument and elucidation of special
points must be sought in the commentary ; reference may
also be made to the discussion of the contrast between the
writer’s theology and that of Paul in the section on the
Author.

IV. THE DESTINATION OF THE EPISTLE.

We have already seen that the Epistle was addressed
to-a Jewish Christian community, forming probably a
single congregation in a large town. The members
were Christians of long standing, and had received the
gospel from ear-witnesses of Jesus, who were no. longer
with them. ‘Although they had thus a second genera-
tion of teachers, they did not themselves belong to the
second generation of the church, but to the first. They
had passed through a severe persecution. soon after
their conversion; and another seems already to have
begun. : .

It has been very commonly supposed that the letter was
sent to the Jewish Christians iof Jerusalem. There is
much to make such a view plausible. The temptation to
revert to Judaistr would be felt there with peculiar force,
especially as it became more and more clear that the
Jewish people would not embrace Christianity. ' The ties
of blood and earlier faith, the fascination of the temple
ritual, which even:as Christians they had not abandoned,
the pressure of persecution, the keen reproach of apostasy
and disloyalty to their race, must have tried their con-
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stancy severely. To such a state of mind the Epistle was
suited, with its proof that Christianity gave them actually
that pardon of sin and fellowship with God which they
falsely imagined they found in Judaism. ' But there are
objections which seem to be fatal to this view.. Among
these we should not reckon the ministering to the saints,
for which the readers had been conspicuous, since there
is no ground ‘to believe that ‘the saints’ are the poor
Christians of Jerusalem, and the poverty of the Jerusalem
church is no reason why they should not have shewn
kindness to fellow Christians. Nor are the martyrdoms
which had-taken place in that church intonsistent with
the: statement of xii. 4; which probably has no reference
to martyrdom :at-all. But the language of ii. 3 implies
that the readers had not themselves heard Christ, but had
been evangelizett .at a definite time by those who had
heard him. This seems to suit no period of the Jerusalem
church, in which many who had seen and heard the Lord
must have still been-living. The reply that a second
generation of Christians is addressed has already been
set aside. ‘And at what definite period had such a second
generation received enlightenment ? - Further, it is usually
supposed that the authot wished his readers to break
- decisively with. the temple worship. It is true that he
disparages the view that the heart can be established by
meats, by which he probably means sacrificial meals (see
note on xiii. 9). But his mode of speaking forcibly
suggests that he is not addressing those whose imme-
morial practice had been to participate in the sacrificial
ritual It is also to be noticed that while he commends
their former leaders, he would be counselling his readers to
break with their tradition, for the leaders in Jerusalem had
certainly kept up their connexion with the temple worship.
The reference to meats must be explained by the fact that
he is urging a decisive breach with Judaism, of which the
sacrificial system was an integral and indeed the most
prominent part. It is difficult to believe that Timothy,
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Paul’s trusted companion, should have had anyinfluence at
Jerusalem in stemming the tide which was likely to sweep
the readers back to Judaism, or have been welcome in
Jerusalem at all. Still more unlikely was it that a writer,
who sustained such a relation to the church in jerusalem
as the author sustained to the church which he addresses,
should have written to it in Greek rather than Aramaic,
and based his arguments on the LXX. That he did so
because he could not write Aramaic and could not read
the Bible in Hebrew is probable. For it is certain that
the Epistle was not written in Aramaic. This is shewn
by its style, and probably by the use of déazické in the
double sense of ‘wili’ and ‘covenant’; which would have
been impossible in Aramaic as in English.. But it is
decisively proved by the Biblical quotations. These are
made from the LXX as a rule, and that this is not due
to a translator is clear from the fact that the author
argues from the LXX even where it differs from the
Hebrew, That a writer who could not speak Aramaic
and who employed arguments which possessed no cogency
for those who read the Bible in Hebrew should have
enjoyed a position of such authority in the church at
Jerusalem is hard to believe. Nor is the feeling of disap-
pointment with the condition of the readers so natural
in this case. The members of a church which had been
the fountain-head of such missionary activity should
hardly have been blamed that they had not yet become
teachers. Nor was the development which the author
thinks his readers should have achieved quite on the lines
of what would have been expected from the conservative
and fanatically Jewish church at Jerusalem. Some of
the conditions would be better met by other cities in
Palestine, but we have no reason for fixing on any, and
some of the objections to Jerusalem would apply here
as well. Casarea has been suggested, and the words
“they of Italy salute you’ would suit a city so connected
with Rome. The population was for the most part
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Gentile, and the church was probably mixed. A special
congregation of Jewish Christians may have existed there,
but of this we know nothing. Others again have suggested
a Syrian church, such as Antioch. This is possible,
and after the rebuke of Peter by Paul the Jewish and
Gentile sections of the church may have formed separate
congregations, but this is unlikely. The Gentiles were
probably in a majority. ‘

Some have thought of Alexandria. It is in favour of
this that the author, who seems to have belonged to the
church to which he writes, exhibits an acquaintance with
Alexandrian thought, such as could be most readily
accounted for by the view that he was an Alexandrian,
The city was also large enough to contain several con-
gregations, some of which may have been exclusively
Jewish, The argument that in his descriptions of the
sanctuary, where he diverges from the arrangements of the
temple at Jerusalem, the author is thinking of the Jewish
temple at Leontopolis, near Alexandria, is valueless.
It cannot be proved that the latter conformed any better
than the former to the description of the Epistle. But
if this could be made out it would prove nothing, for the
author does not refer to the temple ritual at all, but to
the tabernacle (see notes on ix. 4). Further, the tradition
in Alexandria was that Paul wrote the letter to the
Hebrews in Palestine. Both parts of the tradition are
Probably incorrect, but it excludes the view that the letter
Was sent to Alexandria, unless there was a violent break
In the continuity of the church, such as some scholars
have assumed, our total ignorance of that church’s early
history affording ample room for conjecture.

Many scholars consider that it was addressed to Rome.
I.t Wwas a city in which Christianity had been long estab-
lished, and ‘which contained, of course, a Jarge number
of Jews. That the church was mainly composed of
Gentiles is highly probable, though some eminent writers
hald the contrary opinion. If so, the letter cannot have
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been addressed to the whole church, but, as we have seen
reason on other grounds to believe, to a special section
of it,” consisting of Jewish: Christians. - That in Rome
there- were three groups, meeting apparently ‘in private
houses, we learn from. Rom. xvi. 5, 14, 15, if we can
assume that this chapter was really sent to Rome and
not to Ephesus. To such a house-church- the: letter
might have been sent. The phrase ‘they of Italy’ (xiii.
24) on the whole favours this view. In itself it might
mean (1) Christians of Italy but away 'from homeé who
send greeting to a church in Italy, or (2) Christians in
Italy who send greeting to a church out of Italy, or
{3) Italian Christians out of Italy who send greeting to a
church- out of Italy in which they had some special interest.
1t is probahle that the second of these alternatives should
be set aside, for it is most unlikely that a greeting sheuld
be sent in so general -a form. Greetings from a' whole
country are far less natural than from a. particular place. A
definite group of Italian Christians out of Italy is therefore
intended. And as between (1) and (3) the former should
probably be preferred. It is clear from the fact that this
group is selected for special mention that there must have
been some intimate relations between it and the readers.
It is simplest to assume that these Italians are saluting
fellow countrymen in Italy, though circumstances could
readily be imagined which might be satisfied by (3). The
phrase then rather strongly favours the Italian destination:
of the letter. If so, Rome is probably the only city
which fulfils the conditions. It agrees with this that the
Epistle was known to Clement of Rome at so early
a period. This could be egually well explained on the
theory- that the author wrote from -Rome, but we have
seen that it is far more probable that ‘they of Italy, and
therefore the author, were not in Italy. Timothy also
had Dheen brought into connexion with Rome through
Paul’s imprisonment. It might be argued that Timothy
is more likely to have been imprisoned at Rome than
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elsewhere, perhaps in connexion with Paul’'s martyrdom.
But 'so precarious' an argument cannot weigh against
strong probabilities on the other side. The reference to
the circumstances of the readers’ conversion (ii. 3) is
not incompatible with. the view that they were Roman
Christians. We know nothing as to.the origin of the
church. If founded by Roman Jews converted in Jeru-
salem on the Day of Pentecost the language of ii. 3, 4
might gain in meaning. The mention of their persecutions
raises a difficulty. According to several, the earlier
persecution (x. 32—34) was that under Nero, while the
later; from which they were suffering at the time, was
that under Domitian. This would not suit the general
history of the church of Rome, for the earlier persecution
is placed soon after the conversion of the readers (x. 32),
whereas the church had become famous some. time before
(Rom. i. 8). It might, however, suit the history of a
special congregation. But it is difficult to believe that
X.. 32-34 refers to the Neronian persecution. ‘Made
a; gazingstock’ admirably describes the martyrdom of
Christians under Nero, but it can hardly be used of them
liere, for- it is applied to the case of the readers, who had
not been martyred at all (see note on the passage). Itis
more likely that -the reference is to the disturbances
between Jews and Christians in the time of Claudius
which resulted, about A.D. 5o, in an edict of banishment,
by which Aquila and Priscilla among others were expelled
from Rome (Acts xviii. 2. We do not, however, escape
difficulties by this solution. Paul was probably dead at
the time the letter was written, for we know of no imprison-
ment of Timothy in his lifetime, and while he was living
Timothy was under his direction. . Nor had Timothy any
Connexion with Rome till Paul's imprisonment there.
Again, the persecution under Nero seems from the
language of the Epistle (e. g. xiii. 3) not to have burst in
all its fury. If written to Rome, thep it would seem that
we should date the Epistle between the death of Paul and
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the Neronian persecution.. This involves, what is on
other grounds probable, that the imprisonment of Paul
recorded in Acts was terminated by execution rather than
release followed by martyrdom in Nero's persecution.
This combination is not free from difficulties, but perhaps
it satisfles the conditions as well as anything that has
been proposed.

V. THE AUTHOR.

Nothing is so certain with respect to the authorship as
the negative conclusion that it was not wtitten by Paul.
This is proved by a number of independent lines of
argument, any one of which would suffice to make his
authorship improbable, while some are quite inconsistent
with it. - Tradition can hardly be said to favour it.
Rome supplies us with the earliest evidence for the exist-
ence of the Epistle, but gives no anthor’s name, and for
centuries with the whole Western Church refused to
recognize it as Paul’'s. That Alexandria had a tradition
of Pauline origin, and similarly Syria, is more than
neutralized by the silence or positive denial of Rome,
combined with the ascription to Barnabas in North Africa.
It was natural enough to assume the Pauline authorship
of an elaborate argumen: against Judaism, and this
tendency was confirmed by the mention of Timothy and
the false but old reading ‘my boads’ in x. 34. It would
also be strengthened by the growing disposition to insist
on apostolic authorship, direct or indirect, as indispens-
able for canonicity. It may be added that if the view
that it was sent to Rome is correct, that alone disproves
its Pauline authorship. The internal evidence is even
more décisive. Paul was accustomed to authenticate his
Epistles with his name and autograph salutation
(2 Thess. ii. 17). The evidence of style can hardly be
exhibited without reference to the original. But it is so
strong that even Clement and Origen, who inherited the
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belief that Paul wrote it, were driven to the conclusion
that it could not have come from his hand in its present
form. The Greek is purer and more idiomatic than Paul’s,
and the author, if incapable of Pauls most soaring flights,
sustains a higher level of eloquence. He is a less
emotional and impulsive writer, and is not constantly
diverted by new thoughts from the plan he has carefully
sketched. His argument is developed in calm and stately
manner, which may be readily followed by readers who
would be baffled by Paul's rapid and difficult dialectic
and crowded, tumultuous thoughts. He is a slow but
massive thinker, who builds up a solid argument, but with
little of that nervous energy, intellectual keenness, and
passion for ideas which made Paul one of the most
powerful and brilliant dialecticians the world has ever
known. The well-known account of the contests of wit
between Den Johnson and Shakespeare at the Mermaid
illustrates precisely the difference between the author and
Paul. One of the best tests of style is presented by the
logical particles, since a writer uses these almost uncon-
sciously, and in argument such particles must be used
freely. Several of those which are often used by Paul are
never used by the writer, except in quotations. Similarly
other particles several times used by the author are never
employed by Paul. There are also striking differences in
the general vocabulary. The writer differs from Paul in
the formula with which he introduces scriptural quota-
tions. With a single exception (ii. 6) the human author
is nowhere referred to (this is true even of iv. 7). All
utterances of Scripture are assigned to God or the Holy
Ghost, or the Son. Paul mentions the human author
(e. g. Rom, iv. 6, ix. 27, x. 19, 20). But his more frequent
formula of citation is ‘As it is written,” which occurs
thirteen times in Romans alone, or ‘It is written, ’ which
occurs nine times in his Epistles. In a work so full of
quotations as the Epistle to the Hebrews it is significant
that neither oecurs once. Again, while both writers use
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the LXX, Paul seems to have used a different text from
that employed in the Epistle. And while the former
could correct it by the Hebrew, which he employed in
a freer way, the author cannot go behind the LXX to the
original. The structure of the Epistle also differs from
that of similar Epistles by Paul. In the former the
argument is continually interrupted by exhortation, in the
latter we have the doctrinal portion of the Epistle followed
by the hortatory. The difference in. theology alone is
sufficient to stamp the Epistle as non-Pauline. This is
true not only of the detailed doctrine but of the general
point of view. Paul had been trained as a Rabbi and
a Pharisee, righteousness before God was to him a matter
of life and death, - His efforts to win it through the Law
had been an utter failure, and his conversion was the
radical negation of all his Pharisaic ideals. And thus his
theology was developed in a series of antitheses, given by
his experience as Pharisee and Christian. Flesh and
spirit, sin and righteousness, law and grace, works and
faith, Adam and Christ, such were its watchwords. The
whole legal dispensation was one of condemnation and
death, casting on the lives of men the shadow of its curse,
For while holy in itself, it acted on the flesh as an irritant,
bringing out the worst of a man, selling him in hopeless
slavery to sin. So tremendous had been Paul’s revulsion
from his old belief that he roundly denies that the Law
had ever been meant to bring rightecusness, No, it came
in between the promise and the fulfilment, a necessary
interloper, for man must be trained by hard discipline for
freedom and the sense of sin must be deepened, but an
interloper none the less. In Jesus the promise, so long
obstructed by the ungracious Law, came to its own. In
his death the race of man, which had sinned in Adam,
died with him to its guilty past, the Law was abolished
by the endurance of its penalty, its curse cancelled by the
accursed death of the cross, and sin, with the flesh, its
home, condemned and crucified. And as the race died in
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Jesus, so it rose in him to a new life. When the sinner,
feeling the burden of sin and the intolerable yoke of the
.Law, casting away all thought of merit, believes on Christ,
then the great racial experience of Calvary becomes his
own. For faith makes him one with Christ, and thus he
‘dies to the old life and, one spirit with Christ, stands
righteous before God. And since Christ has become the
inmost kernel of his perscnality, he lives that holy life in
the spirit, which lies beyond the reach of his old tyrants,
sin, flesh, and the Law. Thus in joyous freedom,
.unfretted by the yoke of the Law, the spirit soars
spontaneously into its native heaven, and dwells with
Christ at the right hand of God. Since the Law is done
away, and neither works nor privilege, but faith alone,
avail before God, all national barriers are broken and the
Geantile placed on an equal footing with the Jew. When
we turn from- this-to our Epistle the contrast is striking,
and all the more so for such agreement as the two systems
present. For the difference is between the moulds into
_which they bave been cast. The twe men have con-
strued Christianity from wholly different points: of view.
In Hebrews the Pauline antitheses disappear, and in their
place wehave the two ages, pattern and eopy, substance and
shadow, Christ and the angels, the priest after the order
of Melchizedek and the. priest after the order of Aaron,
the heavenly and earthly tabernacles, the blood of Christ
and the blood of bulls and goats. In both writers the
Law is weak, but in Paul it is weak through the flesh, in
Hebrews weak because it is a mere copy and shadow.
And while for Paul the Law is almost exclusively the
moral Law, and especially the Ten Commandments, for
our author the Law is chiefly ritual and sacrificial, and his
typology is controlled by the regulations for the Day of
Atonement. Both hold that the Law has passed away
through the work of Christ. But Paul regarded it as the
Strength of sin for those who were under it and therefore
Its abolition was needed in the interests of morality, while
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Christ by his death and Christians by union with him had
escaped into the freedom of the spirit, where the law of
the spirit could alone hold sway. Our author taught that
the Law was done away because the Levitical priesthood
was superseded by that of the order of Melchizedek, and
also because Christ had done what the Law through long
ages had vainly striven to do. Doth regard the work of
Christ as effecting atonement. But Hebrews says nothing
of it as vindicating God from the suspicion of conniving
at sin, of redemption from the curse of the Law, of a death
to sin, or a condemnation of sin in the flesh, While with
Paul the resurrection is as important in Christ’s work as
the death, in Hebrcws it has no theological importance at
all. Nor couid it hold any in a system based on the
ritual of the Day of Atonement. In such a system, while
the death was necessary, the climax of the redeeming act
consisted in Christ’s presentation of himself to God in the
heavenly Foly of Holies, a thought which has-no parallel
in Paul. The differences as to the appropriation of
salvation are perhaps even more radical. With Paul
everything is included in union with the crucified
and risen Lord, and participation in kis cxperiences.
This is the very heart of the Pauline theology, but not
a trace of it is to be found in Hebrews. Christ is our
Brother, who owns the tics of kinship, our Captain or
Forerunner, who dedicates the way to the Holiest by his
blood, by which we may follow him.- He is our High
Priest who offers himself to Cod for us, and cleanses our
conscience by the sprinkling of his blood. But never do
we read that he that is joined to the Lord is one spirit, or
hear any echo of Paul's immortal words, ‘ I have been
crucified with Christ, and it is no longer I that live, but
Christ that liveth in me.” And from this more external
conception of Christ’s relation to us, we must explain the
stress Taid upon his earthly life. Through its experiences
he gained the sympathy which enables hiin to help us in
temptation. Such a conception, however valuable to



INTRODUGTION 33

Paul as a practical religious teacher, conld have no place
in an idealistic theology which .counted the believer ‘ dead
to sin and alive unto God in Christ Jesus.” 1t is natural
also that their conceptions of faith should differ. To
Paul faith is the.act of trust in the work of Christ, which
makes..the believer one with him. In Hebrews it is
a confident assurance.of the future, by which it is realized
as present. Even in the Christology, where the two writers
approach each other most nearly, it is remarkable that
the author of Hebrews uses the names of Christ so differ-
ently. ' Most striking of all. is the absence of the name
¢ Christ Jesus,” which occurs about ninety times in Paul’s
Epistles, including twenty-six instances in the Pastoral
Epistles. - These differences not only preclude Pauline
authorship ; they shew conclusively.that Paul can have
had nothing to do with the Epistle directly or indirectly.
It is in no sense a Pauline Epistle, and only in the loosest
sense could it be spoken of as Pauline in theology. Paul
could pever have written an epistle in which, while salva-
tion was regarded: as universal, it should be habitually
spoken of as if it concerned only the Jews. The auther
of the Epistle was a man whose whole mental build and
outlook were other tham Paul's. Lastly, most scholats
have rightly felt that the way in which he speaks of him-
self, ag.deriving his knowledge from disciples of the Leord
(i 3), is entirely inconsistent with the view that Paul, who
passionately protested that he had not received his Gospel
fram man, was its author,

.. A stronger case can be made out for Barnabas, for
whom we have the tradition of North Africa and perkaps
of Asia Minor.  If the Epistle was sent to Jerusalem,
which has been shewn to be very improbable, he is the
only member of the Panline circle known to us, with the
Possible exception of Silas, who could be reasonably sup-
Poseq to have sufficient authority, or even acceptance with
the Christians of Jerusalem, to send them such a letter.
Even so, it would be difficult to explain the language of

D
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xiii. 19, which implies that the author belonged to the
community he id addressing, and is temporarily separated
from it. According to the compact made with the pillar
apostles, Paul and Barnabas received-the Gentile mission
as their province (Gal. ii. g). If the letter went to Rome
it is unlikely that Barnabas wrote it, for we have no reason
to suppose that he was ever in Rome. It is possible,
though- perhaps not probable, that Barnabas was not
a hearer of Jesus. In Cyprus he may conceivably haye
gained such Alexandrian culture as was possessed by the
author. No argument can be based on the improbability
that 4 Levite should have made mistakes as to the ritual
and arrangements of the tabernacle. Bat it is sttange
that a Levite, who had lived in Jerusalem, should ignore
the temple so completely, and base 'his argument
altogether on the Laws as to.the tabernmacle and its
services. There is also the difficulty caused by the dis-
appearance of the name from tradition. It may, of course,
be fairly argued that tradition, which ascribes to him
now this epistle, and now the so-called Epistle of Barnabas,
is best accounted for, if he was the author of one of them ;
and since the latter alternative is improbable, the former
should be accepted. It is however possible that the
ascription to Barnabas of our Epistle was due to ¢onfusion
with the other.. And this would be helped by the descrip-
tion of the letter as a ‘ word of exhortation,” which might
naturally be attributed to the ‘Son of exhortation® (Acts
iv. 36). Besides, the reference to Timothy and other
passages suggest that the author was rather a junior than
a senior member of the Pauline circle.

The other names mentioned in tradition, Luke and
€lement of Rome, may be set aside. That there are
coincidences in language between Luke and the Epistle
is true. But partly these are due to the literary education
of the authors, partly to the use by Luke of sources which
present strong- affinities to the Epistle. What seems
decizive is the fact that Luke was a Gentile (Col. iv. 14
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compared with verse 11; see also note on v. 7). Clement
was certainly a' man of mental calibre far inferior to that of
the author. Tt is simply his quotations from the Epistle
which suggested his authorship.

Silas has better claims to be considered, though there
is little more to be said for him, except on the hypothesis
of the Jerusalem destination, than that he was a Jewish
Christian and a friend of Timothy, and that the striking
coincidences between 1 Peter and Hebrews might be more
easily explained if the latter ‘were written by one who
assisted in the composition of the former. But this is
a very precarious argument, for it is uncertain on which
side ‘the dependénce lies. - We should have expected
a missionary companion of Paul to exhibit more traces of
FauPs influence. Fuither, he is not mentioned by
tradition. :

“This is alse true of Apollos, whose name, it would
appear, was first suggested by Luther. Apart from this
he suits the conditions better than those already named,
He wds an' Alexandrian Jew, mighty in the Scriptures,
who powerfully confuted the Jews, and was an eloguent
speaker. The author of the Epistle was certainly familiar
with the Alexandtrian philosophy. The coincidences with
Philo and the Book of Wisdom are too numerous to be
accidental, and the fundamental conception of the two
dges is-derived from the Alexandrian doctrine of the
world of ideas and the world of phenomena. The differ-
ences hetween Philo and the Epistle are naturally ac-
Counted for by the ‘change that must come when an
abstract philosophy of ideas is charged with the rich
content of the Christian facts. The relation to the Pauline
Circle, combined with the marked divergence from the
Pauline type of theology, is well accounted for by the
Personal friendship of Apollos with' Paul and Timothy,
Combined with the independence in his presentation of
the gospel. Yet we should hardly have expected Apollos
10 have received Christianity from the ear-witnesses of the

D 2
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Lord. If he had -been the auther, .we should have
expected Clement in. writing to the Cerinthjans, in a
letter which alludes to the partisaps of Paul, Cephas, and
Apollos, to have mentioned: him a5 the author when he
quoted. his letter.. And if the letter was sent to Romg, we
have no evidence that Apolles was connected with that
church. .

Mr. Welch has recently augg;csted Peter, His chief
ground is a correspondence he has detected between
i. 3 and John i, 35-42. Probably very few scholars will
be ahle to see any gonpexion, hetween the two (see note
on ii. 3). The coincidences between the Epistle and
1 Petgr are pressed in favour of the comclusion. - These
may. he freely admitted, but there are striking differepces,
and it.is notorioysly unsafe to build on such data an argu-
ment for identity of authorship. Nor can we seriously
suppose that Peter had received apy Alexandrian culture.
And far stronger evidence would be required to outweigh
the impoession which ji. 3 naturally makes, that the
author had not heen an immediate disciple of the Lord.
Why, further, should all recollectlon of his authorship
be lost? .

. A new theory has ‘been progounded hy Harnack He
agrees with Zahn that the letter-was sent to an individuai
congregation in Rome: - In seeking . to, determipe the
anthorship he lays stress on-two points,. The. first is that
the author’s name is logt.: It was known to the readers,
and i. is not easy to upderstand why, if any of thoge
usuglly meptioned had written it, the author’s name
should- have been forgotten. It is probable that the
name was intentionally ‘suppressed, . The second js that
the writer represemts not himself gnly, but one or more
who are jointly responsible with him for the letter. This
is infarred. from the yse of ‘we,” where it is neither
a literary use for <1’ (editorial ‘we ) nor a term including
the readers with the author. In xiii. 18 the first person
plural is used in this way, follawed. by the singular in
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vétse 19, So in Verse 23 we Hive ‘ our brother Timothy’
follawed by ‘T will 'se¢ you.’ “Our byother’ sugpests to
us nd thore than the fellow 'CThristian of writer and
readérs. But in Greek this would fmore naturally be
expressed by ‘the brather’ It probably medns ‘our
colleague,’: in which case the pliral pronoun contrasted
with the immediately following singular suggests that the
author writes for oné or mote besides himself. Moreover
tHey speak of Timothy as theit colleague, dnd therefore
stéod high in the ranks of teachers. ‘Ow the basis of
these facts Harnack suggests'that the-letter may have
come from Priscilla and Aquila, the ‘former being the
actual writer. The disclission of this theory may con-
véniently begin with a reference to the argument which
has done duty against ascribing the letter to Aguila. He
could not have written it, it is said, because he seems to
have betén even less iniportant than his wife. But what
if his wife wére a highly itnpbrtaht person ift'the early
church? It can Hive been ho ‘ordinary’ woman who
itistructéd the leatned and brilliant Apdllos in the deeper
Chtistian  truths. Paul himself,” no friend of wonien
tédachers, makes an exception in her case, ‘speaking of her
and her husband as his fellsw workers in Chirist jesus.
He adds that not only He but all the churches of the
Gentiles owe them gratitude. They had risked their lives
for him, and this may explain his own thanks. But it is
hardly compatible with Paul's delicacy to say that the
churches owe them thanks because they saved his life at
the peril of theit own. He méans rather that their widely
éxtended Christian work Has'éartied for them the gratitude
of the Gentile churchés,. ‘We ktiow that they laboured in
three important centres, Corinth, Eplidsus, and Rome.
Padl’s eulogy is couched in anusually strong language,
If the lettet was written to Rome, this is an added argu-
ment for their authtrship, for 2 congregation met in their
house at Rome (Rom. xvi, 5), and to this the letter may
have been sent and the writer have longed to be restored.
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They were also closely connected with Timothy, who was
with them at Corinth and probably Ephesus along with
Paul, who salutes them in Rom. xvi. 21, and is bidden ta
salute them in 2 Tim. iv. 19. The most noteworthy piece
of evidence is the loss of the name. If the writer was
a womman there was great temptation to suppress ,the
fact,. Paul himself disliked women teachers, and Clement
would have good reason for not mentioning the author-
ship of the Epistle in a letter to the Corinthian church,
when in a letter to the same church Paul had commanded
the women to keep silence in the churches and pronounced
it disgraceful for them to speak. And women teachers
soon fell into discredit in the early church. Alexandrian
culture may be due to contact with Apollos, and they
may well have received the gospel from those who had
heard the Lord. In their wandering life they may even
have been present with Jews.of Pontus,.or sojourners fromy
Rome, at Jerusalem on the Day of Pentecost (Acts ii. 9, 10).
The arguments in favour of Apollos tell almost as strongly.
in favour .of his teacher,.and to these may be added. the
connexion with a- house-church at Rome and the signifi-
cant loss of the.name. While it cannot be said that
Harnack has proved his point, his identification seems to
be the most probable that has yet been proposed.:

VI. DATE.

It has already been suggested that, if the letter was
sent to Rome, it was written after the death of Paul and
before the persecution of Nero had reached its severer
stages. But we cannot build with certainty on this theory
of the destination. . It is commonly argued that the
temple must have been standing. If the letter were sent
to the neighbourhood of Jerusalem this would be practi-
cally certain, for an allusion to the destruction of city and
temple might have been expected. In any case, it is
said, the author could not have omitted to refer to so
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stupendous a judgement on the Jewish ritual. But this
argument may- easily be overpressed. To an Alexandrian
idealist the facts of history were less cogent proofs than the
words of Scripture. And he cannot have forgotten that
Jerusalem and the temple had been destroyed before, yet
Judaism had survived and city and sanctuary had been
restored. - If Titus had his triumph now, so Nebuchad-
nezzar and Antiochus Epiphanes had had theirs before
him. The Jews themselves seem to have been little
shaken 1in their allegiance to Judaism by the catastrophe.
A little while, only a little while, and the oppressor would.
fill the cup of wrong, and God would overwhelm him with
the blast of His judgement. Why should they despair?
The crowning impiety of the destruction of Jerusalem
meant that judgement must be at hand. Why should the
readers have felt the burning of the temple to be a proof
of the abolition of the old covenant? It is nowhere
suggested that the author wished them to break with the
temple ritual, the aim of his great argument is that they
should break with Judaism. - It:is not the cultus but the
whole religion that is in his mind. That the tabernacle
fills so large a place in his argument is due to the fact
that sacrifice was the appointed means of approach to
God and atonement for sin, alike in Judaism and in
Christianity. With the sacrificial system as it was actually
practised at Jerusalem he had nothing to do, but only
with the system as made by the law an integral part of
the religion. Nor can anything be inferred from the use
of past or present tenses to shew that the temple ritual
was or was not still carried on.. The present expresses
the fact that so it is enjoined in the Law, the past that
with the founding of the New Covenant the Old had been
abolished. Presents are similarly used after the destruc-
tion of Jerusalem by Josephus and Clement of Rome.
Nor, again, does the reference to * forty years’ (iil. 9, 17)
fix the date, The author, in fact, lays no emphasis on
it, but apart from this it gains a good sense on
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gither view, It may be a warning before the blow fell
from the fate of Israel in the ‘wilderness, or after-it. fell
it may point the moral of a- double exainple. No
argument can be drawn from the description of the old
covenant as ‘nigh to vanishing: away”i(viii. 13). The
author means ‘that it was ‘this already 'in thé time:of
Jeremrigh, when the promise of the new covénant ade
the cld antiquated. ‘

So far, then, as the language of the Eplstle and the
general situation reflected in it are 'concerned, we may
date it any time between the death of Paul and the close
of the decade, A.D. 80-90. If the view that it was sent to
Rome is correct, it should probably be dated 'in ‘A: . 64,
thomgh a date in the reign of Domitian would be moreé
probable, if the language of x. 32~34 could be referred to
the Neronian persecutioh.

VII. LITERATURE.

For English readéers the following commentaries thay
be recommended : - *Alford, Delitzsch, *Liinemann’ (in
Meyer), Moulton, Davidson, Farrar, * Westcott, Rendall,
*Vaughan, Edwards (£xposéfor’s Bible). Of these, those
marked with an asterisk presuppose a knowledge of
Greek, though readers ignorant of Greek may derive
miuch help from them.  In addition to the various works
on Neéw Testament introduction, the history of the
Apostolic Age, and New Testament theology ‘thete are
special works dealing with the intreduction to and' theo-
logy of this Epistle, The following may be mentioned : —
Ayles, Destination; Date, and Authorship of the Egistle
fo the Hebrews; Bruce, The Epistle to the Hebrews;
G Milligan, The Theology of the Epistic to the Hebvews.
The article in the Encyclopaedia Britannica by W. Robert-
son Smith, in Smith’s Dictionary of the Bible (2nd edition)
by Westcott, in Hastings’ Dicfionary of the Rible by
Btruce, should also be referred to. That in the Encyclo-
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paadie Biblica by von Soden has incorporated much of
Robertson  Smith’s article, which however has been
considerably altered, while a good deal of new matter has
been added. 1t, along with the section on the Epistle in
McGiffert’s History of Christianity in the Apostolic Age,
presents the best statement of the view that the Epistie
was not addressed to Jewish Christians,

- The reader will be well advised to study thoroughly the
commentary of A. B. Davidson, which, in spite of its
unpretentious appearance, is one of the most valuable
aids to getting at the thought of the Epistle ever written.
This may be supplemerited by the books o{ Bruce and
G. Milligan alteady mentioned.

CONTENTS OF THE EPISTLE

I God’s revelations in the prophetsand in a Son, i. 1-3.

IL (@) The Son and the angels, i. 4-14. (b} The peril of
neglecting the gospel, ii. 1-4. (¢) The sufferings of
Jesus and their issue, 5-18,

II1, (@ Christ and Moses, iii, 1-6. (b) The terrible example
of Israel’s unbelief, 7-19. (¢) The rest of God, iv. 1-13.

IV. (@) Jesus our sympathetic high-priest, iv. 14-16. (§)
The high-priesthood of Christ, v. 1-10. (¢) The re-
prehensible dullness of the readers, 11-14. (@) The
need for advance and peril of falling away, vi. 1-8.
(¢) The past and future of the readers,g-12. (/) The
oath of God, 13-320.

V. (a) Melchizedek, vii, 1-3. (&) Melchizedek greater than
Abraham, 4-10. (¢) The Levitical pnesthood super-
seded, 1:-1g. (d) The character of Christ’s priesthood,
20-28.
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VI (a) The high-priest of the true sanctuary and msadiator of
the new covenant, viii. 1-13.. () The tabernacle and
its ineffective services, ix, r-1a. (¢) The blood of
Christ, 1¥-22, (d)’ The cléansing ‘of the heavenly
sanctuary, and the finality of Christ’s redemption,

- 23-28, (g) The ineffectiveness of the sacrifices of the
Law and the perfect efficacy of Christ’s sacrifice, x.
1-18.

VIL. (a) Draw near and hold fast, %: 19-25. (&) The fate of
. _the wilful sinner,26-31. (c¢) Let the readers be worthy
“of their glorions past, 32-39.

VIIL. (2 The nature of faith, and its illustration in Abel, Enoch,
and Noah, xi. 1-7; (&) in Abraham and Sarah 8-12.
{¢) Faith demands what earth cannot give, 13—-[6 (d)
The faith of Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and Joseph, r7-22.
(e) The faith of Moses and his parents, 23-28. (/)
The Red Sea, Jericho, and Rahab, 29-31. (g) Later
heroes of faith, 32—40.

IX. (a) Suffering, its joy and discipline, xii. 1-13. () The
purity of the church, 14-17. {¢) The terrors of the
cld covenant and the glories of the new, 18-24. (d)
‘Thé voice from heaven, 25-+29.

X. (@) Various exhortations, xiii. 1-6. (#) Avoid novel
teachings and break with Judaism, 7-17. (¢) Request
for prayer, 18, 1g. (d) Prayer for the readers and
dexology, 20, 21. (¢) Concluding words and saluta-
tions, 22-25.
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© spake in time past unio the fathers by the prophets, :’,‘,gels_
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Chap. 1

Gob, who at sundry times and in divers manners The Son

hath in these last days spoken unto us by /%#s Son,

- whom -he hath appointed heir of all things, by

-

I

whomy also he made the worlds ;. who, being the
brightness of 4is glory, and the express image pf
his person, and uphalding all thipgs by:the ward
of his power, when he had by himself purged our
sing, sat down on the right hand of the Majesiy on
high ; being made so much better than the; angels,
as he hath by . inheritance obtained - a, more
excellent pame than they. .. For untp which . of the
angels said he at any timpg, Thou art my Son, this
day- have 1 begotten thee? And again, J.will be
tc him a Father, gnd . he shall. be to me a Son?
And again, when he bringeth in the firstbegotten

- inta the world, he saith, And. Jet all the angels of

-3

God worship him.. And of the angels he saith, Who
maketh his angels spirits, -and his ministers.a flame
of fire. But unto the San Ae saith, Thy throne,
O God, is for ever and ever: a sceptre of righteous-
ness 7s the sceptre of thy kingdom. Thou hast loved
righteoysness, and ‘hated iniquity ; therefore God,

the
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even thy God, hath anointed thee with 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 remainest; and they all
shall wax old as doth'a garment ; and-as a vesture
shalt thou fold them up, and they shall be changed:
but thou art the same, and thy years shall not fail.
But to which of the angels said he at any time, Sit
on my right hand, until I make thine enemies thy
footstool ? -~ Are they not all ministering spirits,
sent forth to minister for them who shall be heirs
of salvation ?

Therefore we ought to give the more earnest
heed to the things which we have heard, lest at
any time we should let zkem slip. For if the
word spoken by angels was stedfast, and every
transgression and disobedience received a just
recomperice of ‘reward; how shall we escape, if
we neglect so great salvation; which at the first
began to be spoken by the Lord, and was confirined
untc us by them that heard Aim; God also
bearing #4em witness, both with signs and wonders,
and with divers miracles, and gifts of the Holy
Ghost, according to his own ‘will ?

For unto the angels hath he not put in subjection
the world to come, whereof we speak. But one in
a cértain’ place testified, saying, What is man, that
thou ‘art mindful of him? or the son of man, that
thou visitest him? Thou madest him a litile
lower than the angels; thou crownedst him with
glory and honour, and didst set him over the
works ‘of thy hands: -thou hast put all things in
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subjection under his feet. For in that he put all
in subjection under him, he left nothing #%as is
not put under him. . But now we see not yet all
things put under him. But we see Jesus, who
was made a little lower than the angels for the
suffering of death, crowned with glory and honour;
that he by the grace of God should taste death for
every man.  For it became him, for whom are zll
things, and by whom a7e all things, in bringing
many sons unto glory, to make the captain of their
salvation perfect through sufferings. For both he
that sanctifieth and they who aré sanctified are all
of one: for 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, Behold I and. the children
which God hath given me. Forasmuch then.as
the children are partakers of flesh and blood, he
also himself likewise took part of the same; that
through death he might destroy him that had the
power of death, that is, the devil; and deliver them
who through fear of death were all their lifetime
subject to bondage. For verily he took not on
htm the nature of angels ; but he took on Zim the
seed of Abraham. Wherefore in all' things it
behoved him to be made like unto Zés brethren,
that he might be a merciful and faithful high priest
in things pertaining to God, to make reconciliation
for the sins of the people. For in that he himself
hath suffered being tempted, he is able to succour
them that are tempted. '
Wherefore, holy brethren, partakers of the

Chap. 2
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heavenly calling, consider the Apostle and High

Priest of our. profession, Christ Jesus; who was
faithful to-him that appointed him, as also Moses
was faithful in all his house. ¥or this man was
counted worthy of mere glory than Moses, inasmuch
as he who hath bnilded the house hath more honour
than the house. ¥or:every house is builded by
some smaqn; but he that built all things /s God.
And Moses verily as faithful in all his house, as
a servant, for a.testimony. of these. things which
were to be spoken after; but Christ as a son over
his own house; whose house are we, if we hold fast
the confidence and the rejoicing of the hope firm
unto the end. Wherefore (as the Holy Ghost
saith, To day. if ye will hear his voice, harden
not  your hearts,as in the provocation, in the day
of temptation in the wildesness : when your fathers
tempted me;.:proved me, and saw my works forty
years. Wherefore- I was grieved with that genera-
tion, and said, They do alway -err in #4ei» heart;
and they have not known. my ways. So I sware in
my wrath, They shall not enter into my rest.) -Take
heed, brethren, lest there be.in any of you an evil
heart of unbelief, in departing from the living God.
But exhort one. ancther daily, while it is called
To day; lest any of you be hardened through the
deceitfulness of .sin. ~ For we are made partakers
of Christ, if we hold the beginning of our confidence
stedfast unto the end; while.it is said, To day if
ye will hear his voice, haeden not your hearts, as
in the provocation.. For.some, when. they had
heard, did provoke: howbeit not all that came
out of Egypt by Moses.  But with whom was he
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grieved forty years? was ¢f not with them that had
sinned, whose carcases fell in the wilderness? And
to whom sware he that they should not enter into
his rest, but to them that believed not? So we see
that they could not enter in because of unbelief.
Let us therefore fear, lest, a promise being left
us of entering 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 vot profit them, not being mixed
with faith in them that heard 7# For we which
have believed do enter into rest, as he said, As I
have sworn in my wrath, if they shall enter into
my rest: although the works were finished from
the foundation of the world. For he spake in
a certain place of the seventh day on this wise,
And God did rest the seventh day from all his
works. And in this place again, If they shall enter
into my rest. Seeing therefore it remaineth that
some must enter therein, and they to whom it was
first preached entered not in because of unbelief:
Again, he limiteth a certain day, saying in David,
To day, after so long a time ; as it is said, To day
if ye will hear his voice, harden not your hearts.
For if Jesus had given them rest, then would he
not afterward have spoken of another day. There
remaineth therefore a rest to the people of God.
For he that is entered into his rest, he also hath
ceased from his own works, as God Zid from his.
Let us labour therefore to enter into that rest,
lest any man fall after the same example of unbelief.
For the word of God # quick, and powerful, and
sharper than any twoedged sword, piercing even
E
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to the dividing asunder of soul and spirit, and of
the joints and marrow, and # a discerner of the
thoughts and intents of the heart. Neither is there
any creature that is not manifest in his sight: but
all things a»e naked and opened unto the eyes of
him with whom we have to do.

Seeing then that we have a great high priest,
that is passed into the heavens, Jesus-the Son of
God, let us hold fast ox# profession. For we have
not an high priest which cannot be touched with
the feeling of our infirmities ; but was in all points
tempted like as we are, ye! without sin. Let us
therefore come boldly unto the throne of grace,
that 'we may obtain mercy, and find grace to help
in time of need.

For every high priest taken from among men is
ordained for men in 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 that he himself
also is compassed with infirmity. And by reason
hereof he ought, as for the people, so also for
himself, to offer for sins. And no man taketh
this honour unto himself, but he that is called of
God, as was Aaron. . So also Christ glorified not
himself to be made an high priest; but he that
said' unto him, Thou art my Son, to day have
1 begotten thee. As he saith also in another place,
Thou ar? a priest for ever after the order of
Melchisedec. Who in the days of his flesh, when
he had offered up prayers and supplications with
strong crying and tears unto him that was able to
save him from death, and was heard in that he

3
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8 feared'; though he were a Son, yet learned he Chap. 5
¢ obedience by the things which he suffered; and
being made perfect, he  became the author of
eternal salvation unto all them that cbey him;
1o called of God an high priest after the order of
Melchisedec. .
n  Of whom we have many things to say, and hard The dull-
1z to be uttered, seeing ye are dull of hearing. For ?::.:;ifhe
when for the time ye ought to be teachers, ye have
need that one teach you again which ée the first
principles of the oracles of God; and are become
such as have need of milk, and not of strong meat.
13 For every one that useth milk /s unskilfu! in the
14 word of righteousness: for he is a babe. But
strong meat belongeth to them that are of full age,
even those who by reason of use have their senses
exercised to discern both good and evil.
8  Therefore leaving the principles of the doctrine The awful-
of Christ, let us go on unto perfection ; not. laying 2;?,;;’;5),(
again -the foundation of repentance from dead
works, and of faith toward God, of the doctrine
of baptisms, and of laying on of hands, and of
resurrection of the dead, and of eternal judgment.
34 And this will we do, i God permit. Yor it is
impossible for those who were once enlightened,
and have tasted of the heavenly gift, and were
5 made partakers of the Holy Ghost, and have
tasted the good word of God, and the powers of
6 the world to come, if they shall fall away, to
renew them again unto repentance ; seeing they
crucify to themselves the Son of God afresh, and
7 put /im to an open shame. For the earth which
‘drinketh in the rain that cometh oft upon it, and
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chap.8 bringeth forth herbs meet for them by whom it is
77 dressed, receiveth blessing from God: but that 3
which beareth thorns and briers #s rejected, and
s nigh unto cursing ; whose end #s to be burned.
The But, beloved, we are persuaded better things of ¢
f,ﬁﬁ:;sast, you, and things that accompany salvation, theough
we thus speak. For God #s not unrighteous to 10
forget your work and labour of love, which ye have
shewed toward his name, in that ye have ministered
to the saints, and do minister. And we desire that 11
every one of you do shew the same diligence to
the full assurance of hope unto the end: that ye 12
be not slothful, but followers of them who through
faith and patience inherit the promises.
God’s Yor when God made promise to Abraham, 13
oath. because he could swear by no greater, he sware by
himself, saying, Surely blessing I will bless thee, 14
and multiplying I will multiply thee. And so, after 13
he had patiently endured, he obtained the promise.
For men verily swear by the greater: and an oath 16
for confirmation #s to them an end of all strife.
Wherein God, willing more abundantly to shew unto 17
the heirs of promise the immutability of his counsel,
confirmed 7 by an oath: that by two immutable :8
things, in which #¢ was impossible for God to lie, we
might have a strong consolation, who have fled for
refuge to lay hold upon the hope set before ns: which 19
kope we have as an anchor of the soul, both sure
and stedfast, and which entereth into that within
the veil ; whither the forerunner is for us entered, zo
even Jesus, made an high priest for ever after the
order of Melchisedec.

Melchise- For this Melchisedec, king of Salem, priest of 7
£C.
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the most high God, who met Abraham returning Chgp.7
from the slaughter of the kings, and blessed him;
to whom also Abraham gave a tenth part of all;

first being by interpretation King of righteousness,

and after that also King of Salem, which is, King

of peace; without father, without mother, without
descent, having neither beginning of days, nor end

of life; but made like unto the Son of God;
abideth a priest continually.

Now consider how great this man was, unto Levi paid
whom even the patriarch Abraham gave the tenth ﬁt;z;f:e
of the spoils. And verily they that are of the sons dec.
of Levi,-who receive the office of the priesthood,
have 2 commandment to take tithes of the people
according to the law, that is, of their brethren,
though they come out of the loins of Abrahain:
but he whose descent is not counted from them
received tithes of Abraham, and blessed him that
had the promises. And without all contradiction
the less is blessed of the better. And here men
that die receive tithes; but there he receiveth them,
of whom it is witnessed that he liveth. And as
I may so say, Levi also, who receiveth tithes,
payed tithes in Abraham. For he was yet in
the loins of his father, when Melchisedec met
him. :

If therefore perfection were by the Levitical The priest
priesthood, (for under it the people received the c%?.fsf f
law,) what further need was #sere that another }ndthe
priest should rise after the order of Melchisedec, S
and not be called after the order of Aaron? For

the priesthood being changed, there is made of
necessity a change also of the law. For he of
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whom these things are spokeén pertaineth to another
tribe, of which no man gave attendance at the aitar.
For s¢ is evident that our Lord sprang out of Juda;
of which tribe Moses spake nothing concerning
priesthood. And it is yet far more evident: for
that after the similitude of Melchisedec there ariseth
another priest, who is made, not after the law of
a carnal commandment, but after the power 6f an
endless life. For he testifieth, Thou a7/ a priest
for ever after the order of Melchisedec. - For there
is verily a disannulling of the commandment going
before for the weakness and unprofitableness
thereof. For the law made nothing perfect, but
the bringing in of a better hope #d; by the which
we draw nigh unte God. And inasmuch as not
without an oath Ae was iwnade priest: {(for those
priests were made without an oath; but this with
an oath by him that said unto him, The Lord
sware and will not repent, Thou ar# a priest for
ever after the order of Melchisedec:) by so much
was Jesus made a surety of a hetter testament.
And they truly were many priests, because they
were not suffered to continue by reason of death :
but this man, because he continueth ever, hath
an unchangeable priesthood. Wherefore he is able
also to save them to the uttermost that come unto
God by: him, seeing he ever liveth to make inter-
cession for them. :
For such an high priest became us, w40 is holy
harmless, undefiled, separate from sinners, and
made higher than the heavens; who needeth not
daily, as those-high priests, to offer up sacrifice,
first for his own sins, and then for the people’s:
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for this he did once, when he offered up himself. Chap.7
For the law maketh men high priests which have
infirmity ; but the word of the -path, which was

since the law, maket/ the Son, who is consecrated

for evermore,

Now of the things which we have spoken #4s is The true
the sum : We have such an high priest, who is set :::&e:ﬂ: cle
on the right hand of the throne of the Majesty in 2¢¥ N
the heavens; a minister of the sanctuary, and o
the true tabernacle, which the Lord pitched, and
not man. For every high- priest-is ordained to
offer gifts and sacrifices: wherefore 775 of necessity
that this man have somewhat also to offer. For if
he were on earth, he should not be a priest, seeing
that there are priests that offer gifts according to
the law: who serve unto the example and shadow
of heavenly things, as Moses was admonished of
God when he was about to make the tabernacle:
for, See, saith he,. #Zaf thou make all things ac-
cording to the pattem shewed to thee in the mount.

But now bhath he obtained a more excellent
ministry, by how much also he is the mediator
of a better covenant, which was established upon
better promises. For if that first covenmant had
been faultless, then should no place have been
sought for the second. For finding fault with
them, he saith, Behold, the days come, saith the
Lord, when I will make a new covenant with the
house of Israel and with the house of Judah: not
according to the covenant that I made with their
fathers in the day when 1 tock them by the hand
to lead them out of the land of Egypt; because
they continued not in my covenant, and I regarded
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them not, saith the Lord. For this #r the covenant
that I will make with the house of Israel after
those days, saith the Lord; I will put my laws
into their mind, and write them in their hearts:
and 1 will be to them a God, and they shall be 10
me a people: and they shall not teach every man
his neighbour, and every man his brother, saying,
Know the Lord: for all shall know me, from the
least to the greatest. For I will be merciful to
their unrighteousness, and their sins and their
iniquities will I remember no more. In that he
saith, A new covenant, he hath made the first old.
Now that which decayeth and waxeth old Zs ready
to vanish away.

Then verily the first coverant had also ordinances
of divine service, and a worldly sanctuary. For
there was a tabernacle made ; the first, wherein
was the candlestick, and the table, and the shew-
bread ; which is called the sanctuary. And after
the second veil, the tabernacle which is called the
Holiest of all; which had the golden censer, and
the ark of the covenant overlaid round about with
gold, wherein s the golden pot that had manna,
and Aaron’s rod that budded, and the tables of
the covenant ; and over it the cherubims of glory
shadowing the mercyseat; of which we cannot
now speak particularly. Now when these things
were thus ordained, the priests went always into
the first tabernacle, accomplishing the service of
God. But into the second wens the high priest
alone once every year, not without blood, which
he offered for himself, and for the errors of the
people : the Holy Ghost this signifying, that the
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way into the holiest of all was not yet made mani-
fest, while as the first tabernacle was yet standing :
which was a figure for the time then present, in
which were offered both gifts and sacrifices; that
could not-make him that did the service perfect,
as pertaining to the conscience ; whick stood only
in- meats and drinks, and divers washings, and
carnal ordinances, imposed oz #hem until the time
of reformation.

Chap. 9

:But Christ being come an high priest of good The blood

things to come, by a greater and more perfect
tabernacle, not made with hands, that is to say,
not of this building ; neither by the blood of goats
and calves, but by his own blood he entered in
once into the holy place, having obtained eternal
redemption for us. For if the blood of bulls and
of goats, and the ashes of an heifer sprinkling the
unclean, sanctifieth to the purifying of the flesh:
how much more shall the blood of Christ, who
through the eternal Spirit offered himself without
spot to God, purge your conscience from dead
works to serve the living God? And for this
cause he is the mediator of the new testament,
that by means of death, for the redemption of the
transgressions #%af sere under the first testament,
they which are called might receive the promise of
eternal inheritance. For where a testament 7s,
there must also of necessity be the death of the

testator. For a testament 75 of force after men are

dead: otherwise it is of no strength at all while
the testator liveth. Whereupon neither the first
Zestament was dedicated without blood. For when
Moses had spoken every precept to all the people

of Christ.
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according to the law, he took the bloed of calves
and of goats, with water, and scarlet woel, and
hyssop, and sprinkled both the book, and all the
people, saying, This #s the blood of the testament
which God hath enjoined unto you. Moreover he
sprinkled- with blood hoth the tabernacle, and ali
the vessels of the ministry. And almost all things
are by the law purged with blood; and without
shedding of blood is no remission.

It twas therefore necessary that the pattems

of things in the heavens should be purified with
these ; but the heavenly things themselves with
better sacrifices than these. For Christ is. not
entered.. into the holy places made with hands,
whick are the Hgures of the true ; but into heaven
itself, now to appear in: the: presence of God for
us : nor yet that he should offer himself often, as
the high priest entereth into the holy place every
year with blood of others; for then must he often
have suffered since the foundation of the world:
but now once in the end of the world hath he
appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice of himself.
And as it is appointed unto men once to die, but
after this the judgment: so Christ was once offered
to bear the sins of many; and unto them that
look for him shall he appear the second time
without sin unto salvation.

For the law. having a shadow of good things to 10

come, azd not the very image of the things, can
never with those sacrifices which they offered year
by year continually make.the comers thereunto
perfect. - For then would they not have ceased to
be offered ? because that the worshippers once
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purged should hdve -had ‘no more conscience of

sins, But in these sacrifices there is 2 remembrance

again swade of sins every year. For # s not
possible that the blood of bulls' and of goats
should take away sins. Wherefore when he
cometh into' the world; he saith, Sacrifice and
offering thou wouldest not, but a body hast thou
prepared me: in burnt offerings and sacrifices for

7 sin thou hast had no pleasure. Then said I, Lo,

I come {in the volume of the book it is written.of
me;) to do thy will, O God. ' Above when he said,
Sacrifice and offering and burnt offerings and
offering for sin thou wouldest not, neither hadst
pleasure #heresn ; which are offered by the law;
then said he, Lo, I come to.do thy will, O God.
He taketh away the first, that he:may establish
the second. By the which will we are sanctified
through the offering of the body of Jesus Christ
once jor al/l. And every priest standeth -daily
ministering - and offerinig oftentimes the same
sacrifices, which can- never take away sins: but
this man, after he had offered one sacrifice for sins
for ever, sat down on the right hand of God ; from
henceforth -expecting till- his enemies be made his
footstool. For by one offering he hath perfected
for ever them that are sanctified.  Whereof the
Holy Ghost also is a witness to us: for after that
he had said before, This 75 the covenant that I
will ‘make with them after those days, saith the
Lord, I will put my laws into their hearts, and in
their minds will I write them ; and their sins and
iniquities will I remember no more: Now wherere-
mission of these #s, fhere is no more offering for sin.

Chap. 10
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Having therefore, brethren, boldness to enter
into the holiest by the blood of Jesus, by a new
and living way, which he hath consecrated for us,
through the. veil, that is to say, his flesh; and
Aaving an high priest over the house of God ; lat
us draw near with a true heart in full assurance of
faith, having our hearts sprinkled. from an evil
conscience, and our bodies washed with pure water.
i.et us hold fast the profession of owr faith without
warvering ; (for he s faithful that promised ;) and
let us consider one another to provoke unto love
and to good works: not forsaking the assembling
of ourselves together, as the manner of some 7,
but exhorting ene another: and so much the more,
as ye see the day approaching.

For if we sin wilfully after that we have received
the knowledge of the truth, there remaineth no
more sacrifice for sins, but a certain fearful looking
for of judgment and fiery indignation, which shalil
devour the adversaries. He that despised Moses’
law died without mercy under two or three wit-
nesses: -of how much sorer punishment, suppose
ye, shall he be thought worthy, who -hath trodden
under foot the Son of God, and hath counted
the blood of the covenant, wherewith he was
sanctified, an unholy thing, and hath done despite
unto the Spirit of grace? For we know him that
hath said, Vengeance delongets unto me, 1 will
recompense, szith the Lord. And again, The Lord
shall judge his people. - J7 #s a fearful thing to fall
into the hands of the living God.

But call to remembrance the former days, in
which, after ye were illuminated, ye endured a
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33 great fight of afflictions; partly; whilst ye were Chap 10
made a gazingstock both by reproaches and afflic-
tions ; and partly, whilst ye became companions of

34 them that were so used. For ye had compassion
of me in my bonds; and took joyfully the spoiling
of your goods, knowing in yourselves that ye have
in heaven a better and an enduring substance.

35 Cast not away therefore your confidence, which

36 hath great recompence of reward. For ye have need
of patience, that, after ye have done the will of God,

37 ye might receive the promise. For yet a little while,
and he that shall come will come; and will not

38 tarry. Now the just shall live by faith : but if anxy
man draw back, my soul shall have no pleasure in

39 him. But we are not of them who draw back unto
perdition ; but of them that beheve to the saving
of the soul.

11 Now faith is the substance of thmgs hoped for, Faith.

the evidence of things not seen. For by it the

3 elders obtained a good report. Through faith we

understand that the worlds were framed by the
word of God, so that things which are seen were
4 not made of things which do appear. By faith The fa;tb
Abel offered unto God a more' excellent sacrifice ° "
than Cain, by which he obtained witness that
he was righteous, God testifying of his gifts: and

5 by it he being dead yet speaketh. By faith Enoch Enoch,
was translated that he should not see death; and
was not found, because God had translated him:
for before his translation he had this testimony,

6 that he pleased God. But without faith # &

impossible to please Aim : for he that cometh to
God must believe that he is, and ##af he is a

»
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rewarder of them that diligently seek him. By
faith Noah, being warned of God of things not seen
as yet, moved with fear, prepared: an ark to the
saving of his -house ; by the which he condemned
the world, and became heir ofithe righteousness
which is by faith. By faith Abraham, when he was
called to-go out into a place which he should after
recetve. for an.inheritance, obeyed; and he went
out, not knowing whither he went.. By faith he
sojourned .in the land of promise, as #z a strange
country, dwelling in tabernacles with Isaac and
Jacob, the heirs-with him of the same promise:. for
he looked for a city which hath foundations, whose
builder and maker s God.. -Through faith alse Sara
herself received strength to.conceive seed, and was
delivered of a child when she was past age, because
she judged him faithful who had promised. There-
fore sprang there even of one, and him as-good as
dead, so many as the stars of the sky in multitude,
and as the sahd which 'is by the sea shore
innumerable.

These all died in. faith, not having received the
promises, but having. seen them afar off, and were
persuaded of shewz, and embraced Zhem, and con-
fessed that they were strangers and pilgrims on
the earth. For they that say such things declare
plainly that they seek a country. And truly, if
they had been mindful of that country from
whence. they came out; they might have had
opportunity to have returned. But now they
desire a better country, that.is, an heavenly:
wherefore God is not ashamed to be called their
God: for he hath prepared for them a city.

I1C
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By faith Abraham, when he was tried, offered up Chap. 11
Isaac: and he that had received the promises tp, gacri..
offered up’ his only begotten son, of whom it was {“eazf
said, That in Isaac shall thy seed be called:
accounting that God was able to raise Am up,
even from the dead; from whence also he received
him in a figure. By faith Isaac blessed Jacob and Isaac,
Esau concerning things to come. . By faith Jacob, ngjl',’;‘“d
when he was a dying, blessed both the sons of
Joseph ; -and worshipped, /leazing upon the top of
his staff. By faith Joseph, when he died, made
mention of the departing of the children of Israel ;
and gave commandment concerning his bones.

By faith- Moses, when he was born, was hid Moses
three months of his parents, because they saw 4e :;‘feg;:
wwas a proper child ; and they were not afraid of

the king's commandment. = By faith Moses, when

he was come to years, refused to be called the son

of Pharaoh’s daughter; choosing. rather to suffer
affliction with the people of God, than to enjoy

the pleasures of sin for a season; esteeming the
reproach of Christ greater riches than the treasures

in Egypt : for he had respect unto the recompence

of the reward. By faith he forsook Egypt, not

fearing the wrath of the king: for he endured, as

seeing him who is invisible. Through faith he

kept the passover, and the sprinkling of blood, lest

he that destroyed the firstborn should. touch them.

By faith they passed through the Red sea as by dry The Red
land : which the Egyptians assaying to do were ?:rai’cho,
drowned. By faith the walls of Jericho fell down, ;!;(‘11 -
after they were compassed about seven days. By )
faith the harlot Rahab perished not with them that
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believed not, when she had received the spies with
peace. And what shall T more say? for the time
would fail me to tell of Gedeon, and ¢f Barak, and
of Samson, and of Jephthae; ¢f David aldo, and
Samuel, and of the prophets: who through faith
subdued kingdoms, wrought righteousness, obtained
promises, stopped the mouths of lions, quenched
the violence of fire, escaped the edge of the sword,
out of weakness were made strong, waxed valiant
in fight, turned to flight the armies of the aliens.
Women received their dead raised to life again:
and others were tortured, not accepting deliver-
ance ; that they might obtain a better resurrection :
and others had trial of ¢rze/ mockings and scourg-
ings, yea, moreover of bonds and imprisonment :
they were stoned, they were sawn asunder, were
tempted, were slain with the sword: they wandered
about in sheepskins and goatskins ; - being destitute,
afflicted, tormented; (of whom the world was
not worthy:) they wandered in deserts, and sz
mountains, and ## dens and caves of the earth.
And these all, having obtained a good report
through faith, received not the promise: God
having provided some better thing for uvs, that
they without us should not be made perfect.
Wherefore seeing we also are compassed about
with so great a cloud of witnesses, let us lay aside
every weight, and the sin which doth so easily
beset s, and let us run with patience the race that
is set before us, looking unto Jesus the author and
finisher of oxr faith; who for the joy that was set
before him endured the cross, despising the shame,
and is set down at the right hand of the throne

33

34

35

36

39
40

12



HEBREWS 65

3 of God. For consider him that endured such Chap.13
contradiction of sinners against himself, lest ye be
4 wearied and faint in your minds. Ye have not
5 yet resisted unto bloed, striving against sin.. And
ye have. forgotten the exhortation which speaketh
unto you as unto children, My son, despise
not thou the chastening of the Lord, nor faint
6 when thou art rebuked of him: for whom the
Lord loveth he chasteneth, and scourgeth every
7 son whom he receiveth. If ye endure chastening,
God dealeth with you as with sons; for what
8 son is he whom the father chasteneth not? But
if ye be- without chastisement, wherecf all are
partakers, then are ye bastards, and not .sons.
o Furthermore we have had fathers of our flesh
which corrected »s, and we gave tkem reverence :
shall we not much rather be in subjection unto
10 the Father of spirits, and live? For they verily for
a few days chastened »s after their own pleasure;
but he for our profit, that we might be partakets
t1 of his holiness. Now no chastening for the
present seemeth to be joyous, but grievous : never-
theless afterward it yieldeth the peaceable fruit
of righteousness unto them which are exercised
12 thereby. Wherefore lift up the hands which hang
13 down, and the feeble knees; and make straight
paths for your feet, lest that which is lame be
turned out of the way; but let it rather be healed.
14  Follow peace with all men, and holiness, with- Take heed,
15 out which- no man shall see the Iord: locking
diligently lest any man fail of the grace of God;
lest any root of bitterness springing up trouble
16 you; and thereby many be defiled ; lest there e
F
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any fornicator, or profane person, as lisau, who
for one morsel -of meat sold his birthright. For
ye know how that afterward, when he would have
inherited the blessing, he was rejected: for he
found no place of repentance, though he sought
it carefully with tears.

For ye are not come unto the mount that might
be touched, and that burned- with fire, nor unto
blackness, and darkness, and tempest, and the
sound of a trumpet, and the voice of words;
which woice they that heard intreated that the word
should not be spoken to them any more : (for they
could . not endure that which was commanded,
And if so much as a beast touch the mountain, it
shall be stoned, or thrust through with a dart:
and so terrible was the sight, #4a# Moses said, I
exceedingly . fear and quake:) but ye are come
unto mount Sion, and unto the city of the living
God, the heavenly Jerusalem, and to an innumer-
able company of angels, to the general assembly
and church of the firstborn, which are written in
heaven, and to God the Judge of all, and to the
spirits of just men made perfect, and to Jesus the
mediator of the new covenant, and to the:blood
of sprinkling, that speaketh better things than #as
of Abel. See that ye refuse not him that speaketh.
For if they escaped not who refused him that
spake on earth, much more skall not we escape, if

. we turn away from him that speakets from heaven:

whose voice then shook the earth: but now he
hath promised, saying, Yet once more I shake not
the -earth only, but also heaven. And this word,
Yet once more, signifieth the removing of those
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things that are shaken, as of things that are made,
that those things which cannot be shaken may
remain. Wherefore we receiving a kingdom which
cannot be moved, let us have grace, whereby we
may serve God acceptably with reverence and
godly fear: for our God 75 a consuming fire.

Chap. 12

Let brotherly love continue. Be not forgetful Love,

to . entertain strangers : for thereby some have ¢

purity,

ontent

entertained angels unawares. Remember them that ™ent-

are in bonds, as bound with them; a»4 them
which suffer adversity, as being yourselves also in
the body. Marriage s honourable in all, and the
bed undefiled: but whoremongers and adulterers
God will judge. Zet your conversation be without
covetousness ; and de content with such things as
ye have: for he hath said, I will never leave thee,
nor forsake thee. So that we may boldly say, The
Lord 75 my helper, and I will not fear what man
shall do unto me.

Remember them which have the rule over you, Our sacri-
fice admits

who have spoken unto you the word of God:. whose no sacri-

faith follow, considering the end of #kei» conver-
sation. Jesus Christ the same yesterday, and to
day, and for ever. Be not carried about with
divers and strange doctrines. For # 75 a good
thing that the heart be established with grace; not
with meats, which have not profited them that
have been occupied therein. We have an altar,
whereof they have no right to eat which serve the
tabernacle. For the bodies of those beasts, whose
blood is brought into the sanctuary by the high
priest for sin, are burned without the camp.
Wherefore Jesus also, that he might sanctify the
F 2

ficial meal.
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peopie with his own blood, suffered without the
gate. Let us go forth therefore unto himr without
the camyp, bearing his reproach. = For here have
we 1o continuing city, but we seck one to come.
By him-therefore let us offer the sacrifice of praise
to God continually, that is; the fruit of ox# lips

_ giving thanks to his name. But to do good and

Request

for prayer.

Prayer
for the
readers.

Conclu-
aion.

to communicate forget not: for with such sacrifices
God is well pleased. Obey them that have the
rule’ over you,; and submit yourselves: for they
watch for your souls, as they that must give account,
that ‘they ‘may do it with joy, and not with grlef
for that'ss unprofitable for you.

Pray for us: for we trust we have a good
conscience, in all things willing to live honestly.
But T beseech you the rather to do this, that I may
bé restored to you the soener.

Now the God of peace, that brought again from
the dead our Lord Jesus, that great shepherd of
the  sheep, through  the blood of the everlasting
covénant, make you perfeet in every good work
to do his will, working in you that which is well-
pleasing in his sight, through Jesas Christ; to
whom de glory for ever and ever. Amen.

And I Beseech you, brethren, suffer the word
of exhortatiorr: for ¥ have written a letter unto
you in few words. Know ye that our brother
Timothy is set at liberty ; with whom, if he come
shortly, I will see you.  Salute all them that
have the rule over you, and all the saints. . They
of ftaly salute you. Grace e with you 2all. - Amen.

- ‘Writtel to the Hebrews from Italy by Tinwthy.
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Gop, having of old time spoken unto the fathers in 1
THE title : The Epistle of Paul the Apostle to the Hebrews.
On the ascription of the Episile to Paul see the Introduction,
pp. 28-33. The oidest MSS. simply have the title ‘To the
Hebrews,'.on which see the Introduction, p. r3.

i, 1-3. God’s old and new wvelations. God, who had uttered
fragmentary revelations in the prophets, has now spoken in a Son,
the creator and heir of the universe and the perfect expression of
his Father’s essential being, who, after making purification of sins,
sat at God’s right hand, '

1. The author omits the usual formula of salutation, in order that
nothing may mar the effect of the stately introduction of his
theme. The soaring thought is fitly matched by noble eloquence,
to which a translation does but scanty justice. It is the author’s
purpose to prove that Christianity is superior as a religion to
Judaism, and that it has, in fact, perfectly solved the problem
which confronts every religion. For the great end which religion
seeks to reach is the unhindered fellowship of man with God. If
this is to be gained, there must first be given an adequate
knowledge of God. And since history shews that man cannot,
if left to himself, attain this, it must be given from above ; in other
words, the religion must be a religion of revelation. But the
knowledge of God brings with it the consciousness of guilt, such
as Isaiah expressed, when he had seen the Lord in His majesty
and heard the seraphim praising His holiness : ¢ Woe is me, for
1 am undone.’ No fellowship is possible till the guilt be purged
away, and the sin which rules the life lose its power. " Hence
the religion which is to meet man’s need must be not only
a religion of revelation, but a religion also of redemption ; though
we might perhaps more truly say that the redemption is just the
deepest element in the revelation. It is with the contrast of
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the prophets by divers portions and in divers manners,

Christianity to Judaism as a religion of redemption that the
Epistle is chiefly concerned. But the two religions are also
contrasted in the sphere of revelation, and especially in the
opening section. In an argument for the superiority of Chris-
tianity the line might have been taken, which was afterwards
adopted by some of the Gnostics and Marcion, that the O.T.
contained no true revelation of God. The author guards against
this by the assertion that the God who has spoken to us in a Son,
spoke to the fathers in the prophets. He bases the superiority of
Christianity not on a.distinction in the ultimate source of the two
religions, but on the difference in the channels through which
they have come. The O.T. revelation was given in many paris
and many modes, it was fragmentary in its presentation of truth
and changeful in the manner in which it came, and it 'was given
through a multiplicity of agents. Over against it stands the
revelation in a Som, given not in isolated fragments but as
a barmonious whole, not through many agents but through one.
While human instrusnents could be but imperfect organs of the
Divine, a Son is the perfectly adequate expression of the Father.

of old time. Between the time of Malachi and the birth of
Christ stretched an interval of about four centuries and a half. [t
is trye that much in the O. T. is now known to be later than that
time, but it was the common Jewish view that since the age of
Ezra revelation had ceased.

unto the fathers : that is, the Israelitish and Jewish peoplies.
The most natural inference from this is that the author includes
not himself oniy but his readers also among born Jews. This,
however, is not. certain, for Gentile Christians could be spoken
of as Esraelites in the spiritual sense, and in Rom. ix. 5 Paul speaks
of ‘the fathers,” though the church at Rome seems in the main to
have consisted of Gentiles.

in the prophets. It might seem at first sight that the
prophets in the narrower sense are contrasted with the Son, and
that the contrast between Law and Gospel is covered by that drawn
later between the angels and Moses on the one hand and the Son
on the other. But the writer speaks of the prophets in the widest
sensc of the term as covering the whole O. T, revelation, for in an
introduction which sets forth the leading thoughts of the Epistie
the restricted application of the word is ont of the question. The
wider use is correct, for Moses was regapded as a prophet, and
indeed is spoken of by Philo as the greatest of the prophets.

Yy divers portions and in divers manners: beffer, ¢ in many
parts and in many modes.” The two phrases are not, as some
have thought, rhetorical variations for the samg idea. ‘Many
parts’ refeys to the necessarily piecemeal character of the revela-
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hath at the end of these days spoken unto us in Zis Son, :

tion, due to the many spokesmen through whom it. came and the
long ages during which it -was slowly completed, ‘Many modes’
is often explained of the different methods used by God in
communicating His message to the prophets, such as dreams,
visions, speech face to face, or the compulsion of an inner
conviction... But the author is speaking, not of the forms in
which Ged spoke fo the prophets, but ef the modes in. which
He spoke through them to the fathers. The message took the
form of law or prophecy, of history or psalm; now it was given
in signs, now in types. The authcr does mot mean te assert the
rich and many-sided character of the O. T., but rather to peint out
how-the original unity of the message, secured by the unity of its
author, is shattered by passing through so many media and
finding expression.in so many forms. But we should probably
not infer that the message was in any way altered in ils passage
through the human medium; God was, in the anthor’s view, the
sole speaker, and the inferiority of the prophetic word was one of
defect rather than distortion. The prophets faithfully uttered
God’s word, but in the nature of things there was much God
could not say through them. . e
2. at the end of these days. This phrase isimodelled on one
which is frequent in the ‘0O.T., and is translated ‘“in the. latter
days’ The LXX often translated it ‘at the end of the days.’
Since it occurs several times in Messianic prophecies, it got the
techniczl significance of the days cf the Messiah, The Jews entitled
the pre-Messianic and the Messianic lime * this age’ and ‘the age
to come.’ The actual days of the Messiah were regarded by some
as belonging to this age, by others. lo the age to come, while others
again placed them between the two as distinct from both. Here
by changing the formula from ‘ at the end ef the days’ to ‘at the
end of these days,’ the author identifies the days of the Messiah
with the close of ‘this age.’ It is not quite clear when he con-
ceived ‘the age to come’ as beginning on earth, [t might be
regarded as inaugurated either by the death of the Messiah and
the institution of the New Covenant, or by the Second Coming
which was thought to be close at hand This is perhaps one of
the uncertainties raised by the double point of view, ideal and
actual, in the Epistle. The public ministry of the Son would in
cither case fall before the beginning of the age to come, but it
may be asked whether we should limit God's revelation in the
Son to his preaching, and not include hls death.
in his SBon: better as in the marg., ‘in a Son.” The emphasis
is not on the identity of the revealer, but on his filial nature; the
Question is not who but what he is. What God speaks in a Son
i8 superior to what He spoke in the prophets. And that not
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whom he appointed heir of all things, through whom

merely on account of his loftier dignity, but on that of intrinsic
fitness. God’s speech iii' the Son is not limited to the teaching of
Jesus. So far as God is thought of as the real speaker, that
teaching could have been given through others; but the revela-
tion in the Son consists far less in the word he utters than in
the Word he is. His life and death were a revelation of God,
more articulate and vivid than any utterance about Him could
be. He is God’s self-expression, and, as he comes into human
life, he is God’s seli-translation” from the language of eternity
into the speech of time. Even to speak God’s word adequately
was not possible to the prophets, since revelation was con-
ditioned by human experience, and the prophet had to learn
his message through the conflict of his own scul, while no merely
human experience could be adequate to the full apprehension of
the Divine thought. But on this the author does not dwell, for to
him the prophets are mere organs of the Divine speaker, the word
being uncoloured by their personal experience, " But to translate
the life and character of God into human life and character was
possible only to one who was himself oné with God. Sonship
implied that communion of essence which made this highest of all
revelations possible. And sinee it is the highest, Christianity is
not simply better than Judaism, bit the best of all possible re-
ligions, It is the final religion, because in the Son God has spoken
His last word. It should further be pointed out that ‘in a Son’is
contrasted not simply with ‘in the prophets,’ but also with ‘in many
parts and many modes.” The revelation in the Son is once for all
complete and cannot be supplemented, and it is homogeneous.

In the description, which now follows, of the dignity and work
of the Son, it is remarkable that the writer's hold on the unity of
the Person in his various states is so firm, and that he moves with
such freedom from one to the other. The Son through whom
God made the world is no other than he who made purification of
sins and sat down at the right hand of God. The doctrine of his
Person is practically identical with that which we find in Paul and
John. As by them great stress is laid on his relation to the uni-
verse. He is the agent in its creation, its sustainer, and the heir
who is to possess it. The writer wishes, no doubt, to set forth
the dignity of the Son, especially in contrast to the angels, whose
relation to the universe held :a prominent place in'contemporary
Jewish thought. But probably he also saw in this something that
fitted him to be the medium both of revelation and redemption.

whom he appointed heir of all things. It has been much
disputed when this appointment was made. Many refer it to the
Son’s entrance into heaven after he had completed the work of
redemption. It does not seem a valid objection to this that when
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also he made the worlds; who being the effulgence of 3
the Son sat down on the right hand of God he received bis in-
heritance and therefore ceased to be heir. © For though he sits at
God's right hand he has still to wait till all things are made subject
to him, and is therefore not yet the possessor but only the heir.
The order of the words, however, makes it probable that the
appointment is prior to the creation of the world, and so belongs
to the sphere of eternity. The decree to make the Son heir of
the universe might then be regarded as contemporary with the
purpose to create it. A third possibility, which however is also
exposed to the objection from ‘the order, is that the appointment
was made by a declaration in the O. T.; e.g. Ps. ii. 8, a passage
which may in any case have suggested the designation. But it
may quite as well have been an inference from the description of
the Son as the firstborn.
through whom also he made the worlds. It was fitting
that he who had been designated heir of the universe should prove
his title to this high dignity by creating it. The word translated
‘worlds’ means /i, ‘ages’ (marg.), and many give it that meaning
here, If correctly, there may be a reférence to the two ages of
the world’s history, ‘this age’ and * the age to come.” Thiswouldbe
interesting as shewing that, though the Son was not the ruler of
this age, he was its creator.” The angels were apparently regarded
as rulers of this age, a thought which seems to be expressed also
in 1 Cor. ii. 6-8. But more probably if the notion of time is to be
retained, it should include thé contents of time, perhaps what we
understand by nature and histery. It seems simpler to suppose
that, as happened also with the corresponding Hebrew word, the
idea of time has been eliminated and the word means the werlds.
This is the meaning in xi. 3, and that determines its sense here.
3. who being the effulgence of his glory, and the very
image of his substance. This passage, while of great importance
for the writer’s doctrine of the Person of Christ and the develop-
ment of that doctrine in the church, is of somewhat uncertain
meaning. The word translated ‘effulgence !’ was borrowed from
the terminology of the Alexardrian schools. It occurs in the
Wisdom of Solomon in a passage which has probably influenced
the choice of language here, Speaking of wisdom the writer
says: ‘For she is an effulgence from everlasting light, and an
unspotted mirror of the working of God, and an image of his good-
ness’ (Wisd. of Sol. vii. 26). The word occurs often in Philo, but not
in the LXX and nowhere else in the N. T. It may mean either
‘reflection’ or * radiance,” and both renderings have been defended
by eminent authorities, though the majority of recent commentators

1 dravyadua.
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his glory, and the very image of his. substance, and

prefer the latter. If this be the meaning, the metaphor expresses
the derivation of the;, Son from the Father and his distinction from
Him, undey the figure of the radiance which streams forth from
a body of light, and gains an mdepmdent existence of its own,
The paint of the figures lies less in the process than in the result,
as is indicated by the passive termination. of the word. The trans-
lation ¢ reflection,’ which should have been given in the margin as
an alternatlvr.:, while it includes the ideas of derivation and dis-
tinction, suggests chiefly the exact resemblance ef the Son to the
Father, Since this is the idca expressed in the fo].lowmg clause,
it is perhaps better to retain the translation given in the text. The
‘glory’ of God is His manifested nature, His being as.it is presented
to the universe. . The idea of .physical brightness has passed over
into that of His infinite purity and holiness. The choice of the
word here has probably been. influenced by.its connexion, with
“radiance.’ - The phrase ‘the eflulgence of his glory’ thus expresses
the Son’s relations alike to God and the world. . While he derives
his being from the Father, he is also His manifestation to the warld.
Instead of the very image of his substance the margin gives
¢ the impress of his substance’ : it would be stiil better ta trans-
late ‘the impress of his essence.” The word translated ‘impress
meant originally an instrument for- marking or engraving; it then
cameto be ysed of the impression an a seal or die. Philo speaks of
the Logos as the impression an the seal of God, and von Soden has
therefore adopted thjs meaning here, taking men to be the imprint
struck off with this seal, 2 most jmprobable view, The werd was
also used for the figure struck off by the.seal, and hence of an cxact
representation or facsimile of the original, the clear-cut impress
which possesses all its ‘c,har,acteustics The word occurs only
herg in the N. T. ¢ Egsence®’ is Jiterally. that which stands under,
and thus comes to mean the underlymg reality of a thing, the
qualities which constitute it what it is. ‘ Substance’ is the exact
etymological equivalent, but .the associations of the werd make it
undesirable to use it in this canpexion. In later theplogical
language the word got the technical sense of a Person in the God-
head, so that much confusion was caused through the use of con-
flicting phraseology by those who held the same belief. Some
orthodox writers spoke of one ‘ hypostasis,’ referrmg to the unity
of essence, while others spoke of threc* hypostases,’ meanmt, three
‘Persons.” Here the word is used in the sense of ‘ essence.’ The
phrase thus expresses that the Son is the exact counterpart of the
Father, and the first two clauses of the verse taken together assert
his essentla[ divinity.

1 , 6 87
XOPRETHP. uméarac:s.
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wpholding all things by the word of his power, when he

npholding all things by the word of his power: thus the
Son is not only the agent in creation, but the sustainer of the
universe. Philo attributes a similar function to the Logos, and
we may also compare Paul's language in Col. i. 17. ‘Upholding’
scarcely brings out the full meaning of the word, which implies
also the ‘hearing’ it forward towards a goal. In xi. 3 creation is
ascribed to the word of God... The term. translated ‘ word’ here
and in xi. 3 is not /ogos but raéma, and the reference n xi. g is to
the creative word ‘and God said’ in Gen. i. It is not clear
whether * his power’ means the power of God or of Christ. In
favour of the former.is the fact that in the preceding clauses the
pronoun refers to God, and if it is to be taken so here, the meaning
is that God has committed to the Son His omnipotent word, to
wield in the upholding, as formerly in the creation, of the uni-
verse. On the other band, the immediate impression of the
passage favours the reference to the Son, and the conception of
his Divine dignity is enhanced if the word of power be his in his
own right.

An important question is raised as to the period in the Son's
history to which the present participles in this verse (‘being,’
‘bearing”):should be réferred.. By some they are assigned to each
of the three stages of his existence—the pre-incarnate, the in-
carnate, and the exalted. It is difficult to believe that the writer,
who so firmly grasped the limitations of the Son's life on earth,
should have thought of him as upholding the: universe -during
his humiliation. It belonged to him through:every stage of his
existence to be thé radiance of God's glory and the impress of His
essence, for this was an inalienable part of his personality, but this
does not imply that in his. earthly life he maintained: these rela-
tions to the universe which he had formetly exercised. = kt is
therefore better to refer these:clauses to his pre-incarnate life, and
the present participles are all the more suitable that the states
described belong to eternity rather than:time. We thus secure
the orderly development of the-Son’s history throughits successive
stages. - -
when he had made purification of sins. The writer now
passes to the Son’s redemptive work, whieh is the central theme
of lis Epistle, touching it only lightly, since he will speak of it
fully in due course. The Son’s ability to perform this work is
conferred upon him through his relation to the Father and the
universe, and its.accomplishment is rewarded by the session at
the right hand of God. The phrase is a little difficult, and may be
explained -either, he purified sins away, as in the passage ‘his
leprogy was cleansed ' (Matt. viii. 3), or, he purified mankind from
sins, The plural here fixes attention on the accumulated acts of
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had made purification of sins, sat down on the right
hand of the Majesty on high; having become by so

human transgression rather than on the sinful nature from which
they sprang.

sat down on the right hand of the Majesty on kigh. The
language is suggested by Ps. cx. 1, which is quoted in verse 13,
and referred to in viii. 1, x. 12, xil. 2, The session at the right
hand of God indicates the completion of his work and its accep-
tance by God, and also that his pesition is one of Divine dignity
and dominion. Nevertheless his rule is not unchallenged, for he
still waits till his enemies are made his footstool. The effect is
heightened, in the Greek especially, by the full-sounding phrase
‘the Majesty on high.” The controversy between the Lutheran
and Reformed Churches, whether the right hand of God is to be
locally ‘conceived or not, however interesting in itself, and im-
portant for its bearing on the question of the ubiquity of Christ’s
body and the doctrine of the Lord’s Supper, is without significance
for the exegesis of this passage.

i. 4~14. The Son and the angels. The Son has become better
than the angels, since, as Scripture asserts, he is God’s Son,
whose kingdom shall have no end, while the angels are but
servants, with a transient personality.

4. In this verse the writer skilfully effects the transition from
his general contrast between the word spoken in the Son and
that spoken in the prophets, to the first point in his detailed
proof. This is that the Son is exalted far above the angels, and
therefore the word he speaks comes to us with more imperious
claims on our acceptance, claims justified alike by the dignity
of the speaker and the intrinsie worth of his message. It is
usually agreed that the angels fill so prominent a place in the
argument because they were the mediators through whom. the
law was given. This view is not fonnd in the O.T., but there
is a reference to the presence of the angels at the giving of the
law in the LXX text of Deut. xxxiii. 2. It was widely received
among the Jews in the time of Christ, and is three times asserted
in the N. T. (il. 2; Gal. iii. 19; Acts vii. .53, cf. verse 38). The
mediation of these august celestial dignitaries was naturally felt
to enhance the value of the law. If, then, the writer wished to
undermine the belief in the permanence of the law, it was a great
point gained if he could shew the inferiority of its mediators to
the mediator of the New Covenant. That he begins his argument
with the mediators and only gradually comes to close quarters
with the law itself, is due to the skiil in the conduct of his case,
which saved him from attacking his readers in their most firmly
held position till he had effectively weakened their grasp on some of
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much better than the angels, as he hath inherited

its strongest supports. And to this dialectical skill we should
also attribute the strange failure, as it seems, to drive home the
inference as to the law, which follows from the position assigned
to the angels. He hints at this for the present, by-and-by the
time will come for him to unmask his batteries. We need not
therefore argue with Weiss that the author’s main purpose is
to exhibit the exalted position of the Son by the fact that it is
higher -:even than that of the angels, who hold the chief rank in
creation. “Weiss thus makes the first chapter a-mere introduction,
intended to urge the importance of the message spoken by the
Son, instead of an integral part of the proof of its superiority to
Judaism. And this places the reader at the wrong point of view
for appreciating the drift of the argument. For the author does
not mean How great must the Son be, since he is greater even
than the angels! but How great is the Son, and how incomparably
inferior are the angels! The high dignity of the.Son may seem
to guarantee the superiority of Christianity less adequately to us
than to the author. But we must remember that the contrast
between law and gospel was. part of a wider contrast, that of
the two ages, or of this world and the world to come. Hence
the proof that the Son, and not the angels, is Lord of the world
to come has a very real bearing on the relation of the two religions,
It may. be observed that while the law is the portion of the O.T.
specially kept in view as given by the angels, they are also
prominent in prophecy and Apeocalyptic from the time of Ezekiel
onwards, It seems unnecessary to find in this chapter, as some
scholars do, an attack upon angel-worship. We have reason to
believe that this practice existed among Jews in the Apostolic
Age, but none to-find it attacked here. It would have been
condemned explicitly and not by inference. 'Nor does there
seem to be any reference to the view that the Messiah was an
angel. - It is possible that the development of the doctrine of the
Son in this chapter has been conditioned by current Jewish angel-
ology as well as by. the Logos doctrine of Alexandria, -
having become by so much better than the angels. The
words ‘ having become’ suggest a difficult question. What relation
did the exalted state of the Son bear, in the author’s mind, to the
pre-incarnate? He is, of course, made lower than the angels
in his earthly life, and therefore has to ‘become’ better than they
when the period of humiliation is passed. But are we to regard
this as the return to an old or the attainment of a new position ?
From the fact that his present superiority to the angels is joined
with the loftier excellence of the name he has inherited, it might
be argued that this name was conferred upon him only on his
return to heaven. But since the name seems to be that of < Son*
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a more excellent name than they. For unto which of
the angels said he at any time,

or ‘ My Son,” he cannot have received it for. the: first time when
he returned to heaven, for he was Son during his life on earth
(i. 2, v..8), -Since, further, in the pre-incarnate state he was the
agent -in creation, he must always have been better than the
angels. : The return is therefore to a position he had previously
possessed, but with this difference, that it was the return not
merely of a Divine but a Divine-human Person, “which thus
guaranteed the ultimate elevation .of mankind above the angels.
Some scholars give to ‘better’ the specific sense of * mightier,’ and
probably the emphasis is on the superiority in position rather
than in moral excellence, for the latter would be true of all stages
in his career, even though in the human life there was moral
discipline and therefore moral progress. At the same time we
should not restrict the meaning in thisway. The Son's superiority
to the angels includes a moral as well as what we may call a
physical element. He was better than the angels in both respects
before the Incarnation. But the Incarnation affected both. Not
only was therc moral progress during the incarnate life; the
Incarnation itself marked a great moral advance. Not that the
sacrificing love became greater, but that it found an expression
hitherto denied. And, further, while the Son did not need to
become incarnate that he might love man to the uktermost, the
Incarnation marked a moral advance. in that he thus learned
sympathy. Bat while the Incarnation brought with it a moral
enrichment, it demanded also a physical impoverishment, he was
made lower than the angels. At-his Exaltation he resumed a
position above them, corresponding to the greater excellence of
the name he had all aleng possessed, with all the added: lustre
of redemptive achievement and enhanced moral greatness; The
formula of comparison ‘by so much .. . as’ occurs often in
this Epistle and in Philo, but never in Paul.

a8 he hath inherited a more excellent nmame than they.
According to verse 5 the name seems to be. that of ‘Son’ or
¢My Son.’ It is hardly probable that Delitzsch is.right in thinking
that the name is the Ineffable Name, of which *Son,” ‘God,
‘Lord,” are hints. Nor can we with von Soden regard- it as the
whole collective idea expressed in the words, ‘a Son whom he
appointed heir of all things, through whom also he made the worlds.’
This is no name,” nor can the meaning, ¢ nature,” which he imposes
on ‘name’ be vindicated. On the difficulty that the angels are
called sons of God, see the note on verse 5. It is not said when
the Son inherited this more excellent name. But, in spite of the
connexion with the preceding clause, which refers to the exalta-
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Thou art my Son,
This day have I begotten thee?

tion, we should probably think of his.eternal possession of it.
For in verse 2z he through whom God made the worlds is spoken
of as a Son. We should not, therefore, imagine the reference
to be to the giving of the name in O. T. prophecy, or after
the return to heaven. It is unfortunate that the English version
is unable to preserve the significant distinction in the tenses of
the original (‘having become ’ translating an aorist, and ‘he hath
inherited’ a perfect).

5. In this verse we have two passages quotcd from the O. T.,
containing the more excellent name, coupled with a question
implying that such a name had never been given to any angel.
This question is conclusive against the view of some modern
interpreters that the writer regarded the Son as an angel. Had he
done so, he could not have asked such a question, for this would
then have been a case where an angel had received the name, A
difficulty is raised by the [act that in the O.T. the angels are
several times called ‘the sons of God’ (b*ne Elohim). But this
phrase scarcely carries with it all that it naturally suggests to us.
It really means ne ‘morc than beings who possess the Elohim
nature in contrast to men, and probably there is no reference to
any actual sonship to God. It is further to be noticed that this
term is always applied to the angels asa class, hever to individuals,
and the form in which the writer puts the question indicates
that he laid stress upon the individual reference. At the same
time it is quite likely that he was not aware that this title was
applied to the angels in the O. T. For the LXX usually trans-
lated it ‘ angels of God,” and of the three exceptions two (Ps.
Xxix, I, Ixxxix. 6) may not have been present to his mind, while
:’he narrative in Gen. vi. 1-4 may have been ctherwise explained

y him.

The first quotation is from Ps. ii. 7. The Psalm was currently
interpreted as Messianic, and if it is post-exilic, as many critics
think, it may have been originally so intended. The nations are
warned that the revolt they are plotting against the Lord’s
Anointed will be futile, and that humble submission may save
them from his fury. The begetting of the Son secms in the
Psalm to be a metaphor for his coronation, In Aects xiii. 33 Paul
quotes it as fulfilled in the Resurrection of Jesus, and it was
applied by some in the early church to his Baptism. Thus there
15 3¢ Western” reading of Luke iii. 22 which gives these words as
the voice from heaven, and the Ebionites seem also to have taken
the same view. Many scholars explain it of the Exaltation, which
In this Epistle holds much the same place as the Resurrection in

G
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and again,
I will be to him a Father,
And he shall be to me a Son?
5 And when he again bringeth in the firstborn into the

Paul. In favour of this might be urged its connexion witly the
words ‘having become by so much better than the angels,” which
refer to the Exaltation, and the fact that the quotation in verse 13,
introduged by a similar formula, must be so explained. In that
case the begetting is to be interpreted of the entrance of the
Messiah on his heavenly reign, which would correspond closely
to the original significance of the words, and yield a thought
similar to that in Rom. i. 4. Nevertheless this view should prob-
ably be set aside; for the sense of the quotation is determined
by thesecond clause of the preceding verse rather than by the
first, and if that has been rightly interpreted we must refer
the begetting of the Son to eternity. And although such an
application of ‘to.day ' may seem to us artificial, it is found in Philo,
and was therefore probably familizr to the author, Weiss, follow-
ing Riehm, takes the very improbable view that the words ¢ This
day have I begotten thce * have no relation to the chain of thought,
and were added merely ta identify the quotatlon Hethinks that
if the a\xthor attached any definite meaning to them, he referred
them to the time when the name was first used in O. T. prophecy.
Other have explained them of the Incarnation.

I will be to him a Father, And he shall be to me a Son.
The quptation is taken from 2 Sam. vii. 14. It occurs in an
oracle addressed by Nathan to Bavid. The prophet tells the king
that he is not to build the temple, but his son, whom Yahweh
will take for His son, chastening him if he commit iniquity,
yet gstablishing the throne of his house for ever. The passage,
which in its present form is post-Deuteronomic, is obviously not
Messianicin the N.T. sense, but the non-fulﬁiment of the prophecy
in a political sense may have extended the application to the
everlasting spiritual reign of the Son of David. Paul quotes the
passage freely (2 Cor. vi. 18}, and applies it to the relation between
God and Chrisliang generally.

8. Not only has the Son this more excellent name; which none
of the angels has ever received, but his suyperiorily to them is
{lqnhcr demonstrated by the command that they shall worship

HITL. .

And when he again bringeth in the flratborn into the
world. [t is uncertain whether this tranblatioll or that in the
margin, ‘ And again, when he bringeth in,’ should be adopted. In
favour of the former is the order in the Greek, which suggests
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world he saith, And let all the angels of God worship
him. And of the angels he saith, -

that ¢ again’ should be connected -with the verb as an adverb of
time. It is,in fact, held by some to be grammatically inadmissible
to translate as in the margin. Against this tay be set the very
high authority of Dr. Field, as well as that of some of the most
eminent commentators. And if we translate.‘ when -he again
bringeth,’ there is a tacit contrast of a second with a first intro-
duction of the Son into the world, but no mention of: such a first
introduction has been made. The frequent use of ¢ again’ in the
Epistle to introduce a new quotation is also in favour of the
marginal rendering. If we adopt the translation in the text,
the second bringing in can refer only to the Second Coming. But
even with the marginal translation this reference is to be pre-
ferred. The Greek construction is used of an event still future at
the time of writing, so that we should translate ‘when he shall
have brought in.> We should therefore not think with Bleek of' a
solemn act before the In¢arnation, by which the Father presented
the Son to the universe as the firstborn who had created it; nor
of the Incarnation, against which there lies the further objection
that the Son was then lower than the angels. ‘The world,’ literally
as in marg. ‘ the inhabited earth,’ is our present world, not the
world to come, as von Soden thinks. For ‘bringeth in’ the
margin reads ‘shall have brought in’’

the firstborn. The term is several times in the O.T.
applied to Israel (Exod. iv. 22; Jer. xxxi. 9). It seems to have
been applied to the Messiah by the Jews in the time of Christ on
the ground of Ps. Ixxxix. 27, and it passed over from them into
the Christian Church. That the term was applied to God Himself
in some Rabbinical passages we should probably regard, with
Bleek, as a mere eccentricity. Philo speaks of the Logos as the
firstborn Son, though he uses a slightly different word. Paul
uses the same word as here in Col. i. 15, 18 ; Rom. viii. ag, and it
also occurs in Rev. i. 5. Properly it expresses temporal priority,
bit from the special position accorded to the firstborn the notion
of dominion camie to be included in it. Its meaning here is
difiicult to determine, especially sivce, unlike the other N.T.
Instances, it stands by itself without any addition to fix its sense.
Perhaps the leading thought is that of lordship, as the term is
probably chosen for its appropriateness to the quotation which is
to follow. Whether there is any comparison with angels as
the later born is uncertain ; but after the denial that angels have
Teceived the name of Son, ¥ is very unlikely. There may, how-
tver, be such a comparison with men, the ¢ many sens’ of ii. ro,

let all the angels of God worship him. Lhis passage isnot
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Who maketh his angels winds,
And his ministers a flame of fire :

found in the Hebrew Bible. In Ps. xcvii. 7 we read, * Worship
him, all ye gods,” which is translated in the LXX ‘ Worship him
all ye his angels.” But in the LXX version of the Song of Moses
the words occur as here, though they have nothing corresponding
to them in the original. An interesting point, however, needs
notice. While in the Codex Vaticanus Deut. xxxii. 43 stands
as here, in the Codex Alexandrinus for ‘angels of God’ we read
‘sons of God.” Since the author usually quotes a MS. of the
LXX which has affinities with the text of the latter rather than of
the former codex, the question arises as to the text he followed
here. As the latter codex has a second version of the Song of
Moses placed after the Psalms, in which the words occur prac-
ticalty as here quoted, it seems best to suppose that the author
quoted from it rather than from that in Deuteronomy, though some
think his MS. of the LXX had a less close affinity to this codex
than scholars since Bleek have generally supposed. Since he
does not go behind the LXX to the Hebrew, it is not strange that
he should quote a passage which isnot in the original. The object
of angelic worship here is clearly the Son. not Yahweh as in
the Song.

7. The quotation is from Ps. civ. 4, a passage which has given
rise to much controversy. The LXX translation, adopted by the
author, is legitimate as a rendering of the words, and has found
strenuous defenders. It is difficult, however, to regard it as
satisfactory. For the burden of the context is God’s greatness as
shewn in His manipulation of the forces of nature. The translation
usually adopted is: ‘Who maketh winds his messengers, the
flaming fire his ministers.’ This, although accepted by many
Hebraists of the first rank, is opposed to the usage of the language
(see Driver, Hebrew Tenses, § 195; Toy, Quolations i the New
Testament, p. 207). We should therefore probably translate :
¢ Who maketh his messengers of winds, his ministers of flaming
fire’; in other words, just as God made man out of dust, so He
makes His messengers of wind and flame. This agrees with
the translation in the LXX and Epistle in so far as it asserts
that what is at one time God’s messenger is at another one of
the forces of nature, But it differs from it, in that the order
of the process is reversed. The Hebrew asserts the formation of
the messengers out of wind and fire, the LXX and Epistle assert
the reduction of the angels to wind and fire. And the author
evidently means this in its full extent, and not simply that God
makes the angels assume the form now of wind, and now again of
fire. Still less can we, with Toy, adopt the marginal translation
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but of the Son Ae saith,
Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever;
And the sceptre of uprightness is the sceptre of thy
kingdom.

‘spirits” instead of ‘winds * and explain that God ¢ makes his angels
ministering spirits, enduing them with the brightness and power
of a flame of fire.” Against both it seems decisive that the con-
trast with the Son would lose its significance ; for the guotations
that follow emphasize the reign of the Son, but even more his
eternity. He is the permanent in the perishing universe. And
unless the author means that while the Son abides, the personality
of the angels may vanish away and they may be reduced to
impersonal forces; the contrast of the quotations is emptied of most
of its force, It is true that Jewish theology regarded the angels
as assuming the form of fire or wind as occasion required. But it
also spoke of their evanescent personality, as of the angels of the
fire stream, recreated every morning, and after praising God
relapsing into the element from which they came.

8. In contrast to the angels’ precarious tenure of existence
stands the eternity of the Son's existence and reign. There is
a further contrast between the royal dignity of the Son and the
servile position of the angels, which, however, is left for more
explicit statement to verses 13, 14. It might seem as if, in the
eunlogy passed on the Son for his love of righteousness and hatred
of iniquity, there was a tacit opposition to a non-moral or immoral
rule of the angels (cf. Ps. Ixxxii). But probably these words
have no special bearing on the argument. The quotation is
continued after ¢for ever and ever,’ in order to include the words
‘above thy fellows,’

The quotation is taken from Ps. xlv, 6, 7. The Psalm is
a wedding song, written for a king’s marriage. It is regarded as
post-exilic by several scholars, and as written in honour of
a foreign king, though Robertson Smith still thought it easiest to
date it in the time of the old monarchy (Old Testasment in the
Jewish Church, second edition, 1892, p. 439). Duhm also thinks
the king is not a foreigner, but he identifies him with Aristobulus 1
(T05-104 B.c.), in accordance with the very late dates (second and
first centuries B.c.) he assigns to the majority of the Psalms. Solate
a date is improbable for any Psalm, doubly so for one in the first
three books of the Psalter, Cheyne, who formerly identificd the
king with Ptolemy Philadelphus, has now surrendered this view,
and regards the Psalm as Messianic, not, of course, in the N.T.
sense ( The Christian Use of the Psalms, pp. 153-158, 18g9).

Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever. The meaning of
the Hebrew text is much disputed. Four translations have been
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Thou hast loved righteousness, and hated iniquity ;

proposed : (@) Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever ; (4) Thy
throne is God for ever and ever; (¢) Thy throne of God is for
ever and ever ; (d) Thy throne is God's throne for ever and ever.
Of these (¢) and (d) seem to be grammatically inadmissible, (5) is
harsh and unexampled, and (a) involves the direct address of an
earthly: king by the name God, which is hardly possible. - The
Hebrew text is probably corrupt; the simplest emendation is
*Thy throne shall be for ever and ever,” in which case the Divine
name, which creates the difficulty, disappears'.; The translation
in the Epistle, which is practically that of the LXX, admits of two
interpretations, We may translate as in R. V., ‘Thy throne,
O Guod, is for ever and ever,” or * Thy throne is God for ever and
ever’ (so Ewald, Hort, and Westcott). Westcott explains this :
*Thy kingdom is founded upon God, the immovable Rock.” 1In
spite of such distinguished support, this view has met with little
favour (Weiss, with characteristic ignorance of English work,
speaks of it as universally given up). It is so harsh as to be
almost unintelligible, and it weakens the assertion of the dignity
of the Son, contained in the direct address to him as God. The
argument that, because it is scarcely possible that Elohim was
addressed to the king in the Hebrew, there is a presumption

! The Psalm helongs to the so-called Elohistic Psalms (xlii-lxxxiii}, in
which an editor has very frequently altered the Divine name Yahweh
into Elohim. He therefore substituted Elohim here for Yahweh. It
is simplest to suppose that the Psalmist actually wrote the consonants
Y HY H {=yih®yeh, shall b¢) and that the editor {or an earlier
scribe) misread them as YH W H { = Yahweh). This emendation,
proposed independently by Bruston and Giesebrecht, is accepted by
Wellhausen and Duhm. It meets the need for a verb, which has
heen widely felt, and the alteration in the Hebrew is exceedingly slight.
Other emendations have been proposed. Bickell thought that some
words had faller out of the text, and suggested * As for thy throne,
firm is its foundation, God has established it for ever and ever.
Cheyne accepted this in his commentary, but now thinks on metrical
and exegetica! grounds that the line “ Thy throne, O God, is for ever
and ever ' is ¢ the pious ejaculation of an_early reader,” and no part
of the original text (The Christian Use of the Psalms, pp. 151,
152). Naldeke thinks the text originally ran, *Thy throne is for
ever-and ever, and that a reader, offended that this should be said
to an earthly king, inserted Elohim (O God), feeling that to him
alone such language should be addressed. (The following works, in
addition to the commentaries, may be consulted on the passage:
Driver, Hebrew Tenses, § 194 ; Toy, Quotations in the New Testa-
ment, pp. 208, 2ay; Cheyne, The Origin of the Psalter, pp. 181, 182.)
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Therefore God, thy God, hath anointed thee
With the oil of gladness above thy fellows,

against this application in the LXX (Westcott) cannot control
the interpretation of the passage in the Epistle. It is doubtful if
the LXX translator reflected on the application of the word; he
probably simply translated his text in the most obvious way. But
the author of the Epistle, interpreting it Messianically, would be
influenced neither by the Hebrew, of which he knew nothing,
nor by the opinions of the translator, and would feel no scruples
in speaking of the Son, whom he has described in. such lofty
language, as God. The most serious objection is that the use of
God with the definite article! for the Son is unparalleled in the
N. T., and that Philo distinguishes between God and the Logos by
the addition or omission of the definite article, and therefore that
the author can hardly have addressed the Son by this term. This
argument would be of greater force if the writer had been using
his own phraseology; but, as he is quoting, he uses language
which he would probably net have chosen. We should, therefore,
translate ‘O God,” and regard the Son as addressed by that name.
For ‘thy kingdom’ the two oldest Greek MSS. (x and B) read
His kingdom.’ ‘

8. Therofore @God, thy God. Probably this is the best
translation, though guite possibly the rendering ¢ therefore, O God,
thy God’ may be right. ‘

hath anointed thee with the oil of gladness. In Ps. xlv.
the reference seems to be to the joy which comes to the royal
bridegroom with his bride. The anointing does not refer to his
toronation, it is a metaphor from the custom of anointing guests
atafeast. (Cf.°thou anocintest my head with oil ; my cup runneth
over,’ or the words of Jesus to Simon: ‘My head with oil thou
didst not anoint.”} At life’s banquet the king has been anointed
beyond all ethers with the oil of joy. And, similatly here, though
‘we can hardly think of such mystical interpretations as the
marriage supper of the Lamb, or the Bridegroom’s joy in the union
with the church his Bride, the thought is of festal ancinting, and
not: of coronation. We may compare ‘the joy set before him,
spoken of in xii, 2. :

above thy fellows. In the Psalm the king's fellows are
most naturally explained gs his fellow kings, not one of whom, the
poet would say, has been so blest in his bride, What sense the
author found in it is disputed. It is clear that he. attaches
a definite significance for his argument te the phrase, since he
carries down the quotation to this point, quoting what is scarcely

S — —
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1o And,
Thou, Lord, in the beginning hast laid the foundation
of the earth,
And the heavens are the works of thy hands:

relevant to the discussion, just for the sake of including these
words. This consideration seems to exclude the reference to the
anointed kings of the earth, or to the prophets, priests, and kings
of the O. T., which, though not wholly irrelevant to the general
argument, is so to this section of it, or to Christians in general, or
to men. The argument irresistibly suggests the angels, and the
objections made to it do not invalidate this interpretation. That
the angels are not anointed seems to be a precarious assumption,
once we remember that the anointing has nothing to do with
enthronement, but is simply a metaphor for the gift of joy. The
author speaks of the angels as a ¢festal assembly’ in xii. 23 (see
note). Nor can it be said that the author could not have spoken
of them as the Son’s ‘fellows’ just when he was proving
their immeasurable inferiority to him. For their inferiority is
suggested here, and as heavenly beings they might be spoken of
in this way. This seems to be another case where the quotation
is responsible for the employment of a word which the author
would hardly have chosen, even though he deliberately includes it
in the citation, for the sake of the general idea. ' It is pressing the
word beyond measure to infer from it, in the face. of verse s, that
the author regarded the Son as an angel.

10. A quotation asserting that the Son has created the universe,
and while it perishes he abides for ever. This further demon-
stration of the superiority of the Son to the angels gains greatly
in significance ‘when we remember how closely, in Jewish thought,
the angels and nature were bound together. The stars had. each
its-angel, angels presided over every force and phenomenon of
nature ; indeed, all things had their angels. They were conceived
as the animating powers in nature, the spiritual forces resident in
material things. But when heaven and earth passed away, what
function was left for them? Like the tree-spirits in another
mythology, who perish with the decay or destruction of their
trees, so they, too, would pass away.

The quotation is taken from Ps. cii. 25-25. The Psalm is very
variously dated. It is probably post-exilic, springing out of a time
of nationatl trouble. Duhm thinks it consists of two independent
poems, the former ending with verse r1. The most noteworthy
thing about the Greek version, in which the Epistle follows it, is
that the word ¢ Lord” is inserted in it, though it is not found in
the Hebrew. In the original Yahweh is addressed, so also in
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They shall perish ; but thou continuest :
And they all shall wax old as doth a garment;
And as a mantle shalt thou roll them up,

the LXX. But owing to the Christian use of ‘Lord’ for Jesus,
the reference of the passage to the Sen was facilitated by the
insertion, thongh without it the writer would probably have felt
no hesitation in this application. Weiss thinks that since God
is regarded as the speaker in the O.T., and these words are
addressed to another, this other must be the Messiah., But
while it is true that O,T. passages are generally regarded as
spoken by God, this is not so invariably. For in some places we
have the Son himself speaking (ii. 12, 13, x. 5-7), in others the
Holy Spirit (iii. 7-11, . 15-17), and in one instance a guotation is
introduced with the formula, ‘One hath somewhere testified,
saying’ (ii. 6). To assume that the anthor took the view of the
O.T. which Weiss suppeses, would be to impute to him a very
unintelligent and mechanical reading of Scripture.

Thou. This word occurs at a later point of the clause in the
L.XX, but is placed at the beginning by the author for the sake of
emphasis.

hast lald the foundation of the earth. Here the scriptural
proof is given of the creation of the world by the Son, asserted in
verse 2.

They shall perish; but thou continnest. ¢ They’ probably
refers, not to earth and hcaven, but to ‘the heavens’ simply, for
‘they all* in the next line naturally suggests the numerous heavens
of Jewish theology, and the words ‘shalt thou roll them up ' can
apply only to the heavens. ¢Thou continuest’ may also be trans-
lated, with a change of accent in the Greek, ¢thou shalt continue,”
But the present expresses more forcibly the unchanging perma-
nence of the Son’s being, and in the corresponding clause in
verse 12 we have a present, ‘thou art the same.” A striking
parallel to this verse is found in Isa. 1i 6, The following N.T.
passages may be compared : Matt, xxiv. 35; 2 Pet. iii. 10-12;
Rev. xx. 11, Xxi. L

12. shalt thou roll them wmp. The Hebrew is ‘shalt thou
change them,” and this is read here by some MSS., but wrongly.
It is not clear what was the original reading in the LXX. Prob-
ably the translation followed the Hebrew, but owing to the
similarity of the two words ir Greek, and perhaps under the
influence of Isa, xxxiv. 4, ‘change’ was altered into ‘roll up’
As we gather from that passage in Isaiah (which occurs in a late
apocalyptic oracle upon Edom), and from the similar passage in
Rev, vi. 13, 14, the rolling up of the heavens carried with it the
destruction of the heavenly bodies, and therefore of their angels,

II
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As a garment, and they shail be changed :
But thou art the same,
And thy years shall not fail.

The firmament was regarded as a solid expanse, stretched over
the earth like a canopy, the stars being luminous points {astened
upon it. As it was rolled up they fell to the earth,
. . Asa garment. This repetition, which is not found in the
LXX, is attested by a very strong combination of MSS, It is
somewhat difficult and may be due to a seribe’'s mistake in copying.
13. A quotation, introduced by a formula similar to that in
verse 5, declaring the Son’s exaltation, in which no angel shares.
The quotation is from Ps. cx. 1. This Psalm is probably Macca-
bzean, and several indications peint to Simon Maccabzus as the
subject of it. In @ Macc. xiv. 41 we read: ‘that the Jews and
the priests were well pleased that Simon should be their leader
and high priest for ever, until there should arise a faithful prophet.’
Simon thus combined the positions of prince and high-priest; he
was king in all but name, and issued his own coinage. But as he
was not of high-priestly family the appointment was provisional,
till a prophet should arise to pronounce the Divine will. Accord-
ingly we have in:Ps. ¢x. a prophetic oracle in which Simon’s
position is legitimated by the assimilation of his priesthood to that
of Melchizedek. Like him, Simon was king and priest in one, and
the coincidence in the phraseelogy of. 1 Macc. xiv. 41 with the
words ‘thou art a high priest for ever’ in the Psalm is too striking
to be accidental. It is also worth noticing that the first four
verses of the Psalm contain an acrostic formed by the letiers of
Simon’s name. The lateness of the Psalin is further confirmed
by the fact that Gen. xiv, is probably one of the latest sections in
the Pentateuch, belonging, indeed, to none of its main documents,
and possibly the Melchizedek episode is a still later insertion. It
seems probable that the Psalm refers to this narrativel. It should

! As the Psalm is so-important for the argument of the Epistle, it
should be added that the correctness of the text of verse 4 has been
recently challenged. Duhm. asserts that the Hebrew cannot mecan
‘after the manner of Melchizedek.” He cuts out the pame Mel-
chizedek as possibly the marginal note of a reader, intended to paint
out that just as Melchizedek was a true priest, though not of Aaron’s
line, or appointed according to the law, so might Simon be; by a
slight correction he gets the sense that Simon is priest not by in-
heritance or foreign appointment, but by the Divine will. Cheyne
thinks that as the Psalm stands, the reference to Simon as a priest
after the manner of Melchizedek is iatended, but that the present
text is due to an editor, and that originaily the reference to Simon
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But of which of the angels hath he said at any time,

Sit thou on my right hand,

Till I make thine enemies the footstool of thy fect?
Are they not all ministering spirits, sent forth to

be added, however, that Gunkel in his recent commentary on
Genesis, while he regards Gen. xiv. as late, thinks that it cortains
some primitive elements, the mention. of Melchizedek as -priest-
king of Jerusalem being one. He thinks further that the Davidic
family may have represented. themselves as his legitimate suc-
cessors, continuing his dynasty, as the Ceesars represented them-
selves as successars of the Pharaohs. Psalm cx. he thinks, but
not on strong grounds, cannot be Maccabzan, but belongs to the
time of the kingdom.  The lofty language of the Psalm made it
natural that it should be interpreted as Messianic. This seems to
have been the current Jewish view in the time of Christ, and the
Psalm is frequently quoted as such in the New Testament. It is
natural that,-in view of the Christian use of it, the Messianic
reference should have been denied by later Jews, but by no
means universally even by them,

8it thou on my right hand. In the original meaning of the
prophet, the prince is inviled to share in God’s government, that
is, probably, to act as His earthly deputy. As applied to the Son
the meaning is that after his return to heaven he was bidden by
his Father to sit with Him on His throne. Thus the statement at
the end of verse 3 receives its scriptiiral warrant. '

Till I make thine enemies the footstool of thy feet?
Although enthroned, opposition to him has not been completely
overcome. But since God has taken it on Himself to subduc it,
it cannot be permanent, The metaphor is derived, from the
oricntal practice of putting the foot on the neck of an enemy.

14. In contrast to the victorious sovereignty of the Son, the
author emphatically asserts the servile position of the angels.
The accumulation of the marks of their inferiority is noteworthy.
They are ¢ ministering spirits,’ whose function is not to rule but to
serve ; they do notact of their own initiative but are ¢ sent forth” ;
their missicn is ¢ to do service,” and this for the sake not of the Son
simply, but of his followers, not of those who have received
salvation, but those for whom it still lies in the future. And this

and the mention -of Melchizedek were alike absent. The  Psalm
in. its earlier form was strictly Messianic. This view can be
judged: on ‘i#s merits only when the arguments are published in
the premised second edition of his commentary on the Psalms. At
present there seems to be no strong reason for distrusting the text.

-
-
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do service for the sake of them that shall inherit

salvation ¢
2  Therefore we ought to give the more earnest heed to

is true not merely of some angels, but of ‘all’ without cxception,
even those of the loftiest dignity.

ministering spirits. Thiscollocation is suggested by verse 7,
though in English this is disguised by the necessity of translating
by ‘winds’ in verse 7 the word here translated ¢ spirits.’

for the sake of them ihat shall inherit salvation. It is
not said that angels serve Christians, but only that the service
they do is for their sake. The service is rendered to God, or
possibly to the Son. ‘Inherit’ and the cognate words occur nine
timesin the Epistle. The ¢salvation’ here spoken ofis still future,
and the reference seems to be to the consummation of blessedness
in ‘the age to come,” and not to deliverance from death in the
approaching catastrophe (xii. 26). Nor is there any reason to
think, with Weiss, of those who are to inherit salvation as the
members of the chosen people.

ii. From the foregoing proof of the superiority of the Son to
the angels the writer draws a very solemn warning. The law
which was spoken by these inferior beings was enforced by
strong sanctions and its transgressions visited with severe peaalty.
How much more severe, then, must be the punishment of those
who neglect the salvation proclaimed by the Son and miracnlously
attested by God Himself! Weiss thinks that the superiority of
Christ to the angels is a theme abandoned by the author in i. 14
and not again taken up in the Epistle. He explains the inference
in verses 1-4 to follow from the unique loftiness of the Mediator
of the N. T. revelation, and not from his supenonty to the angels,
It is difficult to believe that he can be right in this. For why
have brought in the angels in the first chapter, at least with such
elaborate pains to prove their inferiority to the Son, if he intended
to do no more than assert the Son’s incomparable dignity? Why
in that case go out of his way, after he has done with the angels,
to emphasize the fact that the law was spoken through them,
and therefore the sanctions which enforced it were less strmgent
than those which enforced the gospel spoken by the Son? Why,
by emphatic position in the sentence, throw stress on the fact
that angels are not the lords of the world to come (verse 5) or
objects of the Son’s help {verse 16)? The truth is, rather, that
the angels are in the author’s mind to the end of the second
chapter, [t was just because they were so inseparable from the
law, and conferred such prestige on it to minds moved by out-
ward splendour rather than by intrinsic excellence, that the author
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the things that were heard, lest haply we drift away
Jrom them. For if the word spoken through angels
proved stedfast, and every transgression and disobedience

was compelled to make a clean sweep of their claims, if he wished
to loosen the hold of his readers on the allegiance they paid them.
For it should scarcely be urged against this that verses 2, 3 would
be very unsuitable to draw away the readers from the Old
Covenant. ‘This position is taken by von Soden in the interests of
the view that the readers were not Jews. He supposes the argu-
ment to be simply that if fixed penalty followed disobedience tothe
Old Covenant, still more will neglect of the New meet with punish-
ment. Butthe fact that fixed penalty followed disobedience to the
law is not inconsistent with the demand that the readers should
break {rom it now that it is superseded by a fuller revelation. - It is
characteristic of the writer to insert his warnings and exhortations
in the course of his argument. A passage very similar to verses
I-4 is X. 26-29.

i, 1-4. The peril of neglecting the gospel.  Since thelaw spoken
by the angels was so strictly enforced by penalty for transgression,
how earnestly we should heed the word of the Lord, attested to
us by his ear-witnesses and confirmed with miracles by God!

1. we ought. The Greek word does not suggest a moral duty
but the necessary acceptance of an irresistible argument.

the things that were heard: thatis, the gospel message; but
it is not clear whether the precise reference is to the words spoken
by the Lord and heard by the ear-witnesses, or to the words
spoken by the latter to the writer and his readers.

lest haply we drift away : the verb might perhaps be better
translated ¢ lest we be carried away.’ The danger was that they
should be swept from their moorings by the strong tide which was
setting away from the gospel; for the addition in the R. V.,
‘{rom them,” probably correctly expresses the meaning. Their
peril is that they may be carried away from what has been heard,
though some think the reference is to ¢ salvation’ rather than the
gospel. Instead of ‘haply,® which, he says, weakens the sense,
Rendall translates * by any chance.’

2. the word spoken through angels. This as already ex.

plainted is the law (see note on 1. 4).

proved stedfast: the tense in the Greek indicates that the
state of things described is now obsolete. The steadfastness of
the law means its validity, and therefore, as the passage proceeds
to shew, its inviolable character.

transgression and disobedlence. The former means the
breakisg of a positive enactment, the latter often bears practically

N
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3 received .a just recompense of reward; how shall we
escape, if we neglect so great salvation? which having
at the first been spoken through the Lord, was confirmed

the same sense, but suggests the inward temper of unwillingness to
hear, which'is manifested in the outward act. It is probable that
the writer ‘has specially in mind the disobedience of the Israelites
in the wilderness, of which he speaks more fully later.

3. if we neglect 80 great salvation. If transgression of the
law inevitably met with the exact penalty it deserved, how could
Christians hope to escape if they slighted so great a salvation as
that which their religion offered them? How great it is he takes
pains to shew by gathering together the marks of dignity and
authenticity attaching to its proclamation. While hé describes
the law merely as a woid spoken by angels, the gospel is said to
have been spoken by 'the Lord, attested by those who heard it,
and miraculously confirmed by God. :

which having at the first been spoken through the Lord,
was confirmed nnto ns by them that heard. ¢ Which’ scarcely
brings out the force of the Greek ; ‘inasmuch as it’ givesthe sense.
It is possible to translate ¢ inasmuch as it was confirmed to us by
them that heard as having been spoken through the Lord from the
first’ (or ‘as first spoken through the Lord”), but the R. V.
translation is much more natural. It asserts two facts: that the
gospel took its origin in the teaching of the Lord, and that it was
attested to the writer and. his readers by ear-witnesses. . The
writer uses this title of the Son, because it emphasized the dignity
of the Speaker and thus the weightiness of his message. The
title suggests the guarantee, given by the Speaker's exaltation, of
the word he had spoken on earth. The salvation thus pro-
claimied was attested by the hearers to the writer and hisreaders,
In other words, neither the writer nor the readers had heard Jesus
himself, but depended for their knowledge of salvation on others.
The- words . definitely exclude the. authorship of the Epistle by
Paul, since he asserted the direct revelaiion of his gospel from the
Lord himself, and its independence of the autherity of the Jeru~
salem apostles. The verse has further an important bearing on
the question of the destination of the Epistle. Von Soden has
revived the view that ¢ confirmed unto us’ should be rather ex-
plained ‘held fast to our time.’ But this is not only a very
dubious interpretation of the Greek, but not so suitable in the
context, which, as the following words indicate, is concerned with
the attestation that has been given to the gospel whichi the
readers received. Mr. Welch bases his main argument for the
view that Peter wrote this Epistle on the correspondence he finds
between this verse and John i. 35-42. He thinks ‘thuse who
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unto us by them that heard; God also bearing: witness ¢
with them, both by signs and wonders, and by manifold
powers, and by gifts of the Holy Ghost, according to his
own will.

For not unto angels did he subject the world to come, 5

heard the Lord were Andrew and John, -and that by ‘us’ Peter
and his godly companions are meant. The correspondence is not
very exact. The narrative in John represeats ouly one of the
two as finding Peter, it says nothing of any confirimation by
Andrew of the message spoken by the Lord, but simply quotes
his declaration ‘ We have found the Messiah,” and the ¢ godly
companions ’ are not mentioned at all, Further, Mr. Welch gives
te the word ‘confirmed’ the sense that conjectures formed by
Peter and others as to the Messianic character of Jesus had been
confirmed by the Lord, and that these conjectures had taken their
rise in the words of the Baptist about the Lamb of God. But if
so, the salvation was first spoken by the Baptist, then confirmed by
Christ himself. To tie down tnc very general expressions of this
verse to a privalc conversation of Jesus with Andrew and John,
and their telling of the news to their companions, is also contrary
to the immediate impression made by the words, and could only
be justified if that impression yielded an otherwise unsatisfactory
sense. Had Peler been the author, is it credible that he would
have spoken of confirmation of thc gospel to. himself through
others, and have omitted to mention the vital fact that he was
constantly with the Lord through his ministry.? Could he have
hit upon a form of words which seemed to say more cxplicitly
that he had received the gospel at second-hand? .

4. God ad.ded His testimony to that.of Jesus and hls hearers.
The verse is important as shewing how fully the writer fclt him-
self warranted in appealing to miracles as a Divine witness to the
apostolic preaching: cf, Rom, xv..18, 19. The combination ¢ signs
and wouders’ is very common in.the N.T. The former is a
favourite word of John, who uses it to draw attention to the inner
spiritual significance of the physicalmiracles of Jesus. The latter
nowhere occurs by itself in the N.T. The ¢powers’are those
which found expression in the 51gns and wonders. They varied
as they were the sources of various kinds of miracle. °‘ Gifts’
means literally ¢distributions’ (marg.). The Holy Spirit is re-
garded as distributed in various functions. The distribution is
according to God’s will. Some, though less naturally, connect
‘according to his own will’ with.© was confirined.’

it. 5-18. The sufferings of Jesus and therr issue. Man and not
the angels is lord of the world to come. We do-not sce this
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as yet, but, as its pledge, we do see Jesus crowned in virtue of
the death he suffered for all. Suffering was a needful discipline
to fit him to be the leader of men, and to give him that identity
of experience with -his brethren which should qualify him to
be their high-priest and sympathetically help thcem in their
temptations.

This section presents great difficultics. Its connexion with
what precedes is not quite clear. Weiss takes it to be that God
confirmed the faith of the hearers through sigus (verse 4), since
the world to come is not subject to angels, and therefore in it
matters do not take place with unfailing necessity, so that faith
may waver and need support. This thought of the angels as
organs of the ifresistible Divine government is simply read into
the words, and its far-fetched character shews how futile is the
attemnpt to eliminate the angels from the subject-matter of this
section; and the point of connexion which it finds in the pre-
ceding context, the confirmation throngh signs, is altogether too
slight, This verse is rather the ground for the whole exhortation
in verses 1-4. Since the world to come is not subject to the
angels, it is not to their word that we must give heed, but to that
spoken by the Lord and enforcea by so much severer penalties.
The full force of the verse is not grasped unless we read into it
what has been said in the first chapter of the inferiority of the
angels to the Son. But the verse looks forward as well as back-
ward, and introduces a fresh stage in the argument. There is
a double contrast latent in it, which may be thus stated : (@) It is
this world, and not the world to come, which is subject to the
angels ; (6) the world to come is subject, not to angels, but to
man. The former contrast was familiar to Jewish thought, and,
though not explicitly asserted, is apparently assumed as common
ground. Hints of it are to be found in the ascription of the law-
giving to them and the emphasis on the fact that man is madev
lower than the angels, The second contrast is developed more
fully, and in such a way that the author is enabled to turn the
edge of the objection derived from the humiliation of Jesus. This
humiliation was inevitable for various reasons. If the Son came
into this world at all, he must assume the position of a subject,
not of a ruler; he must be made lower than the angels. Just as he
cannot be a high-priest on earth (viii. 4), so he cannot be a king.
Further, if he was to help men, subject to angels, in bondage to
the fear of death inflicted by the devil, he must share their evil lot.
And this supplies the answer to another question. Since we live
in this world and not in the world te come, are we not as a matter
of fact stif subject to angels? No; for we live ideallyin the world
to come, we belong to it in principle, and are there freed from
the angelic yoke. True, this has not yet been visibly realized
(‘we see not yet'), but it is virtnally accomplished (‘we see
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whereof we speak. But one hath somewhere testified, 6
saying,

Jesus crowned’). Even though we have our outward life in this
world, we do not really belong to it; angels and law, death and
devil, "have lost their hold upon us. For since Jesus is our
Brother and our Captain, what he has won has been won for us
as well as for h\mself and therefore his coronation is the pledge
of ours,

5. notunto angels. The emphatlc position of the words is note-
worthy as shewing that the verse is no formula of polite dismissal
{as Bruce supposes}. The article is cmitted because, as in i. 2, the
stress lies upon what rather than on wko they are.

4id he subject. The reference is probably, as in i, 2
(‘appointed "), to the eternal decree of God.

the world to come. As the margin pomts out, the word
translated ¢ world * means ¢ the inhabited earth.” It is a different
word from that translated ‘worlds’ in i. 2 and ‘age’ in vi. 5.
The ‘age to come’ and the ‘world to come’ are essentially the
same, though regarded from different points of view. The ‘world
to come’ is the new order of things, moral and spiritual, brought
in by Christ, but always pressing forward to fuller manifesta-
tion and receiving consummation at his coming. It corresponds
to the Kingdom of God. By adding the words ¢ whereof we
speak’ the author shews how fundamental to him is the contrast
of this world and the world to come. The latter is the subject of
the whole Epistle,

6-8. The quotation is taken from Ps. viii. 4-6, This Psalm
seems to rest upon Gen. i, and is therefore probably post-exilic.
The writer, impressed with the glory of God as seen in the starry
heavens, marvels at the gracious care He manifests for so frail
a.creature as man and the godlike dignity to which He has
appointed him. The thought of the Psalmist is transformed in
the Epistle. The Psalmist is speaking of man’s preserit dominion,
and indicates his lofty position in the words ¢ thou hast: made him
but little lower than Elohim.” This high dignity is further
described in the words ¢ thou hast crowned him with glory ‘and
honour.’ In the Epistle the clauses ‘but littie lower than Elohim’
and ‘ crowned with glory and honour,’ which are synorymous in
the Psalm, become & pair of contrasts, relatmg respectively to
man’s present posmon and his future destiny. The LXX trans-
lated ¢ Elohim," not ‘God” but *angels,” and in the main rightly,
since the Psalmist can scarcely have thought of man as but little
inferior to God Himself. It is also probable, though this is disputed,
that the words expressing the degree of inferiority in the Psalm
were by the author interpreted as expressing - its temporary

H
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What is man, that thou art mindful of him?

character. A very difficult question arises as to the reference
given by the author to the quotation. Does the writer apply it to
Jesus or to man? - Many of the best modern commentators take
the former view, on the ground that the definite application of the
words to Jesus in verse 9 fixes the reference to him, and that
the contrast throughout is between Jesus and the angels. 1t is
better, however, to refer the quotation to man. For the words
‘ What is man, that thou art mindful of him?’ can scarcely have
been applied to Jesus, since surprise at God's care for His own
Son would be singularly out of place, and hardly, as Weiss thinks,
justified by the low estate of the Messiah on earth. Further, the
contrast between what we sce and what we do not see favours
this interpretation. We do not see all things subjected to man,
but we do see Jesus crowned with glory and honour. And the
introduction of ‘ Jesus’ in verse 9 as ‘ him ‘who hath been made
a little lower than the angels’ is really for the purpose of
distinguishing him from ‘man’ and ‘the son of man’ in verse 6,
For the underlying thought of the whole section ii. 5-18 is the
identification of Jesus with mankind. Man has to pass through
certain experiences, and therefore Jesus, since he is the Captain
of humanity, must endure them also. But just because he is one
with it in its tragic lotf, it will be one with him in his glorious
destiny. The line of thought is therefore this: It is not the
angels who are rulers of the world to come, but man. For
Scripture, while it recognizes man’s present position as one of in-
feriority to the angels, yet treats that inferiority as only temporary,
and assigns to him a universal dominion. It is true that we do
not yet see man crowned lord of the universe. But we do see
Jesus, who shared his temporary inferiority to the angels, already
crowned, and we know that this is the guarantee of the coronation
of the race; for he passed to the crown through suffering and
death, which he endured for every man, and thus achieved, by
sharing in the undiversal lot, a universal redemption.
€. But one hath somewhere testified. This is the only quota-
tion in the Epistle assigned to the human author. As the words
are addressed to God, He could not so well be regarded as the
speaker, though in i. 8, g and 10-12 similar passages are quoted
as addressed by God to the Son, and in this case the quotation
might have been placed in the mouth of the Son as in verses 12,13
or x. 5-7. The indefinite formula is found also in Philo. Perhaps
it would be better to substitute ‘ we know ’ for ‘somewhere.” In
any case we must not suppose that the writer speaks thus
because he did not remember where the passage occurred.
What is man, &c. Several explain this to mean How great is
man that thou shouldest be so mindful of him? But more probably
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Or the son of man, that thou visitest him?

Thou madest him a little lower than the angels; 7
Thou crownedst him with glery and honour,

-And didst set him over the works of thy hands:
Thou didst put all things in subjection under his 8

feet.
For in that he subjected all things unto him, he left

the writer, in'accordance with the sense of the Psalm, means How
insignificant is man! For it is an expression of surprise at God's
amazing condescension, Man—a part of nature and, compared
with the glittering hosts of heaven, so insignificant a part—subject
to the angels, the rulers of nature! What is the secret of God’s
loving care for him ? It is that this lowly pesition is only for a time ;
for him is reserved the dominion now held by the angels.

the son of man. There is no definite article in the Greek,
so that the Messianic reference, which is suggested by the English
translation, is absent from the passage.

7. a little lower. This translation, which is also the meaning
of the Hebrew, is accepted by several scholars, but that in’ the
margin, ‘for a little while lowér,” is moere probable, For
the assertion of the slightness of the inferiority has no place in the
argument, whereas the assertion of its brevity is a real point,
since it looks forward to its speedy termination. Nor is this in-
applicable to man, since the whole period of his bumiliation is
brief indeed compared with the period of glory that awaits him,

And didst set him over the works of thy hands. This clause,
though found in many good MSS., should probably be omitted. [t
is wanting in our best MS., and its insertion is easily accounted
for by the wish to make the quotation conform exactly to the
original.

8. The author presses the ‘all things” of the Psalmist to mean
that no single thing is left unsubjected to man, And while he thinks
of the material universe, it is scarcely likely that so emphatic an
expression can be limited to it. He does not say the angels are
made subject to man, but he means it. Angels were intimately
connected with the universe and its phenomena, and the subjection
of one’involves that of the other. Paul is more explicit in his
comment on the passage. He mentions the putting down of all
rule, authority, and power, by which he meant the various orders
of angels. He connected with this the abolition of death, a thought
which also recurs in this passage, though somewhat differently
treated. If we do not include angels here we weaken the emphasis.
and blunt the edge of the argument.

H?Z
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nothing that is not sybject to him.  But now we see not
g yet all things subjected to him. But we behold him

But now we gee not yet. The two adverbs of time, ‘now,’ ‘not
yet,” while calling attention to the present state of thirigs, strongly
- sugpest that it will be reversed in the near future.. The danger
of the readers was to argue, We do not and therefore we never
shall see this prophecy fulfilled {ef. iii. 6, 12, iv. 1, 11, X. 23, 35).
The writer suggests that the fature is not to bt judged by the
disappointing present. For-what they do sec already (verse g)
should give them confidence. The reign of the angels is virtually
ended ; Jesus has been crowned in their stead, and this coronation
guarantees man’s ultimate dominion. For he has shared our
humiliation, and his glory is the prelude of ours. .

9. The most natural explanation of this extremely difficult verse,
if we take account simply of the order, yields the thought that
Jesus was crowned with glory and honour in order that he might
die for every man. This view seems, however, to have been first
put forward by Hefinann, and, although defended by Matheson,
Rendall, and Milligan, and especially by Bruce, has found little
favour. Hofmann takes the words ‘because of the suffering of
death:’' to mean since smen had to suffer death, He explains the
passage thus: Because men are subject to death, Jesus was raised

. in life to a position of dominion over all things, in order that his
death might result in good for all. This reference to man's sub-
jection to death finds support in verses 14,15, but verse 10 favours,
perhaps we should say compels, the reference, which is also more
obvious in itself, to Christ’s suffering of death. For the ¢ sufferings”
in verse 1o are those of Christ, and the emphasis, is. pot sg_much
on suffering as something to be done away with as on suffering as
a necessary stage on the road to glory. The difficulty of the
readers was not with the suffering of mankind—that they took for
granted—but with the Messiah's suffering of death, And if this
exaltation is during lifetime it scarcely suits ‘made ... lower than
the angels.' Rendall's reference to a crowning in the pre-incar-
nate state, in order that he might sacrifice the more, is not open to
this difficulty. Bruce takes the glory to consist in the fact that the
death, which would be a humiliation in itself, is freely undergone
for the sake of others, Davidson’s objection that this idea is
modern, and that Scripture -has not permitted itself the paradox
of speaking of the death as a glory, would be more forcible if
Scripture were more homogeneous. There seems to be no reason
why such a thought should appear strange in the Epistle of the
humiliation, It is not necessary to combine Hofmann's strained
view of the words * on account of the suffering of death’ with the
view that the crowning is prior to the death. The usual inter-
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who hath been made a little lower than the angels, evén
Jesus, because of the suffering of death crowned with

pretation is that the crowning with glory and honour is subsequent
to the death. It must be granted that this is not the most natural
explanation of the Greek. We may suppose that the clause ex-
pressing the purpose ‘that by the grace of God,” &c., is somewhat
loosely appended to express the thought that the purpose of the
hurhiliation and death was to make the scope of that death
universal. Or we may connect the clause with the words ‘crowned
with glory and honour, and, extract the sense that the exaltation of
Jesus was with'a view to ‘make the death he had undergone of
universa! efficacy : this would require the franslation ‘that he
should have tasted,’ which is, grammatically, rather uncertain. Or
we might supply in thought the words ¢ death which he suffered '
before ¢ that . he should taste.’ . This is probably the best
expedient. The drﬁlculty is largely caused by the placing of the
words ‘because of the suffering of death’ beigre the words
‘crowned with glory and honéur. “If the present order were
reversed, no difficulty would be felt. The writer probably meant
this sense, but inverted the order to throw emphasis on the words
‘because of the suffermg of death,’ and thus created a drlﬁculty by
bringing the clauses ¢ crowned with glory and honour' and ‘that
he might taste of death’ into apparent conneg:lon
In spite of the real difficulties which are involved in the view that

the coronation is later than the death, it seems best to.adhere to
it. For verse 10 gives the reason for verse 9, and since the
suffering of Jesus there issves in his perfecting, which seems to
be ideritical with the glory to which he leads his followers, it is
most natural to think that in verse g the suffering issues in the
Lrowmng with glory, and not vice versa. And what is even more
decidive is the requlrement of the argument. In verse 8 the autho.
admits that fiow we see not yet afl things subjected to man. This
verse points to something we do see now, which is a pledge of
the ‘subjection ‘of the universe to man that we are to see. This
something is Jesus crowned. The glory and honour with which he
is trowned mmust therefore be of the nature of dominion, otherwise
it"is no pledge of man’s tltimate dominion. It must accordmg']y
be explalned of his exaltation to the right hand of God. His reign,
it is true, is not undisputed, he waits till his enemies are subdued;
but it is sufficiently established to form a guarantee for the com:
plete fulfilment of his destiny and man’s,

we behold. That i Js, in all the glorious’ sequel of ‘his death.
The change from ‘see (verse 8) to *behold’ is probably inten-
tional, and the latter word perhaps carries us into the reaim of the
mvnslb]e where faith is the organ of vision.

Jesus, The author gives a narrower definition to man made
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glory and honour, that by the grace of God he should

lower than the angels than that intended in verses 6, 7. He does
s0, first to identify Jesus with mankind in its humiliation, next to
indicate that the crowning has been as yet realized in his case
alone, and lastly to suggest that while we do not yet see’ man
crowned, the crowning of Jesus assures us that we shall see it.
The human name is used here because it was in his human life
that the Son was made lower than the angels, and the crowning
of the man Jesus is a prophecy of the crowning of mankind.

hecause of the suffering of death. These words cannot be
connected with *made . . . lower than the angels,’ in the sense
that this humiliation was necessary in order that he might die, for
the order of the Greek excludes this. Tney are connected with
¢ crowned,’ and the meaning is that the crowrung of Jesus was the
reward for his suffering. We may compare xii. 2, but especially
Phil. ii. 6-11.

crowned with glory and honour. This cannot be identified
with having all things made subject to him, for his enemies are as
yet unsubdued, but the process has aiready begun which is to
culminate in his unchallenged rule. 1 Cor. xv. 24-28 seems to be
in the author’s mind. In that passage Paul speaks of Christ as
reigning ¢ till he hath put all his encmies under his feet.’

hy the grace of God: that is, by the favour which God
extended to mankind Christ died forall. Bruce’sview, that God's
favour to Jesus in granting to him to die for humanity is meant,
may be held with the view that the suffering precedes the crowning,
but is improbable. A very interesting reading ‘without God" is
mentioned by Origen and several Fathers; it found considerable
acceptance, though it has now very little MS, attestation, It has
been variously explained : he died for all except God; he died
forsaken by God; he died apart from his Divine natare, It is
strange that a textual critic so eminent as Weiss should adept it.
He explains it to refer to the cry, ‘My God, my Ged, why hast
thou forsaken me?’ But this seems to have no place in the
argument. The interpretation ‘apart from his Divine nature’
would require different Greek. That God was excluded from the
number of those for whom he died was too obvious to need to be
stated. [t is quite possible that a reader wrote on the margin
‘except God,’ to express this thought, of which he was reminded
by 1 Cor. xv. 27, which occurs in a passage closely akin tothis. Itis
still more probable that originally it was a comment on verse 8,
which is partly parallel to 1 Cor. xv. 27. A scribe then thinking
this to be a correction for *by the grace of God "—the two readings
being similar in Greek—substituted it. It may be due to a mistake in
copying. It was made use of by the Nestorians, whe exaggerated
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taste death for every mam. For it became him, for 10

the distinction of the Divine and human natures in Christ into
a distinction of Persons, and therefore emphasized the non-partici-
pation of the Son in the death of Jesus.

taste death, This does not mean that Christ’s experience of
death was very brief, that he just tasted it and no more, since he
rose again so soon, but rather that he drank the cup, tasting all
the flavour of its varied bitterness. Several think the phrase is
a mere variation for ‘die,’ but -even in those passages .where it
seems to be so used, the suggestion of death’s bitterness is
probably present.

for every man. The Greek may be either masculine, as the
English version takes it, or neuter ‘for everything.' Probably it
is the former, because the context speaks of the redemption by
which man achieves his destiny. The meaning is, therefore, that
Jesus died for the whole human race. It is surely mere riding of
a hobby to death when Weiss denies Lhat there is any expression
of universalism here, on the ground that in verse 16 it is said that
Christ ‘ layeth hold of the seed of Abraham,’and that the author can
mean here only such as belong to it. He fully accepts the univer-
salism of Paul, though he usually restricts his exposition of Christ’s
work to its relation to Israel,

10. The author has now brought his argument to a point where
he can safely speak of the sufferings of Jesus.. He has expounded
his Divine dignity, his exaltation above the angels, his coronation
through death which he had tasted for all mankind, He brings
Jesus into connexion with inferiority to the angels, with suffering
and death, for the first time in verse 9. This was keenly felt
by the readers to be a degradation to him. For them the Divine
was the splendid and mighty, not the sordid life of labour and the
infamy of the cross. With patient tenderness for the intellectual
and moral weakness, which later he sternly rebukes, the writer
makes it clear to them that he finds in Jesus all those qualities
which constitute true greatness for them. But the earthly
experiences of Jesus do not diminish his glory, they rather minister
to it. So¢ in verse g he mentions the suffering and death,
emphasizing first that they form the path by which Jesus gzins
his glory, and secondly that they are of universal efficacy for
mankind, and thirdly that they spring directly out of the grace of
God. He has thus very skilfully tried to place them at a point
of view from which the death of Christ may seem worthier than
they had deemed it. In this verse he asserts that behind this
suffering of Jesus lay the action of God, and that this action was
wholly worthy of him. The verse has other points of contact with
verse g, but it is specially connected with * by the grace of God.”
The author attributes the death of Jesus to the grace of God, and
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whom are all things, and through whom are all things,
in bringing many sons unto glory, to make the author of

thus vindicates the fitness of the Divine action. It is noteworthy
that the act which so befits God is onte which reveals His' grace.

it became him : was worthy alike of His character and His
wisdom. The word occurs several times in Philo in relation
to God, ’ '
’ for whom are all things, and through whom are all things.
The use of this eéxpression instead of ¢ God’ is significant. It
assures the readers that the standard by which the writer judges
the fitness of action for God is not unworthy. He is the Creator
of the umniverse and for His sake the universe éxists. But further
it indicates that the writer Is as conscious as the readers of the
infinite resources of strength and wisdom that are at God's disposal,
and yet believes that suffering has been a worthy method for God
to pursue. -But the thought is also suggested that God owes it to
Himself, since all things are for Him, to lead the universe without
failure to its destined consummation. - The bringing of the Son to
glory i3 a special part of this universal process, and is an end
worthy of God. The emphasis of the verse, however, lies on the
fitness of the means rather than of the end, unless with Rendall
we translate ‘to bring many ‘sons unto glory and to make, &o.

in bringing many sons unto glory. This gives the deepest
reason why the action of God was so worthy of Him. Those
whom He led to glory were His sons, and therefore no process
was too painful for théir deliverance, or too humiliating for Him
to adopt, even though it meant the Incarnation and suffering of
the Som. It is doubtful whether those are right who explain
‘sons’ to mean ‘believers.” It is more natural to think of the
universel sonship possessed by all men, since a narrower sense
than this is out of harmony with the universalist tendency of the
passage. God’s action is due to the fact that they are sons; they
do not become sons for the first time in consequence of His action,
though they do become sons in a higher sense.  ‘Many’ is intended
to lay stress on the large number; the question whether this
‘many’ means ‘all’ is clearly not in the writer’s mind. The word
¢bringing’ is difficult on account of the tense in the Greek. We
may set aside the view that it is Christ who brings the sons to
glory, and assume that it is God. Some translate ‘who had
brought’ (marg. ‘having brought’), and explain that just as the
O.T. saints had been already brought to glory, so it was fitting
for Jesus to be brought through sufferings. But Jesus could
hardly be spoken of as the leader of their salvation. If we
translate ‘who had brought,” we must explain it of the eternal
purpose of God. It is more natural to translate ‘ while he brought,’
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their: salvation ‘perfect through sufferings. For both he 11

in which case thé bringing of the sons to glory i§ thought of as
simultaneous with the perfecting of the leader. It is so in ides,
since it is included in it, though not in realization. The goal for
the sons is ¢ glory,” that is, the position already gained by the Son
(verse g). '

to make . .. perfect. This with its cognate words is very
eharacteristic of the Epistle. [t means to make conmiplete, to bring
to a goal, to bring to maturity or perfection. It is the “note’of
Christianity -that it brings to perfection,” while::the law could
make nothing perfect. Rendall has revived the view. of Calvin
and many of the older commentators that the werd meaas.‘to
consecrate.” But this is improbable, for it is not easy to agsign
this sense everywhere, and it is not clear that the word has
this meaning. - There is no exclusive reference here to the high-
priesthood of Christ. The perfection is perfection in leadership.
This idea id very comprehensive and embraces- the protess and
the goal. Whatever contributed to Hlis perfecting as. leader in
salvation /s included in it.' The process involves all that-varied
human experience which qualified:- him to be a captain of his
fellows.  The special qualification gained through suffering is
sympathy, the fellow feeling which grows out of identity in
experience. He could not be perféct in sympathy unless he
endured the sorrows and temptations of men. So far as this
implied moral progress, so far that idea also is present in the
word. - This does not mean that he was ever morally imperfect
for the stage of life at which he had arrived, bt that as each day
brought with it new experiences, he turned them into opportunities
for deepening and widening his moral education, always rising to
meet - the demand as it aresc. ' He thus learned obedience and
was madec- perfect (v. 8, 9). The idea of consecration to the
priestly office need not be excluded, for sympathy gained through
a common experience is necessary to this. The word, however,
includes not only the process but the result. Comparison with
verse 9 makes it clear that the author thought of the crowning:
with glory and honour as the climax of the perfecting. The
leader must not only share the hardships of his followers, but he
must successfully reach the end of the journey. The goal for the
‘many sons? is ‘glory,” as already asserted in the quotation from
Ps, viii, and to this glory Jesus must lead the way. '

the amnthor of:their -salvation. It would have been better
to retain the A.V. translation ‘captain’ (so marg.). The word
means leader, and it expresses several ideas: Jesus shares the lot
of his followers; he is the pioneer who opens up a new way;
what he does he does both for himself and his followers. The
word prepares the way for the later comparison with Moses and
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that sanctifieth and they that are sanctified are all of
one: for which cause he is not ashamed to call them
brethren, saying,

Joshua. The sense implied in ¢ author® may also be present, In
verses 8 and g we have a passage closely parallel to this, where
Jesus is spoken of as the cause of eternal salvation to all that obey
him. In xii 2 he is referred to as the leader and perfecter of faith,
who endured the cross,

through sufferings: because theyconstitute alike his training
in leadership, and the means of redemption in which hxs leader-
ship attains its end,

L1. This verse attaches itself to ‘many sons’ in verse ro, but is
not merely a justification of that title. For the argument is not:
I call them sons of God for they are the brethren of God's Son,
but rather, Since the sons have to pass through suffering, it was
fit for their leader to share their lot, masmuch as be and they
spring from a common Father.

‘he that manctifieth and they that are sanctified: that is,
Christ and Christians. The word ¢ sanctify’ means to ¢ consecrate,’
to set apart for God’s service. It is not primarily an ethical term.

are all of one: are all sons of one parent. The word might
be neuter, but is more- probably masculine. The one Parent is
God. The view that Abraham is referred to, while finding support
in verse 16, limits the author’s outlook unduly, and while the
reference to Adam escapes that objection, it has no support in
the context, Both views are excluded by the fact that the ‘many
sons’ of verse 1o are sons of God, and therefore, unless expressly
guarded against by some definite indication to the contrary, God
must be meant here, and still more by the important fact that the
Son becomes man because he is already man’s brother, and his
brotherhcod does not depend on a /insman descent from a common
parent. It might seem that the spiritual Fatherhood is meant here,
since there is a special reference to those who are sanctified. It
appears to be true that this verse speaks only of those who are
children of God in a spiritual sense. Nevertheless the wider
meaning seems to be present in verses 14, 15: and the restric-
tion to the regenerate does not suit the case of the Sanctifier,
Probably we should explain ‘of one’ to refer_to the universal
Fatherhood of God, the Father of spirits.

he is not ashamed to call them brethren. He gives them
this name in the passages quoted in verses 1z, 13. Although
he is so far above them, as the eternal Son, he does not blush to
own these ¢ poor relations’ as his brothers,

12. The quotation is from Ps. xxii. 2z, the Psalm from which
the cry ¢ My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me ?’ is taken.
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I will declare thy name unto my brethren,
In the midst of the congregation will I sing thy
praise.
And again, T will put my trust in him.. And again,
Behold, T and the children which God hath given me.
Since then the children are sharers in flesh and blood,

It was regarded by the early church as Messianic. A sufferer,
the vietim of terrible persecution, appeals to God to deliver him,
and in the assurance that He will answer his prayer utters the
words here quoted. It is not elear whether the speaker is Israel
(the Servant of Yahweh) or an individual. - The Psalm is in any
case probably post-exilic. It is quite possible that Duhm and
Cheyne are right in thinking that verses 22-31 originally had no
connexion with verses 1-z1. But the author of the Epistie may
have seen a special fitness for his argument in the praise for
deliverance after sufferings.

thy name, The name of God expresses His essential
character. The special thought is of God as Deliverer, who
leads through suffering to glory.

In the midst of the congregation (marg. ‘ church’). The
Son is represented as joining with his brethren, as one of them-
selves, in declaring God’s praise.

13. The two quotations come from the same passage, Isa. viii,
17, 18, In face of the unbelief of his people, the prophet
expresses his own confidence in God, and speaks of himself and
his children as signs and omens in Israel. They were so because
of their symbolical names. Isaiah means ‘salvation of Yahweh’;
Shear-Yashub, ‘a remnant shall return’; and Maher-shalal-hash-
baz, ‘spoil speedeth, prey hasteth.,’ The auther of the Epistle by
stopping short in the second quotation elicits the sense that believers
are children of God, who stand in close relationship to Christ. The
‘ children,’ according to the context, are the children of God,
though, if the passage stood alone, we should think of them more
naturafly as children of the Messiah. The point of the first
quotation is that Jesus, like all his brethren, shews a human
trust in God. .

14, 158. The author proceeds to show why the Son must
assume flesh and blood. It was because the ¢ children ’ shared in
them. As such they were of corruptible nature, liable to death
and in bondage to the fear of it. To become capable of death he

-

must assume their nature. He meets death on its own ground. -

e comes to their help because he is already their brother; he
does not become their brother by partaking of their flesh and
blood. It is not made clear in the passage how the writer con-

3

4
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he also himself in‘like manner partook of the same ; that

ceived the death of Christ to effect the results attributed to it.
The most obvious suggestion is that, since his death wa$ an
atonement for sin, death, which is sin's consequence, had its
power broken, and the terror which it inspired in the guilty
could not affect those whose: consciences were cleansed. It -is
doubtful whether this chain of ideas was in the writer’s mind.
We should understand him better if the allusion to -the devil
were clearér. This may belong to a circle of ideas as to which
we are imperfectly informed. In Job the Satan, who mtust not
be identified with the devil of the New Testament, inflicts disaster,
death, and -disease, though only by explicit: Divine permission,
And Jesus speaks of the woman ‘ whom Satan hath bound, lo,
these eighteen years.’” Perhaps the avthor attributed a move
extended power over death to the devil than commentators have
been willing to admit. .If the passage means that the devil had
the power of inflicting death, and lost it by inflicting it on Jesus,
whom as the' Sinless One he had no right to slay, we should have-
a train of thought similar to that sundedying: the théory that the
dcath of Christ was a ransom paid to the devil (not, of ¢ourse to
the'theory itself). The devil seems:to hold muchithe ss#me place
here as that held by the law (or perhaps sin) in 1 Cor. xv. 56.
Possibly no more may be mcant than that he uses death to make
men unhappy through fear. 1f we are to seek any other meaning
for deliverancc from the fear of death than that mentioned above,
it might be either that Jesus has gone through death and come
back into the world through the resurrection, or that through his
experience of this supreme trial he has gained the -sympathy
which enables him effectually to help his brethren in this as in
temptation. The latter is the more probable, for it harmonizes with
one of the leading thoughts of this section, and the resurrection,
while mentioned in xiii 2o and perhaps v. 7, secems to have held
no prominent place in the writer’s thought.
14. the children: .children of God and therefore already

brothers of the Son, with the claim of kinship upon him. :

fiesh and blood. The order in the original ‘is ‘b]ood and
flesh,’ as in Eph. vi. 12. It is not clear that the change from the
usual order is significant. Flesh and blood is a term for humén
nature on its weak and perishable side,

partook. There is a noteworthy changc in the word and the’
tense from that used of men's participation in flesh and blood.
" The latter expresses the fact that men share in common, in virtue
of the coristitution of their being ; the former that the Son asstmed
this perishable nature at a definite point in his history, and for
a period now past.
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through death he might bring to nought him that had
the power of death, that is, the devil ; and might deliver
all them who through fear of death were all their lifetime
subject to bondage. For verily not of angels doth he

through death. He does not say through his death, because
the stress lies on the fact that the devil andthe fear of ideath have
been.overcome by turning their.own weapon against themselves,

" rather than on the fact that this death was the death of the Son.

- might bring to meught (marg. ‘may,” so also in verse 15):
that is, ‘render powerless’ rather than °destroy.” -The sceptre
the devil has wielded is struck from his hands. - Death is not yet
done away with but it has ceased to be the devil's instrument.

him that had the power of death (marg. ‘hath’). This is
often explained as meaning merely that the devil rules in the realm
nf death. But this seems to weaken the language of its force. .- The
writer apparently regards the devil as possessing at least a limited
power of inflicting death, and if the contemporary beliefs about
Sammael, the angel of death, who was identified with the devil,
were better known to us, this passage might be:clearer. ‘Itisan
unnecessary restriction to translate ‘the power of that death’
(Rendall), in the sense that the devil had the power ta inflict death
on Christ. It is poss1ble to translate ‘him-that had the power
possessed by death.'
. 18, Since the human race as a whole, and not merely the seed,
of Abraham, was in bondage through the:fear of death, it.is clear
that the author regarded the scope of Christ's work as universal,
and not as confined to Israel. In 1 Cor. xv. 55-57 Prul ex-
presses the same sense of triumph at the Christian victoryiover
the fear of death. The contrast between the pre-Christian
and the Christian attitude to death-is too well known to need
illustration.

16. He does not, as we know, take hold of angels. in order to
help them, for had he done so an Incarnation would have been
unnecessary. They are not creatures of flesh and blood, they do
not die as men do, and are not in bondage to the fear of death.
It scarcely seems correct to say,W1th Bruce, that this verse has no
connexion with the argument, but is an indication of the startlmg
ignorance of the readers as to elementary Christian doctrine in
that the writer had to explain that the Sen did not take hold
of angels. The emphatic way in which they are introdured
suggests something more than this. Since it is men, and not the
angels, who are his brethren, it is men whom the Son helps. And
‘not of angels’ carries us back to ‘not unto angels’ in verse 5.
Since man, and not the angels,.is lord of the world to come,
it:is:with man that the Son must make cainmon cause. o
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take hold, but he taketh hold of the seed of Abraham.
17 Wherefore it behoved him in-all thmgs to be made hke

ror verﬂy or ‘for. as we know, mtroducmg a. statement
of which his readers need to be reminded, but which they should
readily accept.

doth he take hold: that is, in order to help. Thls translation,
which is now universally accepted, was first put forward by
Sebastian Castellio in his Latin translation of the Bible (1551).
Till that time it was always interpreted, as in the A: V., ‘he taketh
on him the nature of." Beza, who disliked Castellio, after explain-
ing the passage in the usual way, and pointing out its importance
as a proof-text for the union of the twe natures, proceeds: ‘So
much the more is Castellio’s audacity to be execrated, who
translates succours,” ‘What rouses Beza’s special ire is the loss of
a good proof-text. - It is possible to explain the verse, with Schulz,
‘not of angels does death lay hold’; but this is not at all likely, for
the subject in the twa preceding and subsequent verses is the Son,
and therefore here aiso.

the meed of Abraham. This is explained by many in a
spiritual sense, and this interpretation has assumed fresh impor.
tance, in view of the theory that the readers were Gentilés. Van
Soden, who takes this view, thinks that the. expression proves
nothing as to the Jewish nationality of the readers, but was
chosen to introduce the idea of the high-priest and claim fulfilment
of the prophecies. But the reference to the spiritual Israel is
improbable, For the seed of Abraham is not what Christ created
(as he did the spiritual Israel), but what he came to help, alrecady
needing such help when he came, and therefore not the Christian
Church. Nor even the spiritual kernel of the nation; for the
reference to flesh and blood, to the necessity of death, and
emancipation from bondage to the dread of it, shew clearly that it
1s a physical sense that must be put on the term. The ‘seed of
Abraham ’ is therefore the Hebrew race. Ifso, we have a Hebrew
writing to Hebrews, and thus leaving the Gentiles out of sight,
though fully holding the universalism of Paunl. One can hardly
think of Paul expressing himself in this way. The author may
have wished to impart a warmer personal tone to his words, as
Bruce suggests. He paraphrases the verse: *Christ took in hand
to save, not angels, but yourselves, my Hebrew brethren.’

17. The author emphasizes the moral obligation resting on the
Son to be made fully man, in order that he might adequately
represent mankind as its High-Priest, The concention of Christ as
High-Priest is not developed at this point, it is simply mentioned
here and in jii. 1, to be taken up again in iv. 14. The writer
similarly mentions Melchizedek in v. 6, 10, but does not elahorate
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unto his brethren, that he might be a merciful and
faithful high priest in things pertaining to God, to make
prepitiation for the sins of the people. For in that he

his argument till the seventh chapter. He shews a teacher’s skill
in arousing interest and curiosity before he satisfies it, and in
preparing the way for his new ideas.

it behoved him. Standing in such a relition to his brethren,
it was a duty he owed to them to be made in all points like them.
Of God’s action the writer says ¢ it became him ' (verse 10).

in all things to b2 made like unto hig brethren, It is im-
portant to observe the emphasis which the author lays on the
unimpaired humanity and full human experience of Jesus (iv. 15,
v. 7, 8. Temptation, suffering, and death are chiefly in his
mind, It is disputed whether we should take ‘to be made like’
as expressing the notion of complete resemblance, or resemblance
involving difference. It is true that there is a difference—that of
his sinlessness (iv. 15)—but it is questionable if that is in view
here.

a merciful and faithful high priest: why he must be
‘merciful’ is more fully explained in v. 2, 3. His ‘faithfulness’®
is referred to again in iii. 2, 6. His trustworthiness as our repre-
sentative depends on his similarity to us in all points except sin.
The efficacy of the priest’s work depends on his moral quality as
a representative of the people. Only one who shares their char-
acteristics and experiences, and has a true sympathy with them,
can be their priest. The question when Christ became a High-
Priest arises at a later stage of the exposition.

in things mertaining to God indicates the sphere in which
his high-priestly activity is exercised, that of man’s relations to
God, and not of prerogative towards man:

%0 make propitiation for. The tense suggests a continual
process, not an act performed once for all. The word means to
expiate, or to procure forgiveness for. 'While heathen writers
speak of propitiating God, such a phrase is unknown to Scripture.
The object of the action expressed by the verb is no longer God
but the sins which prevert God from manifesting His favour.

the people. See note on ‘the seed of Abratam* (verse 16).

18. It is noteworthy how prominent a place the sufferings of
Christ, and especially his temptations, have in this Epistle. The
readers seem to have found them a hindrance to belief in him,
'I'_he auther regards them on the contrary as a necessary part of
his work, and here points out that his present ability to help the
tempted depends on his past experience of temptation.

. Por in that he himself hath suffered being tempted. This
15 a difficult passage. ‘In that’means ‘inasmuch as,’ ‘because,’
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himself- hath suffered being tempted, he is able to
succour them that are tempted.
- Wherefore, holy . brethren, partakers of a heavenly

but many prefer the marginal translation ¢ wherem The latter is
capable of two translations: either (@) ‘For wherein he himself hath
suffered being tempted,’ or (b‘) ‘Having himself been tempted in
that wherein he hath suffered’ (so marg.’. Accordmg to (a) the
verse would mean_that Christ is able to help the tempted in all
those pomts in which he has had the pamful cxpenenc&: of being
tempted ; in other words, his power to hclplis ‘co-extensive with
his experience of temptation. According to {5) he is able to help
the tempted because his sufferings have been the. occasion of
temptation to him. It is difficult to believe that (4) can be rlght
for its restriction of Christ’s temptations to such as sprang out of

his sufferings, and the consequent limitation of his helpfulness,
seem to be inconsistent with the context and with iv.15. It would
probably have been expressed in less ambiguous Greek ; (4) is not
open to these objech.pns and it may be correct. It suﬂ'ers under
the limitation that Christ’s succour of the tempted is ‘given in those
temptations which he has himself endured. It is true that this
covers all templations, since he has been tempted in all points m
which men are tempted. But the first translation ¢inasmuch as’

has the advantage that it does not limit Christ’s helpfulness in the
case of any particular temptation to what he has gained through
himself enduring it, but allows the full force of succour won
through all his temptatlons to be directed to any parhcular case, .

il 1—iv. 13. It is difficult to ﬁx the place. in the argument of
this contrast between Moses and Jesus. It has been commonly
supposed that just as the writer has contrasted the angelic. givers
of the law with Jesus, so now he contrasts the human lawgiver,
that by the inferiority of the mediators of the Old Covenant to that
of the New he may shew the inferiority of the Old Covenant
itself. There are difficuities attending this view, The writer
does not definitely draw this inference. He discusses the subject
briefly and passcs to an exhortation of much greater length. In
this exhortation he derives a warning from the unbelief of the
Israelites wheo failed to enter into the rest of God under the leader-.
ship of Moses. He also points out that this rest was not attained
by the Israclites under Joshua, but still is open and is entered
upon through faith. This suggests that we have to do nof merely
with exhortation in ifi, 9—iv. r3. but with exhortation and argu-
ment combined.. ::Warning . against unbelief is interlaced- with
a proof of the inability of Moses and Joshua to bring their followers
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into the rest of God. Some of the difficulty of the section is
created by the fact that the failure of the Israclities to attain
thisrest is assigned to two causes. One is their own unbelief, the
other that the rest into which their leaders brought them was not
the true rest of God. Moses is not explicitly charged with failure,
and of Joshua it is simply said that, as a matter of fact, he did
not give them rest. But in this there lies a latent assertion of
inferiority, attaching not merely to Joshua but to Moses, since
the rest which both attempted to give was not the true but only
an earthly rest. So far thenas iii. 7—iv. 13 is concerned, we may
see in it, besides the warning against unbelief, a proof of the in-
feriority to Jesus of Moses and Joshua as leaders into the rest of
God. Where they failed he succeeded, though even his success
cannot avail those who are guilty of unbelief. The writer does
not raise the question why they failed. It is hardly true that
unbelief was the sole cause, for the eleventh chapter, with its long
roll of the O.T. heroes of faith, excludes such a view. The
difficulty of the author’s position is more clearly seen if we ask,
What would have happened if those that came out of Egypt with
Moses had believed? It would seem that on the principles laid
down in this section he would have answered that they would
have entered into the true rest of God. Yet his generalargument,
as well as such a definite statement as xi. 39, 40, seems to pre-
clude the possibility of even faithful lsraclites entering into that
rest. We might reconcile the two points of view by the sup-
position, that in the days of Moses the true rest was open to
Israel, but not after his time till the death of Christ. - But it is
highly improbable that such a thought was in the writer’s mind.
The view of Dr. Edwards that with each failure to enter into rest
the promise of rest received a richer and deeper meaning, while it
recognizes the difficulty, suggests a solution which seems to have
no place in the language of the Epistle. We must probably be
content to admit that the warning and the proof presuppose con-
flicting points of view. But this need not disturb us. Foras to
the warning, it remained true that the Israelites did not enter into
the promised rest because of unbelief, and its force is just the same
if this rest was only the settlement in Canaan and not the rest of
God. And the proof that the leaders could not give the true rest
is untouched, for this is the real view of the writer, and must
have been so to harmonize with his whole conception. For his
great charge against the Old Covenant is that it cannot give real
fellowship with God. And substantially we have that thought
here : The leaders of the Old Covenant could not lead into the rest
of God, they could not give true communion with Him. Itis further
fo be observed that the comparison of Jesus to the leaders of the
Old Covenant is suggested by the description of him as the Léader
of Salvation (ii. 10}, and by the significant identity of his name

1
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cal}ing, ‘consider the Apostle and High Priest Qf our

with that of Joshua, who was the leader of Isra.el into the ]ower
rest of Canaan,

But* “the mferlonty of Moses suggested 1n jii. 7—1v 14 is pJamly
asserted in iii. 1-6, - While Jesus is Son over the house, Mosesis
orﬂy servant within it,” This at orice places Moses in “line with
the ange.'(s for they also are contrasted as servants with the Son.
But a tacit contrast to Moses i3 also suggested in the words ¢ the
apostle and high-priest of our confession.” Moses was the apostle,
the messenger sent to reveal God's will, under the Oid Covenant,
and is thus assimilated to the anf'els, who were also medlators of
the Law. But probably the writer, like Philo, regarded Moses as
really high-priest as well, though he’ delegatcd the functions
of the office to Aaron. It is an interesting point that Jewish
theqlogy not only had a doctrine of priestly angels, but regarded
Michael as high-priest. We thus have the angels, Moses, and
Jesus, all thouvht of as revealers of God, perhaps also as priests,.
In any case we seem justlﬁed in saying tha' iii. 1-—Iv. 13 carrieg
forward the argument in proof of-the superiority of the New
Covenant tq the OId, grouping it once more about the mediators,

iif; 1-6. Christ and Moses.’ Jesus and Moses were alike faithful,
but Moses as a servant in the household, Jesus as Son over it.
1. Wheraefore. This mayzefer to thewholeprecedmg discussion,

or simply to ii. 17, 18.

holy brethren, partakers of a heavenly calling. The terms
of address are aptly chosen.to remind them of their position.
They are ¢ consecrated’ to God (ii. 11), His sons and: therefore
¢ bretheen,’ as Israel had in the past been consecrated to God and
His sen. But, unlike their nation, they are sharers in a ¢ heavenly
calling,” their inheritance is not Canaan, but the world to come.
The -author thus suggests to them the responsibility of their
position, and -how much they have at stake. The calling is
variously regarded as issuing from heaven, or inviting: to heaven,
or, as by many scholars, both. ¢Partakers’ seems to have no
reference to a participation with the Gentiles. :

the Aposﬂ.e and High Priest of our confession.. The
Aposile’ is the envoy of God, and the word refers bavk to i. a.
Jesus is God's messenger to us, and our representative to God.
“Of onr confession’ may mean whom we confess, but probebly
confession mecans profession of faith, and the clause means, him
who is apostle and irigh-priest in our Christian confession of
faith, as opposed to Moses in the Jewish. If so, the readers
alreaday confess jesus as high-priest, and this is not a truth taught
them in this Epistle for the first time, -
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confession, - eper - Jesus.; who “was faithful to-him that 2
appointed him, as also was Moses in all his house. - For 3
he hath beén counted worthy of more glory than Mases,

2. The author'wishes to affirm the superiority of Jesus to Moses,
but first suggests a quality which they have in common, in order
to lead up to the quotation on which the argument for superiority
is based, and to pay a tribute to Moses which would soften the
dist:«;stefulness of the proof of his infericrity. He shews the true
skill of a teacher, in not needlessly wounding the susceptibility of
his readers by disparagement of Moses.

faithful. The words ‘faithful in all his house’ are. applled to
Moses in Num, xii. 7. The application to Jesus links this verse
withii, 17. His faithfulness is specially commended to the readers
as an example for themselves.

to him that appointed him. This translatxon isthe one most
widely adopted, and is defend=d by a similar use in 1,Sam, xii. 6;
Mark iii, 14. The Greek word is literally ‘made,’ and, if this
translation be preferred, the reference is to the incarnation, hence
the human name Jesus, which excludes the referemce to the
eternal generation, for which ‘made’ would be. very unsuitable,
But the context favours.the R. V, translation, for office rather than
origin is in the author's mind. :

in all his house. The words must be taken with ‘ Moses.
TFhe connexion with * Jesus® is forbidden by verses 5,6, where
Moses ‘in’ the house is contrasted with Christ ‘over’it. *His
house' is God's house, as is clear from Num. xii. 7. Some
difficulty is gaused in the following verses by the use of ‘house,’
both of the building and the household. - ; e

3. From the paralle] between. Moses and Jesus in ,t,he quahty
of fajthfulness, the writer proceeds to shew the superiority of Jesus
in pesition. The argument seems to be : We ought to consider
Jesus, for he has been deemed worthy of glory greater than that
of Moses, in propertion as the glory of the founder of the house-
hold is greater than that of the household itself. Christ is he who
has ¢ built the house’; the ‘house’ or household is not Moses. but
the whole of which Moses is part. Some think God is the builder
of- the house. But it was obvious that God is worthy of more
honour than Moses. The point to be proved is the worthiness of
Christ, and the wnter could hardly say, Christ is worthy of greater
honour than Moses in proportion as the honour that belougs. to
God is greater than that of Moses. That Christ is the builder of
the house has been already virtually said in i. 2. Whether he is
regarded as founder of the O.T. order of. things.is.doubtful.
Probably in virtue of the real continuity of the new with the old,

| B
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by so much as he that built the house hath more honour
4 than the house. For every house is builded by some
5 one; but he that built ail things is God. And Moses
indeed was faithful in all his house as a servant, for
a testimony of these things which were afterward to be
6 spoken; but Christ as a son, over his houce; whose

the founder of the new i3 spoken of as founder of the ¢ house’
even wheén strictly the old order is in mind.

built: the margin ¢ established’ is better, for the furnishing,
arrangement, and service of the house are a1l included. )

4. It is possible to interpret the latter part of the sentence as
referring to Christ, and this is permitted by the omission of the
article before God, ‘he that built all things is Divine.,” But more
probably the verse is inserted to reconcile the reference to the
house as God’s in verse 2 with the assertion in verse 3 that it was
fonnded by Christ, by reminding the readers that, of course, the
ultimate founder of this, as of all things, is God. The writer thus
prepares the way for the reference to Jesus ds His Son over the
house, and therefore superior to Moses, the servant in it,

3, Apparently this verse does not introduce a fresh contrast,
but develops that between the founder and the household. Christ
is founder because he is ‘Son’ (i. 2), and * as Son’ he is ‘ovér the
house’ ; Moses is part of the household, ‘in the house” as a “servant®
(Num, xii. 7). Both in this verse and in verse 6 ‘his house’ is
God’s house; there are not two houses, one to which Moses belongs
as servant, and another over which Christ is as Son, but one only.

for a testimony of those things whick were afterward
t0 be spoken. Probably ¢ those things * were the laws to be sib-
sequently given through Moses, for immediately after the words,
¢ He is faithfu! in' all mine house,’ the passage continues, ¢ With
him will I speak mouth'to mouth.” "As 2 faithful servant he could
attest the authenticity of the message he delivered.. Many have
explained it of witness given by Moses to the gospel, the word
spoken through the Lord (i. 2, ii. 8). This view is attractive,
but probably if this had been meant it would have been differently
expressed ; the English suggests this explanation more strongly
than the Greek. Von Soden thinks the ¢ testimony ’ refers to the
f tabernacle of witness’ ascontrasted with the N. T, house of God.

6. as & son, The same contrast of son with servant is in-
stituted between Christ (this name occurs here for the first time
in the Epistle) and Moses, as between him and the angels.

whose house: that is, God’s louse. That Christians are the
house of God is a Pauline idea.
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house are we, if we hold fast our boldness and the
glorying of our hope: firm unto the end. Wherefore,
even as the Holy Ghost saith,

. if we hold fast our boldness: the author thus makes the
transition to the solemn warning which follows in iii. 5—iv. 13.
We are God’s house only on condition of steadfast adherence to
the Christian hope. ‘Boldness’was specially demanded by their
critical circumstances, and, as is brought out in chap. xi, it is
one of the most conspicuous marks of faith, the necessity of which
is enforced at-length in the following sectlon

the glerying of our hops. The author feels that in face of
their temptations, their hope might grow faint. He therefore
insists on their holding fast not simply a quietly cherished hope,
but a loudly exulting, one might almost say aggressive, hope.

filrm uito the end: this phrase occurs. in verse 14, and it is
omitted here by our best MS, (the Vatican Codex, commorly
indicated by the symbol B). Farrar, by a curious oversight, says,
¢it is found-in all the best manuscripts.” It should probably be
omitted, since the great similarity to verse 14 would readlly cause
this verse to be still further assimilated to it.

iii. 7—:9. The tevrible exasnple of Tsvael's unbelief, Let the readers
heed the warning of Scripture against hardness and unbelief, taking
example by the Israelites who perished in the wilderness, and
did not enter into God’s rest because of unbelief. .

7. The proof of the superiority of Christ to Moses is followed
by an exhortation to give heed to his word, precisely as the proof
of his superiority to the angels. It was natural that the warning
should be based on the terrible example of unbelief afforded by
the followers of Moses.

Wherefore. The precise logical connexion is not clear. It
may be : since Christ is higher than Moses, or since Christ was thus
faithful, or since we are God’s house, onfy if we hold fast. The
latter is the most probable. It is also uncertain how the word is
connected with what follows, The most regular and grammatical
construction is to join it with ¢take heed "in verse 12, The chief
objection to this is the abnormal length of the intervening paren-
thesis, in which, further, a second ¢ wherefore ” occurs. We ean
hardly, as some do, connect with ‘harden not your hearts,’ for the
writer would not make the words of the Holy Ghost -his own.
Perhaps the construction is really broken, and ‘take heed’ in
verse 12 begins an independent sentence, though we shauld havc
expected in that case ¢ take heed, therefore,” Whether this or the
first view be adopted, the meaning is probably the same,

even as the Moly Gthont saith : asimilar formula of quotation

~r
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‘To-day if .ye shall hear hig voice,

Harden not your hearts, as in-the provocation;

Like as in the day 'of:the ' temptatien in: the
wilderness,

Wherewith your fathef§'témpted sze by proving ‘e,

And saw my works forty years.

oecurs in x, 185: cf. Acts i, 16. The use of it here may be dueto the
fact that the passage quoted speaks-of ¢his voice,” hot * my. voice.
The quotation is taken from Ps. xev.. 4-15,. »This Psalm is prob-
ably iate, bat it is also not unlikely that, as several crijtics think,
it rcomsists of two fragments originally distinct, the second being
the passage here quoted. The Psalm: is ascribed to David (iv.-7),
but this occurs only in the LXX and not .in the: Hebrew. Pos-
sibly ¢ in David' is merely a formila of reference to the Psalber
but this is very unlikely (sec note on iv, 7). E

if yo shall kear his valce. The Hebrew probably expresses
a-wish, ¢ if ye would but hearken. to his voice,” Here it is a
supposition and the meaning s, If to-day you should hear God
speaking, do not harden your hearts, It is not clear whether the
uncertainty touches God’s speaking-or man’s hearing. Ifthe former,
the thought is, If after snch provocation God - graciously speaks
onice more.  If the latt_:er, it is, If you can hear God’s voice' when
He speaks to-day, “ Hear’ cannot carry with it the sense it some-
times has of tibedlent hsterung, for then they would not ‘hal'den
their hearts,”’

Harden not your hearts. The metaphor is frequent in
Scripture for obstinate refusal to obey God’s will, and is sométimes
ascribed to God, sometlmes, as here, to men themselves It issues
in the state of ‘neglect which is so fatal (ii.’'3)." 'l'he ‘heﬂrt is
the seat of the emations, intellect, and will,

as in the provecation. ¢ Provocation * and ‘temptat:on are
the translation of ‘what in the Hebrew are the proper names
Meribah and Massah (Exod. xvii. 1-7; Num, xx. 1-13; Deut.
*xxiii. 8). The author follows the LXX. He does not think of
these orarny special ineidents in the wilderness history, but of the
whole of it, which was one long provocation’ and temptatibn of
God, by doibt of His willingness or power to help. Pss. lx'wm
1d-53, Ixxxi. 5-16 may be compared.

9. tempted me by proving me, and saw my works forty
Years. Ihq possible, though less natural, to take my works * with
‘tempted,” i, e, ‘tried,” as well as with ¢ saw,’ since the former has
no object in the’ Greek The author has removed © forty years’ to
this ¢laise from the following, where it:stundsin the original, in
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Wherefore I was displeased- with this generation, 10

And said, They do alway ert in their heart :

But they did not know my ways ;

As I.sware in my wrath, 11

They shall not enter into my rest. ‘
Take heed, brethren, lest haply there shall be in any 1a
one of you an evil heart of unbelief, in falling away from

order to emphasize the long period during which God’s weénderful
goodness had been displayed to them, and thus to heighten the
perversity of their unbelief. " The meaning does not seem to be
They tenipted me and therefore saw my works of judgement. The
RabBis said that the kingdom of the Messizh would last forty years,
and if' this Epistle was written shortly before the destruction of
Jerusalem, the quotation may have been chosen as an ofninous
rethinder that the forty years durmg which the JeWISh people’ had
rejected Jesus were nearly spent. ' But no stress is laid on it'in
the exposition which follows, For ‘wherethh’ thie’” margin
réads ‘where.’

10, 11. The punctuatlon is to be noticed, the grentest iduse
being made at ‘heart,” and the nezt line' COnnCLth with the
succeeding not the precedmg line. ¢‘As’ expresses the corre-
spondence of God’s cath to their ignorance of HIS ways, : ahd therc-
fote its justification by that ignorance. ~
“'11. They shall not enter: /i%, ‘1fthey shall enter.” Originally
this introduced a formula of imprecation, the speaker invoking on
himself some fearful calamity, if the event referred to should
occur. Inits present form, with the penalty omitted, it has been
weakened into a formula of strong negation.

my rest: the land of Canaan. On the difficulty attaching to
the aiithor’s idea of the rest of God see the Introductlon to this
sectmn

12, The appllcatlon of the Psalnist’s werds to the casé’ of the
réaders.

" lest haply there shall be in any one of you. The form of
the sentence indicates the erters fear that such may be found.
He uses the singular ‘in any ope,’ not betause he had 4 special
individual in miud, but to induce each to examine himself,

an evil heart of unbelief. It is uncertain whether this
means an‘evil heart produced by unbelief, or an evil heart reSulung
in unbelief, or an evil, that is an unbelieving, heart. The latter is
perhaps the most probabIe. There is no reference to the origin
of unbelief in the heart (in our sense) rather than the mind, for in
its Biblical sense ¢ heart” includes mind.

in falling away from the living Ged, There séems to be no
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13 the living God: but exhort one another day by day, so

long as it is called To-day; lest any one of you be
14 hardened by the deceitfuiness of sin: for we are become
. partakers of Christ, if we hold fast the beginning of our
15 confidence firm unto the end : while it is said,

reason why such an appeal as this should not have been addressed
to Jewish Christians with a temptation to return to Judaism.
Such an expression as this, although it would be very naturally
used of return to paganism or a fall into complete unbelief, might
~also be tised of those who fell back from Christianity into Judaism,
‘and thus deliberately rejected the manifest tokens of the Divine
‘working. They fall away from the living God of progressive
‘révelation tothe God of a worn-out and dead tradition. Hort says
thé phrase ‘implies a contrast with the true God made practically
a dead deity by a lifeless and rigid form of religion ; with the God
in short in whom too many of the Jews virtually believed * (Christian
Ecclesia, p. 173). There is also a reminder in the words that God
is'not inactive, but will certainly punish such apostasy (cf. x. 31).

13. exhort one another: /X% ‘exhort yourselves’; but it is
questionable if this should be pressed to yield the thought that the
members of the church are so blended into a unity that to exhort
another is to exhort oneself,

50 long as it 1s called To-day : more literally, ¢ so long as the
To-day is called,” while God's great ¢ To-day’ (verse 7), in which
there is still opportunity to hear His voice, may still be called
‘to-day’ and not a yesterday which can never again be a to-day.
The words probably designate the ‘days of the Messiah” The
crisis of destiny is at hand, hence each must constantly stimulate
the others to perseverance (x. 23). We might translate ‘until the
To-day is proclaimed,’ but this gives an unsuitable sense, for he is
not speaking of something in the future. )

the deceitfulness of gin. The special reference is probably
to the specicus colours in which apostasy would appeal to them as
loyalty to their ancient religion and to their own race with its
glorious past.

14. partakers of Christ. The Pauline doctrine of union with
Christ is nowhere found in the Epistle, and perhaps the margin
¢ with’ should be preferred to of.’

if we hold fast the beginning of our confidence. ‘If’is
emphatic, For ‘hold fast " cf, verse 6. ‘ The beginning of our con-
fidence” is the confidence with which we have begun, not our
confidence in its first as distinguished from later stages.

unto the end. The ‘end’ may be of life or of the age, or till
confident faith gives place to realization.
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To-day if ye shall hear his voice,

Harden not your hearts, as in the provocation.
For who, when they heard, did provoke? nay, did not 16
all they that came out of Egypt by Moses? And with 17
whom was he displeased forty years? was it not with’

15. The connexion is much disputed. Some make the verse an
independent sentence, in which case the guotation ends with ‘voice’
and the rest of the verse is the writer’s exhortation, This is very
improbable, for the whole has been treated as the word of the
Holy Ghost in verse 7, and the second line is commented on in
verse 16. Others connect with verse 16, and explain : When it is
said To-day, &c. ; who then were they who provoked? This view
is that of many of the best commentators, but * For” at the beginning
of verse 16 makes it very difficult. We may set aside the view
that it is to be connected with iv. 1, and that verses 16-19 form
a parenthesis, Several connect with verse 13, in whith case
verse 14 is a parenthesis. If this difficulty is not insuperable this
way seems best, for we thus get an admirable sense, verse 15
resuming ‘so long as it is called To-day’ in verse 13, and no form
of connexion with verse 14 seems satisfactory.

18. The R.V.is here a great improvement on the A, V. The
latter agreed with nearly all the old commentators in taking ‘the
verse as a statement that some, though not all, had provoked.
But the author could not have said ‘some’ when he meant all but
two out of six hundred thousand. Caleb and Joshua are not taken
into account. As in the following verses, we have questions here,
the second answering the first. The thought progresses in the four
verses : (a) the provocation offered by Israel was universal, though
it had heard the message and taken the first step in obedience,
and its heinousness was aggravated by the fact that the offenders
had been delivered from Egypt and had seen all the wonders of
the Exodus (verse 16). (&) God's displeasure rested on them forty
years for their sin, and their limbs strewed the desert {versé 17).
(c) It was their disobedience that brought God to swear that they
should not enter into His rest (verse 18). (d) And the root of
their failure was unbelief (verse 19).

2id not all. The author’s point is, not one of you should
think himself secure, for their apostasy was universal.

that omme out. A voluntary act, with which their later
conduct did not tally.

by Moges. The leader whom their descendants are so ready
to honour, forgetful of their own greater leader, Yet withi so great
a leader they failed to enter in.

17. displeased forty years. This corresponds to the originai
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them that sinned, whose carcases.fell in- the wildarness?
18 And te whom swarg: he that they should not entér into
19 his test, but to themthat were disobedient?-And we sée

that they were ntt able to enter in because of unbelief,
4. Let.us fear therefore, lest haply, a promise being left

of entering into his rest, any one of you should seem to
2 have come short of it.” For indeed we have had good

reference in the Psalm, which 'shews that the alteration in verse g
is intentional, and not due toa dxﬂ‘érent LXX text.
caxcpges !, Jit. ‘limbs,” used especxally of the hands and feet.
19. Ahd we see: may mean either we see from the narrative,
or we see from what we have aIready sald

_iv. 1-13.. The rest of God. We too have had the promise of rest,
hut, like Isracl, may fail of it through unbelief. For it i in faith
that we enter into that rest, which was established at creation,
but even in David’s time still remained open ; for Israel had not
obtained it under Joshua. Since then it still remains for us, we
must be. diligent to avoid the fate of disobedient Israel ; for God’s
word discerns the most. secret thoughts of our heart and by its
living force exeqyites, its own sentence.
1. therefore: since we have the failure of Israel to warn us
tha,t we may similarly fail. . .
& promise being left.- As Israel did not realize it, but
perished in the. desert, the promise was left for others, since. it
cannot he unfulfilled. It was not attained when Israel entercd
Canaan {verse ), for long after the Psalmist spoke of it as still open
(verse 7), . Therefore it still remains for us. The proof of ‘this
phrase otcupigs verses 2-10.
. any one of you: see note on iii. 12. The change to— the
second person from ¢let us fear’ is notewerthy. .
showld seem; the meaning is not that they must avoid even
the appearance, {for ‘even’ must have been expressed, The word
may mean ‘think,” but this gives no suitable sense here, for the
rcaders were not tempted to. discouragement by fear that entrance
was now impossible, It may mean ‘be judged' to have fallen
short. This gives an excellent sense, and by carrying the mind
of the readers forward to the judgement adds impressiveness to
the ‘appeal. . The usual view that *seem to have ceme short’ is
a morc delicate expression than the direct ‘ come short yle]ds
a good but less forable sense.-
to. have come sghort. The tense, as Westcott pomts out,
marks ¢ an abiding failure.’
8. The promise still remains open. for us as it was.for them,
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tidings' preached - unto us, even as-also they: but .the
word of hearing did not profit them, because they were
not united by faith with them ‘t-hat heard. - For we’ which

for we have received glad hdmgs as tf]cy dld They dld not
believe, and. therefore did hot prollt by the promise, which thus
remar.m:d for athers, and that it so remdins and may be enjoyed:
is confirmed by our own experience (verse 3).

" we have had gobdd tidings preached un’o hs; even as glso
they. The stress does not lie on ‘ we! as the. anllsh suggests,
but on the fact that ¢ good tidings’ (marg. ¢ a gospel ) have come
to us as well as them, i. e. the good tidings of the rest of God.

.thé wond of hearing: the word: they heard the Divirie
message.
because they ‘were not united by faith thh them that
heard. This is the best attested reading, but is very improbable,
for those who -heard must be Caleb and Joshua, and in iii: 76 the
author insists that all were disobedient and unbelieving, Caleb
and Joshya. being too trifling an exeeption. foibe takem into
account. Besides, this requires us to take * heard’ in the sensc
‘obeyed,” which is just-the sense it does mot bear im iii. 16.
The marginal reading ‘it was ' is not so well attested, but, unless
we resort to conjecture, must bé accepted. The change required
to produce the better sypported reading is very slight, and the
reading in the text probably arose through assu‘mlatlon to the
immediately preceding ‘them.’ If we read ‘it was' we may
translate cither (@) ¢ because it was not united hy faith with them
that heard it’ (so. most commentators), or (&) ¢ because it was not
mixed with faith. for them that heard it. The former means
that faith was not present to make- the message -an iniegral. part
of the being of those who-heard it ;. the latter that, in the ease of
those who heard it, the word was not mixed with faith, did not
meet with a believing response, and .thus remained unprofitable.
The latter seems to be preferable. Westcott and Hort mark
it ‘as probably containing a. primitive corruption,” though the
former in his commentary scems to acquiesce in ‘it was." They
incline to the cemjccture, also defended by Bleek, they were
not united by faith with the things heard.” Woeiss pronounces it
qmte worthless, and. it may at any rate be questioned if the
margin ‘it was.' does not give a satisfactory sense,

3. The connexion is, I say they failed to enter through lack ot
faith, because in our own case faith secires our E'ml'ﬂnct’, and
would have sccurcd theirs, The stress lies on ‘which have
believed,” and might be brought out better by retaining the order
of the Greek, * For we enter into that rest, we who have believed.’
The appeal is to experience, which, characteristically, the author

-
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have- believed do enter into that rest; even as he hath
said, : i
. As T sware in my wrdth,
They shall not enter into my rest :
although the works were finished from the foundation of
4 the world. For he hath said somewhere of the seventh
day on this wise, And God rested on,the seventh day
5 from all his works ; and in this place agam,
They shall not enter into my rest.
6 Seeing therefore it remaineth that some should enter
thereinto, and they to whom the good tidings were before

supports by the proof from Scripture. Instead of ¢ For we® some
early MSS, read ¢ We therefore.’ :

ax he hath said. The point of the quotation is not at first
apparent, It would have been quite obvious if it had immediately
followed verse 2, and the first and last clauses of the verse would
have stood in falrly good connexion., As the verse stands, how-
ever, the meaning seems to be, We, who have believed, enter in,
since .those for whom it was prepared were excluded in Gods
wrath, through want of faith, and therefore the way was left open
for us. The last clause is added to shew that their failure to
enter in was not because the rest was not ready, for the works
were over and rest begun from the foundation of the world. Or
the first two clauses might mean, We enter if we believe, for those
who did not believe were excluded.

4. Proof from Scripture of the statement that the works were
completed from the foundation of the world and God’s rest begun.
The quotation is from Gen, ii. 2. ‘He’ is God. For ‘some-
where’ of. ii. 6. The reference to the ‘seventh day’' pre-
pares the way for the definition of the rest as a ‘sabbath rest’
({verse gk

5. Alongsnde of God's rest is the failure of Israel under Moses
to realize it, and therefore the way is prepared for thc inference
that means must be taken to give it another fulfilment.

8. The writer argues that since there is a rest of God, and He
has definitely declared that certain people shall not enter into it,
it is clearly His purpose that others shall enter in. The un-
expressed axiom on which the argument depends is that God's
purpose cannot be defeated, This purpose is that man shall share
His rest, and the disobedience of Israel in the wilderness cannot
cancel it.
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preached failed to enter in because of disobedience, he 3
again defineth a certain day, saying in David, after so
long a time, To-day, as it hath been before said,

To-day if ye shall hear his voice,

Harden not your hearts.
For if Joshua had glven them rest, he would not have 8

mlobedlenee ‘What is ascrlbed to unbchef in iii. 19 is
attributed to disobedience here, since in it unbelief finds ex-
pression.

7. Since God’s offer cannot be ﬁna]ly unaccepted, and those
to whom it was first made forfeited it through disobedience, God
renewed it through David, in the Psalm already quoted, and fixed
the time during which it remains open as ‘To-day.” We should
probably adopt the margin, ¢ To-day, saying in David, after so
long a time,as it hath been,’ &c., the meaning being, He fixes
a certain day namely To-day.

saying in David, after so long a time, The reference to
the long interval that elapsed before the Psalm was uttered makes
it probable that ¢ David’ is not a mere expression for the Psalter,
but an ascription of authorship, following the 1L XX, The interval
is that between Moses and David, not between Moses and the
present in which God is still speaking in the Psalm, as Weiss
thinks. The argument is strengthened by the later date which
modern scholarship assigns to the Psalm. The author uses the
Psalm to shew that in David’s time the rest was still open, and
infers from this that it is open in his own. He neglects to shew
that the promise was not fulfilled in the interval between David
and Jesus. Probably he thought it unnecessary. If not in
David's glorious time then certainly not at any other. The
division of the kingdom, national apostasy, the extinction: of
the Israelitish state, the captivity of Judah and its subsequent
miserable history all forbade the thought that God's rest had
been attained. Solomon's reign might have been thought of,
but apart from his Jater years, the history of Israel after hlS
death. shewed that God's unbroken and efernal rest had not
been won.

8. It might be said, Israel did after all gain rest, for Joshua led
them into the Promised Land, though the generation that came
out of Egypt died in the desert, The author rebuts this by the
argument that what Joshua gave them could not have been the rest
of God, for centuries later that was still unwon. The substitution
of ‘Joshua' by the Revisers for the Greek form of his name
‘Jesus' in the A.V. removes a serious difficulty for English-
rcaders,
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spoken afterward of another day. There remaincth:
therefore a-sabbath rest for thé people of God. For he
that is entered into his rest hath himself also rested from
his works, as God did from his. ~Let us therefore give

diligence to enter into that rest, that no man fall after

he would not have spoken: better, ‘he would net have
been speaking,” i e. in the Psalm.

9. Inference from the preceding.” Arest therefore still remains.
But its character is also defined by the fact that this rest is “my
rest.” For God's rest is the sabbath after the six days' creatidn.
So the rest that remaineth is a ‘sabbath rest.” The change from
‘rest’ to ‘sabbath rest,’ obliterated in the A.V., is important.
The word occurs orly here and in Plutarch, but the verb occurs
several times in the LXX. -The Rabbis spoke of the sabbath-as
a type-of the world to come. Such a rest cannot be identified
with the settlement in Canaan. '

the people of @od’ There iy perhaps'a primary reference
to Isrsiel, - Hort says that the term ‘includes the ancient people,
and is 'in fact suggested by the purpose of the Epistle as being
addressed to Christians who were also Jews”{ (The Christian Ectlesta,
p- 13).

10. The connexion is not quite clear. It maly be I call this rest
a sabbath rest, for rest implies cessation of toil as we see in God’s
sabbatical rest. Or it may be thére  remaineth’ a sabbath rest,
for this implies cessation from works,” and as yet man has not
achieved this, - Neither is it clear what resting {from works means.
The reference to a rest enjoyed after death; when toil is over, for
which Rev. xiv. 13 is compared; does not satisfy the writer’s view,
for he appeals in verse 3 to the experience of rest already enjoyed
by believers. His thought seems to hover between the concep-
tiont of a rest open to Christians on earth and one to be enjoyed
hereafter. The truth is probably that he thought of God’s rest as
belonging to the world to come, but as already won by faith.
Faith is the power which lifts us into the world to come, The
view that “he that is entered into his rest’ is the exalted Christ is
improbable.

11. Practical conclusion from the preceding argument, corre-
sponding to verse ‘1, but with stress on the need for earnest
endeavour, if they are ‘to achieve this rest and avoid the dis-
obedience of the Israelites and the fate into which they felk

fall: i e perlsh And with this sense the following words

" seem to mean ¢ giving the samie example’” Others connect ¢ fall’

with- the following words, as in the margin, ‘fall into the same
example.” This is taken to be a concise expression for fall into
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the same example of disobedience.  For the word of 12
God is living, and active, and sharper than any two-cdged

their perversity and thus afford s similar' éexample. This is harsh
and improbable, - . ¥ o
12, 138, The warning contained in the werds of the Holy Ghost
(iii. 7-11) is driven home by this description of the qualities of the
Divine Word. It possesses an inherent energy which will secure
its fulfilment. 'We canunot think to escape by outward correctness
of conduct if within us is the evil heart of unbelief For this
Word is gifted with the keenest discérnment, submits our motives
to sharp critical analysis and tracks with searching scruti::y the
subtlest winding of our thought: ” Nothing® can'dlude Gotl's com-
prehensive noticé, but all things are exposed to His penetrating
gaze. This Word is not the Son, the persenal Logos of the
Prologue to the Gospel of John ; for this would havé no relevance
in this context, and the inappropriateness of the language to him
will ‘be’ readily seén if the Son briJesus oi*€hrist be $ubstituted
for ‘the word of God’ The passag# 'haki striking' ‘paralléls
in Philo. He speaks of the Logos ¢which cuts through every-
thing, which, being sharpened to the finest possible edge, never
ceases dividing all the objects of the outward senses, and when
it has gone through them all, and arrived at the things which are
called atoms and indivisible, then again this divider begins from
them to divide those things which may be contemplated by the
speculations of thé reason,’ &c. (Quis rerusm divingrum haeres sil,
quoted from Yonge's translation, vol. ii. p: 119), The flaming sword
is also interpreted of the Logos, which divides the intellect from the
body. ' OF course™the wérd of God” heré {5’ very differdntirom
Philo’s Logos, but the influence of his teaching should probably
not be confined to phraseology. For the inherent energy of the
Word of God, which brings about its own fulfilivént, we may
compate the O. T. doctrine of the prophetic word as éxpressed
in Isa. lv. 10, 11§ or Ezekiel's vision of the valley of dry bones.
To antiquity the spoken word had a forcé far greaterthian we
assign to it, almost a magical efficacy in some instdnces (see an
interesting note in Paul Ruben’s Critical Remadiks upon: some
Passages of the 0.1, pp. 1-3). How much more then would this
be true of the word of the living God ! ' -
living; and active. Its life does not pass away when it is
uttered, nor ig its vital energy exhansted. It is quick with God's
immortal life, and' works on with force unspent’ by the lapse of
ages. And therefore the To-day of Scripture is mot past but
always present, and its warnings and ‘exhortations are always
fresh. ‘The principle has a wide application in the Epistle; it
speaks of the tabernacle and its ritual as ordainéd in Scripture
rather than of its historicai embodiment in the temple ; so, too,
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sword, and. piercing every to the dividing of soul and
spirit, of both joints and marrow, and quick to discern
the thoughts and intents of the heart. And there is no
creature that is not manifest in his sight: but all things
are naked and laid open before the eyes of him with
whom we have to do.

Melchizedek is for the author essentially what he is on the page
of Genesis. .

sharper than any two-edged sword: i.e. a sword with
a second edge instead of a back, which, as it is not so thick, meets
with less resistance and cuts deeper. Incomparable among
weapons, as it is, for sharpness, the sword of the Spirit (Eph.
vi. 17} is a blade keener edged still.

and plercing even to the dividing of soul and spirit, of
both joints and marrow. The meaning is not that the Word
separates soul from spirit, joints from marrow, but that it pierces
to the inmost core of. being, penetrating through the soul and
deeper still through the spirit, through the joints to the very
marrow. The ‘joints’ and ‘marrow’ can hardly be physical as
some think, It is' a metaphor borrowed from warfare. Just as
the keen blade lays bare the inmost recesses of the physical frame,
severing the hard joints, and reaching the marrow within the
bones, so the Word, unhindered by resistance, cuts through to
the most secret places of the spirit’s life.

guick to discern the thoughts and intents of the heart.
Not only has the Word this power of searching analysis, but
a *critical * faculty too. When it dissects man’s spiritual nature,
it passes judgement on the thoughts and purposes it thus brings to
the relentless light. ‘Quick to discern’ scarcely represenis the true
meaning, which is rather ‘able to judge.” The Greek word is the
same as the English ‘critical.’

13. The writer passes from the Word to God whose word it is,
and who is present in it. Cf. Enoch ix. g, ‘All things are manifest
and unconcealed in thy sight, and thou seest all things and nothing
can hide itself from thee.’

1aid open. The word so translated occurs nowhere else in
the N.T,, and while the general sense must be ‘exposed,’ the
precise meaning is uncertain. It is often used by Phile in the
sense ‘ overthrew,’ ¢ prostrate,” and some take it in a similar sense
here (e. g. Westcott,‘ brought by an overmastering power into fuli
view before His eyes’). The verb is derived from a noun meaning
‘neck ' or ‘throat,” and several think it means to bend back the
neck and thus expose throat aud chest to view. The metaphor
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Having then a gréat high priest, who' hdth pissed 14
through the Befvehs; Jesus thé Son of God, ket us hold
fast our confession. For we have mot 4 high priest that 15
is then either of erimihals compelldd to shew their facey or of
vietims with throat expesed for the:sacrifivial’ knife:

with whom we hmve to do. A somewhat free but pethaps
correet translation. The literat translation-is ‘towards whom
there is for us the word’ We have our ‘vwbrd” with God; as He
His with us. But the term does not mehlr ‘word’ Here: The
English translation impliés the serse ‘relution,” We oaghit perhaps
to translate “to whom we must give acebuht’ ‘

iv, 14—x, 18. In this section, the transition to which is formed
by versés i4-16, thé writer expounds the superiotity of the
priesthood of te New Covenant to thas ojf‘;ﬂ'le' Old. The doctrine
of the priesthood of Christ presents numérous difficulties, which
are best treated as thiey arise. .

iV, 14~16. Jesus omr sympatietic high-priest,  Since in Jesus, the
Son of God, we' have ar high-ptiest 6 has entered into God’s
immediate presente, let vs lwld: fast. For our high-priest
sympathizes with us, since ¢ las pussed through all our tempta-
tions, yet without sin. We should thebefors boldly draw high to
the throne of grace, assured uf: imercy asid help;

This: section is conhected with the-precetling by ¢ then’ and the
exhortation ¢ let as hold fast ow’ confssgidrg’ and prepares the way
for the discussion that is to followW by what ¢ shid of Jedus our
great high-priest. '

14. then. The logi¢al conmexion indicated is nacerfain.  This
sentence summarises much: that has gone before:: hiy High-priest-
hood in ii. 17, iii. 1; his greatieds and Divine' sonship in i anid
iii. 1-6; his humanitv 'n ii, 5-18 ; his hdving! péssed through the
bheavens in il g; 13. : i

a great high priest. Philo uses the same phrxss. By
‘ereat’ is probably meant mighty; and’ éspeeially mijshty ¢ save.

who hath passed through the hewveuns. Jewish theelogy
spoke of several heavens, usnally sevem: It is not: in: oné& of tite
lower heavens that our high-priest is tarrying. He has passed
through all the outer courts, into the liravenly Holy of Holiés, the
very presence of God: (vii. 26, ix. 24

Jesns the Somn of God : a significant combination of the hurman
and Divine names, As one of ourselves and also the Son of God,
he unites in himself the nature of both ; he is beyond all others fit
to mediate between us. We should therefore ‘hold fast our
confession’ {iii. 1) since no other is thus adeguate to our need.

15. Yet we need more than human nature in our Divine

K
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cannot be touched with the feeling of our: infirmities ;
but.one that hath been in all points tempted like as 2ee¢

7 T

high-priest. We need human experience. He must have felt the
extreme pressure of our difficulties that he may sympathize with
us. Since sin .is. the great hindrance to fellowship with God,
a high-priest must render effectual help at this point. A fellow
feeling, created by community of experience, must' be combined
with power to give the sympathy practical effect. ‘The Jewish
high-priest was qualified to sympathize with sinners, ‘because
he was himself a sinner {v. 2, 3).  But just because he was
a sinner he could not help his fellows, for he was caught in the
same evil snare. The problem was therefore to secure sympathy
and yét to preserve sinlessness. The solution'is found in tempta-
tion of the severest kind 'met by perfect resistancé. And the
keenest agony of temptation can be known only by one who
remains sinless. ' Others are tried till they yield, and thase who
yield soonest suffer least. Jesus was plied with all the temptations
to.which others had suecumbed. Baut as he did not yield to these
he must have been assailed with temptations fiercer still, yet
these, though pushed to the highest point of intensity, were never
met with the faintest weakening of the will which held so firmly
to God. His natural and innocent human needs and appetites
became channels of temptation, when the sweet pleasure of their
gratification lay through transgression of the Father'swill. Deeper
still. lay the peril to his trust in God’s goodness, created by the
sin and misery of the warld. . All our temptations he knew, feeling
them not with our coarse and blunted perceptions, but with
exguisite: and fine.strung sensitiveness. Because he suffered all
that we. suffered he can appreciate to the full the terrible strain of
temptation.;-because he:triumphed he has proved in victory his
power to help. And sinlessness alone can truly estimate sin, for
the very act of sinning disturbs the balance of the moral judgement.
Once more the author shews how full of encouragement is that
humiliation which was to his readers so great a stumbling-block.

¥or we have not a high priest that caunot be touched with
the feeling of onr infirmities.. The exaltation of Christ might
suggest a doubt of his sympathy with men. There may also be
a tacit contrast to the Jewish doctrine of a high-priestly angcl,
who could not be tempted as we are, or learn sympathy - with us.
¢ For’.gives a further rreason for the exhortation to hold fast our
confidence,

in all points tempted like as we are, This, like the similar
phrase in ii. 19, is important for the light it throws on the limitations
imposed by the conditions of the Son’s human life. Here it may
specially be noticed that limitation of knowledge is certainly
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are; yet without sin. Let us -therefore draw near with

boldness unto the throne of:-grace, that we may receive

mercy, and may find:'grace to help #s in time of need.
For every high priest, being taken.from among men,

implied. Some of our severest temptations are caused by
appearances, which at times suggest that the world cannot be
governed by a good God. Those who still believein His goodness
are driven’ into the position that things bear this appearince
because of our ignorance. If we knew all, we should know that
all was well. Now it is incredible that Christ should not have
been tempted in this, the central point of religion. But such a
temptation would have been impossible to omniscience.

withont sin may mean that, unlike us, Christ had no sin in
himself, there was no traitor in the camp to which temptation
could appeal. But perhaps it is better to regard the words as
indicating the result of the temptation. It never:issued in sin.
Philo says: ¢ For we say that the high-priest is not man but the
Divine Logos, who is free from participation not dnly in voluntary
but involuntary wrongdoings.” : :

18. Since therefore we have 4t God’s right hand so sympathetie
and powerful an advocate, we should approach’ God’s gracious
throne with all joyful confidende that we shall find a response
of pity and effectual help for ‘all our need. In the free; un-
restricted access to God which Christianity gives, its superiority
to Judaism essentially consists, and, indeed, its perfection as a
religion. Weé may ‘draw near,” since it i$ a ‘thi¥ne of grace,’
and it is a ‘throne of grace,” not a judgement-seht, becatise our
high-priest sits at the Father’s right hand. " Under the Old
Covenant the priests alone could draw nigh, and they only with
elaborate precautions, and the people could not come near at all.
And such drawing near as was possible was ineffective in its
unreality ; it gave the worshipper no communion with God.

v. 1-10. The high-priesthood of Christ. A human high-priest
must be gentle with the weak, since he himself is weak, and he
cannot be self-elected to his office. So Christ became a high-
priest by Divine appointment and, though he recoiled in agony
from the office, learnt obedience through this suffering, and was
hailed of God high-priest after the order of Melchizedek.

With this section the writer proceeds to the fuller development
of the doctrine of the high-priesthood: of Christ. He begins with
a statement of the qualifications of every human. high-priest.
He must ‘bear gently’ with the sinful, for he himself is ‘com-
passed with infirmity,’ and he must not arrogate the office to
himself, but be chosen to it by God. Thesc qualifications meet

K 2
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is appointed for men in things pertaining to- God, that
he may offer both gifts and sacrifices for sins: who can
beat gently with the igmorant and- erring, for that he
himiself also is:.compassed with infirmity ; and by reason
thereof is bound, as for the people, so also for himself,

in Ghriss, though with this diflerence, that his sympathy with the
sinful was not conferred. by participation in their moral infirmity,
but by expenence of the whole range of human temptation,

Further, since the hxgh-pnest has to act for men, he must himself
be * taken from among men,’ and for the Son this involved the
Incarnation. Of the conditions thus laid down for the office, only
that of Divine appointment is here shewn to be true of Christ,
since his humanity and sympathy have been sufficiently asserted
already. Yet verses 7-g, while not intended to establish the fact
of his sympathy, suggest the lines on which it was perfectly
attained.

1. gifts and sacrifices : vegetable and animal sacrifices.
The reference is probably to the Day of Atonement, on which
both were offered. It is true that the words are sometimes ysed
for either kind of sacrifice, but when thus combined the distinction
between them should be maintained. Probably ¢for sins ’ should
be conaected with both, the author thinking of the sacrifices of
the Day of Atonement as ‘for sins,” without asking whether this
was true of the vegetable offering regarded in itself,

2. bea.r gently., The word means llterally to exhibit moderate
emotion’ 28 opposed to the suppression of all emotion on the
one hand and violent emotion on the other. Here it is not chosen
to express carefully regulated restraint of sympathy, but leniency
in moral judgement.

the ignerant and erring: since high-handed and wilful sin
could not be atoned for, but was visited with death (Num. xv.
30, 31; Deut, xvii. 12) Probably a deeper and more settled
hastilityw God's law is meant than we commonly attach to the
term “ witfill sin.’

infirmrity: moral weakness: In this respeet Christ is unlike
other high-priests, but ke is able to ‘bear gently’ because he
knows how tertible the strain of temptation is.

3. Sineé he is thus the vietim of moral inﬁrmity he must offer
for himself as well as the people. ‘He is bound’ by the law
{Lev. xvi. 6, 11), mot by his own sense of guilt, for the obligation
is that which also compels him to offer for the pevple. The law
thus envphasized his compmmity with his people in sin, and clearly
only one whose sin had been atoned for could atome for that
of others,
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to offer for sins. And no man taketh the honour unto 4
himself, but when he is called of God, even as was Aaron.
So Christ also glorified not himself to be wade a high 5
priest, but he that spake unto him, '
Thou art my Son,
This day have I begotten thee :
as he saith alsp in another glace, : 6
Thou art a priest for ever
After the order of Melchizedek.
Who in the days of his flesh, having offered up prayers 7

4. The second qualification. The high-priest must not appoint
himself, but be called of God. So responsible an office must not
be filed by self-election. No man, who thinks so extravagantly
of himself as to deem himself worthy of such an honour, would
be likely to shew the compassion for ethers which would spring
trom a true self-knowledge. WNot such was the high-priesthood
of Aaron, who was called by God Himself. There seems to be
no allusion to the fact that the high-priests had been appointed
‘by the Roman government, for the author consistently views the
O.T. economy from the standpoint of the law, not of contemporary
history. Much stress is laid in Scripture on the Divine call, as in
the story of Korah.

5. Chrigt. We should perhaps translate ¢ the Christ,’ in which
casc the author seems to treat the high-priestly as higher than the
Messianic dignity. Though Messiah he did not glorify himself to
be made a khigh-priest. There may be also an allusion to the title
¢ the ancinted priest,’ commonly given to the high-priest in the law.

but he that spake unto him. It is not meant that the words
which follow contain the Divine appointment, The clause, with
the quotation, simply means God ; but, instead of saying Geod, the
author speaks as he does to indicate that it was natural that God
should call His own Son to thec office of high-priest. On the
quotation see note on i. 5.

6. The quotation in this verse is from Ps. cx. 4 (see note on
i. 13). It plays a leading part in the argument. Just as the
reference to the high-priest in ii. 17 and iii. 1 is succeeded by an
elaborate exhortation before the thought is more fully developed,
so with the rcference to the priest after the order of Melchizedck
here and in versc 10. The writer prepares the way by cheosing
a passage mentioning the Melchizedek priesthood for his proof
that Christ is a God-appointed priest.

7. Proof from the earthly life of Christ that he did not take
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and supplications with strong crying and tears unto him
that was able to save him from death, and having been

the priesthood to himself. He shewed a perfect obedience
to the Father. So far from secking it he shrank in agony
from it, and accepted it only in filial submission to the will
of God. .. ‘ -

The very attractive view that the offering of prayers and sup-
plicationswith strong crying andtears corresponded tothe high-
priest’s offering for himself on the Day of Atonement (Hofmann,
Gess) should probably be set aside. It is not really supported by
the mention of the high-priest’s double offering in verse g, for his
offering for himself was occasioned by his personal sin, the very
point in which he differed from Christ, who also had to learn
sympathy, but in another way. vii. 27, to which Gess appeals,
does not substantiate his view. For Christ certainly did not
offer for his own sins, and the answer Gess gives to this point,
that such a misunderstanding was excluded by vii. 26, and that
the readers would know what was meant, is untenable. For if in
the case of Christ we must substitute for hémself in place of for
ks stns, it is not at all clear what an offering for himself means.
The sacrificial meaning of the term would be fully satisfied if we
regarded the prayer and tears as part of his sacrifice. This is
bound up with the view that the Priesthood of Christ began on
earth. But the argument is not here concerned-with what he
did as high-pricst, but with the process through which he was
prepared for the office.

The passage clearly refers to the agony, and there seems to be
no reason why the ‘strong crying’ should be explained of the
loud cry on the cross. The author was probably acquainted with
a form of the gospel tradition, in which the crying and tcars were
mentioned. An interesting parallel (also noticed by Davidson)
is Hosea's reference to Jacob’s wrestling (xii. 4), in which he
speaks of him as weeping and making supplication to the angel,
of which we read nothing in Genesis. Bruce has well pointed
out that this description of the agony seems to exclude the view
that Luke wrote the Epistle, for in the genuine text of his Gospel
the agony itself is omitted from the narrative {Luke xxii. 43, 44
being a later addition). We do not know what the writer took to
be the precise import of Christ’s prayer. He prayed to be saved
‘from’ or ‘out of death’ (marg.). Setting aside the impossible
view that he prayed to be saved from immediate death in the
garden, in order that he might die on the cross, we may say that
he prayed either to be saved from the cross, or to be rescued out
of death by the resurrection. Even if the. resurrection was the
actual answer he received, it does not follow that he prayed for
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heard for his godly fear, though he was a Son, yet learned 5
obedience by the things which he suffered ; and having o
been made perfect, he became unto all them that obey

this. The miost natural interpretation is that the prayer was for
delivery from the cross, by which is not meant thdt he shrank
from the physical pain, but from all that was involved in its
sacrificial character. We have thus an intense realization by
Jesus of the agony of his death, which was the final lesson of
obedicnce learnt through suﬁ‘ermg, by whxch his ‘perfection as
captain of salvation was attained:

heard for his godly fear. Several explain the words to
mean that Christ was heard and delivered from his fear of death:
The words' may bear this meaning, but ‘godly fear’ or ¢piety”’
is more probably correct, and the best commentary is ‘not my
will, but thine, be done.* The answer may'have been given in
the strengthemng to bear his burden, but tiore probably in the
resurrection.

8. though hé was a Son. Since the note of sonship is
obedience, it might be thought that this lesson at least would not
need to be learned by Jesus. But it was one of the consequences
of his incarnation, and one of his necessary qualifications for
leadership, that he should pass through a human discipline in
which he could learn a human obedience; an obedience rendered
in spite of the most terrible pressure towards disobedience. It
was only when this had been achieved in the bitterest of all trials
that his training for his position was complete and he' had
nothing more to learn. Progress is implied, not in the complete-
ness of his submission to his Father’s:will, but' in the fact that the
tests of obedience were increasingly severe. Each lesson in his
moral education was perfectly mastered, but the final lessons
were of unparalieled difficulty.

by the things which he suffered. The special reference

is to the suffering mentioned in verse 7, but as the climax of

a long series.. ‘ Though he was a Son ’ refers to this clause as well

as to ‘learned obedience,’ since suffering might seem incompatible

with his position as Son. Here once more the author shews the

\g;ﬂui of that which was for his readers so great a stumbling-
oc

9. made perfect: cf. ii. 10. The stress here is not on his
exaltation so much as on his moral perfecting through suffering.

unto all them that obey him. The obedience to God
which he learned and through which he was saved out of death
l'}as to be shewn by his followers to himself, and thus he will save
them,
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him the author of eterngl salvation; named of .Goed
a high prigest after the order of Melchizedek.

\J

the author of eternal galvation: in ii. 1o a different Greek
wordisused. That used here means literally ‘cause.” Just because
he has achieved his vigtory he can cenfer on his followers eternal
salvation. - As the next werse explains, he is ‘author of salvation’
because he is ‘high priest after the order of Melchizedek,” of
‘eternal’ salyation because he is high:priest for ever; and he has
been qualified for this office by his obedience.

10. named, or ‘saluted’; not in Ps. cx. 4, where he is named
simply ¢ priest.” The reference is probably to his gntrance injo
the heavenly sanctuary, and the language must not be prosaically
interpreted. It .does not prove that he was not such a priest be-
fore his degath. The salutation dogs not pecessarily constitute him
high-priest.

& high priest after the order ¢f Melchizedek. What this
nwvolves is drawn out at length in ch. vii ; for the writer fegls it
necessary to interrupt the theoretical exposition of hjs theme by
anoé::r selemn warning, due to the culpable immatyrity of his
readers. ‘ .

At $his point the difficult and much-debated question may be
raised, When did the high-priesthood of Christ hegin? There are
several passages which suggest very strongly that while on earth
Chyist was nat a high-priest but became one only on his entrance
into heaven. We have first the definite statement, ‘Jf he were on
earth, he wpuld not be a priest at all” (viii, 4). S$o in vii. 26-28
the high-priest whe hefits us is one who has been made higher than
the heavens, and he who has been appointed high-priest is a Son,
perfected for eyvermore. The passage before us might be simjlarly
interpreted (cf. vi. Ig, 30, viii. 1-3). On the other hand it may
be argued that Christ's oflering of himself on the cross wasa high- .
priestly act. This seems to be definitely asserted in x. 1p-14. The
‘ome sacrifice’ and fpne pffering * are defined in verse 19 as ‘the
offering of the body of Jesus Christ onge for all." The offering
of the ‘body’ canpot he supposed to have taken place in the
heaverly sanctuary, for only the ‘blogd ’ of the victim was carried
into the Holy of Helies. The referance must be to the offering
of the body on the crogs, and since the offering is ascribed to
Christ, we must regard his death as a high-priestly act. And in
connexion with Ehis it 35 fo be remembered that, while in Jewish
sacrifiges it was frequently the duty of the offerer to glay the
victim on the Day of Atonement, the ritual of which controls
the typolggy of the Epistle, the victim was slain by the high-priest
(Lev. xvi. 15). This view that Christ was a high-priest at the
time of his death is supported also by vil, 27 and ix. 24-28 (where
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a visible offering seems to be referred to), though these could be
more readily accommodated to the view that the offering was con-
fined to heaven. Can we then reconcile these statements that
Christ could not be a priest on earth, and yet that the offering of
his body en the cross was a high-priestly act? It has been argued
by several eminent scholars that Christ was 2 high-priest after
the order of Aaron as well as a priest or high-priest after the
order of Melchizedek, the latter priesthoed being confined to
the heavenly sanctuary. But it is clearly asserted that Christ
cannot beleng to the Aaronic priesthoed because he is of the tribe
of Judah. And the distinction is otherwise illegitimate. A deep
cleft divides the Old Covenant from the New. On the one side
we have this age, with its Levitical priesthood, subject to death
and girded about with sin, serving in a sanctuary which was but
the copy of the true, offering repeated, and therefore ineffective,
sacrifice, its victims material, their death involuntary and therefore
non-mot¥al. And on the ether side we have the age to come with its
Melchizedek priesthoed, eternal and sinless, serving in the heavenly
sanctuary of which the earthly was but the shadow, with a single
and therefore final and perfect sacrifice, its victim offered through
an eternal spirit, his death voluntary and therefore moral, Across
this deep gulf there is no passage ; with the inefficient priesthood
of Aaron a Melchizedek priest can have nothing to do. According
to Riehm not merely the suffering on earth but even the presenta-
tion of the blood in heaven belongs to the Aarenic type of priest-
hood, and he is priest after the order of Melchizedek in so far as
he lives for ever, and is priest for ever to make imtercession. It
is, of course, perfectly true that the O. T. marrative does not
represent Meichizedek as offering a sacrifice. But it would be
certainly hazardeus to press the author’s inference from silence to
the extent of supposing that he thought of Melchizedek’s priesthood
as non-sacrificial in character. Such a view ‘is virtuglly con-
tradicted by wiil. 3, 4, where the function of the high-priest is said
to be to offer sacrifices, and just because Christ is a high-priest
he must have something to offer. No distinction is tenable be-
tween priest and high-priest after the order of Melchizedek, nor
between priest and high-priest as nen-sacrificing and sacrificing.
It is therefore clear that the author regarded Melchizedek as a
sagrificing priest, Christ is thus a high-priest of his .order, not
simply in that he is a king-priest who lives and intercedes for ever,
but in that heisa sacrificing priest. 'What he has to offer be offers
as Melchizedek priest and its virtue consists largely in that fact,
I, then, he offered his body on the cross, he must bave been a
priest of this order before his death. And this suggests an answer
to the questivn, When did ke become high-priest? At the close
of the Agony, when he had learnt his sorest lesson of obedience.
and had achieved moral perfection.



Ix

138 TO THE HEBREWS 5.

Of whom we have many things to say, and hard of
interpretation, seeing ye. are become dull of hearing.

But how is this conclusion to be harmonized with the assertion
that if Christ were on earth, he would not be a priest at all? It
is, of course, clear that his sanctuary is in heaven, and that the
culmination of his sacrifice is to be found in that act in heaven
which corresponds to the high-priest’s presentation of the blood
in the Holy of Holies. But this does not exclude the slaughter of
the victim from the. high-priestly act. The difficulty disappears
when we rid ouselves of local and spatial modes of thought. The
essential characteristic of Christ’s priesthood is that it is heavenly
and not earthly. It belongs to the age to come or the world to
come, and not to this age or this world. The distinction between
the ages is not radically one of time, nor that of the worlds one
of space, but rather one of intrinsic character. The same ambiguity
lies in the whole pesition of Christians in this world. While,
locally and temporally regarded, they belong to this world, really
they have already come to the New Jerusalem. Thus the death
of Christ, while the act of men in time and accomplished on earth,
really belonged, in virtue of its intrinsic character, to the heavenly
and eternal and not to the earthly or temporal order. Not, of
course, that he entered the heavenly Holy of Holies before his
death. Neither on the Day of Atonement was the victim slain in
the sanctuary, but its slaughter was none the less a high-priestly
act. So Christ as high-priest offered his body on the cross, and
then entered the heavenly Holy of Holies. But we need not re-
introduce spatial ideas, and think of earth- as the outer court of
heaven, in which case the heavens through which Christ passed
would correspond to the Holy Place. By the removal of the veil
the Holy Place has become part of the Holy of Holies.

It will be clear from the fact that the Day of Atonement domin-
ates the typology of the Epistle why no theological significance
could be attached to the resurrection. The bodies of the victims,
as in the more sacred sin offerings (xiii. 11), were burned outside
the camp, as the safest way to dispose of flesh too holy to be eaten.

v. 11-14. The veprehensible dullness of the veaders. The truth of
Christ’s Melchizedek priesthood is hard to expound to the readers,
for their spiritual perception is so dull that, though by this time
they ought to be teachers, they need to learn the rudiments. They
are babes, not practised as yet to take solid food.

11. Of whom: either Melchizedek or Christ, or Christ as
priest after the order of Melchizedek, or Melchizedek as type of
Christ. The last seems the most probable. The margin ¢ which,”
i. e. Christ's Melchizedek priesthood, is less natural.

hard of interpretation: /. ¢ hard to be interpreted to say,’
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For when by reason of the time ye ought to be teachers,
ye have need again that some one teach you the
rudiments of the first principles of the oracles of God ;
and are become such as have need of milk, and not of
solid food. For every one that partaketh of milk is
without experience of the word of righteousness; for he
is a babe. But solid food is for fullgrown men, even
those who by reason of use have their senses exercised
to discern good and evil.

which shews that it is the writer who feels the difficulty rather
than the readers, though their dullness is the reason why he finds
it hard to make his meaning plain.

12. This verse is important as shewing that the readers were
Christians of long standing. The language also suits best a small
homogeneous section of a church, not the whole church in the
city to which it was sent,

that some one teach yom the rudiments. This'is better
than the margin, ‘that one teach you which be the rudiments,’
which is preferred by very many, for the readers needed to be
taught the rudiments rather than to be taught what the rudiments
were. There is perhaps a keen irony in ‘some one,” as if any
Christian would be competent to do this, but more probably it is
a less direct way of referring to himself,

the first principles of the oracles of God. These rudiments
are probably those enumerated in vi. 1, 2. ¢ First principles’ is
literally ‘beginning.” ¢ The oracles of God > probably de not mean
the O. T., but the word spoken by Him in the Son. They need
instruction in the elements of Christianity.

milk: cf. 1Cor. iii. 1, 2, though the root of theinfantile character
of the Corinthians is different. Philo also uses this very obvious
figure, and the Rabbis spoke of their junior pupils as * sucklings.”

13. that partaketh of milk: that lives exclusively on milk.

is withont experience of the word of righteousness. An
infant is unable to utter or understand rational discourse. - Similar
is the condition of those in their spiritual childhood. They can
assimilate only the most elementary teaching, they are unversed
in anything beyond it.  The sense of the phrase ¢ word of right-
eousness’ is much disputed. Thearticle isabsent in Greek. The
term might mean ‘corrcct doctrine, or ¢ doctrine concerning
righteousness,’ or ¢ doctrine which leads to righteousness’ The
general sense is plain,

14. who by reason of use have their senses exercised. The

12

13



140 TO THE HEBREWS 6. 1

Wherefore let us cease to speak of the first principles

immaturity of the readers is due to their culpable neglect in
disciplining ‘their faculties of spiritual intelligence. The ‘full-
grown’ (marg. ‘ perfect’) have hecome so by constant training
of their faculties.

to discern good and'evil. To discriminate between the true
and false. It is not the morally good and evil of which he is
speaking, but the power to distinguish wholesame {rom pernicious
teaching.

vi. 1-B. The need for advance and pevil of falling away. Let the
readers leave the rudiments and adwance to maturity. For it is
not possible to renew to repentance those who have become
Christians and fallen away, seeing they repeat the shameful cruci-
fixion of the Son of God. While the fruitful field is blessed, one
that bears thorns is rejected.

1-3. It is disputed whether the author means that he will cease
to discuss the elementary and pass om to the deeper truths, or
that the readers should no longer remain eontent with the first
principles but should advance to maturity. Itisscarcely conclusive
against the former wiew that as ‘a mattek of fact he passes on to an
impressive warning, for the deeper truth does come when his
expositien is resumed. At the same time warning against apestasy
follows better on the exhortation to advance, for the author
realizes that if they stand still they will scon begin to fall back.
And it may also be urged that he has not been discussing the
elementary truths at all, if those truths are the doctrines he pro-
cecds to enumerate, The connexion also favours the second view.
To say ¢ Because you are dull and inexperienced lét me cease to
speak to you of the simple and expound the more advanced
doctring,’ is less natural than ¢ Because you are dull and inex-
perienced leave the elementary and advance to the more profound.’
The latter conmexion is quite natural while the former would
require us to insert some clause- in thought in order to effect the
tramsition from the premise to the conelusion, such as ¢since no
one would wish yeu to remain in this wasatisfactory state T will
stimulate your powers by giving you more solid teaching to
assimilate.” Several scholars combine the two. This impeses
a double sense on ‘leave,” ¢ press on,’ ‘laying again,’” and the view
is legitimate only in so far as the anthor’s sabsequent progress in
the argument assumes that the exhortation here has been obeyed,
but- his purpose to advance in the cxposition is not expressed in
verses I1-3.

1. Wherefore. Since you vught to have but have not advanced
beyond the elementary stage.

lot us cense to mpeak of the first principles of Okrist. The
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of Christ, and press on unte perfection‘; not laying again
a foundation of repentance from dead works, and of

margin ¢leave the word of the beginning of Christ’ is better, since
it is more faithful, and- admits of either of the two interpretations
just discussed. ¢The word of the beginning of Christ’ is difficult.
The Greek order suggests that it should mean teaching about the
beginning of Christ (or the Messiah), but it is difficult to attach
any satisfa¢tory meaning to this, so we should perhaps accept the
nsual explanation—ruodimentary teaching abeut Christ; cf, v. r=.
This they must leave, not in the senzse of forsaking but of advancing
beyond an elementary stage.

perfection (marg. ‘full growth’): not meral perfection, hut
intellectual maturity. ‘

wot laying again o foundatiom. The phrase implies that
certain things have been done and eertain teaching has been given
to the readers at the .outset of their Christian life as a basis on
which more advanced teaching may be built. This basis is
deseribed in the following clauses. The most striking feature
about the six fundamentals is their apparent freedom from a
specifically Christian character. This passage is the stronghold
of those who deny that the readers were Jewish Christians.
They argue that all the points here enumerated were to be found
in Judaism, and therefore that if the readers were originally Jews,
this foundation would not meed to be laid for them when they
became Christians, whereas it would be necessary for converts
from heathenism. As a’ general criticism on this it may be said
that ‘the word of the beginning of Christ’ can hardly refer to
religions acts performed or doctrines held by Jews and Christians
in ¢eémmon, but, so far as these fundamentald were present in
Judaisi, to the specifically Christian presentation of them. And
this is confirmed by the consideration that a Christian missionary
would not begin with these practices or dectrines, as understood
by Jews, and then erect upen this foundation a definitely Christian
teaching. ¥rom the outset the Christian element must have been
present. And we should not forget that ne doctrine of Judzism
can be simply taken over into Christiamity. It is transformed in
the process, and therefore it was especially necessary that Jews
who became Christians should be taught to re-interpret their old
doctrines from their higher point of view.

Tepentance from dead works, and of faith toward God.
The author does not speak of a doctrine of repentance and faith.
He means, you are not to begin over again your Christian life by
repenting and believing. The dectrines follow. ¢Dead works’
are not necessarily sinful works, though they defile the conscience
(ix. 14), for under the law defilement was ineurred by other things
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faith toward God, of the teaching of baptisms, and of
laying on of hands, and of resurrection of the dead, and
of eternal judgement. And this will we do, if God

besides sin. They are dead as opposed to living, the vain external
works of legalism:. The phrase does not imply that the readers
had been heathen; on the contrary, it is very apt to express the
transition from Judaism to Christianity, from the religion of legalism
and unfruitful self-righteousness to one of grace and freedom.
¢ Faith toward God’ does seem less suitable to Jews than Gentiles,
seeing that the former already possessed faith in the true God.
But it is not belief in the unity of God, but the specifically Christian
faith in the living God, who has fulfilled the Messianic promises
and spoken in His Son.

-2, of the teaching of baptiemes, and of laying on of hands.
He adds ‘teaching’ to shew that it is not of the repetition of these
rites that lie is speaking, but of re-stating the doctrine as to their
import. The plural ‘baptisms® (marg. ‘washings®) is probably
chosen to cover Jewish and Christian baptism and ceremonial
washings, perhaps also the baptism of John, and the ‘teaching’
would be concerned with the difference between ‘Christian baptism
and Jewish baptism of proselytes and washings for purification.
This would be very natural instruction to give a Jew when he
became a Christian. ¢The laying on of hands’ was practised in
the early church in order that the newly baptized might receive
the Holy Ghost. An ingenions attempt has been made by
Dr. R. G. Balfour to take these two clauses as explanatory of
repentance and faith, in the sense that these doctrines were taught
in the O. T. by its laws as to washings and the imposition of hands.
‘Teaching’ would then bear the sense ‘things taught by,” which
is not so natural, and the plural ¢ baptisms’ is well explained on the
other view, while the interpretation of the ‘laying on of hands’
of the action of the high-priest, by which he transferred the guilt
of Israel to the ‘goat for Azazel’ (Lev. xvi. 21), is far-fetched,
There are other explanations of the clauses which it is needless to
enumerate.

of resurrection of the dead, and of eternal judgement.
The former of these had, it is true, come to be a common article of
Jewish belief. But it was not a foundation doctrine; was not held
universally, and, so far as it was believed, was accepted on far
less solid ‘groutrds than in Christianity. Besides, the Christian
eschatology was, in' the nature of the case, widely different from
the narrow national eschatology of Judaism. By ‘judgement’ is
meant not the trial but the sentence,
3. At first sight this seems to suit the view that in verses 1 and
2 the writer expresses his purpose to give more advanced teaching.
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permit. For as touching those who were once en- 4
lightened and tasted of the heavenly gift, and were made

But the words, ¢ if God permit,” which are no mere pious formula,
though frequently used as such in. the private letters of the time,
are against this, for while it is true that whatever we do we do
by God’s permission, the anthor can hardly have meant anything
so commonplace as that he will proceed to higher doctrine if God
permits. He means that he and the readers will advance :to
maturity, and he adds ¢ If God permit,’ because he feels that there
may be cases where such permission may not be granted. This
feeling finds expression in verseés 4-6, for which this phrase thus
prepares the way.

4. For, The connexion is uncertain, The simplest is, We will
advance to maturity, if God permit, for cases may be supposed.in
which renewal is impossible. Butwhile this supplies the immediate
point of contact, the connexion is broadly with the whole of
verses 1-3. Let us advance, for the condition of the apostate is
terrible. The underlying thought is that there can be no such
thing as standing still ; if they are not going forward, they must be
slipping back, and on the road to apostasy. If the author has been
speaking of his own intention to give :profounder teaching, the
connexion is probably, I will not speak of these elements, for
those who have experienced. their reality and. have then fallen
away are in a practically hopeless condition. -

once enlightened. Who had received the Christian revelation
once for all. They could never be again as though they had not
seen ‘the light of the knowledge of the glory of God in the face of
Jesus Christ.” Owing to the use .of this word for baptism, the
Fathers generally inferred from the passage.the impossibility of
rebaptism, while the Montanists and Novatianists inferred that
there was no repentance for post-baptismal sin of a flagrant kind,
except by baptism in the blood of martyrdom.

tasted of the heavenly gift (marg. ‘ having both tasted of . . .
and being made. . . and having tasted,” &c.). ‘Tasted of" means
experienced, not. to taste with the tip of the lips; as Calvin for
dogmatic reasons interpreted it. The case supposed is of those
who have had a real Christian experience, and the author’s whole
emphasis is nullified if he is thought to be speaking of those whe
have had a mere glimmer of light and no genuine experience of
salvation. . His warning shews that he was dealing with threatened
lapse on the part of his readers, whom he regarded as Christians
of long standing, It is the reality of their conversion and
Christian life. that makes their falling away possible and their
renewal so impossible. *The heavenly gift’ is variously explained
as the forgiveness of sins or righteousness, Christ, the gospel,
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partakers of the Holy Ghost, and tasted the good word
of God,; and the powers of the age to come, and #ex fell
away, it is impossible to renew them again unto repent-

grace, the Holy Spirit. The last it can hardly be, because that
is expressed in the following elause. 'We should think probably
of ¢onversion as in the author’s mind. These two clauses may
correspond to ‘baptisms,’ just as ‘made partakers of the Holy
Ghost’ seems to correspond to ‘layimg on of hands,” and ¢ tasted
the powers of the age to come”™ to' resurrection and judge-
ment.

made partakers of the Hely @host. This is quite incom-
patible with any other view than that those referred to were
Christians, who had experienced a genuine conversion.

5. tasted the good word of @od. The change from * tasted of”
te ‘tasted’ may be intentional, and if so we ought perhaps to
translate, as in the margin, ‘tasted the word of God that it is good,’
though the translation in the text is quite defensible. ‘The word
of God’ is the gospel messager  ‘Good’ is literally ¢beautifil.’
In Zech. i. 13 we have the expression ‘good words, even cornfortable
words,” :

and the powers of the age to ¢ome. Perhaps we chould
translate here, ¢ And the powers of the age to come that they are
good.” The writer is thinking of ‘the age to come,” which, while
future to us, yet exists in heaven sinultanedusly with this age and
has now begun to sénd forth powers intd-it, which those feel who
ideally belong to the age to eome, and: in this ape! confess them-
selves to be strangers and pilgrims. It is not nécessary to think
exclusively or even mainly of miraculeus ¢ gifts.’

8. and then fell away. This does not refer to the commission
of even the grossest acts of sin, but to deliberate apestasy. This
is the danger that looms before the readers (cf. X 26-31). The
writer is not alarming them with a description of someéthing
which cannot happen; he is in deadly earnest because the perit
is so real.

it is imposmgible to renew them aguin uxto repentance,
The author seems to have in view a practical impossibility, lying
rather in the nature of the case than in any Divinely imposed
necessity. Those, whe from Judaism have passed to Christiatity,
have learned its fandamental truths and experienced its redeeming
powers, and have then relapsed into Judgism, have done so with
a clear consciousness and a deliberate chicice, which is likely to
be-final. They identify themselves wlth  these who erucified the
Son of God, and do so- after they have had such full experience
of his grace. There is a chiange in tense¢ with ‘renew ’ from the
aorist- to a present. Rendall translates ¢to keep renewing,” and
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ance; seeing they:crueify to themselves the Son:of Gopd
afresh, and put him to an open shame.. For the land ;

explains that it is impessible to keep indefinitely renewing those
who meanwhile are continually crucifying the Son of God.” But
the author has not in mind repeated falling met by rcpeated
renewal, but a single act of apostasy followed by a contimyous
crucifying ‘of Christ, in the course of which no renewal was
possible. The tense of ¢ fell away’ shews that a single act is
contemplated, and this is inconsistent with renewal again and
again. Westcott defines ‘repentance’ as ‘a complete chapge of
mingd .qonsequent. upon the apprehension of the true moral pature
of things” He adds: ‘It follows necessarjly that in this large
sepse there.can be no second’ repentance., He thinks that there
may be ‘ a regaining of the lost view with thg cons_c_qpq:p\; restora-
tion of the fulness of life, but this is different from. the freshness
of vision through which the life js first realized.”” Bit the warning
is eviscerated of its solemnity if the writer means that, while the
vividness of their first impression 'cannét be restored; they may
régain their full Chrigtian experience. "At'the same tithe he s ‘con-
tesipliting the possibiflity 6f fenewal from the point of view of the
rescurces of the Diviriély appdinted human agency.- ‘Hence \he
does not say that it ‘i3 impossible that they should bé¢ resewed.
God may ‘work outside the self-imposed normal himits, * - 7
seeing they crucify to themselvés the Son of God afresh.
A5’ thus trafislated the reason is' given Wy it 'i$ tnposubld to
renew them. They have made themselves accomplices!of those
who ‘crucified Christ, The margin’ is*'preferved by many; * the
while'they crucify.? ‘In this case the medning wou!ld be that it is
impossible to renew them while they contirfue to crucify to them-
selves the' Son of 'God. ' The difficulty in this' explanation is that
it is mere commohplacé to say that men cannot be renewdd while
they ciiéify Christ. ‘Tt i5 true that there is a change in tense from
‘fell away’ to ‘crucify.’ But this is natural, for gne expresses
the initial act and the other the state of apgstasy,.. This applies
also against the view of Edwards that crucifying, ‘afresh. 15, to he
distinguished from falling away. As Bruce well points pul, the
author must mean something inore serious than that falling away
is {atal, when it amounts to crucifying Christ. The word trans-
lated ¢ crucify afresh’ may alsa mean ‘ crucify,” but, probably the
former was what the author meant. ‘To themsglves’ may mean
to their, own. ruin, or by their gwn wilful act, or so as. ta mnake
him dead to them, as Paul says he is crucified to the world. Christ
1s called * the Son of God’ to emphasize the heinousness of their
act. . They treat him as a blaspheming pretender, to M.ess'_ghship.
put him to an open shame. The word is suggested by t'he

L
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which hath drunk -the rain that cometh:oft upon it,.and
bringeth forth herbs ‘meet for them for whose sake it is
8 also tilled, receiveth blessing from God: but if it beareth
thorns and thistles, ‘it is réjected and’ 'mgh uito a curse ;
whose end is to be burmed.
9 But, beloved, we aie persuaded be‘tter thlngs -of 'you,

shamt-:fiﬂ ‘pubHeity - of “he cross. 'Ifhey gfﬂ}y sénounte him
béfore the world, 2nd prockaim him worthy of his death.

¥, 8, Tne ﬂ'angcr is iBustrated by the figure-of two idlds, which
hm received-abundant rein, oné Of Whith brifigs forth J&bundﬁntly
anl 'wing the ‘blessing ‘of God, while the other perverts-the fer-
tiliihg Showers' itito the prodﬁc‘tion iof *thorris “and- thistlés, Cf.
[Sa?éh“ s pardble of the! vineyard, Tsu. v. #iid Browning's— -

“While sweqt ‘dews. turn ‘to t‘he lgoprﬂ’s 'hurt 1
:And, bloa,” and whﬂe they bloat if, Hlast)

Appavently both are tilled, and both are treated. alike by heaven.
No Jight is. thrown,. omthq reason far. the-difflerance in the vesplts,
Theperil of the seadens is.that they may be dike. the thxstle»hga,rmg
£¢ld,.qurged by Gnd .and. destroyed. by fire. . They bave €pjeyed
great, privileges, which-should save them from a thankless rejection
of Christ. The xeference to.therns. and: thistles, and the cursed
greand isperhaps auggested by Gen. iii. 19, 18,

: By migh Mnto B curse; 3. softenmg of what uught havq,been
expectcd g
- vehoge end ig to be hme¢ Probably qthe r¢{erence in
‘whogeis not to ‘gurse, &0 thal the meamng wnulﬂ be that the
cirse would issue-in burning, but to ‘land,’ its end is destruction
hy fice. . Befar as the fignre itself goes 1here seems o be no abu-
sigh:fo ﬁﬁewfrom heaves, put.to the setting, of the field. on fire by the
fasmer. - Theaneaning of the parable is that apostasy . leads to.ruin.

Vi. §~Iz._ ‘Past’ rif trure. “The 'readers’ noble past warrants
gh*ﬁc!pe ‘of their sdlvation, for God will net forget thdir love to
the

saints. ‘Let thein shew the same zedl and mﬂtate lﬁhosve who
er‘rt‘the, promises. '

9. After'this severe reproof and still severer warmng,‘tht w-riter
hastens to assure his readers that he has beiter hopes'foittrem
than-‘his “words might ‘imply. 'There whas much in their “past
‘history“to justify Him in this, especidlly their loving ministry to
the ‘saints. If they thus cared for Christ’s followers, there was
good reason to be confident that they would “hisld fast to Chnst
hlmself

“heloved, Occurs very fitly here, thongh here only in the
Epistle.
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and things that accompany salvation; though we thus
speak : for God is not unrightecus to forget your work
and the love which ye shewed toward his name, in that
ye ministered unto the saints, and still do minister. And
we desire that each one of you may shew the sime diligence
unto the fulness of hape-even to the end: that ye be not

we ave persusded. The.tense mlplies a.settled conviction,
‘ we have become and are persuaded.’

better things : probably has:-reference both to theu- spmtual
condition 'and their future.destiny, but primarily to the latter, as
verse 1o shews.

things. that. accompauy malvation. Thls phrase dcﬁnes
‘better thmgs as things which stand -in :close connexion with
‘salva!zion, that is will lead to it For ‘apcompany' the margin
gives ‘are near {o. : -

thus speak: as in v. 11—vi, 8.

10. God 1s not nnrighteons. God reward:, all.men according
to their works, and. therefore cannot- leave unrecognized the
*kindness they have shewn to His people (cf. Matt. x. 42 without
being untrue o Himself..

we shemwed. The term suggests a deﬁmte occasion, pr abably
that referred toin x, 32-34.. At thesametime ﬂlell‘ loving mlnlstry
still centinues.

toward his mame: kindness to saints who bear His name
is kindness to Him.

the saints. There is no need to identify this munistry to
the saints with collections made for Jerusalem Christians. ¢The
saints ’ means in some cases the Christians of Jerusalem, but the
context makes the reference:clear in those cases. It would there-
fore be unsafe to infer from this passage that the letter was nok
sent to Jerusalem.

11, 12. Cenclusion of the exhortation, in which the writer
urges his readers to shew the same zeal to sectire the fullness of
hepe that they shewed: in practical kindness, so that they may
be ‘imitators .of .those who through faith and patience imherit the
promises. Similarly in x. 32-39 a. severe -warning against
apostasy is followed by a reference to the church’s moble past,
and emphasis on the nead of endurance and faith.

11. we desire. The word expresses intense desire, ‘we long.’

each one of you. The writer's thought rests on each in-
dividual. He was intimately acquainted with the citcemstances
of the church, and pmbably had special individuals in mind
(cf. x. 25).

unto the fulness of hope ewn 40 46 end. ‘Unto’ meansin

L2

I2
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sluggish, but imitators of them whe- through falth and
- patience- inherit: the promises. o
13- For when God made promise to- ‘Abraham, since -he

order to a.tta.m, and the emphasis lles on the words ¢ unto the
fulfiess of hope.” For the author does not mean that the readers
should continue to shew to the end the same zeal as hitherto, but
to be as zealous in gaining a full hope and holding it fast to the
end as they hﬂ& ‘been in ‘ministering Ito the samts ‘The margm
full assurance’ is less probable. o

slnggish: the same word as is translated  “dull” i v. 11.
There it reférs to intelléctual sluggishness, here to a relaxmg grip
of the Christian hope.

. -of thetrt who 'through faith and ‘batierce inherit the
promisgs. - He may have ‘specially’ in miiid’ the men of faith of
the Old Covenant, many of whom are enumerated in the eleventh
chapter. The present tense is, however, opposed'to'the pést
reference, and Christian believers may be' included. * Bt ‘more
probably the author means of suck as those who'tiis ‘intierit the
promises. ¢ Patience,* Iiterally long-suﬂ'enng, is shewn in fice of
long delay; the ‘patiénce " spoken of in x. 36, xii. ¥ is éndurance”
in face of trials. The inheritance is reccived on ‘éarth by that faith
which lifts us into the world to come, but in reality when' we pass
withiin the veil, or the veil itself i is removed by the Second Coming.
The mention of the promlses prepares the way fdr the next
paragraph. ;

" 1 V

vi. 13-20. The vath of God. God’s promise to: Abraham was
confirmed with a&h oath, which he sware'by Himself ; and since it
is thus doubly lmtnutable we are gncouraged to lay hold on the
hope, which i an: anchor ‘cast within' the veil; through which
Yesus has ehtered as olir forerunner and' h1gh~pr1est after the order
of Melchizedek.

The writer shews from the case’of ‘Abraham -that we may
hold fast our hope in ‘spite of delay (cf Hab. ii. 3, 4 and
Heb. x: 35-39). For God not only promised but confirmed His
promise by an oath; and thus made '4dsurance doubly sure. And
so our hope binds us firmly to the world to come, which Jesus
has enteted as our foreranner and Melchizedek h!g’n priest. The
aim of the section is' practical rather 'than theological, for the
author wishes to encourage his readers to ‘steadfastiiess by re-
minding them of the certainty of the promised inheritance.

when God made promise. ' Accorditig to this translation the
ocath is uttered at the same time as the promise. - Several translate
‘having made promise,” and explain that the promises made before
were ow confirmeld by cdthi It 'is"in’tér&stmg to ‘¢comipare Paul's
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could swear by nohe greater, he sware by himself, saying, 1,
Surely blessing T will bless thee, and ‘multiplying I.:will

multiply thee. ~And thus, having patiently endured, he 15
obtained the promise;” For men swear by- the greater: 16

[

tredtmerit of thé proinise in the elaborate arguments of Galatians
and Romans. The promise is, however, not that quoted here,
but ¢ In thee shall all the famlhes ‘of the earth be blessed.t:- ¢

. since he cou.l.d. swear by hone greater.” The underlymg
thought is that one who ttters an oath swedis by a higher power,
invoking its vengeance on falsehood dr pledging its veracity, in
order to give a force to his words that his owh'personality carihot
give them. But there is no higher to whom Géd can appeal. We
should naturally infer that He would utter no &ath>*Rut He:con-
descends to make Himself, so to speak His snpenor by whomi He
swears, ‘Ry rnyse]f have I sworn’ (Gen. xxli tﬁ\ Phllo spe'aks
similarly. |

.14. The quotation is from Gen, xxii, 1, subslltutmg multlply
thee * for multiply thy séed.’

" plessing T will bless thee: a translation of a Hebrew ldmm
expressing emphasis, ‘ I will indeed bless thee.’

15. having patiently endured. This represents the verk: of
the noun tramslated ‘patlence in verse 12, - He mamtmned hls
confidence 'in spite of long and perplexing’ delay

he obtained the' Dromisé. The promise is thdt of a 'great
gostenty, for whethet it ‘was first givem of only confirméd in the
sworn promise quoted Th verse 14, that promise’ gives the substance
of it." Some think that the writer merely means that Abraham
had the promise riidde fo him. But probdbly he means that in
some sense he obtained the fulfilment of it. "In his lifetime- this
was very partial, Isaa¢ was restored to him, and Jacob and Esau
were born,’ But to the eye of faith this was redlization. -The
promise which the fathers did not réceive (X% 36) is not'udenhcal
wnth this which Abraham did réceive.

6, The author states a general printiple as to the oaths of men;
They swear by the greater dnd meet gainsaying with an-oath,
which confiims their word and removes ‘unbelief’ Philo argues
similarly.

men swear by thé greater. Emphasis lies on ‘men”and
‘theirs,” such is the case with sen; but how surprising that
God should submit 'to it! ¢‘The greater’ probably means God,
because an oath by a lower power wotld not have the same
finality. But he says ‘greater’ because heé is insisting that God
swore although He had no superior, and since He had no
Superior swore by Himself,
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and. in every dispute of theirs the oath is final for con-
firmation. Wherein.. God, heing, minded to shew more
abundantly untg.the heirs of the promise: the immutability
of his counmsel,. interpoped with an cath: that by two
immutable things, in which it is impossible for God to
lie, we may have a strong encouragement, who: have fled

aispute,.or ‘gainsaying.’ When a statement is confésted,
opposition is silenced, if it is reaffirmed with an oath, Petjury is
supposed to, be excluded by fear of the Divine vengeance ““Con-
firmagion ’ is a, techrical, term: for a legal guarantee.
. 7. Wheveln does not refer to ‘oath’ but te the preceding
sentenge, ¢ this being so.” L ‘ )

. interposed with an oath. This does not bring out thé force
of ithe original, which literally means ‘ mediated ‘with an oath.’
Men.in their dealings with each other, when they swear by God
make Him a third party, who stands between them to guarantee
the engagement or certify the promijse. But since God is one of
the contracting parties He cannot call in a higher to assuré the
trath ofElis promise. Therefore He makes Himself the third party
between Hinself and Abraham (see on verse 13). Thus in the
*Song of Hezekiah’ the poet appeals to God, his creditor, to be
his surety for him to God. So, too, Job appeals from God his
persecutor to God his,vindicator. The cath here is apparéntly not
that referred to in verses 13-15, for the illustration of Abraham
is left.behind and the authar is dealing with a promise which is an
encouragement to. us, What s in his mind seems to be the oath
establishing Christ as priest after the order of Melchizedek, though
the fact that this promise was an oath is not mentioned till vii. 2o,
21, and, Ps, cx. 4 does nat say that God swore by Himself, ' This
would; be regarded as true of any oath of God, and ¢ immutabifity ’
is,well illustrated by ‘ and will not repent’ in Ps, c%. 4.

1B. two immutable things: the promise and the oath of
God. The promise was itself immutable and thercfore needed no
confirmation, but the oath gives double assurance to our incredulity.

.. we may have a strong encouragement, who have fled for
refuge to Jay hold of the hope. With this translation the mrean-
ing is that we, who have fled for refuge to lay hold of the object
of eur hape, may receive strong encouragement. This is probably
correct, though it is possible to transtate *we who have fled for
refuge, may have strong encouragerent to hold fast our hope.” It
is in faveour of this secand view that we keep the same’ translation
‘hold fast’ instead of ¢lay hold,” as in iv. 14, and ‘hope’ thus
retains. its  sense of confident expectation, not the object of hope,
but the latter sense is strongly suggested by ‘set before us,’



TO FHE HEBREWS 6. 19,20 T

for refuge to-lay held of the hope.set before us; which
we have as an anchor of the soul, @ Aope both sure and
stedfast and entering, into that whicH, is within the veil ;
whithen as a forerunner. Jesus entered, for- us, having be-
come 4 high priest for ever after the order of Mélchizedek.

Against it is the ordest:of the words, and the harshness of leaving
‘ who have fled; for refuge’ inolated: E Lo :

39 Athough the wond ¢ anchor’. dees: not-opeur in the 01T,
it i4 a frequient symbah of. hope in-classical writers.. Prabably we
should not ingert. ai Aope: as. the: Englishi Version does,. but regazd
the: rest.of the verseras dederibing the amehar. It is true thag
‘entering’ isi a lbss matural word: tham ‘enst’ would: heve been;
otherwise the: metaphor is mot; difficult,. and there; is no nepg
tev:sink: to ‘the ‘prodase litoralism of regarding the anphor as cast
upwards: through the heavendy ocean (fthe. waters abeve the
firmament’) into beaven itself. . The- key to the anthor’s thought
is - the doctrine of the two ages. We still live in this age;, our
inhentance lies. in the age to come.. Yet werare: notwhelly aut
off from it, for while we do not possess. il we are bound: fiemly to
it by an absotubtly eertain confidence, which zests. on thevunshang-
ing faithfirlmess. of Godi. 'We need sueliv ai copfidencs; because
betweent this world and the world to:came lies a veiks which
conceals our inheritance frotn our view. . Hence: the possibility af
doubt and unbelief by which we might drift away (ii. ). The
Christian hope anchors us to our mootings. It is' important to
remdember that the thought of the two ages underlies fiol metely
the ‘@octrinal‘ expositidn but the exhortatich. Tt is glneraliy
recognized that both have the same practical aim, #nd'so far urliy
is rpcognized in the Epistle. What is oftent dveridoked is that the
exHortatibns redt on the sgme speculative priticipfle 3s’the’ argn-
méptative portion, and this the Epistle has o ity of another
Kifi@. * This is the casé with fhe treatment of fdith ‘as wel'as of
hope.” That the writer skilfully bririgs this wariihg back to
the point at which' his argument broke off is' true’; but we must
not ‘forget that this was made the more naturdl ¥y this onifying
concéption; ’ s o
" 96. We have no# only the guarantee of God’s promise and
oath, but the ehtrance ‘of Jesus within the'veil, - Since he is our
leader and we sharé his desting, his entrance within the veil
is the pledge that wk too shall follow him iato the heavenly
inheritance. Of no earthly high-priest could it bé said that he
went withiiv the veil: as forerunner of the people.. He went
in-2lone; dmd left it: to:'retrm ¢o them. But Jesus: has:eatered
not simply as our leader, but. as our high-priest.. It was this
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' Fbr this Melchizedek, king -of Salem, priest of God'

which suggested the metaphor of the veil, since the ministry
of the high-priest reached its ¢limax i his entry within the Veil
on the D&y of Atoneinént, - The thought thus comes to expreskide
that within, the veil lic, both the inhgritance and the mercy:seat.
The mercy-seat was that place on earth where the presence of
God was most intensely manifested. The blood of the victim
was -therefore  dpplied ito it by the highspriest on the Day of
Atonement in order to bring it into most immediate contact with
Gédi* The sactifice’ symbolized the: renewal of ;the communion
of God with Israel,- which -hhd been ‘interrupted by sin: - The
great réligious ‘ides - of ‘the - Epistle !is that -Christianity provides
petfect commanion with God through the priestly work -of Christ
in- thé heavenly Holy:of Holies. - Now in the -double truth that
within the veil ‘this'‘work is. . accomplished':and our inheritance
is‘to be found, theé deep: thought is expressed that our heavenly
inheritarce is e¢ssentidlly our fellowship with:God. The religious
interest dominates-the whole Epistle ; its cardinal thought is that
urhindered:'fellowship’ with God is the highest good.; its great
argutierit for the truth -of Christianity is: that it: perfectly. snlves.
the: ‘hitherto: iisolubbe’ problem «of ‘securing - iti' .- Jesus, howewer,
has accomplished thid great -work:because his high-priesthoéd
is-after the order of .Melchizedek. Thus.the writer returns to
thte ‘point he had:reached:in v. 10, - Now he-feels that he may
propeed to expound zhis difficult doctrine: . . . o

"vil.. The writer has shewn in. v. 1-10 that Christ is. a tcue,
high-priest, and asserted that his high-priesthood was after the
order of Meichizedek. So far he has developed no proof that his
;ﬂ-iqsthood ig, superior to that of Aaron, but has simply shewn
that .he is a_true priest though not of the line, of Aaron.  The
priesthopd of ;ilelchizédek is recognized in Genesis, the Mel-
chizedek priesthpod of the Messizh in Psalm cx. In drawing out
the signigcanhe of the O, T. narrative and prophecy the author
argues not merely from the statements but also from the' silence
of Sgripture, In this he follows the A!ex'andrian smethod, .which,
regarded the silence of Scripture as suggestive.  Two points,
however, should 'be borne in mind. While Melchizedek is
discussed in Philo, his significance, as Bleek points out, is'treated
in a purely incidental ypanner. And the argument from the
silence of Seripture is not arbitrary, but rests on a phenomengn
that must have seemed surprising to a student of Genesis.

Vil 1-g... Melchizedet. This Melohizedek; king of righteousness
and king: of peace, who had no-ancestry, no birth: or death, who
blessed Atsraham after! he had smitten the kings: and reeeived
tithes from him, tms a perpetual priesthood.
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Most High, who met Abraliam  returning from . the
glaughter of the kings, and: blessed him, to whom also
Abraham ‘divided a' tenth part of all (being first, by
interpretation, King of righteousness, and then also King

Por. The main sentence is ‘For this Melchizedek abideth

a priest continually.’ - The eonnexion with vi: 2o is, Jesus is-a high-
priest for ever after the order of Melchizedek, for his is-an abiding
priesthood.” The emphasis lies om ¢ for” eder,’ and-this unending
ptiesthood, which is expressly stated of the subject of Psalm cx,
is inferred with reference to Melchizedek from the fact that no.
successor is-named in Scripture, .’ - . Co

" king of Salem, priest of God Most High. ‘The priesthood
of Melchizedek had two essential characteristics ¢ it was eternal
and it was royal. A priest after the order of Melchizedek is not
only a priest for: ever, but he is a king-priest. . That Christ: is
king, as well as prophet and priest, is recognized by the:author,
especially in the earlier part-of the Epistle. But he does not
dwell on it, perhaps for prudential reasons, to avoid the suspicion
of treason. ‘Salem’ is probably Jerusalem (cf. Ps. lxavi; 2),
The latter name, in the form: Uru:Salim,:is now known to be
very ancient, since it is found in the Tell el-Amarna tablets,
whith date from-about 7400 B.c Its‘meaning is said by Haupt
to be ¢ Place of Safety’ (in Cheyne’s edition of the Hebrew text
of Isaiah in The Sacred Books of the Old Testament, p. 100).  The
argument that the early name of Jerusalem was. Jebus cannot
tHerefore be pressed against' the identification.’: ¢ Jebus® was
probably formed from ‘Jebusites.” In-the time of Jerome, Salem
was’ identified with a town south of Scythopolis. ‘God Most
High’ : properly El Elyon, who is identified by the narrator with
Yahweh, the Possessor of heaven-and earth (Gen. xiv. 19-232).

“‘returning from the glanghter of the kings. : Mentioned
to recall the occasion, but- specially to point out that Abraham,
when Melchizedek met him, was returning from the defeat of
a great army, which had carried through a victorious campaign.
In ‘that proud moment, flushed:--with conquest and laden with:
spoil, he confessed Melchizedek as his superior, and rccognized
his priesthood by giving him tithes. ¢ Slaughter * should perhaps
be translated ¢ smiting.’ C

2. King of rightecousness. The original meaning of Mel-
chizedek is probably ‘* My king is Sidiq;’ just as Adonizedek means
* My lord is Sidiq,” Sidiq being the name of a deity. But the inter-
Pretation ‘given here is one that would natuvally be assigned to
the name. Josephus explains it as ‘righteous king." Its signifi-
cance js seen by comparing it with the words addressed to the
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3 of Salem, which is, King of peace ; without father; without
mother, without genealogy, having neither beginning of
days nor end of life, but made like unto the Son of Ged),
abideth a priest continually.,

Son, ‘ The sceptre of uprightness is the sceptre of thy kingdom’
{i. &). : . : ‘

. King of peace, In this: iMerpretation: the author had been
preceded by Philo. TFhe neference is probably to lsaiah’s de-
scription of the Messiah as Prince of Peace, which alsa asserted
that his. kingdom should have no ead, and should be upheld: with
judgemient and. righteousness.. The two qualities of ‘ righteous-
ness’ and ‘peace’ must be combined in a perfect priest.

@&, The anther, as Phile often. does, builds an argument. on the
silence of Seniptures MNothing is said in Genesis 0f the parentage
or aneestry, of the birth. or deathi of Melchizedek, hence the
writer infeys: that he- had neither father, mother, nor pedigree,
was: neither bors nor did he die. . While-such an inference must
seem. alien to our modes. of imterpretation, the auther had more
justification in drawing it than might be imagined. In Genesis
great. importance is attached: to genealogies, to birth and. death,
and the absence .of any such: information. with reference to so
greab' a persomage as Melchizedek may well have seemed full
of: mifstetious import. - It iis not really surprising, for these
genealogies occar for the most part in the Priestly Document,
to. which. Gen. #iv. does mot belong.  Further, the whole title
of the Levitical priests tm their office rested on their descent
from Levi. Thus Melchizedekistands. in emphatic contrast to
them, in that his priesthood does not rest on ancestry. On the
page of Scripture Melchizedek stands as he is here described.
We need not take the passage more literally than this. iR

made like unto the Son of God: in that he was ‘withouw
beginning of days.or end of life.” The Son s really eternal, and the
silence: of Senipture assimilates  Melchizedek to. .him, : Since i
is clear that eternity is a quality that eannot really be copied, this
involving a contradietion in terms; it is obvious that we are not
to: think. of Melchizedek as. really unbeginning. Further, while
the priesthood of Melchizedek is the archetype of the priesthood
of Christ, the relation is reversed-in what eonstitutes the qualities
of being. Melchizedek is made like to the Son of God, who
existed before him, . . ,

abideth a priest continually. This is imferred from the
fact that no successor is mentioned, It is a little strange that
the writer should insist on the perpetual priesthood of Melchizedek;
for he cannot- have meant to assert any permanent priesthood
alongside of Christ’s. Really he wished to insist on the per-



TO THE: HEBREWS 7. -6 155

. Now consider how: great .this raan was, unto whopm 4
Abiaham, the patriarely gave a tenth out of the chief
spoils. And they indeed of the sons of Levi thal reeeive 5
the priest’s office bave: commandment to take tithes of
the people according te the law, that is,. of their brethren,,
though these have come out of the loins of Abraham :
but he whase genealogy is nat counted from thera hath 6
taken tithes of Abrahasa, and hath blessed him that hath,

manence of Christ’s priesthood, and therefore found in that of
Melchizedek not simply a reyal but also a perpetual character.

vii, g~70. Melchicedoh greater than Alwahwn, How great the man
must be to whom even Abraham paid tithes. The priests of the
tribe: ofoLevi take tithes from: their brethrem, but he thongh no
Levite took tithes from Abraham, and by blessing him preved
his supenonty While Levites dae he lives; and, s to. speak,
Levi himselfl in Abraham paid fithes to him. - -

4. The autheor ceils. attention ta the greatness 013 Meichizedek,
as shewn by the fact ‘tiat one so distinguished as Abraham the
patttiarch gave himy a tenth of the booty, and indead selecled it
érom the best of the spoil. - ‘ln the Greek ¢ the—patriavch’ is, piazed
for emphasis at thie end.

5, 8. The Jewish priesis reteive hthes frrom the dest:endants
of Abraham, because, though they are their brethren, they are
empowevred to do so.by thelaw; but Melchizedek, though:he hasno
priesthood recognited: xp the law, received-tithes from Abraham
himself. Further, he gave. him his blessing, and the man he
blessed, helda PDSIthlZL of lofty spiritual. privilege ; he had received
the promises,

5: that receive the nﬂest’s office. ‘According to the law the
Levites took tithes, from, the people, and the priests took from
the. Levites a tithe of the tithe they had received, Inditectly
therefore the priests took tithes of their brother Israelites. Singe
the author expressly refers to the law, and indeed argues alwa\s
from it, the alleged djrect tithing of, the people by the priests in
the post-exilic period, even if it could be proved, can have no
bearing an the interpretation of this passage.

their brethren. The priests have no natural pre- eminence
over those whose tithes they receive, but one that is purely legal.
With  Melchizedek the case was different, No liw compelled
Abraham to pay him tithes, His action was the spontaneous
tecognition of his spiritual werth.

bath taken tithes. The tensec gives a character of per-
manence to the act, and similarly ‘ hath blessed.’
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7 the promises. But without any dispute the less is blessed
8 of the Better. - And ‘here men that die receive tithes;
it there one, of whom it is' witnessed that he liveth.
9 And,"so to'say, through Abraham’ even Levi, who Te-
1o ceiveth tithes,” hath paid tithes; -for he was yet in the
loins 'of his fathet, when Mel¢hizedek met him. :
11 Now if there was ‘perfection thfough: the Levitical
priesthood: (for under it hath- the people: received: the

7. Since he'who blesses is-greater than he who'is blessed, it is
clear -that, great‘ though Abraham was, Meichizedek was even
griealer.

8. Further, whlle the]ewish pnests ase mm-tnl men, Melchlzedek
has an n'nmortal life,

here: in the case of the hlstoncal pnesthobd
it i8 witnesged: in the silence of .Genesis, not in lhe
assertion of Ps. cx. 4, which refers to:the priest after his order.

9, 10. Since Abraham paid tithes: to Melchizedek befere Isaac
was begotten, he contained Isaac-and his descendants still within
him, ‘and they may beisaid in a manier to.have shared in his.act.
Thus the tribe of Levi, by paying tithes to Melchizedek, confessed
the inferiority of its priesthood. - The author is consciocus that the
argument may seem forced, hence he introduces it with ‘so to
speak.’” - But it expresses one form of theideep truth of soladauty,
the: act of the ancestor commits the descendants.

Vil r1-ig.  The Levitical priesthdod superseded. The introduc-
tion of a new priesthood implies ‘the imperfection of the old.
Change of priesthood involves change of law, for the law knows
no priest of the trite of Judah t6 ngdh ‘our Lort belonged!’ The
néw priest i§ not created by a weak, sénsuous‘law which could
bring nothing’ to perfectlon but by the power of an indissoluble
life ; and the law gives way to a hope, by’ whlch we draw near
to God,

11. The main argument of the verse seems to be: The Levitical
priesthood did not secire perfection, fot if it'had done so there
would have been no need for 'a Melchizedek priest. The ‘very
fact that Scripture announces the rise of a new order proves that
the old did not reach the end which a priesthood is designed to
attain—to bring about the removal of sin and free fellowshiip with
God. The parenthetma] statement ‘for under it hath the people
received the law’ indicates that the Ievitical priesthood is the
basis on which the Jaw was established. If‘it hdd been‘a subsidiary
detail of the law, its imperfection might have been overlooked,
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law), what further- need wwas ithere that.another priest
should arise after the order. of Melchizedek;.and not be
reckoned after the order of Aaron? -~ For the priesthood

beirig changed, there is'made of necessity'a change-‘also -

of the law. For he.of whom. these: things are ‘said
belongeth to another tribe, from which no man hath
given attendance at the altar. For it is ev1dent tha.t our

but it was the foundation of the whole rellg'tous constitutioni of
Israel, and failure here was radical and irremediable. In verse 19
this Inablhty to secure perfectlon is attributed to the law. *

not he reckomed after the order of Asrom. ' Perhaps it
would be better to translaté<be reckonhed not after the order of
Asron®; that s, to be retkoned ‘as a nonvAarofiic priest. “Priest-
hood a&er the brder of! Aaron and priesthood after the order of
Meichizedck aré mutually exclusive. “*

12, "How urgent was ‘the need of change is clear froiti 'the fact
that ‘it is effected in’ spite of the necessary change of the law.
The law contemplated'a Levitical priesthood and no other, and
since furthér it was the basis' on'which the law itself rested, to
annpul it is to annul the law in which it'is fuhdanrental:™ How
serious then must have been the defect of the priesthood, since
it -had to be set aside at so gréat a cost-as the annullmg of the
lawrt Root and branch alike must be destroyed, since not only is
it inferior in point of Status, but_inefféctive to secure the purpose
for which it was estabhshed For ¢ of the law” we have in the
margin ‘of law.’ :

13, 14. That the Lev1t1cai pnesthood is te be abohshed is made
clear by thefact that he of ‘whon the Psalifst speaks; does not
belong to Levi but another tribe. ' For Jesus-has arisen froitt the
tribe of Judah, a tribe in which the law recognizes no priests.

13. belongeth: as is suggested by the margin ‘hath partaken of’
the same word is used as is found in ii.’ 14, andthe reference is to
the Incarnation and the permanent participsition in the tribe o(
Judah resulting from' it.

14. it'is evident. ' Probably the meaning is that Christ’s origin
from Judah is a notorious fact. It is possible that the statement
tidy be a theotogi¢al inferénce : Jesus belongs' to Judah, betause
the Messiah is the son of David. When ‘vén :Sedeh gays, * The
origin from Judah (vii: r4; S0 Rev. v. 5) undoubtedly goes
back to Num. xaiv. 17 and' is Messianic dogma, "not historical
statement,” it is difficult to follow him.  It-is quxte likely, as
several'scholars think, that the phrase ¢ hath sprueg’ is'inflienced
by Num. xxiv. 1, but this passage says nothing whatever about

14
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Lord hath spsung out -of Judah ; .as to which tribe Moses
15 spake: nothing concerning priests. - And mkat we say fis
wet imore abundantly ewvident; if:after’ the likeness of
16 Mielchiredek there aviseth aniother priest, who hath been
made, 'not after the law of 'a carnal commandment, but

Judah. | And while it cannot be proved that the Davidic descent
ivas not an inference from the Moesdidhship of Jesus, # may et be
pointed out that it rests on early testimony (Rom. i. 3; Mark x. 47;
Acts ii. 29-31. Euen Schmiedel, who discredits the easly histery
in Agts end espesially the speeches, admits that ‘it is hardly
possible. not to believe that this Christology. of the spesches of
Peter grust have gome frem a primitive:wourea,’ - Bat, af so; why
wot the reference te the Lavidic senship?) ‘

oprr Lord. It is interesting that this tltle, NOW. $0 common,
wccurs elsewheredn the N. T. only in the Pastoral Epistles (1 Tim.
i. 14; 2 Tim. i. 8) and in the second Epistle of Peter (iii. 15).

 apth sprung. This word is used generally with weference
to the jrising .of sun or star, and that may be the meaning. here,
especially if Num. xxiv. 17.is in,thg author’s mind. But the
metaphor may be that.of a piaat springing from the ground. .

' lout of Fudah.: The royal tribe, from which the Messiah was
to spring, '

15. It is uncertain what precise point the writer is provmg
Clearly it is not that Jesus does.not belong te Lavi. But it may
be qither that the law is set aside, or that the Levitical priesthood
bmught nothing to perfection. Probably it is the Jatter, for this
is the main thought in his mind, and verse 16 suggests ithe reason
for dt.

. more umndmﬂ.y ovidant., The ‘word translated —evndcnt’
is different from, though cognate to, that so translated in verse 14.
It is a'stronger wocd suggesting perhaps an urres;shblc coneluslan
rather than a nutonous fact, .

. after the lixemess. The same phrase occurs-in iv. 15, where
it isitranskated ‘like. as we are.’ Here it is used instead of the
more usual phrase ‘after the order of.’ It peints %o persenal
rather than official qualities as congtituting. the .type of priesthood.
Cf. ¢ made likeunto .the Son of God’ {verse g}

18. not afler the law of acarmal commandmens, but after
the powaer of an enfllesg life. ‘Endless’ is literally ‘indissd}uble,’
which would have been better taken into the text. ‘Law’ is
onosed to  power,” .and ‘ fleshen commandment’ to ¢ indissoluble
life.”  The Lewitical ipriesthood ‘depended .on -external.law, the
priesthood of Jesus.on inward spiritual energy. - Further, this law
was ‘ of a tleshen commandment.” By ‘ commandment’ is meant not
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after the power wof -am endless life: for it is witnessed 17
of him, ‘

‘Thou art-& priest for ever .

Afer the order of Melchizedek.
Fpr there is a disannulling of a foregoing commandment 18

o b Voo Lo B i . . T
the;whele Jaw, but that which established and regulated.the priest-
hood. . The translation.‘ carpal * is unfortunate, as its associations
give a false impression.  The term is employed becanse, under the
law, the priesthood was a matter of physical descent, and, Lnd,eed,
the, other gualifications for it were physical. But Melchizedek
hal.no genealogy ; his priesthood, ,ang that after his order, rested
ot on. the. actident of hirth,but. on intrinsic worth. ;The Hesh
stapds.for the weak and perishable, and thus, the fleshen priest-
hoopd came. tp an end with death. But that of Jesus was filled
with. ¢ the gower of an indisscluble life” And by this the author
does not mean that his priesthood began aftgér,,h'iswgeq.th, "He
means, more than that, that it is of a character ngt fo be tonched
by death, Jlying in a region far above is reagh .. &\ non-moral,
physical priesthopd must perish with {plugifgali dzssolpgign, bug {3“‘:
that is spiritual is above the agcidents of time and space. The
quality of that life is that it cannot be dissolved. ‘

- 7., The guotation supports the reference to Pthe likgngss of
Melchizedek * (verse 15)[_34& ‘the indisspluble li%e”? (verSegIl6).
-+18, 19. The commasdment ardaining the priesthood is. abdlished
becaunse it was weak gnd profitless, and.in_place of it abetter hope
is. introduced by which we draw near to Geod. The cpmmand-
ment in its profitless gharacter.is just of a piece with the whale
law, for this cotild bring nothing to eompletion, or reach the goal
that ‘was set before it: - The aweakness of the commandment L1y in
#siinability te bring men hearto God. -So far from doing this it
ciirofully ferrced off the Ways 'of -approach to Him, permitted such
avecss ‘as it was sble to give only with elaborate -precautions
against viokating Hlis sanctity, and 'to rigidiy selevied efficials,
and, even so, failed to come inte real:contact :with: Him.  In
place :of -this futile- machinery, Christianity gives us a *better
hope.” Though it be omly a hope and not a realization, it is yet
one which-enters within the veil and binds us fast to ‘the world to
come,  And thus we can draw nigh to God, Since the essence
of religion #s communioni with God, Christianity which secures
this forus is a better religion than Judaism, 'which does not.

18. dlsanhwlling : 4 stronger and less conciliatory word.than
‘eHange’ in verse'ra,” 1t 'wasa technicdl term in daw. :

' foregding!: indicating its preliminary and therefore temporary
character, '
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‘because of its weakness. and unprofitableness (for the law

made nothing perfect), and a bringing in thereupon of
a better hope, through which we draw nigh unto God.
And inasmuch as s#¢s not.without the taking of an oath

‘weakness. It is mterestmg to sec how different are the
views of Paul and the author in a point where, formally, they
touch. Paul, tos, speaks ‘of the law as weak throngh the flesh
(Rom. viii. 3; cf, Gal. iv. 9. But his thought rests almost ex-
clnslvely on the morai, that of the author on the ritual, law. To
Paul the weakness of the law'is revealed in its. mabﬂlty to pass
sentence on sinin the flesh, so as to free man from its dominion;

he apthor in its inability to' remove  guilt fromr the conscietice

thus ring hlm nigh t6 God. And Paul calls it weak through
thp flesh; because the flesh (by which he does not mean the body)
15 the home .and’instrument of sm, while' the author attributes
a ﬂeshen character to it, because 1t moves excluslveiy in" the
region of the phys:cal s

unproﬂta.hleness £ ¢ ‘unhelpfulness,” bécause it cannot fulfil
the object it was meant to serve, thé bringing of men near to God.
19, (for the law made hothing pérfect). This is “Fightly re-
garded as a parenthesls, extendmg to the law in gcnera] what
is asserted of the commandment (cf. verse f1).’

a better hope It is not clear whether a contrist is mtcnded
between a hope given' by the commandment and that iven in
Christianity. If so, the question anses, What hope was this? ' It
may be that of temporal prosperity) or perhaps of drawing near
to God, in Chnstzamty a better founded hope. But pérhaps the
“better hope * is contrasted with the ‘ commandment ltself

vil. 20-98,  The priesthood of Christ. Unlike the pnests of the
law, Jesus has been .made priest with an oath, and has thus
become surety of a better covenant. While they are many by
reason of death, he remains sole priest for ever in his order, and
thus, ever hv1ng to intercede, can save to the uttermost. .Such
a sinless high-priest was. suited to our case, who has no daily
need to offer, like the infirm priests of the law, but, a. Son pertect
for ever, offered himself as a sacrifice once for all.

20-22. While the Levitical priesthood.has not, that of Jesus
has, been constituted with an cath, and he has become the surety
of a proportlonately better Lovenant There is no mention of an
oath in connexion:with the establishment of the Levitical priest-
hood, but the priesthood of Ghrist was inaugurated, by.the Divine
oath of Ps. cx. 4. - And this oath indicates a settled determination
on the part of God, of which He will not repent. .. He pledges
Himsell to its fulfilment. A priesthood thus constituted must be
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(for they indeed have been made priests without 4n oath ;
but he with an oath by him that saith of him,

The Lord sware and will not repent himseif;

Thou art & priest for ever); o
by so much also hath Jesus become the surety of a better
covenant. And they indeed bave beeh made piiests
many in number, because that by death they are. hmdered
from continuing : but he, because he abideth for ever,
hath his priesthood unchangeable. Wherefore also he

for ever. It is permanent; the Levitical priesthaod transitory,
And thus the covenant which rests upon it must be better. - But
the thought of the covenant is not here developed. - As his manner
is, the anthor drops the word by the way, intending to speak fully
of it later, -

‘81, By him thot saith of kim. God, not the Psalmist. -For‘by'
the margin gives ¢ through,” and for ¢ of him ’ it gives funto him.’

22, gurety. The word occurs elsewhere neither in the N, T.
nor in the Greek O.'T. It is found twice in the Apocrypha.: There
seems to be no reference to the thought that Christ is a surety for
man to God. AW that is said in the pissage #s that he guarantees
the covenant to us, For¢ covenant the margm g‘fves ‘testament’;
see note on ix. 16, 7.

23-25. The | ewish priesthood is subject to all the vlcxssmudes
of death, and therefore numerous priests have been required to
carry on its functions, but the priesthood of Jesus does not passto
another, because he abides a priest for ever. And thus he is able
to save completely, since he ever lives to intercede for his people.

23. priests many in number. He does not refer to the many
priests who held office at the same time, by which provision was
made against the cessation of the priesthdod through death. -He
is thinking of the long line of high-priests, each severed one frem
the other by death. In contrast to this broken chain stands the
continuous priesthood of Christ. Multiplicity is replaced by um‘ty

conﬁnuing- not ‘in life’ as some take it, for this is too
obvious, but ¢ in office.’

24, nnchn.ngea.hle a word of very uncertain meamng. It is
taken either in a passive or an active sense. If passive, it means
‘inviolable * ¢ marg) ‘unchangeable.’ If active, the meaning is,
as in the margin; ‘that doth not pass to another.” The latter
seems to give a more appropriate sense, but it is doubtful if the
word bears this meaning.

25, Wherefore: since his priesthood is of the character
deseribed.

M
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is able to save to the uttermost them that draw near unto
God through him, seeing he ever liveth to make inter-
cession for them. ‘

36  For such a high priest became us, holy, guileless,

to the nttermost: the margin ‘ completely * gives the sense,
though the text brings out better the force of the word, The
reference is not to time, but to extent. He is able to save to the
furthest reaches of life and character, and finds no element in-
tractable to his hand. Had it been otherwise he could not have
been a priest for ever. His priesthood would have been inade-
quate, and therefore must have given place to another. unless God
were to acquiesce in defeat,

them that draw near unto God through him, Definition
of those whom he is able thus to save. Those who enter into
communion with God through him as their Mediator, he is able to
save completely. It is only ‘through him’ that we can draw near.

gseeing he ever liveth to make intercession for them. His
unbroken life is the condition of his being *able to save,” his “in-
tercession’ is the means he employs. The intercession is not
identical with the offering, for the one is continuously presented,
the other once for all. But it implies it. Into every act of inter-
cession the whole weight of the offering is put, and thus no limits
can be set to his power to save. Intercession is most naturally
explained as appeal to God for forgiveness.and grace (iv. 16).
What lends .intensity to his pleading is his realization through
experience of the awful pressure of temptation. So Paul says of
the Spirit that He * maketh intercession for #s with groanings that
cannot be uttered’ (Rom. viii, 26). In the same chapter he speaks
of Christ’s intercession for us. What form Christ’s intercession
takes is, of course, to us quite unthinkable. Our English word
suggests too exclusively the sense ¢ plead for.” The Greek word
includes this thought, but is more general, and means ‘to transact
on behalf of.” At the same time intercession seems to be the
dominant idea. Philo speaks of the Logos as interceding with
God. But intercessory angels were known to Jewish theology.

28.28. These verses apparently are not meant to present a

fresh argument for the superiority of the priesthood of Christ to
the Levitical, but a rapid summary of the qualities which made
him a high-priest adequate to our need; yet new and important
points emerge, to be t{reated more fully later. These are, that he
made one offering and one only,and that this offering was himsell.
It is also noteworthy that here we have those qualities enumerated
in which he differs from men, while in ii. 17, 18 and partially in
iv. 15, v. 7, 8 his participation in their moral experience is asserted
as among his qualifications for high-priesthood,
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undefiled, separated from sinners, and made higher than

26. such ahigh priest: that is, such as described in the previous
section from iv. 14, but including also ii. 17, 18, By giving the
phrase this comprehensive reference we include in it the qualities
the writer proceeds to mention. Some attach much significance
to the use of ‘high priest” here instead of priest. It is argued
that, having set forth Christ as priest after the order of Melchizedek,
he now sets him forth as high-priest after this order. Since Mel-
chizedek was not a high-priest but only a priest, not he but Aaron
is thought to be the type of Christ as high-priest. The distinction
seems to be artificial. Westcott, who defends this view, says:
¢ Nothing is said in Scripture of the high-priesthood of Mel-
chizedek, or of any sacrifices which he offered.” As to the former
of these points, it may be said that when the writer is drawing out
what is implied in the narrative of Melchizedek and the oracle in
Ps. cx. 4 as it affects Christ, he speaks of Christ as priest, because
in both Melchizedek was so described. But when he detaches
his exposition from the statements of Genesis and the Psalm, he
uses the more congenial term high-priest. But he does not mean
to assert any difference between the two. It is true that his
account of Christ's high-priestly work is largely controlled by the
Levitical ritual ; what Christ did corresponds to what. Aaron is
represented as doing. But that is because the whole Levitical
order is a copy of a heavenly original, and we know the latter
through our study of the former. In this sense Aaron is a type
of Christ. And since Christ’s sacerdotal acts are described for
the most part in symbolism borrowed from the ritpal of the Day
of Atonement, in which the high-priest was sole actor, this title
is naturally used of Christ by preference. But whether described
by one or the other, his office is after the order of Melchizedek,
and the use of now this and now that seems to be due to no
essential difference, but to the reasons already mentioned. It is
further true that Scripture says nothing of any sacrifice offered
by Melchizedek. But it would be precarious to argue that the
writer thought of him as a non-sacrificing priest, for he would
probably have regarded the phrase as a contradiction in terms
(see note on v. 10). It is also difficult to believe that, if this dis-
tinction had been before his mind, he should have suppressed ex-
plicit reference to it. In verse 28 it seems to be implied that the
word of the oath appointed the Son high-priest, yet ‘priest’ is
the term actually used in Ps. cx. 4. This and the fact that the
writer slips so naturally from one to the other confirm the view
that he used them as synonymous.

beoame us: fitted our need.
holy, guileless, undefiled: the word translated ‘holy’ is
rare in the N, T, It refers to intrinsic character in relation to

M 2
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27 the heavens ;- who needeth not daily, like those high
priests,. to offer up sacrifices, first for his own sins, and

God, whereas ' the word usually so translated expresses the idea
of consecration to God, ‘Guileless’ occurs dlso in Rom. xvi. 18,
It may mean’ without malice’ oty mote gererilly, ‘without evil.” The
transtation ¢ guiléless’ seems less appropritite than the A.V. ¢harm-
less)” ¢ Utidefiled”: free frem any pollution which would incapaci-
tate him fromn the workt of his ‘ofice, Tlie Levitical high-priest
could hot act {f any ceremenial:defliément affected him. There
is a tacit contrast between tie Gulifications fer the high-priest-
hotll in the two religioris. The Levitical high-priest is such by
physical descent and ritual correctness (¢f. Lev. xxi, xxii), not in
viftue of pérsonal character. But the high-priest who is to suit
our need is qualified by per¢onal holiness, because his approach
to God'is redl and not *mike-believe.’

separated from sinners, and made higher than theheavens:
these two clauses should probably be taken together.. The mean-
ing of the formeris not that Christ is separated from sinners by his
sinlessness, but that he has been and. is separated from them by
removal to heaven, The high-priest spent the seven days preced-
ing the Day' of Atonement in the temple, so that he might be
separated from contact with all that might defile him. The latter
clause ‘made higher than tlie heavens’ describes the means by
which the sepiration was effected. He has passed through the
heavens (iv. 14), and has thus become higher than they. Eph.
iv. 1o, ‘ascended far above all the heavens,” is a close parallel,
Such a high-priest exalted to a pesition of highest dignity, plead-
ing in the very presence of God, is the high-priest imperatively
required by our need.

27. who needeth not dsily, like thowe high priests, to offer
up sacrifices, first for his own xins, and then for the sins of
the people. This passage has caused great diffienlty, since it seems
to assert that the high-priest offered a daily sin-offering, whereas
it was only on the Day of Atonement that he offered ¢ first for his
own sins and then for the sins of the people.” The author is quite
conscious that this was a yearly sacrifice (ix. 7, 25, x. 1, 3). It is
true that there was a daily offering by the high-priest, but this
was a meal-offering, not a sin-offering, and the actual offering was
made by subordinates, except on Sabbaths and feast-days, when
he officiated” himself. Philo and the Talmud speak of a daily
sacrificc offeted by the high-priest. Are we then, as several
scholars thirk, to assume an inaccuracy here? It seems unlikely
that a writer so familiar with the O.T. ritual should have made
such a mistake. Several solutions have becn proposed. ‘One is
that we should explain ¢ daily’ to mean ¢ yearly, on a definite day,”



TO THE HEBREWS 7. 28 165

then for the s¢zs of the people : for this he did once. for
all, when he offered up himself. For the law appointeth
men high priests, having infirmity ; but the word of the

a highly improbable, if nat impossible, sense. Qthers suggest that
the author has somewhat inexactly blended the daily sacrifice
with that of the Day of Atonement, taking *daily’ from one and
the reference to sin from the other. Others explain that, while
the high-priest actually offered for sin once in the year only, the
pressure of necessity was daily felt, he had a daily need which
found satisfaction once a year. This scarcely seems to do justice
to the language, which is literally, ¢ who hath not daily necessity,
as the high priests, to offer first for his own sins, then for those
of the people.’ There is a ‘ necessity’ felt every day ‘ to offer.’
Westcett thinks that while the work of Christ is carried on ¢ daily,’
this work of intercession does not involve a daily offering. The
high-priests presented themselves in the Holy of Holies once in
the year and with a sacrifice. Since Christ presents himself con-
tinuously, if he needed a sacrifice it would be a daily and npt an
anpual offering. In this case ¢daily ' must be restricted to Jesus
and not refer at all to the high-priests. The order of the words
supports this view, which is perhaps the most satisfactory. .

first for his own sins: this was the order on the Day of
Atonement {cf. v. 3).

this he did. The author cannet mean that Christ offercd for
his own sins, for he repeatedly insists on his sinlessness. © On the
view:that Christ did make an offering for himself, the crying and
tears mentioned in v, 7, see note on that passage. The diffi¢ulty
is caused by the author’s analysis.of the high-priest’s work into
its constituent elements. If he had said simply to ¢ offer up sacri-
fices for sins,’ there would have been no difficulty. This is all
that he means when he says ‘this he did.’

once for sll: this is-opposed to ‘daily.” The single sacrifice
is- so full of efficacy that it needs no repetition. This thought is
developed in ix. 25-28, x. 10-18; cf. ix. 12. ‘

when he offered up himself. Here, for the first time, we
have the great thought expressed that Jesus is not only the
high-priest but also the victim. It is more fully expounded- in
IX. 11-14, 23-28, x. 5-1I4, 19, 20; cf. Eph. v, 2,

28. Restatement in & summary form of the ground of superiority.
The law appoints as its high-priests men having infirmity (v, z),
the oath of Ps. cx, 4 appoints as high-pricst a Sen made perfect
and _ablding perfect for ever. On thc one side we have law;
a priesthood held by mere men, and many of them, of men
encompassed with meral weakness, with life and priesthood alike
cut short by death; on the other, the vath of God, His Son, one
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oath, which was after the law, appointet/ a Son, perfected
for evermore.
8 Now in the things which we are saying the chief point

and not many, Divine and not merely human, yet cne whose
Divinity has not shut him out from knowledge of our life, but
who has attained perfection as man through moral training. It is
only when perfection has been achieved that he becomes a high-
priest.

which was after the law. The oracle in Ps, cx. 4 appointing
a priest after the order of Meclchizedek was later than the law
which appointed the Levitical pricsts, and therefore superseded it.
It is instructive to compare Paul’s argument that the promise could
not be cancelled by the law, though the latter was the later,

appointeth a 8on. This can only mean that the word of the
oath appoints a Son high-priest. But, if so, since that oracle
speaks not of high-priest after the order of Melchizedek but of
priest, it seems clear that for the writer there was no distinction
between the two.

perfected for evermore. The tense expresses an act in the
past with abiding results. For the perfecting of the Son cf. ii. 10.
Because ‘perfected for evermore’ he abides a ¢high-priest for
ever. '

vili, 1-18, The high-priest of the true sanctuary and mediator of
the Nezw Covenant. QOur high-priest ministers in the true sanctuary,
for he must present an offering, but is not eligibie to do so in the
earthly sanctunary. His ministry is better just as he is mediator of
a better covenant. For the first was not faultless or no need
would have been felt for a second. The Scripture promise of
a New Covenant, when the law should be written in the heart,
when all should know him and their sin be remembered no more,
antiquated the old and indicated its speedy disappearance,

The writer has completed his proof of the superiority of the
priesthood of Christ to the Levitical. He now passes on to compare
the two ministries, This falls into two divisions, which are
somewhat interlaced in the exposition : the sanctuary in which he
ministers, and the victim that he offers. But intimately connected
with the better ministry is the new and better covenant thus
established. The discussion of these three topics occupies viii. 1—
X. 18.

1. Now in the things which we are gaying the chief point
is this. The word translated °chief point’ is by many taken to
mean ‘summary.’” So the margin ‘ Now to sum up what we are
saying : We have,” &c. The objection to this is that the author
does not proceed tv summarize what he has been saying, but
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¢5 ¢hds: We have such a high priest, who sat down on
the right hand of the throne of the Majesty in the
heavens, a minister of the sanctuary, and of the true :
tabernacle, which the Lord pitched, not man. For every 3
high priest is appointed to offer both gifts and sacrifices:

passes to-a new point., Field translates excellently, ‘Now to crown
our present discourse.” What crowns the discourse is that which
follows down to the end of the second verse.

We have such a high priest. The meaning may be such as
already, or such as about to be, described. In favourof the former
is the close paraliel with vii, 26, It has the defect of throwing
what follows into a subordinate position unsuitable to the crowning
thought, so we should probably accept the latter view.

who sat down : cf. i. 3, where instead of ¢ in the heavens’ we
have ‘on high.’ Here ° of the throne’ is also added.

2. The sanctuary in which our high-priest presented his offeting,
and in which he now sits as our minister, is in the heavens; it is
a tabernacle pitched by God, not man, and therefore the true
tabernacle. By ‘true’ is meant authentic, original, the genuine
sanctuary of which the Mosaic tabernacle is but the copy and
shadow. That such a true tabernacle exists in heaven is attested by
Scripture, for Moses is bidden to copy it in every detail, to make
all things according to the pattern shewn him in the mount. The
Mosaic tabernacle with its ritual is thus the copy of a celestial
archetype. It is obvious that the copy must be inferior to the
original, and Judaism is stamped with this second-hand character.
In comparison with Christianity it has not even the merit of priority
which seems to belong to it. For Christianity is this original, this
heavenly religion, which has cast its shadow into this world in the
form of Judaisin, : : :

the sanctuary : marg. ‘holy things.’ It seems unwarranted
to explain this as the Holy of Holies as distinct from the Holy
Place. The veil is removed and the two are thus thrown into one.
There is no distinction between it and the  trze tabernacle.’

which the Lord pitched. Perhaps borrowed from Num.
xxiv. 6, where the LXX translates ¢ tabernacles which the Lord
pitched.’

3. The connexion is difficult. The thought expressed is simple :
a high-priest implies a sacrifice, therefore our high-priest must
have a sacrifice to offer. And it is introduced in this indefinite
way, ‘something to offer,’ in order to stimulate the readers to
think more of what this offering was. The difficulty is the
Introduction of the necessity of an offering in an argument to
prove that the ministry is exercised in a better sanctuary. Perhaps
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wherefare it is necessary that this Aigh préest also have
4 somewhat to offer. Now if he were on earth, he would
not be a priest at all, seeing there are those who offer
5 the gifts according to the law; who serve that which is

it is nietely a remark by the way to justify the term * minister.’
He has a service to perform, the high-priestly service of offering,
and in that case verse 4 explains wiry this ministry is exercised in-
the lieavenly sanctuary. The former part of the verse is- pmllel
to v. 1.

gsomewhat to offer. The Greek 1mplles a smgle completed
offering (cf. ix. 25).

4. There is no room on earth for Jesus.to exercise his priesthood,
forthere is already-a priesthood established by the law, Therefore
since he is a high-priest (verse 1) and has an offering to present
(verse g), ha must minister in the heavenly sanctuary. This verse
gives a proof of verse 2. It is assumed that the only valid
priesthood on earth is- the Levitical.. But this does not mean
that- while we remain on earth we should cling fast to it. For we
belong te the world to.come and have already come to the new
Jerusalem, in which city: of the living God is the heavenly
sanetuary, where Jesus ministers as our high-priest. This verse
is--often thought to exclude the death of Christ from his. high-
priestly work, since it took place on earth, where he could not
be high-priest. But the edge of this argument is turned by the
consideration that what happens on earth does not necessarily
belong to the earthly order. The case is analogous to that of
Christians just mentioned. . They live on earth but belong to
heaven, So the.death of Christ may be a priestly act, even though
we admit that if he were on earth he could not be a priest at all
(see pp. 136-138).

he would not be a priest at all. Many think the writer's
point is, he would not be a priest, not to say a high-priest: - 1t is
very. questionable if the distinction was in his mind. The order
in the Greek would probably have been slightly different. The
thought is quite general, there would have been. no priestly office
for him to fll.

seeing there ara those who offer the gifts according to
the law. It is frequently inferred from this that the teniple
services were still; being carried on, and therefore that the Epistle
was written, before the destruction of Jerusalem in a, b, 70. But
this inference cannot be sustained. - For in the Epistle of Clement
to the Corinthians we read : ‘ Not in every place, brethren, are
the continual daily sacrifices offered, or the freewill offerings, or
the sin offerings and the trespass offerings, but in Jerusalem alone.
And even there the offering i1s not made in every place, but before
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a copy and shadow of the heavenly things, even as Moses
is warned of God when he is about to make the tabernacle:
for, See, saith be, that.thou make all things according
to the pattern that was shewed thee in the mount. But 6

the sanctuary in the court of the altar; and this too through the
high-priest and the aforesaid ministers, after that the victim to be
offered hath been inspected for blemishes’ (chap. xli, quoted from
Lightfoot’s translaticn). This, which is much more explicit than
anything in this Epistle, was written a quarter of a century after
Jerusalem and the temple had been destroyed and the sacrificial
system had come to an end. The writer uses the present fense
in this verse and elsewhere, because he is dealing with the Levitical
system as it is laid down in the law, and thus he speaks of the
tabernacle rather than the temple, :

5. a copy and shadow of the heavenly things. See the note
on verse 2 of this chapter. These priests are servants of the copy
not the original, for the law itself describes the tabernacle as
made after the heavenly pattern. The inference is therefore that
if the priesthood of Jesus js not on earth it must be in heaven,
and thus his ministry is exercised in the celestial original of the
sanctuary in which the Levitical priests minister. ‘ Shadow’may
express two ideas,.the shadow as opposed to the substance (Col.
il. 17), and the blurred, unsteady resemblance as opposed to the
clear-cut image (x. 1), ‘Copy and shadow’ imply. original and
substance to give rise to them, and these are to be found in ‘the
heavenly things." To the author the material aud tangible are
the unreal, it is the celestial archetypes that possecss true reality.;
cf. 2 Cor.'iv. 18. Col. ii. 17 contains one of the most interesting
points of contact with this Epistle to be found in Paul.

make: marg. ‘ complete.’ )

See, saith he, that thou make a]l things according to the
battern that was shewed thee in the mount. The quotation is
from Exod. xxv. 40 (cf. xxv. g, xxvi. 30, xxvil. &; Num. viil. 4;
Acts vii. 44) with the addition of “all things,” found also in Philo.
It is needless to suppose that ‘the pattern’seen by Moses was.
itself a copy of the heavenly sanctuary. Nor is it at all clear that
modern writers warn us rightly against a prosaic pressing of the
passage to include minute details in the furniture of the tabernacle,
The priestly writer certainly applied his principle with prosaic
11terglness, as may be seen from Exod. xxv, where ‘all the
furniture’ is to be made after the pattern, and even tongs and
snuff-dishes are included. Probably the author of the Enpistle
did regard these things as having their heavenly archetypes,

lng quite serioysly what Scripture actually said, since he was
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now hath he obtained a ministry the more excellent, by
how much also he is the mediator of a better covenant,
which hath been enacted upon better promises, For if
that first covenant had been faultless, then would no place

unacquainted with our modern canons of fitness, by which it is
somewhat unsafe to guide our exegesis.

8. The greater excellence of his ministry is proportionate to
the superiority of the New Covenant. The argument is reversed
in vii. 20-22. There, too, he is spoken of as ‘surety,” here as
‘ mediator’ of the ‘covenant’ (arg. ¢ testament,’ so in 8-10; see
note on ix, 16, 17).

now: in the state of things described.

which hath been enacted upon better promises. The
‘ promises’ are those which follow in the quotation from Jeremiah.
They are better than those on which the Old Covenant was'
instituted, inasmuch as they promised complete forgiveness of
sin, full and universal knowledge of God, and the writing on
the heart of an inward law.

7. Had the first covenant been perfect, it would not have
been superseded by a second. The writer does not shrink from
declaring that the first covenant was not free from blame, and
we must allow him to mean what he says. It is interesting
as bearing on the view that Luke meant to write a third book—
since in Acts i. 1 he refers to the gospel as ‘the first’ rather
than the former treatise—that here the author speaks of ‘first’
rather than former, although the second was the final covenant.
The reading ‘another’ for ‘second,’ though found in our best
MS. (B) and accepted by Weiss, should probably be rejected.

8-12. The promise here quoted is from Jer. xxxi, g1-g4. The
variations with one exception are unimportant. It is significant
that the writer should lay such emphasis on Jeremiah’s prophecy
of the New Covenant. This is onc of the greatest passages in
the O.T., inasmuch as it makes the decisive advance from the
conception of religior as a national or social matter to that of
religion as a matter of the heart and personal relation to God.
In giving such prominence to it the Epistle agrees with Christ’s
reference to the cup as the New Covenant in his blood, and Paul's
description of the gospel as the New Covenant. Yet it is note-
worthy that the author leaves some of Jeremiah’s most striking
phrases undeveloped in his argument. It is to be noticed how
explicitly Jeremiah contrasts the New Covenant with that made
with Israel at the Exodus, so that the author is fully justified
in pressing this prophecy to prove that in the O.T. itself an
abolition of the Old Covenant was predicted. Of course, as the
mnost spiritual of the prophets, Jeremiah holds in this respect
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have been sought for a second. For finding fault with
them, he saith,
Behold, the days come, saith the Lord,
That I will make a new covenant with the house of
Israel and with the house of Judah ;
Not according to the covenant that I made with
their fathers :
In the day that I took them by the hand to lead
them forth out of the land of Egypt;
For they continued not in my covenant,
And I regarded them not, saith the Lord.
For this is the covenant that I will make with the
house of Israel

an exceptional position in the Q. T. The prophecy was originally
spoken after the destruction of Jerusalem (B.c. 586), or in
contemplation of it. Some critics have denied that Jeremiah was
its author, but on inadequate grounds.

8. finding fault with them, he saith, It is possible to
translate ¢ finding fault he saith to them,’ though this is perhaps
less likely.

I will make: literally, as in the margin, ‘1 will accomplish,’
a slight deviation from the LXX, to indicate that God will bring
His work to completion. In verse 10 ‘I will make’ is literally
as in the margin ‘I will covenant.”

new: that is in character. A different word occurs in
xii. a4, where the meaning is new in time.

with the house of Israel and with the house of Judah.
Earlier in the chapter Jeremiah has foretold the return of Israel
as well as Judah, and the reunion of the divided nation.

9. And I regarded them not. Our present Hebrew text reads
‘although I was an husband unto them,” though some think that
the verb, which in Hebrew means ¢ to marry, may bear in this
passage a sense it has in Arabic, ‘to be disgusted.” It is simpler
however to suppose that the LXX translator read a slightly
different word in the Hebrew text meaning *to abhor’ or ‘reject,’
and this may have been the original reading in Hebrew.

10. Instead of an external law engraven on tables of stone,
there will be the law written on tables that are hearts of flesh.
An external code must always be rigid and inelastic ; frequently
1t affords no guidance to conduct, and its control acts as an irritant
to the natural man. 71he law written on the heart implies an
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After those days, saith the Lord;

T will put my laws into their mind,

And on their heart also will I write them:

And I will be to them a God,

And they shall be to me a peopie:

And they shall not teach every man his fellow-citizen,
And every man his brother, saying, Know the Lord :

inner principle which can deal with each case of conscience
sympathetically as it arises, and can ensure the fulfilment of its
behests, because it has brought the inner life into perfect harmony
with itself. The heart, and thus the whole life, has, with the
engraving of the law upon it, itself become new. The heart
embraces nét only the emotional and ethical but also the
intellectual life. And thus, by being transformed from a foreign
ruler into a native and inward impulse, the law gains the power
of self-fulfilment.

And I will be to them a God, and they shall be to me a
people.. This relationship was contemplated by the Sinaitic
covenant (cf. Exod. vi. 7; 2 Sam. vii. a4), but never truly
realized becausc of the lack of -correspondence in character
between the holy God and sinful Israel. The prophets from Amos
onwards are preoccupied with this problem, solving it by
predictions of the extinction, or captivity and - conversion, or
the sifting of Israel. Jeremiah solves it by this promise of.a New
Covenant to be made with the reunited house of Israel; for
it is still a covenant made with the nation, not with individuals.
But the advance he makes is that Israel’s side of the covenant
is perfectly fulfilled, because religion has become a matter for
the individual.. While it was regarded exclusively: as national,
it was impossible for it to be otler than superficial and external.
By carrying it into the heart it became personal, and because
each individual was righteous, the aggregate of individuals that
formed the mation must be righteous too. Thus we may say that
individualism guaranteed the reality of national religion. But
by this transformation in the idea of religion the national
limitations were really transcended, and since the maral and
spiritual are the universal, with Jeremiah's doctrine of the
New Covenant universalism was born. The State could perish,
and sacrifice be brought to an end, but religion had been detached
trom these accidents, and could therefore survive them. And
thus the people of the New Covenant, the Israel of God,
gathered out of ‘ every tribe, and tongue, and people, and natlon

11. Since God has written His law on the heart of cach,
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' For all shall know me,
From the least to the greatest of:them.
For 1 will be merciful to their iniquities, 12
And their sins will I remember no more.
In that he saith, A new covenant, he hath made the first r3
old. But that which is becoming old and. waxeth aged
is nigh unto vanishing away.
Now even the first covenant had ordinances of divine 9

there is no need for any man to make Him known to his fellow.
For all without exception shall receive an intuitive knowledge
of Him. Cf. ‘and all thy children shall be taught of the Lord’
(Isa. liv. 13). .

12. It was through sin that the Old Covenant failed. For it
provided, as the author shews later, no effectual means of
removing it. Hence under it man never attained real righteous-
ness or the knowledge of God. The New Covenant secures the
forgiveness of iniquities, and God will treat them as though they
had not been. Thus the hindrance to fellowship with Him, and
conduct in hdarmony with His will, is taken away, and the
strangely striking phrase of the poet is fulfilled, ¢ Thou hast cast
all my sins behind thy back’ (Isa. xxxviii. 17).

13. This prediction shews that already in Jeremiah’s time the
0ld Covenant was suffering from senile decay, and must in the
course of nature sooner or later be superseded. It is a mistake
to infer from this verse that the destruction of Jerusalem was
imminent, but had not yet taken place. For the anthor does
not speak of the Old Cevenant as ‘ nigh unto vanishing away ’ in
his own time, but in the time of Jeremiah. The old vanishes away
not with the destruction of Jerusalem, but with the. establishment
of the New Covenant, .

N -
. ix. 1-10, The tabernacle and its ineffective services, The first
covenant had a tabernacle, furnished with golden splendour, it
its holiest place was open to none save the high-priest, and
to him only once in the year. This symbolizes that while the
dividing veil is unremoved, the services of the sanctwary cannot
cleanse the conscience or give real access to God.

The author now proceeds to contrast in fuller detail the ministry
of the Old Covenant with that of the New, beginning with the
arrangements of the tabernacle, and shewing that they symbolized
the impossibility of communion with God, He then passes on
to shew that this communion has been made pessible and a New
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service, and its sanctuary, 2 sazctuary of this world. For
there was a tabernacle prepared, the first, wherein were
the candlestick, and the table, and the shewbread ; which

Covenant inaugurated through the blood of Christ effered by himself
once for all.

1. ordinances: Divinely ordained regulations.

its sanctuary, a sanctuary of this world. It thus stands
contrasted with the ¢tabernacle, not made with hands, that is to
say not of this creation.” As a sanctuary of this world, it is
a copy of that of the world to come, and therefore inferior and
transitory.

2. there was a tabernacle prepared. The writer speaks of
the Holy Place and the Holy of Holies as two distinct tents,
The “tabernacle’ is not, apparently, the whole tabernacle, but the
Holy Place, ¢ the first’ tabernacle,

the candlestiok: Exod.xxv.31-40. [twas agoldenlamp-stand
holding seven lamps. In Solomon’s temple there are said to have
been ten (1 Kings vii. 49), but Stade, followed by several critics,
regards the passage as an untrustworthy interpolation. In the
second temple there was one (1 Macc. i. 21), which was taken
away by Antiochus Epiphanes, and a new one was put in its
place by Judas Maccabseus (1 Macc. iv. 49). This was taken
by Titus, and it, or more probably a copy of it, was borne in the
triumph. The famous reproduction on the Arch of Titus may not
represent the original with perfect fidelity. Josephus in an
obscure passage (HWars of the Jews, vii. 55) speaks of that carried
in the procession as changed in construction. (See article ¢ Candle-
stick,” Smith, Dict. of the Bible, and ed., and in Cheyne and Black,
Encyc. Biblica.) ‘

the table: Exod. xxv. 23—-30. It was made of acacia-wood
plated with gold. It was used for the shewbread.

the shewbread : Exod. xxv. 30; Lev. xxiv. 5-9. Originally
the shewbread was bread laid out as a meal for the Deity (cf.
the phrase ‘bread of God,” Lev. xxi. 6, &c.). It was eaten by the
priests as His representatives, In early Israel it was probably
not necessarily reserved to them. Although 1 Sam. xxi. 4-6 is
obscure, and perhaps textually corrupt, the general meaning, that
David and his companions could take it away and eat it, provided
their persons and vessels were ceremonially clean, seems clear.
They would be entitled to it as guests of the Deity. The Hebrew
term means ‘bread of the face,” or ‘ presence-bread.” The phrase
here is literally translated in the margin, ¢ the setting forth of the
loaves,’ and possibly we should explain it as referring to the rite,
‘wherein . . . the setting forth of the bread’ takes place.

which is oalled the Holy place: Exod. xxvi. 33. This is the



TO THE HEBREWS 9. 3,4 175

is called the Holy place. And after the second veil, the 3
tabernacle which is called the Holy of holies; having 4

less sacred part of the tabernacle, in contrast to the Holy of
Holies, from which it was separated by the veil, called in the
next verse ¢ the second veil.’ :

3. the second vell: Exod. xxvi. 31-33. It is so called here
because a veil hung over the entrance to the Holy Place, but
usually it was called ¢ the veil’ simply.

the Holy of holles. This was the innermost sanctuary,
cubical in shape and quite dark. It was half. the size of the
Holy Place. The name is a literal translation of the Hebrew
term, which is really a superlative, meaning Most Holy Place.

4. having a golden cenmer. The Greek word may be so
translated, or ‘altar of incense’ as in the margin. The former
is favoured by the usage of the LXX, the latter by Philo and
Josephus. But it is not probable that the writer means ‘ golden
censer.” Such a thing was quite unknown to the law. We have
mention of censers in our English version, but the Hebrew word
means ‘fire-pan,’ and the LXX translates by a different word from
that .used here, giving the sense ‘brazier’ (Lev. xvi. 12, &c.).
Apart from this the censer was of no importance, and even the
golden censer used in the later ritual on the Day of Atonement
seems to have been kept in the storeroom, and to have belonged
neither to the Holy Place nor to the Holy of Holies. Thus the
difficulty which is urged against the interpretation ‘altar of
incense,’that this did not stand in the Holyof Holies,applies against
the translation ‘censer’ with equal force. Nor indeed could it
remain in the Holy of Holies, for the high-priest had to take
in the brazier or censer with fire from the altar, that he might
cast incense on it and thus veil in the cloud of smoke the presence
of God at the mercy-seat. To have entered without incense
would have been to incur peril of death. What decides in favour
of €altar of incense’ is its very great importance, which makes it
most improbable that it can have been omitted here. It is called
‘golden’ because it was plated with gold, though made of acacia-
wood. Since, however, this did not belong to the Holy of Holies
but to the Holy Place, it is thought by several that the author has
made a mistake. It was well known, however, that the altar of
Incense was in the Holy Place, and the author can hardly have
been ignorant of this. It is probable that he did not mean to
assert the contrary. Instead of saying ‘ in which were a golden
altar of incense and the ark of the covenant,’ he varies the form
from that used in verse 2, and speaks of the tabernacle as ¢ having
a golden altar of incense’ In other words, the altar of incense
was closely connected with the Holy of Holies. Thus in 1 Kings
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a golden censer, and the ark of the covenant overlaid

vi, 22 we read of the *altar that belonged to the oracle,” though
the texl here is suspicious and the LXX has no mention of the
altar (a point overlooked by those who speak of the author as
following this passage). On the Day of Atonement it might seem,
according to its idea, to belong to the Holy of Holies, and the
ritagl of ithat day, in which the two chambers tended ta become
one, may have influenced the expression here. The difficulty
probably arises from the fact, on which recent -critics are largely
agreed, that the altar of incense belongs to a later stratum of the
Priestly Code. It occurs in Exod. xxx, thoungh .its propet- place
would have been in Exod. xxv, with the ark, the table, and the
lamp-starid.. The two. latter alome are there mentioned -as be-
tonging to the Holy Place. It is most remarkable as confirming
this that nothing is said of its use in Lev, xvi, where ‘the ritual
for the Day of Atonement is given, though even this chapter
contains secondary elements, and though in Exod. xxx, 10 its hoins
are to be smeared once in the year with the blood of the atone-
ment offering. Its absence in other places where it should surely
have been mentioned is further evidence for this view, The
LXX omits Exod. xxxvii, 25-29, which narrates the making of it. It
is also to be noticed that the language of Exod, xxx, 6 is ambiguous
as to its position : ¢ Thou shalt put it before the veil that is by the
ark of ‘the testimony; before the mercy-seat that is over the
testimony, where. I will meet with thee.” There was to be a
daily offering of incense on it by the high-priest, merning and
evening. It is interesting that in The Apocalypse of Baruch,
vi. 7 we read: ‘And I saw Him descend into the Holy of Holies,
and take from thence the veil, and the holy ephod, and the
mercy-seat, and the two tables, and the holy raiment of the
priests, and the altar of incense, .and the forty-eight precious
stones, wherewith the priest was-adorned, and all the holy vessels
of the tabernacle,” (On the history of the altar of inc¢ense
Wellhausen, Prolegomena fo the History of Israel, pp. 65-67, may
be consulted.)

the ark of the covenant. Sce Exod. xxv. 10-22, Itisthere
described as a box made of acacia-wood and plated within and
without with gold. After several changes of fortune it was placed
in the Holy of Holies of Solomon’s temple. Its later history
is obscure, It may, as Smend suggests, have perished through
age, without any onc venturing to restore it. (But see Cheyne
in the article referred to below.) - Jer, iii. 16 may imply that it
had disappeared. There seems to be no solid reason for regarding
this passage as an interpolation. It is noteworthy that it is not
mentioned among the temple spoils taken by ‘the Babylonians,
nor those returned by Cyrus. --The tradition that Jeremiah hid
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round about with gold, wherein was a golden pot holding-
the manna, and Aaron’s rod that budded, and the tables
of the covenant; and above it cherubim of glory over-

the tabernacle, the ark, and the altar of incense (2 Macc. ii. 4-8)
is clearly a legend invented to account for their disappearance.
When Pompey entered the Holy of Holies (B.c. 63) he found
nothing at all. In Rev. xi. 19 the ark is seen in the heavenly
temple. Spitta omits the words  that is in heaven,” but Bousset,
the latest commentator, retains them. It is called ‘ark of the
covenant’ because it contained ‘the tables of the covenant’ (A
radical, but very instructive, treatment of the history of the ark is
given by Cheyne in his article, * Ark of the Covenant,” in the Encye.
Biblica.) -
a golden pot holding the manne: Exod. xvi. 3ga-35. -The
‘pot” is not called ‘ golden’ in the Hebrew text, the epithet is
added ‘in the LXX. The Pentateuch narrative suggests that the
pot and Aaron’s rod were placed not in the ark but before it
(‘before the Lord,” ¢ before the Testimony *) ; and 1 Kings viii. 9
expressly states that ¢ there was nothing in the ark save the two
tables of stone which Moses put there at Horeb.” The author:of
the Epistle may have inferred frem the Pentateuch that the pot
and rod were placed in the ark, and as he dealt only: with the
tabernacle, the temple arrangements would not ceneern -him.
Woetstein points out that some Rabbis drew the same inference
from the language of the Pentateuch.  ¢The hidden manna’ of
Rev. ii. 17 may rest on the same view. s
Aaron’'s rod that budded: Num. xvii. 1-Io, the proof that
the priesthood belenged to the tribe of Levi.
the tables of the covenant: that is, the lables of stone on
which the Ten Commandments were inscribed. Theit presence
in the ark is referred to in Exod. xxv. 16, 21, xI, 20; Deut. x. 2-5;
T Kings viii. 9. On the difficult critical and historical’ questions
that arise as to the stones in the ark and the Ten Commandments
see articles, ‘Ark of the Covenant’ and ‘Decalogue’ in the
Encyc. Biblica.
5. and above it cherubim of glory overshadowing the mercy-
8eat (marg. ‘the propitiatory ’y : Exod. xxv. 17-22, xxxvii, 6-9.
he ‘mercy-seat’ was the lid of the ark. It was made of pure
gold. The Hebrew term Kapporeth probably means ‘covering,’
the translation ¢ mercy-seat® implying a wrong derivation. In
Biblical Hebrew the word from which- it is derived has a moral
Significance only, but probably in an carlier stage of the language
1t meant also ‘to cover’ in the general sense of the term. (See
%ll;lver and White, ¢ Leviticus’ in the Polychrome Bible, pp. Bo, 8.}
€ Greek word used for it in the LXX and this passage means

N
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shadowing the meyrcy-seat; of which things we cannot
6 now speak severally. Now these things having; been
thus prepared, the prigsts go in continually into the first
y tabernacle, accomplishing the services; but into the

¢ propitiatory.” This is an abbreviation of the translatiop ‘pro-
piuatory cover.” The strict translation of the Hebrew ward was.
‘cover (quthenm), but the translators added the defining adjective
¢ propitiatory,” and sybsequently used, this by itself tp represent
the lid of. the ark. (See Deissmann, Bible Studses, pp. 124-135.)
The bloed was sprinkled on it on the Day of Atonement. The
¢ cherubim’ were two golden figures placed at each end of the ark
¢ overshadowing the mercy-seat,’ to which they were joined, with
their outspread wings. Between the two cherubim God was
enthroned, and thence He declared His will The figures were
probably of composite character, perhaps compounded of lion and
eagle. Like the griffins, with whom etymology and. character
closely connect:them, they are guardians of sacred places. So
they guard the way to the tree of life (Gen, iii. 24), and probably
they are guardians of the ark. But they are also throne-bearers
of Gad—His Divine chariot. In this they have points of connexion
with the thunder-cloud, as the serpent-like seraphim have with
the forked lightning, Thus God is said to ride on a cherub, just
as He is said to ride on a swift cloud. So we may accounttor the
flaming sword of Genesis and the flashing fire in Ezekiel's de-
scription, which represents-a highly developed conception with
large individual elements. Similarly Gad sits enthroned upon the
cherubim, and ¢ cherubim of glory” probably means that they. bear
the Divine glory. The ‘glory’is the Shekinah of later Jewish
theology (cf. Rom. ix. 4).
of which things we cannot now speak severally.  He
cannot enlarge on the typical significance of these.details, since
he must bring out the meaning of the division of the sanctuary
into the Holy Place and the Holy of Holies and the inaccessibility
of the latter.

6. these things ha.vmg been thus prepared. It is note-
worthy how effective is the contrast between the golden splendours
and the spiritual poverty of the tabernacle.

the priests go in continually. Clearly the writer is not
thinking of what takes place in his own time, for the furniture of
the Holy of Holies had ceased to exist. He is referring to the
ritual of the tabernacle, as it stands written in thc law (see
note on viii. 4). Wae cannot therefore infer that the temple was
not yet destroyed.
the first tabernacte: the Holy Place.
7. .The inferiority of Judaism as a religion is shewn by the fact
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second the high priest alone, once in the year, not without
blood, which he offereth for himself, and for-the errors:
of the people : the Holy Ghost this signifying, that the 8
way into the holy place hath not yet been made manifest,
while as the first tabernacle is yet standing; which &5

that its priests can enter the Holy Place only, and therefore never
come into immediate contact with God. This is reserved for the
high-priest, and he can enter on one day only in the year, and
then not without blood, which he must offer both for himself .and
the people. ‘

once in the year: probably taken from Exod. xxx. 1o. The
high:priest entered the Holy of Holies three or four times on the
Day of Atonement, but the writer means that he entered on this
occasion only in the whole year:

not without blood. He offered a bullock as a sin-offering
for himself, and took the.blood within the veil to sprinkle it on the
mercy-seat. Then he did the same with the blood of the goat
offered Yor the sins of the people. These are spoken of as ‘igner-
ances” (marg.), because wilful sins were not to be atoned for.

"8, At first sight this verse seems to mean that by this exclusion
of all but the high-priest from the Holy of Holies, and the rigid
restrictions on his entrance, the Holy Spirit, the author of the
law, indicated that while the Holy Place stood, access was barred
to the Holy of Holies. This can hardly be the meaning, For the
fact and what it indicates are thus practically identified. - Besides,
it involves taking ‘the holy place’ to mean the Holy of Holies,
with whick in verses 2, 3 it is expressly contrasted: If we say,
while the priests can enter into the Holy Place, this is closed to
the people, we escape one difficnity to falt into anether, wlich is
that this is not symbolized by the arrangement of the sanctuary.
Nor is the contrast between people and priests prowinent. We
shauld probably therefore with most ‘commentators: explain * the
_Holy Place’ to be the heavenly sanctuary (so in verse 12), ‘Since in
it there-was no distinction between different parts of the sanctuary,
the veil being removed, it mright be called indifferently the Holy
or the Most Holy Place. The words ‘ while the firdt tabernacle is
Yet standing * scarcely bring out the full force of the Greek. The
meaning is that while the Holy Place holds the position assigned
to it, the Spirit teaches us that real access té God is not secured.

8. which is a parable for the time now present. It is not
?leﬂ{ whether ‘which” refers to ‘“tlie first tabernacle > or to ¢ stand-
g, or generally to the preceding centext. Usually it is con-
hected with ¢ the first tabernacle,” and practically the connexion
with standing’ comes to much the same. The fact that there was

N 2
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a parable for the time zow present ; according to which
are offered both gifts and sacrifices that cannot, as touch-
ing the conscience, make the worshipper perfect, being
only (with meats and drinks and divers washings) carnal
ordinances, imposed until a time of reformation.

such a.thing as a first sanctuary, implying a second, was sig-
nificant. The first indicates an imperfect stage not yet overcome.
The lesson drawn is that the sacrifices and other ritual observances
‘cannot, as touching the conscience, make the worshipper perfect.’
He means that the Jewish ritual cannot release the conscience from
the sense of guilt, and therefore cannot secure for the worshipper
free communion with God. Were it otherwise the way into the Holy
of Holies would be thrown open. But God was hedged about with
such awful sanctities that the non-priestly worshippers could not
enter even into the Holy Place, and the high-priest alone, and he
only with due precautions and on one day of the year could enter
the Holy of Holies, This shewed that Judaism had not solved the
fundamental problem of religion: How may man gain fellowship
with God? It recognized the problem, since its ritual dealt with
the sense of guilt, which was the great-barrier to communion.
But its efforts were futile, for the whole ritual was a- series of
‘varnal ordinances’ (ef. x. 4), and therefore could not secure
a spiritual result. It could obviously, then, be nothing more than
a temporary expedient, a makeshift imposed till a ‘season of
reformation.” By ‘the time now present’ the author seems to
mean * this age’ in the technical sense it bore in Jewish theology ;
it is contrasted with ‘time of reformation’ in verse 10. ‘For’
probably means ¢ in reference to.’

atcording to whieh cannot refer to ‘time,” but may refer
either to ‘tabernacle’ or to ‘parable,” probably the latter, ¢ con-
formably to this parable,” tainted with the same defect.

10. The construction in the original is difficult, and the meaning
is uncertain. The R. V. translation is quite clear. But we might
also translate ¢ being merely carnal ordinances resting upon meats
and drinks and divers washings till a time of reformation.’
Rendall translates ¢that cannot consecrate him that serveth as
touching the conscience, but only in regard of meats and drinks
and divers washings.” These and other interpretations cannot
be discussed here. It seems unnecessary to abandon the R.V.
translation. .

meats and drinks and divers washings: cf. Col. ii. 16;
1 Cor. x. 2-4. The reference in ‘ meats’ is very general, including
laws on clean and unclean food, sacrificial meals and the passover.
No law is given as to lawful or unlawful ‘drinks,’ except with
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But Christ having come a high priest of the good
things to come, through the greater and more perfect

reference to special cases such as the priest’s abstinence from wine
when about to minister, Lev. x. 8, 9, and the Nazirite’s vow,
Num. vi. 2, 3. The ‘washings’ of the law are numcrous {on
the consecration of the priest, on the Day of Atonement, after
poltution of any kind, and so forth).

a time of reformation : the period of the New Covenant,
inaugurated by the offering of Christ.

“ix, 11-22. The blood of Chwist. Christ through his own blood
has entered once for all into the heavenly sanctuary, having
obtained eternal redemption, For if the blood of animals confers
ritual cleanness, how much more shall the blood of Christ, instinct
with imperishable spirit, cleanse the conscience! As mediator of
a New Covenant he clears by his death the sins that had accumu-
lated under the Old, so that the called may receive the eternal
inheritance. For a will cannot come into force without the
testator’s death, The first covenant was therefore dedicated with
blood, and in the law all things are cleansed with blood, and
without it is no remission.

11, 12. These verses put together several of the leading
elements in Christ's high-priestly work. The scene of it was the
immaterial tabernacle, not like the Mosaic made with hands and
belonging to this lower creation. He entered, not through the
blood of animal vietims, but through his own. Nor, like the high-
priest’s visit to the Holy of Holies, was his stay in the sanctnary
brief, hurried, and every vear repeated, but he entered once for
all, For what he obtained was (real) redemption for eternity,
and not (unreal) redemption for a year.

11. of the good things to come. The marginal reading, ¢the
good things that are come,” is supported by two MSS. (B and D),
which when united form a very strong combination. It is also
the more difficult reading and therefore the more likely to be
original, since the tendency of scribes was to substitute an easy
for a difficult reading. Further, the alteration was the morc
likely, because in x. 1 we read * the good things to come,” and this
was probably assimilated to it. On the other hand, a very similar
form of the word occurs immediately before, so that it might be
due to mistaken repetition, though this is less likely. The author
'speaks, then, from the standpoint mot of this age but of the
age to come, already realized. The reading in the text implies
:_:te standpoint of this age, to which ¢ the good things’ are still

ure,

. through the greater and more perfect tabernacle. This
8 a difficult phrase, It is most natural to think of ‘the greater

-
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tabermcle, not made with hands, that is to say, net of

and more perfect tabernacle’ as the heavenly counterpart of the
first tabernacle, through which Christ passed into the heavenly
Holy of Holies, here called ‘the holy place.” The expression
would thus correspond to ‘ having passed through the heavens,
‘made higher than the heavens.’” But it is not of the material
heavens, in any case, that the author is thinking, but of ¢ the true
tabernacle which God pitched, not man." The difficulty is that
this interpretation involves a division of the heavenly sanctuary
into two parts, whereas the Epistle seems to teach that the veil
‘of division has been done away with. -But this is not conclusive.
The writer who thought of the earthly tabernacle as made after the
celestial archetype must have thought of the veil on earth as
copied from the pattern shewn in the mount. Nor was this veil
removed till Christ entered the-heavenly Holy of Holies, cleansing
the heavenly things from this imperfection. He might then be
fitly spoken of as passing through the outer tabernacle into the
inmost shrine, for it was only when he had done so that
the separation was abolished. The Fathers' usually explained
the tabernacle as the flesh or human nature of Christ. This
is supported by the use of the same preposition ¢through® with
‘tabernacle’ as with ‘blood,” and gives to it in each case the
sense ‘ by means of.” It has, besides, an analogy in the words in
%. 2o, ‘through the veil, that is to say, his flesh,” It yields further
the beautiful thought that Christ’s life on earth was the condition
and means through which he reached his high-priesthood in the
heavenly sanctuary. We may also compare the passages in which
his body is spoken of as a tabernacle. This view, however, has
found little favour among recent commentators, though Weiss.is
mistaken in the assertion that it is universally given up (Moulton
accepts it, Westcott includes it in a larger view, Bruce prefers it
if we have anything beyond ‘a form of thought dictated by the
parallelism between Christ and Aaron’). The objections are
serious. There is the description of it as noi of this creation.
Even if we translate ‘not of common structure,’ the inapplicability
to Christ's body or humanity does not seem to be removed,
especially in a writing which, as no other, insists on the identity
of his humanity with ours. Even more serieus is the difficulty
that the thought is suggested by nothing in the passage. The
immediate imptession is that a heavenly counterpart to the earthly
tabernatle is intended. That Christ should be tabcrnacle as well
as priest and victim was surely not in the author’s mind. . West-
cott, after pointing out that on earth Christ fulfilled the ideal of
atabernacle in representing the Presence of God and offering access
to Him, says that we must take account of his heavenly ministry
also. He therefore adds -the thought of the glorified Church
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this creation, nor yet through the blood of goats and :2
calves, but through his own blood, entered in once’ for
all into the holy place, having obtained eternal redemption.
For if the blood of goats and bulls, and the ashes of 13

which is his Body and in which he ministers, But the coming
through the tabernacle is assotiated with the ‘em#rance into the
heavenly sanctuary, as something which precedes or accompanies
it. - Others, who refer the ¢ tabernacle® to the heavenly sanctuary,
think that there is no reference to the dlvision by the véil, and
take ‘through’ to signify ‘by means of,’ in the sense that Christ
accomplishes his work by means of a better sanctuary. But
aithough *through’ bears this meaning in the mext verse, both
‘having come’ and *entered in’ favour the lotal interpretation.
This heavenly tabernucle as the archetype of the earthly is
naturally ¢ greater and more perfect.” ‘

not made with hands: cf. ‘the house not made with hands’
contrasted with ¢ the earthly house of this tabernacle’ (the body),
and the evidente of the false witnesses in Mark xiv. 58.

not of this creation. It does not belong to ¢the heaven and
the earth,’ the creation of which is mentioned in Gen.i 1. Itis
immaterial and spiritudl. Field thinks the word translated “this’
iz used here in the sense ‘common,’ ‘ordinary,” so the phrase
would mean ¢not of ordinary construction.’ -

12. through the blood of goats and calvés. The former wis
offered by the high-priest on the Day of Atonement for sins of the
people, the Jatter for his own. It was in virtue of the bleod that
he was able to'enter in at all, 'and by application of the blood
to the mercy-seat he gained such redemption as was possible.

throngh his own blood: since he was the victim in the

sacrifice which corresponded to the rite of the Day of Atonement.
On the question whether we are in any sense to conceive Christ
as taking in his blood into the heavenly Holy Place see note
on verse 25. The significance of the contrast is drawn out in
verses 13, 14. :
. once for all: in contrast to the high-priest’s entrance ¢ once
in the year’ (verse 7).

. - having obtained etermal redemption. ‘Obtained’ means
literally ‘found for himself,” and implies personal effort. ' If is
questionable whether it indicates a fact preceding or accompanying
the entrance,. It is probably the latter, for redemption is not
v::omplete till the heavehly sanctuary isentered. The clause justifies
once for all” Repetition was unnecessary since the redemption
was for ever complete, ¢ Redemption ' means simply  deliveranee;’
the thought of ransom price having disappeared.

13, 14. These verses support the description of the effects of
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Christ's offering by an argument from ijts incomparable worth.
There is a double argument. If the blood of goats and bulls and
the ashes of a heifer cleanse, how much more the blood of Christ?
and if the animal sacrifices of the law cleanse the flesh, how much
more shall Christ’s blood cleanse the conscience? The reasoning
rests partly on the relative worth of the victims, an animal against
a human offering, nay against the offering of Christ himself, but
also on the moral element that entered into the desath of Christ.
That animal sacrifices have a real cleansing power is admitted by
the author, sinee it followed from the institution of them in the
law. But this was limited by their radical defects. . The victim
is irrational, unconscious of the end for which its blood is shed.
Nor does it frecly choose its death, it goes to the sacrifice an
involuntary victim. No moral quality is present in its death, the
act never rises for it above the plane of the physical, what moral
element is in it is imparted by the offerer. The virtue of the
physical offering is limited to physical results ; a ritual cleanness,
but no more it is able to effect. But the blood of Christ is freely
shed, he is a conseious victim, deliberately choosing his death and
choosing it in love., And since he thus f offered himself,’ his act
is charged with moral significance. His blood is instinct, not with
physical vitality, but with an eternal spirit. And thus its virtue
is not for mere ceremonial cleansing but for moral and spiritual,
It was the offering of one without moral blemish., In an animal
victim only physical faultlessness could be required, and only
physical faults could really be touched by its sacrifice. But
Christ’s spotless purity gave his blood the power to effect the
hardest of all moral tasks, taxing God's own resources to the utter-
most, to cleanse the conscience from guilt, which is the hardest
because the sinful act once accomplished can never be undonc,
The inmost reason is not explained ; for the writer the cleansing
efficapy of blood was a principle once for all-laid down in the
0O.T., and as a maiter of Divine appointment needed no further
explanation.

13. the blood of goats and bulle: see note on verse I2.
‘Bulls’ is substituted for ¢ calves’ (verse 12), because the masculine
expressed the contrast to the ¢heifer’ better than the common
noun.

the ashes of a heifer. The reference is to one of the most
striking rites of purification in the law. A red heifer, without
blemish and unbroken to the yoke, was slain without the camp
and its blood sprinkled scven times towards the sanctuary. The
carcase, including the blood, was then completely burnt along with
cedar-wood, hyssop, and scarlet. Its ashes were kept in a ritually
clean place outside the camp, and they were mixed with ¢living’
water to form a ‘water of separation,” which was sprinkied to
purify from contact with a dead body (Num. xix). The ceremony
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a heifer sprinkling them that have been defiled, sanctify
unto the cleanness of the flesh: how much more shall
the blood of Christ, who through the eternal Spirit offered

has several points of archaeological interest, which cannot be
referred to here,
sanotify unto the cleanness of the flesh : restore ceremonial
purity, so as to fit a man for such service in the sanctuary as
might be open to him. ¢Sanctify’ has, of course, no moral
significance here, ' It is limited to ritual purity of the body (cf.
Exod. xix, ro), and could in the nature of things be nothing more.
14, the blood of Christ, Perhaps we should translate ‘ blood
of the Messiah.’ The article is prefixed to  Christ” and the title is
probably official, not merely personal,
through the eternal Spirit. This is a very difficult phrase.
The article is absent in the Greek, and literally the words mean
‘through eternal spirit.” The English translation very strongly
suggests that the Holy Spirit is meant. But thisis very improbable,
for the article would have been used, and itis not easy to understand
why the author did not say Holy Spirit if he had meant this {(as in
verse 8, iii, 7, x. 15). It is Christ’s own spirit that is referred to.
Generally the phirase is connected with ‘after the power of an
indissoluble life * (vii. 16), and it is explained that, in virtue of this,
death was not the end of action for him, but he lived on, in spite
of it, to offer in heaven. It seems difficult to believe that nothing
more than this is meant. [t would have been simpler to say ‘life’
instead of ¢spirit’ to express this thought, using of course some
other adjective than ‘eternal.’” That ‘flesh’ and ‘spirit’ occur in
the contrasted statements of verse 13 and verse 14 suggests that
they are meant to be contrasted. It is true that the contrast is
not formally exact, for ‘flesh” corresponds to ‘conscience,” each
representing the sphere in wbich the cleansing is experienced.
But there is a real contrast. The ‘flesh’ is cleansed because the
nature of the sacrifice is fleshly. The ‘blood of the Messiah’ can
cleanse the conscience because there works within it the virtue of
an ‘ eternal spirit.” The O, T. sacrifices have their being and all
their issues in the realm of the physical. The sacrifice of Christ
transcends them in this also that its character is spiritual, and
therefore it effects an inner cleansing. And ¢spirit’ is not like
‘flesh,’ the weak and transient ; it is the imperishable, untouched
PY time, unweakened by decay. And thus the offering of Christ
is lifted into the region of efernity, and that in all its extent,
whether part of it was accomplished on earth and in time or not.
For it is not its local environment but its animating spirit that
constitutes it an heavenly offering.  But spirit is also the ethically
free, and thus his sacrifice is stamped with a voluntary as well as
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himself without blemish unto God, cleanse your conscience
from dead works to serve the living God? And for this
cause he is the mediator of a new covenant, that a death

a rational character., That ‘ without blemish’ expresses an ethical
element is true; but this does not exclude the ethical element
from ‘eternal spirit,” for the farmer. asserts the;moral quality of
the victim, while the latter asserts the moral quality of the high-
priestly act. .
offered himself. The reference is probably to the cross, not
to the offering in the heavenly sanotuary (cf. x, 10). This also
tells against the usual interpretation of ¢ eternal spirit,’ for if the
meaning of this is that he lives on,.im spite of death, to minister in
heaven, the offering referred to must be in heaven, It is note-
worthy how great an emphasis the author throws on the fact that
Christ offered himself, The order in the Greek makes ‘ himself’
very emphatic. .
without blemish. An indispensable moral quality for a
spiritual sacrifice, as it was a physical quality for an animal
sacrifice, i :
cleanse your conzclence from dead works. The ashes of
the heifer cleansed from the ceremonial defilement caused .by
contact with the dead : the blood of Christ cleanses the conscience
from the defilement of dead works. . The conscience is cleansed
by the removal of the sense of guilt, which prevents approach to
God, and this is effected through the forgiveness promised in the
prophecy of the New Covenant. On ‘dead works’ see the note
on vi.,. 1. Probably the marginal reading ¢ our’ should be adopted.
Unbhappily our best MS. (B) fails us here. It comes to an end jn
this verse. :
to serve the living God. Seecnote oniii. 12, Cleansing fits
for service, .

15. Since such power resides in his work he has become the
mediator of 2 new covenant’ (marg. ‘testament’; sec note on
the next verse), so that those who are called may receive their
inheritance. But his death was necessary because under the first
covenant transgressions had accumulated, and these had to be
removed through death, that so withoutencumbrance the inheritance
might be received and enjoyed. The passage is difficutt. The
main sentence consists of the first and third clauses, the second
clause expressing a condition to which the main proposition is
subject, It might be thought that those who inherit under the
New Covenant are affected in no way by the transgressions which
have taken place under the Old. But the author does not think of
the New Covenant as making a completely fresh start. The
inheritance, which is the rest of God, was contemplated by the
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having taken'place for the redemption of the transgressions
that were under the first covenant, they that have been
called may receive the promise of the eternal inheritance.
TFor where a testament is, there must of necessity be

first covenant, but sin barred the way to it. 'When Christ comes
the accumulated: debt must be' swiept away, thut the promise of
inheritasice nray be satisfactorily fulfilled: Thése sins are cancelled
by the death of Christ, for the elaboraté sacrificis! apparatus of
Judaism effected nothing at all beyond ceremonial purification, as
the author says with the utmost directness in x. 4. And these
sing must be ‘denlt with, otherwise the conscience would not
be cleansed : for ‘eanscience is not cleansed by drugging it into
forgetfuluess of its guilt. The sins themselves must be dealt with,
ahd -not merely the sinner’s censciousress of them. Thus the
death of Christ must have a retrospective action, grappling with:sins
already committed, as well as imparting power for righteousness
in the future, A question arises 4ds to the scope of this redemption :
Does the writer contemplate the redemption of all the transgressions
that have mounted up during the period of the first covenant, or
simply the transgressions of those who are called? .Is it primarily
the clearing of ‘the inheritance itseif, or the cleansing' of the
conscience, 5o that access to it may be given, that he has in. mind ?
If Paul ‘had been ‘the author the former view would be probable.
The death of Christ had reference to all the sins done aforetime,
But the author of this-Epistie regards sin mainly as preventing
access to God, and we should’ therefore think probably of the
conscience rather than the inheritance as freed. - Those who are
called are not simply the readers, who arefreed from guilt incurred
under Judaism ; they include all the faithful of the Old Covenant,
who could not enter on the inheritance because that covenant left
their sins wnremoved. This explains why apart from us they could
not be made perfect and so could not receive the promise (xi. 39,
40). Even for the faithful dead the veil in the heavenly sanctuary
was not removed #ll Christ entered through his own blood. The
middle clause has also been explained of the Levitical sacrifices,
in which case ‘we should translate ‘death’ instead of “a death’
The seénse would then be that, just as the death of sacrificial victims
was mecessary under the Old Covenant, so also was it under the
New. This is very improbable, If the thought is added that
the death under the New Covenant gave to the old sacrifices what
validity they posdessed (so Farrar), a double reference is given to
‘death,” and a wvalidity attributed to sacrifices which according
to the author they did not in any way posscss.

16, 17, It is generally agreed that the author slips into using
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the word translated ‘ covenant ’ in the sense of ‘ will” The Greek
word diathéki' meant both, but its ambiguity does not survive in
English. The meaning of the two verses is that, in order that
a will may come into force, the testator must die. The implication
is that Christ’s death was necessary that the heavenly inheritance
might be ours, It is clear that there is no logical connexion
between the death which brings a will into force and the death
which was needed to dedicate a covenant (verse 18). The
ambiguity of the word covered for the author, as also for the Greek
commentators, the logical hiatus. The statement was suggested
by the reference to death in connexion with the New Covenant,
coupled with the mention of the inheritance (verse 15).. Naturally
several scholars have wished to preserve the sense ‘covenant’
throughout (so, among others, Moulton, Westcott, Hatch, Rendall,
Milligan). In favour of this may be urged not only the general
consideration that the author is most lkely to have retained the
same meaning throughout, but the curious phraseology which he
employs if he meant to speak of a will. This cannot be discussed
without reference to the original. Further, will-making was almost
unknown among the Jews. And again there is no support for the
view that Christ bequeathed an inheritance to us. The general
sense of the verses is on this interpretation taken to be that
a covenant implies a death to ratify it, and is only of force over the
dead, the death of the covenanter being in some sense assumed.
It is, of course, true that covenants were often accompanied by
the death of a victim ; but it is not the case that there was any
necessity in this, or that they could not be valid withoutit, Apart
from ethnic covenant-rites, the O.T. recognizes that a covenant
might be made without death. Thus David and Jonathan make
a cavenant by interchanging clothes and armour {1 Sam. xviii. 3,
4). The Hebrews covenant with the Gibeonites by taking of their
food (bread and wine, not flesh) (Joshua ix. g-15). Covenants
were made by eating salt together, It would be no answer to say
that God’s covenants with men alone are meant, for the statement
is general and universal. It is also very difficult to impose the
sense ‘covenant’ on the passage, for then it asserts that a
covenant implies the death of him who madeit, Apart from the
fact that there are two parties to a covenant, it is certainly not
the case that those who make the covenant must die to give effect
to it, This would be the way to nullify it. It does not seem
a legitimate interpretation of the words to say that the covenanter
is identified with the victim in his death on any tenable interpre-
tation of its covenant significance. - It seems impossible then to
adopt the translation ¢ covenant.’ Dr. Field rightly says: ¢ If the
question were put to any person of common intelligence, % What

1 Babfey.
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the ‘death of him that made it. For a testament is of
force where there hath been death : for doth it ever avail
while he that made it liveth? Wherefore even the first
covenant hath not been dedicated without blood.  For
when every commandment had been spoken by. Moses
unto all the people according to the law, he took the

document is that which is of no force at all during the lifetime of
the person who execufed it?” the answer can only be, *“ A man’s
will or testament.””’  The difficulty that wills were not famihar to
Jews does not apply unless the Epistle was addressed to Palestine.
And the fact that the Greek commentators without exception
understood it as ‘will,) and were conscious of no break in the
argument, clearly proves that the author might, without conscious-
ness of incongruity, pass from one sense of the word to the other.
The passage thus becomes a passing illustration rather than a link
in the argument.

16. there must of necessity be the death. The word translated
‘be’ means, as the margin says, to ‘ be brought.” This suits the
interpretation ¢ covenant’ better than the R.V. rendering. It
would mean that the death must be ¢ brought in’ or ‘offered,’ that
is to say, in this case undergone by an animal as the covenanter's
substitute. 'With the translation ¢will’ the selection of the word
seems strange. Why did the author not say simply the testator
must die? Probably the phrase means ¢ the death must be proved,’
in which case the word is fitly chosen, Others translate ‘must
be announced. :

17. where there hath been death. Probably this expresses the
meaning of ¢ over the dead’ (marg.) better than * over dead sacri-
fices, which is the translation required by the rendering ‘covenant.’
Instead of the interrogative form of the last clause the margm
gives  for it doth never . . . liveth. .

18. The writcr returns to the sense ‘covenant’ for diathéke.
He argues, since a diathéké is not valid, apart from death, the first
diathébé was dedicated with blood. In English the inference does
not follow, since we must translate by two different words, and
we cannot. argue that, because a ‘will’ is not wvalid till death, a
‘covenant’ must be dedicated with blood. He says ‘even the
first,’ because in the case of a covenant so imperfect and transitory
the blood dedication might have seemed unnecessary.

19, 20. A reference to the circumstances of the dedication of
the first covenant, to prove that it was not without blood, The
narrative occurs in Exod. xxiv. 3-8; but several additions are made
by the author. ¢Goats’ are not mentioned, and it is difficult to
assume that they are included in the burnt-offerings, for they

-
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blood of the'calves and the goats, with water and searlet
wool and ‘hyssop, and sprinkled both the book itself, and
all the people, saying, This is the blood of the covenanmt
which God commanded to you-ward. - Mareover the
tabernacle and-all the vessels of the ministry he sprinkled
in like manner with the blood. And aceording:to the

were 'riot appointed for that purpose in the law . (in Lev. i 10
a different word is used). The author séems to. be relying on
memery;-as his quotation -in verse 2o is somewhat. free, The
¢ water, scarlet wool and hyssop’ are also not.referred to in
Exod. xxiv.' Water was mingled with blood te dilute it. .In the
cleansing of ‘the leper, a bird was killed over a vessel containing
‘running water,” and then a live bird, along with cedar-wood and
scarlet, aid hyssop, was dipped in the bleod, and the leper was
then sprinkled' (Lev. xiv. 4~7)." The scarlet woel was probably
used to tie the hyssop on to the cedar rod to make a sprinkler for
the bloed.” Hyssop was-sed to sprinkie blood {Exed. xii. 22),
and ‘the water of separation’ (Num: xix.-18). Soin Ps. li.:7 we
read,‘ Purge me with hyssop, and I shall be ‘elean.” Cedar, hyssop,
and scarlet were also burnt with the red heifer (Num. xix. 6), for
which see note on verse r3. Later, blood and water gained a
mystical significance (r John v. 6; cf. John xix. g4). Further,
there is' no reference in the narrative in Exodus to the sprinkling
of the book; the Wwriter would infer it from the-general principle
laid down in verse 22, perhaps also from the title Book of the
Covenant, the covenant demanding blood. It may have been men-
tioned in tradition, which spoke of the book as placed on the altar,
which wes sprinkied, as representing God, while the people were
sprinkled as-the other party to the covenant.

20. Quoted from Exod. xxiv. 8, where the LXX reads in agree-
ment with the Hebrew, ¢ Behold the blood of the covenant, which
the Lord hath made with you.” The form of the quotation may have
been influenced by the words of Christ at the institution of the
Supper. :

21. Here also the author goes beyond the O. T. record. The
words “with the blood” would suggest that this took place at the
time when the covenant was dedicated, but since the tabermacle
was not then in existence, we shonld hardly, with Weiss, attribute
such an error to him. The Pentateuch knows only of an anointing
of the tabernacle and its furniture with oil (Exod. =i g-rr).
Josephus, however, makes a similar statement, and both probably
rest on Jewish ¢radition,

23. These are but illustrations of an abmost universal legal
principle. The writer is conscious that there are exceptions to
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Iaw, I may almost say, all things are cleansed with blood,
and apart from shedding of blood there is no remission.
-It-was necessary therefore that the copies of the things

the rule, Thus bathing in water, or passing through fire (Num.
xxxi. 22, 23) might be used for purification, and there was re-
mission of sin without shedding of blood in the case of those too
poor to offer an animal sacrifice. The latter part of the verse, as
well as the former, speaks simply of a principle which holds gaod
in the law, o ’ .

shedding of blocd. This is probably the meaning, rather than
‘ outpouring of Plood,” since the important point in the argument
is the death of the victim, rather than the pouring out of the
bload at the altar, though in itself the latter is the more important.

ix. 03-28, The c ing of the k Iy ctuary and the finality
of Christ's redemption. While the copy must be cleansed with
animal blood; better sacrifices are needed to cleanse the heavenly
original. ! For our high-priest has entered into God’s presence in
heaven, not often repeating a sacrifice of another’s blood, but once
for all offering himself. Thus heneeds to dic na more, and when he
appears. again it will be to bring salvation to his waiting followers.

23. The meaning seems to be that while the copies of the
things in the heavens could be cleansed with the blood of animal
victims, for the cleansing of the heavenly original better sacrifices
were required.: The verb in the second clanse must be supplied,
and it is most natural to supply it from the first. It is only to
avoid the thought, that the heavenly sanctuary and its vessels
needed cleansing, that some have supplied ‘should be dedicated’
in the second clause. What is meant by the cleansing of the
heavenly sanctuary must be determined by its meaning as applied
to the earthly. The ritual of the Day of Atonement was designed,
not merely to atone for the sins of the people, but to make atone-
mentfor the sanctuary itself. The sense of this would seem to be that
the constant sin of Israel had communicated a certain uncleanness
to the sanctuary. Similarly the sin of mankind might be supposed
to have cast its shadow even into heaven. - It hung like a thick
curtain between God and man, preventing free fellowship, and
that not only because it defiled the conscience, so that man was
ill at ease with God, but because it introduced a disturbing element
into the life of God Himself, Looking at ‘it from -a somewhat
different point of view, we might take thi cleansing to be identical
with the removal of the veil in the heavenly sanctuary (see note
on verse 11), since cleansing is for the sake of access. - Bleek and
others suggest that the reference is to the casting of Satan out of
heaven on the exaltation -of Christ. But there is nothing to
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in the heavens should be cleansed with these; but the
heavenly things themselves with better sacrifices than
these. For Christ entered not into a holy place made
with hands, like in pattern to the true; but into heaven
5 itself, now to appear before the face of God for us: nor

suppeort this in the passage. It might be possible to connect it
with the reconciliation of things in the heavens (Col. i. 20),
especially in view of the author’s interest in angelology. The
popular division of angels into two classes, the perfectly good and
the irretrievably bad, does not correspond to the N.'T. doctrine.
It is hardly likely that we should look in this direction for light on
the passage, for the author’s interest in angels was mainly theo-
retical, and ¢ not of angels doth he take hold.” Nor can we explain
the passage by the view, held in variocus circles of Jewish theology,
that hell and the fallen angels were to be found in the lower
heavens. For it is not of the purification of these heavens that
he speaks, but of that of the heavenly sanctuary itself, which lies
beyond them.

the copies of the things In the heavens. That is, the taber-
nacle and its vessels which were made after the pattern shewn to-
Moses in the mount (viii. 5).

with these: the sacrifices referred to in verses 19-22.

better sacrifices. The plural is used because, though Christ’s
sacrifice is one, it gathers up what was- typified in the different
sacrifices of the Jewish Law.

24. This necessity, expressed in verse 23, has been met by
Christ, < for’ he has entered into heaven itself, not into the Holy
Place of human manufacture, a mere imitation of the genuine and
original. The verse practicaily takes up again the train of ideas
expressed in verses 11, I2.

to appear before the face of God. - There may be a contrast
implied between the clear, unrestricted manifestation of Christ in
the heavenly sanctuary, and the concealment of the high-priest
on the Day of Atonement in the dense cloud of incense. The
thought is of the manifestation of Christ to God rather than of
God to Christ.

25--28. The leading thought in these verses is that Christ has
made one offering and one only, in contrast to the yearly offering
of the high-priest. The argument is as follows. While the high-
priest had to enter each year into the Holy of Holies, with blood
other than his own, Christ has entered the heavenly sanctuary
once for all, through the sacrifice of himself. If his sacrifice had
been such as to permit of repetition, he would often have suffered
since the foundation of the world, whereas he has suffered only
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yet that he should offer himself often ;:as the high priest
etrteréth into the haoly place year by-year ‘with blood not
his'own'; élse must he often hdve suffered since the founda-
tion of the world :' but now once at the end of the ages
hath he been manifested to put away sin by the sacrifice of

once, And this is not the beginning‘of a series, for the end of
the ages is at hand, and therefore n& time is left for such a
series to be completed. Indeed, the thought of a repeated death
is contrary to all human experience;  Death i3 the erisis, which
comes only once, and is final, since judgement follows upon' it.
And so with Christ; his death happens but once, and when he
leaves the heavenly sanctuary it will be for the final bringing in
of the Messianic salvation. The author does not explairt why,
if the sacrifice’were to be repeated, it must have occurred often
‘since the foundation of the world.” He means, apparently, that
repetitfon implies limited efficacy, and therefore as soon as sin
began in the world the Redeemer would need to desl with it,
before the arrears of transgression became so great that no single
atonement could ¢ancel them.

25, nor yet that he should offer himsgelf often: cf. ‘once for
all” in verse 12. The offering referredto is his self-presentation in
the heavenly sanctuary, as is clear both from verse 24 and the
parallel with the high-priest's entrance inté the Holy of Holies
with the blood. : :

with blood not his own : cf. ¢ through the blood of goats and
calves it verse 12, In that verse the author adds, ‘but throngh
his' own blood.” Here he does not say, Christ entered with his
own blood: Probably he'felt that this might lend itself to a ctudé,
materialistic interpretation, as if Christ carried:in his' physical
blood into heaven. But while such a thought is out of the question,
the writer must have supposed that something corresponded to
the presentation of the blood, in which ‘the serviee of the Day of
Atonement reached its climax. The blood was the life poured
out in death, and Christ presented himself, after obediently
surrendering his life to God, to make this pouring out of his soul
unto death the complete putting away of sin.
. 28. the end of the ages: that is, as the margin renders, their
consummation.” This is the goal towards which the ages have
beer} moving, and which they have attained with the sacrifice of
Christ. The writer, in common with' early Christians generally,
regarded the Second Coming as near at hand, -
__'toput away gin, The expression is stronger than this trans-
lat}on.slig'gests, it means to fannul sin’ (cf, vii. 18). The singular
Sin” is used here, because the writer is thinking of ‘sin as'a: prin-

(o}

©

6



t)

-1

194 TO THE HEBREWS. 9. 27, 28

himself. And inasmuch as it is appointed unto men
once to die, and after this comer/ judgement ; so Christ
also, having been once offered to bear the sins of many,
shall appear a second time, apart from sin, to them that
wait for him, unto salvation.

ciple ruling in human life and defiling it, rather than of individual
acts of transgression. By the sacrifice of himself”’ is better than
the margin, ‘by his sacrifice.’

27. The thought is that death is not an incident in man’s carcer,
but its definite close, and since the career has reached its end, judge-
ment may be passed upon it. The death of Christ is stamped with
a similar finality. *Appointed’ is literally ¢ laid up for’ (marg.).

after this. It is not clear whether the author is speaking
of a judgement to follow immediately on death, or of.the Last
Judgement.

28. The main thought of the verse seems to be that Christ’s
death cancelled sin so completely that he can have no further
cannexion with it, but just as life, completed by death, is followed,
not by a new term of life, but by judgement, so the life of Christ
has fulfilled its purpose so-completely that nothing remains to
be done save to let its issues work themselves out. There is a
parallel between the judgement which follows man’s death and
the salvation which Christ brings to his waiting followers. . We
might have expected the author to refer to the appearance of
Christ in judgement. But this would have yielded a mere verbal
parallel, for the two statements, Man dies and receives judgement,
and Christ dies and pronounces Judgernent form no real parallel
There is a true correspondence in the author’s words., There is
a causal connexion between death and judgement, and so between
Christ’s death and salvation. In neither case is there mere tem-
poral sequence.

to bear the sins of many: the phrase ‘to bear sins’ may
mean to bear the punishment of sins. Or it may mean to bear
away sins. Or the thought may be similar to that in 1 Peter ii. 24,
to bear the sins with him to the cross, that on it they might be
destroyed. In any case sin is so completely done away with that
he needs to die no more. ¢ Many,’ which is probably suggested by
Isa. liii. 12, is used, not to limit the extent of the atonement, as if
it were not for all, but to indicate how large was the number for
whom the single death of one man sufficed (¢f. Rom. v. 15, 20;
Mark x. 45).

shall appear a second time. It is true that he will leave
the heavenly sanctuary, but not, as the Jewish high- priest, with
the prospect of having to repeat the sacrifice still before him, but
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For the law having a shadow of the good #2ings to 10

to make over to his people the salvation achieved effectually by
the one offering, The reference is to the Second Coming, believed
by the primitive church to be always imminent. .

apart from sin. His first coming was not ‘apart from sin”’;
he was the sin-bearer, and his work found its climax in his conflict
with it. Now he has put it away {verse 26), he is separated from
sinners (vii, 26), and thus all connexion with sin is severed (cf.
Paul's ‘ The death that he died, he died unto sin‘once,’ Rom. vi. 10).
The phrase bears another meaning in iv. 15.

to them. that walt fo¥ him: cf. t Thess. 1. 1o} 1 Cor. i. 7}
Phil. iii. 20; a2 Tim. iv. 8, also Rom. viii.' 19, 23, 25. There
may be a reference to the strained suspense with which the
people -awaited the high-priest’s return from the sanctuary on
the Day of Atonement. This was felt in a slight degree even in
the ordinary ministry of the priests (Luke i. 21).

unto salvation : probably to be connected with ¢shall appear,’
though it might be, and is by some, connected with ¢them that
wait for him.’ : -

X. 1-18.  The ineffectiveness of the sacrifices of the Law, and the
perfect efficacy of Chvists sacrifice.  The law’s unreality makes its
repeated sacrifices of no avail, for their repetition proves that they
can only bring the worshipper's guilt to mind, but cannot cleanse
the conscience, for no animal sacrifice can take away sins.
Therefore Jesus offered no animal victim, but one according to
God's will—his own body which God had prepared for him—and
thus we have been sanctified. While the priests stand offering
daily- ineffective sacrifice, he offered one sacrifice, effective for
ever, and sat at God’s right hand.

The author is now nearing the close of his formal argument.
He draws out more fully the inferiority of the Levitical sacrifices
to that of Christ, going back on some. points already touched on,
but adding much that is new and striking in a-forcible, though
obscure and somewhat broken, style.

1. a shadow: cf. viii. 5. Here the cantrast is between ¢ shadow”’
and ‘image.’ The latter is precise and sharply defined in its
outline, the former, unsteady and indistinct. But probably the
::Emtrast between shadow and substance is also expressed, for the

image’ is a reproduction in facsimile, not a mere pictorial repre-
sentation.. The law, then, suffers from & double defect: it gives
So blurred an outline of Christianity (‘the good things to come ™)
that no one would recognize what original it was meaat to portray,
and it was vitiated by a radical unreality, which made its vast
Machinery ineffective for producing any worthy result.

0z
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come, not the very image of the things, they can never
with the same sacrifices year by year, which they offer
a continually, make perfect them that draw nigh. Else
would they not have ceased to be offered, because the
worshippers, having been oncé cleansed, would have had
3 no more conscience of sins? But in those sacrifices
4 there is a remembrance made of sins year by year. For
it is impossible that the blood of bulls and goats should

they can never. Such is the best attested reading, and, if
correct, we must suppose that the sentence breaks off, and regard
the subject of this verb as ‘the priests.” But the text translated
in the margin ‘it can’ is intrinsically so much better, that it should
be accepted, in spite of its inferioy documentary attestation. The
plural is probably due to assimilation to ‘ they offer.” The subject
of the verb is then ¢ the law.’ At the same time it. is quite possible,
as Hort suggests, that the original reading has not been preserved.

with the same sacrifices year by year: probably the sacri-
fices on the Day of Atonement, though the whole round of
sacrifices through the year may be included. ‘The constant repeti-
tion proves their-ineffectiveness.

continually.: It is perhaps better to .connect. this word
with, the following clause, translating ‘ perfect for ever them . that
draw nigh. So far from -doing this, such effect as they had was
of the most. temporary character. The translation in the text in-
volves a certain tautology. . ;

2. If these sacrifices could have made the worshippers perfect,
they would not have needed to be repeated, for the conscience,
being cleansed from guilt, would have been free from the sense of
sin. ¢Once cleansed’ means cleansed once for all.

3. But what the sacrifices do is to bring sin to remembrance
rather than to purge it away. If they had to be thus repeated,
it could only be because sin-needed constantly to be atoned for.

4, Here the writer goes to the heart of the matter, The inade-
quacy of the Jewish sacrifices rests on the very nature of things.
It is essentially impossible that the blood of animal victims should
cleanse a human conscience from guilt, for in such sacrifices
there is no  conscious and voluntary, and therefore no moral,
element. Nor is there any real community between offerer and-
victim. We thus see one reason why the writer lays such
immense stress on the Incarnation and real human experience of
Christ. - He becomes man, not simply that he may sympathize
with us, but that he may offer himself for. us. - Vicarious sacrifice
is a principle profoundly true, but he who sacrifices himself far
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take away sins. Wherefore when he cometh into the 3
world, he saith, ‘ :
Sacrifice and offering thou wouldest not,

others must first be one with them. The author’s criticism of the
Levitical sacrifices is obvious enough to us, but should not blind
us to his superiority to the common Jewish conception, and the
importance of the moral test which he appligs. Probably this
verse seemed to his readers very revolutionary, though that coarse
animal sacrifices could not effect a spiritual end should have been
a self-evidencing truth. He therefore establishes his position by
an appeal to Seripture.

B. The quotation is from Ps. xI. 6-8. This psalm is thought
by many (though not by Wellhausen) to consist of two originally
distinct psalms, the former ending with verse 11, Its date is not
clear, but it scems to be later than Deuteronomy and Jeremiah,
and is probably post-exilic. The passage quotedis:in the original
exposed to several exegetical difficulties, and some recent eritics
emend the text very freely (so Duhm, Cheyne in The Christian
Use of the Psalms, and Wellhausen, less radically, in the Polychrome
Bible), These questions need no discussion here. But there is
a striking varidtion from the Hebrew in the LXX; which is
followed in the Epistle. The Hebrew literally means ‘Ears hast
thou digged for me,” by which is meant that God has opened the
ears of the speaker to hear his voice. ' The translation ‘a body
didst thou prepare for me’ is thought by some to be a free
rendering, but by others, with greater probability, to rest on
an early error in the Greek text, the Jast letter of the word ¢ thou
wouldest” with the word for ‘ears’ being read by mistake as
‘body'’, The author is justified in appealing to this psalm,
which, though not containing precisely a polemic 'against sacri-
fice, yet, like Psalms 1 and }, throws the emphasis of religion else-
where, and treats sacrifice as non-essential—one ‘of the numerous
indications that the post-exilic period was not so legalistic
and unspiritual as is often imagined. The words ‘a body didst
thou prepare me,” which the author referred to- the Incarnation,
no doubt facilitated the use of the passage here, and may have
determined the choice of it.

. when he cometh into the world, When he left his heavenly
life and came into the world, The refercnce is not to his entrance
on his public ministery.

sacrifice and offering denote respectively animal and vege-
table offerings. :

! 40éAnaas dria being read as if 48éAngas g@pa, hardly, as Farrar

Says, kernprioas dric being read as karyprigas sdpa.
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But a body didst thou prepare for me;

6 In whele burnt offerings and sacrifices for sin thou
hadst no pleasure :
7 Then said I, Lo, I am come

(In the roll of the book it is written of me)
To do thy will, O God.

8 Saying above, Sacrifices and offerings and whole burnt
offerings and sacrifices for sin thou wouldest not, neither
hadst pleasure therein (the which are offered according

¢ to the law), then hath he said, Lo, I am come to do thy
will.  He taketh away the first, that he may establish

a body didst thou prepare for me. The sacrifice of Jesus
was - assimilated to that of animal victims, in that it was the
offering up of a body. A body was needed for a blood-offering.
But for the animal the body was a mere vehicle of physical life,
whereas for Jesus it was the instrument of his moral training and
the organ of intercourse with hisfellow men. To do God's will was
ever the joy of the eternal Son, but to do it in the body, where
the very constitution of his nature made its full gratification
a disobedience to his Father’s will, was proof of moral devotion
under unprecedented difficulties. Thus the lifelong sacrifice of
the body, which culminated in the death, was not that in-
voluntary and non-moral sacrifice of the beast, but the free and
deliberate surrender of life to God, of his own, not that of another,

6. Closer definition of the type of sacrifice in which God
has no pleasure.

7. The Son, understanding his Father’s repugnance to these
sacrifices, declares that he is coming to do God’s will. This will
is accomplished in the offering of the body prepared to this end
by God.

In the roll of the book. The word translated ‘roli” is
generally said to mean originally the knob at the end of the stick
on which the parchment seroll was rolled, and so to be used for the
rollitself, Thereferencein the psalm is a little uncertain ; probably
the author of the Epistle thought of the O, T. generally.

8. (the whick are offered according to the law). Their
legalist character is hinted as a defect.

8. This verse sets the act of Christ in opposition to the
sacrifices of the law, and treats it as superseding them. The
question arises whether the author means simply that the
sacrifice he offered was of a kind well-pleasing to God, whereas
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the second. By which will we have been sanctified 10
through the offering of the body of Jesus. Christ- once
for all. - And every priest indeed standeth day by day n1

those of the law did not please Him, or whether he means more
than this, that what gave Christ’s act its efficacy was the spirit of
obedience in which it was done. This stress on the moral quality

of the sacrifice agrees well with the rejection of animal sacrifice,
the defect in which lay largely in its non-moral character. And
in any case it is difficult to suppose that the author was blind to
this great thought, that the Son’s perfect submission to the Father’s
will, his obedience to death, constituted much of the atoning
power of his work. Yet it may be doubted if that thought is
expressed here, - The author does not expound a philosophy
of sacrifice, Why it had atoning power was for him a question
less urgent than for us, since Scripture revealed it as a
matter of Divine appointmént. And it is surely significant that
the words ‘I delight’ are omitted from the quotation. If the
author’s point had been that the value of the offering lay in the
spirit in which it was made, would just those words in which
the spirit found fullest expression have been omitted as un-
important for his purpose?

10. Since the will of God has been thus satisfied in the sacrifice
of Christ, we have been ‘sanctified ' by it (marg. ‘in’). Sanctifica-
tion has not the meaning here which is commonly attached to it
in theology. It is primarily a ritual term. In the Jewish ritual
sanctification was effected by ritual methods, such as washing or
blood-sprinkling, the result of which was that the worshipper
was released from his uncleanness and able to enter into the
presence of God. The word has a corresponding sense here.
By the offering of Christ’s body, a sacrifice according to God’s
will, we have been so sanctified that we are able to enter into
fellowship with God. = That which hindered communion has been
removed. This was not, as in the Jewish ritual, some physical
condition, but a guilty conscience. ‘What is needed for the
renewal of communion is the removal of the sense of guilt.
When the sinner realizes that his sin has been borne by Christ,
that the sacrifice which can cleanse from guilt has been oﬁ'ered
he feels that the barrier between himself and God has been
broken, and communion with Him has been permanently re-
estabhshed

the offering of the body: on the cross, not in the heavenly
sanctuary,

11-13. Christ’s session at the right hand of God proves the
efficacy of his offering. His work stands in coptrast not simply
to that of the high-priest on the Day of Atonement, but to that of
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ministering and offering oftentimes -the same sacrifices,
12 the which can never take away sins: but he, when he
had offered one sagcrifice for sins for ever, sat down on
13 the right hand of God; from henceforth expecting till
14 his enemies be made the footstool of his feet. For by
one offering he hath perfected for ever them that are
15 sanctified. And the Holy Ghost also beareth witness to
us: for after he hath said, '

the common priests, Every day they offer sacrifices, which can
never cancel sin. - Their mighty labour, like that of Sisyphus,
ends always in nothing. The pathetic inefficiency of all this
elaborate apparatus, this daily addition of nought to nought,
which at the end of the long centuries have mounted up to zero,
is: all the more striking in the. light of Christ’s sacrifice, offered
once only but effective for ever. He now sits at God’s right
hand, having achieved an offering acceptable to God, while the
Jewish priest still stands to offer those useless sacrifices, sad
spectacle of belated incompetence. And, the session, glorious
though it is, is but the prelude to final triumph over his foes.

vriest. The marginal reading ¢high-priest’ has strong MS.
attestation, but is probably due to conformation of the. language
to v. 1, viil. 3. The objection to the reading in the text, that it
is not true that ‘every priest’ offered daily, misses the author’s
obyious meaning. The accumulation of words to bring out the
repetition of the sacrifices (‘day by day,” ¢ oftentimes,” ‘thesame’)
is remarkable.

take away: a strong word, meaning ‘ to strip off’

12. for ever. The punctuation in the text is much better
thap that in the margin, ‘sins, for ever sat down,’ &c., express-
ing not, of course, that the sacrifice is offered through eternity,
but that the one sacrifice has abiding effects, as is explained in
verse 4. .

13. The time for which he waits is the Second Coming.

14, He has only this subjugation of his foes to wait for, since
his single offering has this never-ending efficacy, that those whom
it sanctifies are made by it for ever complete.

15-18. And this is further proved by Secripture. In the
prophecy of the New Covenant, God, after He has, promised
to write His law on the heart, adds that He will no longer
remember their sins, But if sins have been forgiven,.no further
sacrifice is needed to atone for them. For the formula of
quotation cf. iii. 7, and ‘for the quotatien itself viii, ro-iz.
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This is the covenant that I will make with them
After those days, saith the Lord ;
I will put my laws on their heart,
And upon their mind also will I write them ;
then saith ke,
And their sins and their iniquities will I remember
- no more.
Now where remission of these is, there is no more
offering for sin.
Having therefore, brethren, boldness to enter into

16. then saith he. The Greek probably forms an incomplete
sentence, rightly completed in English by the addition of these
words.

X. 19-25. Draw near and hold fast. Since Jesus has dedicated
for us a new way to the heavenly sanctuary, where he is priest,
let us draw near in faith, cleansed from our. guilty past, and hold
fast our hope ; stimulating each other to deeds of service, and not
forsaking our own assembly, especially since the day draws nigh.

19. The writer has now concluded his formal argument, though
he has still much to say in which he strengthens and develops
certain sides of it. But now his aim is to drive home the practical
lessons of his exposition. If Christianity has successfully achieved
what even Judaism was unable to perform, if it has given unto us
the forgiveness of sins, the removal of guilt, and unrestricted
fellowship with God, then our plain duty is to hold firmly to it,
not -sngratefully despising the great good thus offered, and not
failing to use to the full the benefits thus secured. It is clear
that the author is not engaged in a mere academic discussion
as to the relative merits of Judaism and Christianity. It is because
he feels so intensely the imminent peril of his readers, that he
speaks with such intensity of warning and appeal. It is hardly
credible, if he had been writing to Gentile Christians, with a
temptation to forsake Christianity but none to fall away to
Judaism, that he would have devoted so elaborate an argument
to proving that Judaism was worn out and inferior to Christianity.

bolduess to enter into the holy piace. The Jewish
Sanctuary was inaccessible to the worshipper. He dared not
enter in for fear of the penalty of sacrilege. But for us the way
has been opened into the heavenly sanctuary, and we may entcr
In glad confidence without fear of rebuff. Feor we pass into it
by virtue of ‘the blood of Jesus’ We do not enter it with
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the holy place by the blood of Jesus, by the way which
he dedicated for us, a new and living way, through the
veil, that is to say, his flesh ; and Zawing a great priest

the blood. How the blood enables us to enter the following
verses explain.

20. by the way which he dedicated for us. The author
does not dwell here on the fact that Christ’s blood has so cleansed
us as to fit us for entering, but that he has inaugurated a way
by which we may enter. Hitherto there had been no way,
Christ has opened the way in that he has himself entered by 1,
and he is our Captain in whose steps we follow, The writer may
have had in mind the prophecy as to the ‘holy way’ for pilgrims
to the temple, over which the unclean might not pass (Isa. xxxv. 8).
The way is ‘new,” and in this there may be a reference to the
dedication of roads by saerifice (according to the common view
that the word meant originally ‘newly slain,” though in usage
it had come to mean simply ‘new”). It is ‘living’ (cf, iv. 12°,
is effective in bringing man to the goal of fellowship with the
living God in the living Christ.

through the veil. The way has been opened by the
removal of the veil, which hitherto had blocked the entrance.
This veil is the ‘flesh” of Christ, which while he was on earth
shut him out of the heavenly sanctuary. To gain access to it the
veil had to be taken away, in other words, he had to die. But
the question arises, If Christ, why not we too? Is it not true for
us also that the veil must be done away in each case, before we
can enter ; must we not die that we may pass into heaven? This,
once more, is an instance of the collision between the actual and
the ideal. This veil of flesh hangs for all of us before the heavenly
Holy Place, and hangs there still. We have to cast our ancho:
to the other side of it, and thus by hope feel ourselves bound
to that heaven, to which we truly belong, But there is something
stronger than hope, and that is faith. While hope is certain of
realization in the future, faith achieves realization in the present.
And thus faith carries us beyond the veil and gives us here and
now unbroken communion with God. It seems clear that ‘through’
must not be explained as equivalent to ‘by means of,” for a veil
is not a means of entrance, but a barrier which has to be put
out ‘of the way. The reference cannot therefore be to the
Incarnation. Westcott thinks the objections to identifying the
veil with the flesh render it probable that it should be explained
‘that is to say, 2 way of his flesh.’ The way, in other words,
consists in his true human nature. But the difficulty that Christ’s
flesh should be regarded as an obstacle to the vision of God
is one which it is not quitc easy to estimate, and which will
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over the house of God; let us draw near with a true
heart in fulness of faith, having our hearts sprinkled from
an evil conscience, and our body washed with pure water :
let us hold fast the confession of our hope that it waver
not ; for he is faithful that promised : and let us consider

be estimated very differently by different minds. Some, at least,
will feel that such a view harmonizes well with the general tenor
of the Epistle, and it is not probable that many will feel the
objection so acutely as to prefer this new interpretation of the
passage, Nor is it perhaps quite certain that this highly sugges-
tive passage cannot be worked into the typological scheme of
the Epistle. :

21. Not only is there a new way by which we may freely
go, but he who rules the sanctuary is our own great Priest, and
this assures us of welcome as we draw near.

a great priest: cf. iv. 14. The term is often used in the
O.T.,, both Hebrew and LXX. Here it is chosen, instead of
the usual high-priest, to emphasize his sovereign rule ‘over the
house of God’ {cf. iii. 6).

22.. A threefold exhortation, based on these encouraging facts,
now follows : draw near, hold fast, stimulate each other, iv. 14-16
contains the first two of these, but in reverse order.

with a true heart: a sincere, single heart with no doubleness
or reserve towards God.

in fulness of faith: since it is faith alone that can take us
within the veil. On ‘fulness’ (marg. ‘full assurance *) see vi. 11.
The combination of faith, hope, love in this passage is noteworthy.

having our hearts sprinkled from an evil counscience.
The phrase is compressed. It means having our hearts sprinkled
with the blood of Christ, and thus cleansed from the consciousness
of guilt (cf. ix, 14). So sacrificial blood was used in the consecra-
tion of priests (Exod. xxix. 2o, 21; Lev. viil. 23, 24, 30), and the
words ‘our body washed with pure water’ have their analogy
In the same ceremony (Exod, xxix. 4). There is probably a
reference to baptism, though the thought rests on the inward
cleansing which it typified (cf. Ezek. xxxvi. 25), The connexion
?f the latter clause with the next sentence {as in the marg.
conscience ; and having our body washed with pure water, let us
hold fast ") is less probable.

23. Relying on the faithfulness of God (cf. xi. 11), and therefore
on the sure fulfilment of His promise, we should hold firmly to the
confession of our hope. This confession was that first made at
baptism,

24. We should not concentrate our thoughts on ourselves

22

24



204 TO THE HEBREWS 10, 25, 26

25 one another to provoke unto love and good works ; not
forsaking the assembling of ourselves together, as the
custom of some is, but exhorting one another; and so
much the more, as ye see the-day drawing nigh.

26  For if -we sin wilfully after that we have received the

alone, careful merely about our own steadfastness, but on the needs
of others, stimulating them continually to that love and practical
charity, which is the best preservative of firmness in the faith.

25. If the author means that some were already forsaking the
Christian assemblies, he would feel that this was ominous of an
approaching lapse from Christianity altogether. He knows that
in the communion of saints lies one of the surest guarantees of
adherence to the faith. But he may not mean so much as this.
Zahn argues forcibly that the author is chiding Christians for
leaving their own congregation in vexation, and resorting to other
Christian congregations in the same city, instead’ of staying at
their post and helping their weaker brethren. This suits the
meaning of the word translated ¢ forsaking,” which means ¢leaving
in the lurch.’ And whether we accept this view or not, it would
probably be better to translate ¢ our assembly’ rather than ‘the
* assembling of ourselves together.” It is also in harmony with
the context. He exhorts them to help others in the Christian
life, so that those whom he is specially addressing would hardly
be themselves forsaking the Christian assemblies. Nor is this
suggested by what follows. The reference to the near approach
of ¢the day,’ and to the danger of falling away, might be to a peril
not threatening those to whom he is specially speaking, but rather
those’ whom ‘they ought to exhort’ and save. If this view is
correct, the readers must have lived in a large town, in which
there were other Christian congregations. ¢ The day,’ whose
approach makes his exhortation so much more urgent, is the
Second Coming, which was then thought to be close at hand.
If the Epistle was written before the destruction of Jerusalem,
the writer may have thought of this as ushering in ‘the day’;
it was, in a Sense, a coming of Christ, by which a decisive break
was effected between the old and the new and the Jewish
dispensation came to a definite end.

x. 26-31. The fate of the wilful sinner. Judgement, and not
atoning sacrifice, awaits wilful sin against light. Unpitying as
was the doom of transgressors against the law, how much sorer
will be that inflicted on those who trample on the Son of God
by that vengeful God, into whose hands it is a fearful thing to
fall,
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knowledge of the truth, there remaineth no more a sacri-
fice for sins, buta certain fearful expectation of judgement,

~

7

and a fierceness of fire which shall devour the adversaries. .

A man that hath set at .nought Moses’ law -dieth without
compassion on zhe word of two or three. witnesses: of
how much sorer punishment, think ye, shall he be judged
worthy, who hath trodden under foot the Son of God,

This deeply solemn warning against the perils of apostasy is
even mare severe than that in ch. vi, though it has close affinities
with it, and is to be interpreted in a precisely similar way.- The
line of argument in verses 28, 29 recalls that in ii. 1~4, though
here the reference is not so much to neglect of the revelation
given in the Son as to insulting rejection of his sacrifice... What
makes the case so hopeless is that they who commit the sin spoken
of have themselves been Christians, and therefore sin after they
have received a knowledge of the truth, The wilful sin of which
the author speaks is that of deliberate apostasy from Christianity.
. 28..Por. The connexion may be: we ought to be the more
zealous in our exhortation as the day approaches, since the
judgement it will bring to the apostate is so. terrible.

if we sin wilfully. The tense expresses not a single act
but a state, and this is a state deliberately chosen and persisted in,
For sin'with a high hand no atonement was provided in the law,
and probably this fact largely determines. the author’s point
of view, ;
knowledge: or better, ‘full knowledge’: they have a ripe
acquaintance with Christian truth, .

there remaineth no more a sacrifice for sins,  Judaism
obviously cannot offer such a sacrifice, for with that of Christ the
old sacrifices have lost all value, nor will Christ’s offering be
repeated, so that if they rejeet his work, their one hope is gone.

27. » certain fearful expectation. The author heightens the
terror of his words both by the indefinite ‘a certain,” whose
‘vagueness leaves room for the imagination, and by making the
mere ‘expectation’ so awful,

& flerceness of fire which shall devour the adversaries.
The words are largely taken from Isa. xxvi. r1. The margin
‘jealousy’ is more suggestive. :

28. The reference is to the punishment of idolatry (Deut.
avii. 2-7), a sin corresponding closely to that spoken of here,

29.- If such was the punishment unrelentingly visited on defiance
of the Law of Moses, how far more terrible must be that inflicted
on the apostate from Christianity. For think of all that apostasy

28
29
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and hath counted the biood of the covenant, wherewith
he was sanctified, an unholy thing, and hath done despite
unto the Spirit of grace? For we know him that said,
Vengeance belongeth unto me, I will recompense. .And
again, The Lord shall judge his people. It is a fearful
thing to fall into the hands of the living God.

But call to remembrance the former days, in which,

involves. It is a trampling on the Son of God himself, a counting
of that covenant-blood, whose sanctifying power he had himself
experienced, as an impure thing (/4. ‘a common thing”); itis a
blasphemous insult against that Spmt through whom the grace of
God has come.

30, 21. It is not to be imagined that God will lightly pass.over
such conduct. There is a stern side to His character, and it is
terrible to fall into His hands. The first quotation comes from
Deut, xxxii. 35. In the Hebrew this runs, ¢ Vengeance is mine
and recompense,’ in the LXX ¢In the day of vengeance I will
recompense.” The text here agrees only with the latter part of
the LXX version. It is a very interesting fact that Paul quotes
it in the same way (Rom. xii. 19), though in the sense that
we should leave God to avenge us. The coincidence between
Romans and our Epistle is difficult to account for. Several think
that the author quotes from Paul. It is more probable that the
words in this form had passed into a kind of religious proverb,
The Targum of Onkelos renders them similarly, and perhaps the
quotation is ultimately derived from some current version. . The
second quotation is found both in Deut. xxxii, 36 and in Ps,
cxxxv. 14. It has been suggested, on account of the variation
in the first quotation, that the passage in Deuteronomy was not
before the author’s mind, and that this second quotation is from
the Psalm. It is more probable that both come from Deuteronomy.
It remains only to mention that the. application in the Epistle is
different. The original speaks of vengeance on the enemies of
Israel and God’s vindication of His people, the prstle speaks
of vengeance on the unfaithful of His people.

31. & fearful thing. A reference to ‘fearful expectation’ in
verse a7.

the living God. Better, ‘a living God’ ; see note on ii. 12.

X. 32-39. Let the readers be worthy of their glovious past. Let
them recall their former sufferings and sympathy with others, and
patiently hold fast their confidence, assured of the fulfilment of
the prophetic word, that the Lord shall soon come, and the
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after. ye were -enlightened, ye endured a great conflict
of sufferings ; partly, being made a gazingstock both by 33
reproaches and afflictions ; and partly, becoming partakers

righteous live by faith. We are not such as shrink back, but
such as have saving faith.

33, 33. The severe warning is followed, as in ch. vi, by an assur-
ance that the past history of the Chuich and the readers gives war-
rant for a better hope. It is noteworthy that in both passages the
author finds his justification for this hope in the practical goodness
and brotherly love of the readers, while in the one before us he
adds their joyful endurance of persecution. The latter testified
eloquently to the reality of their faith, because they were ready
to suffer for it; the former is mentioned because their kindness to
Christians revealed a true devotion to Christ. The references
to' persecution would help us to determine more certainly the
identity of the Church addressed if we knew the details more
definitely. A period of persecution lies in the past, and it seems
to have been experienced shortly after the founding of the Church
(*after ye were enlightened’; cf. vi. 4). They had endured ‘a
great conflict,” consisting in. ¢ sufferings.” This is spoken of as it
affected the readers and their fellow sufferers, It is important
to bear this in mind, for the striking expression ‘being made
a gazingstock’ or a ‘theatrical display’ (#heatrisomenoi) is used
of the readers themselves. Were this not the gase, it might very
naturally have been interpreted of one of the most horrible
features of the Neromian  persecution. ‘Mockery of every sort
was added to their deaths. Covered with the skins of beasts,
they were torn by dogs and perished, or were nailed te crosses,
or were doomed to the flames and burnt, to serve as a nightly
illumination, when daylight had expired. Nero offered his
gardens for the spectacle, and was exhibiting a show in the
circus, while he mingled with the people in the dress of a
charioteer or stood aloft on a car’ (Tacitus. Annals xv. 44, quoted
from Church and Brodrib's translation). But those who- passed
through these experiences, in which some of the most dreadful
stories of mythology were not merely represented but re-
enacted, were not the survivors to whom this epithet is applied.
Paui uses the cognate noun when he speaks of himself and the
other apostles as having become a spectacle (#heatron) to the
Wworld and angels and men. The addition of the words ‘by
reproaches and afflictions’ also gives the word a milder sense
than would suit the more terrible aspects, at any rate, of the
Neronian persecution, Not only did they suffer in this way, but
they became ‘partakers’ of those who suffered similarly, boldly
agcepting partnership with them.
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3¢ with them that were so used. For ye both had com-
passion onthem that were in bonds, and took joyfully
the spoiling -of your possessions, knowing that:ye
yourselves have a better possession and an abiding one.
35 Cast not away therefore your boldness, which hath great
36 recompense of reward. For ye have need of patience,
that, having done the will of God, ye may receive the
promise.
a7 For yet a very little while,
He that cometh shall come, and shall not tarry.

84. Confirms verse 33. They shewed practical sympathy with
the prisoners, and joyfully accepted the plundering of their goods.
The former was honourably characteristic of the early Christians,
The false reading in the A. V., ¢ Ye had compassion of me in my
bonds,” largely contributed to the ascription of the Epistle to
Pautl (ef. Col. iv. 18 ; Phil. i. 17).

that ye yourselves have & better possession. The reading
‘for yourselves’ should probably be set aside as insufficiently
supported, The true text may be translated either as in the
R.V. text, or the margin, ‘that ye have your own selves for
a better possession." The objection to the former is that the
addition of ‘yourselves' seems to be pointless, for it suggests
a contrast between what they had and what others had, which
has no place here, for there is no mention of the present posses-
sors of their goods. The latter avoids this difficulty, and may
be illustrated by the words of Christ, ‘In your patience ye shall
win your souls’ (Luke xxi. 19), and ‘the gaining of the soul’
in verse 3g. It is true that this thought seems a little far-fetched,
but it is fine and suggestive, and perhaps on account of verse 39
should, on the whole, be accepted.

385. Animated by the memory of - this glorious past, let them
cling firmly to their ‘confidence,” which will receive ‘great
recompense of reward ™ (ii. 2, xi. 26). .

38. The exhortation of verse 35 is justified by the fact, already
urged upon them in ch. iv, that their great need is ‘patience,’
that they may gain the promised reward.

87. An explanation why patience is needed, and an encourage-
ment to-exercise it. The passage is quoted from Hab. ii. 3, 4,
the introductory words ‘yet a little while’ being taken from
Isa; xxvi. 20. The words of Habakkuk are very fanltily rendered
by the LXX, and further adapted by the author., Clauses are
transposed, and the Messianic reference (‘he that.cometh’) is
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But my righteous one shall live by faith 38
And if he shrink back, my soul hath no pleasure
in him. '

But we are not of them that shrink back unto perdition ; 39
but of them that have faith unto the saving of the soul.
Now faith is the assurance of #Zngs hoped for, the 11

introduced. According to the original, the prophet, dismayed by
the prosperity of the idolatrous oppressor and the suffering
of righteous Judah, receives the assurance that this anomaly is
only for a brief period, and that the great quality needed by the
righteous is that of steadfast faithfulness to God which will sccure
his life. Here the author brings out the sense that the Messiah
will come very speedily, that the righteous shall live by faith, but
he that draws back will lose the favour of God.

38. my righteous one shall live by faith. A famous passage,
alike for its use among the Rabbis and by Paul. The latter makes
it the Scriptural basis of his doctrine of Justification by Faith.
Paul's use of it implies a different sense of the word *faith’ from
that in which the author employs it, and one much further
removed from the meaning of Habakkuk. The passage forms a
kind of text to the following chapter. Some ancient authorities
read ‘ the righteous one’ (marg.).

if he whrink back. The word was originally used of
shortening sail. The conduct described is directly opposite to
that loyal faithfulness by which life is won. The meaning
attachied by the author to ‘my soul hath no pleasure in him’
is clear from ‘unto perdition’ in the next verse,

89. The anthor refuses to believe that his readers are guilty
of cowardly defection. They have that faith which issues in the
winning (marg. ‘gaining”) of the soul. What this faith is he
proceeds to make clear in the next chapter,

xi. This chapter is unsually regarded as part of the author’s
exhortation to his readers to stand firm. There is no question
that it fulfils that function, but it also seems to have an intimate
relation to the underlying conceptions of his argument., We have
already seen that the writer works with the conception of the
two ages. The age to come he represents as in a sense already
realized, but in another sense as still lying in the future. In
other words, his contrast is between the ideal and the actual.
.Now it might be pertinently urged that this very fact constituted
a serious objection to his argument. If we live in this age, why
should we accept the religion of the age to come? and has Jesus
put us in any better position than those who lived under the Old

P
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Covenant? How can we enterinto the heavenly sanctuary until
the veil.be done away for us, as it was for him? The writer
surmounts these difficulties by his doctrine of Faith. While we
are strangers and pilgrims we are not actually inhabitants of the
.New Jerusalem.:  But faith has this guality —that i can lift us into
fellowship with the Unseen, that it can carry us within the veil
_And so, while we are still inhabitants of this world, we may at
:*aity ‘moment through faith draw nigh and enter mto the -world
to come. Faith has thus a power of realization, by which the
invisible becomes visible and the future becames present. While
hope is the confident anticipation of a future regarded .as future,.
falth appropnates that future as an experience of the present.

xi. I-7. Faztlz The nature of faith and its exemplification in
our belief in the creative power of God, in the sacrifice of Abel,
the translation of Enoch, and Noah’s bunldmg of the ark.

1. The author does not intend to give a formal .definition of
faith so. much as: to smgle out those aspects of it to which: he
especially wishes to invité the attention of his readers. The,
translition of this verse is somewhat doubtful, *¢Assurance’
représents the word translated ¢subsiance’ in i 3 and ‘con-
fidence’ in iii. 14. The former of these translations was adopted:
here bythe A. V., but it may safely be set aside as incorrect. If
the ¢things hoped for’ have their ‘substance’ in faith, they are
reduced to a subjective illusion. This objcctxon does not ]1e
against the translation in the margin, ‘the giving.substance to,’
if we can explain this to mean that faith makes the lntang\ble
future a present reality to us. This represents precisely a leading
thought of the author in his conception of faith; the world to
come is made by faith a present possession: ' It is not clear,
however, that the phrase will bear this meaning.  The fthings
hoped for* have an existence quite apart from faith, and therefore
faith does not. endow them with reality. We should perhaps
have expected some such phrase as that faith gives substance
to our hope. It is therefore safest to abide by the translation
¢ assurance, which yields the sense that faith gives'us cettamty
of that which lies iv the future. The marginal translatlon, test,”
in the second clause is probably imapplicable in' point of fact

¢ Proving ’ may be correct; the clause would then méan that faith
demotistrates the unseen realities, But, if linguistically defensible,
‘ conviction,” that is, the result of demonstratmn, would be better.
Some deny that the word has this meaning, biut many excéllent
scholars interpret it so here. It is further to be noticed that
faith which has to do with the future ahd the unseen 'is something
very different from faith in the specifi¢ sense in which Pau! uses
it—that act of personal trust in Christ by which & man is united
to him, and therefore justified and renewed, It is diréctéd
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proving of things not seen. For therein the elders had =
witness borne to them. By faith we understand that the 3
worlds have been framed by the word of God, so- that
what is seen hath not been made out of things which do
appeat. By faith Abel offered unto God a more excellent 4
dacrifice than Ciin, through which he had witness borne
to hith that he was righteous, God bearing witness in
respect of his gifts: and through it he being dead yet

towards the future inheritance, which is as yet invisible, and
givés us a confident assurance of its reality. It is the inward
certainty that what we hope for has a real existenice; it is a
demonstration that the invisible world is no meére fancy.

2. This verse suggests the method the author intends to follow in

the development of his theme. ‘The elders’ are those who are
subsequently to be menqtioned, the faithful of the Old Covenant
down to the time of the Maccabees. To these, on account of their
faith, a good witness is borne in Scripture, The position assigned
to them is, indeed, somewhat anomalous. They live under all the
Emitations ot the O. T. religion, yet testimony is borne to them,
and they seem to transcend these limitations in their experience.
We are scarcely prepared, in fact, by the author’s previous argument
for the level on which, in this chapter, he sets their religious life.
Perhaps he saw in their faith a power which brought them into
relation with God, it may be by giving the death of Christ
& retrospective action,
.. 3. Before he comes to the O.T. examples of faith he speaks
of the assurance it gives us_that God is thé Credtor, and that
‘the worlds,’ literally * ages ’ (marg. i. 2), which have been made,
were not formed out of things which appear. This is not an
assertion of creation out of nothing, but a denial of creation from
the phenomenal. There may be a reference to the Platonic
doctrine’ of ideas. Faith is the faculty which goes behind the
Phenomena and discerns their immaterial source (cf. Rom. i. 20).
The author begins with creation, because its history precedes that
of the examples of faith which he intends to mention. )

4. The author does not say in what respect Abel's sacrifice was
‘more excellént’ than Cain’s. The word properly means ‘more
abundant,” and there may be a reference to the fact that Abel
brought the firstlings and of the fat, while Cain is simply said to
have brought of the fruits of the earth. The LXX, however,
Suggests that Cain’s offering was rejected on the ground of ritual
Inaccuracy : ‘If thou offerest rightly, but dost not rightly divide,
dost thouniot sin?* But ¢ divide’ svarcely suits the vegetable offering,

P 2
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speaketh. By faith Enoch was translated that he should
not see death; and he was not found, because God
translated him: for before his translation he hath had
witness borne to him that he had been well-pleasing unto
God : and without faith it is impossible to be well-pleasing
unto him: for he that cometh to God must believe that
he is, and #4a/ he is a rewarder of them that seek after

and perhaps the LXX meant something different. Probably we
should retain ‘more excellent,” and it is most natural, from the
author’s point of view, to find the superiority ot Abel’s offering in
the fact that it was a blood-sacrifice, This may explain why the
offering is said to have been made * by faith.” ¢Faith’is here more
than a conviction of God’s existence and reward of those who
seek Him, for the fact that Cain sacrificed at all should suffice to
prove that he possessed this degree of faith, If the writer thought
that Abe! had laid hold of the principle that a sacrifice, to be of
the highest efficacy, involved the shedding of blood, he may have
seen in this an example of spiritual insight, which closely cor-
responds to one clement of faith, all the more sSince at this time
no law of sacrifice had been given. There may be an allusion to
the readers’ need of a similar faith, to discern how much more
cxcellent than the blood of animal victims is the blood of Christs
¢ Witness® was ‘borne to him’ in the words of Scripture (Gen. iv.
4). Invirtue of his faith ‘he being dead yet speaketh,” the reference
being to the words: * The voice of thy brother’s blood calleth to me
from the ground’ {cf. xii. 24). It was a widely-spread view that
blood that fell on the ground cried for vengeance. Hence death
was often inflicted without bloodshed, or, when blood was spilt,
precautions were taken against its falling on the ground. The
author probably wished to bring out that faith triumphs over death
and guarantees immortality, thus preparing the way for his next
example. For ‘in respect of his gifts’ the margin gives ¢ over
his gifts.”

5, 6, Itis not quite clear in what way the translation of Enoch
was due to his faith. No general idea of faith suffices here, for
of the countless number of the faithful only two are said to have
been translated. We may interpret the writer’s thought in this
way. If faith is that quality which, in a sense, can translate us
while living in this world into the next—though for the full
realization of this we have to pass through death—why should it
not, in an exceptional case, be strong enough to effect actual
translation without the experience of death at all? The O.T.
did not refer Enoch’s translation to faith, but the writer infers



TO THE HEBREWS 11. +, 8 213

him. By fzith Noah, being warned of God concerning ;
things not seen as yet, moved with godly fear, prepared
an ark to the saving of his house; through which he
condemned the world, and became heir of the righteous-
ness which is according to faith. By faith Abraham,
when he was called, obeyed to go out unto a place which

-]

it from the fact that he pleased God (so the LXX renders, ‘ he
walked with God”), and that faith was necessary for this. The
Hebrew phrase would have suited his argument even better. To
Enoch’s case the writer applies the general principle that faith is
necessary if we are to please God. If we come to Him we must
believe that He really is (corresponds to ‘ the conviction of things
not seen,” verse 1), and that ‘ He is a rewarder of them that seek
after Him” {corresponds to ‘the assurance of #iigs hoped for™).
The servile worship of a Being conceived as bad would not be
regarded by the author as ¢ faith,”

7. The case of Noah is an example of faith as directed to ‘the
unseen future, with the special thought of salvation from future
peril, which rested on a conviction of God’s retributive justice, in
reward and punishment, by which he condemned the world, which
lived careless of such a thought. The meaning can hardly be, as
some think, that by preparing an ark for his own house merely,
he doomed the rest of the world to destruction. It is also possible
to explain ‘by which” as by the ark, but since this was the
embodiment of his faith, there is no practical difference between
the two interpretations. By his action Noah gaired a ‘righteous-
ness’ matching his ¢ faith.” The phrase does not mean the same
as Paul’s ‘rightecusness of faith,” since ‘faith’ bears in the two
writers so different a meaning, and is not in this Epistle said to be
imputed for righteousness, while righteousness is not viewed as the
direct outcome of faith. This verse suggests to the readers how
a fast hold on faith may save them from destruction to which the
unbelieving worid is condemned.

xi. 8-12. The faith of Abraham and Sarah. The faith of
Abraham shewn in abandoning his home for an unknown land,
and refusing to find in Canaan the fulfilment of his hope. The
faith of Sarah shewn in the birth of Isaac.

8. Abraham receives a special prominence because he was so
eminently a man of faith, while his career presented a parallel
to the circumstances of the readers, and a pattern for their conduct.
They have received the call to go forth out of Judaism and break
decisively with their past. They are strangers and pilgrims in,
a land not their own, heirs of the same promise, looking far the
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he was to receive for an inheritance; and he went out,
not knowmg whlther he went. By faith he became
a sojourner in. the land of promise, as in a /azd not his
own, dwelling in tents, with Isaac and Jacob, the heirs
with him of the same promise : for he looked for the
city which hath. the foundations, whose builder and
maker is God. By faith even Sarah herself received
power to conceive seed when she was past age, since she

City of God. They are called upon to make a great surrender.
Abraham exhibited his faith in obedience to the Divine call. He
surrendered the certainties of home and kindred for the uncertain-
ties of wandering and life among strangers, and even for ignorance
of the goal to which he was bound. And he did this bécause he
had received the D1vme promise and utterly trusted the faithfulness
of God.

9, 10. In ‘the land of promise’ itself he was a ‘sojourner,’
‘dwelling in tents' (marg. ‘having taken up his abode in tents’)
like the nomad, with no secttled abode, and this for no brief
period, but right on into the lifetime of Jacob. The thought is not
quite clear, but the author seems to mean that by faith Abraham
perceived that Canaan, ¢ land of promise’ though it was, was rot
the permanent abode which God intended for him. And so he
patiently waited God's time, dwelling in tents and seeking to found
no city; for the city Divinely promised must be worthy of God,
and therefore planned and built by Him, with immovable and
etérnal foundations. Earth had no such city to shew; “tents’
were the fit shelter in its transitory pilgrimage. The c1ty he
sought is the heavenly Jerusalem (Gal, iv. 26; Rev. xxi. 2, 14,
19), and the triumph of his faith consists in this, that he made no
attempt to regard even © the land of promise” as his own land and
permanent abode, but looked beyond it to heaven, which is alone
our fatherland (verse 14.) and ‘the heart’s true home.’ For
¢builder * the margin gives ‘architect.”

11. Sarah stands in the narrative of Genesis as an example of
incredulity, and it is therefore surprising to find her held up as
a pattern of faith. The translation to conceive seed’ is also very
dubious, the term being inapplicable to the female, We might
explain that she received power with reference to Abraham’s act.
It would probably be safer to translate ‘to found a posterity.’
Some make Abraham the subject of the sentence, translating, with
slightly altered Greek, ‘he received power for Sarah herself, to beget
offspring.” The d:fﬁculty of the present text makes Dr, Field’s

"conjecture, that the words ‘and Sarah herseli” were originally
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counted him faithful who had promised: wherefore alsp.

there sprang. of one, and him as good as dead, so many
a8 the stars of heaven in multitude, and as the sand,
-which ig by the sea shore, innumerable.

-.'These - all died ‘in - faith, :not having. received the 1

promises, but having seen them and greeted them from
afar, and having confessed that they were strangers.and

a marginal note, incorporated in the text by mistake, -very
tempting. The whole passage would then read more naturally,
for sinee it is of Abraham that verse 1z speaks, the reference to
Sarzh dislocates somewhat the progress of thought. If it is
eliminated, Abraham alone is quoted as an example of faith. If
the words are retained, ‘cven Sarah herself” probably means Sarah,
in spite of her earlier unbelief; : S g
12. So great is the power of faith that from a single individual,
dead for this purpose (Rom. iv. 19), had sprung an innumerable
posterity (Gen. xxii. 17, xv. 5). Faith thus brings life out of death,

xi. 13-16. Faith demands what earth cannol give. The patriarchs
died in faith without receiving the promises, for faith assured them
that ‘earth could not yield the fatherland they were seeking, and
God rewarded their assurance of a heavenly country by preparing
for them a city. )

Not only did the patriarchs live in faith, but they died ‘in
agcordance with’ it; in other words, they held fast to faith, in
spite of the fact that they died with the promise still unfulfilled,
having, indeed, recognized that fulfilment on earth was not to be
looked for. They had gladly saluted the promises from afar, and
in. the strength of this conviction that, far off though they were,
they would ultimately be fulfilled, they dwelt on earth as in
a foreign land. And by their very confession that they were
*strangers and pilgrims’ (Gen. xxiii. 4, xlvii. g) they made it clear
that they sought a “fatherland.” This could not be the native land,
from which they had come, for then they would have returned to
it. Nor could it be the land of promise, in which they spoke of
themselves as ¢ strangers,” and in which they had no settled abode.
Therefore it must have been for ‘a fatherland’ beyond the carth,
a ‘heavenly’ country, that they were seeking. And since they
thus confessed their heavenly origin, and were content with heaven
alone as their permanent home, God did not disdain to own Him-
self their God, and rewarded their magnificent faith by ‘acity*
worthy of it. ) .

13. not having received the promises. They had not received
the fulfilment of them. The same word is used in verse g9 for
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14 pilgrims on the earth. For they that say such things
make it manifest that they are seeking after a country of

15 their own. And if indeed they had been mindful of that
country from which they went out, they would have had

16 opportunity to return. But now they desire a better
country, that is, a heavenly: wherefore God is not
ashamed of them, to be called their God: for he hath
prepared for them a city.

17 By faith Abraham, bemg tried, oﬁ'ered up Isaac: yea,

‘received,’ while in verse 17 another word is used, and in vi. 15.
xi. 33, yet another,

14. suchkthings, Thatis, that they are ‘strangers and pilgrims.’

16. to be called their God. It is questionable whether von
Soden is right in thinking that the thought is here suggested that,
because God calls Himself ‘their God, they are not dead, and
thus that faith is once more shewn as triumphing over death,
This thought is expressed in Mark xii. 26, 27, and deduced from
this self-designation. It is also true that in the cases of Abel,
Enoch, Abraham (in the birth of Isaac), Isaac (in the delivery
from death), and in some others, this thought is prominent, but it
is not sp here, and had the author mtended it he would probably
have made it explicit.

xt. 17-22. The faith of Abraham. Isaac, Jacob, and Joseph. The
faith of Abraham further shewn in the sacrifice of Isaac. on whose
life the promises hung; the faith of Isaac in the blessing of his
sens ; the faith of Jacob in the blessing of Joseph’s son, the faith
of Joseph in his prediction of the Exodus and command that
his bones should be buried in Canaan.

17-19. The author now sets forth the supreme trial of Abra-
ham's faith, It had triumphed over physical senility, and over
long delay, and now he was summoned to do something which
would nullify, as it seemed, the fulfiiment of the promises. These
promises, which he had welcomed so eagerly, all gathered about
Isaac, and in him all hopes of their realization centred. But
though Isaac was to him as good as dead, since he meant at all
risks to obey the command of God, yet he would not believe that
the Divine promise could be stultified by the Divine command.
Assured of the faithfulness of God, which could not suffer His
purpose to be frustrated or His promise to fail, he rose in faith
above death itself, believing that God was strong enough to rescue
the heir of the promises from the grip of death.

17. offered up: /i?. ‘hath offered up ' (marg.),
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he that had gladly received the promises was offering up
his only begotten son ; even ke’'to whom it was said, In
Isaac shall thy seed be called : accounting that God #s
able to raise up, even from the dead; from whence he
did also in a parable receive him back. By faith Isaac
blessed Jacob and Esau, even concerning things to come,
By faith Jacob, when he was a dying, blessed each of

kie only begotten son. Not that the author has forgotten
Ishmael, but because ‘in Isaac’ alone was Abraham’s seed to be
called, and he alone was the child of promise.

18. The quotation is from Gen. xxi. 12, where Ishmael is
excluded. For ‘to whom’ the margin gives ¢ of whom.

19. from whence he did also in a parable reoeive him
back. It is generally agreed that the reference is to Isaac’s
deliverance from impending death, Since he did not actually
die, but was only in imminent danger, the author adds ‘in a
figure,” to imply that his father did not literally so receive him
back. Westcott adopts a view, which had found very few
supporters, that the reference is to the birth of Isaac, translating
‘whence he also in a figure received him.” The reference in
‘from the dead’ is then explained by verse 12. - But the immediate
impression of the passage and the context seems to negative this
view,  The word translated ‘from whence’ means everywhere
else in the Epistle ‘ wherefore,” and several so interpret it here;
the meaning would then be that on account of his faith he received
him back. The decision is difficult, but the R. V. translation seems
the more natural, ¢In a parable’ may contain an allusion to the
deliverance of Isaac as a parable of Christ’s resurrection, There
are other translations which need not be discussed.

20-22. The three cases now quoted are alike in this, that each
!lappencd in view of approaching death, and faith was exhibited
In confident prophecy of the future.

. 80. Gen. xxvii. Although at first Isaac blessed Jacob unwit-
tingly, he confirmed his action afterwards, recognizing the over-
ruling Providence of God. The blessing of Esau touched especially
the latter portion of Edom’s historv, and thus related to the
distant future, when its servitude to Israel should be past.

21. Gen. xlviii, Faith revealed to Jacob the high destiny of
Joseph’s sons, so that he gave them his blessing, thus equalizing
them with his own sons; and by the insight of faith he guided his
hands wittingly, recognizing the precedence of Ephraim, which
history was to confirm.

21
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the sons of Joseph; and worshipped, Jeaning upon the
22 top of his staff. = By faith Joseph, when his ¢nd was nigh,
‘ made mention of the departure of the children of Israel;
23 and gave commandment concerning his bones. - By fa.lth
Moses, when he was porn, was hid three months by his
parents, because they saw he was a goodly child; and
24 they were not. afraid of the king’s commandment. By
faith Moses, when he was grown up, refused to be called

worshipped, leaning upon the top of his staff. This incident
occurred rather earlier (Gen. xlvii. 29-31) than the blessing of
Ephraim and Manasseh, In prospect of death, Jacob causes
Jogeph to swear that he will bury him in the burymg--place of
his fathers, The order is probably inverted to bring the two bless-
ings, with the reversal of the natural order, together, and mmx.l;:rly
‘to” cannecdt Jacob's plea fo be buried in Canaan with Joseph's
command that his bones should be taken by the Israelites when
they left Egypt. The Hebrew means ‘and Israel bowed himself
on_ the bed’s head.” The word translated <bed’ was taken by the
LXX, followed by this Epistle, to mean °staff ’ the two words
bemg the same when written without vowel- -points (zrastiah,
‘bed,’ smatteh, ‘stafi”). The R. V. gives the sense of the Greek.
22. Gen, l 24, a5; cf. Exod. xiii, 19; Joshua xxiv. 3a
Joseph's faith was shewn in his certainty that the Israclites would
be delivered from Egypt, and most strikingly in his claim that
they should take his bones to rest in the Promised Land.

xi. 23-28. The faith of Moses and his parents, The faith of the
parents of Moses shewn in the concealment of their son, in
defiance of the king’s command. Moses’ faith in renouncing
his position at Pharaoh’s court and ecasting in his lot with the
oppressed people of God. His faith in forsaking Egypt. His
faith in instituting the passover.

23. Exod.ii, 1,2, The faith of Moses' parents was dlsplayed in
two forms. They had the insight to see in his beauty a sign
of a destiny Divinely reserved for him, and they had the heroic
courage to disregard the law of death.

24-27. The qualities of insight and courage, which were
manifest in the faith of his parents, were shewn in the faith of
Moses in a higher form. First there was a great act of renuncia-
tion- of high posmon and brilliant career. MHe deliberately
chose to throw in his lot with his people, and surrender all the
splendour of Egypt and the prospects it offered him. To this act

. of patriotic devotion and self-renouncing love he was prompted
by faith. It needed no common insight to see in Israel, groaning
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the son of Pharaob’s daughter; choosing rather to be
evil entreated with the people of God, than to enjoy the
pleas{lres of sin for a season ; accounting the reproach of
Christ greater riches than the treasures of Egypt: for he

under cruel taskwork—a horde of brutalized slaves, as it must have
been—* the people of God.” This fact and the tie of blood imposed
on Moses his duty, to place his life at their service. And when
the bigher road opened up before him, to walk the lower, even
if it were in statesmanship or war for Egypt, was only a refined
form of ¢sin.' He had faith to see that it was ¢sin,’ and further,
that its ‘ pleasures”’ could not last. *He saw, too, that to bear the
ignominious Jot of his people involved a principle. which received
its highest exemplification in ‘the reproach of Christ.’ In this
he realized that he possessed a treasure richer than all those of
Egypt, for he looked to the ‘recompense,’ that is, the heavenly
‘reward.’ Following this renunciation came his plunge into
action, the slaying of the Egyptian, in consequence of which ‘he
forsook Egypt.'” Here the criticism might be urged that Moses'
faith had failed him. The author chooses this stage in his career
for the express purpose of rebutting such a charge. On enthusi-
astic renunciation there had followed bitter disillusion. The
people, for whom he had surrendered all, proved unworthy.
But he rose above disappointment, and had faith to see that God's
time had not come. The strain of waiting and inaction had to be
borne, the inner life must be deepened in meditation and seclusion,
till self-confidence had passed into diffidence, and God Himself
bade him take up the great task. During this long period it was
the vision of God which steadied and strengthened him,

24, refased. The word implies deliberate rejection of a career
which he was free to choose. The statement goes beyond the
narrative in Exodus, and rests probably on current Jewish beliefs
in the author’s time,

25. the pleagures of sin. By this is not meant vicious self-
indulgence, but these higher ®pleasures’ of brilliant career and
scope for his genius, innocent in themselves, but ¢sin’ for him,
since duty imperiously called him to another service. Faith
shewed him that such pleasures were but ‘for a season,’ and
could therefore give no permanent satisfaction.

26. the reproach of Christ: marg. ‘ the Christ.” The author
seems to mean that Moses looked upon the lot he had chosen
as an endurance of ‘the Messiah's reproach,’ consciously berne
In his cause, just as Christians have to bear it. The reproach
which rests on the Captain of Salvation rests of nccessity on his
followers, and if they go to him outside the camp they must bear

25

26
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2y looked unto the recompense of reward. By faith he
forsook Egypt, not fearing the wrath of the king : for he

his reproach (xiii. 13), the cross which he suffered, despising its
shame (xii. 2). In his great army the saints of the Old Covenant
have their place. Looking at the matter from a more purely
historical point of view, we may see in the sacrifice made by
Moses the same principle exemplified, which found its perfect
expression in the cross of Christ. For the joy of redeeming Israel
from Egyptian bondage Moses dared to make a great refusal and
to despise its infamy. ‘ '

he looked nnto the recompense. Probably the author means
that in his choice Moses was determined by thought of the
heavenly reward, the things hoped for and unseen. It is striking
that such a doctrine of the future life plays no partin the early
religion of Israel, and the action of Moses stands out on this
account as the more conspicuously disinterested.

27. This is referred by some to the flight into Midian after the
murder of the Egyptian ; by others to the Exodus. In favour of
the latter may be urged the fact that Moses is said on the former
occasion to have feared (Exod. ii. 14), and, later, to have fled from
the face of Pharaoh (verse 15). Everything else is against it.
There would be an inversion of the historical order of the passover
and the Exodus; forsoock " is much less appropriate to his leaving
at the head of a great Lost than to the act of an individual fugitive,
nor was the actual Exodus in defiance of the king's wrath, but at
his urgent request (Exod. xii. 31). The last words of the verse
are also more appropriate to the flight, but the words ‘not
fearing the wrath of the king’ really favour this view ; although
the similar words in verse 23 somewhat diminish their significance,
yet the addition of these words is striking. So far from their
insertion being due to the author’s forgetfulness of Exod, ii. 14,
as de Wette strangely supposes, it is due to the fact that he
remembered them, and felt that they constituted a challenge.
Here, at any rate, it might be said the faith of Moses gave way.
No, the author replies, his flight was due to his faith, and not to
fear of the wrath of the king. It must be observed that the
narrative does not assert that Moses fled because he feared the
xing’s wrath, and the author probably felt warranted by this in
his assertion, It is not necessary to ask how he explained the fear
which Moses displayed; all that is necessary is to see that the
words constitute an argument for rather than against the reference
to the flight. Moses had faith to interpret the swift collapse of
his hopes and the rejection by his people as God's sign that the
time was not yet ripe. And so ‘ he forsook Egypt, not fearing:
the wrath of the king,’ because his gaze was fixed on a higher
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endured, as seeing him who is invisible. By faith he
kept the passover, and the sprinkling of the bleod, that
the destroyer of the firstborn should not touch them.
By faith they passed through the Red sea as by dry
land : which the Egyptians assaying to do were swallowed
up. By faith the walls of Jericho fell down, after they
had been compassed abour for seven days. By faith
Rahab the harlot perished not with them that were

King, who held life and death more firmiy in His hand. Ee rose
above the reaim of sight, and his steadfast courage grew stiong
in contemplation of the unseen. For the courage to abandon
work on which the whole heart is set, and accept inaction cheer-
fully as the will of God, is of the rarest and highest kind, and can
be created and sustained only by the clearest spiritual vision.
Von Soden’s view, that the pbrase ‘forsook Egypt’ is a compen-
dious expression for the whole history from the revelation in
Midian to the departure of Israel from Egypt, and that ‘seeing
him who is invisible ’ refers to the burning bush, is epen to some
of the difficulties mentioned and creates others of its own.

28. Here faith saves once more from death. ‘He kept the
passover ’ (/#, ‘hath made,” marg. ‘instituted’) (Exod. xii), as
a memorial feast, and the firstborn of Israel were saved from the
destroying angel by the ‘sprinkling of the blood’ on the door-
posts and the lintel. The ‘faith’ was shewn by belief in the
Impending peril and by acceptance of the appointed means of
salvation. '

. Xi. 29-31. The Red Sea, Jericho, and Rahab. Faith exemplified
In the passage of the Red Sea. the downfall of the walls of
Jericho, and the preservation of Rahab.

29, 30. These verses give examples of the wonder-working
power of faith. The Israelites made trial of the sea, and a way
through it ‘on dry land’ opened up to them, the Egyptians ‘ made
tdal’ of this dry land, and to them it became sea. So faith
brought about the downfall of the ‘walls of Jerictio for in
obedience to the command of God Israel went round them scven
days, and they fell without assault {Joshua vi. 1-z0).

81. Joshua wvi. 17, 22-25. Rahab hid and preserved the
Hebrew spies, confessing that Yahweh was God in heaven above
and on earth beneath. and that he had given Canaan to the
Israelites (Joshuaii). The inhabitantsof Jericho were ‘disobedient”
because, unlike Rahab, they did not submit to Israel, thoygh they

new its wonderful history {Joshua ii. g-11).

29
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32 disobedient, having received the spies with peace.” And
what shall T riibre say? for the time will fail me if T tell
of Gideon, Barak, Samson,” Jephthah; of David and

33 Samuel and the prophets: who through faith subdued
kingdoms, wrought righteousness, cbtained promises,

34 stopped the mouths of lions, quenched the power of fire,
escaped the edge of the sword, from weakness wére made
strong, waxed mighty in war, turned to flight armies of

35 aliens. Women received their dead by a resurrection :

xi. 3z-g40. Later heroes of faith. By faith many performed
great exploits and displayed heroic fortitude. Yet though witness
was thus borne to them, they did not reccive the promises, that
their perfection might not anticipate ours.

32. The examples of faith which follow fall into two classes:
by faith men performed great deeds of heroism, and’ by faith
they endured the severest persecution. The author ‘bégins with
the names of four of the judges, ¢ Gideon’ (Judges vi-viii), ¢ Barak®
(Judges iv, v},‘Samson‘ (Judges xiii-xvi), and < Jephthah® (Judges
xi, xii). ~ ‘David’ is next mentioned, as the warrior-king, who
crowned the long line of Israel's early heroes.” All these werc
conspicuous examples of faith, since by it they were able to
achieve their, great victaries. ‘Samuel’ marks the transition to
¢ the prophets,’ since he was judge and prophet in one.

33. subduned Xingdoms. The reference is general, but the
conquests of Joshua and David, perhaps also of the Maccabees,
may be specially in the author’s mind. The phrase ‘wrought
righteousness’ is very general, and found many exemplifications
in the history of Israel. It may include acts of civil judgement,
but also probably exploits on behalf of Israel (cf. ¢the righteous acts
of the Lord,” Judges v. 11). ¢ Obtained promises’ is also applicable
to many, but at least the reference cannot be to the ¢ promises’
mentioned in verses 13 and 39.

stopped the mouths of lions: the reference is eclearly to
Daniel (Dan, vi), not to Samson or David.

34. quenched the power of five : this refers to the three Hebrew
children (Dan. iii). ¢Escaped the edge of the sword in numerous
instances, ° Gut of weakness were made strong’: Samson may
be specially in his mind, but in this, and still more in the two
following clauses, the tnumphs of the Maccabzan campaigns are
probably chiefly in view.

35. Womén réceived their dead: the widows of Zarephath
(r Kings xvii. 8-24) and the Shunammite (2 Kings iv. 18-37).
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and others were tortured, not accepting their deliverance ;
that they might obtain a better resurrection i and others
had trial of mockings and scourgings, yea, moreover of
bonds and imprisonment: they were ‘sfoned; they were
sawn asunder, they were tempted; they were slain with
thé sword : they went about in sheepskins, in goatskins ;

‘were tortnred : marg. ‘beatén to death.’ ¢ Were broken on
the wheci’ is the literal meaning. The reference is to the
narrative in 2 Mac¢. vi; 18-31, where we read of Fleazar, who
at the age of ninety was tortured, and to chap. vii, which narrates
the horrible martyrdom of the seven brethren and their mother.
The words ‘not accepting ' their deliverance’ (literally *the
retemption,” marg.) may be ilustrated from both narratives, and
‘that they might obtain a better resurrection’ from the second
(vil. 9, 11, 14, 29, 36). ~This “better resurreetidn’ to-eternal life
is contrasted with that mentioned in - the former part of the verse.

38. mockings and seourgings. The phrase is best illustrated:
from the narratives of Eleazar and the seven brethren.  ~*

bonds and imprisonment. Another phrase with several

examples, perhaps jeremiah was specially in the author’s mind.

3Y7. stomed: as Jeremiah is said to have been,so also ZecHariah
(2 Chron. xxiv. 20, 21). Isaiah is said in traditior to have been
‘sawn asunder’ in-the reign of Manasseh ; the silence of Kings is
strong negative evidence against tlie story. S

they were tempted. If this is retained, the reference must
be to the -temptations to apostasy such as we find in the story
of the seventh brother {2 Mace. vii. 24, 25). It cannot be denied
that- temptation comes strangely among physical tortures, Some
have conjectured ¢ were ‘burned,” which gives an excellent sense,
and is very similar in Greek. The allusion might then be to
bu_mings of Jews, such as are recorded in 2 Macc. vi. 11, But
this word is so like the word for ‘were ‘sawn ssunder’ ‘that
Dr. Field may be right in thinking that ‘no good writer would
have brought two words hardly distinguishable in socund . .. into
Juxtaposition,” and that the word may have originated in a
Marginal gloss on ‘had trial,” and by miistake ‘been tiken into
the text. it is omitted in the Syriac. : :

~ #lain with the sword: as the prophets in the time of Ahab
(1 Kings xix. 14), and later Uriah in the Hme of Jehoiakim

€r. xxvi 20-23). : :

., they went about. The writer passes on to describe their
tnsettled, homeless, fugitive life. For ‘sheepskins’ cf. 1 Kings
XX, 13, 19; 2 Kings i. 8, ii. 8, 13, 14 ; Zech. xiii. 4. '

36
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2 with patience the race that is set before us, looking unto
Jesus the author and perfecter of owr faith, who for the
joy that was set before him endured the cross, despising
shame, and hath sat down at the right hand of the

3 throne of God. For consider him that hath endured
such' gainsaying of sinners against themselves, that ye

4 wax not weary, fainting in your souls. Ye have not yet

translate one Greek word, which occurs nowhere else and is of
very uncertain meaning. There are several possible translations,
suchas ‘easilyavoided,’ ‘ much admired’or ‘ popular, “close clinging.’
While the second of these is suggested by the form of the word, it
does not yield a very good sense, and the first gives a meaning
quite inapplicable. The last yields an excellent sense in the
context. Sin clings about the runner of the heavenly race like
a long, close-fitting robe, impeding his every movement or even
tripping him up.

2. While not unconscious of these witnesses they must ¢ look
away’ from everything else and fix their eyes on ‘the leader and
perfecter of faith, Jesus.” He is the great example of faith, who
also exhibits it perfectly. The faith even of the O. T. saints pales
in comparison with his. For ‘author’ the margin gives ¢ captain ’;
see ii, 1o. Owur should be omitted ; it unduly limits the thought.
Like Jesus the readers had also a painful cross to endure and
a bitter shame to despise, His example should hearten them,
and like him they should keep the joyful goal steadily in view.
For him the * joy’ is not that of selfish happiness, for there is no
self-seeking in him. His position at God’s right hand is preciaus,
not for its dignity but for its possibilities in the saving of men.
We might also translate ‘instead of the joy,' in which .case the
meaning will be that Jesus chose the life of earth, which culminated
in the shame and agony ol the cross, mstead of the joy of un-
broken life in heaven (cf Phil ii. 6-9;.

3. The spectacle of Jcsus endurmg the contradlct:on of sinners
should animate their flagging energies. The reading in the text
against themselves is better attested and more difficult, and
therefore more likely to be right, than that in the margin * against
himsell.” If accepted, we may connect it with ‘sinners’ in the
sense that those who thus contradicted really sinned against
themselves, or with ‘gainsaying,” perhaps with the thought that
they contradicted the better self. The reading ‘against himself’
is easy, but seems to add little to the thought.

4. This passage is usually explained to mean that they have not
resisted to the point of suffering death by martyrdom. Several
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resisted unto blood, striving against sin: and ye have 3
forgotten the exhortanon, which reasoneth with you as
with sons,
" My son, regard not lightly the chastening of the Lord,
Nor faint when thou art reproved of him;
For whom the Lord loveth he chasteneth, . 6
And scourgeth every son whom he receiveth,
It is for chastening that ye endure; God dealeth thh 7

infer from this that the Epistle cannot have been sent to any
church in which martyrdoms had at any time occurred. This
would exclude Jerusalem, and Rome after the Neronian perse-
cution. Others argue that the statement is intended to apply only
to the present generation of readers. Evea so, it would be
difficult to reconcile this with the Jerusalem destination, since
James, the Lord’s brother, had been shortly before put to death.
But it is very questionable if this interpretation is correct. The
words ‘striving against sin’ strongly suggest that the meaning is
that they have not yet resisted sin in deadly earnest. Blood has
not yet been drawn in the contlict. And this is supported by the
fact that, as we see from verse §, the author is blaming them.
Could he have blamed them because they have not yet suffered
martyrdom ? That the metaphor is not elsewhere found cannot
decide against the claims of exegesis. It was naturally suggested
by the reference to the contests in the arena. That the struggle
with sin for them, as for Christ, meant suffering is true ; and they
have winced under a little pain and flinched from carrying the
contest to extremities.

B, 8. Baut suffering is a token of God’s love and a proof of their
sonship. They shrink from the conflict since they forget the ex-
hortation of Scripture. It .is just because they are sons that they
are chastened, and that God does not spare harshness in His dis-
cipline. The quotation is from Prov. iii. r1, 12, where the LXX
differs somewhat from the Hebrew. The passage is here regarded
as spoken by God, who thus addresses the reader as His ‘son.
This relation is asserted also at the close of the quotation, though
not in the present Hebrew text. A similar passage occurs in the
fine peroration to the first speech of Eliphaz (Job v. 17), but it
is a moot point, on which side the dependence lies.

5. ye have forgotten. Several translate as a question, ‘Have
ye forgotten?’ but the translation in the text seems prelerable,

7. The marginal translation ‘endure unto chastening’ is less
probable, since the mext clause is a statement, not a .command.
The author explains that their suffering is with a view to dis-
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you as with sons ; for what son is there whom Z/s father -
chasteneth not? - But if ye are without chastening,
whereof all have been made partakers, then are ye
bastards, and not sons. - Furthermore, we had the fathers
of our flesh to chasten us, and we gave them reverence:
shall we not much rather be in. subjection unto the
Father of spirits, and live? For they verily for a few
days chastened us as seemed good to them ; but he for
our profit, that we may be partakers of his holiness. All
chastening seemeth for the present to be not joyous, but

cipline, and 'such suffering in no way presents God’s action or
their relation to Him in. an unfavourable Ilght Every father
subjects his son to discipline, and God, if He is their Father, must
do the same.”

8. If God did not trouble to chasten them it would be because
He did not regard them as His true chlldren, and felt no re-
sponsibility for their upbringing. But since God. ‘scourgeth
every son whom he receiveth’ (verse 6), it follows that if they are
sons they must be chastised. Fatherhood is not weak indulgence
but deep concern for the son’s highest good. It is possible to
understand the verse as a general statement as to human relations:
if you were not chastened in your youth, it would be because
you were not legitimate children. But this is unlikely, and as
addressed to the readers, would be gratuitously offensive.

9, We accepted the chastisement of our natural parents, and
much more should we be submissive to God, for He is the
Pather of spirits, whose supreme concern is for the spiritual
good of those whom He corrects, and whose discipline, if rightly
received, wil! secure our eternal life. The term * Father of spirits’
is of high importance, suggesting in its comprehensiveness the uni-
versal Fatherhood of God.” The margin ¢ our spirits’ is not so good.

10. This verse seems to develop the thought contained in
“much rather,” though possibly it is suggested by ¢ and live.” The
earthly parent chastises according te his fallible judgement, and
with a view but to a brief period ; the heavenly Father’s discipline
wisely secures our good, and this is a permanent participation in
that holiness which is the essence of His moral nature, Thus we
prove ourselves His sons in very truth,

11. A further-encouragement to patience, based on the fact
that, though chastisement while it is being endured cannot be other
than paintul, it yet afterwards produces a blessed result. This
is described as a ¢ peaceable fruit,’ in conirast to the distressful
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grievous : yet afterward it yieldeth. peaceable fruit unto
them that have been exercised thereby, even the fruit of
righteousness. - Wherefore lift up the bands that hang
down, and the palsied knees; and make straight paths
for your feet, that that which is lame be nat turned out
of the-way, but rather be healed. - Do

Follow after peace with all men, and the sanctification

storms through which it has grown to maturity. And this is.no
other than ‘righteousness,’ that conformity to the loftiest. moral
standard which issues out of discipline. L

12. Since suffering is thus the proof of sonship and the means
of moral progress, they should encourage those who are dis-
heartened by it and brace them to renewed endeavoyrs. The
author has in mind Tsa, xxxv. 3; Ecclus. xxv. 23. Thosc who
are firm must help the wavering, o ‘ .

13. While they do all they can to restore the flagging encrgies
of the weak, they must see that no unnecessary hindrances strew
their way. Some are lame, and if the road be too rough, their
limbs may be ‘put out of joint,” and they may abandon the
Christian race. But if the path be smooth they may find their
lilmbs regain their strength by reason of usec, and their lameness
pass away. The first clause is taken from Prov. iv. 26,  The
translation ‘turned out of the way’ is unobjectionable in itself,
but the. reference to lameness and being ‘ healed’ spggests that
the word has the medical sense ‘dislocated’ (marg. ‘put out. of
joint”). "Whether their state grew worse or better depended pn
the care exercised in the remoyal of stumbling-blocks, '

xil, 14~17. The purily of the church. Let the readers parsue
Peace and sanctification, and watch over the purity of the church,
lest it be compromised by the apostate, the. impure, or the un-
spiritual, remembering how Esau sought in vain the blessing he
had flung away. .

14, Cf. Ps. xxxiv. 14. The mecaning is uncertain. If we
translate with all men, there is a reference to the maintenance
of peace with non-Christians as well as Christians, and the next
clause adds a necessary caution that peace is not to be purchased
at the price of principle. But throughout the passage the author
is dealing with the conditions within the community. It would be
better therefore to translate ‘ with all,” and regard the exhortation
as one to peace within the church. If this is closely connected
with what has gone before, he may be exhorting that these ¢ready
to halt’ should be treated with forbearing love, not in a harsh or
quarrelsome spirit. Probably the critical conditions were leading

12
13
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15 without which no man shall see the Lord: locking care-
fully lest Zkere le any man that falleth short of the grace
of God ; lest any root of bitterness springing up trouble

16 you, and thereby the many be defiled; lest #iere e any
fornicator, or profane person, as Esau, who for one mess

17 of meat sold his own birthright. For ye know that even

to dissension. For fsanctification’ see note on x. 10. The ritual
preparation for approach to God has in the New Covenant given
place to the cleansing of the conscience from moral defilement,
without which the vision of God is in the nature of the case
impossible (¢f. Matt. v. 8).

15. Not merély must each seek for personal cleansing, but for
the purity of the church, which may be disastrously affected by
the shortcomings even of a single member. Such a member may
be a poisonous root, shooting into malignant growth and sapping
the spiritual vitality of the whole community. He may do this by
falling short of the grace of God, or falling from it, by unbelief or
apostasy, by immorality or lack of splrltuahty The passage is
partially taken from Deut, xxix. 18, and it is curious that the Greek
word translated ‘trouble you’ is almost identical for the words
‘in gall,” which were perhaps the ongmal reading of the LXX.
¢Defiled’ is the opposite of ¢sanctified,” and both terms are drawn
from ritual terminology. For ‘lest’ the margin gives ‘ whether’
(soin verse 16), and ‘falleth back from’ instead of *falleth short of.’

16. It is uncertain whether we should take formicator in the
spiritual (so Weiss and von Soden) or in the literal sense as in
xiil, 4 and elsewhere in N.T. The latter is perhaps the more
probable, but-we should not connect ‘as Esau’ with it. The
silence of Scripture can, it is true, hardly be pressed against it,
for, apart from Jewish legends, Philo explained the hairiness of
Esau as lasciviousness. But the context -develops only the
profanity of Esau. He was a man with no depth of nature and
with no outlook into the eternal. He was not a man of faith
who postpones present gratification for future good, but one who
lived like an animal, ¢ tame in earth’s paddock as her prize,” with
no spiritual horizon, He was thus, engaging though he might
be, a character of less promise than his selfish, calculating, cold-
blooded brother, who had spiritual vision and numbered Bethel
and Peniel among his experiences. The contrast comes out in
Esaw’s selling his birthright, and all its spiritual privileges, in a fit
of impatient hunger, and Jacob's grim tenacity in holding on to
the angel with dislocated thigh, till he blessed him.

1%. As the passage is here translated, what Esau sought with
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when: he afterward desired to inherit the blessing, he was
rejected (for he found no place of repentance), though
he sought it diligently with tears.

- For ye are not come unto a mount that might be
touched, and that burned with fire, and unto blackness,

tears was not ‘repentance’ but ‘the blessing.’ The brackets
might be removed and ‘it’ referred to ‘repentance,’ but this is
improbable, for we should have expected the prenoun to refer to
‘place,” which the Greek dces not admit. There is, in no case,
any thought of Esau’s future destiny, as if repentance were here
a condition of salvation. What is meant is that he found it
impossible to avoid the consequences of his irrevocable act. With
the birthright he had bartered away his blessing. It was this
‘blessing’ and not ‘ repentance’ which, according to the moving
story in Gen. xxvii. 34-38, Esau sought with tears.

xii. 18-24. The fervors of the Old Covenant and tie glories of the
New, Unlikethe Old Covenant, which was sensuous in its character
and barred approach to God, the New Covenant is heavenly and
brings us to God and the angels, to Jesus and the saintly dead.
Two main thoughts are expressed in this magnificent contrast
between the two covenants. The Old Covenant was given under
sensuous and material forms; the New Covenant is within the
sphere of the heavenly and intangible. Once more the Old
Covenant tock the most effective means for preventing approach
to God, for it hedged about His presence with the most awful
terrors ; the New Covenant has brought us into heaven itself, to
the angels and the blessed dead, to God and to Jesus, through
whose blood it has been made. All these great privileges must
become motives for watchfulness. The New Covenant is a supreme
manifestation of God's grace, therefore they must look carefully
lest any fall short of it. The passage presents serious diffieulties;
but these occur for the most part in verses 22, 23.

18. The words ‘a mount’ are inserted by the Revisers to
balance ¢ mount Zion’ in verse 22, and as suggested by verse 2o.
Yet the more literal translation in the margin, ‘a palpable and
kindled fire,’ is to be preferred. The order of the adjectives is,
it is true, strange, and the expression ‘a palpable fire’ is stranger
still. Yet rhetortc has other laws than logie, and an expression
is not too daring which hcightens the terror by making the subtle
flame materialize before our eyes. The mountain is lost in the
fire, but imparts to it some of its own solidity. God, who is
surrounded at the law-giving by myriads of His holy ones, has
made His angels winds and His ministers a flame of fire (contrast
verse 22). The O.T.theophanies are consistently of an elemental
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and darkness, and tempest, and the sound of a trumpet,
and the voice of words ; which voice they that heard in-
treated that no word more should be spoken unto.them :
for they could not endure that which was enjoined, If
even a beast touch the mountain, it shall bestoned ;- and
so fearful was the appearance, #%af Moses said, I exceed-
ingly fear and quake: but ye are come unto mount Zion,
and unto the city of the living God, the heavenly Jeru-
salem, and to innumerable hosts of angels, to the general

character, Here the author accumulates the appalling manifesta-
tions of Sinai (Deut. iv. 11, V. 22 ; Exod. xix. 16-19).

19. intreated. This request was made after the ten com-
mandments had becen spoken (Exod. xx. 18-20; Deut. v. 23-27;
cf. “‘and he added no more,’ verse 22).

20. Loosely quoted from Exod. xix. 12, 13. So great was the
sanctity of the mountain that even unconscious trespass must be
visited with death. The command brings out'well the materialistic
conception of holiness which is transmitted by physical contact,
Yahweh’s presence on the mount makes it holy, and this quality
communicates itself to whatever touches it. Hence the mode of
death prescribed : no hand must touch' the transgressor, that
none -may be infected with -this contagious holiness. The same
savage order of ideas is shewn in the setting of bounds round
the mountain, which correspond to a taboo line (Exed. xix. 12, 23).
For similar materialistic conceptions of holiness cf. the fate of Uzzah
{2 Sam, vi, 6, 7), and the law of the sin-offering (Lev. vi. 25-30).

21. In the narrative of the Sinaitic revelation these words do
not occur, but Moses in telling the story of the golden calf says,
¢And 1 fear exceedingly on account of the anger and displeasure,
for the Lord was provoked against you’ {Deut. ix. 19, LXX).
The words ¢ and quake’ have no counterpart in any O. T, narrative
about Moses, but the same word occurs of Moses at the bush
in the speech of Stephen (Acts vii. 32). This suggests that the
author may be drawing on Jewish tradition.

29; 93. The earthly Zion crowned by Jerusa.lem is the material
counterpart of the heavenly hill, whereon is the Jerusalem, which
is above (Gal. iv. 26). This New Jerusalem, as it is called in
the Revelation (iii. 12, xxi. 2), is in truth the eternal ideal city,
wherein God Himself dwells and which is the home of angels and
saints, When we pass from the city to its inhabitants we are
met by grave difficulties. The main question is whether in the
words ‘to innumerable hosts ., . ., in heaven’ we have angels
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assembly and church of the firstborn who are enrolled in
heaven, and to God the Judge of all, and to the spirits of

alone referred to, or both angels and men. There are subordinate
questions as to the connexion and arrangement of the words, It
should be observed that each new .class in the enumeration is
introduced by ‘and.” Itis not agreed whether the ‘and’ which
stands before ‘church’ introduces a new class, as in the margin
‘and to innumerable hosts, the general assembly of angels, and
the church,” &c., or whether, as in the R.V,, it simply connects
‘cbhurch’ with ¢gencral assembly,’ or..as it would be better
translated ‘festal assembly,” In the former case there can be
no doubt that men as well as angels are referred to; in the latter
either view may be taken. It is possible, however, to arrange
the words somewhat differently than in the margin while retaining
the same general sense : ‘And to innumerable hosts of angels, a
festal assembly, and to.the church, &c., but the connexion
followed in the text seems more natural. This leaves the question
open whether we should identify ‘the festal assembly and church
of the firstborn’ with the ¢ myriads eof angels” On account qf the
absence of ‘and’ before ‘a festal assembly,’ this is the construc-
tion naturally suggested by the passage. The main objection is
that the angels are not spoken of elsewhere in Scripture as
‘firstborn.” But it was a perfectly appropriate term to use pf the
‘sons of God’ in contrast to men, the later-born members of the
city, and that they are ¢ enrolled ’ does not necessarily mean that
as yet they are not actual residents. The term ¢ church * (ebblésia)
may mean simply ‘convocation,’ and this admirably suits the
angels, It is actually so used in Ps, Ixxxix. 5, ‘assembly of the
holy ones’ (cf, verse 7), and in Ps, Ixxxii. 1 the LXX translates
‘God stood in the congregation (synagogue) of gods.” Further,
the reference to men creates serions difficulties. The ¢ spirits of
Jjust men® occur at a later point ; is it probabie that human beings
are twice introduced in this enumeration? This difficulty is met
by the plea that, in this case, it is of living Christians that he is
speaking, But quite apart from the curious order which thus
arises, the description of them as ¢ church of the firstborn’ is hard
to account for, More scrious still is the consideration that it is
the privileges of living Christians that he is here describing ; the
Inhabitants’ with whom they are privileged to have communion
hardly include themselves. It is best, therefore, to translate ‘to
myriads of angels, evenr a festal assembly and convocation of
firstborn who are enrolled in heaven.’ .
23. to God the Judge of all, We can hardly translate in this
Way ; the order of the Greek nccessitates that ‘of all’ shounld be
attached to ‘{God.” We may translate *to the God of all as Judge’
or better ‘to a Judge who is God of all” [t is not easy to sce
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24 just men made. perfect, and to Jesus the mediator of
a new covenant, and to the blood of sprinkling that
25 speaketh better than #a# gf Abel. See that ye refuse

what is the precise point of the reference to God as Judge. We
may hear in it perhaps a note of warning, such as is struck more
loudly in verses 25-29, but probably we should rcgard it as an
assertion that the supreme ruler in the heavenly city is God,
who is ‘God of all,” angels and men alike. He is therefore our
God ; our Judge is no alicn Power.

the spirits of just men made perfect. He chooses the
term fspirits,” i. e. disembodied spirits (cf. ‘spirits in prison,’
1 Pet. iii. 19), becauss he wishes to insist on the supersensucus
character of the inhabitants. This fact tells against the interpre-
tation of the ° firstborn’ as those still on earth. It is disputed
whether the ‘just men’ are O. T, saints or those who have fallen
asleep in Christ. The phrase probably covers both. They are
spoken of as already ‘perfected,” but for their final perfection
they have still to wait (xi. 40",

24. The writer now adds Jesus, who has made this perfecting
possible, and has mediated the New Covenant {marg, ¢testament”)
by which we can draw nigh to God. Jesus isthe leader of
salvation who has opened the way to the heavenly city, in which
we may follow him. The word translated ‘new’ mesns new
in point of time. This is the only place where it is applied to
covenant in the N.T. The word generally used means new
in kind. The human name ‘Jesus’ is chosen to remind us of
his sympathy and human experience. ¢ The blood of sprinkling,’
whereby the covenant is ratified, speaks a better thing than that
of Abel. It is true, as von Soden urges, that no reference is
made to the cry of Abel's blood for vengeance in Gen, iv. 10,
but it was well understood that blood spilt on the ground cried
for vengeance (see note on xi. 4). Nor does it follow because
he uses ‘ better’ that the blood of Abel spoke a good thing., It is
most natural to understand that, while Abel's blood called for
vengeance and sent the murderer from the presence of God with
a guilty conscience, to be a fugitive and wanderer on the earth,
the blood of Jesus calls for forgiveness, brings even those who
have shed it into the presence of God, cleanses their conscience, and
gives an abiding home in heaven. The margin gives ¢ than Abel’

In these verses the readers are spoken of as having already come
to the heavenly Jerusalem and entered into fellowship with its in-
habitants, This is their experience from the ideal point of view,
though actually the veil still hangs between. But faith can even
now carry them within the veil.

xii. 25-29. The voice from heaven. Let the readers pay heed to
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not him that speaketh. :For if they escaped:not, when
they refused him that warned #%esm on earth, much more
shall not we escape, who turn away from him that warnet’
from heaven: whose voice then shook the earth: but
now he hath promised, saying, Yet once more will 1
make to tremble not the earth only, but also the heaven.
And this 7eord, Yet once more, signifieth the removing
of those things that are shaken, as of things that have
been made, that those things which are not shaken may

God’s voice, remembering the fate of disobedient Israel. . For
heaven and earth will soon be shaken, and only the imperishable,
to which our kingdom belongs, will abide. Let us gratefully
serve God with awe, for He is a consuming fire, .

25. The argument in the impressive warning which follows, is
similar to that in ii. 1-4 and x. 28-31. Both at Sinai and in the
new revelation it is God who speaks. It is true that the request
of the Israelites that God should no longer speak to them sprang
out of natural terror at His voice, and God Himself acknowledged,
‘they have well said all that they have spoken’ (Deut. v, 28).
But the writer, in the light of later history, probably saw an
ominous forecast of Israel’s rebelliousness, which brought upon
it the Divine retribution. To us God has spoken from heaven,
and this clothes His words with even greater majesty, and
demands for treason a still heavier vengeance. For *that warneti;
from heaven’ the margin reads ‘that is from heaven.’

.26. The shaking of the earth took place at the law-giving (Exod.
xix, 18). But, as Haggai prophesied, God is going to shake both
earth and heaven (Hag, ii, 6, 21). The prophecy seems to have
been spoken in the first instance in anticipation of the overthrow
of the Persian kingdom, and the inauguration of the Messianic
kingdom under Zerubbabel. The author probably is referring here
to the Second Coming, believed to be imminent. It should be
remembered that according to the Jewish conception the affairs of
earth were closely linked with heaven. Earthly kingdoms have
their heavenly guardians or princes, who identify themselves with
tl}p interests of their respective realms (Dan. x. 13, 20, 2I,
xil 1), hence the overthrow of a kingdom is an act which takes
effect not only on earth but in heaven (Isa. xxiv. 21, 22, XXXiv.
4, 5). Yet once more indicates that this shaking is to be final.

27. The things which can be shaken are those things that have
been made, the manufactured, the material. These just because
they are material are stamped with a perishable character, and
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28 remain. Wherefore, receiving a kingdom that cannot be

shaken, let us have grace, whereby we may: offer service

29 well-pleasing to God :with reverence and awe: -for our

13 2

God is a consuming. fire;:
Let love of the brethren continue. FOrget not to
shew love unto strangers : for thereby some have enter-

will pass away when heaven and earth are shaken. They pass
away that the truly real, which cannot perish, may remain, the
heavenly and eterral, to which our kingdom (verse 28) belongs.
It is also possible to connect the last clause with ‘made,’ in the sense
that these things have been made in order that the things which
cannot be shaken may remain. But this seems less probable,

28. Since our kingdom is untouched by these convulsions of
the physical universe, we should be filled with thankfulness, that
thus we may render to God that grateful and spontaneous service
which is well pleasing to Him. And remembering His awful
majesty, we should approach Him with reverence (marg. ‘godly
fear ) and awe. The margin ¢ thankfulness’ is probably better
than ¢ grace.’ ’

29. Such reverence and awe befit our worship, for He is a ¢ton-
suming fire. It is the stern side of God that is mostly ‘in the
writer's thought, for he is checking presumption. But he may be
thinking, too, of the function of fire to cleanse and réfine.

xiil.  1-6. Parious exhortations, . Let the readers practise
brotherly love, hospitality, care for the persecuted, purity, con-
tentment, and freedom from avarice,

The author begins with general exhortations, but returns in the
course of them to the main subject of the Epistle.

1. The mutual love of Christians was very characteristic of the
early church, and attracted the attention of the heathen. Asare-
sult ofthe strain under which the community was living, the anthor
seems to have detectad a cooling of the aflection of the members
for each other. When the bond of a common faith is relaxed, and
enthusiasm dies down, love is in danger of growing cold.

2. Hospitality to their fellow countrymen honourably dis-
tinguished the Jews. The early Christians were equally hospitable
to their co-religionists ; the social conditions of the period made
it necessary, but especmlly so in the case of the Christians who
might at any time be rendered homeless and destitute through
persecution, . This fact might make it in some instances dangerous
to shelter fugitives, and those who were losing their attachment
to Christ were the less likely to risk their own safety for such
as were suffering for his sake., The precept is enforced by
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tained angels unawares.. Remember them that are in 3
bonds, as bound with them ; them that are evil entreated,
as being yourselvés also in the body: ZLefmarriage e had 4
in honour among all, and /¢ the bed #¢ undefiled: for
fornicators and adulterers. God will judge. Be ye free 5
from the love of money ; content with such things as ye
have : for himself hath said, T will in no wise fail thee,
neither will I in any wise forsake thee. So that with 6
good courage we say,

The Lord is my helper; I will not fear:

What shall man do unto me?

the reminder that some have thus ¢ entertained angels unawares,”
The references are to the narratives in Gen. xviii-—xix {¢f. Judges
Vi. T1-24, xiii. 2-23).

8. It is not merely persecution elsewhere that has driven
fugitives to share their hospitality, but there are prisoners for
Clirist’s sake, whom they must succour, entering sympathetically
into their position. Others are enduring hardship for Christ, and
the readers, as still in the body and liable themselves to be evil
entreated, should remember these. ‘In the body’ cannot mean
as members of the body of Christ. :

4. There seems to be no reference to any ascetic depreciation
of marriage, but -only a practical exhortation to chastity alike in
the married and unmarried, with the assurance that breaches of
this Taw will be visited by the judgement of God.. ‘Among all’
is perhaps the best translation, but we might translate ‘in all
respects.’

5. To a typical form of sensual self-indulgence is added a typical
form of self-aggrandizement. For this denunciation of the love:of
money cf. © Tim. vi. 10 and the many warnings in. the gospels,
which make it rest largely, as here, on a distrust of God's watchful
Providence.. The quotation occurs nowhere in the O.T. -in pre-
ciscly this form, but with the substitution of the third person for
the first it occurssubstantially as here in Deut. xxxi. 6,8; 1 Chron,
“Xxviii. 26. In Philo it is found precisely as here ; probably it was
current-in this form in the synagogue or in popular language.

8. The quotation is from Ps, cxviii. 6. Quite possibly verses
5and 6 had special appropriateness to the circumstances, of, the
readers. In time of persecution they might lose their worldly
‘Boods, but the Lord would provide, and while He was their helper
the utmost thiat the violence of man could do to them was in vain.
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Remember them that had the rule over you, which
spake unto you the word of God; and considering the
issue of their life, imitate their faith. Jesus Christ 7s the
same yesterday and to-day, yea and for ever. Be not

xiii. 7-17. Avoid novel teachings and break with Judaism. Let
them imitate the faith of their deceased rulers : Jesus is now what
he was to them, therefore let them not yield to novel doctrines.
The spiritual life should be nourished by grace rather than sacri-
ficial meals, for our altar admits no meal, since its sacrifice is
one of those most sacred sin-offerings, whose flesh cannot be
eaten by the priests, but must be burned outside the camp. So
Jesus had to suffer outside the gate. Let us abandon the camp
and join him, bearing his reproach, for our city is not on earth
but is still to come. We may offer the sacrifices of praise and
beneficence. Let the readers obey the rulers, who are watchful
for their interests. .

7. They who had the rule over them were those from whom
they had received the gospel. Rcmembering what death they
had died, let them imitate the faith which had brought their lives
to s¢ glorious an issue. Whether this had been martyrdom is
not said. It is clear that the readers were in danger of lapsing
from it, and equally clear that the author shared the same¢ theo-
logicat standpoint as those who first evangelized the readers.

8. This verse is connected with what goes before and with what
follows. The argument is: Imitate the faith of your deccased
rulers, for Jesus is the same now as he was to them. All then
that the argument requires is ¢ Jesus Christ 45 the same yesterday
and to-day.” But while this is enough for logic it is too little
for love, so he adds ‘ yes and for ever,’ to give expression to the
exulting feeling that not for an age but for time and eternity Jesus
is unchangeably the same. Itis strange that von Soden should
regard this fine addition as intolerably dragging. He translates
¢ Jesus is Christ yesterday and to-day, the same [i. e. Christ] also
for ever,” which is neither so fine in itself nor so doubly relevant
to the context, .

9-12. These verses are among the most difficuit in the Epistle
and have been very variously explained. The connexion with
verse 8 is plain. Since Jesus remains the same now as he was
in the time of your late rulers, hold fast the doctrines they taught
you, and do not be carried away by novelties of teaching. As

‘he is unchanging, let your doctriie be unchanging too. ‘The

teachings, against whose seductions the writer warns them, are
described as ‘divers and strange.” - By the former adjective he
indicates their varied character, by the latter that they are foreign
to the Christianity they have received and hitherto professed.



TO THE HEBREWS 13. ¢ 230

carried away by divers and strange teachings: for it is

We may infer that several different tendencies, all, it is probable,
connectéd with varions sides of Judaism, were present to the
author’s mind. Of these he selects one, chiefly, perhaps; because
it leads naturally to the exhortation he wishes to give in verse 13.
The reference to *meats’ has given rise to several conjectures.
It is well to remember that the teachings, of which the author
speaks, recommend, not abstinence from certain foods but partici-
pation in them, The ¢heart” was thought to be strengthened by
‘meats,” in other words, these helped forward the religious life.
We may, therefore, set aside all explanations which treat the
teaching as ascetic, or as scrupulously inculcating the unlawfulness
of ‘unclean’ food. It would, however, be possible to think .of
the opposite tendency represented by ¢the strong.’ who prided
themselves on the enlightenment which permitted them to eat
meats offered to idols, or such as were prenocunced unclean in
the law. Yet this is bhardly probable, for it is one thing to
express the sense of emancipation in this way; it is another thing
to believe that it is a profitable religious exercise. But, apart
from this, it is not easy to understand how the following verses
are relevant to such a position. They suggest much more strongty
that the ‘ meats * are the sacrificial meals of Judaism. Once more
the author returns to the main subject of his letter, asserting again
the unprofitable character of Judaism, and the duty of holding fast
to Christianity in spite of temptations to abandon it.

It is best to approach the interpretation of verse 1o threugh an
identification of the persons referred to. It seems quite clear that
‘we’ must mean ‘we Christians.’ Some have taken it to mean
‘we Jews’; it is enough to say that if the writer had meant this,
he would have said it.  Yet it probably springs out of a correct
appreciation of the requirements of the context. <They which
Serve the tabernacle’ can, however, hardly be other than the
Levitical priests. Some have thought them to be Christians.
But, once more, if theauthor had meant this he would surely have
expressed himself differently. The first and third persons in the
same sentence can hardly refer to the same people, unless this is
¢learly indicated. The author would simply have said ‘ we have
no right,” or, if he had wished to retain the reference to the
tabernacle service, ‘we who serve the tabernacle.’ But if they
are the Levitical priests, an important question arises: Is the
atthor thinking of the priests of contemporary Judaism, or is he
calling attention to the disabilities of the priests-as defined in the
law? It is on the answer to this question that the general view
Wwe take of the passage depends. The usual opinion is'that he is
l'Efe_‘rn_ng to the Jewish priests of his own time, affirming that we

hristians ‘have an altar; of which we have, but those priests
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good that the heart be stablished by grace ; not by meats,

have not, a ‘right to eat.” But this view is exposed to serious
objections. The reference to ¢the tabernacle’ is difficult. The
priests of the first. century A, n. served .the .temple, not the
tabernacle; and if in reply it be said that the author always
speaks -of ‘the tabernacle,” that is just one of the reasons for
adopting the alternative view here, that he is referring to the
regulations of the law. Again, it is curious reasoning to say the
heart should not be strengthened with food, and proceed, we
Christians have an altar of which we may eat while Jewish priests
may.not. - We expect an argument to the effect that Christians
have nro sacrificial food to eat. And it should be observed that
the eating of verse. 1o ought to be taken as literally as the ‘ meats’
of verse 9, otherwise the logical connexion is broken, It is also
difficult to see why the priests are singled out. To interpret ¢ the
priests, much less the people’ makes sense, it is true, but the
reference has little point. Again, the reference to the destruction
of the victim’s body has little relevance on this interpretation.
Lastly, if the author’s object was to prove that the Jewish priests
had no right te participate in the Christian sacrifice, would he
have proved it by the argument that ¢ Jesus suffered without the
gate’? It was not.true of the sacrifice on the Day of Atonement
that those who were in the camp failed to reap the benefits because
the body of the victim was burned outside. Why then should not
those who remainet within the camp have been able to enjoy the
blessings of Christ’s sacrifice?. It must not be forgotten that
the efficacy ‘of the sacrificial act resided not in the slaughter of
the victim, still less in the destruction of the body, but in the
presentation of the blood. The alternative explanation is that we
Christians cannot think of sustaining the heart by sacrificial foods,
for ‘the only Christian sacrifice belongs to a type of which the
pHests were forbidden to eat anything. The victim's body had
to be destroyed outside the camp, and thus the body of Jesus was
slain outside the gate. It is greatly in favour of this that it yields
a coherent argument. The ¢ not by meats’ of verse g is supported
by the proof.that eating can have no place in & Christian sacrifice ;
it also explains why ‘the priests’ are mentioned. They could eat
the minor sin-offerings in a holy place, but the more important
sin-offerings, above -all the sacrifices. of the Day of Atonement,
were too holy even for them to eat. The flesh cauld be safely
disposed of only by burning in.a clean place outside the camp.
On this interpretation, the burning of the victim becomes important
in the argument, for it made the.eating of the victims not only
illegal but impossible,- And :thus the author would say, Because
Jesus is the supreme: sin-offering, it is impossible. that his body
should be eaten in a sacrificial meal, One objection may be urged
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wherein they that occupied themselves were not profited.
We have an altar, whereof they have no right to eat which
serve the tabernacle, For the bodies of those beasts,

agzinst this view. It is that we'should have expected the anthor
to say, “we have a sacrifice,’ rather than ‘we have an ajtar.” The
difficulty is real, but it may be mitigated if we suppose that he
shrank from bringing the ideas of ‘eating’ and of ¢ Christ’s body’
inte: connexion, and thus said ‘ altar,” and if we remember that-they
who eat the sacrifices have communion with the altar (x Cor. x.
18). The question as to what is meant by the ‘altar’ still remains.
It is clear that if the point of the argument is. that Christianity
knows no sacrificial meal, the ¢altar’ cannot be the table of the
Lord’ In Christianity, ‘altar’ and ‘table,” the author would have
said, are mutually exclusive terms. The ‘altar’is generally taken
to be the eross. If the writer meant anything so definite, this may
be correct. It should be pointed out that the cross in verse 12
really corresponds not to the altar but to the pyre on which the
bodies of the victims were burned. In the case of Jesus, however,
there was no such double experience of death at the tabernacle
and burning outside the camp, as in that of the victims on the Day
of Atonement. But if we ask, What was the altar on this day? the
answer must be that it was the mercy-seat. Although, etymologi-
cally, the altar (in Hebrew) means the place of slaughter, its idea
in the ritual is falfilled by that to which the blood is applied,
According: to this, the only Christian altar is in the heavenly
sanctuary where Christ ministers. . .
.. The general argument of the passage may therefore be thus
stated : Do not be carried away by the fascinations of the many
teachings with which you will be brought in contact, which are
all foreign to the Christianity you have been taught. Such a
doctrine is that the heart may be strengthened with sacrificial meals;
but it is well for us that it should be strengthened by Divine grace.
Not oply are sacrificial meals of no profit to those who partake
of them, but no place is left for them in Christianity. We have
an altar, but it is one with which no meal can be associated, for
Iis sacrifice belongs to that class of most sacred sin-offerings,
Whose blood was brought into the Holy Place, and the bodies of
which could not be eaten even by the priests, but had to be burnt
Outside the camp. And since the sacrifice of Jesus was of this type,
hp had to suffer outside the gate in order that he might present
his blood in the heavenly sanctuary and thus sanctify his people.
10. which serve the tabernacle. There is a touch of irony in
this deseription of the priests.of the Old. Covenant. .
. 11, The blood of the more important sin-offerings--those for
the anointed priest’ and ¢ the whole congregation of Isracl —was
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whose blood is brought into the holy place by the high
priest as an offesing for sin, are burned without the camp.
Wherefore Jesus also, that ‘he might sanctify the people
through his own blood, suffered without the gate. Let
us therefore go forth unto him without the camp, bearing

brought into the Holy Place, and the carcases were burned * with-
out the camp ’ (Lev. iv, 1-21). With the minor sin-offerings—those
for a ruler or one of the common people—the blood was not taken
within the Holy Place (Lev, iv. 22-35), and the flesh was eaten
by the priests {Lev. vi. 25-29). The mile as to sin-offerings,
whose blood is brought into the ¢tent of meeting,” is to be found
in Lev. vi. 3o, but although this verse is referred to here, the
writer seems not to have in mind the case of these sin-offerings,
but of the sacrifice of the Day of Atonement. For it was only in
this that ‘the high-priest’ officiated, and it is in terms borrowed
from the ritual of that duy that the work of Christ is generally
expressed. We should, perhaps, take ‘holy place’ to mean
Holy of Holies, since the atoning act culminated in the sprinkling
of the blood on the mercy-seat. The author’s argument would
however remain correct in point of fact, if the term bore its usual
sense. The passage rather suggests that he may have blended
the sin-offerings, whose blood was brought by the priests into the
Holy Place, with the victims of the Day of Atonement, whose
blood was brought by the high-priest into the Holy of Holies,

12. As already pointed out, the writer has to blend the double
experience of the victim in the Jewish sacrifice—slanghter within
the camp and burning of the carcase outside of it—into a single
experience in the case of Jesus, that of suffering *without the
gate,” The burning of the victim was not intended to sublimate
but to get rid of it. The body plays no part in the atoning act,
and has in fact no significance after the blood has been drained
from it. The life, and therefore the atoning energy, resides in
the blocd and in the blood alore. On the writer's scheme, then,
no function is left for the body of Jesus. It is ‘through his own
blood’ that he must ¢ sanctify the people.’ It is thus inevitable
that, while the writer fully recognizes the fact of the Resurrection
of Christ {verse 20}, lie can assign no place to it in his argument
or attach to it any theological significance.

without the gate. This is not stated in the gospels, but
implied in John xix. 20 (‘nigh to the city’). The shifting camp
of the wandering had become for the Jews ¢an abiding city.’

13, 14. That Jesus suffered without the gate was to the
author very suggestive. It not only assimilated his sacrifice to
that of the Day of Atonement, it was a fit symbol that Jerusalem
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his reproach. For we have not here an abiding city, but
we seek after ke cify which is to come. Through him
then let ‘us offer up a sacrifice of praise to God con-
tinually, that is, the fruit of lips which make confession
to his name. - But to do good and to communicate forget

had thrust him out, by dooming him to the *reproach’ of an out.
law’s death, and a death pronounced accursed in the lJaw (Deut.
xxi, 23). Henceforth he was homeless on earth. But that system
which made him an alien can be no home for his followers: they
too must break with Judaism, and bear with him the ignominy of
the cross. And we may be well content to be outcasts, home-
less as they made him, for it is not on earth that we have ‘an
abiding city.” On earth there can be no such permanent abode
for those whose true home is in the unseen, and who know them-
selves to be pilgrims and strangers. They kncw, too, that soon
heaven and earth will be shaken, and no material city can survive
that convilsion of the universe.

13. without the camp. The variation from ¢without the gate’
is determined by the circumstances. Since, in the time of Jesus,
Israel no longer lived in the camp, the phrase was necessarily
changed to ‘without the gate’ But his suffering ‘without the
gate’ was the act of the representatives of Judaism, and the
physical exclusion from the city was the outward expression
of éxcommunication from the Jewish Church. Since in the law—
which for the author is regulative of Judaism considered as
a religious system-—the camp is the sacred enclosure within which
the religious community of Israel dwells, to ‘go forth without
the camp’ means to sever connexion with Judaism. It Is difficult
to believe that the language of verse 13 could have been addressed
to non-Jewish readers.

1B. Jesus has offered the great atoning sacrifice, and Christians
cannot therefore offer such sacrifices for sin, but they may
offer up a sacrifice of praise to God; yet even this only through
Christ, who by his sin-offering has made access to Ged possible.
Praise should be offered ¢ continually,” for it can never adequately
express the goodness of God, and it should be the constant
attitude of our mind towards Him. The spontaneous praise
of the heart does not wait for fixed seasons of worship. *The
fruit of lips’ is borrowed from the LXX of Hos. xiv. 2. Some
ancient authorities omit ‘them’ (marg.).

18. Christians may offer also the sacrifices of helpful service
to their fellows, and especially the giving of their snbstance to

those in need. These ¢sacrifices’ of praisc and beneficence are

well pleasing to God.

-
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17 not : for with such. sacrifices God is.well pleased. Obey
them that have the rule over you, and submit 7 them:
for they watch in behalf of your souls, as they that shall
give aceount; -that. they may do this with joy, and not

 with grief : for this were unprofitable for you. ‘

18  Pray for us: for we are persuaded that we have a good

19 conscience, desiring to live honestly in all things. And
I'exhort you the more exceedingly to do this, that I may
be :restored to you the sooner.

20 Now the God of peace, who brought again from the

17. While they must be loyal to the memory of their former
rulers (verse 7), they must be loyal to the government of those
who rule them now, Not mercly should they ‘obey’ their
commands, but ‘yield’ to their wishes. It is clear from this
passage. that the author felt himself in full sympathy. with the
leaders, and that his fcelmg was not shared by some at least
of those to whom he writes, With these he pleads on the ground
that their leaders feel a deep responsibility for them to God, and
anxiously watch over them, that their care may be constantly
a source of joy, as they see it bear fruit, and not. of grief (literally
¢ groaning,” marg.}, which will turn to the disadvantage of those
who have caused it. .

xiil. 18, 19. Reguest for prayer. The writer asks for the
prayers of the readers, protesting his integrity, and desiring
soon to be restored to them.

18. The change from the plural to the smgular in the next
verse can hardly be accidental. The writer combines others with
himself, These may be the rulers of the church, in which case
he reckons himself as one of them, or they may be the Christians
who are with him. In any case they are objects of some suspicion
to the readers, whom he therefore assures of the good conscience
they feel themselves to possess.

18. He is the more desirous of their prayers, in order that.
he may be restored to them more quickly. The author therefore
evidently stood in close relations to the church he is addressing,
and may have been one of its leaders. He is kept from them
by circumstances of which we have no knowledge. It seqms
clear from verse 23 that he was not in prison, and the hindrance
was only temporary, as in that.verse he expresses the definite .
purpose to see them soon.
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dead the great shepherd of the sheep with the blood of
the eternal covenant, even our Lord-Jesus, make you
perfect in every good thing to do his will, working in us
that which is well-pleasing in his sight, through  Jesus
Christ ; to whom Je the glory for ever and ever. Amen.
- But I exhort you, brethren, bear with the word of
exhortation : for I have written unto you in few words.

xiil, 2o, 21. A prayer for the pesfecting of the veaders, ending
with a doxology. It is generally assumed that here we have
the solitary reference in the Epistle to the resurréction of Christ.
The woirds might be understood of the entrance into the heavenly
sanctuary, on' which so much stress is laid throughout the
Epistle, but, taken in themselves they wvery strongly suggest
iHé “réfererice to the resurrection. For ‘with,” iiterally !in, the
mirgin gives ‘by. It is not certain whether the author means
that ‘God raised Chirist by means of the blood, or whether He
brought him up from the dead as Shepherd with the blood.
These words may indeed be connected with the whole of the
earlier part of the verse, God is called ‘the God of, peace,
not as hedling the stiife of the church, but as imparting an inward
harmony to the soul in which its conflict has been stilled. The
phrdse ‘ the great shepherd of the sheep’ rests upon Isa. Ixiii. r1,
where the LXX reads * Where is he that brought up from the sea
the shepherd of his sheep?’ For ‘the blood of the eternal
covenant’ cf. Zech. ix. 11,

21. make you perfect. The word used is not the usual one in
the Epistle ; it means ‘to complete,” This completeness is with
a view to our doing the wilt of God, but this we can do only as He
works in us, through Jesus Christ, that which is well pleasing
to Him. For the thought we may compare Phil. ii. 1=z, 13.
Instead of ¢ thing’ many ancient authorities read ‘ work’ (marg.),
and for ‘us’ many read ‘you’ (marg.).

to whom. It is not certain whether God or Christ is meant
——doxologies are more usually addressed to God—but *Jesus
Christ’ is the immediately preceding person, and in an Epistle
Wwhose main object has been to vindicate his supremacy, a closing
doxology to him is most fitting,

Xiii. 22-25. Conciuding words and salutations.

22. The author asks them to bear with the exhortation he has
felt it h_is duty to address to them, and urges in support of his plea
for their kindly reception of his letter that it is so brief. Clearly
he could not count with certainty on a favourable hearing,

21
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z3 Know ye that our brother Timothy hath been set at

24

25

liberty ; with whom, if he come shortly, I will see you.
Salute all them that have the rule over you, and all
the saints. 'They of Italy salute you.
Grace be with you all. Amen.

23, But he will not trust to the effect of the letter alone. He
will soon be with them (cf. Paul’s similar hint in Philem. 23),
and he will come with Timothy if he joins him soon enough to
permit of this. ¢ Qur brother” seems to imply that Timothy was
the author’s colleague. The arlicle would probably have been
used in Greek, if he meant simply fellow Christian. The words
éset at liberty”’ seem to refer to an imprisonment of Timothy,
though they might be interpreled more generally, We know
nothing of the circumstances.

24. The command Balute all them that have the rule over
you is important as shewing that the Epistle is not addressed
to the whole community, but to the community apart from its
rulers, and, further, the double ‘all’ suggests that the letter was
?irected to asingle community in a city where several were to be
ound, ) .

They of Italy. On this sece the Introduction, p. 26,

25. This brief benediction is found also in Titus jii. 15; in
Col.iv.18; 1 Tim. vi. 21 ; 2 Tim. iv. 22 the formula is even briefer,
*Grace be with you.'
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